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Introduction:

The Draft Thornton Creek Watershed Action Plan was developed by the Thornton Creek Watershed
Management Committee, funded by a Centennial Clean Water loan from the Washington State
Department of Ecology to Seattle Public Utilities, and staffed by Seattle Public Utilities following
guidelines found in WAC 400-12-100. The Watershed Management Committee began working
together in mid-1997 and continues to oversee development of the Action Plan.

The Plan addresses the Thornton Creek watershed (drainage basin) which provides the natural
drainage for 7,263 acres (11 sguare miles) in northwestern King County. It isan urban watershed,
partialy situated in the City of Seattle and partially in the recently incorporated City of Shoreline.
There are about 76,000 people living in this watershed in some 33,362 dwelling units (1998). Over
90% of Thornton Creek’s main channel — more than 15 miles — flows above ground through 700



back yards and over 15 parks and natural areas, on its way southeastward to it’s mouth at Matthews
Beach on Lake Washington. There are several tributaries, some named and some not, also primarily
above ground. The watershed drainsto the Thornton Creek system.

The Watershed Management Committee for this Watershed Action Plan began working at an exciting
time: federa, state, and local governments have begun developing and requiring comprehensive and
integrated approaches to address both water quality and water quantity issuesin local watersheds.
This Action Plan sets goals, objectives, and makes recommendations to improve management of
water quantity and improve water quality from a range of issue viewpoints — stormwater; non-point
pollution; habitat; education and stewardship; regulation and enforcement; implementation; and
monitoring, analysis and evaluation. Each viewpoint is presented in a separate chapter. These
viewpoints, collectively, address the comprehensive and interdependent mission and goals of the
Watershed Management Committee for the Thornton Creek watershed.

Mission and Goals of the Watershed Management Committee:

Mission: to protect and restore the Thornton Creek ecosystem for the welfare of fish, wildlife and
people; improve the quality of life in the watershed; and prevent further degradation as human
population and development increase.

Goals:

1. Reduce stormwater-related flooding and damage to stream and wetland habitat, and increase
infiltration.

2. Improve water quality by reducing non-point pollution in Thornton Creek and its watershed.

3. Protect and improve instream, riparian, and upland habitat for the survival of remaining native
Species.

4. Increase public awareness and develop stewardship of the watershed.

Goal's, Objectives, and Recommendations of the Action Plan

The Action Plan includes seven chapters — or viewpoints — each with agoal:

Stormwater: To mimic natural flow patterns, minimize stormwater-related habitat damage, and
reduce flooding.

Non-Point Pollution: Restore water quality in Thornton Creek, its tributaries, and wetlands to meet,
or be better than, the state’ s water quality standards.

Habitat: To protect and improve habitat for native fauna and flora within the Thornton Creek
Watershed, and to provide opportunities for people to connect with nature.

Education and Stewardship: To improve awareness of, foster pride in, encourage responsibility
for, and create learning opportunities within the watershed.

Regulation and Enforcement: To ensure that present and future regulations affecting the Thornton
Creek watershed are fully enforced.



Implementation: To ensuretimely and effective implementation of the Thornton Creek Watershed
Action Plan, consistent with priorities identified in the Plan and ongoing direction from interested
citizens and stakeholders. Implementation should begin upon Department of Ecology concurrence
with this Watershed Action Plan.

Monitoring, Analysis and Evaluation: To accurately gauge Action Plan effectiveness by gathering
regular, reliable progress reports and data on the creek and watershed through a variety of methods,
public and private, and make it available to all interested parties.

Objectives have been devel oped for each goal (27 total), and recommendations are made for each
objective (130 total). Specific implementers for each recommendation have been suggested and
concurrence from each implementer is being sought.

Costs and Timelines:

Preliminary estimates indicate that Implementation of this Action Plan is estimated to cost about
$50M plus considerable and ongoing volunteer activity and time. While the Plan does not indicate a
timeline, it is estimated that it will take from 10-20 years to implement the entire Action Plan.

Themes of the recommendations:

Recommendations in this Action Plan are divided into chapters based on viewpoints. To summarize
the Plan, nine overall themes have been selected with references to chapters, their sections and
recommendations.

1. The “best available science” is neither adequate nor sufficiently available to provide afoun-
dation upon which sequenced projects and programs may be conducted toward achieving the mis-
sion of this Action Plan. Consequently, the Action Plan calls for a number of research studies,
analysis of data, and data sharing organizations along with significant monitoring of current and
forthcoming projects which are viewed as experimental and contributing to a shared developing
knowledge base (see Stormwater A2, C2, D1; Non-Point Pollution, B1-B10, C5 ; Habitat A4, C5;
Regulation & Enforcement C4; Monitoring, Analysis and Evaluation A1-A5.) These activities are
considered essential to developing an adequate scientific basis for ongoing work while providing for
a broader understanding of the issues and techniques appropriate for solving problems as they arise.
The Action Plan anticipates that emerging new information could change the recommendations,
priorities, and sequencing of this Plan and have provided for Plan updates (see Implementation D1).

2. Developing and supporting habitat for wildlife to meet the goals of this Action Plan cannot be
accomplished without also reducing the impacts of human development, both historic and in
the future, upon the Thornton Creek system and it’ s riparian corridor. Consequently, Stormwater
isthe first chapter of this Action Plan and stormwater management is viewed as a necessary precon-
dition to improvement of habitat for wildlife and quality of life for humans over time. (Recommen-
dations relating to riparian corridor improvements are found in the Habitat chapter and in the Regu-
lation and Enforcement chapter.)

3. Throughout the Action Plan, recommendations highlight the need to reduce the impacts of
human development throughout the watershed in avariety of ways. Several recommendations



specifically relate to reducing the use of pesticides and herbicides (Non-point Section E). A number
of recommendations specifically call for enforcement of existing regulations and strengthening of
guidelines and regulations for construction and development or re-development in the Watershed
(Habitat A1, A3; Regulation and Enforcement). Recommendations also highlight a number of pro-
grams and ideas for volunteer efforts to reduce human impacts and specifically request that existing
voluntary programs be targeted to the Thornton Creek watershed. (Stormwater Section E, Non-Point
C7, Habitat A2, A6, C7; Education and Stewardship, Section A and D.)

4. Implementing this Action Plan in the Thornton Creek Watershed will require the active participa-
tion of citizens, community groups, schools and their students and faculties, and public agencies.
The Plan specifically addresses the need to improve communication between agencies, the Water-
shed Management Committee and the public not only about the Plan itself (Education & Steward-
ship A3) but broadly about the watershed (Non-Point E2-E3; Education & Stewardship Section C,
Habitat C2; Implementation C3, C4; Monitoring, Evalution & Analysis A5). The Plan recommends
establishing, improving, and re-establishing excellent contact and complaint/response facilities for
the public to use to reach agencies responsible for responding to crises or regulating activities.
(Habitat, A5; Regulation & Enforcement A3, A4) The Plan also offers a number of recommenda-
tions to support watershed educational institutions in providing a watershed focus within existing
curricula or specia projects (Education & Stewardship, Section B).

5. Staffing support is key to the success of this Action Plan. The Plan recommends that Seattle
Public Utilities become the lead agency for implementing this Plan, with assistance from the City of
Shoreline as co-lead. (Implementation A3). The Plan recommends that ongoing support be found by
Seattle Public Utilities (with partnersif possible) for a Watershed Interpretive Speciadist, 1 FTE
(Education B1), a Thornton Creek Project Manager, 10 month FTE (Education B1), support for three
Thornton Creek Project Positions, a Teacher “ Schools Coordinator”, 0.5 FTE, a“Teacher Director”,
0.25 FTE, and a“Technology Coordinator”, 10-month internship (Education B1.) (Please note that
the Thornton Creek Project Manager and additional Thornton Creek Project Positions are to be
partially supported through a Memorandum of Agreement between Seattle Public Utilities and North
Seattle Community College on behalf of the Thornton Creek Project on an annually renewable basis
including a scope-of-work annually to implement this Plan.) The Plan also recommends devel oping
a permanent, ongoing position of a Basin Steward/Watershed Coordinator, 1 FTE and develops a
task list (see Implementation A4).

6. Oversight of this Action Plan’s implementation is a key ingredient. An Oversight Council is
recommended (Implementation A1 and A2) and roles and responsibilities for this Council are men-

tioned throughout the Action Plan (see list on page X). The Basin Steward/Watershed Coordinator

would provide staffing for the Council (Implementation A4).

7. This Plan attempts to balance recommended actions on public property (see, for instance, Habitat
E1, Non-Point C4), with suggestions about how to support the efforts of voluntary participation by
private property owners. Key to the success of this balanced approach is mutual respect between
public agencies and private property owners. A number of partnership possibilities are recom-
mended. (See, for instance, Stormwater E2, Non-Point E4; Habitat A2, A3, A6, B3.)

8. Recommendations to nurture plant life and restore the “green” balance in the watershed
ecology are included. (Habitat C5 - C8, and C9 and D1-D3.)



9. Maintenance is a key priority for all projects and programs related to mission of this Action
Plan. Throughout the Plan there are recommendations relating to improving maintenance on both
public and private property — stewardship of the watershed requires excellent “housekeeping”. The
Action Plan recommends adaptive management of all projects or programs relating to the water-
shed. This means that as each program or project is developed, it is to be monitored, evaluated, and
conclusions about the project or program used both to modify the original (as needed) and to inform
design of future projects or programs. Each action step, then, becomes part of the process of contrib-
uting to better understanding of the watershed and the Thornton Creek system.

There are anumber of recommendations that call for monitoring (see especially the Monitoring,
Analysis, and Evaluation chapter), for careful review of pilot and experimental projects, and for
“fine tuning” (retrofitting) existing projects while designing new projects or programs or developing
new criteria based on the most contemporary information.

In general, the Thornton Creek Watershed Action Plan recommends a coordinated, shared, integrated
approach to improving the watershed while clarifying roles and responsibilties of arange of inter-
ested parties from citizens to community groups to public agencies, each to do their part of the
whole.

Where did the Action Plan Come From?

The Watershed Management Committee developed a great deal of information before drafting the
Watershed Action Plan. The Thornton Creek Watershed Characterization Report, published in
November 2000, accompanied by the Thornton Creek Riparian Corridor Maps, published Septem-
ber 1999, provide the first comprehensive overview of the watershed. As the Characterization
Report was being developed, a number of milestones affecting the watershed have occurred includ-
ing new studies of both the hydrology and biological viability of Thornton Creek, listing of Puget
Sound chinook (salmon) populations as a threatened species under the Endangered Species Act by
the National Marine Fisheries Service (3-16-99), Seattle City Council’ s adoption of new drainage
policiesin expanding the role of the former Drainage & Wastewater Utility in stormwater manage-
ment (12-99), Seattle revised the Stormwater, Grading and Drainage Control Code (6-00) and devel-
oped new technical manuals, Seattle Public Utilities entered into a Memorandum of Agreement with
Seattle Parks Department and began monitoring effectiveness of SPU Capital Improvement Projects
and devel oping detailed maintenance plans and manuals for these projects located on DPR land, The
City of Shoreline began to develop a stormwater management program, and citizens challenged City
of Seattle land use decision related to a general development plan proposed by the owners of the
Northgate Shopping Center in the courts. So it has taken over three years to compl ete this draft of
the Thornton Creek Watershed Action Plan.

The Watershed Management Committee

The Watershed Management Committee was appointed by (whom?) to be as broadly representative
as possible of the different viewpoints in the watershed. Not every member was able to survive the
extended demands of this work, which was originally anticipated to take about two years. The
following members have sustained their participation and devel oped this Action Plan:



Watershed Action Plans are created under the authority of the State Department of Ecology whose
representative, Joanne Polayes has worked closely with the Watershed Management Committee and
it's staff at Seattle Public Utilities throughout the development process.

Chapter 1

Introduction

This Action Plan summarizes a three-year planning effort developed by the Thornton Creek Water-
shed Management Committee. The mission of this Action Planisto

Restore the Thornton Creek ecosystem for the welfare of fish, wildlife and people

Improve the quality of life in the watershed

Prevent further degradation of Thornton creek watershed as population and development increase

This plan primarily addresses non-point pollution, which is pollution that comes from dispersed
sources, such as homes, businesses, streets, and erosion. Excess storm runoff from development is
also recognized as aform of non-point pollution. This plan goes beyond pollution control by inte-
grating actions to improve stormwater management, to improve the overall biological health of the
watershed, and to increase public awareness and stewardship.

Watershed-based planning has been recognized as one of the most effective approaches to reducing
non-point pollution since the late 1980’ s. The planning process involves various responsible agencies
and community stakeholders. This draft Watershed Action Plan will be formally reviewed by the
public, all affected local agencies, affected Tribes, state and federal agencies. In addition, the
Thornton Creek Watershed Management Committee will sponsor a public meeting to hear comments
on the Plan.

Description of the Thornton Creek Watershed

Thornton Creek provides the natural drainage for its 7,263 acre (11 sg. mile) watershed. (A water-
shed isthe land area, bounded by hilltops and ridges, which drainsto a particular stream, river, or
other water body.) Thornton Creek Watershed islocated in northwestern King County between
Puget Sound and Lake Washington (Figure 1). It isan urban watershed, partially situated in the City
of Seattle, one of the oldest and most developed areas in the Puget Sound region, and partially in the
recently incorporated City of Shoreline (figure 2).

An estimated 75,400 people live in the watershed, and thousands more work within its boundaries.
The watershed is home to Northgate Shopping Center, America s first and oldest shopping mall. A
three and a half mile stretch of Interstate 5, the State’ s busiest highway, with daily traffic of over
187,000 cars, passes through the watershed. Vibrant communities, such as Lake City, are located in
the watershed. Asthe Puget Sound region grows, additional people and buildings, wider roads and
more community services will be located here.

In many cities, people have been disappointed by the loss of their creeks as they were channeled into



drainage pipes. Within Seattle, community groups have sought to raise millions of dollarsto reverse
this process and “daylight” piped creeks, returning them to the surface and recreating riparian corri-
dors. Asthiswatershed developed, most of Thornton Creek was spared the fate of being forced into
anetwork of pipes. Over 90 percent of the creek’s main channel — more than 15 miles —flows as
surface water, above ground toward L ake Washington and eventually into Puget Sound viathe
Ballard Locks. Thornton Creek flows through more than 700 backyards and more than 15 parks and
natural areas.

The community takes pride in this watershed. Despite heavy growth, this area has retained a more
rural character than many other Seattle area neighborhoods. Thisisdue in part to the creek, numer-
ous parcels covered with large evergreen trees, and alack of curbs and sidewalks. Thornton Creek
watershed residents enjoy knowing a coyote family may move into the watershed to take up resi-
dence beside raccoons, river otters, and possums. Residents can see blue heron and the occasional
bald eagle flying overhead. Some salmon still return to the creek to spawn, although not in their
historical abundance. These symbols of the Pacific Northwest are located only ten minutes from
downtown Seattle. However, the community isin jeopardy of losing these and other watershed
treasures to future urban growth.

Thornton Creek Watershed Action Planning

The Thornton Creek Alliance (TCA) was instrumental in getting Seattle Public Utilities (SPU) to
apply for and receive a Centennial Clean Water oan from the Washington State Department of
Ecology (DOE, or Ecology) to develop the Thornton Creek Watershed Action Plan.

The watershed planning process involves several key steps that include:
A watershed management committee
A characterization report and water quality assessment
An action plan
Public participation

Watershed Action Plans have been adopted by Seattle City Council and approved by Ecology for two
other Seattle watersheds, Pipers Creek in 1990 and Longfellow Creek in 1992. Since then, millions
of dollars have been spent implementing many recommendations made in these plans.

Watershed Management Committee

The Thornton Creek Action Plan was written by a group of residents, state, tribal, city and county
governmental agency representatives, and community, education, and business leaders, with staff
support from SPU. Participating individuals and organizations are listed on the first page of this
Plan. Organized as the Thornton Creek Watershed Management Committee (Committee, or WMC),
these people began meeting monthly in the summer of 1997. They reached consensus on avision of
the watershed’ s future and have spent many hours examining the condition of the watershed and
considering what new actions are needed. Throughout the development of the Action Plan, the
Committee sought advice and suggestions from people within the watershed.

The mission of the Committeeis to restore the Thornton Creek ecosystem for the welfare of fish,
wildlife, and people and to improve the quality of lifein the watershed.



Public Participation

One of the Committee’ sfirst steps was to develop a public participation plan to ensure that anyone
interested would have a voice in the process. The committee began by sending a newsletter to every
household in the watershed in fall 1997 informing residents about the Action Plan process and
inviting them to add their names to the mailing list.

In 1998, the Committee hosted afour-part lecture series at North Seattle Community College.
L ecture topics included urban streams, salmon, local wildlife, nature-scaping (atype of landscaping
using native plants), and “green” gardening tips. In June 1998, the committee held a public meeting
to present background information about the watershed and problems found in the watershed.

The Committee formed partnerships with two local non-profit groups, the Thornton Creek Project
and the Thornton Creek Alliance, to reach additional interested citizens. The Thornton Creek Project
is a cooperative educational network among watershed schools, which uses Thornton Creek asits
central focus. Thornton Creek Alliance is a grass roots umbrella organization formed by people
living and working within the Thornton Creek watershed who are dedicated to preserving and
restoring an ecological balance in the watershed. Numerous workshops, watershed tours, demon-
strations at the Northwest Flower and Garden Show, and student assemblies were held. Numerous
work parties encouraged people to see the watershed streamside parks and participate in their resto-
ration. A web site, www.thorntoncreek.org, was devel oped by the Thornton Creek Project along
with an on-line community library.

As afun outreach component of the Action Planning process, a Thornton Creek Celebration was
held at Matthews Beach Park on Lake Washington during a crisp, sunny, fall day in late September
1999. The celebration included work parties along and near the creek, distinguished speakers, the
band “ Thornton Creek,” refreshments, educational booths, and family entertainment. The festival
celebrated work done by watershed volunteers, and introduced visitors to the exciting work happen-
ing in the watershed. Organizers from the City of Seattle and the community hoped to establish the
gathering as an annual event.

The Committee used additional outreach efforts during the development of the Action Plan to keep
people informed of progress and encourage them to participate. The following methods were used,
and will be used:

A newsletter sent to people on the project mailing list.

Public meeting to present implementation strategies.

Educational workshops, work parties, and watershed tours advertised in local newspapers and to

people on the project mailing list.

Semi-annual updates mailed to local community groups.

A web site www.thorntoncreek.org.
Characterlzatl on Report
The Committee devel oped a Watershed Characterization Report, describing the character and condi-
tion of the Thornton Creek watershed in several parts. Thefirst half of the report describes existing
conditions. It presents geophysical, biological, historical, and demographic information on the
watershed; and assesses the aguatic and terrestrial resources and water quality of Thornton Creek
and itstributaries.

The second half of the report describes and evaluates actions that are currently under way to address



problems in the watershed. These actions include laws, regulations, programs, incentives, mainte-
nance and educational and activities that currently work to protect the watershed. The Committee
chose to present these actions as they relate to stormwater management, non-point pollution, habitat,
and education/stewardship.

The final chapter summarizes the values and benefits the creek provides to the community, and sets
the stage for the Action Plan by summarizing the challenges that remain in the way of restoring this
watershed.

A set of maps, the Thornton Creek Riparian Corridor Maps, were prepared as a companion document
to thisreport. This map contains 14 sets of orthographic photographs matched with GIS layers
showing the stream, parks, streets, parcels, and buildings. The maps were annotated to show areas
with good habitat, steep slopes, problems, storm drains and other information.

Action Plan

Using the background information and problem analysis in the Characterization Report, the Commit-
tee devel oped this action plan to outline specific steps needed to control sources of non-point pollu-
tion and improve habitat and biological diversity. The Action Plan includes recommendations on
enhancement of existing improvements and regulations, new projects, public awareness and educa-
tion programs, water quality monitoring, maintenance activities, and community action.

The Action Plan describes specific actions, budgets, and schedules for implementation of the recom-
mendations. Most importantly, it will include letters of concurrence, or commitment, from sponsor-
ing agencies and organizations. When completed in 2000, the plan will be submitted to the Seattle
and Shoreline City Councils, and Ecology for approval. Largely, the Cities of Seattle and Shoreline
will implement the plan; however, other governmental agencies, volunteers, non-profit organiza-
tions, businesses, and individual landowners may complete other actions.

The Watershed Management Committee prioritized recommendations in the Action Plan by present-
ing them in priority order within each chapter. In addition, on June 6, 2000, members of the Water-
shed Management Committee met and used a“dot” exercise to review priority for recommendations
included in the Watershed Action Plan asawhole. While utilizing the “ dot” exercise to determine
priorities is not a phasing tool that appropriately indicates sequencing or prioritizing methodology, it
illustrates where agreement was found among the WM C regarding the most urgent issues and critical
elements to be addressed in order to ensure implementation of the Watershed Action Plan.

March 30, 2001 NOTE: The following priority ratings will be extensively revised and a new ranking
method implemented by the WMC in mid-April, 2001.The new list and rankings will replace the
following list. The new method will utilize established ranking criteria designed by the WMC. Read-
ers are advised to use the following list only as a “snapshot™ of the WMC’s priorities and work on
June 6, 2000.

Most agreement:
Establish and operate a permanent Thornton Creek Watershed Council. [12]

Use regional detention facilities. Incorporate regional detention ponds as part of the basin-wide
strategy to reduce flooding. Continue devel oping detention sites at non-traditional locations on



public properties. Purchase and restore flood-prone property. [11]

Provide staff and organization to support education programs. [11]

Restore and recreate wetlands to treat runoff. [9]

Remove fish passage barriers. [9]

Provide adequate staff to coordinate and support the Action Plan. [9]

Remove and control noxious and invasive weeds. [8]

Develop and support a coordinated watershed-wide monitoring effort. [8]

Modify city policies and regulations to promote infiltration and reduce impervious surfaces. [7]
Continue to purchase wetland and creekside property having high habitat value. (List of sug-
gested sites will be included with this recommendation) [7]

Mid-range agreement:

Evaluate criteriafor drainage Capital Improvement Projects and other specific projects suggested
through watershed planning process or neighborhood plans. Use this criteriato evaluate drain-
age-related recommendations in adopted neighborhood plans, and include highest priority
projectsin capital improvement, drainage basin, parks comprehensive plans, and other municipal
implementation plans. [6]

Increase on-site detention for new construction and redevelopment to the extent possible. [5]
Reduce pollution from roads. Improve street sweeping methods to increase removal of dirt,
sand, leaves, oil and litter. (S5B1) Incorporate treatment and mitigation measures in expansion
of SR522 (Lake City Way). (S5B2) Treat stormwater runoff from Interstate 5 near NE 10" St.
(S5B3) Treat runoff from (arterial streets. [5]

Incorporate water quality improvements into CIP projects such as detention ponds. [5]

Restrict development in riparian corridor. [5]

Promote stewardship through volunteer activities such as stream and watershed restoration
projects, adopt-a-creek. [5]

Promote stewardship through volunteer activities such as stream and watershed restoration
projects, adopt-a-creek. [5]

Increase aggressive enforcement of existing watershed related regulations. [5]

Improve management of streams and wetlands by expanding the role of the drainage utility and
including staff with expertise in wetlands, stream restoration, hydrology, geology, and biology.
[4]

Inventory areas with riparian corridor habitat. (2b) Improve other sections of the creek. [4]
Review and modify the Environmental Critical Areas (ECA), Stormwater Drainage codes and
Land Use codes to provide greater stream and wetland protection. [4]

Individual or locational priorities or best approaches:

Map the existing storm drains, ditches and culvertsin Shoreline. [2]

Use creative aternatives to traditional sidewalks, curbs and guttersin street CIP's. [2]

Study flowsin Thornton Creek and use as criteriafor drainage projects. [2]

Reduce pollution from residential properties. Continue existing programs to inform the public
about non-point pollution and how they can help reduce it. Continue existing programs for
inspection, repair, and/or replacement of on-site septic systems. Develop a specific program to
reduce non-point pollution in the Thornton Creek watershed. [2]

Help streamside property owners control erosion and improve habitat. [2]



Integrate awareness of the creek and watershed into existing public education activities spon-
sored by city and non-profit organizations. [2]

Coordinate and integrate the Watershed Action Plan with other existing and future plans. [2]
Improve coordination between Seattle, Shoreline, King County, and within agencies and cities
concerning the watershed, including restoration, protection, habitat, and related or similar issues.
[2]

Monitor progress toward achieving goals. [2]

Offer assistance to improve private management of stormwater. [2]

Publicize tax-breaks for not developing critical open space and for preserving land, such as King
County’ s Public Benefit Rating System. [1]

Encourage protection and planting of native species through avariety of programs. [1]
Increase the number of trees. Encourage tree planting by volunteer groups, homeowners and
businesses in the watershed. Use local government programs to increase the number of treesin
the Seattle-Shoreline area. Protect large trees through the City Tree Ordinance. [1]

Develop guiding principles for in-stream restoration done by Seattle, Shoreline, or community
groups. [1]

Protect and enhance stream low flows. [1]

Reduce Jackson Golf Course water use from Thornton Creek. [1]

Water rights, low flows, education. [1]

Promote awareness of local wildlife, plants, parks and open spaces through activities such as
brochures, maps, newdletters, signs, and newspaper articles. [1]

Inform businesses and devel opers that they are in the Thornton Creek Watershed. [1]

Support an On-line Library of information about the watershed [1]

Improve existing agency monitoring programs. [1]

Monitor effectiveness of Capital Improvement Projects (CIPs). [1]

Create maps showing infiltration (recharge) areas. [1]

Create aflood easement program. [1]

Disconnect roof drains from the sanitary sewer. [1]

Continue funding Drainage Capital Improvement Projects, including stormwater collection and
retention facilities, using improved selection and design criteria. [1]

Promote water conservation, detention, and infiltration. [1]

Change maintenance activities for public facilities. Continue to improve grounds maintenance
practices in parks, schools, golf courses and other public property. Train city maintenance crews
in water quality protection techniques/procedures. [1]

Chapter 2

Understanding This Document

Action Plan
This Action Plan contains specific actions, budgets, and schedulesto restore this watershed. Strate-
gies are presented as follows:

Stormwater management



Non-point pollution prevention
Habitat improvements
Education/Stewardship
Regulations and Enforcement

In addition, Watershed Action Plans need to find ways to make the recommendations happen and
assess Whether the actions are working. Additional strategies are presented to address:

Plan implementation

Monitoring, analysis and evaluation.

Organization of Action Plan chapters

Each of the seven chapters of action plan strategies listed above begins with a problem summary or
description of challenges on the chapter topic (e.g. stormwater, habitat, regulations and enforcement
etc.) followed by abrief overview of current solutions to those problems and challenges. Following
this, the Thornton Creek Watershed Management Committee has created a goal statement for each
chapter. The goal statement is followed by objectives to reach the goal. Under each objective, recom-
mendations that address the objective —or “action items’—are detailed in outline form.

How to Read Action Plan Recommendations (see example below)
- Title: Action Plan recommendations are listed in outline form under each objective, beginning
with the title and description of the recommendation.

Implementer: The “implementer” of the recommendation follows the description. The
implementer is the agency, organization, or group responsible for initiating and managing the
actions called for in the recommendation. There may be more than one implementer.

Estimated Cost: The estimated cost for implementing the recommendation is listed next. Costs
are broken down by individual implementer, and include the total lifetime cost of the recommen-
dation unless listed as “ongoing” or as “existing budgets.” “Ongoing” indicates a program or
project planned to continue indefinitely, and “ existing budgets’ indicates a program or project
currently funded by the implementer.

Funding Source: Funding for recommendations may come from avariety of sources: City
agencies, the County, non-profit organizations, or grant sources, to name afew. Where possible,
the source of fundsis listed.

Schedule: Each recommendation has an implementation schedule, determined by the priorities
of the Thornton Creek Watershed Management Committee and the resources of the implementer.
Programs and projects that already exist are listed as “ongoing.” Otherwise, the scheduled date
establishes when an implementer has agreed to begin work on the recommendation. Certain
recommendations are more specific, listing the date by which a recommendation shall be com-
plete or a program fully operational.

Example:

Al. Create maps showing infiltration (recharge) areas.




USGS: Complete efforts to map areas within the watershed that are suitable for infiltration. Also identify which areas are unsuitable
due to poor soils, steep slopes, or other factors. Share maps with local governments.

DCLU and Shoreline PADS: Use these maps when examining drainage plans. Make these maps available to interested
community groups.

I mplementation: USGS, DCLU, Shoreline

Estimated Cost: USGS - $20,000
DCLU - $20,000
Shoreline PADS - $5,000

Funding Source:  USGS Hydrological mapping budget
DCLU —existing budgets in land use department
Shoreline Engineering Services budget

Schedule: USGS completing a project in 2001
DCLU - 2002
Shoreline— 2010

Benefits and Beneficial Uses of Thornton Creek

Thornton Creek provides awealth of benefitsto all the people, plants and wildlife living in and
around the creek and in the watershed. The Committee began this planning process by identifying
these benefits.

The Committee examined the list of beneficial uses developed by Washington State for Class AA
Streams (WAC 173-201A) listed below.

Fish and shellfish habitat (includes salmonid and other fish migration and spawning, rearing, and

harvesting of fish and shellfish)

Wildlife habitat

Recreation

Water supply (Thornton Creek used only for irrigation)

Stock watering (not applicable due to the urban nature of this watershed)

Commerce and navigation (not applicable due to the size of Thornton Creek)

After reviewing these beneficial uses, the Committee felt thislist did not clearly describe the numer-
ous benefits and potential benefits that Thornton Creek and its watershed provide. The Committee
created its own list, which added benefits related to natural resources, community and quality of life,
education and refuge. Many of these uses have been impaired or threatened by non-point pollution
and other effects of urbanization.

These benefits guided the Committee in developing goals, objectives and strategies for the Action
Plan.

Table 1 Potential Benefits Provided by Thornton Creek and its Watershed, WMC 1998

Water and Air Resources
A year round supply of clean water.
A natural drainage system for the watershed.
Wetlands that provide flood control and water quality improvement. .



Groundwater recharge.
. Maintaining air
quality through cooling of air, release of oxygen, and absorption of carbon dioxide
Fish and Wildlife Habitat
A diverse habitat for plants, birds, fish, amphibians, and mammalsthat is scarce in an urban
environment.
Food, shelter, nesting, spawning, and rearing areas necessary for resident and migrant species.
A linked corridor to the Lake Washington and Puget Sound ecosystems.
: Environmental
mai ntenance such as insect control by birds.
Community
A focus for building community ties between humans and the larger community of life.
A focusfor pride, identity, and ongoing cooperation among community members, businesses,
government, and schools.
: A means for
improving the economic vitality of the watershed, since the landscape attracts people to businesses
and public amenities.
Education
An “outdoor classroom” for students and the general public to discover (or rediscover) nature.
An opportunity for trying new creek and habitat restoration techniques.
A focus for community based learning in schools and other educational settings.
A way to appreciate the watershed' s unique cultural and ecological heritage.
. An accurate
indicator of the health of the watershed.
Refuge and Recreation
A sanctuary for connecting with nature, for inspiration and tranquility, for retreat and for spiritual
renewal.
A place for hiking, fishing, bird watching, exploration, and play.
: A refuge for
species pushed toward local extinction and recovery of native plant colonies.
Water Supply (Irrigation)

Only the Jack-
son Park Golf Course uses the creek as awater supply to irrigate the grassy areas of the golf course.

Over the three year planning period, the Goals and Objectives of the WM C evolved along with the
committee’ swork. Based on the benefits of the watershed above, the results of research completed
for the Characterization Report, and arefined set of Action Plan strategies, afinal set of Goals and
Objectives was achieved.



Goals and Objectives of the Watershed Management Committee

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT

Stormwater Goal: To mimic natural flow patterns, minimize stormwater related habitat damage, and reduce

flooding.

We will accomplish this goal by doing the following:

Stormwater Objective A.

Stormwater Objective B.

Stormwater Objective C.

Stormwater Objective D.

Stormwater Objective E.

Total: 25 recommendations

Increase groundwater recharge (infiltration) and reduce the amount of
impervious surfaces.

Increase detention throughout the watershed on both private and public
properties.

Improve maintenance of public stormwater conveyance system
Improve the process of evaluating, selecting, designing, implementing, and
managing, capital investmentsin Thornton Creek watershed.

Improve private management of stormwater and runoff.

NON-POINT POLLUTION

Non-point Pollution Goal: To restore water quality in Thornton Creek and its lakes and wetlands to meet, or
be better than, the state’ s water quality standards.

We will accomplish this goal by doing the following:

Non-point Pollution Objective A

Non-point Pollution Objective B.
Non-point Pollution Objective C.
Non-point Pollution Objective D.
Non-point Pollution Objective E.

Total: 32 recommendations

. Improve existing non-point pollution prevention programs in Seattle
and Shoreline to ensure that they are being applied to the Thornton
Creek Watershed in the maximum extent possible.

Improve water quality.

Reduce pollutant discharges from public facilities

Reduce pollutant discharges from commercial properties

Reduce pollutant discharges from residential properties




HABITAT
Habitat Goal: To protect and improve habitat for native fauna and flora within the Thornton Creek Water-
shed, and to provide opportunities for people to connect with nature.

We will accomplish this goal by doing the following:

Habitat Objective A. Prevent harm to existing natural habitat

Habitat Objective B. Improve migration corridors for fish and wildlife
Habitat Objective C. Improve the quality of habitat for fish and wildlife
Habitat Objective D. Increase the quantity of habitat for fish and wildlife
Habitat Objective E. Improve access for humans to appropriate natural sites

Total: 23 recommendations

EDUCATION AND STEWARDSHIP

Education/Stewardship Goal: To improve awareness of, foster pride and responsibility for, and create
learning opportunities within the watershed.

We will accomplish this goal by doing the following:

Educ./Stewardship Objective A. Increase basic awareness and appreciation of Thornton Creek and its
watershed.

Educ./Stewardship Objective B. Integrate watershed education into school programs at all levels.
Maintain and improve existing programs

Educ./Stewardship Objective C. Provide learning opportunities for the general public

Educ./Stewardship Objective D. Promote stewardship.

Total: 18 recommendations

Regulation/Enforcement

Regulations & Enforcement Goal: To ensure that present and future regulations affecting the Thornton
Creek Watershed are fully enforced.

We will accomplish this goal by doing the following:

Regulatory Objective A. Improve enforcement of existing regulations
Regulatory Objective B. Strengthen land use and development regulations

Total: 14 recommendations




Implementation

Implementation Goal: To ensure timely and effective implementation of the Thornton Creek Watershed
Action Plan, consistent with prioritiesidentified in the Plan and ongoing direction from interested citizens and
stakeholders. Implementation should begin upon Department of Ecology concurrence with this action plan.

We will accomplish this goal by doing the following:

Implementation Objective A. Provide watershed oversight.
Implementation Objective B. Improve coordination and plan integration.
Implementation Objective C. Track and report progress.

Implementation Objective D. Update this plan regularly

Total: 13 recommendations

Monitoring, Analysis and Evaluation

Monitoring, Analysis and Evaluation Goal: To accurately gauge Action Plan effectiveness by gathering
regular, reliable progress reports and data on the creek and watershed through a variety of methods, public
and private, and make it available to all interested parties.

We will accomplish this goal by doing the following:

Monitoring Objective A. Monitor the health of the watershed to assure Plan recom-
mendations are having the desired effect.
Monitoring Objective B. Monitor implementation of the Plan’ s recommendations

(see chapter 8, section C)

Total: 6 recommendations

DRAFT
Chapter 3

Stormwater Recommendations — Final Revisions per December 13, 2000 WMC vote

Problem Summary

Stormwater plays acrucial role in determining the health of this watershed, impacting water quality
and habitat. Half of thiswatershed is paved or covered with buildings. This high level of impervi-
ous surface causes stormwater to rapidly run into streams, without much opportunity to be caught in
vegetation or soak slowly into the ground. Stormwater carries pollutants to the stream and excessive
flows also contribute to sediment and turbidity problems. High flows damage habitat by eroding



stream banks and wearing down natural channels. Homes and property along the creek experience
flooding during large storms. Flooding also motivates people to install flood control structuresin an
attempt to minimize the amount of land being flooded. Often, these measures ater the natural
drainage patterns, further aggravating the problem.

Much of the property in the Thornton Creek watershed was developed before stormwater detention
was required. Land developed and built upon without sufficient stormwater controls leads to in-
creased flood occurrences. Flooding will increase due to an increase in impervious surface from
development, preventing vegetation and soil from absorbing water. Because impervious surfaces
cause the stormwater to reach nearby creeks al at once, the streamswill carry higher flow levels, but
for shorter periods of time. This resultsin scouring of the creek bed, high sediment levels, down-
stream flooding, degradation of stream banks, flushing salmon eggs and juveniles out of the system,
and lower summer flows because the soil no longer stores rain water for gradual release.

Current Solutions

There are afew basic ways to address stormwater problems: improve conveyance, increase storage
and reduce runoff volumes. Seattle and Shoreline use al three.

Improve conveyance: Many neighborhoods have informal drainage, where stormwater runs across
lawns, along the side of roads and into ditches and pipes. Maintaining ditches and identifying and
removing bottlenecks, such as undersized culverts, can improve movement of stormwater. An
existing by-pass pipeline conveys high storm flows out of the creek from the confluence of the North
and South Branches directly to Lake Washington. Existing programs, such as street sweeping and
public trashcans, reduce the amount of litter that can wash into the creek.

Increase storage: Regional detention ponds, such as Meadowbrook Pond store stormwater from a
large upstream drainage area and release the water back into the stream at a slower rate. Public
projects to control flooding need to balance fish protection with the need to control stormwater
flows. Currently, some components of public projects are compatible with both, while others con-
flict. Local building codes require on-site detention for new construction and remodels. Current
regul ations may be sufficient to mitigate the impacts of future development, but do not address the
high level of development that has already occurred. Although this accommodates damages from
new sites, it isn't effective for the older buildings.

Reduce runoff volume: Thisis achieved by reducing impervious surfaces and increasing infiltration.
The City of Seattle and City of Shoreline permit infiltration of property runoff, but it’s challenging
given the soils in the watershed, set back requirements and avoidance of steep slopes.

Currently, a hydraulic and hydrological study of Thornton Creek is underway. Sophisticated com-
puter models are being developed to predict flood prone areas and to identify sections of the stream
with flow velocities causing rapid erosion. This study will evaluate various flood control strategies
and their abilities to improve habitat and instream conditions. The results will guide future capital
improvement projects. Seattle and Shoreline involve citizens in identifying and developing CIP
projects.

Acknowledging the challenges ahead and the current character of the watershed, the Watershed
Management Committee has formulated a Stormwater goal and objectives for the future of the



Thornton Creek Watershed.

Stormwater Management Goal and Objectives

Stormwater Goal: To mimic natural flow patterns, minimize stormwater-related habitat damage,
and reduce flooding.

We will accomplish this goal by doing the following:

Stormwater Objective A. Increase groundwater recharge (infiltration) and reduce the amount of
Impervious surface.

Stormwater Objective B. Increase detention throughout the watershed on both private and public
properties.

Stormwater Objective C. Improve public stormwater conveyance system.

Stormwater Objective D.  Improve the process of evaluating, selecting, designing, implementing,
and managing, capital investmentsin Thornton Creek watershed.

Stormwater Objective E.  Improve private management of stormwater and runoff.

Stormwater Action Plan Recommendations

Stormwater Objective A: Increase groundwater recharge (infiltration) and reduce
the amount of impervious surface.

Al. Create maps showing infiltration (recharge) areas.

USGS: Complete efforts to map areas within the watershed that are suitable for infiltration. Also
identify which areas are unsuitable due to poor soils, steep slopes or other factors. Share maps with
local governments.

DCLU and PADS: Use these maps when examining drainage plans. Make these maps availableto
interested community groups.

Implementation: USGS, DCLU, Shoreline

Estimated Cost: USGS - $20K
DCLU - $20K
SPU - $125,000 2000-2003
Shoreline approximately $5,000

Funding Source:

Schedule: USGS completing a project in 2003
DCLU -ASAP



Shoreline— 2003

A2. Research and promote infiltration techniques.

Research methods and technol ogies being developed to promote infiltration of stormwater runoff.
Share findings with developers, designers and neighborhood groups throughout the watershed.
Seattle and Shoreline: Develop demonstration sites to showcase infiltration, for example, the

SEA Streets program. Useinfiltration in City projects, for example building remodels and new
sidewalks and ditches. Include infiltration techniques in Best Management Practices (BMP) manu-
als and updates.

Implementation: SPU, Shoreline
Estimated Cost: SPU — Demonstration projects included in Capital Improve-
ment Fund budgets annually. (SEAStreets 1 estimated cost roughly $800,000,
for example)

UW — Existing budgets and research
Shoreline— Included in Captal Improvement Fund budgets annually. (Ex-
pected annual expenditures to range in the $10,000 for projects, $1,000 for
BMP materials range.)

Funding Source: SPU — Drainage fees, grant funds
Shoreline - ?

Schedule: SPU — Ongoing
Shoreline — ongoing through 2003
UW - ongoing

Replace:
A3. Modify City policies, codes, regulations, procedures and designs to promote infiltration; en-
forcerevisions.

Within five years, use watershed wide hydrologic studies, geotechnical maps (see A1 above), and
other appropriate information to identify target areas or a set of site specific criteriawhere infiltra-
tion may add invironmental benefits without increasing land slide risk. Revise City policies and
regulations to require and promote infiltraiton where appropriate on both public and private proper-
ties. Promote voluntary participation in implementing and maintaining infiltration techniques where
appropriate and incorporate findings in public information such as the Stormwater Code Technical
Requirements Manuals.

Infiltration strategies to be studied for implementation include but are not limited to:

a. Evaluate design measures for reducing impervaious surface on existing public land in targeted
infiltration areas. Propose programmatic and regulatory changes to encourage impervious surface
reduction designs in public street right-of-way improvement projects, sports area recreation projects,
and surface parking area projects to demonstrate how infiltration approaches can be used and main-
tained effectively. Recommend successful approaches to private property owners.



b. Design and evaluate infiltration technology, including technologies that allow for partial infiltra-
tion, on public and private land. Modify the Seattle Stormwater, Drainage and Grading Code (and/or
Technical Requirements Manuals) to require and promote these technol ogies where appropriate and
enforce Code changes. Evaluate potentia benefits of implementing a stormwater management
incentive program for landowners that might include offering technical assistance or other means of
implementing infiltration technology in targeted areas or on sites that meet specific criteria

c. Based on experience gained in (@) and (b) revise the Land Use and Critical Areas codes as
needed. Examine for effectivenessin meeting STormwater Objective A:

- Not allowing variances to short plat or sub-divide lots in the Thornton Creek Watershed in critical
areas and in targeted infiltration areas.

- Requiring infiltration designs, including treatment of run-off, for any increase in impervious sur-
face during redevel opment.

d. Redevelop stormwater/drainage outfalls and public right-of-way street ends into Thornton Creek
to provideinfiltration for groundwater recharge and water quality treatment. Include both piped and
ditched outfalls.

e. Purchase additional public property in targeted areas to improve groundwater recharge and
stormwater run-off treatment of Thornton Creek as appropriate and when opportunity arises. Man-
age this property primarily for water quality, ground water recharge, and habitat benefits.

Implementation: Cities of Seattle and Shoreline (Seattle: SPU and DCLU working together — SPU
is lead agency on stormwater management.

Estimated Cost:

Seattle: $100,000 for initial design and code revision work. (Building upon
1999-2000 work already conducted to revise the Stormwater, Drainage and
Grading Code and development of the “Flow Control Technical Requirements
Manual” issued in 2000.) Additional funds for incentives, property acquisition,
and demonstration projects — cost to be determined.

Shoreline: $50,000 for initial design and code revision work. Additional funds
for incentives, property acquisition and demonstration projects — cost to be deter-
mined.

Funding Source: Seattle: SPU drainage and stormwater sources, SPU CIP for demonstration
projects, potentially grant funds. Funding uncertain for incentives on private

property.

Schedule:
2005 for initial studies and dmeonstration projects.
2010 for full implementation.

A4. Incorporate policies to promote pervious surfaces into new Neighborhood Design Guidelines or




Subarea Design Standards developed by Thornton Creek Watershed neighborhoods and revise/
amend existing neighborhood area design guidelines and/or design standards for those Thornton
Creek Watershed neighborhoods that have them currently.

a Work with the North District Neighborhoods Neighborhood Plan Stewardship Committee and the
Lake City Chamber of Commerce to see that policies to promote pervious surfaces are included as
they develop Design Guidelines for Lake City.

b. Work with citizens and business organizations in the Northgate Overlay areato amend the
Northgate Overlay design guidelines/standards to include policies to promote pervious surfaces.

c. Support the development of committees of neighborhood groups to receive land use bulletins and
other related notifications from City departments.

d. Encourage neighborhood groups/sub-area groups to develop design quidelines/design standards
for their neighborhood including design guidance to promote pervious surfaces/reduce impervious
surfaces.

Implementation: DCLU to assign staff to support development of neighborhood design review
guidelines.

Neighborhood Groups to initiate neighborhood design guidelines or sub-area design
standards; to develop committees

Estimated Cost: $25K— 50K per neighborhood or sub-area to develop neighborhood design guide-
lines or design standards
Staffing costs for Cities of Shoreline or Seattle to support neighborhood design
guideline/standard development.

Funding Source: In Seattle, DON’s Neighborhood Matching Fund is a potential source for neigh-
borhood groups

Schedule: Over the course of 10-15 years to complete neighborhood or sub-area design guidelines
for all watershed neighborhoods; 2004 to complete new Neighborhood Design Guidelines for the
Lake City Urban Village and revision to the Northgate Overlay Zone design standards.

A5. Use credtive aternatives to traditional sidewalks, curbs and guiters.

Seattle: Develop alternatives to traditional sidewalks, curbs and gutters that provide safe pedestrian
passage and convey stormwater, while minimizing runoff and promoting open space. Open space
needs may be achieved with swales, narrow pervious walkways and landscaping. Share these
alternatives with Neighborhood Planning Stewardship groups for use in implementing their neigh-
borhood plans. Incorporate the alternative designsinto City standards. Identify priority areas and
develop a program to install these pedestrian walkways and swales in the Thornton Creek watershed
on both residential and arterial streets.

Implementation: SEATRAN, SPU, Shoreline




Estimated Cost:

Create and Evaluate Designs: $100,000 (Seattle)

Construct and evaluate pilot projects. $1 M over several years

Adjust standards: $100,000 per City

Create program:

- Estimated cost range for an Arterial Street with a concrete sidewalk with Drainage Ditch &
No Parking adding 10% for landscaping, range from approximately $112,000 to 186,000 per
660’ block, both sides of the street
Estimated cost range for a Residential Street with concrete sidewalk or asphalt walkway with
low-cost curb adding 10% for landscaping and infiltration or culvert system, range from
approximately $162,000 to $450,000 per block for sidewalks, drainage, and landscaping (2
sides of the street, 660’ block); $156,000 to $460,000 per block for walkways, drainage and
landscaping (2 sides of the street, 660" block).

Funding Source:

Create and evaluate designs, provide demonstration projects. Design work and drainage
construction costs in Seattle, SPU funds.

Construction costs on arterials may be funded by Arterial Street Fund.

Construction costs on residential streets traditionally borne by property owner. Seattle: SPU
Local Drainage program may provide funding assistance for drainage portion on residential streetsin
the future.

Shoreline: ?

Schedule:

SEATRAN, sidewalks — 2000 and ongoing
SEATRAN, City code — Ongoing

SPU and SEATRAN —Ongoing

Shoreline — 2001

A6. Disconnect roof drains from the sanitary sewer.

Assess the impact of stormwater contributions to sanitary sewer overflows in thiswatershed. If
impact is significant, develop a program to disconnect roof drains from the sanitary sewer and direct
the runoff to infiltration or detention areas. Many homes in the watershed have roof drainstied to
their sanitary side sewer. The sewers can overflow on rare occasions, such as in the winter 96/97
storms when snow melt was accompanied by heavy rains. By diverting roof drains, sewerswould
overflow less often.

Implementation: King County, SPU, Shoreline

Estimated Cost: King County — $30K
SPU — $30K
Shoreline— .1 FTE to investigate need, + .05 annually




Funding Source: To be determined.

Schedule: King County —within 5 years
SPU —within 5 years
Shoreline — 2002

AT7. Identify alternatives to infiltration facilities when it is incompatible with development or site
conditions cannot accommodate it.

Require new development and/or redevel opment to provide alternatives to infiltration if on-site
infiltration is not possible. Examples include more on-site detention, roof top gardens, greater
vegetation cover, off-site infiltration or detention, cisterns, and financial contribution to aregional or
public detention facility.

Implementation: SPU, Shoreline

Estimated Cost: SPU $50K
Shoreline — Existing budgets

Funding Source: To be sought

Schedule: SPU — ASAP
Shoreline — ongoing

Stormwater Objective B: Increase detention throughout the watershed on both
private and public properties.

B1. Increase on-site detention for new construction and redevel opment to the extent possible.

Modify Seattle and Shoreline drainage codes and manuals to increase the amount of on-site deten-
tion required for new construction and redevelopment. Ensure WSDOT complies with local codes,
policies, regulations, etc. and provides adequate detention or mitigates increased stormwater runoff
resulting from their improvements, parking lots, and resulting changes to major commuting arterials.
a. Lower the threshold for drainage investigations/review of redevelopment and new devel opment,
using levels similar to those used in King County’ s policies and the Dept. of Ecology’s proposed
policies.

b. Revise software used by Seattle and Shoreline in calcul ating detention levels to reflect local
weather patterns, such as large back-to-back storms. Seattle and Shoreline should require continuous
event modeling similar to that used in the King County’ s Surface Water Design Manual. Use the
County’s Level 2 Creek Protection flow control standards or equivalent for new construction and
redevelopments in the watershed.

Implementation: SPU, DCLU, Shoreline

Estimated Cost: SPU — $25K
DCLU — $25K with SPU
Shoreline — Existing budget




Discover and report potential costs for purchase, training, etc. for new software
for each City

Funding Source: Existing budgets for City agencies

Schedule: Seattle —within 5 years
Shoreline — Ongoing

B2. Improve existing and create new regional detention facilities. Incorporate regional detention
ponds as part of the basin-wide strategy to reduce flooding. Continue devel oping detention sites at
non-traditional locations on public properties. Purchase and restore flood-prone property.

Develop detention ponds as a key strategy to control flooding without sacrificing other resources
such as wetlands or open stream channels. Determine on a case-by-case location basis whether flood
control or flow duration strategies should be used to control arange of flowsin the spaces that are
available. Use latest studies of the Thornton Creek watershed, including the ENTRANCO study, and
work with the community to develop possible locations on both the north and south branches, priori-
tizing the upper watershed, for open surface detention facilities. When designing detention ponds,
include provisions for human interaction, water quality improvements and habitat, including native
plants and weed controls. Evaluate the success of these detention projects to reduce flooding and
improve water quality, and their impacts on stream temperatures. Alter them as appropriate to
improve their effectiveness.

Continue to develop multi-use sites where one activity can occur during dry weather, and the site can
be used for detention during wet weather. Potential sites include soccer fields, school yards, and
parks such as the old Maple Leaf School site at 32" NE and NE 100th. Use hydraulic and hydro-
logic studies and models, community members and the Thornton Creek Watershed Council to iden-
tify and prioritize potential project sites. The existing detention ponds at the Jackson Park Golf
Course and wetlands at the North Seattle Community College are good examples. Make detention/
retention sites passive recreation and wildlife habitat areas with educational opportunities. When
appropriate, add trails as part of their design.

As part of the CIP strategy, purchase and restore wetland functions to flood prone properties. Con-
tinue to acquire properties vulnerabl e to frequent flooding as they become available and then restore
the floodplain to a more natural condition.

Implementation: SPU, Shoreline

Estimated Cost: Range from $56,000 (M eadowbrook project on DPR property maintained by
volunteers over time) to $10 M or more including potential O& M costs up to $1 M per year. De-
pends upon size, regulatory requirements, site specific operations and maintenance needs, and
volunteer availability and organization.

***%SPU — $1 million + (as available in future budgets)
Shoreline — Existing budget includes more than $400,000 in projects by 2002, plus
annua maintenance costs.



Funding Source:

Schedule: Seattle — 1999 - ongoing
Shoreline — 2001 - ongoing

B3. Incorporate surface detention during L ake City Civic Core redevel opment

Asthe Lake City Civic Core (library, fire house, community center, neighborhood service center,
parks) between NE 123rd and NE 130th and between Lake City Way and 27th Ave NE is redevel-
oped, provide alandscaped detention feature into an open space component to help resolve local
drainage problems and reduce runoff to the storm drain system that ultimately reaches Thornton
Creek.

Implementation: Seattle DON and NDM lead

Estimated Cost: Seattle $25,000 part of construction budgets; $1 million + for detention area. (Total
over $1 million).

Funding Source:

Schedule: during design phase of redevel opment (within 5 years)

B4. Create aflood easement program

Consider expansion of the flood easement program that targets specific flood prone properties
throughout the basin. Use floodplain maps of private properties that have been updated based on the
latest, most accurate modeling and recent hydraulic studies. Create flood plain easements and
informal detention on specified properties. In return pay property owners for use of the flood ease-
ments. Also develop floodplain regulations that prevent the addition of any fill that would cause a
loss of flood storage. Use this program as part of the overall drainage CIP program.

Implementation: SPU, Shoreline

Estimated Cost: SPU — $50K to begin, $25K - $50K annually
Shoreline $2,000 to evaluate idea

Funding Source: Seattle: SPU Drainage budget
Shordline: ?

Schedule: Seattle —within 5 years
Shoreline — 2003

B5. Increase frequency of private detention system inspections.

Segttle: Inspect private, commercial and regional detention systems every other year prior to high
flow seasons. Develop a certification and inspection program for private systems similar to that used
by oil companies for oil furnaces.




Shoreline: Continue current program to inspect private, commercial and regional detention facilities
annually.

Implementation: SPU, Shoreline

Estimated Cost: SPU —1 more FTE
Shoreline — Existing program

Funding Source: SPU — Regular drainage and stormwater sources
Schedule: Seattle — 2000 (ASAP)

Shoreline — ongoing

Stormwater Objective C: Improve public stormwater conveyance system.

C1. Improve maintenance to public stormwater conveyance system.

Reduce localized flooding by improving maintenance to the public stormwater system. Develop
policies for installation and maintenance of ditchesif they do not already exist. Provide adequate
staff to inspect and maintain ditches, swales, trash racks, and culverts properly. Continue to provide
ongoing training for maintenance staff on best methods for cleaning and maintaining ditches, swales,
culverts, catch basins, detention vaults, curb gutters, and restored wetlands within public properties.
The training should include an evaluation component.

Implementation: SPU, Shoreline with King County

Estimated Cost: SPU —$50K or .5 FTE
Shoreline $20,000

Funding Source: SPU: regular O&M funding, grant funding for research

Schedule: Seattle— ASAP
Shoreline — ongoing

C2. Map the existing storm drains, ditches and culverts in Shoreline

Collect data on the existing storm drains, ditches and culverts in Shoreline and incorporate this
information into GIS. Identify portions of the drainage system which are currently inadequate and
take steps to make appropriate improvements.

Implementation: Shoreline with consultant
Estimated Cost: Shoreline $100,000 initially + $5,000 annually
Funding Source:

Schedule: Shoreline— 2001



C3. Improvelocal stormwater collection systems. Address portions of the drainage system that are
inadequate. Retain and increase open ditch systems and swales. Improve their ability to provide
infiltration, flow reductions, and improved water quality. Avoid pumping and piping to convey
stormwater to regional facilities. Use native vegetation around open surface conveyance systems.
Use best management practices related to conveyance of stormwater. Asregional detention ponds are
developed, ensure systems and facilities used to convey stormwater to these ponds can effectively
and safely handle the peak flow volumes.

Implementation: SPU, Shoreline with King County

Estimated Cost: SPU — Enhance existing programs and efforts
Shoreline — Enhance existing programs and efforts

Funding Source:
Schedule: Sesttle— ASAP

Shoreline — ongoing

Objective D: Improve the process of evaluating, selecting, designing, implementing,
and managing, capital investments in Thornton Creek watershed.

D1. Study flowsin Thornton Creek.

Continue monitoring to verify flow predictions, provide flow datafor locations not specifically
addressed by computer modeling analyses, assess the performance of constructed CIP projects,
compile long term data, and project the success of alternative solutions. Procedures should be
defined as to how flow data will be gathered, catalogued, and made accessible to all interested users.

Implementation: SPU, Shoreline

Estimated Cost: SPU $400,000 + $40,000 initially, $5,000 over next five years
Shoreline $75,000 initial + $5,000 annually

Funding Source: SPU existing resources

Schedule: Seattle — Complete study in 2000, monitor flows ongoing
Shoreline — Study in 2000

D2. Thornton Creek Watershed Action Plan Oversight Council: review written criteriafor drainage
Capital Improvement Projects and other specific projects suggested through watershed planning
process or neighborhood plans on aregular basis and provide feedback to City agencies. City
agencies: use this criteriato evaluate drainage-related recommendations in adopted neighborhood
plans, and include highest projectsin capital improvement, drainage basin, parks comprehensive




plans, and other municipal implementation plans. In Seattle, arrange for representatives of the
Watershed Action Plan Oversight groups to have aregular representative on the Creeks, Drainage,
and Wastewater Advisory Committee to SPU.

Implementation: SPU, Shoreline

Estimated Cost: SPU $5,000
Shoreline $3,000

Funding Source: Existing sources.

Schedule: Seattle —2000
Shoreline — 2002

D3. City agencies: evaluate and report on effectiveness of drainage Capital |mprovement Projects
in the watershed and adapt or modify as necessary.

Based on criteria developed for determining success of drainage related projects, provide an annual
report that describes the status of projects and al so recommends improvements. Project assessments
and proposed improvements should be coordinated through a Basin Steward or similar staff position
for implementation. The updates should also be presented to the Thornton Creek Watershed Over-
sight Council. Updates should be part of an annual report as recommended in the Monitoring sec-
tion.

Implementation: SPU, Shoreline

Estimated Cost: SPU — Existing budgets, increase staff time for this task.
Shoreline — Existing budgets

Funding Source: Existing sources.

Schedule: Seattle — 2000 and ongoing
Shoreline — 2000 and ongoing

D4. Continue funding Drainage Capital Improvement Projects, including stormwater collection and
retention facilities, implementing improved selection and design criteria, and improving collection
systems.

Continue to make capital investments in surface water management to minimize flood damage while
protecting habitat. Criteriafor projects should include an appropriate balance between flood control
and stream enhancement for allocation of resources, environmental costs, financial cost, lost oppor-
tunity value, and benefit to the streams’ ecology. Address portions of the drainage system that are
inadequate. Retain and increase open ditch systems and swales. Improve their ability to provide
infiltration, flow reductions, and improved water quality. Avoid pumping to convey stormwater to
regional facilities when feasible. (typing fragment, see C3.)

Use an array of solutions including detention, acquisition of flood prone properties, flood easements,
water quality improvements, ground water recharge, and habitat improvements.




Formally involve the Thornton Creek Watershed Oversight Council in determining future drainage
CIPsin this watershed.

Implementation: SPU, Shoreline

Estimated Cost: SPU $20 million
Shoreline $4 million

Funding Source:

Schedule: Seattle — 1999 - 2006
Shoreline — 2000 - 2005

D5. Update stormwater manuals regularly.

Update manual s to include new research, products and technology.

Seattle: Continue to update stormwater manuals and stormwater plans at |east every five years.
Recommend that Seattle’s manuals continue to reflect a stronger position towards preserving habitat
and salmon-friendly regulations, despite any changes from state or federal governments to relax
codes.

Shoreline: Develop apolicy to update stormwater manuals every five years.

Implementation: SPU, Shoreline
Estimated Cost: Existing workloads and budgets
Funding Source:

Schedule: Reviewed regularly as mandated by law

Stormwater Objective E: Improve private management of stormwater and runoff.

E1. Promote water conservation, detention and infiltration.

Continue existing water conservation programs. Develop and distribute information to homeowners
on what they can do on their property to reuse water, provide detention, reduce runoff, and increase
infiltration. Examplesinclude use of cisternsto collect runoff for use in garden areas later, special
treatments to address runoff from decks; putting narrow gravel strips alongside driveways; recycling
gray water; planting conifers; water efficient gardens; and aternatives for lawns, large patios, drive-
ways, sidewalks, and other paved areas. Outreach efforts could include demonstrations at work-
shops, demonstration projects, tours and neighborhood focus groups. Determine areas of watershed
that will have most benefit and target those for programs first.

Implementation: SPU, Shoreline (Shoreline Water District)

Estimated Cost: SPU — Existing budgets (example: $30K/year)



Shoreline — Existing budgets
Funding Source:

Schedule: SPU — 2000 and ongoing
Shoreline — 2000 and ongoing

E2. Offer assistance to improve private management of stormwater

Seattle: Evaluate optionsto provide financial assistance to private property owners. Optionsin-
clude, but are not limited to, reduced stormwater fees, tax breaks for participation in infiltration
programs, grants, low interest loans, technical advice, rebates on items such asrain barrels, and City
provided materials for projects. Develop a program to provide assistance to businesses and/or
homeownersto better manage surface water runoff. The program should help off-set the costs
associated with pollution best management practices, creek bank stabilization, reduced impervious
surfaces, land slide prevention, erosion control, increased detention and infiltration.

Shoreline: Continue to offer reduced stormwater fees for properly maintained detention systems.
Investigate single-family ot stormwater fee structure to provide incentives for reduced impervious
surface cover and increased canopy coverage. Consider other financial incentives.

Implementation: SPU, Shoreline

Estimated Cost: SPU $50,000 initially, + $100,000 annually
Shoreline — Existing budgets

Funding Source:

Schedule: SPU — 2001
Shoreline — 2000

E3. Encourage citizens to help keep ditches and inlets clean to reduce localized flooding.

Educate homeowners and businesses on the importance of removing trash and leaf and branch litter
from storm drain inlets, gutters and ditches and other simple measures they can take to improve their
function. Use existing outreach methods such as Curb Waste Times, Block Watch, Spring and Fall
Clean Ups, the Environmental Learning Center and Adopt-a-Street programs. Distribute brochures
and sponsor demonstration projects.

Implementation: SPU, Shoreline, with support from TCA and Block Watch

Estimated Cost: SPU — Existing budget
Shoreline — Existing budgets

Funding Source:

Schedule: SPU — 2001
Shoreline — 2000



E4. Fal Clean-up Program

Reduce local flooding by developing programs to remove leaves and litter from storm drains, ditches
and road-sides.

Seattle: Develop aFall Clean-up Program similar to the Spring Clean Events in Seattle to motivate
and provide incentives to homeowners to pick up trash, branch, and leaf debrisin roads, gutters,
sidewalks, etc.

Shoreline: Continue the Fall Clean Sweep program and include information on keeping drains and
ditches clear. Currently the program focuses on recycling, household hazardous waste and yard
waste collection and appliance disposal.

Implementation: SPU, Shoreline
Estimated Cost: SPU — $10,000 Shoreline — Existing budgets
Funding Source:

Schedule: SPU — 2001
Shoreline — ongoing

E5. Promote re-use of cisterns and gray water. Promote re-use of gray water (wastewater from
sinks and washing machines) and cistern/rain barrels to irrigate lawns and gardens in accordance
with Seattle-King County Health Department guidelines. Use the appropriate and available public
outreach approaches such as newd etters, workshops, and tours of model buildings and systemsto
promote this.

I mplementation: Seattle: SPU
Shoreline: Planning and Development Services
King County: DNR

Estimated Cost: $10,000 annually

Schedule: design and implement by 2010

Draft



Chapter 4

Non-point Pollution Recommendations

What is Non-Point Pollution?

Non-point pollution comes from everyday activities, such as driving and vehicle maintenance, over-
use of lawn and garden chemicals, pet wastes, runoff from construction sites, cigarette butts, and
other litter. Pollutants from these activities are deposited on streets, rooftops, driveways, sidewalks,
and other hard surfaces. When it rains, stormwater runoff carries these pollutants to nearby streams
and water bodies. Non-point source pollution is also generated by agricultural and forestry practices,
although these sources are not significant in the Thornton Creek watershed because houses, roads
and businesses are the majority of land uses.

By contrast, point source pollution comes from specific, identifiable, large contributors, such as
paper mills and other industries, as well as sewage treatment plants. While storm sewers usually
discharge at a discrete point, they collect storm water runoff and its associated non-point pollution
from dispersed sources as described above. During storms, combined sewer overflows (CSO’s) may
discharge untreated municipal sewage with stormwater from combined sewage systemsin older
neighborhoods. During the last 25 years, the pollution from point sources has been significantly
reduced. Today, more than half of the remaining pollution entering Puget Sound comes from non-
point sources.

Individual sources of non-point pollution are typically small and insignificant by themselves. How-
ever, when these sources are multiplied by the number of people and the amount of activity within
an urban watershed like Thornton Creek, the scale of the problem quickly magnifies. Controlling
and preventing non-point urban pollution requires individuals, agencies, and businesses within a
diverse population to change their behaviors. To accomplish this, people must understand how their
actions contribute to pollution and be moved to live and act in ways that don’t pollute.

Non-point Pollution Regulation

In 1972, Congress passed the Clean Water Act, aiming to restore all of the nation’s watersto a
“fishable and swimmable” condition. Early efforts under this Act were designed to reduce pollution
from point sources such as sewage treatment plants and pulp and paper mills. Despite significant
reduction in pollution from point sources, water quality in Puget Sound and other bodies of water
throughout the nation remained damaged by pollution. In response to the ongoing and growing
water pollution problem, Federal and state agencies moved their focus to non-point pollution.

In 1987, the Puget Sound Water Quality Authority developed The Puget Sound Water Quality Man-
agement Plan to confront increasing problems with water quality in Puget Sound. One major source
of water quality degradation identified in this plan is non-point pollution. The Plan directed each
county adjacent to

Puget Sound to rank its watersheds in order to address non-point pollution issues. The Authority also
adopted the “Non-point Rule,” WAC 400-12, aregulation to direct the ranking and subsequent



planning for individual watersheds, administered by the Washington State Department of Ecology
(Ecology). Ecology aso administers grants and loans from the Centennial Clean Water Fund (using
revenue from atax on tobacco products) to promote development of Watershed Action Plans. Ecol-
ogy provides technical assistance and reviews and approves completed action plans.

The Washington Administrative Code (WAC) (Ch. 400-12, Local Planning and Management of Non-
point Source Pollution) outlines the process local

governments should follow to develop watershed action plans. The WAC aso provides guidelines
describing the content of an action plan. Generally an action plan consists of a watershed character-
ization report, a definition of the problems, goals and objectives to prevent and correct non-point
pollution, specific control strategies, and an implementation strategy. The Action Planning process
begins when alead agency initiates the Plan by securing funding and convening a watershed stake-
holder group, called the Watershed Management Committee (WM C) to guide and write the Plan.

Local government can play arolein reducing non-point pollution by both enforcing regulations and
practicing best management practices. When aggressively enforced, local laws such as Seattle’s
Stormwater, Grading and Drainage Ordinance and Side Sewer Ordinance can be effectivein this
watershed. Through promotion of Best Management Practices (BMPs), local governments encour-
age businesses to adopt good housekeeping, storage and material handling practices to prevent
pollutant discharges to stormwater. Local governments can improve their maintenance activities
such as street sweeping, outdoor storage of materials, employee training, and reduced use of pesti-
cides and fertilizers. Local stormwater utilities provide regional treatment devices, such as swales,
filters, and oil/water separators to treat road runoff. Many drainage related capital improvement
projects incorporate water quality treatment while controlling flooding.

Current Approaches

In 1997, Sesttle developed a comprehensive Stormwater Management Manual that identified the
multiple strategies the City was using to protect local waterways. In 2000, Sesattle revised its
Stormwater, Drainage and Grading Code and issued four new technical requirements manuals.

Laws forbid the intentional or unintentional polluting of Thornton Creek and other streams and
lakes. An effective program to reduce non-point pollution will require multiple strategies. Arguably
the most effective, and difficult to achieve, is the voluntary change of individual behavior. Asthe
tens of thousands of people in the watershed chooseto “live lightly” by reducing the level of pollu-
tion produced by their cars, yards, homes and businesses, water quality in Thornton Creek will
improve. Non-profit organizations and government offer programs on topics such as gardening
naturally without reliance on chemicals, mass transit and bicycling, oil recycling and reduced use of
toxic household chemicals.

Waiting for individual behavior changes takes time. Meanwhile, local government has many other
programs designed to reduce non-point pollution. Local governments can improve maintenance
activities such as street sweeping, outdoor storage of materials, employee training, and reduced use
of pesticides and fertilizers. Local stormwater utilities provide regional treatment devices, such as
swales, filters, oil/water separators to treat road runoff. Many drainage related capital improvement
projects incorporate water quality treatment while controlling flooding.



Problem Summary
A. Existing standards are not always being met:

The State of Washington has defined designated uses, three of which apply to the Thornton Creek
watershed: 1) fish and shellfish rearing, spawning, and harvesting, 2) wildlife habitat, and 3) recre-
ation (primarily contact recreation and aesthetic enjoyment).

Federal and Washington State water laws are intended to protect the designated uses of awater body.
The Washington State Department of Ecology (DOE) has established surface water quality criteriato
protect these uses. The criteriainclude numerical limits and narrative statements. The State of
Washington also has an anti-degradation policy that is not at present well suited to restrict land uses
or surface discharges in urban watersheds. DOE is presently drafting changes to the State water laws
(Chapter 173-201A of the Washington Administrative Code) to expand implementation of the anti-
degradation policy and changing other criteria, such as specific temperature needs for various life
stages of salmonids. No standards for freshwater sediments presently exist.

DOE has established numerical limits for dissolved oxygen, fecal coliform, pH, temperature, turbid-
ity and some metals. Freshwater standards prohibit toxic, radioactive or deleterious materialsin
concentrations that could adversely affect beneficial uses. Also, the aesthetic values of the waterway
should not be impaired by the presence of materials or their effect, excluding those of natural origin,
that offend the sense of sight, smell, touch or taste. Narrative standards are not clearly identified or
consistently applied in Washington State. Those that have been identified provided a general assess-
ment of the health of awater body in the form of biological indicators regarding the presence or
absence of aquatic life forms and not allowing toxic substances to build up to toxic amounts.

B. Existing data for Thornton Creek:

When non-point sources such as automobiles, lawns and gardens, construction sites, pets, and home
maintenance activities are multiplied by the thousands, natural resources are damaged. The sum of
pollution from all these small, individual sourcesin the Thornton Creek watershed is concentrated in
stormwater runoff and rinses into Thornton creek and itstributaries. Even in dry weather, pollutants
find their way into the creek. Careless car washing sends soap down adrain. Mop water tossed out
the back door flowsinto an inlet and then into a creek. Paint from a brush rinsed out with a hose in
the driveway flows into the creek. A truck with abroken fuel line can leak diesel into the storm
system. And swimming pool owners occasionally clean and empty their pools, flushing chlorinated
water into the creek where it kills fish and a variety of organismsin the nearby environment.

Non-point pollution data have been collected sporadically over a number of years. These data
include levels of fecal coliform, temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH, turbidity, metals, pesticides, and
aquatic life (primarily insects and worms — sometimes called “benthic invertebrates’). The greatest
amount of consistently collected data has come from sampling at the mouth of Thornton Creek.

The collected data provide a partial picture of some non-point pollution problemsin Thornton Creek
and give an indication of priority for applying solutions. Data collected regarding the levels of fecal
coliform in Thornton Creek show that the Washington State standard is exceeded most of the time
(98% of samples exceed the standard). Temperature and dissolved oxygen standards are exceeded at
times during the summer, particularly on warm afternoons.  The turbidity standard is sometimes



exceeded during dry periods but more frequently during storms. Limited data exist on concentra-
tions of metalsin Thornton Creek water. Only zinc, lead and copper have been detected in all
stormwater samples. Only the standard for copper has been exceeded. Pesticide data are also
limited, and only diazinon has been detected at levels above freshwater aquatic life criteria

Acknowledging the challenges ahead and the current character of the watershed, the Watershed

Management Committee has formulated a Non-point pollution goal and objectives for the future of
the Thornton Creek Watershed.

Non-Point Pollution Goal and Objectives

Non-point Pollution Goal: Restore water quality in Thornton Creek, its tributaries, and wetlands to
meet, or be better than, the state’ s water quality standards.

We will accomplish this goal by doing the following:

Non-point Pollution Objective A.  Improve existing non-point pollution prevention programsin
Seattle and Shoreline to ensure that they are being applied to
the Thornton Creek Watershed in the maximum extent possible

Non-point Pollution Objective B.  Improve water quality.

Non-point Pollution Objective C.  Reduce pollutant discharges from public facilities.

Non-point Pollution Objective D.  Reduce pollutant discharges from commercial properties.

Non-point Pollution Objective E. Reduce pollutant discharges from residential properties.

Total: 32 recommendations (1 may be duplicate)

ACTION PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS
Objective A: Improve existing non-point pollution prevention programs.

Al. Review the existing non-point pollution programs in Seattle and Shordine to insure they are
being applied to the Thornton Creek watershed to the maximum extent possible.

These programs include citizen-oriented programs (Natural Lawn Care, Green Gardening Program,
Seattle Tilth, Household Hazardous Waste Drop-off, Green Cleaning and Green Cleaning Kits,
Master Home Environmentalists, Green Car Wash, Water Quality Investigations, Adopt-A-Street,
Septic System Management), business programs (EnviroStars, Industrial Materials Exchange, Waste
Information Network, Inspection Programs) and government programs (Drainage, Street and
Grounds Maintenance).

Implementation: SPU, Shoreline, and WOC
Estimated cost: ?7?7?

Funding Source: 7?



Schedule: Study in 2002 and implement improvements in 2003 and beyond
Priority: High

A2. M eet the requirements of existing and future NPDES (National Pollutant Discharge Elimina-
tion System) permits.

Seattle and the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) should fully implement
the stormwater management program already developed for NPDES municipal stormwater permits.
(Seattle’ s Stormwater Management Program documents background information, identifies and
prioritizes problems and programs citywide and in priority receiving water bodies, describes unmet
needs, and provides afiscal analysis).

Shoreline: When required by the Washington State Department of Ecology, Shoreline should de-
velop stormwater management plans for NPDES in accordance with State requirements. (Smaller
municipalities are not yet required to submit NPDES permit applications and stormwater manage-
ment plans.)

The Thornton Creek Watershed Council, in addition to the established public review process should
review future stormwater programs and plans. Future programs should be consistent with the
Thornton Creek Watershed Action Plan.

Implementation: SPU, Shoreline, WSDOT

Cost:
SPU — Existing workload
Shoreline — Existing budgets

Schedule: SPU — Ongoing
Shoreline — 2001 and ongoing
WSDOT — Ongoing

Funding Source:

Priority: High

A3. Include the Watershed Oversight Committee in development of the stormwater management
program and stormwater code development process for the NPDES permit for Seattle, Shoreline and
WSDOT to assure Plan guidelines are foll owed.

Implementation: SPU, Shoreline, WSDOT and WOC
Estimated cost: None

Schedule: Depends on when Action Plan is completed and when present round of
NPDES revisions are completed.

Priority: Medium



Objective B: Improve water quality

Bl. Reduceand eventualy eliminate fecal coliform exceedances.

Determine reasons for and sources of high fecal coliform countsin the Thornton Creek watershed
and reduce, if not eliminate over time, the exceedance of State standards. A study is needed to
identify the sources of the elevated fecal coliform levelsin Thornton Creek. Determineif the source
is human, domestic or wild animal. Develop a program to reduce the source of pollution. A
citywide or regional water body bacteria study and city or region wide reduction program may be

appropriate.

I mplementation: SPU, Shoreline cooperatively or with regional study

Estimated cost: ?77?

Funding Source: SPU, Shoreline, and grants?

Schedule: Study by 2002 develop program and implement within 2 years.

Priority: High

B2. Searchfor and eliminate breaks, leaks and illicit sewer connections that discharge into
Thornton Creek.

Continue to investigate potential illicit connections as well as breaks and leaks. When thereis
evidence of a misconnection, break, or leak, for example toilet paper in the creek or specific loca

tions of high fecal coliform. Investigate the source and require property owners to correct the prob-
lem.

Makeit illegal to dump or spill contaminants into the storm drain systems or have connections to the
storm drain systems that discharge contaminants.

I mplementation: SPU, Shoreline (also Ronald Sewer District)

Cost: SPU — Existing workload
Shoreline — Existing workload

Schedule: SPU — Ongoing
Shoreline — 2000 and ongoing

Funding Source:

Priority: Depends on results from fecal coliform source study in B1.

B3. Collect additional information on locations and frequency of exceedance of State standards
for water temperature and dissolved oxygen.
Select appropriate sites for measurements throughout the watershed. Utilize student data where




possible. Recommendations generated by this study should be added to the CIP list. Determine the
reasons for exceeding the standards and reduce, if not eliminate over time, the exceedance of the
standards.

I mplementation: SPU, Shoreline, or regional agency
Estimated cost: SPU - $10,000 for study and equipment
SPU - $5,000 to develop program
SPU - $75,000 to implement program
Shoreline - $5,000 annual (ongoing) to implement program

Funding source:

Schedule: Study in 2000- 01, develop and implement program 2002 —
2005
Priority: High

B4.  Study intergravel temperature and dissolved oxygen in areas where adult salmon are spawn-
ing in the watershed.

Implementation: SPU, Shoreline or regiona agency
Estimated cost: ?7?7?
Schedule: Solve high winter & low summer flows and high temp. and

low DO problems
Priority: Low at thistime

B5.  Determine methods to measure turbidity throughout Thornton Creek.

Potentially train creek side residents to collect samples during storms and downstream of construc-
tion sites along or in the creek.

I mplementation: SPU, Shoreline, or regional agency
Estimated cost: 77?

Schedule: Reduce high stormwater flow first
Priority: Low

B6.  Establish aprogram to periodically sample Thornton Creek for levels of phosphorus and
nitrogen.




Implementation: SPU & Shoreline, or regional agency

Estimated cost: ?7?
Schedule: If cost of such aprogram islow, implement within 3-5 years
Priority: Low

B7. Continueto periodically review the literature for standards for metals.

Review the revised DOE standards for surface waters when they are final to determine how non-
point pollution recommendations in the watershed my need to be changed.

I mplementation: Watershed Oversight Council

Estimated cost: Existing funding

Schedule: Depends on when DOE surface water standards revised
Priority: Moderate

B8.  Continue periodic monitoring of the benthic index of biological integrity (B-I1BI) to deter-
mineif improvements in water quality result in a subsequent increase in theindex. (Benthic refersto
something occurring at the bottom of a column of water.)

I mplementation: SPU, Shoreline or regiona agency
Estimated cost: ?77?
Schedule: Depends on how quickly water quality improvements are

fully implemented
Priority: Low

B9. Fund aresearch study to determine the impact of sediment contamination on the biological
productivity in Thornton Creek.

Implementation: SPU & Shoreline and/or regional agency

Estimated cost: ?7?

Schedule: Depends on how quickly water quality improvements are fully implemented
Priority: Low

B10. Determine and rank the potential non-point pollutants in the watershed and their sources




according to the extent of their impairment of beneficial uses and contribution to water quality
degradation.

Conduct periodic monitoring and evaluation of the major pollutants to determine the effectiveness of
Plan actions and modify the actions as needed. (See WAC 400.12-515(3)(e))

Implementation: SPU
Estimated cost: 77?
Schedule: 77?
Priority: Moderate

Objective C: Reduce pollutant discharges from public facilities.

Cl. Eliminatethe use of Diazinon on public properties (e.g. schools, parks, around public build-
ings, street and highway right-of-ways).

I mplementation: Cities of Seattle, Shoreline and Seattle and Shoreline
School Districts

Estimated cost: 77?

Schedule: May have aready happened

Priority: High

C2. Determine what pesticides and herbicides are being used by public agencies in the Thornton
Creek watershed, particularly those that are not sold by home and garden stores in King County, and
reduce, if not eiminate, their use over time.

I mplementation: Cities of Seattle and Shoreline, King County
Estimated cost: 77?

Schedule: May aready be happening

Priority: High

C3. Change maintenance activities for public facilities

a. Continue to improve ground maintenance practices in parks, schools, golf courses and other public
land to reduce non-point pollution. Train City maintenance crews in water quality protection tech-
niques and procedures. Promote integrated pest management practices, use organic fertilizers,
reduce use of pesticides and herbicides and consider use of gray water for irrigation. (See Habitat



for recommendations on water use and vegetation.) Evaluate impact of banning pesticide and
herbicide use by city departments. Provide training to utility crews, such as water, fire hydrant and
road repair crews, and park and school maintenance staff. Training should address ways to reduce
pollution, erosion, and excess water runoff to storm water drainage and Thornton Creek.

b. Develop Operations and Maintenance protocols for each type of public stormwater drainage
facility (detention ponds, in-stream improvements, ditches, managed wetlands, outfals, etc.) The
purpose of the protocols should be to guide maintenance personnel both in caring for the facility and
in reporting changes to the facility and its environment to feed into an adaptive management design/
re-design program for stormwater drainage facilities.

| mplementation: City of Seattle,
City of Shoreline, Municipal Golf Association
with support from WA Toxics Coalition, and Audubon Society.

Estimated cost: Seattle — Existing budget
Shoreline — Existing budget + $5,000 annually

Schedule: Seattle — Ongoing program
Shoreline=2002 devel opment then ongoing

Priority: High

C4. Evauate current street cleaning methods in terms of their impact on pollution of Thornton
Creek.

Evaluate current street cleaning methods used by the Cities on public roads in terms of their impact
on polluting Thornton Creek. Study alternatives, create and implement best management practices
to improve street cleaning methods to significantly decrease pollution contributed from this source to
the creek. Communicate the resulting best management practices to the private sector to improve
private maintenance of private roadways in the watershed.

Implementation: Cities of Seattle and Shoreline (be definitive)

Estimated cost:

Funding source:

Priority: M oderate

C5. Fund aresearch study to eval uate the effectiveness of devices installed to treat stormwater
runoff from streets and parking lots.

Determine the “ state of the art” knowledge and devices. Determine the priority pollutants for re-
moval. Determine the most effective methods and devices available and implement those methods
and devices when streets and highways are expanded (e.g., Aurora Ave, SR522 and I-5). (The De-
partment of Ecology is collecting information from monitoring projects on the effectiveness of these



devices relative to accepted methods, such as biofiltration swales. Thisinformation will be incorpo-
rated into future updates of Ecology’s Stormwater Manual.)

I mplementation: Cities of Seattle and Shoreline & WSDOT
Estimated cost: ?
Funding source: The City of Seattle already has an Ecology grant to evaluate the

effectiveness of three different stormwater treatment devices designed for retrofitting into existing
roadways.

Schedule:
Priority: High

C6. ldentify additional potential road treatment sites based on drainage characteristics, traffic
volume and land use.

Install appropriate devices/structures to pre-treat runoff before it enters the creek based on the study
resultsin C5. Incorporate new treatment methods as they are devel oped.

Implementation: Cities of Seattle and Shoreline & WSDOT
Estimated cost:

Funding source:

Schedule:

Priority: Moderate

C7. Support and promote use of public transit systems and other aternative modes of transporta-
tion.

Buses, light rail, car pooling, biking and walking all reduce the number of vehicle miles and lower
the need for more and/or wider streets and parking. Support public rapid transit system stations,
additional biketrails and adequate park and rides in the watershed. Conduct public educational
campaigns about the value of using public transportation to reduce non-point pollution. (Maybe
“every ride you take. . . saves another salmon”, or similar approaches.)

I mplementation: Cities of Seattle, and Shoreline; King County

Cost: Sesttle — Existing workload
Shoreline — Existing workload
King County — Existing workload

Priority: High



C8.  Incorporate water quality improvements into CIP projects.

When devel oping stormwater/drainage CIP projects, make every effort to include water quality
improvements as the project is devel oped and maintained. Examples of potential features that could
be included: oil/water separators upstream of constructed wetlands, sediment traps upstream of
detention ponds, aeration pumps in detention ponds, planting of wetland or streamside vegetation.

Implementation: SPU, Shordline

Estimated Cost: Varies, part of CIP budget (millions)

Funding Source:

Schedule: Ongoing
Priority: High

Co. Remove trash and sediments from detention ponds.

Devel op maintenance programs and conduct maintenance on publicly owned stormwater ponds and
wetlands. Maintenance should include activities such as dredging of accumulated sediments, site
inspections, trash removal, and vegetation care.

| mplementation: SPU and Shoreline

Estimated Cost: Seattle -. Annual maintenance of Meadowbrook Pond alone has been running
nearly $1M in it’s establishment phase — we need a better number and it will be in the millions
Shoreline - $10,000 annua maintenance (ongoing)

Funding Source: Seattle: Annual budget

Schedule: Per specified maintenance schedule. Minimum interval 10 years
Priority: High

Objective D. Reduce pollutant discharges from businesses.

D1. Conduct an outreach and inspection program for priority commercial, multifamily, industrial,
institutional and government-owned sites within the watershed. Identify practices that contribute to
stormwater pollution, including housekeeping practices, fleet maintenance, hazardous waste, mate-
rial storage and spill prevention. Inspect priority business and make recommendations to business
owners. Document recommendations and improvements. Shoreline plansto visit businessesin the
watershed with a message on recycling and can add information on water quality. SPU will inspect
businesses primarily for stormwater management. Report findings to the Thornton Creek Watershed
Oversight Council and community.




Implementation: Cities of Seattle and Shoreline (be definitive—which city dept?)

Estimated cost:

Funding source:

Schedule:

Priority: High

D2. Reqguire source control best management practices (BMP's) be applied as appropriate to all
construction sites in the watershed.

Implementation: Cities of Seattle and Shoreline (be definitive)

Estimated cost:

Funding source:

Schedule:

Priority: High

D3. Develop and implement a program to address pollutant discharge from mobile business.

Continue to develop a program to reduce non-point pollution associated with mobile businesses,
such as carpet cleaners, pressure washing companies, landscape and garden companies. Communi-
cate water quality messages to these groups that explain appropriate best management practices.
Develop a program for mobile businesses to be water quality certified. Increase SPU and Shoreline
staff support for the Interagency Regulatory Agency Coordination (IRAC) program.

I mplementation: Cities of Seattle, Shoreline, and Interagency Regulatory \
Agency Coordination (IRAC) with support from participating
cities and King County

Estimated Cost: SPU $25,000 to inspect 150 businesses ENDORSE
Shoreline $8,000 to inspect 50 Businesses

SPU: .1 FTE for IRAC work, Shoreline .1 FTE
Schedule: 2000- ongoing

Priority: High, if assessment shows that thisis a problem



DA4. Promote business support and recognition programs

Promote King County’s Enviro Star, Waste Information Network, Industrial Material Exchange and
Business Partners for Clean Water programs. Encourage local businesses to participate in these
programs. Make the Thornton Creek watershed atarget for these programs.

I mplementation: Interagency Regulatory Agency Coordination (IRAC) with support
from participating cities and King County

Estimated Cost: SPU: 0.1 FTE for IRAC work, Shoreline 0.1 FTE
Priority: Medium

Schedule: 2002

Objective E. Reduce pollutant discharges from residential properties.

El. Establish aprogram to encourage the discontinuation of Diazinon use on private property.

Implementation: Cities of Seattle and Shoreline

Estimated cost:

Funding source:

Schedule: May aready be happening
Priority: High

E2. Continue and improve where necessary existing programs to inform the public about non-
point pollution and how they can reduce it.

Strategies may involve direct mailings, newspaper ads, workshops, TV and radio ads. Include away

to evaluate the program success at changing behaviors. Although these programs are city-wide or

regional, provide additional focus in the Thornton Creek watershed. These programs should address:

1) lawn and garden practices— Natural Lawn Campaign, pesticide reduction, mulch mowing, native
plants.

2) automotive maintenance — oil recycling, hazardous waste drop-off for other automotive chemi-
cals, reminders about well tuned cars and fixing leaks, and vehicle washing.

3) increase promotion of “Clean Car Wash” fund raising techniques —loan “kits’ so nonprofit
groups can divert soapy water to the sanitary sewer.

4) storm drain stenciling.

5) household hazardous waste — continue education efforts to encourage | ess reliance on hazardous
materials and promote proper disposal.



6) proper disposal of pet waste.

I mplementation: City of Seattle (SPU
City of Shoreline
King County
Estimated Cost:

Funding Source:

Schedule:  2000-ongoing

Priority: High

E3. Complement the regional non-point pollution messages by targeting the Thornton Creek
watershed.

Complement the regional non-point pollution messages by targeting the Thornton Creek watershed.
Incorporate and/or support existing programs such as the Master Home Environmentalist, storm
drain stenciling, natural lawn care, “green” car washing, Salmon Friendly Gardening, and Enviro
Stars.

Include in the work plan of the Watershed Interpretive Specialist for Thornton Creek watershed the
role of finding ways to increase use of these programs within the watershed — tailoring and target-
ing citywide or regional programs and resources to this watershed. In addition, the Watershed
Interpretive Specialist should coordinate with appropriate staff and community organizationsto
“cover the watershed” by building upon programs available both through the City of Seattle and the
City of Shoreline. (CROSS REFERENCE WIYS)

I mplementation: City of Seattle (SPU
City of Shoreline

Estimated Cost:

Funding Source:

Schedule: 2000-ongoing
Priority: Moderate if E2 needs additional support, otherwise low

E4. Explorethefeasibility of developing a Thornton Creek watershed incentive program to
encourage participation throughout the watershed's residential areas in activities to decrease non-
pollution.

The inspiration for thisidea comes from TampaBay’s Y ard Stick program. Participants get “inches’
for watershed friendly actions. When a participant reaches 36” (out of a possible 100"), the partici-
pant receives recognition and an ornamental yard stick in the front yard. The Thornton Creek pro-
gram should use appropriate incentives adapted to the Puget Sound area and use friendly competition
to encourage participation. This program should promote activities that: increase ground water




recharge, reduce use of hazardous materials, rely on natural lawn care, reduce automotive related
pollutants, support local wildlife, create more native habitat, etc. It would also include new elements
such as point of sale reminders about oil recycling, brochures at equipment rental locations and
workshops and local nurseries/hardware stores. The program should include outreach effortsin
languages commonly spoken in the watershed, such as Russian, Spanish, Vietnamese, L aotian,
Cambodian and Korean.

I mplementation: City of Seattle (SPU)
City of Shoreline
Thornton Creek Alliance (?)

Estimated Cost:

Funding Source: Potential grant funding

Schedule: 2003-4

Priority: M oderate

E5.  Continue existing programs to inspect, repair, and replace on-site septic systems.

Seattle (SPU): Continue existing Seattle program. In Seattle, there are four properties that have
septic systems in the watershed. These sites are inspected annually, if the system isn’t functioning,
the property owners are required to repair it or hook up to the sanitary sewer. Seattle funds a posi-
tion within the Seattle King County Health Department that includes monitoring Seattle septic
systems as necessary.

King County: Implement the recently adopted program changes to the on-site septic system program.
K eep the Thornton Creek Watershed Oversight Council informed of changes that impact the water-
shed.

| mplementation: Seattle/King County Health Department, SPU
Estimated Cost: SPU: No new cost
King County: existing program budget

Funding Source:

Priority: Moderate, unless septic systems are shown to be a major source of fecal
coliform—if so, priority is High.

E6. Promote lower use of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers.

Continue to promote reduced use of pesticides and herbicides as part of the Natural Lawn Campaign
and similar outreach efforts. Reduce use of chemicals by city parks maintenance crews and contrac-
tors.

| mplementation: Cities of Seattle and Shoreline




Estimated Cost: Existing budgets

Funding Source:

Schedule: Ongoing

Priority: High, unless E2 istargeting this area, in that case Low.
DRAFT

Chapter 5

Habitat

Existing Conditions
Habitat for native plants and animals is one of the most critical elements for reducing flooding and preventing
non-point pollution from entering our streams and wetlands. Good habitat provides suitable growing condi-
tions for native plants and food, shelter and cover for fish and wildlife. The highly permeable soils are usually
rich in organic matter and readily absorb water from storm runoff and precipitation, slowly releasing it into
our streams and wetlands.

Asthe water passes through the soil, many (but not all) pollutants are filtered out. Some are retained in the
soil, others are taken up by the plants. Some plants are able to use the pollutantsin their own metabolic
processes, others chemically convert them into innocuous compounds, and some species merely store the
pollutants in their tissues, releasing them back into the environment when they die and decompose.

Remnants of rich natural resources still remain in the Thornton Creek watershed to the delight of local
residents. Towering conifers, shady fern covered ravines, occasiona sightings of agreat blue heron, bald
eagle, river otter, beaver and coyote, and returning salmon and trout spawning in the creek contribute to the
appeal of the Thornton Creek Watershed for arearesidents. These resources provide habitat as well as provid-
ing important breathing spaces for area residents and visitors. Local parks provide arefuge for wildlife and a
retreat for people. The creek system connects many of the parks and provides awildlife “corridor” through
this developed urban watershed.

Today cutthroat rainbow trout and scul pins are commonly found in the creek. Juvenile coho and chinook



salmon inhabit the creek, along with some returning adult coho, chinook, steelhead, and sockeye. Fish
resources have been damaged by high creek flows; reduced and damaged habitat; limited food supplies; lack
of refuge, degraded spawning and rearing areas, barriers; temperature and dissolved oxygen problems; bank
erosion, and impaired water quality.

Problems and Challenges
Dueto Thornton Creek watershed' s urban character, much of the historical, native wildlife habitat is gone.
Only four percent of the watershed land arearemains in public park ownership. These parks contain mature
deciduous forests that are reaching the end of their life span. They are not being replenished with young
conifers as would happen in a natural succession process. Wetlands are physically and functionally retreating
due to encroaching devel opment and increased building density and continue to be denuded, filled, or de-
graded despite regulatory protections. Native plants are out-competed by exotic species such as Himalayan
blackberry and English ivy that have become invasive in this climate zone.

While Thornton Creek isthe largest urban stream system in the Seattle-Shoreline area, like other urban
streams it does not currently offer prime habitat for fish and wildlife. The land along Thornton Creek and its
tributariesis largely privately owned. This means that an estimated 850 (Seattle) -1000 (total) landowners
actually own the riparian areas and creek beds. (The water in Thornton Creek and itstributariesis a“water of
the State” in public ownership.) Consequently, improving habitat for wildlife and fish in the Thornton Creek
area urgently requires active partnership among private and public property owners and managers.

Very recent research indicates that urban creek systems including the Thornton Creek system, do have a role
to play in helping fish and wildlife stocks to recover. While a return to “pristine” forest conditions in the
major urban areas of the Thornton Creek watershed is unlikely, the cumulative effects of incremental improve-
ments to wildlife habitat in urban areas make valuable contributions to the health of fish and wildlife stocks.
Adding habitat improves conditions directly and preserves and improves migratory corridors through devel-
oped areas linking the undeveloped areas so fertile for fish and wildlife. This developing understanding of the
value of restoring habitat in urban settings is just beginning to gain acceptance by city, county, state, and

federal regulators.

Government programs intend to protect habitat in many ways — through laws, policies and programs. The
Growth Management Act (GMA) seeks to manage growth in most Washington counties through the adoption
of local comprehensive land use plans and development regulations. The GMA emphasizes protection of
natural resources including wetlands, and waterbodies in development of comprehensive plans. The GMA
protects regional resources by directing growth toward urban areas such as Seattle. Within the watershed, the
Northgate area has been identified as an urban center, and Lake City is designated a hub urban village, both
prime growth areas. In coming years, both areas will see an increase in high-density housing and commercial
growth.

Current approaches

Local building laws, such as the Environmental Critical Areas ordinance, seek to protect stream corridors and
wetlands by providing buffers and restricting development. These and other local land use laws attempt to
balance private property rights with environmental protection and variances are sometimes i ssued.

Very recently, the federal government has listed wild chinook salmon and bull trout runs in the Puget Sound
region as endangered under the Endangered Species Act. The Thornton Creek watershed drains to the
Thornton Creek system and into Lake Washington, water bodies used by the endangered chinook salmon
runs. New restrictions, permits, and research about chinook salmon are emerging now and habitat restoration
in the Thornton Creek watershed will likely be important to chinook salmon recovery. Currently, permitting
for making changes including repairs to areas defined by the federal agencies as potential chinook habitat has
slowed due to the additional review mandated by ESA.



Four percent of the watershed is public parkland, therefore efforts to improve habitat will require enthusiastic
partnership between government and watershed property owners. Programs such as backyard sanctuaries,
native plant landscaping, and tree planting are sponsored by non-profit organizations and local government.
Seattle Parks and Recreation Department, volunteer and service groups, and individual property owners are
key partnersin habitat restoration.

Local stormwater utilitiesinclude habitat enhancement elementsin their flood control projects and work with
other public agencies to improve habitat on public land. However, most of Thornton Creek flows through
privately owned property. Programs designed to make the latest watershed science available to watershed
residents continue to be developed and expanded.

One of the richest resources in the watershed is the hundreds of active and concerned residents who are
working to restore the creek and upland habitats. Hundreds of volunteers, including creekside residents,
donate time to remove trash, invasive plants, and replant with native plants. These groups and individuals
a so find ways to include habitat enhancement in public and private projects located in the watershed.

Acknowledging the challenges ahead and the current character of the watershed, the Watershed
Management Committee has formulated a habitat goal and objectives for the future of the Thornton
Creek Watershed. In addition, the WM C has devel oped alist of known sites that we believe need
attention. These identified sites are listed as illustrations through the recommendation sections bel ow
and acomplete list with more detail is attached at Appendix C.

Habitat goal and objectives

Habitat Goal: To protect and improve habitat for native fauna and flora within the Thornton Creek Water-
shed, and to provide opportunities for people to connect with nature.

We will accomplish this goal by doing the following:

Habitat Objective A Prevent harm to existing natural habitat

Habitat Objective B Improve migration corridors for fish and wildlife

Habitat Objective C  Improve the quality of habitat for fish and wildlife

Habitat Objective D Increase the quantity of habitat for fish and wildlife
Habitat Objective E Improve access for humans to appropriate natural sites

Habitat

Action Plan Recommendations

Habitat Objective A: Prevent harm to existing natural habitat.

Al. Restrict development in riparian corridors and wetlands.
Develop ways to revise ordinances and better define reasonable use in order to reduce the number of
variances to the minimum buffer for streams and wetlands. Continue to allow variances such as




setbacks or increased height to promote wide buffers. Look at creative alternatives to retain riparian
corridors, preserve vegetation and promote use of native plants and conifersto provide habitat as
well as stormwater absorption.

Implementation: Seattle: DCLU, City Council,

Shoreline: Planning & Development Services (PADS)

Estimated Cost: $70,000 for staff time to develop codes, programs.

Funding Source:

Schedule: by 2005

A2. Help streamside property owners control erosion and improve habitat.
Develop a program to assist streamside property owners. Include opportunities for people who have
wetlands or seeps on their property.

a) The program could include elements such as a handbook for using streamside landscaping for
bank stabilization, habitat improvements, workshops, organized tours of successful projects, and
where to get help for large scale bank erosion (government and private companies). The empha-
sis should be on bioengineering alternatives that provide habitat benefits as opposed to tradi-
tional stream bank hardening.

King County Water and Land Resources Division published a detailed handbook for streamside
property owners entitled “ Streamside Savvy” (March 2000) that may serve as the handbook
requested above or may become a starting point for crafting a new handbook for Seattle’ s urban
creeks.

b) Conduct workshops for property ownersto assist them in making choices about controlling
erosion and improving habitat.

c) Continue looking for ways to develop options to provide financial support to help property
owners pay for bioengineering for bank stabilization and erosion control projects on private

property.

(See also Chapters 3 and 4 for other ways of assisting property owners to manage stormwater.)

Implementation: SPU, Shoreline

Estimated Cost: SPU: $100,000 + as budget allows
Shoreline: $2,000

Funding Source: Potential grant funding for technical workshops and handbook




Schedule: implement program by 2005. Continue existing efforts.

A3. Encourage builders to retain areas of native vegetation on their site and to use natural
techniques to manage storm water. Develop viable, attractive incentives for builders to exceed
current regulations to protect natural features such as trees, wetlands, streams, and riparian corridors,
resulting in more undisturbed land at the building site. Create more flexible planting (landscaping)
codes for new and re-devel opment that encourage developers and builders to preserve existing native
plants already on site and that encourage the use of native plants as appropriate where new landscap-
ing isrequired. (See also Chapter 3, Stormwater). Developer and Builder incentive programs would
reward practices such as:

Substitution of pervious for impervious surfaces in projects
Including more open space around projects than currently required
Creating wetland restoration projects

Use of “green building” and sustainable building techniques

Incentives might include a discount on building permit costs, variances to allow additional building
height, reducing number of required parking spaces, and other incentives to be devel oped.

| mplementation: DCLU, City of Shoreline (Seattle and Shoreline City Councils)

Estimated Cost: $25,000

Schedule: implement by 2005 and then ongoing

A4. Conduct fish and wildlife surveys

Conduct ongoing fish and wildlife surveysin Thornton Creek and it’s tributaries to identify which
species are present and where they are found. Devel op an appropriate schedule for surveying. Dis-
courage use of electro-shocking as a means to count fish. Use the survey information to prioritize
CIP drainage and parks related projects, as atool for determining habitat property acquisitions, and
to improve programs affecting fish, wildlife, and vegetation. Share the information with the public
and the Thornton Creek Watershed Oversight Committee. When surveys are to be done, adequate
public notice prior to the survey should be provided to creekside property owners whose property
will be visited during the survey. (Note, last sentence is new)

Implementation: SPU

Estimated Cost: SPU - $150,000 initially + .1 FTE annually

Funding Source:




Schedule: Began in 1999

Ab5. Develop a central wetland contact in the watershed.

Currently, citizens with questions on wetlands may be referred to DCLU, Parks, King County or
other places. Establish acentral place for citizensto call for wetland information. This central place
should be able to give advice on identifying wetlands, protecting wetlands, development and wet-
lands, wetland mitigation efforts, wetland restoration projects, frog ponds and the like.

Implementation: Find a lead, check Washington Wetlands Wetnet as a

possibility, also King County DNR

Estimated Cost: 1FTE?

Funding Source: Potential grant funding, possible King Conservation District?

potential contribution by SPU and others

Schedule: by 2005

AB. Publicize opportunities for private land owners to receive credit and assistance to conserve
private open space.

Advertise and promote programs such as conservation easements, King County’ s Public Benefit
Rating System (a program offering tax incentives to property owners who willingly leave portions of
their property in a natural state). Use previously identified outreach methods such as newsletters,
annual events, etc.

Implementation: Community groups and Cities of Seattle and Shoreline

make opportunities available in other programming

King County DNR
Land Conservancy
Trust for Public Land

Estimated Cost: $20,000 for materials

Funding:

Schedule: 2000-2001



Habitat Objective B: Improve migration corridors for fish and wildlife.

B1. Remove fish passage barriers

Identify all adult and juvenile fish barriersin Thornton Creek and major tributaries and remove or
repair them to allow for fish passage.Use research and data gathered by Washington Trout in the
Thornton Creek system (and any research to follow) to facilitate efficient removal of barriersin
accordance with Washington state law as enforced by the Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife.

Implementation: Seattle (public land): SPU lead

Shoreline (public land): ? lead

On private property: Washington Fish & Wildlife lead, work by private
property owners

Estimated Cost: [Can we get a handle on this using Washington Trout work to date?]

Funding Source: For Seattle: Drainage CIP

For Shoreline: ?

For private property: property owners

SPU Note: Fish barriers are against state law, therefore agencies are required to make removal of
these barriersa priority in their CIP programs.

B3. Look for collaborative ways between public and private property owners to enhance and pro-
mote connectivity of migratory corridors for wildlife within the watershed .

Consult Washington Fish and Wildlife, the Seattle Urban Nature Project, Seattle’s Urban
Wildlife and Habitat Management Plan, King County Wildlife Program, and other studies as
they become available to determine which species still migrate through Thornton Creek water-
shed and their patterns of migration. Use the information as a guide for determining important
green belts both along Thornton Creek and its tributaries, as well as through the watershed
intersecting the Thornton Creek system. Decide if there are species that could be encouraged
to return to the watershed if measures were taken to restore certain elements of their migra-
tion habitat. Use Habitat Chapter recommendations such as A1, A3, A4, A7, A8, C3, C5, D1



and other collaborative approaches to preserve green belts, riparian corridors, and
other habitat areas found necessary for successful and/or continued wildlife migration.

Implementation: SPU, City of Shoreline

Estimated Cost: .1 FTE annually

Funding Source: Existing agency budgets

Schedule: 2002

[from C2] [Make a separate recommendation following on the “guiding principles” above. Please
ensure that these projects do not have to be conducted by agencies, but can be done in partnership
with local groups and multi-funding sources.

Habitat Objective C: Improve the quality of habitat for fish and wildlife.

C1. Develop quiding principles for in-stream restoration done by Seattle, Shoreline, or com-
munity groups.

Develop guiding principles for City, TCA and Action Plan restoration projects. These guiding
principles would be used to prioritize potential projects and shall be further refined and developed as
the applicable science evolves and contributes to better understanding of the Thornton Creek Water-
shed. The defining goal of such guiding principlesisto seek constant progress towards recovering as
much as possible of the watershed’ s historical ecological function.

Asabasisfor thiswork, proposed projects or programs should be subject to the following questions:



Doesit address a problem that is causing immediate or imminent harm to salmon (as a keystone
species indicating stream and watershed health)?

Doesit improve, protect, or restore an ecological process, or processes, that can sustain and
improve ecological functions, both in the project area and elsewhere in the basin?

Compared to other possible projects in the basin, are its benefits relatively vulnerable to being
degraded or minimized by other conditionsin the basin (e.g., stormflows, water quality)? If so,
are these other conditions being addressed? Should they be addressed prior to construction of this
project?

Does it address a known limiting factor for salmon? Compared to other possible projectsin the
basin, will it benefit arelatively large number of salmon?

Doesit promote connectivity of habitats? What is the quality of the connected habitats?

Will it benefit multiple species? Aquatic and terrestrial? Compared to other possible projectsin
the basin, will it benefit arelatively large number of these species?

What is our confidence that the project will achieve the benefits predicted for it? How do those
benefits compare to the costs? If there is unusually great uncertainty that he benefits will be
achieved, are there still important lessons that can be learned from constructing the project as an
experiment?

Does it incorporate principles of adaptive management (i.e., target monitoring to determine
whether the project is accomplishing the goals set for it)?

C2. Host a Thornton Creek Watershed Urban Fish Workshop.

Invite local fish experts to a workshop to discuss salmon fisheries Thornton Creek and other
urban streams. Develop restoration goals and identify important restoration actions. Discuss
guiding principles (see C1 below) and make appropriate revisions.

Implementation: Thornton Creek Project (convenor) (Ask them!)

Estimated Cost: fish panel — $2,000 for staff and materials

Funding Source: grant funding, possibly SPU Step Grant or other source

Schedule: 2002

C3. Improve Thornton Creek stream flows.

a. Encourage people not to use water rights or to reduce the amount of water taken from the
creek. Protect minimum stream flows by reducing legal and illegal water removals from the



creek. If needed, set minimum stream flows for Thornton Creek. Inform the public that it is
unlawful to use creek water to irrigate lawns and gardens without water rights and the effect
this has on creek inhabitants.

Implementation: Department of Ecology, SPU, Shoreline, and TCA for assistance

Estimated Cost: $25,000 annually

Funding Source:

Schedule: develop and implement by 2005

b. Specifically, reduce water withdrawal by Jackson Park Golf Course. The golf course currently
withdraws 2/3 of the flow in the North Branch for approximately eight hours per day for half the
year. The golf course may consider any of the following methods: improved, hi-tech irrigation
system, more drought tolerant grass, city water, use of stormwater or other idea.

Implementation: Municipal Golf, DPR, SPU

Estimated Cost:

Schedule: Existing, planned SPU project to create new ponds and use new technol-
ogy to reduce water withdrawal at Jackson G.C. should be implemented
by 2002 and additional methods employed by 2005

(See also Chapter...

C4. Improve in-stream conditions on public land. Develop off channel rearing ponds and refuge
for over-wintering trout and salmon as well as amphibians. Add habitat diversity to pools located on
public property. Consider adding more large woody debris and/or artificial habitat structures at
appropriate locations. Recently several of these projects are underway (M eadowbrook Pond,
Meadowbrook Creeklet, tributary at Matthews Beach, Paramount Park, Park #6).

Implementation: SPU, Sea. Parks, Shoreline

Estimated Cost: Seattle: $250,000 + annual maintenance costs.

Shoreline: $20,000 + annual maintenance costs.



Funding Source: Seattle: Drainage CIP (“Urban Creeks™)

Shoreline:

Schedule: Ongoing

C5. Inventory, enhance, and maintain areas with good riparian habitat.
Note: Currently projects may be limited to public property.

a) Improve vegetation by removing noxious and other invasive plants and planting native plants,
especially conifers, on public land. Include “street ends’ when considering public land. Maintain
these sites. Use these areas as starting points for restoration projects so that areas of good habitat
continue expanding. (Note: Seattle Urban Nature Project conducted field surveys and mapped
vegetation on public land in 2000.)

Implementation: Community Organizations (such as WA Native Plant Society)
Local Creek Stewardship Groups (SPU, DPR, TCA)

Conservation Corps and other similar organizations

Estimated Cost: $25,000 initially + $5,000 annually

Funding Source:

Schedule: 2000-2005

b) Monitor these sites over time. Evaluate the success of these projects when designing new ones.
Addressrepairs or revisionsif needed. Share findings with Watershed Oversight Council.

Implementation: City of Seattle

City of Shoreline
Seattle Urban Nature Project

Estimated Cost: Seattle: $50,000 annually

Funding Sources:

Schedule: 2000-2005



C6. Use a variety of programs to encourage native plant use.

Promote native plants and nature-scaping in the watershed. Native plants provide food, shelter and
nesting opportunities for native wildlife. Native plants thrive in the Northwest and require less
fertilizer, pesticides and water. Native plants may be used to reduce long term maintenance costs.
Native plant programs could include the following:

Workshops and/or garden tours on native plant landscaping.
Potential sponsor: WA Native Plant Society

Native plant landscape handbooks with lists of native species for upland and riparian zones, or other
appropriate activities.

Potential sponsor: King County and Dept. of Ecology currently publish these handbooks.

Create a “Native Plants Week”, promoted in nurseries, etc. coordinating with environmental groups.
Potential sponsor: WA Native Plant Society, Seattle Audubon. Public notification through the
Thornton Creek Watershed Oversight Council, TCA and others.

Create awebsite that shows a native plant garden in different seasons and identifies plant names and
where to buy them locally

Potential sponsor: UW Department of Landscape Architecture, other local college, or WA Native
Plant Society.

Devel op workshops and/or information about frog/amphibian ponds and habitat.
Potential sponsor: WPZ Herpetology Dept. and Keepers, UW (Klaus Richter), NSCC

Create Native Plant gardensin high-traffic and visible areas such as popular nurseries and traffic
circles.
Potential sponsor: NDNSC, TCA, SEATrans, WA Native Plant Society, Sky Nursery

Participate annually in the Northwest Flower and Garden Show with demonstrations that
promote native plant landscapes.

Potential sponsor: Possible collaboration between Seattle Audubon, WA Native Plant Society,
TCA, TCP, interested nurseries and growers.

Continue to promote use of native plantsin Park properties.
Potential sponsor: Seattle and Shoreline Parks Departments

Use the Environmental Learning Center to showcase hative plant gardens.
Potential sponsor: SPU (if ELC devel oped)

Expand Nathan Hale and Shorecrest High Schools' existing horticulture program to include more

native plants.
Potential sponsor: TCP and TCA currently assist Kate Reedy at Nathan Hale.

Implementation: Watershed Oversight Committee would encourage




Estimated Cost: $25,000 annually + grants as available and volunteer hours.

Schedule: 2000 and ongoing

C7. Increase the number of trees and understory shrubs.

Use local government programs to increase the number of trees and shrubsin the Seattle-Shoreline
area. Encourage tree planting by volunteer groups, homeowners, and businesses in the watershed.
Protect Large Trees through the City Tree Ordinance.

Use several strategies to increase the number of trees and shrubs in the watershed and region-
ally. These strategies include:

a) Add “Net increase in tree cover, especially conifers’ to Shoreline and Seattle city goals.

I mplementation: Sedttle: Seattle City Light, Seattle Parks, SEATrans
Shoreline: Shoreline Parks or other appropriate departments

b) Promote street tree use on unimproved streets. Encourage citizens to take advantage of the free
tree programs.

Sponsors: Segttle City Arborist and Dept. of Neighborhoods

c) Improve tree program coordination in city departments with respect to tree cutting, pruning,
planting.

I mplementation: City of Seattle, Urban Forester, City Arborist, Seattle City Light, SEATrans
City of Shoreline, City Arborist or Urban Forester

d) Promote and advertise programs for enhancing tree planting and care, such as Seattle’'s Tree
Steward Program.

Sponsors; Seattle and Shoreline City Arborists, Plant or Tree Amnesty organizations

e) Green” north end streets as described in the neighborhood plans. Support and help implement the
North District Neighborhood Plan and the Northgate Comprehensive Plan to “green” boulevards,
parking lots, around commercia areas, and plant street trees using non-invasive species, opting for
native species where appropriate. (Appliesto Seattle only.)

Implementation: Seattle: SEATRAN lead with Dept of Neighborhood assistance

f) Work with non-profit groups to supplement trees in the watershed. Coordinate with Heritage
Tree Programs to promote more trees in Seattle.

Implementation: Segttle: Urban Forest Coalition



g) Support neighborhood grant applications for purchasing trees and shrubs.
Sponsor: TCA with possible agency assistance for training purposes.

h) Protect large trees during site devel opment and discourage topping of live trees. Develop a
program that includes pruning alternatives to topping as well as provisions for inspection and en-
forcement. The program should use incentives.

Implementation: Seattle— DCLU “protect during development”
Program: Urban Forest Coalition

C8. Remove and control noxious and invasive weeds.

Noxious and invasive weeds cause problems for the Thornton Creek watershed. The weeds often
out-compete native plants. The invaders may not provide suitable alternatives for food, shelter and
nesting for native wildlife. In addition, invasive species may form mono-typic stands and decrease
the diversity of florain the watershed. There are a number of recommendations to reduce noxious
weeds. Seattle Urban Nature Project information (maps) are available to pinpoint and guide removal
of invasive plant species on public property and pinpoint locations for revegetation projects using
native plant species when possible.

These include, but are not limited to:

a. ldentify public property invaded by exotic weeds such as blackberries, morning glory, Englishivy,
and Scot’s Broom. Utilize research and data acquired by King County Noxious Weed Board.
Implementation: Seattle Urban Nature Project (for Seattle)

b. Augment volunteer work parties by hiring summer crews to remove invasive plants and replace
with native plants.
| mplementation: Segttle: DPR and SPU

Shoreline: Shoreline Parks Department

c. Reduce noxious weeds along Interstate 5.
Implementation: WSDOT, local volunteer groups

d. Provide training on noxious and invasive weeds to City staff and local groups such as the Master
Gardener program, and Spring and Fall Cleanup event participants.
Implementation: King County, Washington State Extension Program

e. Post information messages at local P-Patches and the Environmental Learning Center.
Implementation: Community Groups

f. Increase funding to noxious weed control board if possible.
Implementation: King County

0. Clarify local jurisdictions legal responsibility asit relates to noxious weed control and enforce.
Implementation: King County Noxious Weed Control Board




h. Support local stewardship and periodic work parties to remove and control noxious and invasive
weeds throughout the watershed on public properties. Also support efforts by groups of watershed
residents who hold workdays to coordinate removal of invasives on properties adjacent to theirs.
Implementation: Seattle and Shoreline Parks, SPU, King County Noxious Weed Control Board

Estimated Cost: Varies. As determined by implementer

Funding Source: TBD by implementer

Schedule: Ongoing

C9. Develop programs to reuse trees that are cut down.

Develop a program to transport and store cut trees. Use these trees as Large Woody Debrisin creek
restoration projects. King County has a program that could serve asamodel. A placeto store tree
trunks is needed as well as a means to transport trees from donor sites to the storage yard.

Implementation: TCA, with Parks and SPU

Estimated Cost: $25,000 annually. Buying/leasing storage space initially + transport and
labor annually

Funding Source:

Schedule: 2000 and ongoing

C10. Develop North Seattle Community College programs to protect wildlife.

a) Begin and maintain aferal cat-capturing program at NSCC. Feral cats are a problem at NSCC;
they kill alarge number of birds and other animals.

b) Install snags (not treated with creosote) and plant trees in and around the NSCC pond. These
could provide additional bird habitat.

Implementation: NSCC

Estimated Cost: $25,000 initially

Funding Source:

Schedule: 2000



Habitat Objective D: Increase the quantity of habitat for fish and wildlife.

D1. Continue to purchase wetland and creekside property for habitat value.

Asfunds are available, purchase natural areas alongside Thornton Creek. Work with the WMC and
future Oversight Council to develop apriority list of sites. Refer to the list of sites developed by the
WMC and found in Appendix XX. Oversight Council will have the option to re-prioritize the site list
as necessary. Put a high priority on wetlands and areas with good habitat. In addition to habitat
value, potential locations should be evaluated for detention and/or water quality benefits, and a
willing seller.

Implementation: SPU, Sea. Parks; support from WMC or Oversight Council

Estimated Cost: SPU, Parks — As funding is available

Shoreline — $125,000 in Paramount Park + Avail. Funding annually for
new sites.

Schedule: SPU, Parks — Ongoing

D2. Restore, create or re-create wetland habitat

Asfunds are available, purchase and maintain existing wetlands, and historic wetland sites, for
protection or restoration. These wetlands and sites should be used for re-creation, to increase wildlife
refuge, provide natural rainwater detention, improve water quality and increase groundwater re-
charge and infiltration. Alternatively, help owners of existing wetlands set up conservation ease-
ments to protect the wetlands. Identify locations and sizes of existing and former wetlandsin the
watershed. Set criteriafor selection of wetland sites to be preserved, restored, created, or re-created
and develop an ongoing program to care for the selected sites.

Implementation: SPU, Sea. Parks, City of Shoreline; support from WMC or Oversight
Council

Estimated Cost: SPU, Parks — As funding is available




Shoreline — As funding is available

Schedule: SPU, Sesttle Parks, Shoreline — Ongoing

D3. Develop a donation program.
Develop a program to accept land donations to Seattle and Shoreline Parks Departments.

Implementation: Sea. Parks

Estimated Cost: Sea. Parks — $10,000 annually to administer
Shoreline — .2 FTE initially + 1 FTE annually

Schedule: Sea. Parks — Ongoing
Shoreline — 2003

D3. Establish a Thornton Creek Conservancy to seek funding for purchase of property along the
creek corridor and near local wetlands

Implementation:  TCA to explore

Estimated Cost:
Funding Source: nUMerous
Schedule: Establish by 2005, ongoing effort

IN ILLUSTRATIONS USE EXAMPLES THAT HAVE ALREADY HAPPENED.

Habitat Objective E: Improve access for humans to appropriate natural sites

E1 Inventory and evaluate trails within the Thornton Creek Watershed




Inventory, evaluate, and study existing public properties throughout the watershed that provide a
potential for non-damaging public access. Update this inventory and evaluation on aregular basis.

The Thornton Creek Watershed Management Committee does not support ariparian trail system on
private land along Thornton Creek.

If needed, alter existing trails to provide minimum impact, including adding boardwal ks, decommis-
sioning trails, building or maintaining bridges, and directing visitors to designated trails instead of
creating their own. Continually study new materials and techniques for using trails with minimum
impact that till allow the public to have appropriate access to the creek. Public properties and trails
suited to public access should be inventoried regularly. Evaluate and update trail maintenance guide-
lines regularly to incorporate new materials and techniques to minimize the impact of public access.

When proposals for new or changed access to trails and creekside open space are proposed, the
following criteria shall be met:
Affected creekside and riparian property owners will be involved in the process.
The Thornton Creek Watershed Oversight Council will be consulted to help determine that no
harm or irreparable damage is done to the creek, riparian buffer, or adjacent property.
Trails and affected open spaces will be adequately and regularly maintained.

Any sites or projects proposed for new or changed access should be prioritized based on the support,
or potential support, of property owners directly adjacent to sites under consideration.

I mplementation: Seattle and Shoreline Parks Departments

Estimated Cost:

Funding Source: Existing budgets

Schedule:

(See also Chapter 6, Education and Stewardship for additional recommendations
about access by students.)

Chapter 6

Education and Stewardship Recommendations
Final as adopted by WMC December 13, 2000



Problem Summary

A recent phone survey of residents in the watershed found that half the people contacted couldn’t
name Thornton Creek or its tributaries when asked to identify a creek near their home. The success
of the Action Plan depends on residents being more aware of the watershed and committed to pro-
tecting and restoring the creek and watershed. The next goal of outreach efforts will focus on resi-
dents less aware of watershed issues.

The ultimate goal of awareness and education isto create stewards. But first, people have to be
aware of and appreciate a thing before they will want to take care of it. So thefirst challengeisto
make watershed residents aware of the creek and watershed, the benefitsit offers, and the impacts
people have on the creek. Thereal challenge isto get people to change their behaviors.

Current Solutions

Local residents learn about the watershed in a number of ways. Articlesin local papers, community
meetings, workshops and lectures, newsl etters and even welcome signs alert residents that live in the
Thornton Creek watershed. More than thirty schools are located in the watershed and many have
programs that incorporate the creek, for example, Salmon in the Classroom, storm drain stenciling,
creek and wildlife monitoring. Even writing, art and history classes use the creek as alearning
focus.

Two non-profit groups, the Thornton Creek Alliance and the Thornton Creek Project, have been
terrific partners in developing the Watershed Action Plan. These organizations are dedicated to
informing and involving the adults and children of this community. Several local government
groups al so support stewardship. Seattle’s Adopt-a-Park program organizes many effortsto plant
native trees and shrubs and control invasive plants. Seattle Public Utilities Urban Creeks L egacy
program involves residents in understanding and caring for creeks.

The Watershed Management Committee has formulated an Education and Stewardship goal and
objectives for the future of the Thornton Creek Watershed.



Education and Stewardship Goal and Objectives

Education/Stewardship Goal: To improve awareness of, foster pride in, encourage responsibility
for, and create learning opportunities within the watershed.

We will accomplish this goal by doing the following:

Educ./Stewardship Objective A. Increase basic awareness of and appreciation of Thornton
Creek and its watershed.
Educ./Stewardship Objective B. Integrate watershed education into school programs at all

levels. Maintain and improve existing programs.
Educ./Stewardship Objective C. Provide learning opportunities for the general public.
Educ./Stewardship Objective D. Promote stewardship.

Total: 18 Recommendations

Education and Stewardship Action Plan Recommendations

Education and Stewardship Objective A: Increase basic awareness of and apprecia-
tion for Thornton Creek and its watershed.

Al. (A) Create and produce a color brochure, which describes the watershed, (B) welcome signs
and creek crossing signs, and (C) murals.

Create a color brochure, which highlights the watershed’ s best features, and lists ongoing efforts to
maintain and improve its health. This brochure should include a“super map” of the watershed. The
brochure could be poster size and should use artistic and technical cartographic techniques. It could
include things like parks and “right places’ for public access to the creek. Distribute it to watershed
residents. Ideally this brochure could be developed in multiple languages found with in the water-
shed and appropriately distributed. (There are approximately 32,000 homes in the watershed.)

Install and maintain good signage, in appropriate locations, marking entrances to the watershed and
creek crossings. These signswill welcome drivers/bikers/walkers into the watershed. Some signs
will help people find the creek by marking locations where the creek crosses roads, including I-5.
Respect for resource protection and private property should be made when deciding where to locate
the signs. This recommendation requires new signs and moving any existing signs, which are
currently misplaced. (Approximately 8 signs are currently located in the watershed, however, several
signs are poorly positioned.)

Creatively use murals to welcome people into the watershed and convey the benefits of a healthy
watershed. Locationsin the watershed could be public or private (e.g. the concrete wall at NE 95"
St. and Lake City Way). Work with Chamber of Commerce to combine Business District and Water-
shed messages. Students could be the main artists for the murals with assistance from a professional
to bring the images together.

A, C) Implementation for art projects: SPU and Shoreline




Estimated Cost: $10,000 design, $50,000 printing, $10,000 distribution

Funding Source: 2001 Potential to include in SPU/Seattle Arts Commission Joint Project
($50,000), other funding sources to be sought

Schedule: 2001-2004

Priority: High — CORE

B) Implementation for sign maintenance: Seattle (SEATRAN, SPU, DPR as appropriate), WSDOT,
Shoreline

Funding Source: Existing funds

Estimated Cost: $20,000

Schedule: 2001-2003

Priority: High— CORE

A2. Develop an education program linked with Envirostars that is specific to the Thornton Creek
Watershed. The program should educate business owners about environmentally sensitive disposal

of paints and chemicals, low impact landscape maintenance practices, avoiding and reducing runoff
and pollution from parking lots and impervious surfaces, and provide a recognition program for
businesses who follow 10 or more of these practices. Work with Lake City and Northgate Chambers
and business associations (Rotary, Kiwanis, etc.) to develop packets of creek-related information and
contacts that they can distribute to new business owners as part of welcome packets.

I mplementation: King County, SPU Community Services Div.
Estimated Cost: Existing budgets, programs

Funding Source: Existing program

Schedule: 2001 and ongoing

Priority: High

A3. (A) Meet with all existing community groups (neighborhood councils, service organizations) to
ask for their input and comments and to seek endorsement of the completed action plan. Ask them
to identify one member as a liaison to watershed-related activities.

I mplementation: Thornton Creek Watershed Management Committee or Oversight Council

Estimated Cost: Existing budgets for public agencies/volunteer




Funding Source: Volunteer

Schedule: 2000 and ongoing
Priority: High

(B) Work with athletic organizations to incorporate awareness of the creek into their activities.

For example, groups could rename events and call them the Thornton Creek Invitational Tourna
ment, or the Thornton Creek Playoffs, etc. Provide incentives, such as baseball caps, tee shirts, golf
balls with the Thornton Creek Watershed logo or message.

I mplementation: Lake City Task Force, Chamber of Commerce, sponsoring businesses, with
participation from athletic organizations.

Estimated Cost: $15,000 for “freebies’ from business partners

Funding Source: To be sought

Schedule: 1999, ongoing
Priority: Low

(C) Create a brief public service announcement for viewing at local movie theaters during the “ Com-
ing Attractions.” Thiswould ideally be alow-cost, high quality production with educational
message similar to a PSA.

I mplementation: Who?

Estimated Cost: $5,000 Grant or pro bono from video school
Funding Source: Video class plus movie theaters in the watershed
Schedule: 2000-2005

Priority: Low

(D) Work with Realtors to develop a*Welcome to the Watershed” information packet.

Work with realtors or title companies to distribute to “Welcome to the Watershed” packets to poten-
tial property buyers. A key piece in this packet could be the TCW brochure w/ super map. This
packet could also include messages about City programs and conservation.

I mplementation: Potential project for the Watershed Interpretive Specialist (see B1 below)

Estimated Cost: $5,000 to start; $1,000/year ongoing.

Funding Source: To be sought




Schedule: 2000
Priority: Medium

(E) Work with Northgate Mall to increase watershed awareness.

Work with Northgate Mall to identify opportunities to use the Mall as a means of conveying water-
shed messages to alarge audience. Potential ideasinclude: donated kiosk space, use of open space
for a creek festival, partnerships to adopt Park #6, displaying student watershed projects.

I mplementation: Thornton Creek Watershed Oversight Council
Estimated Cost: To be determined

Funding Source: To be sought from private sources

Schedule: 2000 and ongoing

Priority: High

(F) Work with watershed restaurants to develop and use watershed information place mats possibly
based on chapters from the student-created Rudy book.

| mplementation: TCP, printing companies and restaurants
Estimated Cost: $2000 design (donation), $5,000 (donation)
Funding Source: To be sought

Schedule: 2000

Priority: Low

(F) Contact mail carriers, police officers, and Block Watch volunteers to serve as “eyes and ears’ of
the watershed. Provide training on how to spot and report violations.

I mplementation: Who will lead? Project of Thornton Creek Alliance? Thornton Creek Water-
shed Oversight Committee?
Estimated Cost: $1,000 staff time

Funding Source: To be sought

Schedule: 2001-Ongoing

Priority: High



A4. Promote the “Master Home Environmentalist” program and incorporate additional watershed
friendly tips.

Provide a“healthy home” analysis for watershed residents using the existing Washington Toxics
program, “Master Home Environmentalist.” Under this program, volunteers visit interested house-
holds to provide a healthy home analysis. Promote the use of existing alternative cleaning products,
household hazardous material alternatives, landscaping practices that reduce pesticide and herbicide
use. Expand program to include tips or advice on stormwater management.

Implementation: WA Toxics Codlition

Estimated Cost: $15,000

Funding Source: Expansion of current program, additional funding if needed to be sought.

Schedule: implement by 2005
Priority: High

A5. Promote appreciation for and care of local wildlife, plants, parks and open spaces. Use a
variety of techniques.

a) Use brochures, maps, newsletters, newspaper articles, guide books and/or signs to acquaint
residents with the features and locations of local parks and open spaces.

b) Use signage on garbage cansin parks, bus stops or benches.

c) Continue a Thornton Creek newsletter beyond the action-planning phase. The newsletter should
include updates on the action plan, articles about local places, wildlife features, volunteer oppor-
tunities, water quality and others.

d) Enhance existing Thornton Creek web sites (www.Thorntoncreek.org) to connect the reader to
volunteer opportunities and provide a current schedule of events within the watershed (tours,
plantings, volunteer work, monitoring, school activities etc.).

€) Add interpretive signsto public spaces. Plan, design, install, and maintain, high quality, perma-
nent, site specific interpretive displays. These should be located in public places such as parks.
The purpose of the displays isfor the reader to gain an understanding of the watershed and its
features. The signs should fit together as part of a comprehensive project.

I mplementation: Watershed Interpretive Specialist, potential for inclusion in the SPU/Arts
Commission Project of 2001

Estimated Cost: unknown

Funding Source: To be sought, design and implementation of some portion of these recommen-
dations could be included in the SPU/Arts Commission Project of 2001
($50,000)

Schedule: implement by 2005



Priority: Medium

A6. Encourage residents to explore and learn about the watershed. Some activities include:

a)

b)

d)

Offer guided nature hikes in watershed parks. Coordinate walks with local community centers,
after-school programs, libraries or other public gathering places.

Provide several watershed van tours every year. The tours should invite people to come back and
explore locations on their own. Tours should introduce participants to a new park or open space
as well as educate people on watershed issues.

Improvetrails. Some of thelocal parks are not identified as park property and trails are hard to
find. Develop an overal trail policy that would guide future improvements. These improve-
ments could include: identify trail heads with signs, improving existing trails to help keep folks
and pets on the trail by using walkways, treated paths, bridges, viewing platforms, retiring old
trail and relocating trails out of sensitive area (e.g. wetlands). Use BMP' sto promote infiltration
where possible.

Distribute the TCP “Right Places Guide.” Thornton Creek Project’s “ Right Places Guide” identi-
fies suitable locations for large and small groupsto visit the creek. The Guide includes parking
and access information.

Host an annual creek festival designed to increase awareness of the creek, celebrate its vibrancy
and recognize volunteer work. This may overlap with arecommendation to host an annua “ State
of the Watershed” event which can be used to update the community on progress in watershed
issues. (Seethe Monitoring Section).

I mplementation: Watershed Interpretive Specialist

Estimated Cost: To be devel oped

Funding Source: DPR, SPU for City of Seattle, with private partners

? for Shordline

Schedule: implement by 2005
Priority: Medium

Education and Stewardship Objective B: Integrate watershed education into school

programs at all levels. Maintain and improve existing programs

B1. Provide staff and organization to support education programs

A) Watershed | nterpretive Specialist

Create an agency staff position responsible for initiating and coordinating outreach and non-advo-
cacy education efforts in the general watershed community. Existing education materials would be
used where appropriate and new materials developed as needed. Tasks would include: maintaining a



program of on-going communication with watershed residents, including a newsletter, articles/adsin
aregularly published local newspaper, and other appropriate means; helping to connect community
restoration and monitoring projects with necessary technical assistance; development of previously
mentioned super map/brochure and other previously recommended outreach programs. This person
could be housed in the Watershed L earning Center and have some role in managing that center.

| mplementation: City of Seattle andCity of Shoreline

Estimated Cost: 1.0 FTE $90,000/year

Funding Source: SPU for .5 FTE, To be sought for additional .5 FTE
Schedule: 2000-2005

Priority: High — CORE

B) Fund Thornton Creek Project Manager, 10 month position.

This person manages all the various projects, events and volunteers that comprise the Thornton
Creek Project, whose mission is supporting the use of local watershed in education making local
community an essential element of teaching and learning. The focus of this project is primarily on
watershed education in the public and private watershed schoolsin Seattle and Shoreline. Some of
the work is aready existing and would be ongoing, whereas some of the work is new in recommen-
dations for watershed education in schools. The Project Manager is one of four positions with the
Thornton Creek Project and the only full time position that make the work of TCP possible. The
Project Manager would work collaboratively with the Watershed Specialist where appropriate and
both would lead or support implementation of recommendations from throughout the Plan. Among
other things, this person would provide high quality, ongoing program workshops, tours and forum
programs to help local educators, students, residents, and businesses understand the watershed,
stewardship, and sustainable living issues. Though primarily focused on this watershed, the project
cooperates with and supports educators throughout the City and County.

I mplementation: City of Seattle (SPU), City of Shoreline, North Seattle Community
College share support of this position over time

Estimated Cost: $43,000 (with cost of living adjustment each year)

Funding Source: 2000-2001 SPU, annua comparison of program interests between
TCP and SPU to be conducted with mutual evaluation and setting
of annual program goals and tasks

Schedule: 2000 and ongoing
Priority: High — CORE

C) Support and encourage ongoing funding for other three Thornton Creek Project Positions
1. Teacher “Schools Coordinator” (Annually Rotating), 0.5 FTE: $27,000 (with annual cost of




living increase). Funding for this position varies each year depending on where the teacher is
normally employed. (from either public or private schools). This person assists in accomplishing
the work of the TCP, and focuses energy on Adult Learning opportunities and ensuring that we
are best supporting educators. Person in this position is annually changing and responsibility for
funding is annually rotated between NSCC, Sesttle and Shoreline schools, and independent
schools.

[N

Teacher Director (Permanent), 0.25 FTE: $20,000 Funding currently comes from Lakeside
School.

|0

Technology Coordinator, 10 Month Internship: $27,000 (with annual cost of living increase).
Funding for this position has come from King County, local businesses, and individual donorsin
the past, but could also include City of Shoreline. This person maintains the TCP technology
Program, including all electronic forms of communication, the Community Library, GIS training
workshops and in class use, the TCP website, and supervision of technology related volunteers.

Implementation: TCP lead (TCP isan institute of North Seattle Community College directed by a
“Stewards Council” of representatives from awide range of public and private entities).

Estimated Cost: $74,000 annually (plus cost-of-living increases over time)

Funding Source: Shared by public agencies and private donors through TCP “ Stewards' Coun-

cil”
Schedule: Ongoing
Priority: High — CORE

D) Watershed Education Co-ordinating Group

Aswith all the recommendations in the action plan, ongoing assessment educational and public
awareness effortsisimportant in achieving our goals. Initiate and maintain a committee, meeting
regularly, with representatives of al groups involved with community and school education in
Thornton Creek Watershed. The functions of this group would be agreeing on watershed education
and awareness goals, sharing of information, fostering relations and communication between groups,
assessing the impacts and outcomes of education efforts and adjusting efforts accordingly. Recom-
mended projects include but are not limited to:

a) [wasf below] Assess public school transportation needs for watershed based activities, develop a
plan and fund transportation for class field trips, because transportation is a significant barrier to
participation for public watershed schools. Thiswould augment, not replace, current walking and
bicycling field trips that some schools take.

b) [was e below] Ensure that Professional Development funds are available to watershed teachers to
defray the cost of watershed workshops/symposia etc.

c) [was B6] Promote use of Thornton Creek watershed by watershed area higher education



programs. Ideas include, but not limited to:

(1) University of Washington classes from such programs as Fisheries, Landscape Architecture,
Information Science, Education, Carlson School of Public Affairs, etc.

(2) Work with vocational programsin local community colleges, high schools, and private institutes
to offer watershed relevant opportunities to the community, such as a day when automotive students
will inspect your vehicle for free to check for any fluid leaks.

(3) Include watershed based projects in appropriate courses at schools at all levelsin the watershed
suchas student research, compiling a*“Fisheries History” of the watershed, including watershed-
based themes in developing literature or art projects, or researching the effectiveness of k-12 student
learning with watershed-based activities.

Implementation: TCP as convenor

Estimated Cost: 1 FTE (for staffing, additional costs for projects)

Funding Source: Grant funding will be sought, may also be funded in part by SPU as part of
annual discussions of mutual interests with TCP

Schedule: 2002 to initiate
Priority: High — CORE

B2. Encourage and support the continuing development of a logical progression of watershed-
related learning experiences in all watershed schools. Actions including, but not limited to:

a) Build apacket of enrichment activities that support Seattle and Shoreline Public Schools' “Es-
sential Learning Requirements,” in many disciplines such as science, socia studies, and visual
and language arts.

b) Make available an on going list of potential watershed based projects and topics of study for
classes of any level.

c) Makeavailablealist of current and possible stewardship projects for classes.

I mplementation: Thornton Creek Project and SPU with support and participation of Seattle and
Shoreline Public School Districts, private schools, and higher education

institutions.
Estimated Cost: Included in B1 estimated costs
Funding Source: Project funding will be sought for products, staffing could be funded as part of

annual discussions of mutual interests by SPU

Schedule: Ongoing

Priority: High



B3. Provide systemic support for educators who connect their students with the watershed.
Actions including, but not limited to:

a) Hold workshops aimed at cross-curricular/cross-grade teams of teachers from watershed schools
- aminimum of once ayear.

b) Maintain and improve annual series of workshops, forums, roundtables, and symposia for water-
shed teachers.

c) Expand and maintain current network of one lead teacher per school as conduits for communica-
tion between schools, the Thornton Creek Project.

d) Hold a meeting/roundtable with all school principalsto help them know each other and see how
educational involvement with the watershed can help their students reach educational reform
standards and satisfy the state environmental education mandate.

e) Continue to provide technological networks and technological support for teachers.

f) Host an annual gathering of teachers for celebration and connection.

| mplementation: Thornton Creek Project with support and participation of Seattle and Shore-
line Public School Districts and higher education institutions.

Estimated Cost: Included in B1 estimated costs

Funding Source: SPU and other agencies and private donors (see above)
Schedule: 2000 and ongoing

Priority: High

B4. Review regularly and enhance the Salmon-in-the-Classroom program to maintain its
qualities, while doing more to help students and teachers build a more holistic understanding
of issues of salmon and local creek health.

A) Adapt practices to be consistent with State and Federal salmonid policies, as well aswith local
conditions. Continuing efforts to better understand the genetic history of fish in Thornton Creek
will be essential to ensuring this consistency.

B) Work towards equitable class participation at an appropriate grade level watershed wide, with
adeguate linkages to other watershed activities.

Implementation: SPU & WDFW

Estimated Cost: Existing budgets

Funding Source: WDFW

Schedule: 2000 and ongoing

Priority: High



B5. Integrate el ements of watershed education into drivers' education courses. As acomponent of
driver’s education courses, help young drivers understand the linkages between driving and water-
shed health. Specifically, detail how cars contribute to non-point pollution, their effect on watershed
environmental health, and demonstrate ways a car owner can minimize the pollution from their
vehicle through large and small actions. The unit may be caled “You and Your Car.” First step
would be including it in the course material that is provided to students and instructors. Second step
could be incorporating it into training of instructors so it is addressed in the classroom.

| mplementation: TCP and SPU research and development

Estimated Cost: Unknown

Funding Source: To be researched, SPU with TCP partnersto develop
Schedule: 2002-2005

Priority: Medium

Education and Stewardship Objective C: Provide learning opportunities for the
genera public

C1. Continue and expand existing programs offering learning opportunities, including:

A) Volunteer monitoring opportunities
(See Monitoring Section.)

B) Research and develop a*Watershed Learning Center” or Resource Centers (perhaps electronic)
for the Thornton Creek Watershed. This project should focus on providing excellent informational
resources about the Thornton Creek Watershed accessible both for public education and to support
formal education in the watershed and beyond. Development of the project should include partners
from all watershed-area educational and stewardship groups, representatives of public and private
schools and libraries, and devel op partnerships between appropriate City of Seattle and City of
Shoreline departments. Initially, a program outline would be developed and current resources
examined along with upcoming opportunities. Exploration will include current efforts to develop a
Community Digital Library for the watershed as well as the needs of the watershed interpretive
program to be developed (see above in this chapter). It isanticipated that initial development work
will take ayear or more, implementation will depend upon what is to be done. Construction of a
physical center at Meadowbrook Pond remains one potential outcome.

I mplementation: SPU will convene.

Estimated Cost: unknown




Funding Source: SPU with other partners over time

Schedule: implement 2003-2010
Priority: Medium

C) Develop and maintain several “Watershed Resource Centers.” Situate these centersin accessible
locations, such aslibraries, community centers, and malls. The centers could offer the best of
tangible and digital resources. These could be atool for and motivated by the coming Salmon
listing and Salmon Recovery Plans. Plans for a Watershed Resource Center could be incorpo-
rated into the plans for the new library around Northgate. The primary purpose of these centers
isincreasing public awareness and education on watershed issues, but they would also serve
students doing research projects. Many of the resources that could be included are recommended
elsewhere in this plan.

| mplementation: Public Librariesin the watershed with support from TCP, WMC, and water-
shed education advisory group
Estimated Cost: $ 2,000 for resources/center

Funding Source:

Schedule: 2002
Priority: High

D) Incorporate water quality and habitat messages into , multi-linqual multi-cultural outreach pro-
grams or formats and create new approaches to involving watershed people who are new to the
U.S. in watershed educational programs.

| mplementation: All agencies and programs

Estimated Cost: $2000 — 5000 per event

Funding Source: Each agency

Schedule: Ongoing
Priority: Medium

E) Provide information to managers of apartment complexes and educate owners about the creek.
Host aworkshop for managers promoting appropriate landscaping practices, pollution prevention
and riparian buffers. Could adapt program used in Longfellow Creek Watershed.

Proposed Implementation: SPU to provide funding for _time (B1, A above). Working
with apartment owners and managers perhaps through an




Apartment Association and/or the Lake City Task Forcein the
Lake City area. Could be project of the Watershed Interpretive
Specialist or a special session of the citywide annual Creekside
Living workshops.

Estimated Cost: $5,000

Funding Source: SPU for Seattle portion of the watershed,
Other fundersto be sought

Schedule: 2002

Priority: High

C2. Package existing information in accessible and friendly formats

A) Build on the several existing slide shows about the watershed to develop and make available a
slide show about the watershed with annotation. Include aerial images showing the extent and rate
of change in the landscape. The TCP Manager would compile the slide show with input from TCA
and the Watershed Specialist. Expected audiences include watershed schools, local organizations,
business associations, and the general community through education efforts of the Watershed Spe-
cialist. Cost would be for slide and annotation duplication, digitized images for Powerpoint style
programs.

I mplementation: TCPand TCA join leads
Estimated Cost: $5,000 (grants)

Funding Source: To be sought

Schedule: 2001

Priority: Medium

B) Develop and advertise a cassette tape audio tour of the watershed, ssimilar to ones used for mu-
seum exhibits. It would be aresource that could be checked out from the library or other watershed
resource center. Have the tour created by students. In addition to being a great learning opportunity
for students, this would be a useful resource for community members interested in learning about the
place they live. Thelevel of use would depend on how well the resource is advertised and how easy
it isto access.

| mplementation: TCP, With participation from a school.

Estimated Cost: $1,000 (grant and/or donated time and materials)

Funding Source: To be sought




Schedule: 2001-2002

Priority: Low

C3. Document Watershed History

A) Ora History
Develop and use a system for collecting, storing, and sharing oral history information related to the

watershed. Include cultural resources. Consider presenting it through a summer theater program for
students and/or historic murals depicting change over time. Need for thiswork is ongoing and
resources disappear with time.

| mplementation: TCP with help from Shoreline Historical Museum and Public
Libraries.
Estimated Cost: $7,000

Funding Source: City of Seattle Department of Neighborhoods, Neighborhood Matching Fund

grant opportunity
Schedule: 2001
Priority: Medium

B) History of the Watershed Guide

Complete research, write, print and share a History of the Watershed resource guide similar to the
one done for Green Lake. The guide would cover and integrate the evolution of the watershed’s
human and non-human communities. Thisinvolves collection and organizing existing information,
and developing a coordinated approach to continuing to collect important historic information. Oral
Histories research would be integral in developing a history of the watershed. Some research has
already been done, so we are not starting from ground zero. Teachers and community members
continually voice that thisis desired and would be valuable to them because it would provide a
foundation for al curricular activities.

| mplementation: TCP would take lead on coordinating, using both paid and volunteer staffing.

Estimated Cost: $40,000

Funding Source: City of Seattle Department of Neighborhoods, Neighborhood Matching Fund
grant opportunity

Schedule: 2002

Priority: Medium



C4. Educate developers about the Thornton Creek Watershed and their role within it.

Provide notice to devel opers and property owners that the proposed project isin the Thornton Creek
watershed and (if applicable) it isin acritical area. The intention isto provide a brochure that alerts
devel opers that surface water drains to a stream and sensitive construction techniques are appropriate
(and notify them of any available incentives for this action).

| mplementation: DCLU, support from SPU and Thornton Creek Watershed Oversight Council

Estimated Cost: Develop brochure $3,000; distribute — existing budget

Funding Source:

Schedule: 2000 and ongoing
Priority: High

[SPU would like some clarity about this recommendation. Are you asking DCLU to alert people
who are planning construction activities that they are in asensitive area? If so, thisisdoneasa
regular part of the pre-construction process. Are you asking that DCLU issue a clarifying Director’s
Rule or other brochure to illuminate the critical areas policies and code? If so, thisisin the works
for 2001 and a draft will be distributed at SPU’ s creekside living workshops. Or did you have
something else in mind?]

Education and Stewardship Objective D: Promote Stewardship

D1. Promote Stewardship.

Encourage residents and community groups to “adopt” sites within the watershed. Encourage
community members to “make a difference” in the watershed by adopting park sites or changing
their personal behavior. Local government should provide support through programs and technical
assistance.

a) Continue to support and host work parties to remove invasive plants, restore/improve trails,
reforest local parks, maintain restoration sites, and to restore native vegetation on public property
throughout the watershed. Hold activities throughout the year, not just on Earth Day.

b) Provide support for community stream restoration projects. Community projects may require
coordination of volunteers, technical assistance, tools, equipment and materials. Provide infor-
mation about grant opportunities.

c) Improve and refine Adopt-a-Creek program. Enhance Thornton Creek Alliance' s existing stream
program to involve more local groups, block watch groups, and/or schools in adopting a stretch
of creek. Volunteerswould observe, monitor, report problems, host clean-ups, and help with
restoration efforts.

d) Include*“environmental crimes’ in the work of existing crime Block Watch groups and Adopt-a-
Street groups. Educate the block watch groups on how to spot pollution entering the streams,
ditches, and storm water system and who to contact if such activity is occurring. Help people
understand the importance of “poop scoop” laws and their relationship to pollution of streams



f)

and water bodies.

Provide volunteer monitoring opportunities. (See Monitoring Section)

Encourage residents to “live lightly” by conserving, recycling, using mass transit, using less
toxic lawn and garden materials, dispose of hazardous wastes appropriately, etc. (See non-point
pollution section above.)

g) Continue to use Seattle’ SAdopt-a-Park Programs to provide volunteers for work parties and

h)

)

restoration projects.

Implement reforestation/revegetation plans for Thornton Creek parks. Continue to implement
Seattle’ s Thornton Creek Reforestation Plan. The work is organized by Seattle Park’ s urban
forester and Adopt-a-Park program. Volunteers perform the work. Plant materials are purchased
through grants.

Develop an Adopt-a-Park type program in Shoreline.

| mplementation: Seattle Parks and Recreation Department and SPU for Seattle area City of

Shoreline for Shoreline area

Estimated Cost: $60,000 annually
Shoreline: Adopt-a-Park program $20,000 (materials and staff)
Funding Source: Seattle: DPR sources and volunteers
Shoreline: ?
Schedule: 2000 and ongoing
Priority: High

D2. Useavariety of programs to encourage individual residents to make their yards, pets, and

wildlife interactions friendlier to wildlife. The purposes are to encourage better habitat, reduce

predation, and avoid helping unwanted guests (geese), pet interactions with wildlife. These pro-
gramsinclude, but are not limited to:

a) Encourage watershed residents to be wildlife-friendly. Use the Environmental Learning Center/
Resource Centers to promote wildlife themes through signs, brochures, displays and workshops.
Use articlesin newsletters. Develop an “Animals and Creeks’ brochure.

b) Promote the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife's Backyard Wildlife Sanctuary Pro-
gram.

c) Promote “indoor” lifestylesfor pet cats with the Cats Indoors! Campaign.

I mplementation: WDFW, Seszttle Audubon

Estimated Cost: $15,000 annually

Funding Source: ?

Schedule: 2000 and ongoing

Priority: Medium



D3. Promote business support and recognition programs.

Promote King County’s Enviro Star, Waste Information Network, Industrial Material Exchange and
Business Partners for Clean Water programs. Encourage local businesses to participate in these
programs. Could be combined with previous recommendation and extended to non-priority busi-
nesses. Agencies could make Thornton Creek watershed atarget area.

| mplementation: King County - direct promotional material to this watershed in 2000-2002,
discuss City of Seattle (SPU) and City of Shoreline partnerships

Estimated Cost: AFTE

Funding Source: King County

Schedule: Make Thornton Creek watershed a priority outreach areain 2001-2003
Priority: Medium

DRAFT
Chapter 7

Regulation & Enforcement
Recommendations Revised 3-15-01

Problems/Challenges

The many businesses, residences, and public propertiesin an urban watershed such as Thornton
Creek are subject to an array of laws and regulations designed to protect water quality, critical areas,
and public safety, to name afew. Many of these directly affect Thornton Creek. From federal laws
such asthe Clean Water Act and the Endangered Species Act, to local regulations, many laws and
policies have been devel oped to protect natural resources. Local regulations include:

Building and permit review (including SEPA),

Land Use development codes

Stormwater, Grading and Drainage Ordinance

Environmental Critical Areas Policies and Critical Areas Code

The Watershed Management Committee (WMC) is concerned that existing regulations do not ad-
equately protect stream resources from development. Environmental protection must be balanced
among regulations, incentives and personal responsibilities. Present land use laws do not necessarily
achieve this balance. The WMC is concerned that local cities do not always carry out their own



policies and regulations in regards to creek and wetland protection as vigorously as they might.

WMC members are also concerned that existing regulations are not being enforced. Some agencies
are seen as being less effective than others are, but for the most part, committee members felt that
almost all agencies need to improve enforcement programs. In general, the WM C found enforcement
programs to be under-funded and understaffed. Enforcement needs to occur during all hoursto
cover emergency response and provide for responding during hours when people with diverse
schedules can be reached. Ideally staff should be able to respond quickly enough to stop activity and
prevent damage, not just step in after damage is complete. Staff should also receive adequate train-
ing in environmental protection.

Current Approaches

Laws are continually developed and refined. Habitat protection, development codes, stormwater
treatment and detention requirements evolve. In the last two years, Seattle has increased the number
of staff to respond to development concerns and private detention system inspections. Sedttleis
devel oping an enforcement protocol to penalize water quality violators. During the next few years,
Seattle will prepare its second NPDES five-year permit application and stormwater update that is
expected to be more comprehensive than the 2000 update. Sesttle updated it’s stormwater, Drainage
and Grading Code and rewrote it's Stormwater Technical Manualsin 2000 to better address infiltra-
tion, detention, treatment and structural and operational Best Management Practices. When Shore-
line became an incorporated city, it adopted many King County codes. Since then, Shoreline has
evaluated the County codes and is revising them to offer more environmental protection.

Acknowledging the challenges ahead and the current character of the watershed, the Watershed

Management Committee has formulated a Regulatory and Enforcement goal and objectives for the
future of the Thornton Creek Watershed.

Regulatory/Enforcement Goal and Objectives

Regulations & Enforcement Goal: To ensure that present and future regulations affecting the
Thornton Creek watershed are fully enforced.

We will accomplish this goal by doing the following:

Regulatory Objective A. Improve enforcement of existing regulations
Regulatory Objective B. Strengthen land use and devel opment regulations

Regulatory and Enforcement
Action Plan Recommendations

Regulatory Objective A: Improve enforcement of existing regulations




Al. Assure proactive enforcement of existing watershed related requlations.

a. Improve enforcement of the existing regulations, such as Sezttle’' s Land Use Codes, Stormwater,
Grading and Drainage Control Code, and Environmentally Critical Areas Ordinance, that pertain to
stormwater, grading and filling, water quality and critical areas. Continue to permit variances that
are most beneficial to watersheds and streams. Ensure adequate staff, trained in stream and wetland
ecology are available for enforcement. Follow up on reports of possible violations and get back to
the reporter within 48 hours. Provide coverage for emergencies that occur during evenings, week-
ends and holidays.

b. Continue on-site inspections for al permitted devel opment to ensure proper installation of ero-
sion and sediment controls and that permit conditions are met.

Improve communication among city staff working on creeks, citizens and with community groups.
Make quarterly reports to the Watershed Oversight Council through the Basin Steward, or equiva-
lent, summarizing trends, types of violations, and actions that will be taken to rectify the situation.

I mplementation: City of Seattle: DCLU and SPU,
Shoreline: PADS

Estimated Cost: Existing programsin Sesttle,
Funding Source: Seattle: Regular DCLU and SPU sources

Schedule: 2000 and ongoing

A2. Enforcethe Critical Areas Codes for each jurisdiction. Specifically, enforce the portions of the
Codes related to riparian corridors in the Thornton Creek Watershed.

Complete or update ariparian corridor map that has been based on the latest modeling and on
watershed wide studies. Use this map to refine the Critical Areas Code for new construction or
redevel opment within the Thornton Creek Watershed. Update the critical area maps to include
known landslides, creeks and wetlands identified in the Thornton Creek Watershed Characterization
Report and by subsequent inventories. Develop a process to continue updating Critical Areas maps
in the future.

Implementation: SPU, DCLU, Shoreline

Estimated Cost: SPU — $25,000 initially
DCLU — $25,000
Shoreline— .1 FTE to evaluate need

Funding Source:

Schedule: SPU — 2000-2005
DCLU —2000-2005
Shoreline— Ongoing



A3. Advertise waysto report environmenta problems.

Increase efforts to promote reporting numbers and web sites for water quality, graffiti, illegal dump-
ing, erosion, infill of wetlands, vegetation removal, and construction problemsto residents in this
watershed. Establish ahotline for calls received 24-hours a day/7 days aweek that enables callersto
speak to a person who will respond in atimely manner to complaints including notifying the original
complainant within 48 hours. Train residents and/or community groups on how to spot violations,
file accurate complaints, and effectively use the existing public process to comment on devel opment.

Implementation: SPU, DCLU, Shoreline

Estimated Cost: SPU — Increase existing program
DCLU — $5,000 annually. Start program if necessary
Shoreline— .1 FTE for education

Funding Source:

Schedule: SPU — 2000 and ongoing
DCLU - 2001 and ongoing
Shoreline — 2001 and ongoing

A4. Revivethe Interagency Water Quality Trouble Call/Emergency Response Network to provide
coordinated response to reports from citizens and agency personnel in atimely fashion.

The Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle devel oped and coordinated an interagency water quality
trouble call system and network of several agencies, 15 cities and jurisdictions within King County,
south Snohomish County and North Pierce County during the 1980's and early 1990's. This pro-
gram provided a coordinator, amanual for agencies participating in the network so that all appropri-
ate responding agencies were notified quickly of reported troubles. In January 1991 Metro issued a
revised Manual to networked members. Since King County absorbed Metro, the network and
coordinating effort has ceased. Revival of the network or a similar network combined with the
coordination and spill response capabilities would significantly reduce confusion on the part of
citizens and agency personnel alike in reporting and responding to emergent situations threatening
water quality.

Implementation: King County

Estimated Cost: (the staff as of 1991 Barbara Badget, Trouble Call Coordinator; David V. Galvin,
Sr. Planner, Water Resources Section. We will need to research potential costs.)

Funding Source:

Schedule: ASAP and ongoing.

Regulatory Objective B: Strengthen land use and development regulations




B1l. Review and modify the Environmental Critical Areas (ECA), Stormwater Drainage and Land
Use codes to provide additional stream and wetland protection.

Based on watershed studies and findings, assess the protection provided by policies, codes and
ordinances. Based on this assessment, evaluate potential longterm benefits to streams and wetlands
and costs of policy, code and ordinance improvement over time. Have DCLU and PADS recommend
to their respective City Councils ways to strengthen codes where most effective for improving
stream and wetland protection, providing fewer exceptions and clarifying definitions of reasonable
use. Solicit information from citizens in the watershed and involve the Thornton Creek Watershed
Oversight Council regarding changes to the Critical Areas and the Stormwater Drainage and Grading
and other relevant Codes. The revised codes should require preservation of wetlands, riparian buff-
ers, and flood plains, place restrictions on filling buffer zones, and put limitations on land clearing in
specified sensitive areas. Additionally, provisions for specific detention measures, special setbacks,
cluster housing strategies, landslide prevention and habitat restoration throughout the watershed
draining to the creek should be created and implemented.

| mplementation: SPU, DCLU, Shoreline

Estimated Cost: City of Seattle: — $80,000 for staff annually, ongoing
DCLU — $50,000 for staff
Shoreline— $10,000 initially, + existing budget annually

Funding Source:

Schedule: SPU — Ongoing at normal interval
DCLU — Ongoing at normal interval
Shoreline — Ongoing at normal interval

B2. Restrict development in riparian corridors and wetlands.

Develop ways to revise ordinances in order to reduce the number of variances to the minimum buffer
for streams and wetlands. Continue to allow variances such as setbacks or increased height to
promote retention or restoration of natural buffers that comply with Critical Areas ordinances. Look
for creative alternatives to retain riparian corridors, preserve vegetation and promote use of native
plants and conifersto provide habitat as well as stormwater absorption.

I mplementation: Seattle, DCLU, City Council
Shoreline, Planning & Development Services (PADS)

Estimated cost: $70,000 for staff time to develop codes, programs

Funding source;

Schedule: by 2005

B3. Look for opportunities to daylight piped or culverted streams and remove fish barriers.




a. Evaluate existing science and stream typing methods, inventory streams using the best methods
and create guidelines and priorities to supplement information in the Critical Areas ordinance for
where and when streams or reaches of streams should be daylighted. Re-evaluate guidelines and
priorities periodically, no less frequently than every five years based upon reviews of existing sci-
ence and inventories. Share these guidelines and priorities with the public and devel opers.

b. When new development or redevelopment occurs immediately adjacent to the identified riparian
corridor, examine options for daylighting stream reaches and removing fish barriers based on Criti-
cal Areas ordinances and criteriaand prioritiesin (a)

c. When new roads are proposed or old ones repaired and revised where they pass over ariparian
corridor in the Thornton Creek Watershed based on the Critical Areas ordinances and prioritiesin
(@), replace with state of the art fish passable culverts. At a minimum, upgrade existing culverts and
design new ones that have the most minimal impact upon streams and their riparian areas.

d. Based on Critical Areas ordinance inventories and guidelines, work with private property owners
to encourage daylighting of stream reaches identified in Critical Areas ordinances.

Implementation:  Cities of Seattle and Shoreline

Funding Source: Existing funding

Schedule: by 2003

B4. Revise Design Review Guiddlines to include environmental concerns.

Involve the Thornton Creek Watershed Oversight Council and other public in revising these guide-
lines to include the preservation and incorporation of natural resources such as streams, wetlands,
and forest remnants. Encourage guidelines that result in greater transit and pedestrian use rather than
automobiles. Encourage guidelines that promote reduction of effective impervious surfaces (e.g.,
structured parking, green building design, pervious pavement, roof top gardens, stormwater re-use
etc.).

Shoreline: Develop Design Review Guidelines or their equivalent that includes environmental
concerns.

Implementation: Seattle: DCLU,
Shoréline:
Estimated Cost: Sesattle: DCLU — $50,000 initially

Shoreline — Existing budgets

Funding Source:

Schedule: DCLU — 2001 and ongoing
Shoreline— Ongoing



B5. Involve citizens in the review of notification procedures rel ating to devel opment of new code or
revisions to existing codes, and to development projects.

Shoreline presently offers an opportunity for citizens to review the notification procedures related to
development and Code changes annually. Continue this opportunity and notify citizens widely about
it.

In Seattle, encourage citizen involvement and widely advertise opportunities citywide to participate
in reviewing notification procedures related to development and new codes or code revisions. Rec-
ommend notification procedures be reviewed no less frequently than every three years.

I mplementation: City of Seattle, DCLU and City Council

Estimated Cost:

Funding Source:

Schedule: City of Shoreline, ongoing, annually
City of Seattle, DCLU, - 2001 and ongoing

B6. Incorporate policies to promote pervious surfaces into new Neighborhood Design Guidelines or
Subarea Design Standards developed by Thornton Creek Watershed neighborhoods and revise/
amend existing neighborhood area design guidelines and/or design standards for those Thornton
Creek Watershed neighborhoods that have them currently.

a. Work with the North District Neighborhoods Neighborhood Plan Stewardship Committee and the
Lake City Chamber of Commerce to see that policies to promote pervious surfaces are included as
they develop Design Guidelines for Lake City.

b. Work with citizens and business organizations in the Northgate Overlay areato amend the
Northgate Overlay design guidelines/standards to include policies to promote pervious surfaces.

c. Support the efforts of neighborhood groups and their committees to receive land use bulletins and
other related notifications from City departments.

d. Encourage neighborhood groups/sub-area groups to develop design guidelines/design standards
for their neighborhood including design guidance to promote pervious surfaces/reduce impervious
surfaces.

Implementation: Seattle: DCLU
Neighborhood Groups to initiate neighborhood design guidelines or
sub-area design standards; to develop committees

Estimated Cost: $25K— 50K per neighborhood or sub-area to develop neighborhood design guide-
lines or design standards

B7. Continue to use citizen review committees to review city codes affecting surface water and




water quality.

Solicit broad representation of citizens and stakeholders early in the development of any code
changes affecting surface water and water quality. Use citizen review committees throughout the
development process and include their reportsin final evaluation of proposed changes.

Shoreline: Continue to use citizen committeesto review city codes affecting surface water and water
quality. Include the Thornton Creek Watershed Oversight Council in public review processes.

Seattle (SPU and DCLU): Continue to use citizen input in the development of city codes. Con-
tinue existing programs such as the Creeks, Drainage and Wastewater Advisory Council and
public hearings. Include the Thornton Creek Watershed Council in public review processes.

| mplementation: DCLU, SPU, Shordline

Estimated Cost: SPU — Existing workload
DCLU — Existing workload
Shoreline — Existing budget

Funding Source:

Schedule: SPU — Ongoing
DCLU — Ongoing
Shoreline— Ongoing

B8. Modify City policies, codes, regulations, procedures and designs to promote infiltration where
appropriate; enforcerevisions. (See also Stormwater Chapter A3.) Infiltration strategies to be stud-
ied for implementation include but are not limited to:

a. Evaluate design measures for reducing impervious surface on existing public land in targeted
infiltration areas. Propose programmatic and regulatory changes to encourage impervious surface
reduction designs in public street right-of-way improvement projects, sports area recreation projects,
and surface parking area projects to demonstrate how infiltration approaches can be used and main-
tained effectively. Recommend successful approaches to private property owners.

b. Design and evaluate infiltration technology, including technologies that alow for partial infiltra-
tion, on public and private land. Modify the Seattle Stormwater, Drainage and Grading Code (and/or
Technical Requirements Manuals) to require and promote these technologies where appropriate and
enforce Code changes. Evaluate potential benefits of implementing a stormwater management
incentive program for landowners that might include offering technical assistance or other means of
implementing infiltration technology in targeted areas or on sites that meet specific criteria.

B9. Address short plat and subdivision impacts in the Thornton Creek watershed by:

a. Requiring drainage analysis, stream and wetland delineation, amount and type of vegetative cover
to be removed, downstream impacts study, sediment control, and a site visit for any development or



redevelopment, short plat, or subdivision to be allowed in the Thornton Creek watershed.

b. Allowing variances to short plat or subdivide lots in the Thornton Creek watershed that do not

degrade shoreline and critical areas.

c. Encouraging developers of short plats and subdivisions to find ways to enhance the site such as
implementing the Master Builder’s “Built Green Handbook” (in development) or L.E.E.D. require-

ments of Seattle’s Sustainable Building Initiative, building height limits, structured parking, etc.

Implementation:

Estimated Cost:

Cities of Seattle and Shoreline (Seattle: SPU and DCLU
working together.

Seattle: $100,000 for initial design and code revision work.
(Building upon 1999-2000 work already conducted to revise
the Stormwater, Drainage, and Grading Code and
development of the “Flow Control Technical Requirements
Manual” issued in 2000.) Additional fundsfor incentives,
property acquisition, and demonstration projects — costs to
be determined.

Shoreline: $50,000 for initial design and code revision work.
Additional funds for incentives, property acquisition and
demonstration projects — costs to be determined.

Funding Source: Sesttle: SPU drainage and stormwater sources, SPU CIP for demonstration
projects, potentially grant funds. Funding uncertain for incentives on private property.

Schedule: 2005 for initial studies and demonstration projects
2010 for full implementation.

DRAFT

Chapter 8

Implementation Strategy and Recommendations

Implementation of the Action Plan will happen in two stages of action: The first stage includes

necessary review, approval, and concurrence from Plan implementers, city councils, and the Depart-
ment of Ecology, alowing implementation to begin. The second stage is the process of enacting the
action Plan recommendations, including recommendations written to guide implementation over-

sight, ensuring the Plan is carried out.



Stage one of Action Plan implementation focuses on the commitment that will be required of agen-
cies and organizations responsible for the recommendations, and evaluation of the Action Plan.

Review and Approval Process

The Thornton Creek Watershed Action Plan is being prepared by the Watershed Management
Committee (WMC). A Draft Action Plan will be circulated to the Department of Ecology, the
member organizations of the Watershed Management Committee (WMC), the public, the Mayor and
Seattle City Council, and the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology). The comment
period for review of the Draft Action Plan will be 60 days, and will include a public hearing held at
the 30-day mark, halfway through the 60-day period. The environmental checklist, prepared by
Seattle Public Utilities in accordance with the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) will also be
available for review during the review period. The checklist reviews potential environmental im-
pacts resulting from implementation of the proposed Action Plan.

The Watershed Management Committee will revise the Draft Action Plan based on comments
received during the review period. Agencies and organizations responsible for implementing the
recommendations will be asked to submit letters indicating their support of the Action Plan and
commitment to implement the Plan recommendations. These |etters of concurrence will be included
in the Final Action Plan that will be submitted to the Mayor, Seattle City Council, the City of Shore-
line, and the Washington State Department of Ecology for approval.

Concurrence and Dispute Resolution

Ecology’ s guidelines for preparing the Thornton Creek Watershed Action Plan require a process for
resolving disputes. Disputes over proposed recommendations in the Action Plan or responsibility for
implementing the recommendations is intended to be resolved through the review, comment and
revision of the Preliminary Draft Action Plan and the Public Review Draft Action Plan. Following
revisions to the Action Plan, each potential implementing agency or organization will be required to
concur with the recommendations prior to adoption of the Plan. Concurrence represents a second
opportunity to resolve any remaining concerns. Meetings will be held by SPU with the different
implementing agencies and organizations to address remaining concerns.

It isintended that each implementing entity listed in the plan —federal, state, local, tribal, private
sector, and individuals — concur with this watershed action plan. Such concurrence will impose costs,
either increased budget allocations, or “opportunity costs’ of changing “business as usual” and better
utilizing existing resources.

Dispute Resolution

A. Dispute Resolution Process

During implementation of the action plan every effort will be made by Seattle Public Utilties, the
Thornton Creek Watershed Oversight Council and lead implementers to work towards implementing
recommendations in good faith. Concerns from any party regarding the plan should first be discussed
between the affected parties above and the party voicing the concern in an effort to reach an agreement
on the matter. If, after several attempts to reach an agreeable solution an agreement is not reached, the



process detailed below should be used to resolve the matter.

The following dispute resolution is to be used only after all other methods of resolving concerns have
been exhausted.

Should disputes arise in seeking concurrence or implementing the Thornton Creek Watershed Action
Plan between implementing groups and the lead agency, Seattle Public Utilities, or between the
Thornton Creek Watershed Oversight Council and implementing groups or the lead agency, the follow-
ing process will be established to resolve them:

1. A letter describing the concern in as much detail as possible should be sent to the Chairperson of
the Thornton Creek Watershed Oversight Council, c/o Cary Westerbeck (or future project lead for
SPU) Seattle Public Utilities, 710 Second Avenue, Seattle, WA 98104. The letter should include the
name, address, telephone number, and if available, e-mail address of the contact person who has the
concern.

2. Following the above notification, a meeting to discuss the remaining dispute will be called by
SPU. The meeting shall include the complaining party (to describe the complaint), an SPU (lead
agency) representative, a representative of theimplementing party under dispute (implementer), and
one to three representatives from the Thornton Creek Watershed Oversight Council selected by the
Oversight Council. The Oversight Council isto select as few representatives as they feel provides
fair and representative participation for each instance. If the disputed action(s) is within the City of
Shoreline, they will have the option of sending a representative as well.

3. Notification that a Dispute Resolution meeting is scheduled, when and where, will be made at
the next Thornton Creek Watershed Oversight Council meeting after the complaint is received.
Notification to the public should be made in advance of the dispute resolution meeting by posting a
notice on the SPU web site, and other general notification procedures that are readily available for
public access from the watershed. Members of the public are invited to observe the Dispute Resolu-
tion meeting, but not to participate in the discussion.

4. Thegroup listed abovein 2. will meet to negotiate a resolution to the disputed action. Resolutions
may involve agreements to change implementation schedules and budgets, plan language, or
projects and programs originally agreed to in the action plan. The Watershed Oversight Council
representative involved in the dispute meetings will report the proceedings to the Oversight Council
at their next scheduled meeting.

5. If changesto the plan are requested due to dispute resolution agreements, the changes will be put
in writing and submitted to the Department of Ecology, Seattle Public Utilities, the implementer, and
if appropriate, the City of Shoreline, for approval.

The dispute resolution process detailed here applies only to disputes over contents of the Thornton
Creek Watershed Action Plan recommendations and their implementation.



B. Processfollowing an impasse

If the dispute resolution process does not result in agreement the following action may be
taken. Executives or management from SPU, the implementer, and if necessary the City of
Shoreline, and a representative of the Watershed Council will meet with the implementer to
work out a resolution. If this process does not result in an agreement, this group will meet with
the Department of Ecology and/or the Puget Sound Water Quality Action Team, at their avail-
ability, to reach an agreement.

C. Disputes involving science-oriented recommendations

If a dispute arises in which science or the use of scientific research, methods, or inquiry is
involved or in question, an additional watershed scientist, or scientists, agreeable to the parties
involved may be added to the above meetings for consultation.

D. Revisionsto the action plan

In order for the Thornton Creek Watershed Action Plan to continue to be useful and success-
ful, it will require periodic updates. Revisions to the plan may be considered after reviewing all
updates and progress reports. Revisions will be subject to review by the Watershed Council,
the public, affected lead implementers, Seattle Public Utilities, the City of Shoreline, and the
Department of Ecology.. (See Section D, Recommendation D1 of this chapter below.)

A Call to Action

Following adoption of the Final Draft Action Plan by all affected agencies and implementers, stage
two, implementation of Action Plan Recommendations begins. To ensure implementers and agencies
adhere to their commitments, they are made accountable to the Plan through implementation recom-
mendations. Among the recommendations are strategies to oversee and check progress of the ac-
tions, improve coordination between agencies and organizations, increase communication with the
public, establish digital (on-line)library, and provide additional staff to work on watershed issues.

Coordination

Many agencies and organizations work within the watershed. The Watershed Management Commit-
tee would like to see more internal communication and coordinationwithin city agencies, between
Seattle and Shoreline and between Cities and King County. An agreement between Seattle and
Shoreline to manage the Watershed Action Plan is needed. The Committee believes a Watershed
Oversight Council, which includes representation from a broad group of stakeholders, should be
convened to manage the Action Plan, communicate with decision makers and the community, and
address future issues as they arise.

FunDING AcTiON PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

This watershed Action Plan will impose costs on local governments and agencies, private sector
organizations, individuals, and a variety of other groups. Implementation of the Thornton Creek
Watershed Action Plan is contingent on available funding and the ability of the individual imple-
menting agencies to incorporate and prioritize the actions into their existing programs and budgets. It
Is estimated that over half the projected costs for implementing the action recommendations are
currently projects or programs already begun, budgeted, or planned by the implementers named in
the plan. Historically, potential revenue sources to meet the public sector costs include state and

local general funds, the Centennial Clean Water Fund, the state revolving fund for low or no interest
loans for clean water projects, state waste water discharge fees, the state superfund account, a variety




of fees, federal clean water funds, and the National Estuaries Program. However, revenue constraints
have delayed the implementation of many Action Plan Recommendations from previous watershed
plans. Costs are likely to exceed available funding. The Thornton Oversight Council will be charged
with actively pursuing ongoing funding for recommendations not covered by local governments and
agencies.

Local and City governments will fund many of the recommendations in the Thornton Creek Water-
shed Action Plan. Asthe City of Seattle, and increasingly the City of Shoreline, broaden their efforts
to address problems and issues raised in the plan, more of these Cities' resources will be used to
implement the action items. Unlike many action plans of the past decade, this action plan reaches
beyond the traditional action plan focus of non-point pollution. At the community’ s urging, this plan
addresses stormwater control, habitat restoration for native plants and animals, community water-
shed education, and increased water quality and quantity monitoring. Local governments are finding
that goals and objectives generated in action plans often mirror their own, therefore funding for
many recommendations will be found within the implementer’s current budgets.

Implementation of Action Plan recommendations relies on approval from Seattle and Shoreline City
Councils during their budget-making process. Allocation of funds to implement the recommenda-
tions and meet Plan schedules, timelines, and milestones is contingent upon Seattle and Shoreline
City Councils' alocation of funds to the city agencies responsible for implementing individual
recommendations. If expected funding is not available, original implementation schedules may
require adjustment as necessary by implementers after review by and consultation with the Depart-
ment of Ecology and the Thornton Creek Watershed Oversight Council. In this way, the Plan may

require adaptive management techniques to ensure concurrence.

With the above issues in mind, the Watershed Management Committee established a Goal and
objectives for Action Plan implementation, to provide a solid foundation for effective implementa-
tion of the Action Plan.

I mplementation Goal and Objectives

Implementation Goal: To ensure timely and effective implementation of the Thornton Creek
Watershed Action Plan, consistent with prioritiesidentified in the Plan and ongoing direction from
interested citizens and stakeholders. I|mplementation should begin upon Department of Ecology
concurrence with this Watershed Action Plan.

We will accomplish this goal by doing the following:

Implementation Objective A. Provide watershed oversight.

Implementation Objective B. Improve coordination and plan integration.
Implementation Objective C. Track and report progress.

Implementation Objective D. Update this Plan regularly.

AcTioN PLAN IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATIONS

Implementation Objective A: Provide watershed oversight.




Al. Establish a permanent Thornton Creek Watershed Oversight Council.

Establish a Thornton Creek Watershed Oversight Council (WOC) to oversee, integrate and coordi-

nate efforts to improve the health of Thornton Creek and its watershed by ensuring that the Water-

shed Action Plan isimplemented. The WOC will use adaptive management — studying current

situations and the results of projects or programs implemented and then devel oping the next project

or program based on that learning — to identify and respond to issues arising in the future. Specific

tasks of the Oversight Council are likely to include:

a) overseeing and coordinating Plan implementation,

b) identifying and supporting efforts to obtain funding and other resources,

c) developing partnerships (private and public) and promotingcommunity stewardship,

d) providing aforum to resolve plan implementation issues and to identify and resolve new issues
or complicationsin Plan implementation,

€) reviewing and analyzing other plans related to the watershed to help promote consistency and
compatibility with the Watershed Action Plan.

f) tracking and reporting on progress relating to plan implementation,

g) guiding basin steward priorities.

(See Appendix XX for acomplete list of action items requiring Oversight Council involvement)

Implementation: Watershed Management Committee, SPU and Shoreline

Estimated Cost: 0.1 FTE from Seattle and/or Shoreline, 40 hrs/year from Oversight Council mem-
bers

Funding Source:
Schedule: begin at DOE approval, continuous thereafter

A2. Develop and Sustain the Thornton Creek Oversight Council

a. Council formation:

Representatives from SPU, Thornton Creek Watershed Management Committee, and the City of
Shoreline will immediately initiate formation of the Thornton Creek Watershed Oversight Council
upon adoption of the action plan. Watershed Management Committee members will be requested to
accept membership in the Watershed Oversight Council initialy to provide continuity between
planning and implementation. Should a WM C committee member decline to join the Watershed
Oversight Council, the initial members of the Watershed Oversight Council will discuss whether or
not to invite the organization sponsoring the declining member to nominate a new representative to
the Council.

(See Appendix XX for acomplete list of action items requiring Oversight Council involvement)

b. Oversight Council representation

Initial members of the Watershed Oversight Council will develop criteriafor full Council member-
ship based on a combination of the skills needed to conduct the business outlined in this Plan by the
Oversight Council and afocus on inclusiveness to represent as many watershed points of view as



possible. At aminimum, theinitial review will consider whether initial membership includes repre-
sentatives of all appropriate community groups, local governments, businesses, public agencies and
associations, tribes, and citizens-at-large. Theinitial members will then request representation from
selected groups and the public at large as needed to fill gaps. Nominees for these additional repre-
sentatives on the Council will be submitted to the Cities of Shoreline, Seattle, and the Department of
Ecology for their appointment.

c. The Watershed Oversight Council will develop by-laws to guide decision-making procedures of
the Council and criteriafor making decisions as appropriate.

d. Initially —at least during the first year after Plan acceptance by DOE- the Watershed Oversight
Council will meet monthly.

I mplementation: Watershed Management Committee, Watershed Oversight Council members
Estimated Cost: 40 hrs./ year from each Council member
(See A4 for staff support)
Funding Source: SPU, River Network grant
Schedule: Upon acceptance of the Action Plan by DOE, then ongoing

A3. Establish SPU as the lead agency for the Thornton Creek Watershed Action Plan and the
City of Shoreline as co-lead:

a. Thelead agency for the Thornton Creek Watershed Action Plan should be Seattle Public Utilities
(SPU) with assistance from the City of Shoreline asa co-lead. The requirements of the lead agency
are detailed in WAC 400-12. They include coordinating implementation among stakeholders, and
annual reporting to Ecology noting progress toward Plan implementation and efforts.

b. Asnecessary, SPU will develop agreements with the City of Shoreline and other agencies and
departments within the City of Seattle to expedite implementation of the Watershed Action Plan.

c. SPU will report status to the WOC at each meeting, maintain records of proceedings and actions
taken, prepare annual watershed reports and organize public meetings. SPU will aso provide facili-
tation services to the WOC if requested.

Implementation: SPU

Estimated Cost: 1.0 FTE (as part of A4 below)

Funding Source:

Schedule: on-going



A4. Provide additional staff to coordinate and support the action plan

a_Provide adequate staff to support the Watershed Oversight Council and to maintain continuous
excellent communication with and between citizens, interested groups, and implementers as the
recommendations of this Watershed Action Plan are implemented.

I mplmentation: SPU and Shoreline

Estimated Cost: Shoreline: .1 FTE ongoing, Seattle: Seeb.
Funding:

Schedule: ongoing

b. Provide a Basin Steward/Watershed Coordinator—1 FTE:

Provide afull time qualified staff position to coordinate and support this Action Plan by at |east:
Assisting the Watershed Management Committee in devel oping the Watershed Oversight Com-
mittee (see A2 above)

Providing connections between agencies, citizens, community groups, and city departments.
Coordinating outreach program and volunteers

Tracking and coordinating implementation of Action Plan strategies .

Supporting the work of the Oversight Council.

| mplementation: SPU with partners (King County a potential partner?)
Estimated Cost: 1.0 FTE $80K per FTE

Funding Source: to be sought

Schedule: 2002 and ongoing

Implementation Objective B: Improve coordination and plan integration.

B1. Coordinate and integrate the Watershed Action Plan with other existing and future plans and
improve efforts to coordinate Plans. Coordinate and integrate the Watershed Action Plan with
existing and future plans, including the Cities of Seattle and Shoreline Comprehensive Plans,
Endangered Species Act plans related to the Thornton Creek watershed, North District
Neighborhood’s Neighborhood Plan, Capital Improvement Program (CIP) planning for both
Seattle and Shoreline, WSDOT Plans, Northgate Comprehensive Plan, future Seattle Compre-
hensive Drainage Plan updates, NPDES related programming, King County Metro and other
King County plans affecting the watershed, and all future Plans relating to the Thornton
Creek Watershed. Regularly report coordination efforts to the Thornton Creek Watershed
Oversight Council.

City of Shoreline and City of Seattle staff will provide reqular notification and updates to the
Oversight Council on plan updates that relate to implementing this Watershed Action Plan.




| mplementation: SPU staff, Shoreline staff

Estimated Cost: 2FTE

Funding Source:

Schedule: on-going

B2. Improve coordination between Seattle, Shoreline, King County, and within agencies and
cities concerning the watershed, including water quality and quantity, restoration, protection,
habitat, and related or similar issues.

Develop aformal agreement between Sesttle and Shoreline, such as an Inter-local Agreement, that
states the manner in which these two governments will work together, and sets forth mutual expecta
tions of ways the Thornton Creek watershed will be protected. Additional formal Memorandums of
Agreement will be established with the Muckleshoot Tribe, WSDOT, King County, and other agen-
cies deemed necessary by the Watershed Oversight Council. Each city will develop internal coordi-
nation strategies to communicate watershed issues to all interested departments. Particular attention
will be paid to coordination on projects affecting water volume or water quantity, habitat protection
and restoration and similar issues, stormwater, and detention. Coordination is intended to provide
opportunity for these groups to collaborate and combine resources to realize the most “bang for the
buck” on projects. Agreement and progress will be reported to the Thornton Creek Watershed Over-
sight Council.

Implementation: Seattle, Shoreline, Muckleshoot, WSDOT and others

Estimated Cost: Seattle and Shoreline — existing workloads and staff

Funding Source:

Schedule: 2002 and ongoing

B3. Improve coordination between agencies and citizens

Combine efforts and build partnerships with public and private entities to address stormwater runoff
related problems, including coordination, collaboration and communication between neighborhood,
city, county and state levels. Improve communication and coordination between public agencies and
government departments. Arrange standing meetings sponsored or facilitated by the Basin Steward,
or equivalent, and representatives from SPU’ s Urban Creeks group and Shoreline' s equivalent to
discuss watershed related issues, coordination, and ESA policies.

I mplementation: Sedttle, Shoreline, King County, support from TCA, TCP, Thornton Creek
Watershed Oversight Council

Estimated Cost: Seattle, Shoreline, King County — existing workloads and staff

Funding Source:




Schedule: Ongoing

Implementation Objective C: Track and report progress.

C1. Report regularly to the Watershed Oversight Council

The Cities of Seattle and Shoreline (and other agencies as appropriate) will report to the Watershed

Oversight Council at each meeting on (@) current work and/or results of recommendations from this
Plan, (b) upcoming Capital Improvement Projects planned related to recommendations of this Plan,
(c) trends in emergency or spot improvement work, and (d) upcoming planning activities that relate
to implementation of this Plan. These reports may be verbal.

Implementation: Cities of Seattle and Shoreline (representatives to the WOC)

Estimated costs. 5 hr/month preparation per City

Funding source: existing funding

Schedule: AsWOC develops

C2. Lead agency (Seattle, see A3 above), with the assistance of co-lead agency (Shoreline)
should develop and consistently update a project management tool to track and monitor status
of implementation of recommendations in this Plan. Thistool will provide the ongoing informa-
tion to assist in reporting in C1. and C3 and be a resource to the Basin Steward/Watershed Coordina-
tor (A4 above).

Implementation: Cities of Seattle and Shoreline

Estimated cost: ?

Funding source: ?

Schedule: begin at acceptance of Plan by DOE

C3. Report reqularly on watershed health to citizens and decision makers

Host regular watershed meetings (at least annually) to update the community on watershed health
and progress on Action Plan implementation. The purpose of the meeting is to assess progress
toward Plan’ s goals and objectives, hear community concerns, and share ideas and resources among
the representatives

Create an annual “report card” (3-4 pages) aimed at an audience of community residents and busi-
nesses (based on the annual detailed report referred to in A1 above) that reports on progress made
toward the goals of the plan over the last year, and “gaps’ where the goals are not being met. The
report card should include a summary of afew key performance indicators, such as stream health
and water quality indicators, and describe accomplishments and difficulties in the watershed.




| mplementation: Watershed Oversight Council

Estimated Cost: 0.1 FTE from Shoreline or SPU (part of the basin steward’ s job)

Funding Source:

Schedule: 2002 and ongoing

C4. Support an On-line Library of information about the Thornton Creek Watershed

Support continued devel opment and management of an interactive on-line library or Library Society
that is dedicated to information about the Thornton Creek Watershed. Sponsors would participate on
an advisory board, and provide material. Financial support for managing the library is also needed.

| mplementation: Planning and development: TCP, UW, SPU
Ongoing development and operations. UW
Ongoing oversight: Community Digital Library Society

Estimated Cost: . $50,000 annually guestimate
Funding Source: TBD

Schedule: 2001 and ongoing

C5. Create technical support unit to improve management of streams and wetlands

a. Sesattle: As part of along-term commitment to streams and wetlands, create a technical support
unit with staff who have expertise in wetlands, stream restoration, hydrology, geology and biologists.
These staff members should provide services similar to those provided by King County’s Land and
Water Resources division, but with special expertise in urban systems. This group should focus on
management of wetlands and streams within the City using innovative and state of the art techniques
and adaptive management. This group should also coordinate with the basin stewards, or their
equivalents (see education section for information on basin steward), relieving the stewards of
responsibilities that are best handled with special expertise (e.g., evaluating possible improvements
to non-point pollution programs, applying guiding principles to habitat projects, developing a Moni-
toring Panel, etc.). The unit should aso help educate and train staff working with natural resources at
DCLU, SPU, Parks and City Light. Clarify that the mission expands the role of the drainage utility to
include wetland and stream management in addition to drainage and flood control mandates.

Shoreline: Provide recommended services mentioned above, but research use of consultants, King
County services, and interlocal agreements with other public agencies.

b. Provide staff with watershed, wetland and stream training.

1. Ensure that staff of DCLU, SPU, Parks Dept., City Light, Shoreline Parks and PADS have wet-
land, stream and watershed ecology understanding and knowledge. Support attendance at confer-



ences and work shops for Seattle and Shoreline city staff involved in stormwater management to
help them keep up to date on emerging science and techniques.

2. Provide opportunities for staff conducting routine maintenance at public parks and facilities to
learn about new techniques and research results as well as good watershed practices. Make sure they
know where to report problems or violations of City ordinances when they see them and notify
appropriate staff on the technical support unit of these problems or violations.

Implementation: Seattle, Shoreline
Estimated Cost: SPU-5FTE
Shoreline — $100,000 for consultants/interlocal agreements
Funding Source: Drainage/surface water utility fees
Schedule: Began 2001 and ongoing

D. Update this Plan regularly.

D1. Keep track of progress and difficulties implementing this plan. (See SectionsA and C
above). Consider athorough review at 3 years (but no later than 5 years) after implementation

begins. A “thorough review” likely would lead to Plan amendments and course corrections and
would require broad public review and lead agency approval aswell as DOE concurrence.

Implementation: Seattle

Estimated Cost: TBD

Funding Source: Drainage/surface water utility fees
Schedule: First review 2005

DRAFT
Chapter 9

Monitoring, Analysis and Evaluation
Recommendations

Problems, Challenges, and Current Approaches:

The purpose of monitoring is to obtain information to guide decision-making. Monitoring, data



gathering and analysis of that data are used to identify and prioritize problems, develop solutions,
and measure success of projects and programs undertaken. This plan recommends monitoring
programs and projects specific to the recommendations of this Watershed Action Plan itself, non-
point pollution, stormwater management, wildlife and habitat, and public education/stewardship.
Specific data collection and monitoring recommendations may be found in earlier chapters of this
Action Plan and are cross-referenced below.

Some data has been collected about Thornton Creek over the past decade or so. However, system-
atic data collection over timeis only just beginning, and analysis, synthesis and use of data collected
has yet to be thoroughly devel oped and coordinated. This chapter specifically addresses the need for
analysis, synthesis, and sharing of data as applied to monitoring and evaluating the recommendations
of this Action Plan and applying new emerging information to adaptively manage both this plan and
the projects and programs it recommends.

The City of Seattle has recently expanded its monitoring program to include monitoring instream

CIP projects, fish resources and near stream habitat assessments. King County and the University of
Washington along with many partners are assessing chinook salmon life cycles and habitat in Lake
Washington and it’ s tributaries (including Thornton Creek) in connection with developing plansto
provide for chinook now listed as an endangered species under the federal Endangered Species Act.
The City of Shoreline has just recently hired awater quality specialist whose tasks will include
monitoring programs in Shoreline. Asthisdatais collected, data sharing and collaboration on
analysis becomes an urgent issue.

The following challenges are emerging today:
sharing information
essential dataanalysis
using data as abasis for decision-making
ensuring high quality data
a coordinated approach between al those collecting datain the watershed
Data collection is recommended in the following chapters:
Chapter 3, Stormwater, D1
Chapter 4, Non-point Pollution Recommendations, Section B.
Chapter 5, Habitat, C5.
Reporting to the Oversight Council is recommended in the following chapters:

Chapter 3, Stormwater, D3

Note also Chapter 5, Habitat, C1 “ Develop guiding principles for in-stream restoration done by
Sesttle, Shoreline, or community groups”.

Monitoring, Analysis and Evaluation Goal and Objectives

Monitoring, Analysis and Evaluation Goal: To accurately gauge Action Plan effectiveness by



gathering regular, reliable progress reports and data on the creek and watershed through a variety of
methods, public and private, and make it available to al interested parties.

We will accomplish this goal by doing the following:

Monitoring Objective A. Monitor the health of the watershed to assure the Plan recom-
mendations are having the desired effect.
Monitoring Objective B. Monitor implementation of the Plan’s recommendations. (See

Chapter 8, Section C.)

Monitoring Objective A: . Monitor the health of the watershed to assure the Plan recom-
mendations are having the desired effect.

Al. Develop and support a voluntary, coordinated watershed-wide Monitoring Pandl.

Monitor Thornton Creek conditions as outlined in recommendations in Section B, Chapter 4 Non-
point Pollution. Also, monitor other factors that influence water quality and create conditions for
nurturing return of native aquatic fish and invertebrate species, understanding variability within the
system, and identifying pollution “hot spots’. Report all monitoring data collection and analyses to
the Monitoring Panel.

Create aMonitoring Panel to coordinate monitoring efforts regarding creek and watershed health,

water quality and quantity, land use, habitat and wildlife. Participants should include public agen-

cies, universities, schools, professional and volunteer monitoring program staff.

a) Establish aMonitoring Panel that meets regularly

b) Develop objectives for this Panel.

c) Assess current efforts to monitor, provide quality assurance, compare, and share data.

d) Develop improved and shared protocols for gathering data.

e) Develop and implement a plan for a coordinated approach to monitor, analyze and communicate
results.

| mplementation: SPU to convene (Monitoring Panel would be citywide)
Estimated Cost: 20 hours/year per agency
SPU additional staff support to coordinate meetings
$50,000 annually for lead agency staff and supplies.

Funding Source:

Schedule: 2000 and ongoing

A2. The Monitoring Panel will develop recommendations to improve existing monitoring programs




by sharing data, coordinating research and analysis, sponsoring monitor training, and improving
protocols. The Monitoring Panel and members of the Watershed Oversight Council will meet with
representatives of creek side residents to determine the best method for timely distribution of stream-
side data collected during monitoring.

| mplementation: Monitoring Panel

Estimated Cost: These are vague estimates. Actual costs will depend on the recommended
sampling methods.
SPU: Develop sampling plans — Being developed,
SPU sampling (on-going), does not include staffing
Shoreline: Develop plans (2000) $3,000
Shoreline sampling: $10,000/year

Funding Source:

Schedule: Seattle=2000 and ongoing
Shoreline=2001 and ongoing

A3. Establish basdline information for the Thornton Creek watershed

Continue collecting information under the existing watershed analysis program in Seattle and
supplement that information, if needed, with recommendations from the Monitoring Panel. Asa
starting point include baseline information for the watershed regarding the quantity and types of
vegetative cover and impervious surfaces, and types and capacities of private and public detention
systems. Use satellite imagery and aerial photography, supplemented with ground level verification
where appropriate. For Thornton Creek include stream typing, fish passage barriers, and stormwater
sediment loads (turbidity) at various locations to identify any locations contributing large amounts of
sediment. Include the Shoreline portion of the Thornton Creek watershed in the baseline information
collection.

| mplementation: SPU and Shoreline with the Monitoring Panel
Estimated Cost: SPU: Increasing monitoring programs in 2000 forward; included In CIP
budgets.

Shoreline: Existing budgets

Funding Source:

Schedule: Began in 2000

A4. Monitor effectiveness of Capital Improvement Projects (CIPs) and other watershed projects
affecting the health of Thornton Creek.

a. Establish baseline information for the Thornton Creek watershed to be used to assist monitorsin
comparing their results to assess effectiveness. (Examine the Thornton Creek Watershed Character-
ization Report for initial information to compose such a baseline.)



b. Monitor the results of projects affecting water quality and habitat in the watershed and compare
them with the baseline established in (@) above. Projects affecting water quality and habitat might
include (but are not limited to) projects that relate to vegetative cover, impervious surface coverage,
flood control, stormwater detention, and creek bank erosion.

Develop approaches to determine the effects of projects sponsored by public agencies (Capital
Improvement Projects or CIPs) upon water quality and habitat in the Thornton Creek watershed, and
conduct regular assessments which are then analyzed and the results used to inform continuing
project design, retrofitting, and implementation of the Action Plan. Use this evolving body of
knowledge to develop guidelines for projects to be conducted by public and private individuals and
groups throughout the Thornton Creek Watershed. (Adaptive management.)

I mplementation: SPU and Shoreline with the Monitoring Panel

Estimated Cost: SPU: Increasing monitoring programs in 2000 forward; included In CIP
budgets.
Shoreline: Existing budgets

Funding Source:

Schedule: Began in 2000

A5. Develop ways of monitoring the impact of privately sponsored habitat i mprovements and flood
relief projects aong Thornton Creek and its tributaries.

Through the Cities Critical Areas procedures, track and monitor private improvements over time and
report regularly to the stormwater agencies of each jurisdiction as well as the Monitoring Panel,
Oversight Council and the public on findings

Implementation:  Cities of Seattle and Shoreline

Estimated Cost: ~ Startup costs about $50,000 in each city to set up program and train staff; after
start-up hard to estimate

Funding Source:

Schedule: Start-up by 2005, then ongoing

A6. Support Citizen Monitoring and Data Gathering

a. Support citizen monitoring and/or data collection about Thornton Creek and its watershed by
providing protocols and standards as devel oped by the Monitoring Panel, training on methods and
techniques, equipment, supplies, technical assistance, volunteer recruitment and storage of hand
written or typed documentation as well as computer data files. Integrate the data collected by trained



citizen volunteers with data collected through other effortsin the watershed. Analyze the datato get
a better understanding about the health of the watershed, success or failure of restoration efforts, and
guidance for future restoration or continued implementation of the watershed plan. Make the results
of the analyses available to citizen monitoring groups and the community (See also Chapter 8 and
A6 in Chapter 9). Citizens should avoid privately owned properties during monitoring activities or
request permission for access prior to their monitoring activities, taking care to minimize any impact
they may have on private properties.

| mplementation: SPU

Estimated Costs. $10-20,000 annually plus _ FTE; range from $40,000-50,000
Funding Source:

Schedule: Program began in 2000

b. Provide support for educational monitoring activities within the context of school programs
working in partnership with the Thornton Creek Project based on standards set by the Monitoring
Panel. The school monitoring programs provide hands-on learning activities, familiarity with moni-
toring protocols, and opportunities to contribute to the store of general knowledge when protocols
are used and supervised by technical monitoring staff of professional monitors. (See also the Educa
tion and Stewardship Chapter above.) Ensure that educators and students are aware of and respect
the rights of private property owners who own segments of Thornton Creek as part of their property.

Implementation: TCP (Memorandum of Agreement with SPU)

Estimated Cost: variable depending upon annual contracting ($20-50,000 annual)
Funding Source: SPU

Schedule: SPU support began in 1998

c. Provide data storage and distribution for citizen and school monitoring and data gathering activi-
ties.

Through the Monitoring Panel, develop data storage for citizen and school monitoring and data
gathering activities.

Implementation: ~ Monitoring Panel

Estimated Cost: No cost to volunteers and schools

Funding Support: SPU in part, other agencies such as King County or University of Washington to
be sought

Schedule:

A7. Develop an Index of Watershed Integrity (IWI) for Seattle’s creeks. Usethisindex to help the
public understand the “ state of the creek” in Thornton Creek by publishing in readily accessible
formats, distributing it widely, and revising as new information is available.

Using existing indices, such as EPA’'s Aguatic Habitat Indicators, and May’s Quality Indices for
urbanization and information gathered in Thornton Creek by various scientists, monitor watershed
integrity by tracking trends in water quality, fish and wildlife habitat and popul ations, changesin
behavior of watershed residents, and community stewardship. Distribute this “quick information” in
format, such as atrading card or post card format widely throughout the watersheds.




Implementation: SPU and Shoreline

Estimated Cost: $30,000 to develop index 2000
$3,000 to collect additional data annually

Funding Source:

Schedule: Create in 2001. Update annually

B. Monitor implementation of the Plan’s recommendations.

See “Track and Report Progress’, Implementation Objective C, and Objective D in Chapter 8.

Thornton Creek Watershed Action Plan

Appendix A

Good Ideas Needing Sponsors

A. Suggested opportunities for wetland re-creation, ecosystem enhancement, or
detention options:

1. Old Maple Leaf School Site: consider use as seasonal infiltration in winter, public park in warmer
months.

2. All or aportion of the South parking lot at Northgate Mall: consider daylighting, detention options,
possible water feature, pedestrian-oriented development and other options.

3. Private Property adjacent to Paramount Park Open Space wetland: consider acquisition and site enhance-
ment.

4. Wetlands at Cromwell Park and undevel oped right-of-way: consider removing fill soils, remove
invasives, re-vegetate with natives.



Northgate Park & Ride at 5" Ave NE and NE 115" consider options for wetland re-creation.

Jackson Park Golf Course: evaluate creation of new detention ponds, increased vegetation and riparian
corridor.

Meridian Park Wetland: study options to enhance or restore wetland ecosystem and related biological
functions.

North Seattle Community College Wetland (NE corner): consider removing invasive plant species and
adding native plants.

Create additional frog pondsin local parks with wetlands.

. Research opportunities and needs

Study Meadowbrook Pond to determine if pond reduces dissolved oxygen levels (in plan already, |
think—check out).

Map the extent of historical wetlands in the Thornton Creek Watershed.
Evaluate success of created pond at Evergreen Washelli cemetery.

Study, document, and inventory amphibians in the Thornton Creek Watershed.
Study possibilities to connect wildlife corridors throughout the watershed.

Study, document, and inventory wildlife variety in the watershed.

. New program ideas

Consider program to offer more disposal options for pet waste in popular public spaces.
Evaluate possibility for a“bug” appreciation program.

Create program at Woodland Park Zoo and/or the Pacific Science Center to showcase native northwest
wildlife.

Exercise classes for senior citizensin Thornton Creek Watershed parks.
Encourage community art class field trips to watershed parks to sketch, paint, sculpt etc.
Create or expand bird watching tours.

Develop program to prevent capture or abuse of native wildlife in watershed. Include message encourag-
ing citizens not to abandon pets in watershed parks or introduce non-native species.



