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November 20, 2008 
 
Mr. David Dicks and the PSP Leadership Council 
Puget Sound Partnership 
P.O. Box 40900 
Olympia, Washington, 98504-0900  
Email: actionagenda@psp.wa.gov 
 
Dear Mr. Dicks and Council Members: 
 
I want to begin by saying congratulations for the accomplishment of an important 
milestone along the path to Puget Sound recovery.   
 
In this Draft Action Agenda, the Puget Sound Partnership (“PSP”) has managed to take 
advantage of existing relevant information, expertise, and ongoing efforts which serve 
as a solid foundation for the PSP strategy.  The PSP’s commitment to on-going 
accountability through adaptive management and monitoring, its collaborative 
approach, and its resolve to move quickly are all reasons to be confident of success. 
 
The efforts taken by the PSP to-date have taken the directive to protect and enhance 
Puget Sound’s natural resources, economy, and quality of life to the next level.  The key 
elements to success are present: an agenda that is comprehensive, coordinated, 
integrated, adaptable, accountable, and most importantly, one that contemplates the 
involvement of the private sector as part of the solution.   
 
The mission and mandate of the King Conservation District (King CD) echoes the 
Action Agenda’s “Call to Action”; which is based on the principle that the primary 
responsibility for stewardship of the land and its resources lies first with landowners.  
For nearly six decades, the King CD, like other conservation districts around the State 
of Washington, have worked with private landowners on a voluntary basis to provide the 
resources and encouragement to implement conservation best management practices 
for private, working lands. 
  
The Science Work Plan addresses several key issues: 1) science must be approached 
in the context of an altered built environment that will be constantly growing and 
changing.  The recognition that human and economic health are primary considerations 
when looking for solutions to natural resource protection and enhancement is a key 
step to engaging the private sector; 2) integrated and sustained system wide monitoring 
and management and applied research is essential and 3) independent, transparent 
and accountable scrutiny is required to maintain public support and confidence in the 
proposed solutions.  
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The regular, independently peer reviewed best available science through the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service is a resource that may readily integrate with the 
ongoing work of the Science Panel.  
 
The King CD, like other conservation districts, is dedicated to education, training, and 
outreach to private citizens with the goal of engaging them as stewards of land and 
water.   As only part of the services provided by conservation district, the task of 
reaching out to citizens to engage them as stewards working towards a sustainable 
healthy Puget Sound makes conservation districts outstanding partners in this effort.  
The rapport that conservation districts have as voluntary, non-regulatory agents of 
change, as well as the approach of the conservation districts to work as cooperators 
with landowners puts the Districts in a uniquely qualified position to make a substantial 
impact in Puget Sound recovery.  As you may know, many of the suggested “citizen 
actions”  are incorporated today in the on-going District work plans.  

 
We at KCD look forward to working with PSP in the months ahead to align our efforts 
and respective mandates to best ensure a healthy Puget Sound region in the years to 
come. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jeffrey Possinger 
Executive Director 
King Conservation District 
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From: Bob McChesney, Port of Port Angeles 

Comment: On behalf of the Port of Port Angeles, the City of Port Angeles, and Port Angeles Harborworks 
PDA we wish to comment on the Draft Action Plan as follows.  
 
On PSP PA Harbor Management Resource plan, there’s apparently still some disagreement on 
what the draft Action Plan says. Refer to Question-3/Page-17, B.2 Near-term Actions:  
1.Fund a one year pilot program to develop a coordinated clean up and restoration plan for the 
Port Angeles harbor and waterfront. Implement the plan upon completion.  
 
I’m not sure if this accurately expresses a consensus desire of the stakeholders. Indeed, it seems 
to co-opt the PA Harborworks PDA in ways that will likely compromise its effectiveness. Since the 
PSP priority action plan is still in draft form and public review/comment period, the Port, City and 
Harborworks PDA strongly objects to this element of the PSP priority action plan. It should be 
revised to conform to what we have already discussed in our meetings, and this work should be 
specifically assigned to PA Harborworks. Indeed, this has been the intent of the parties since 
before Harborworks PDA was formed, and supported by DOE, DNR and the Governor’s Office. 
We also have some concerns about the specific wording in the Plan “Priority Action Area 
Strategies” item B. Restore Ecosystem Processes functions and Structures; last bullet “Clean up 
and restore the Port Angeles Harbor and waterfront through the harbor planning process”. This 
should be tied directly to the Harborworks PDA, and maybe the City as lead agency.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  
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From: Phil Best, Port of Silverdale 

Comment: On behalf of the Port of Silverdale (in consultation with other ports) we submit one 
commissioners comment: "The Draft contains a lot of items to address the small sources like oil 
drips from cars and animal waste, but I can't find anything directed at the big polluters like the 
City of Bremerton's dumping of 10's of thousands of gallon of untreated waste into Dyes Inlet on 
a regular basis. Looks like a penny wise verse dollar foolish approach." In the draft, this major 
source of pollution is only marginally referenced in Priority C: Reduce the Sources of Water 
Pollution / Action C.3 Prioritize and complete upgrades to wastewater treatment facilities to 
reduce pollutant loading / C.3.1 Implement priority upgrades of wastewater facilities. It should be 
given a higher priority and emphasize strong enforcement of already required corrections. This 
can produce more results for less money than many other actions given higher priority in the draft 
and have a real effect on pollution cleanup in the near term. This comment is probably also 
applicable to numerous other municipal sewage treatment systems that need upgrading, but 
whose failures regularly cause bodies of water like Dyes Inlet to be closed to shellfish harvesting 
and recreation. We appreciate the large task of identifying the causes of pollution, focusing on 
solutions, prioritizing actions, and obtaining funds. The draft is a good start. The strategies for 
actions needed for a healthy Puget Sound by 2020 will undoubtedly involve the Ports, who will be 
willing and able participants to the extent of available funding. 
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November 19, 2008 
 
 
 
Mr. David Dicks, Executive Director 
Puget Sound Partnership 
Post Office Box 40900 
Olympia, Washington 98504-0900 
 
RE:  Puget Sound Partnership Draft 2020 Action Agenda for Puget Sound 
 
Dear Mr. Dicks: 
 
The Puget Sound Regional Council appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Puget 
Sound Partnership’s Draft 2020 Action Agenda for Puget Sound (“Action Agenda”).  The 
Partnership is to be commended for completing such a tremendous amount of work in 
such a short amount of time.  The draft Action Agenda is comprehensive, forward 
thinking, and firmly grounded in ongoing work of the many stakeholders, agencies and 
authorities who have an interest in protecting the health and future of Puget Sound.  We 
applaud your efforts. 
 
As you know, under state law, PSRC is the Regional Transportation Planning 
Organization (RTPO) and under federal law it is the designated Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) for the central Puget Sound region.  In these capacities, PSRC 
prepared VISION 2040, the central Puget Sound region’s adopted growth, environmental, 
economic and transportation strategy, and Destination 2030, the region’s Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan (MTP).  As the region’s Economic Development District, PSRC 
maintains a Regional Economic Strategy consistent with its transportation plan and long 
range vision. 
 
VISION 2040 contains the region’s Multicounty Planning Policies adopted under the 
Growth Management Act, and serves to coordinate the long-range planning efforts of the 
region’s four counties and 82 cities and towns. As such, PSRC’s adopted policies and 
guidance directly impact how the region will help to implement the Action Agenda.  
Many of our adopted policies and elements of our work program are closely aligned with 
the Action Agenda. It’s clear that implementing this ambitious Agenda will require a 
massive, long term effort by a wide number of stakeholders, including state agencies, 
service providers, and local governments.  Our ability to work together will contribute to 
success. 
 
 
1011 Western Avenue, Suite 500 – Seattle, Washington 98104-1035 – 206-464-7090 – FAX 206-587-4825 – psrc.org 
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Mr. David Dicks 
Page 2 of 5 
November 19, 2008 

 
We have conducted an initial staff review of the Action Agenda, and will look forward to 
discussing it with our full membership in the upcoming months.  The comments below 
are organized in three sections:  General Comments, PSRC Work Program, and Local 
Jurisdictions. 
 
General Comments.   
 
Central Puget Sound Region Coordination.  The PSRC provides a regional table for King, 
Kitsap, Pierce and Snohomish counties and its cities, transportation agencies, ports, 
tribes, and other stakeholders.  PSRC is very interested in working with the Puget Sound 
Partnership to provide a forum to work with our member jurisdictions as it pursues 
implementation of the Action Agenda.  
 
Organization.  The document’s organization around four primary questions is clear and 
compelling.  Within Question 3, however, the present organization is somewhat 
confusing.  Each of the five “Priorities” (A, B, C, D, and E) has an introduction, 
numbered subsections (e.g. “A.2”), numbered actions, followed by “Near Term Actions.”  
The Near Term Actions don’t always align with or address all of the material in the 
preceding numbered actions.  Are the first sets of actions “non-Near Term” actions?  If 
so, when will they be addressed?  The relationship of the Near Term Actions to other 
actions in the subsections should be explained and clarified. 
 
Detail.  The Action Agenda provides an excellent inventory of actions, measures and 
issues that must be addressed to ensure the improved and continued health of Puget 
Sound.  As the Action Agenda further develops, it would benefit from greater detail.  It 
isn’t immediately apparent who is responsible for various actions.  In what order are they 
to be performed?  Among the Near Term Actions, which are the top priorities?  Will 
there be a detailed, first year work plan?  The Draft Action Priorities columns in the 
Action Area Profiles section are useful, although it is unclear which are of the highest 
priority.  Similarly, the table in the Question 4 section is a useful summary of what seem 
to be the Near Term Actions that provides some additional detail on the nature of the 
actions, roles and partners.  However, timing and priority are not clear.  Near Term 
Actions for Priority E appear seem to have been inadvertently omitted from this table.  
Location maps of the Action Areas would also be a useful addition. 
 
Strength.  The framing narrative and action statements are direct and well-written.  At 
times, headings use terms like “prohibit,” while recommendations and actions propose 
“avoiding” and “discouraging” certain activities, chemicals, processes, etc.  The Action 
Agenda should contain stronger recommendations for necessary regulatory approaches, 
i.e., prohibiting the use of harmful substances or practices through legislation or 
regulation. 
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Mr. David Dicks 
Page 3 of 5 
November 19, 2008 

 
Natural Resource and Rural Areas.  We are pleased that the Action Agenda recognizes 
the critical relationship of land use – particularly in unincorporated areas – to the health 
of Puget Sound.  Distinctions between the different types of unincorporated lands should 
be made for clarity.  In several sections, the Action Agenda seems to refer to natural 
resource lands and rural areas interchangeably.  Natural resource lands are areas 
designated as working farms, forests and mineral resource lands under the Growth 
Management Act, while rural areas may contain a wider variety of residential and 
commercial uses.  Under the Growth Management Act, rural areas and natural resource 
areas have distinct and different roles in accommodating future growth.  The Action 
Agenda should clarify this distinction.  In addition, while actions are identified for 
Natural Resource Lands (A.2), the Action Agenda seems to lack attention to the critical 
role of rural development trends and practices.  The Action Agenda should recognize that 
current development practices in rural areas may be inconsistent with the Puget Sound 
Partnership’s central objectives. 
 
Financial Benefit.  The Financing chapter recognizes the economic benefits that Puget 
Sound brings to the State of Washington.  The introduction cites the benefits derived 
from fishing and shellfish, tourism and boating, and mentions the importance of a healthy 
Sound to business attraction and retention, property values, and quality of life.  This 
section would be strengthened if it also referred to the economic value that Puget Sound 
commercial ports and shipping activity bring to the regional and national economies.  A 
cornerstone of the central Puget Sound Regional Economic Strategy is maintaining and 
enhancing Puget Sound’s function as a key international gateway.  Continued, 
environmentally friendly commercial use our waterways must be a priority.  In addition 
to commercial activities, the Puget Sound is a critical resource for the United States 
Military, which is a source of significant economic activity in the central Puget Sound 
region. A 2003 economic impact study showed a total of about 132,000 direct and 
indirect jobs in the region related to central Puget Sound’s military bases.  The Action 
Agenda should recognize Puget Sound as a critical resource for the U.S. Military. 
 
“Triple-Bottom-Line”.  The Action Agenda is built on the recognition of competing 
objectives and the opportunity for multiple “winners.”  To further that aim, care should 
be taken to ensure that the identified actions are mutually supportive and evaluated 
through a “triple-bottom-line” approach; that is, an evaluation framework that considers 
the environmental, economic, and social impacts of the actions.  Some actions may have 
unintended consequences.  For example, encouraging the approval of new septic system 
treatment technologies (C.4.2), may actually allow more development activity in rural 
areas, contrary to the objectives of minimizing rural densities (A.2.2.5).  Many 
approaches that we may take to address environmental issues may have economic or 
social consequences.  These must be carefully considered. 
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Mr. David Dicks 
Page 4 of 5 
November 19, 2008 

 
PSRC Work Program.   
 
Implementing VISION 2040.  We appreciate the inclusion of “implementing local 
portions of VISION 2040” as priority actions for the North- and South Central Action 
Areas.  As PSRC’s jurisdiction includes a third Action Area, a similar reference should 
be included in the Hood Canal Action Area priorities.  VISION 2040 policies and 
guidance represent regional agreement on a wide variety of issues that can be drawn upon 
to show support for many of the priorities in the PSP Action Agenda. 
 
Staffing and Resources.  We see several Action Agenda items that have implications for 
PSRC’s work program.  Many of these actions and tasks are beyond the scope of our 
current work program and budget.  PSRC would be interested in determining what new 
funding and resources would be required for PSRC to undertake this additional work. 
 
A Coordinated Vision.  The Action Agenda calls for conducting a regional planning 
forum to create a coordinated vision for guiding growth at an ecosystem scale (Action 
A.1.1).  This is described as involving PSRC, organizations responsible for the Cascade 
and Olympic Agendas, and other stakeholders.  This would likely be a major effort 
requiring dedicated staffing and resources.  PSRC would likely require additional 
resources to engage in developing a coordinated vision for the Puget Sound.  PSRC 
should be listed as a partner for this Action in the Question 4 Actions Summary Matrix. 
 
Modeling.  A Near Term Action in section E.3 (E.3.14) calls for the development of a 
long-term plan for future scenario modeling, describing the roles and responsibilities of 
collaborators in carrying the work forward.  PSRC conducts regional transportation, land 
use, and air quality modeling for the central Puget Sound region, which may be of benefit 
to this action.  If PSRC were involved in this effort, support for additional scenario 
modeling and analysis would likely be necessary. 
 
Local Jurisdictions.   
 
Staffing and Resources.  Many of the Action Agenda’s proposals would require 
implementation at the local level.  PSRC can assist with coordination and help determine 
what this might mean for our member jurisdictions.  Activities such as monitoring permit 
condition compliance and the effectiveness of mitigation measures, data development, 
inter-jurisdictional planning, and information sharing would likely require a large 
commitment of new resources.  While the Action Agenda contains references to 
“providing stable funding” for these and other activities, it cannot be emphasized enough 
how important this funding will be for local governments and PSRC.  We appreciate that 
Action D.5.2 recognizes that local jurisdictions – including cities, counties, and regional 
agencies – will also require new funds to support and implement the Action Agenda.  . 
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Mr. David Dicks 
Page 5 of 5 
November 19, 2008 

Growth Management Act.  Many of the recommendations in the Action Agenda have 
implications for how local jurisdictions plan under the Growth Management Act.  Will 
the Action Agenda propose specific amendments to the GMA – perhaps to apply 
coordinated GMA planning to the large, multi-county PSP region?  For example, will the 
policies or agreements developed as part of the coordinated vision for growth at the 
ecosystem scale have authority to guide growth under the Growth Management Act, as 
Multicounty Planning Policies and Countywide Planning Policies do today?  PSRC 
would welcome a discussion about the interaction of the Action Agenda and local and 
regional planning under the Growth Management Act. 
 
Infrastructure and Financial Incentives.  The Action Agenda strongly recognizes the 
Growth Management Act concept of encouraging growth in already urbanized areas to 
protect intact ecosystems, rural and natural resource lands, and environmentally critical 
areas.  In order to accommodate growth, cities must provide municipal services, 
amenities such as parks, and physical infrastructure such as sewer and stormwater 
systems.  Local governments will be reliant on additional resources to provide the 
infrastructure that will allow them to accommodate growth, reducing pressure on priority 
conservation areas.  This will be a critical step in local implementation of the Action 
Agenda. 
 
In conclusion, the PSRC would like to again thank the Puget Sound Partnership team for 
the excellent work it has done to develop this ground-breaking new approach to protect 
and enhance the Puget Sound.  It is only through innovative and coordinated efforts such 
as this that we will be able to realize our shared vision for a sustainable future for the 
Puget Sound.  We look forward to working with you to make it a reality. 
 
If you have questions about our comments, please call me at (206) 464-7515, or  
Norman Abbott, Director of Growth Management at (206) 464-7134.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Bob Drewel 
Executive Director 
 
 
cc: Mark Gulbranson, Deputy Executive Director 

Norman Abbott, Director of Growth Management 

Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 12 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 13 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 14 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 15 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 16 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 17 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 18 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 19 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 20 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 21 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 22 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 23 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 24 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 25 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 26 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 27 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 28 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 29 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 30 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 31 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 32 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 33 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 34 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 35 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 36 of 43



Draft Action Agenda Comments - Other Government or Special District 37 of 43



"When we see land as a community to which we belong, 
we may begin to use it with love and respect" - Aldo Leopold 

 
 
 
San Juan Islands Conservation District 
350 Court Street #10, Friday Harbor, WA  98250 
360-378-6621 
www.sanjuanislandscd.org 
 
Puget Sound Partnership 
Action Agenda Task Force 
 
November 19, 2008 
 
Dear Task Force Members - 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to give feedback on the Puget Sound Partnership Action Plan. Note that 
the San Juan Islands Conservation District has as a long track record of providing technical assistance 
and best management practices through farm/forest planning and has more recently been providing site 
assessments focusing upon watershed functions, native plant communities, water quality, and low impact 
development. These efforts result in DIRECT CONTACT with PROPERTY OWNERS and ON-THE-
GROUND IMPROVEMENTS to water quality, water quantity, and wildlife habitats that directly improve 
the health of the Puget Sound ecosystem (or the Salish Sea, as we prefer to call our receiving waters). 
 
In addition, we are a respected community resource for providing public outreach that includes 
workshops on conservation and stewardship methods. We partner closely with other natural resource 
agencies and organizations, and have given technical input to a long roster of San Juan County planning 
efforts, including the Marine Stewardship Area Plan, Salmon Recovery Plan, and the WRIA 2 Watershed 
Management Pan. 
 
In order to continue and improve upon these and other efforts we need the PSP Action Plan to include 
the following: 
• STABLE, LONG-TERM FUNDING for core programs! Relying on grant funding that changes program 

focus and staff every two years creates chaos for the CD and the public – we need stable funding to 
WORK WITH LANDOWNERS IMPLEMENTING BMPs that directly improve the health of terrestrial and 
marine waters. 

• BASELINE DATA for San Juan County! We still have a chance to PROTECT resources and we need 
to know what we have in order to develop reasonable protection efforts – a remote sensing based 
analysis verified by field visits and translated into user friendly GIS layers would be most helpful; the 
CD is a possible “data central” for local information. 

• Funding to provide COST SHARE INCENTIVES directly to landowners interested in doing the right 
thing by installing BMPs and/or changing behaviors. 

• Funding to continue and expand our 5-year water quality monitoring program (the ONLY county wide 
‘long term’ water quality data collection effort in San Juan County). 

• Funding support for staff to participate in the implementation of tasks called out in the WRIA 2 
Watershed Management Plan, Salmon Recovery Plan, and Marine Stewardship Area Plan; same for 
CD staff participation in additional planning efforts (example the ongoing Critical Area Ordinance 
update and the upcoming Shoreline Master Plan update). 

 
Thank you for making sure these specific items are reflected in the PSP Action Plan. 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Vicki Heater 
Supervisor, Secretary-Auditor 
San Juan Islands Conservation District 
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November 18, 2008 
 
 
 
Mr. David Dicks 
Executive Director 
Puget Sound Partnership 
P.O. Box 40900 
Olympia, WA 98504-0900 
 
Dear Mr. Dicks; 
 
This is a comment letter from the Washington Public Ports Association (WPPA) on the Puget 
Sound Partnership’s (PSP) DRAFT Action Agenda for Puget Sound. We appreciate the 
opportunity to have participated in the process to date as a part of the Ecosystem Coordination 
Board. Puget Sound’s Ports are prepared to work with and support the Partnership to 
successfully implement an effective Action Agenda. 
 
By definition, ports and the citizens who depend upon them live and work on Puget Sound, and 
we join the Partnership in its desire to restore Puget Sound to health. Our seaports also compete 
in the world’s global economy.  Whether moving fruit and grain, logs and finished lumber, 
airplane parts and computer components, airline and cruise travelers; or locating clean and 
“green” industries in our home towns, ports must remain economically successful in order to 
contribute to the restoration of a healthy Puget Sound. 
 
We understand the importance of a healthy sound to the quality of life and economic vitality of 
the region.  The sound’s restoration will not come without costs and new investments.  Ports are 
uniquely positioned to help create the good jobs and associated revenue that we all need to 
rebuild a healthy sound. 
 
The importance of a vibrant port system is recognized throughout the draft action agenda as a 
valuable contribution to our ability help restore a healthy sound. 
 
In addressing the core question, “What is a healthy Puget Sound (and how do we know if we’re 
moving towards one)?”  the draft understands that the sound is an “economic engine” and 
acknowledges the contribution of maritime commerce to our state’s wage base, small and large 
businesses, and local governments.  The activities of ports—large and small—fuel that engine. 
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The draft agenda’s top priority, “A. Protect Intact Ecosystem Processes, Structures, and 
Function,” calls on us to focus growth away from ecologically important and sensitive areas by 
encouraging dense compact cities and vital rural communities.”  Priority A also speaks to the 
need to “Revitalize waterfront communities while enhancing marine and freshwater shoreline 
environments…Restore urban waterfront areas and communities in a manner which 
complements functioning shoreline ecosystems.” We support these priorities.  
 
In today’s world, every port development or redevelopment project-- whether through the 
removal of old creosote piling, eliminating contaminated sediments from the nearshore marine 
environment, reducing overwater shading, or creating new functioning habit areas-- contributes 
to a healthier sound. 
 
Puget Sound’s ports are already situated in the densest and most developed parts of our cities and 
towns.  Port activity is concentrated in Constitutionally-protected Harbor Areas, and this vibrant 
economic activity is necessary for the restoration of a healthy sound.  The economic engine that 
will drive the sound’s restoration depends on maintaining and enhancing vibrant port economic 
activity. 
 
Today, ports are taking, and will continue to take actions in support of Puget Sound.  These 
include, but are not limited to: 
 

• cleaning-up highly contaminated areas; 
• creating and restoring habitat; 
• reducing air emissions; 
• modernizing storm-water treatments; 
• working with tenants to implement best environmental management practices; 
• modernizing marinas and working with boaters to minimize boating impacts; and 
• reaching out to our communities to support local activities that benefit the Sound. 

 
The draft agenda contains many potentially positive ideas for ports, including: 
 

• a sense of opportunity sobered by urgency; 
• setting and communicating the priorities for regaining a healthy sound; 
• the use of good science to make decisions; 
• a call to provide the technical and financial assistance local governments need to develop 

and adopt thoughtful plans and take reasoned actions; and 
• understanding the need for permitting and regulatory efficiencies. 

 
Other synergies are likely to emerge as we become more familiar with the proposal. 
 
Because our seaports compete in a global economy, it is very important that we craft policies for 
the Action Agenda that recognize our competitive pressures. Some of the action items that have 
been proposed need to be very carefully tailored in order to attain our shared objectives of a 
healthy Puget Sound and a vibrant, thriving working waterfront. These include: 
 

• state actions that might unnecessarily send economic activity to Canada, California or 
Mexico and limit port contributions to the Puget Sound recovery—for example a new 
ballast water treatment regime specific to our state; 
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• unnecessary restrictions on new in-water developments or redevelopments without 
scientific basis; 

• additional, nonspecific and unfocused regulations that might delay good business and 
restoration actions; and 

• the diversion of funds from the Model Toxic Control Account that is already helping the 
Sound. 

 
WPPA’s specific comments on the draft are provided below in the order they were presented in 
the preliminary rankings document. 
 
A. “Protect Intact Ecosystems, Processes, Structure and Function.” 
 

• A2.5. speaks to the need to provide local governments the technical and financial support 
that they need in order to update their shoreline management programs in a timely 
manner.  This need was also identified in the reports of all the Partnership’s Action 
Areas.  Thoughtful, understandable shoreline programs are essential to efficient port 
operations and the ability to make sound maritime infrastructure investments, and we 
support this plan element.  An appropriate funding stream needs to be identified for this 
action. 

 
• A5.1 &A5.2. look at the issues of ballast water standards and the need to prevent and 

control the spread of invasive species.  A5.1 calls for the development of national, or at 
least West Coast, ballast water discharge management standards.  This is an appropriate 
approach and is supported by the Puget Sound’s ports.  A5.2, on the other hand, speaks to 
creating ballast water programs specific to the State of Washington and Puget Sound.  
The implementation of such restrictions would place our state at competitive 
disadvantage, and subsequently diminish ports’ ability to contribute to restoration.  The 
WPPA does not support the approach outlined in A5.2. 

 
• A2.7 seems intended to speak to issues associated with residential shoreline development.  

(“New overwater structures or shoreline hardening in the vicinity of forage fish spawning 
areas should also be restricted.”)  As written, this section could have negative impacts on 
port maintenance and development actions.  Additional clarification on the intent and 
implications of this section is needed. 

 
• A2.6 , like A2.5, acknowledges, and correctly speaks to, the need to provide adequate 

technical resources to local governments.  An appropriate funding stream needs to be 
identified for this action. 

 
• A2.4 deals with the Marine Management Areas Work Group and establishment of Marine 

Protection Areas.  Ports will closely monitor this action, should it be adopted, in order to 
ensure that these areas operate in a manner that complements our ports.  

 
B. “Restore Intact Ecosystem Processes, Structures, and Function” 
 

• B1.3 calls for the investigation and implementation of effective nearshore restoration 
opportunities. Ports are currently engaged in substantial habitat restorations and are 
uniquely positioned to contribute to this goal and we support this agenda item. 
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• B2.2 & B2.1 deal with planned clean-up activities in Bellingham Bay and Port Angeles 
Harbor respectively.  Each of these initiatives are important state/local partnerships that, 
if properly implemented, will result in a healthier Puget Sound and vibrant local 
waterfronts. We support these priorities.  

 
C. “Reduce the Sources of Water Pollution” 
 

• C2.4 & C2.3 relate to the potential of using “low impact development” (LID) to improve 
stormwater management in the Puget Sound region. C2.4 looks at incentives and 
removing barriers to low impact developments.  C2.4 appears to seek regulatory 
requirements for low impact development through local stormwater codes.  Low impact 
development is being employed by some ports, and  can be an important tool to improve 
stormwater treatment. In order to be most effective, LID needs to be better defined and 
incentives for its use provided.  Simply making it a regulatory requirement will lessen its 
potential benefits.  Puget Sound’s ports will closely follow the planning, incentives, and 
code requirements associated with this concept. 

 
• C1.3 advocates for permanent federal funding for a rescue tug at Neah Bay.  As with 

many of the proposals in the draft Action Agenda, the source of this funding is key. 
Because of the discretionary nature of the non-petroleum cargo that we import and 
export, it will be critical to ensure that the maritime industry does not bear a 
responsibility for funding this item when additional, more cost-effective solutions exist.  

 
• C2.6 discusses the setting of priorities for stormwater treatment retrofits.  If this is 

pursued, strict criteria need to be established for priority-setting.  Ports will closely 
monitor the work on this action if it is adopted by the PSP. 

 
• C1.4 proposes expanding the authority of the Department of Ecology to board and inspect 

vessels.  The Coast Guard has virtually unlimited authority to board and inspect vessels.  
With Coast Guard permission the state can participate in such actions.  Simply affording 
the state the opportunity to board any vessel at anytime, anywhere, for any reason would 
affect legitimate port operations and interfere with trade and commerce.  We do not 
support this concept. 

 
• C1.5 asks EPA to establish Puget Sound as a ‘no discharge zone’.  The proposal does not 

discuss the infrastructure necessary to handle treated discharges.  Some vessels (i.e. 
regularly scheduled cruise ships traveling between Seattle and Alaska) are allowed to 
discharge in accordance with strict Coast Guard regulations and an agreement among the 
cruise industry, Department of Ecology, and Port of Seattle.  A blanket ban on discharges 
would not only have operational impacts, but it would eliminate the use of protective, 
state-of-the art marine treatment systems. In addition, this concept is likely to relate to 
recreational boating, and to the marinas and shore facilities that support boating. If this 
concept is pursued, it is imperative that the Partnership and the Department of Ecology 
work very closely with the affected boating groups and marinas in order to ensure 
workable, cost-effective and necessary proposals.  
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D “Work Efficiently and Effectively Together” 
 

• D3.4 calls for the establishment of a new Federal Puget Sound Office.  The momentum 
and responsibility for restoring the health of Puget Sound rests with the individuals, 
communities, local governments including ports and the state.  These are the people who 
live and work around the sound.  It’s unclear that the addition of a new level of federal 
regulation would enhance our ability to succeed. 
 

• D4.3 acknowledges the need for more efficient permitting of developments that can aid 
restoration.  Today, a development or redevelopment project that could help the Sound’s 
health can easily take 3-5 years to permit.  During that time, the proposal’s benefits to 
Puget Sound go unrealized.  We support permitting efficiencies for projects that promote 
the economy, create jobs, and benefit Puget Sound. 
 

• D4.3 supports funding and legislation to support state and local governments’ work under 
the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).  As SEPA lead agencies, ports understand 
the value of environmental review in project decision-making and support this concept. 

 
The draft Action Agenda also identifies the critical need to finance the restoration of a healthy 
Puget Sound.  Among the options discussed is the diversion of up to $40 million from the State’s 
Model Toxic Control Account.  This program is working today to help clean-up areas that are 
impacting Puget Sound.  Diverting these funds will not improve cleanups, and therefore we 
cannot support this concept. In addition, it is likely that initially-forecast budget ‘surpluses’ will 
not materialize, due to the volatility of these accounts. This makes it even more important that 
Local Toxics Control Account funds, in particular, be used for priority cleanups. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the draft Action Agenda. Please 
contact me if you have any questions or would like more information.  The Ports of Puget Sound 
look forward to continuing our solid relationship with the Puget Sound Partnership as we build 
an Action Agenda that restores this vibrant, multi-faceted inland waterway.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Eric D. Johnson, Deputy Director 
Washington Public Ports Association 
 
 
c:  John Calhoun, Ecosystem Restoration Board 
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