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Executive Summary

The Puget Sound Partnership, with support from Ross & Associates Environmental Consulting, Ltd., recently published a questionnaire to gather perspectives on whether actions currently being taken in Puget Sound are consistent with the 2008/2009 Puget Sound Action Agenda.  This effort fulfills one of the PSP's statutory mandates, namely to "…determine whether implementing entities are taking actions consistent with the action agenda…" (RCW 90.71.350(2)). 
The results will be used to inform development of the draft 2011 Action Agenda update, which is scheduled to be released for public comment in mid December 2011.  The information also will be available to implementing entities as they consider the need for any modifications to their activities.  

Respondents were given the opportunity to identify up to 10 inconsistent actions, or to respond that they have no inconsistent actions to report.  "Inconsistency" was defined as an action that is contrary to the letter or spirit of an element of the 2008/2009Action Agenda, or will hinder or is incompatible with the achievement of a goal, objective, or strategic priority (RCW 90.71.300).  The questionnaire was not intended to focus on individual permit decisions, but rather on higher level programmatic or policy issues (which may or may not affect permit decisions).   

Response highlights:
· There were 301 respondents, the majority of which identified themselves as “individuals” or chose not to respond to the question on affiliation.  Respondents came from a relatively equal distribution of Action Areas/Counties.

· 85 respondents identified themselves as local government staff, business representatives, state agency staff, or tribal representatives, with 38, 28, 13, and 6 responses, respectively.  

· There were 210 “yes” responses to the question asking if respondents had an inconsistency to report; however, only 90 respondents provided a written response to describe the inconsistency. 

· Of the 90 written responses on inconsistencies, there were ten main topics/themes. 

· Enforcement (or lack thereof) on the part of PSP and other state agencies
· Shoreline alteration -  negative effects of armoring, bulkheading
· Several comments were critical of the US Army Corps of Engineer’s levee maintenance requirements that prohibit tree planting on levees
· PSP’s role in the protection and restoration of Puget Sound (included a variety of criticisms)
· Lack of action / too much process
· Conflicting policies; need for federal consistency

· FEMA flood insurance; 

· ‘no net rise’ policy; 

· farmland preservation vs. riparian habitat protection; 

· levee maintenance vs. riparian habitat protection
· Science — best available science not necessarily being used
· Need for better stormwater management
· Need to restore instream flows
· Outreach—needs improvement; too much 
· NMFS Biological Opinion about FEMA flood insurance program

In addition to the opportunity to provide written comments, the questionnaire included multiple choice questions that asked about various features of the inconsistencies being reported on. The number of people that answered these questions was significantly higher than those who actually provided written responses.  These results indicated:

· The majority of respondents identified “land development/land use” and “organization/infrastructure” as the topics most related to the inconsistency, and the geographic scope of the inconsistencies identified was predominantly statewide or Sound-wide.  

· Other responses for the topic most related to the inconsistency included “lack of enforcement of existing programs/regulations”, “inconsistent approving and/or permitting projects”, and “not a high enough priority/other competing priorities”.

· Local inconsistencies were distributed fairly evenly across Puget Sound Action Areas/Counties. 

· When asked about the cause of the inconsistency, “conflicting directions between goals, plans, and programs”, and “political will/lack of other options to resolve problems and conflicts” were the most numerous responses.
· The majority of respondents indicated that their responses would not be different based on the emerging content of the 2011 Action Agenda update. 

A full summary of all survey responses, including written responses, is available for review and will be distributed to the appropriate implementing agencies and Action Agenda update strategy conveners to inform the upcoming Action Agenda update. 
Introduction

The Puget Sound Partnership, with support from Ross & Associates Environmental Consulting, Ltd., recently published a questionnaire to gather perspectives on whether actions currently being taken in Puget Sound are consistent with the 2008/2009 Puget Sound Action Agenda.  This effort fulfills one of the PSP's statutory mandates, namely to "…determine whether implementing entities are taking actions consistent with the action agenda…" (RCW 90.71.350(2)). 
The results will be used to inform development of the draft 2011 Action Agenda update, which is scheduled to be released for public comment in mid December 2011.  The information also will be available to implementing entities as they consider the need for any modifications to their activities.  

Respondents were given the opportunity to identify up to 10 inconsistent actions, or to respond that they have no inconsistent actions to report.  "Inconsistency" was defined as an action that is contrary to the letter or spirit of an element of the 2008/2009Action Agenda, or will hinder or is incompatible with the achievement of a goal, objective, or strategic priority (RCW 90.71.300).  The questionnaire was not intended to focus on individual permit decisions, but rather on higher level programmatic or policy issues (which may or may not affect permit decisions).  

Definitions

The following definitions were provided for responding to the questions: 

· "Action" means a program, policy, funding decision, or activity. An action can also mean the lack of an expected activity. Keep in mind the need to 'Focus on the big picture'—see above. 

· "Action Agenda" means the Puget Sound Partnership's 2008 ACTION AGENDA AS UPDATED MAY 29, 2009, referred to as the 2008/2009 ACTION AGENDA.

· "Action Agenda strategy" is a specific topic area of focus within the Action Agenda. These are numbered A1 through E4 in Table 4-2 of the 2008/2009 ACTION AGENDA. 

· "Inconsistency" refers to an action that is contrary to the letter or spirit of an element of the 2008/2009 ACTION AGENDA, or will hinder or is incompatible with the achievement of a goal, objective (RCW 90.71.300), or strategic priority. Examples might include: exemptions, variances, lot vesting, etc.
Survey Results
Below are compiled survey results.  Comments have been provided without attribution, and have not been edited or censored, some of which may be found offensive to readers.  The questions are shown in bolded italics. 

Basic Information - Affiliation
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Basic Information - Action Area:
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Basic Information - County
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Identify the inconsistency

Of the 210 total “yes” responses to the question asking respondents if they had an inconsistency to report, only 90 respondents provided a written response to describe the inconsistency.
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Below is a list of all the written responses on inconsistencies. The responses from each respondent are grouped together to allow for easy tracking of the entire set of comments for each consistency. Blank sections indicate that the respondent did not answer the question. 

	Please describe the inconsistency
	Please provide details about what you think is the cause of this inconsistency
	Please identify ideas you have to remedy or otherwise address this inconsistency

	1. Seattle District Corps must eliminate the use of nationwide and general permits that allow bank armoring, modification, and maintenance in case area. Only individual permits should be authorized to provide appropriate oversight and enforcement of salmon habitat alteration. The Corps issues nationwide permits (NWPs) (approximately 1000 per year) that authorize bank stabilization and modification procedures.  Currently, these permits are going through a reissuance process, and the Seattle district Corps is reissuing regional general conditions.  The district has the authority to choose not to authorize NWPs through the regional general conditions process.
	1.

	1.

	2. Section 4.2 C-1 Action 8 states:  Implement immediate remedial action to address Hood Canal low DO through the Hood Canal Dissolved Oxygen Program. No remedial action has been defined - awaiting the peer review of the HCDOP report and final report to support remedial action plans.
	2. Lack of a final report to support development of remedial action
	2. Complete the peer review ASAP and provide the final report so that actions can be developed.

	3. Implementation of up-to-date stormwater requirements is too often trumped by projects that are vested under outdated and less-effective stormwater regulations.  This is especially true of larger developments that are phased-in and span several years.  We're not fully applying what we've learned over the years about stormwater management. The implementation of better methods and low-impact strategies is lagging behind, as many land developments are allowed to continue using the old, conventional, end-of-pipe, higher-impact approach.
	3. Conflict between evolving stormwater management strategies and vesting of development projects.
	3. As stormwater management methods evolve, they should be more broadly and promptly applied. Vesting of projects should be more limited in time and scope.

	4. WDFW's HPA Process.  They are allowing known impacts to the environment to be built, ie docks over eelgrass, armoring in documented forage fish spawning beaches.
	4. WDFW feels like they do not have the political cover to deny any land use development.
	4.

	5. Bulkhead exemption for homes in Shoreline Management Act. HPA permits are generally ignored
	5. SMA exemption for Single Family Home bulk heads and shoreline armoring.  HPA is required but mostly ignored and WDFW does not enforce. Poor local development regulations in Shoreline Master Plans. Corps of Engineers permit is structure is below hi water mark and most homeowners are unaware of permit and largely ignored.
	5. Amend the SMA, WDFW enforce HPA, Corps enforce permits

	6. The inconsistency I see is a huge gap between whatever work you have been doing and any concept in the general population outside of the science community and specific interest groups dedicated to environmental work about what you are doing and why it matters to them.  This effort started out so well with public commitments from David about transparency, metrics, accountability, broad public exposure and engagement, etc.  From my perspective as a person deeply interested in the Sound and actively engaged in a major environmental education program, the Partnership has largely been invisible other than being in a very unfavorable public position regarding issuance of contracts.  Public engagement, in my view, cannot be limited to engaging many small and dedicated groups dispersed around the perimeter of the Sound in small projects.  There must be a much stronger broad public will for things to be different and I don't see that there is any sense of that in the broad community.  How would a citizen who is not a student of environmental issues but just interested in having a healthy environment ever know what the agenda is, why it matters, how progress is to be measured, how well we are doing and how they can help?  Of the three objectives set out by the Legislature I do not see any significant progress with the third related to public awareness and support.  Public understanding of the second dealing with accountability for progress and for managing the money is also extraordinarily disappointing given the money that has flowed through the Partnership.  You need to find ways of creating high levels of visibility with general audiences including school kids and others about the challenges and the objectives and the progress if there is to be broad and ongoing deep community commitment.  Our environmental community is very good at being a scold, wagging a finger at those who do not get it.  Invite the public in.  Public hearings do not serve the purpose of broad public involvement.  They attract only those who are already mentally engaged - positively or negatively - in the issues.  You must have a much larger public face to engage, or at least inform, the several million people in the region about what is needed and what is happening.
	6. Said it above.  All of the options you list are administrative/political options which don't open the door to the possibility that today, still, most of the public does not understand why your work is important to them, their kids and their economy.
	6. Engage organizations with huge public reach and trust that care about your work.  Be willing to spend some money to reach large audiences.  You could get major space on the floor of Pacific Science Center if you chose to care about the million people who come through there each year.  I suspect you could have a much larger presence at the Seattle Aquarium.  Island Wood does an extraordinary job with school groups.  If you care about broad public support you have to invest in the effort with some intensity where the people are.  They are not in the multitude of small towns in the San Juans or on the peninsula.  They are in Seattle, Tacoma and Everett.  Spreading a little money to a lot of small groups is not, in my view, a winning strategy.

	7. The actions of local government to allow bulkheading of the shoreline despite the severe impacts on the intertidal zone.
	7. Fear of response by the right-wing fringe that believes that all land use regulation is unconstitutional and total lack of leadership and response by Governor Gregoire and staff.  Also, the Ponzi mentality that shoreline development pays taxes immediately while the destruction of productivity is over time.  Therefore, a constant drive to collect taxes to pay for damage from previous development.
	7. Leadership by Governor and Legislature that is not controlled by AWB.

	8. Pumping of EPA identified toxics [golf course waste] into puget sound. Also this involves draining a wetland/wildlife area
	8. State laws are not enforced. County officals are colluding with a fraudulent scheme involving illegal taxation
	8. State must enforce its own laws/permits. Attorney General must investigate  county officials

	9. Prevent further decline in Puget Sound
	9. The only meaningful protection that watersheds have is that afforded by development regulations.  Existing regulations and those proposed by ECY will allow 100% deforestation, 100% removal of soil and vegetation, 100% hardening of project surfaces, and 100% discharge of all precipitation that falls on the site.  ECY and PSP know that this standard will not protect watersheds and Puget Sound.  Yet there is no political will to provide even modest protection.
	9. PSP and its predecessor has received comments now for nearly 12 years regarding the characteristics of a healthy watershed that must be maintained if watersheds are to survive.  Yet development regulations have not changed to reflect that knowledge.  At the very minimum, development must adhere to ECY's BMP T5.30 (low impact development). Many scientists have said that the only way to guarantee a healthy watershed is to preserve it undeveloped.  They have recommended that these healthy watershed be inventoried and protected from development.  This should be done immediately.  A moratorium on greenfields development applications should be set in place while these watersheds are identified.

	10. In conflict with the WA State Constitution. You cannot force people to live in the city or town.  High density living results in many social problems.
	10. You do not understand the principles of Freedom and property rights.
	10.

	11. US Army Corps of Engineers levee maintenance requirements prohibiting tree planting on levees
	11. Industrial shellfish farming using thousands of plastic tubes, nets that trap sea life and birds, barges on the shore, heavy duty oysters bags that cover areas of the shoreline, removal of rocks and seaweed from the shoreline, use of mechanized vehicles on the shoreline, re-routing of streams on the shoreline, human trampling of the shoreline is inconsistent A1, A2, A5, B3, C1, D1, D4, E4.  A4 as relates to these practices of the shellfish industry is inconsistent with A1, A2 and A5.
	11. 1) Decide if you want to protect the natural shoreline ecology or not. 2)  If you do want to protect it, disallow the type of farming that utilizes what is described in the preceding paragraph.  I don't believe the state derives any benefit from this type of farming--it appears that it is primarily for the monetary benefit of the shellfish industry selling to the overseas market.

	12. A number of local governments and local government officials are not opposed to the proposed coal port in Whatcom County and the associated impacts related to coal trains.
	12. Failure to stand up to big money coal interests in spite of efforts to protect Puget Sound. We either mean it or we don't. The State of WA should oppose this project on many ground including coal dust pollution, diesel engine particulates, surface road traffic disruptions, disruptions of Bellngham's waterfront revitalization, runoff of coal residue from railway right of way along the coast into nearshore Puget Sound ecosystems, coal dust impacts at loading facility at Cherry Point (see Canadian examples of dead zones).
	12. Oppose the coal port and the shipping of coal through Washington.  Also seek help of Congressional delegation to prevent selling of coal to China where it will increase global warming.  Get serious about environmental protection or stop pretending we mean business.

	13. Dedicated funding is lacking; no political will to save the Sound. So what's new?
	13. No integrated communications effort; only 25% of population has any clue the Sound is in trouble; Ruckelshaus & David Dicks frittered away the old Action Team's thinking and coordinated efforts.
	13. Go back to the old Action Team's planning and update the communication research Create an integrated communication effort to make people aware of the problem.

	14. Geoduck farming on the tidelands of Puget Sound
	14.
	14.

	15. Too much process, not enough actually getting done.
	15. In the straits action area we are inundated with pages of new spreadsheets of new action agenda updates (draft 11 is 44 pages).  This continuing process ignores the original action agenda so many people spent so much time developing.   For Hood Canal Action Area there is the opposite - vitrtually no contact with PSP in the WRIA 17 portion of the "action" area.
	15. Less process, more funding for implementing  solutions.  Efforts to clean up/protect Puget Sound were going on before PSP was created and instead of funding known solutions the focus has been on process and spreadsheet development.

	16. I have found the role of the PSP to be inconsistent with the action agenda.  The current structure of the PSP is not only ineffective, the agency as it currently is run has been detrimental to moving the Action Agenda forward.  The methods and personnel used by the PSAT were much more effective.  David Dick's management style, lack of interest in science, and policies set us back 30 years.  The rotating staff through that agency contributes to the ineffectiveness.  My vote is to close the PSP (a fitting name for a toxic agency).  Use the state funds currently appropriated for the agency to purchase shoreline property.
	16.
	16. CLOSE THE AGENCY!!! NOW..

	17. I have emailed a list of concerns regarding the proposed Burley Lagoon Geoduck Farm asking for a recognition of those concerns and have had no response
	17. Lack of concern for private citizens being affected by an aggressive aquaculture industry.
	17. Place the concerns citizens have before the proper authorities and make the results known publicly.

	18. Shoreline Management Plan. Forget it.  Leave things as they are.
	18. Taking away owners ise of property
	18. Leave things as they are.

	19. Not sure of the role of Ecology and PSP with respect to sediment issues and PS clean up. PSP seems to describe a goal of cooperative engagement with business to resolve issues, while Ecology use of MTCA does not, and cannot always embrace the cooperative spirit
	19. It seems we are funding 2 agencies without clear direction on specific roles in PS.  Each has an agenda and they often cite the presence of other but can't explain how they work cooperatively together or with business.
	19. We do not need and cannot afford two agencies with overlapping and unclear jurisdiction.

	20. It is inconsistent with the Constitutional rights of property owners for the state or its sub-agencies to unreasonably limit, restrain, or make economically unfeasible the development of one's property.  This appears to be the motivation and direction of the Puget Sound Partnership in its quest to push local government toward overly strict environmental regulation.
	20. Tax-payer funded actions of un-elected bureaucrats unreasonalby imposing their will on property owners.
	20. Respect the constitutional rights of property owners and do not interfere with these rights by supporting draconian and unreasonable laws and regulations.  Do not support the labeling  (such as "non-conforming") of a property if it cannot be scientifically defined as being in a "Critical Area".

	21. I am interested in all of Puget Sound, yet your questionnaire asks for specific watersheds.
	21.
	21.

	22. PSP is engaged in target setting that appears arbitrary and not necessarily science based - but a wish list in an ideal world.  Those seeking grants are often setting the agenda without reasonable consideration of priorities and competing interests.
	22.
	22. Make sure that targets and agenda include all stakeholders - rather than those with a direct financial or activist interest.

	23. Allow RFQs to go out to a public bid rather than "sole source" contracts.
	23. Internal office politics decides who will get the work.
	23. Require all RFQs such as site investigations and cleanups to be publically bid.

	24. Permitting agencies have conflicting codes still in place, such as requiring developments to install food waste handling products in the storm system.
	24. People think that this is an unfunded mandate and do not want to participate. They have been in their positions for several decades and believe that they are already protecting Water Quality, but in reality have no idea what the conflicts in the codes mean to business.
	24. Ask Phase II jurisdictions to reconcile their building code with the Water Quality regulations in place.

	25. Too much process and not enough action on implementing research and monitoring that are known information gaps, particularly with regard to marine growth, survival and ecology of zooplankton, juvenile salmon, forage fishes, and their consumers. This is the core of the marine food web, yet we know very little about seasonal distribution, food web interactions, and processes affecting survival.  Zooplankton monitoring in particular is needed to understand seasonal production cycles of key prey for salmon and forage fishes like crab larvae, copepods, etc.
	25. Too much inertia
	25. Immediately fund needed monitoring and research

	26. I have not seen any consensus on peer reviewed science that supports what you are doing.
	26.
	26. Stop telling the locals how to do things.

	27. A great deal of talk but little action on non-point pollution cleanup
	27. political hot button 
	27. approach at system level- provide means-based financial support for remediation

	28. Water quality and salmonid habitat protection depend on restoring at least a modicum of riparian habitat along fish-bearing waterbodies, yet the US Army Corps of Engineers requires that hundreds of miles of federal and non-federal levees be maintained in a devegetated condition in order for local sponsors (counties and cities) to be eligible for USACE funding for flood damage to these facilities.  The USACE's levee maintenance policy is directly contrary to recent finding of its own researchers at the Waterways Experiment Station in Vicksburg, MS, and cooperating researchers at UC Berkeley and UC Davis that contrary to USACE's headquarters chain of command in Washington D.C. woody riparian vegetation does not destabilize levees, and many in some instances even protect certain parts of levee prisms, especially the levee toe, from flood damage.
	28. The source of the inconsistency is the USACE's intransigence and rejection of principles of best available science.
	28. Congress should withhold funding from USACE projects and programs that damage the environment, and instead allocate funding to directly to states for projects that repair federal and non-federal levees in a structurally and environmentally sound manner.

	29. The scale of the actions being taken are overall inconsistent with the scale of the systemic land use (continued growth) and pollution source problems (stormwater, use of pesticides etc.) in Puget Sound.  The scale of a solution’s actions needs to be on the scale of the problem.
	29. We've become accustumed to continue growth across the landscape and heavy use of chemicals.  There is not the political will (or public will) on the local levels to take the necesary actions.
	29. More top down regulatory mandated limits to growth and chemical use will ultimately be required.  Until then the impacts will continue and the ultimate cost to correct the problems will continue to increase.  It is always less costly in the long term to prevent the impacts than to try to "fix" them later.

	30. C.4. A two bedroom bed and breakfast should not have the burden of expensive septic tank pump outs any more often than a residential home that produces much more sewage.  This is not reasonable.
	30. Not taking in to consideration the amount of sewage in a small one or two room B&B as compared to a normal family residence.  We do not wash guest's clothes and only serve guests one meal, breakfast.
	30. Have annual pump out of septic systems required of more than five room bed and breakfasts, but every three years for five or less rooms, in the same category as a family residence.

	31. The Samish River still has consistently high fecal coliform counts. Agencies are not being strict enough with enforcement. I think this is a state-wide problem but I use the Samish as the example.
	31.
	31.

	32. Complete and total lack of ACTION
	32. Confusing direction from the state, lack of regulatory authority from PSP, Competing/conflicting regulations from agencies with authority, lack of leadership by the governor, and a substantial level of skepticism (bordering on incompetence) on the part of local elected officials create a perfect scenario for total LACK OF ACTION
	32. Eliminate the PSP. Take the governors ideas and get the legislature to instruct AND FUND the agencies with regulatory authority to implement the new regulations. If the legislature doesn't approve then kiss the sound good bye and move on.

	33. You Identify retaining working farms as a goal, yet also identify assisting counties with revisions to CAO's that will stop development in floodplains and assisting communities with relocating out of flood plains. IF WE CANNOT CONTINUE TO BUILD AND GROW AND UPDATE OUR FARMS, INCLUDING ADDING BUILDINGS AND INFRASTRUCTURE THEN HOW DO YOU EXPECT FARMERS TO STAY HERE?
	33. Failure to understand that farms need to build, rebuild and adapt as different crops, processing needs become available....Failure to recognize that commercial farms are complex...and they stay in farming for numerous reasons...but the conflict I see is that if you "protect" the farm land but then pile regulations on the family they will just sell out and move anyway. Yes this is a balance...but farms are in flood plains, its where the dirt is...it's also a prefered landuse versus stripmalls. we plead for the ability to build and maintain healthy farms, farm infrastructure and an understanding that saving farms is not as simple as a few PDR's and expanding a local farmers market.
	33. FEMA, County CAO's and building and  Development Reg's must allow farmers to farm build and maintain the infrastructure we need for healthy businesses -from small farms to large farms.

	34. this questionnaire
	34.
	34.

	35. Citizens of the state are prohibited from taking more than ten pounds of macroalgae or damaging a single sand dollar yet aquiculture can clear an entire beach.
	35. Big Bucks
	35. Practice ecosystem based management

	36. The Department of Fish and Wildlife keeps approving docks over eel grass with mitigation using illegally installed mooring buoys over eelgrass. Cumulative Impacts are not considered.
	36. The WA Department of Fish and Wildlife has a conflicting mandate to both serve people and protect fish and wildlife. They have always come down on the side of serving the people in San Juan county.
	36. Reorganize the Department of Fish and Wildlife by creating a new entity combined with the State Conservation Commission and ?

	37. Loss of shellfish beds in Samish due to non-point source pollution.
	37. State agencies- (DOE,DOH, Ag, Conservation Commission don't know who's on first and don't want to take the lead.
	37. Enforce existing laws and educate the public on their own personal responsibility.  We have shown what education can do for recycling and we need to create the same ethic for cleaning up our act.

	38. I hadn't even started to answer anything, and already was asked about "inconsistencies" --????
	38. No encouragement for staff to do the right thing.  No authority for staff to enforce.  Elected officials have no interest in making changes.  Educational programs for elected officials should be required
	38. Higher priority given to local citizenry when identifying water resource lands.  Nobody knows local water like the local citizens.  They can tell you where it floods, how much and when.  Yet they are the one group consistently ignored and rebuffed.  They should have better input when environmental/wetland reviews are done.

	39. Too much process, too many levels of committees eating up people's time, energy and budget.
	39. Good intentions to be overly careful, inclusive, not wanting to leave anyone out?
	39. Have experts propose a high priority project, have the effected jurisdiction(s) electeds approve it, and get it underway - instead of endless meetings. Is it possible there's a better (successful) model from somewhere else to follow?

	40. NPDES permits do not treat stormwater--and are NOT based on the best available science--and do not protect listed aquatic species
	40. NPDEs permits and local SW ordinances are not based on best available science--no biological thresholds for treatment
	40. use science from NOAA Science Center at Montlake

	41. The State of Washington, Department of Ecology, and City of Seattle have been made aware of the availability of state of the art technologies for keeping our waters clean but have decided to continue implementing the outdated, far less effective protective measures.
	41. Politics and a lack of information regarding best available technologies.
	41. www.eco-tec-inc.com. ADsorb-it Fabric technology is implemented globally i.e. Korea, Nigeria, Vietnam and others but minimally in Washington State where ADsorb-it Products are based.  ADsorb-it was deployed BP as an oil fence for shoreline protection in the Gulf of Mexico.  Hundreds of miles of ADsorb-it Fabric were installed.

	42. there is very little enforcement of existing laws and policies regarding water quality, marine mammal protection, the fisheries, and native rights in terms of use
	42. Communities need to work specifically with corporations to provide the knowledge necessary to make their products in such a way and for uses that are sustainable
	42. community is the key to formulating grass roots change that will trickle up and change the very way we live - from a consumer society based in a growth economy to a creatively dynamic society that is local, green, and full of meaning and not stuff.

	43. There is still no local or State enforcement of illegal actions that destroy wetlands, small streams & flood plains, and still no mandatory soil testing in recognition of the 1,000 square mile confirmed contaminated area caused by the Asarco  operation  in Tacoma
	43. There is a great deal of cheating in reporting actual size of wetlands and no interest in protecting small springs & unnamed waterways. There is no mandatory soil testing prior to major disturbance for development nor of imported fill, causing contaminated silt to enter groundwater
	43. Honest delineation of wetlands.  Honoring FEMA maps. Soil test results must accompany development/land disturbance permit applications

	44. We have no problems. We are not in the same ecosystem as Puget Sound. This is established science.
	44. If you did the science you would understand that we are not connected to your ecosystem downsound. your plan has no relevance to our location and no connection to what you are trying to achieve down sound. Please keep your corrupt programs in Olympia and leave us the hell alone. Stop trying to rip us off with your "equivalent to an Exxon Valdez oil spill every2 years." You idiots have cost us enough to last a lifetime. You are destroying our lives economically. STOP!
	44. I have an idea. Resign and close down your department. Stop fleecing the taxpayers with your corruption and pay us back for your theft of our hard earned tax dollars.

	45. leadership is less than credible; known for dishonest dealings
	45. There is no accountability in leadership.  Self-glorification is not an appropriate goal for this endeavor and the political affliction of the director is a huge detriment.
	45. Scrutiny of management practices and expenditures for fraud and chronic lack of transparency.

	46. I see staff and volunteer time being used up making many plans but not resulting in any useful action on the ground
	46. Paid administrators eating up time and money with no tangible results
	46. Suggest you reduce staff to one or two people and use the money to actually do something

	47. HCCC seems to have the answers before the question is asked.  Do you really want input, or are you just going through the motions because of statue?
	47. They believe the ends justifies any means Part of it is, their job(s) depend on finding a wrong- and the more they find, the bigger the staff, and the bigger they are. As with McCarthyism, you see the spy at every corner They do things in the name of salmon, but sometimes the relationship is dubious (Crusades would be a good example)
	47.

	48. Restoration methods (manual grubbing - due to an emotional aversion to safe herbicides not based on science) by the Green Seattle Partnership are exposing topsoil to erosion, thereby reducing stormwater absorption capacity.  100% invasive removal standards eliminate soil-protecting vegetation and are costly, preventing higher priority conifer plantings and invasive seed source reductions.  We're tilling/eroding the entire greenbelt where stormwater toxins are most concentrated, and not keeping up with the rate of invasive re-infestation.
	48. There is too much regulation of pesticides.
	48. I would prefer a more simple tax assessment of the human and environmental risks of a pesticide, and put that risk into the price of the product.  Price is one label everyone is guaranteed to read.

	49. Washington State has no meaningful program to restore instream flows. The State only uses incentive and voluntary programs to “restore” currently impaired instream flows.  Ecology fails to use any of its enforcement or regulatory authorities to restore instream flows. There will not be a permanent resolution of out-of-stream water interests until adequate instream flows are established, protected, and restored.  For the past 40 years the State’s priority has been to process out-of-stream permits, not instream flow protection.  In 1986, the legislature placed a one-year moratorium on instream flows.  It took 14 years before Ecology choose to reinitiate this process.  Establishing new or revised instream flows has been slow and arduous.
	49.
	49.

	50. Permitting of development in the intertidal zone.
	50. Major restaurant chain (Anthony's Home Port) permitted to build Hearthfire Restaurant over the water on a beach that could support biological activity. The purported basis for permit was the footprint of a restaurant at the site that was demolished.  The logic is that restoration is impossible; habitat once lost must remain forever lost.
	50. Eliminate all "grandfather" provisions in land use regulations.

	51. PSP identifies coordination of agencies as an important action item.
	51. Dept of Ecology is about to issue NPDES permits that will not protect watersheds.
	51. PSP must insist that ECY impose a low impact development standard at least equal to BMP T5.30, found in Volume 5 of the state stormwater management manual.

	52. County DPW "no net rise" policies in permitting in-stream habitat structures in rivers
	52.
	52. mandate flexibility/variances in county flood prevention codes that allow for some de minimus flood level rise in rivers for habitat restoration structures

	53. For many years, I worked for Ecology.  Here is my observation.  If I get a speeding ticket from the WSP and complain to the director of the WDP, he/she will ask if I was treated respectfully and tell me to go to court if I disagree with the citation.  That system works.  If I get an environmental citation, I can call my legislator or agency director and we will talk about it and, in my experience, I will get excused, my fine will be reduced or eliminated.  In other words, you can get an environmental ticket fixed by complaining about it.  We need to stop that policy and the Governor needs to tell agency directors to stop doing it and she needs to encourage Legislators to do the same.
	53. Appointed and elected officials are too willing to make deals that wouldn't be made in the WSP model.  Procedures exist for appeal of environmental enforcement actions and all agency staff, mgmt and legislators should tell their constituents to appeal if they feel aggrieved rather than fixing the ticket because it sends a message that environmental enforcement if frivolous and can easily be done away with. That undermines the very foundation of the efforts to protect the environment.
	53. Governor directs ALL agency staff to knock it off.  Tell people to appeal if they don't like it.  It's really as simple as that.

	54. PSP appears to have focus too much on public relations and not enough on science, the video from last year asking residents to send in pictures of dead or distressed marine life is not science.  While money is being spent on slick ads, the science panel does not seem to have the resources to get off the ground, see comment below.  PSP was to be based and much of its credibility is attributed to rigorous scientific work.  It seems that the panel may need to take baby steps to have some work items completed, rather than looking to  organize and fund the perfect program.
	54. taken from the memo from the PSP science panel memo Oct. 30 2009: Although progress has been made during the past year, much remains to be done and the Partnership must continue to build capacity. At this point a coordinated monitoring program has not yet been developed, the integrated ecosystem assessment framework is incomplete, a risk based assessment of hazards and threats to the Puget Sound Ecosystem is still needed, an integrated information management system is only nascent, a peer-review process for Partnership science products, policy initiatives, and implementation strategies needs to be put in place, education and outreach activities needs to be infused with a strong scientific and technical basis, and many of the critically needed monitoring, modeling, and assessment tools are missing. Additionally, greater coordination with scientific investigations and monitoring being conducted by Canadian science and resource management agencies needs to be achieved to better inform the decision-making process.” The Partnership must continue to send a clear message that peer-reviewed, rigorous science is integral to its operations and planning
	54. start with a more modest set of scientific goals and build to program form the bottom up, not top down.

	55. saving freshwater wetlands
	55. A3 only addresses freshwater resources for humans and in stream flow.  Waterfowl and many species of birds need emergent freshwater wetlands, 95% of this habitat has been converted to agriculture or human development.  Strategy A$ recognizes the importance of agriculture, but how will you restore freshwater wetlands and ecosystem function when the agriculture advocates oppose wetland restoratio on farmland and local rules allow agriculutre to continue to fill and drain wetlands?
	55. clarify the strategy and make a statement about the importance of freshwater wetlands to waterfowl, waterbirds, and aquifer recharge as well as off channel feeding by salmonids and protection from flood events.

	56. Climate change is a global issue that cannot possibly be impacted in any measurable way by PSP.  PSP should focus on Puget Sound Issues upon which we can actually have an impact.  Climate change is more a political than scientific issue at this point - we should stay out of it until the science is better understood.
	56.
	56.

	57. High emphasis on habitat restoration without enough guidance on what constitutes effective restoration in terms of ecological function and the magnitude of projected improvement from specific restoration actions.  These are very expensive projects, and recent history is dominated by a lack of clear goals for restoration actions AND rigorous evaluation in terms of how much quantifiable improvement in ecological function should be expected
	57. Too much emphasis on feel-good projects that can engage the public and show tangible evidence of action without recognition for what constitutes effective restoration activity
	57. For every restoration project, require rigorous evaluation of change with regard to stated goals and objectives for improvements in ecological function intended by each project. For instance, how many adult salmon equivalents would a restoration project produce annually over  first 5 years , 5-10 and 10-20 years after restoration?

	58. Restoration is not clearly stated, and it is not consistent with the law.
	58. A lack of desire to follow the law due to personal bias and agendas from employees at DOE.
	58. Fire the employees or limit funding for DOE

	59. Land owners are stewards of their land.  Please identify the problem in the San Juan Islands.  We are known to have very clean water so why impose any further actions?!
	59. Blanket regulations are not fair to those areas who are already doing a good job with land preservation, water treatment, and pollution controls.  Attack the problem areas and don't impose regulations where not needed.
	59. San Juan Islands are doing a good job.  We have clean water.  If there is no problem...don't try to fix it!

	60. Not enough emphasis is being placed on outreach and education. The ECO Networks should be more empowered. Agencies need to realize the difference between outreach and education and a greater emphasis should be placed on education.
	60.
	60. More funding to ECO Networks. Ramp up education efforts (as differentiated from outreach) for citizens of all ages, not just K-12.

	61. Dredging, filling and armoring have destroyed much of our estuarine intertidal structure impacting the system's ability to turn nutrients into primary production.
	61. Big Bucks
	61. Restore nearshore where possible, places like the East Bay bank at the Port of Olympia.

	62. Bulkheads are being built on forage fish spawning beaches in San Juan County.
	62. A county denial of a permit for a bulkhead on a forage fish spawning beach that protected solely landscaping was overruled by the Growth Management Hearings Board. In another case, an unpermitted bulkhead was built on a forage fish spawning beach.
	62. The Growth Management Hearings Board needs to be educated about Cumulative Impacts to the nearshore. A lax history of code enforcement in San Juan County needs to be reversed.

	63. Disconnect between watersheds and Puget Sound.  SMA/SMP's cannot save the Sound when the majority of impacts occur in the upland areas.
	63. SMA and critical areas should be closely linked together.  Critical areas need to address impacts beyond the critical areas (e.g. existing stormwater, habitat disconnection, new development that just addsto the problem)
	63. Critical areas and SMA give too much power to local governments.  We need more consistency between cities and counties.

	64. Restoration vs. protection.
	64. Most of the proposed projects are devoted to restoration while in the San Juans we need protection to keep what we have.
	64. Reserve some funding for protection.

	65. A54.  Natural water is still being diverted into storm pipes and removed from the natural area
	65. local planning offices have no authority to enforce, local codes do not include laws or enforcement options. local planning departments are instructed to assist the developer, not to protect the last of our water resources.  Much cheating is still done when disqualifying natural wetlands from protection and there is still no willing flood plain protection
	65. C1.5 codification of State & Federal laws into local laws so they can be enforced.  Trained staff who can and will recognize violations during site inspections.  Hearing examiners who have knowledge of ecology regulations

	66. Human existence is not the problem. Your bias in science and worldview is obvious. I think you must believe that "If there was no people the environment would be fine." What a idiotic idea. Please quit what you are doing and save the taxpayers the trouble of closing down the department in the next election!
	66. You don't understand what it means to be free people living with liberty as our shared value. Liberty has been replaced by unelected environmental zealots who think they know how to manage our property for us. We will fight this with all of our might.
	66. Disband your department and go on unemployment before it runs out.

	67. NMFS needs to apply equally rigorous salmon conservation standards in Biological Opinions (BiOp) addressing habitat disturbing activities as applied to harvest plans. In doing so NFMS should reissue the FEMA BiOp, and require local governments to undertake clear salmon conservation measures that will improve, not just maintain, habitat conditions.  Most habitat related BiOps generated by the NMFS do not require a trend to recovery, but instead institute no net loss policies which maintain degraded status quos.
	67.
	67.

	68. Permitting port districts to compete for limited business at the expense of marine habitat and water quality.
	68. Port districts compete for limited business.  Return to the extensive marine bulk cargo trade of the previous decade is highly unlikely due to energy costs, rising cost of imports, a failing national economy in the US.  Surplus capacity is large.  Result of this is unnecessary dredging to maintain or expand channel depth and resulting pollution from dredging of toxic sediments.  The obvious cause is the failure of local governments to recognize they are the senior government and that ports do NOT have land use authority.  Rather, local governments prefer to allow port districts to pursue their narrow ends.  There are relatively few jobs in this state from thru-put of cargo.  The shipments are transported to major consumption distribution points.  The technology is highly automated and the employment is minimal in the actual marine based activities.  However, ports have extensive public relation firms to make their case.
	68. Creation a regional port district to rationalize and totally irrational system.

	69. FEMA flood insurance policies
	69. A well known problem that NOAA is trying to address with its Biop, but the whole FEMA flood insurance program encourages floodplain development and should be eliminated.
	69.

	70. Concerns about water quality and quantity are certainly legitimate, but focus on the most important impacts first, in a problem based approach. Don't be distracted by the myriad "potential problems" unless these concerns can be substantiated
	70.
	70.

	71. Planning
	71.
	71.

	72. Sediment contamination is not being cleaned up in conjunction with development.
	72. Big Bucks
	72. Require a full analysis of the nature and extent of contamination before allowing development. Don't build on or up next to legacy contamination.

	73. Stormwater treatment is unfunded/underfunded.
	73. Stormwater is the elephant in the room.  The costs are enormous, and the impact is equally large.
	73. Grow some balls and deal with it.  For every year of inaction and development/growth, it will just get that much tougher.

	74. Counties do not have ecology departments, only planning departments.  Staff are not trained in ecology/environmental law.  State & Federal agencies are fully aware of this issue yet have failed to oversee enforcement when local governments cannot or will not enforce.  At a local level, no-one is authorized to write a ticket & no-one is authorized to collect the fines so nothing is done at all
	74. We have no criteria for electing our officials.  Most have no ecology training or knowledge at all, and no little about wetlands or groundwater.  Gaining enforcement is nearly impossible
	74. Create county/city departments of ecology.  Codify State RCW into local codes for enforcement & reclassify violations into civil wrongs that can be enforced.

	75. The Corps of Engineers should adopt a levee vegetation policy variance consistent with salmon recovery and water quality standards.  The variance should be designed to allow for the vegetation needed to meet salmon needs for shade, food, cover, large woody debris, etc.  If those needs cannot be met consistent with maintaining levee structural integrity, then initiate process for setting the levee back out of the riparian zone. A good levee vegetation policy consistent with recovery plans and TMDLs, is a good example of aligning program policies.
	75.
	75.

	76. Failure of Ecology to establish instream flow regulations on the majority of rivers and streams in WA.
	76. Ecology was directed to set instream flow water rights in the early 70's.  LIttle has been done in the past 40 years.  Ecology is understaffed to do this and is intimidated by budget considerations.  Since most streams in the state have been over-appropriated for decades, setting instream flow rights would shut most streams in the state from any further withdrawal.  This would provoke a major attack on Ecology by developmental interests.  Simply stated, a majority of elected officials are far more concerned about promoting development than protecting or enhancing the environment.
	76. A tax on all existing water rights which the majority of water right holders define as "private property."  If so, then tax these "rights" as property.  Use the tax receipts to purchase water rights and dedicate these to instream flow where such flows are not now protected.  All efforts at "water conservation" are doomed since under current procedures, most conserved water is simply reallocated to new withdrawals.

	77. Shoreline Act exemptions for residential properties
	77. The residential exemptions from Shorelines Act planning and restrictions means death by a thousand cuts to our nearshore.  PSP's top policy goals should be to eliminate these, and then to get Wash. AG's office to back up county permitting officials when they try to enforce it against the constant litigation by wealthy shoreline landowner interests.
	77.

	78. Lack of Coordination with local governments
	78. The leadership of DOE is out of control.
	78. Stop funding of DOE, or fire some of the leadership.

	79. Lack of resources to protect intact ecosystems.
	79. Central/South Puget Sound get all the attention because they are so screwed up (both environmentally and politically).  Yet the north sound/straits area has some of the best natural resources but no $$$ at the local level.  Central and South puget sound should be willing to provide funds for the rural areas to ensure ongoing protection.
	79.

	80. The GMA is ignored on a daily basis, as is its' requirements to use BAS in decision making.  In order to make scientifically based decisions, you must have scientists or be willing to listen to scientists in these fields.
	80. There is no encouragement for planning staff to assure consistency with laws and regulations but rather they are insrtucted to "make it so" regardless after accepting permit fees.  Council & executive have resisted making changes to this status quo to date even though they are fully aware of the problems
	80. We must have a way to enforce these protective laws so that violators are discouraged from doing the wrong thing just because they can get away with it

	81. NMFS needs to develop floodplain habitat protection requirements for their National Flood Insurance Program that are consistent with salmon recovery objectives.  The FEMA BiOp affects all 100 year floodplains in Puget Sound and will serve as a template for floodplain management in the rest of Washington and in the Willamette Valley, it has tremendous significance to the future of salmon.
	81.
	81.

	82. Continued construction of conventional stormwater facilities that introduce pollution and storm surges to the Sound and, when stormwater and sewer facilities are combined, conventional stormwater infrastructure must bypass treatment and put raw sewage into Sound.
	82. The obvious source of the inconsistency is the unfortunate domination of senile engineers who design stormwater interceptors and ever larger mechanical/biological treatment facilities.   Obviously, there is a lot of money in this game. Only when the costs of the dominant approach of collect and dump are sufficiently large, e.g. Portland, will governments be forced to the alternative approach of infiltration.  Unfortunately, government subsidy programs for "water quality" improvements are often limited to these archaic approaches.  Seattle, Portland, Los Angeles (!) and Minneapolis (and other major cities) have aggressive alternative approaches to stormwater management.  Backwater towns prefer the conventional and expensive and subsidized approaches.
	82. Stop all state and federal funding of conventional stormwater management.  Send local civil engineers working for cities and towns to a training session on alternatives to stormwater sewers.

	83. Farmland preservation policies that prevent riparian protection along rivers and creeks
	83. Farming is the biggest non-point source polluter in our rural counties.  At least residential development must comply with CAO buffers, but farms can graze/plow/spray as close to creeks as they wish.  Also, farmland preservation policies prevent "conversion" of farmland for riparian habitat restoration. Suggest PSP work to eliminate farming practices from CAO buffers and to allow exemptions from farmland preservation for habitat restoration.
	83.

	84. There is still no urgency to remove groundwater from storm water lines.  Current development practices still include draining all surface water into pipes. This has greatly altered the way the water gets to the Sound and the quality of that water
	84.
	84.

	85. Enhanced enforcement of habitat degradation, water pollution and unpermitted shoreline modification is needed by federal  agencies (EPA, Corps, NMFS). Federal agencies have had limited, if not nonexistent, enforcement presence when protecting water quality and salmon habitat in the last 10 years.  Meanwhile, state agencies have been attempting to better coordinate water quality work on agricultural lands, but have largely ignored federal involvement, and have clearly not reached the issue of habitat modification.  Also on the state level, WDFW has begun to pursue general permits for HPA and continues to backslide on basic habit protections.
	85.
	85.

	86. Continued permitting of development in the flood plain. This development often results in dikes and other structures which merely push the flood to undeveloped river segments resulting in massive erosion, sedimentation, pollution (from agricultural activities) and, worst, endless subsidies to the "victims" who decided to build in a streambed.
	86. Gilbert White documented the parallel increase in flood protection and flood damages more than 50 years ago.  But little has changed.  Despite a lot of noise about flood plain protection, development still is occurring in the flood plain.  The case of Chehalis is typical.  Despite major floods in the past decade, local "leaders" still demand changes in the map of flood plains to permit continued sprawl of car lots and big box stores in the flood plain.
	86. Prevent insurance from covering damages due to flooding.  Flood plain insurance should be limited to activities unique to flood plains, e.g. some agriculture.  No insurance and no "disaster" relief for developments in the flood plain.

	87. We are still losing our resource lands and water supply.  Mitigation is a large reason for cheating.  There is no-one to go to for help and no-one to register complaints to when local governments and departments continue to allow this destruction.
	87. No profit from protecting non buildable lands.  No incentives for land owners to even acknowledge non buildable lands and critical areas on their property.  So those areas are the first to be destroyed since they cannot be restored anyway and there are no consequences for those actions.  Local governments still allow this by not issuing fines or denying permits
	87. If a field inspection of a site reveals unpermitted clearing, grading & filling of wetlands, no application should be accepted and no permits should be issued at all.  If staff deliberately look the other way and allow this destruction, they should be fined.  Honest staff would be very refreshing for a change

	88. Farm planning guidance needs to ensure that farm planning process results in landowners achieving compliance with state and federal water quality law and implementing protections consistent with salmon recovery and water quality standards.
	88.
	88.

	89. Federal funding programs should be conditioned to require consistency with salmon recovery and water quality standards.  Numerous federal grants support state and local programs that have never been calibrated to provide salmon habitat protection (e.g., SMA and voluntary grant programs).  Nonetheless, many sectors claim that they are taking sufficient measures to protect salmon by engaging in these processes.    These programs should not be used as a shield from regulation unless participation in those programs fully protects the resource.
	89.
	89.

	90. Engineered log jam projects in Whatcom County are required to conform to FEMA no-rise requirements and provide monitoring and maintenance plans for log jams.  If the project does not meet the no-rise requirements it must go through the LOMR (letter of map revision) process, which makes project implementation incredibly difficult. Conforming to FEMA no-rise requirements limits the ability to restore salmon habitat.  It would be benefit salmon recovery if FEMA would clarify its guidance to allow for rise associated with salmon habitat restoration projects, as long as the rise does not impact structures.
	90.
	90.


To which of the following general topic areas is this inconsistency most closely related?
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 “Other” responses included:

	· Land use and land development

	· land use as well as Island county drainage

	· ELIMINATE THE PSP!

	· requirements should be based on size and usage

	· all of the above

	· O'Keefe is a lying weasel

	· also near shore

	· Stormwater

	· also marine nearshore and estuarine habitats

	· shoreline land owners

	· All of the above

	· Protecting our constitutional rights to private property. It is a mandate and requirement that dates back to our forefathers. Remember it!

What specific part of the 2008 Action Agenda is this action inconsistent with?

· 4.2  C-1

· A.2, A.4, B.2, C.1

· a.2, c.1,c.4,c.6

· A.5;  E.3

· A1

· A-1 we are a rural county. DO not presume to relocate population density as if we were a urban area.

· A1.3

· A1/A2/B1/B2

· A1/A2/B2

· A1/C1

· A1/C1/D4

· A2,  D4, D5

· A2, D1, D4, D5

· A2/A3/A4

· A3, A4

· accountability

· b1

· B1/C1/C2

· C.1, C.2

· c.1.,c.2,c.3.

· C.4 Requirement for annual pump out of septic systems

· C1, C2, C4, D4, D5

· C3.5 Provide focused stormwater related training to planning and approving staff

· D.1 thru D.5

· D1, D3, D4, D5, E3

· E-2

· E-3

· E4

· Enforcement of measures intended to protect the environment.

· I assume you are interested in protecting puget sound

· now is the time

· Priority A

· Strategy C - Reduce the Sources of Water Pollution

· The part where it says to get things done.

· The use of improper deffinitions of critical areas.

· The way to protect funtions and values of ecosystems

· The whole thing

· water quality

What is the geographic scope/location of this inconsistency?
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“Other” responses included:

	· Project will affect coastal areas with railroad tracks

	· The agency in charge is NOT WORKING!

	· MTCA

	· Municipalities Development Standards

	· Global

	· the entire Salish Sea

	· Pierce, King & Thurston counties

	· HCCC actions

	· Seattle Urban Forests

	· It is a statewide, systemic failure due to a general lack of spine and a willingness to "fix the ticket" that does not exist in the traffic arena but is alive and well in the environmental arena.

	· Don't impose regulations on us when we are doing a good job already

	· Pierce & Thurston counties specifically

	· The PSP and DOE were not elected to legislate. This must stop now. Unelected bureaucrats will not govern our local community. If we need another revolution, so be it.


Respondents who answered “specific local action” to the question above were then asked to identify which Action Area. Responses are below:
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What do you think is the cause of the inconsistency?
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“Other” responses included:
	· Said it above.  All of the options you list are administrative/political options which don't open the door to the possibility that today, still, most of the public does not understand why your work is important to them, their kids and their economy.

	· Long term collusion between state officials and the shellfish industry

	· Partnership focus on process not action.

	· DAVID DICKS and the agency structure

	· Critical Area Ordinance

	· Over aggressiveness concerning property rights

	· focus on watersheds important to salmon

	· Projects need to publically posted for all to bid on

	· A decision to have an agenda over real science

	· unfair financial burden to small B&B business owners

	· See above comment, you cannot advocate for working lands, but then trap us/lock us/freeze us farmers. We are already seeing folks in Whatcom County insisting that we build dry flood proof barns in the flood plain. HOW DO YOU DO THAT?

	· Failure to research and implement effective technologies

	· corporate interests need to be changed from the profit motive driving actions to sustainability and an orientation to the seventh generation

	· Not connected to your ecosystem.

	· To much administration not enough action

	· You employee people that have preconceived notions and act that way.

	· Unwillingness to ask violators 1) Did you do it 2) If yes, are you  upset with what happened?3) If yes, appeal it and 4) Now get out of my office.

	· lack of progress on the scientific panel

	· GMA Goals, State laws and federal laws

	· each area should be treated according to their problems

	· It is a lack of understanding.

	· The political desires of DOE, rather than following the law.

	· This is a top down process in direct violation of the GMA mandate for a bottom up process.


In what way, if any, would your responses be different based on the emerging direction of the 2011 Action Agenda Update? 

	1. This inconsistency response would not be different based on the emerging direction of the 2011 Action Agenda.

	2. None -as there is no near term action other than water quality monitoring shown

	3. I think the emerging directions can be used to justify opposition to this project which has so many bad elements that it is hard to believe it is being proposed.  But money talks and it is speaking loud.  The State needs to use the Puget Sound protection efforts as the basis for opposition and stand up to the big boys.  As John Prine says in his song called Paradise, "Mr. Peabody's coal train has hauled it away"  Don't let it happen here.

	4. Define what you mean by C8.2 "responsible shellfish culture."  If you cannot define this in a rational way that makes sense ecologically, then this section related to shellfish culture is both meaningless and antithetical to the broad goal of protecting areas described by A3. C8 in emerging directions is about enhancing and maintaining an industry that has shown disregard for ecological protection of the shoreline, so no, this simply causes me to reiterate my response.

	5. The proof will be in the pudding as they say......

	6. A1.4 does not address reconciling codes. Building officials are holding onto "authority" due to experience rather than embracing the changes. Ask the municipalities prove that no conflicts exist within the stormwater regulations.

	7. Response would not change-the Action Agenda Update offers superficial coverage of these topics

	8. Focus on education, over heavy handed regulations that are based on theory and a no net loss that cannot be measured in an independent and honest manner.

	9. Plans are good.  They just need to be enforced on a meaningful scale.

	10. plans and monitoring cannot save the sound.  Only action can do that.  So long as each county has the incentive to look out for its own economic viability opposed to the overall health of the ecosystem, we're doomed to failure.

	11. A71 - fine local governments for failing to enforce water laws

	12. The only direction you should go is away! Your efforts are a joke!

	13. 41 pages of report is 40 pages too many

	14. I don't think any different, but I did not read all the pages before answering the question

	15. Washington State has no meaningful program to restore instream flows. The State only uses incentive and voluntary programs to “restore” currently impaired instream flows.  Ecology fails to use any of its enforcement or regulatory authorities to restore instream flows. There will not be a permanent resolution of out-of-stream water interests until adequate instream flows are established, protected, and restored.  For the past 40 years the State’s priority has been to process out-of-stream permits, not instream flow protection.  In 1986, the legislature placed a one-year moratorium on instream flows.  It took 14 years before Ecology choose to reinitiate this process.  Establishing new or revised instream flows has been slow and arduous.

	16. C.2 Asarco contamination continues to wash into the bays & sound.  There is little attention to this issue.  No-one seems to be trained in groundwater flow

	17. This inconsistency response would not be different based on the emerging direction of the 2011 Action Agenda.

	18. Rescind development permits if wetlands & floodplains are damaged

	19. This inconsistency response would not be different based on the emerging direction of the 2011 Action Agenda.

	20. If there was actually some sign of improvement in protection of our water resources or even if the GMA was upheld and enforced would be a good start

	21. This inconsistency response would not be different based on the emerging direction of the 2011 Action Agenda.

	22. This inconsistency response would not be different based on the emerging direction of the 2011 Action Agenda.

	23. This inconsistency response would not be different based on the emerging direction of the 2011 Action Agenda.

	24. This inconsistency response would not be different based on the emerging direction of the 2011 Action Agenda.

	25. This inconsistency response would not be different based on the emerging direction of the 2011 Action Agenda.


Appendix 1: Text version of Consistency Questionnaire

Questions for PSP consistency questionnaire

Introduction:   
This questionnaire is being conducted by the Puget Sound Partnership (PSP).  

Purpose: The purpose of this questionnaire is to get feedback from you about whether you think actions are currently being taken that are inconsistent with the Action Agenda for Puget Sound recovery. 

PSP adopted the first Puget Sound Action Agenda in 2008 (and made minor amendments in 2009) and is currently engaged in developing a 2011 Update to the Action Agenda.  We will be asking your opinion about consistency with the 2008/2009 Action Agenda. 

This questionnaire fulfills a portion of the PSP’s statutory mandate: to  “…determine whether implementing entities are taking actions consistent with the action agenda…” (RCW 90.71.350(2)).

How the information will be used.  Your responses will be carefully analyzed and an overview of responses will be presented to the Puget Sound Leadership Council meeting on October 20-21.  The full text of each response will also be available to the Leadership Council.  This information will be used to inform any changes to the draft 2011 Action Agenda which is scheduled to be released for public comment in mid December.  The information will also be available to implementing entities as they consider the need for any modifications to their activities. 

Instructions:  

Please identify actions that you believe are inconsistent with the 2008/2009 Action Agenda.   You will be able to identify as many inconsistent actions as you desire, or no inconsistent actions.  Definitions of key terms are provided below.    

Focus on the big picture:  Please note that this questionnaire is not intended to focus on individual permit decisions, but rather on higher level programmatic or policy issues (which may or may not affect permit decisions).

Definitions:  Please refer to the following definitions as you respond to the questions: 

 “Action” means a program, policy, funding decision, or activity.  An action can also mean the lack of an expected activity.  Keep in mind the need to ‘Focus on the big picture’--see above.

“Action Agenda” means the Puget Sound Partnership’s 2008 Action Agenda as updated May 29, 2009, referred to as the 2008/2009 Action Agenda.  [see attached 2008 Action Agenda]
“Action Agenda strategy” is a specific topic area of focus within the Action Agenda.  These are numbered A1 through E4 in Table 4-2 of the 2008/2009 Action Agenda. 

 “Inconsistency” refers to an action that is contrary to the letter or spirit of an element of the 2008/2009 Action Agenda, or will hinder or is incompatible with the achievement of a goal, objective (RCW 90.71.300), or strategic priority.   

Examples could include: (e.g., exemptions, variances, lot vesting, etc.) 
Questions: If you have any questions about the questionnaire, please contact Mr. Ken Ghalambor at Ross & Associates, us at ken.ghalambor@ross-assoc.com  206-792-4058.
Due Date:  Please submit your response by Monday October 10, 2011. 

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire.  Your feedback is important to us.  

========================================================================
2008/2009 Action Agenda (as updated 5/27/09)

Strategic Priority A: Protect intact ecosystem processes, structures, and functions 

Strategies:

A.1 Focus growth away from ecologically important and sensitive areas by encouraging dense, compact cities, vital rural communities, and protected areas that support the ecosystem Soundwide.

A.2 Permanently protect the intact areas of the Puget Sound ecosystem that still function well.

A.3 Protect and conserve freshwater resources to increase and sustain water availability for instream and human uses.

A.4 Support long-term protection and stewardship of working farms, forests, and shellfish farms to help maintain ecosystem function, sustain quality of life, and improve the viability of rural communities

A.5 Prevent and rapidly respond to the introduction of invasive species

Strategic Priority B: Restore ecosystem processes, structures, and functions 

B.1 Implement and maintain priority ecosystem restoration projects for marine, marine nearshore, estuary, freshwater riparian, and uplands.

B.2 Revitalize waterfront communities while enhancing marine and freshwater shoreline ecosystem processes.

B.3 Support and implement stewardship incentive programs to increase the ability of private landowners to undertake and maintain restoration projects that improve ecosystem processes.

Strategic Priority C: Reduce the sources of water pollution

C.1 Prevent pollutants from being introduced in the Puget Sound ecosystem to decrease the loadings from toxics, nutrients, and pathogens.

C.2 Use a comprehensive, integrated approach to managing urban stormwater and rural surface water runoff to reduce stormwater volumes and pollutant loadings.

C.3 Prioritize and complete upgrades to wastewater treatment facilities to reduce pollutant loading.

C.4 Establish and maintain locally coordinated, effective on-site sewage system management to reduce pollutant loading to vulnerable surface and ground waters.

C.5 Prioritize and continue to implement toxic cleanup programs for contaminated waterways and sediments.

C.6 Continue to monitor swimming beaches as well as conduct shellfish and fish advisory programs to reduce human exposure to health hazards.

Strategic Priority D: Work effectively and efficiently together on priority actions 

D.1 Conduct planning, implementation, and decision-making in an integrated way and from an ecosystem perspective consistent with the Action Agenda.

D.2 Support, develop, and integrate climate change programs, including mitigation and adaptation strategies to improve local and regional readiness for anticipated changes.

D.3 Build and sustain long-term capacity of partners to effectively and efficiently implement the Action Agenda.

D.4 Reform the environmental regulatory system to protect habitat at an ecosystem scale.

D.5 Improve compliance with rules and regulations to increase the likelihood of achieving ecosystem outcomes.

Strategic Priority E: Build an implementation, monitoring, and accountability management system 

E.1 Build and use a performance management system to improve accountability for ecosystem outcomes, on-the-ground results, and implementation of actions.

E.2 Provide sufficient, stable funding and ensure funding is focused on priority actions to increase efficiency and effectiveness.

E.3 Continually improve the scientific basis for management actions in the Puget Sound through a comprehensive and prioritized regional science program.

E.4 Use outreach and education to foster long-term changes in public attitudes and behavior.

========================================================================
QUESTIONNAIRE:

1. Basic information

· Your name (option to be anonymous)
· Your affiliation: 

· State agency staff 

· Local government staff

· Tribal representative

· Port representative

· Other business representative

· Activist individual (i.e., you track PSP activities on an ongoing basis) )

· Individual  (i.e., you don’t necessarily track PSP activities on an ongoing basis)
· other _______________________

· Your primary location:  
· Action Area 
· Hood Canal

· Island

· North Central

· San Juan

· Skagit

· Snohomish

· Stillaguamish

· South Central

· South Sound

· Strait of Juan de Fuca

· Whatcom

· County 

· Insert County

Instructions for questions 2-8: 

· The survey software allows you to list up to 10 inconsistencies.  (Please contact Ken Ghalambor, ken.ghalambor@ross-assoc.com, 206-792-4058, if you need to report more inconsistencies.)
· The questionnaire will ask for inconsistencies one at a time, and you will be asked to respond to questions 2 through 8 for each inconsistency you identify. 

· At the end of the questions for each inconsistency, you will be asked whether you wish to report another inconsistency. 

2. Indentify the inconsistency.

Please describe this inconsistency.  You may wish to include in your description why you think this inconsistency is important.

· I have no inconsistencies I wish to report at this time [check box] (done

· Description of inconsistency [text box]  

3. To which of the following general topic areas is this inconsistency most closely related?  [select one]   
· Land Use and land development 

· Fresh Water 

· Marine and marine nearshore 

· Pollution 

· Organization/infrastructure 

· other_________________

4. What specific part of the 2008 Action Agenda is this action inconsistent with?  Please list a specific Action Agenda strategy (or strategies) that you see this action as inconsistent with? If you are unsure, leave this field empty.
· Enter strategy identifiers  (EXAMPLE:  A2, B3)
· Don’t know

5. What is the geographic scope/location of this inconsistency?

(specify one or more of the following)    

a. A Statewide or Sound-wide action (e.g., the State Shoreline Master Program) 

b. A specific local action (e.g., a local Shoreline Master Program Plan) 

i. Which geographic Action Area  (select one or more)

[dropdown box]

c. Other.   Identify____________________

If a specific local action, which geographic Action Area? Select one or more.

· Hood Canal

· Island

· North Central

· San Juan

· Skagit

· Snohomish

· Stillaguamish

· South Central

· South Sound

· Strait of Juan de Fuca

· Whatcom

6. (a) What do you think is the cause of this inconsistency? 

(choose one or two from list, and provide details in the box below)

a. Lack of understanding about the intent of the Action Agenda.

b. Conflicting directions between goals, plans, and programs.  Please describe below.

c. Inadequate/Insufficient programs and regulations.  What specifically is insufficient?  Please describe below.
d. Approving and/or permitting projects inconsistent with what you think is the intent of the Action Agenda strategies.
e. Lack of enforcement of existing program regulations. 

f. Not a high enough priority/other competing priorities.

g. Political will/lack of other options to resolve problems and conflicts.

h. Lack of funding.  
i. Don’t know.

j. Other.  Please describe below. 

(b) Please provide details about what you think is the cause of this inconsistency.  Be as specific as possible.

[text box]

7. Please identify ideas you have to remedy or otherwise address this inconsistency. 

[text box]

8. In what way, if any, would your responses be different based on the emerging direction of the 2011 Action Agenda update? 

 [see attached list of draft strategies and near term actions for the 2011 Action Agenda Update.]

[text box]

DO YOU HAVE ANOTHER INCONSISTENCY YOU WOULD LIKE TO IDENTIFY?

YES
[Go Back To Question 2]

NO
(DONE
END of QUESTIONNAIRE

Thank You for taking the time to complete this questionnaire.
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