








Such watersheds and associated streams should be set aside and protected from
disturbance. If we are serious about preserving Puget Sound, we must identify
those watersheds that we can characterize as in good or excellent condition and

preserve them. The means employed for preservation must ensure that it is
certain and permanent.

2. No Net Loss of Forest Cover in the Puget Sound Basin. Forest loss must be
limited in the process of conversion to urban purposes, and such loss must be
balanced by increasing/restoring forest cover in disturbed areas within the basin.

Forest loss owing to new development should be limited through development
code. An example of such code can be found in DOE’s “Stormwater
Management Manual for Western Washington”, Volume V, BMP T5.30. The
Partnership should recommend that this code be used to guide all new
development.

To mitigate for the fraction of forest cleared in each new development (i.e. the
fraction not preserved by code), the Partnership should recommend a program of
clearing trading rights. Such a program would ensure that for each portion of a
site cleared for development an equivalent forest area is restored elsewhere in the
basin. (Forest restoration in disturbed areas can be affected by a variety of
programs. Restoration of buffers along urban streams is an example.)

3. Halt Runoff From New Impervious Area in the Puget Sound Basin. Methods
for eliminating runoff from impervious surfaces include (but are not limited to)
using pervious paving materials, associating impervious area with bioretention
facilities, reducing such areas to functional minimums, and so on.

The Partnership should recommend code changes requiring that most new paving

and roofing be constructed using materials and practices to prevent them from
generating runoff to surface water.

These methods are some of the tools in the practice of “low impact development”.

4. Preserve Existing and Restore Destroyed Buffer Areas Adjacent to Streams.
Destroyed buffers are often found in private ownership. The Partnership should
recommend that these be purchased, or otherwise protected, and that soil and
riparian vegetation be restored. The protection of Puget Sound as a public good
requires creative approaches to these activities. The Partnership should
recommend that jurisdictions adopt a system of prioritization of stream buffers to
be restored and a time table for restoration. Obviously, restoration of existing
problem-buffers may take decades; even so, the Partnership should set reasonable
targets for buffer restoration for year 2020 and other milestone dates.
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5. Reduce the Amount of Runoff From Existing Impervious Area. Much existing
impervious area is unnecessary and should be removed. (For example, two-way
streets could be converted to one-way and a lane eliminated.) Existing impervious
area could be disconnected from surface water by repaving using pervious
materials or bordering with bioretention facilities or both.

The Partnership should recommend a program of prescriptions and incentives to
reduce existing total and effective impervious area.

The Puget Sound Partnership has a daunting task and carries the burden of responsibility
for the fate of the basin’s ecosystem. We the undersigned applaud the effort, and offer
our services in making the best possible recommendations to the Governor.

Sincerely,

Douglas Beyerlein, Professional Hydrologist and Professional Engineer
Susan Bolton, PhD, Professional Engineer

Derek B. Booth, PhD, Professional Engincer and Professional Geologist
Thomas W. Holz, Professional Engineer

Thom Hooper, Fisheries Biologist

Richard R. Horner, PhD, Environmental Engineering Research
James R. Karr, PhD, Ecologist

DeeAnn Kirkpatrick, Fisheries Biologist

John Lombard, Planner and Environmental Policy Analyst
Christopher W. May, PhD

Gary Minton, PhD, Professional Engineer

David R. Montgomery, PhD, Professor of Geomorphology
David Somers, Fisheries Biologist

Cleve Steward, Fisheries Biologist
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