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Sixty-five years ago, the Deschutes River Estuary was

dammed in an effort in part, to create a lake and extend 5th

Avenue across the river. The dam was supposed to cover
sediment in the estuary with water. Ironically, it filled the
Deschutes Basin with even more sediment and turned the
Basin into a freshwater marsh.

About 1/3 of the watershed is part of a huge privately
owned tree farm. The basin is already prone to heavy
runoff and slides during winter storms.

Building roads and logging on the upper watershed made
the problem worse.

While environmental laws have brought improvements
since the 1970’s, there are still problems. Fine sediment
smothers salmon redds.

Over the years, roads, sand and gravel operations,
livestock and many other activities along the river,
contributed to the problem.

The dam forced the Deschutes Basin to “choke” even
more, on the extra sediment.

Heavy erosion and log jamb just below Pioneer Park 1/10/16.

Reduce Sediment Loads
Save Millions!

Consistently during winter floods, the Deschutes River
deposits an average of 35,000 cubic yards of sediment
a year. Since 1951, the dam was built under the present
5™ Avenue Bridge. Over the last 65 years the volume

of sediment could fill a football stadium the height of
1,300 feet, the river has deposited well over 2 million.
cubic yards of sediment. Two dredges, in 1978 and 1986,
moved about 16% of this, 314,000 cubic yards, to build
parklands and wetlands. Any future dredging would
have to be completely removed from the Basin and sent
to landfills.

Salmonids need brackish water to adjust to differences
between fresh and saltwater zones. Without an estuary,
there is no transition time causing salmon smolts to
become stressed, and possibly die. During warm summer
months, the Capitol Lake basin does not meet Federal
water quality standards.

That is because of high levels of phosphorus, fecal
coliform, algae blooms and high water temperatures.





Heavy erosion at Pioneer Park 1/10/16.

This deadly brew causes a very deadly low
oxygen environment.

All of these combined impacts negatively stress
departing and returning salmon, steelhead and cutthroat
trout. The low oxygen, high temperature and toxin in a
dammed, non-flushing basin calls for all of us to find a
solution. The solution: a free flowing (dam-free) river
and a recovered natural estuary.

Over the years, the Squaxin Island Tribe, Thurston
County Conservation District, South Puget Sound
Salmon Enhancement Group, Stream Team, Thurston
Regional Planning Council, Wild Fish Conservancy,
Capitol Lake Partners, Cities of Olympia and Tumwater,
State Department of Ecology, Dept. of Natural
Resources, Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife
and the Dept. of Information Services, have actively
researched degrading fish and bird habitat in the Capitol
Lake Basin. Collectively, these public and private groups
have yet to formally determine the right steps to regain
health for an estuarial Deschutes River basin.

So far, community consensus is to create a healthy
Capitol Lake by removing the dam on the 5" Avenue
Bridge and letting the Deschutes Estuary heal itself.

Deschutes Falls 1/7/16.

According to a study of management alternatives, keeping
the dam to maintain Capitol Lake could cost up to $97
million more than restoring the estuary, and that was before
the invasion of the New Zealand mudsnail raised dredging
costs even more.

What’s been continually missed is reducing
sediment loads on the Deschutes River to the
volumes of the 1850’s, when oysters thrived
in a healthy estuary.

How? Ask the real experts, leaders in the field, who have
evaluated thousands of miles of river habitat at successfully
completed hundreds of river restorations, across the U.S.

Who? Stream and Fluvial Geomorphologists and
Hydrologists who live and work in the Pacific Northwest.
Their unparalleled experience is needed. NOW!

Here are 4:

Dr. Barry Southerland PhD.
CPESC#514WNTSC,NRCS

Fluvial Geomorphologist..

Part of the team evaluating the devastating OSO
slide on the North Fork Stillaguamish River that
killed 43 people.

Phone:(503) 273-2436

Email: barry.southerland@por.usda.gov

Dr. Frank Reckendorf PhD. Private consultant/
retired NRCS, WNTC, Fluvial Geomorphologist
Phone: (503) 451-2130 Email: frecken@mac.com

Russ Lawrence, P.El, M.Sc. Fluvial
Geomorphologist

Streamfix Phone: (503) 631-8184
Email:russ@stsreamfix.com

Richard Dyrland Ms—Supervisory Hydrologist
Phone: 360-887-0866 Email:toppacific2@msn.com

# FLUVIAL MORPHOLOGY is a science devoted to

understanding rivers both in their natural setting as well as how
they respond to human induced changes in a watershed, in the
process, restoring the watersheds to health.
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InStream Conservation

Restoring Endangered Fish & Watersheds

Ben Dennis

(360) 819-4307
flyrodranch@comcast.net
www.instreamconservation.org

Puget Sound Fly Fishers Co-Conservation
Director






The PSNERP Decision to Not Fund

The Deschutes Estuary Project

PSNERP — (Puget Sound Nearshore Estuary Restoration Project) is a study partnership made up of
members of the Army Corps of Engineers and WDFW. Formed in 2001 to determine the ecologic needs
of Puget Sound, PSNERP offers independent, expert opinion regarding Puget Sound ecosystems. Twice,
PSNERP has denied funding for the Deschutes Estuary Project, based on its analysis of the benefit to cost
ratio, as well as other factors such as community support and risk to feasibility. An important risk to
feasibility that was identified for the Deschutes in the context of the PSNERP study was the potential to
increase sedimentation in the Federally authorized and maintained navigation channel. In essence, the
Corps couldn’t support one program (Ecosystem Restoration) which increased costs to it’s program
responsibilities to maintain navigation since removal of the dam would increase sediment aggradation in
the Federal Navigation Channel resulting in negative impacts on Corps operations and maintenance of
the channel.

The following emails were sent between April 18" and July 7"in 2015. They are presented here in
chronological order to explain why PSNERP determined twice to not fund (“de-couple”) the Deschutes
Estuary Restoration Project. This presentation is necessary because no formal documentation of this
decision from PSNERP reportedly exists.

Senders of these emails are identified as follows:
Jack Havens - (bike and fish @...) Co-chair CLIPA

Margen Carlson - Deputy Asst. Director — Habitat, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
(WDFW)

Theresa Mitchell - Puget Sound Nearshore Ecosystem Restoration Project, Washington Dept. of
Fish & Wildlife Habitat Program | Restoration Division

Allen Miller — CLIPA Board of Directors member
Karen Fraser — Senator, State of Washington 22" District

Jessie Winkler, Chief, Civil Works Branch, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District





After hearing that the Deschutes Estuary Project was “de-coupled”, Jack Havens sends an email asking
Margen Carlson (WDFW) what that term means.

From: bikeandfish@ [mailto:bikeandfish@] Sent: Saturday, April
18, 2015 11:32 AM

To: Carlson, Margen L (DFW)

Subject: De-coupling

Margen,

Thanks for the productive meeting with CLIPA last Thursday regarding the Deschutes Estuary
Restoration Project.

You informed us that the project was “de-coupled”. Could you explain to us what that term means and
its ramifications.

Thank You,
Jack Havens, CLIPA

Carlson replies a few days later:

From: Carlson, Margen L (DFW) [mailto:Margen.Carlson@] Sent:
Friday, April 24, 2015 8:33 AM

To: bikeandfish@

Cc: Davis, Jeffrey P (DFW)

Subject: RE: De-coupling

Good morning Jack,

| enjoyed meeting with you and the other CLIPA members last week, as well. | apologize for my delayed
reply — I've had the pleasure of spending most of this week in our regional offices, which has kept me
away from the computer.

In our meeting, | mentioned that neither the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, nor the Army
Corps of Engineers is pursuing the restoration of the Deschutes Estuary. This is the reason Deputy
Director Joe Stohr referred to PSNERP and Deschutes Estuary restoration as “de-coupled.” Preliminary
restoration designs do of course appear in older materials from the Puget Sound Nearshore Ecosystem
Restoration Project because it was part of the analysis at one time, as were nearly all the other medium
and large river mouths in Puget Sound.

Thank you again for the meeting and for the chance to provide some clarification in follow up.
Regards,

*Margen





Margen Carlson

Deputy Assistant Director — Habitat

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

600 Capitol Way N., Olympia, Washington 98501-1091
(360) 902-2229 - office

Havens asks Carlson why the de-coupling took place.

From: bikeandfish@ [mailto:bikeandfish] Sent: Friday, April 24,
2015 2:04 PM

To: Carlson, Margen L (DFW)

Cc: Davis, Jeffrey P (DFW)

Subject: RE: De-coupling

Margen,

Thanks for the response. | will be reporting this information to the Alliance for a Healthy South Sound
(AHSS) Council soon. Some Council members may want to know why the de-coupling occurred. Can you
or anyone else provide me with the reason/s why this was done. (Highlight added at the time of original
email writing.)

Thank you for your help.
Jack Havens

Carlson responds by having Theresa Mitchell (more familiar with the workings of PSNERP) to respond to Havens.

From: Carlson, Margen L (DFW)

Sent: Friday, April 24, 2015 2:38 PM

To: bikeandfish@; Mitchell, Theresa C (DFW) Cc: Davis,
Jeffrey P (DFW)

Subject: RE: De-coupling

Theresa,

Could you please speak to the reasons Deschutes Estuary restoration was not advanced via PSNERP (see
highlight below)? | believe the answer has to do with a potential conflict between the Army Corps’
navigation mandate and its ecosystem restoration mandate. It may also have related to the comparison
among potential projects of ecosystem benefit/cost analyses. | can follow up with you on Monday if you
have any questions about this request.

Many thanks, and have a great weekend.

*Margen





Mitchell responds to Havens and Carlson

From: Mitchell, Theresa C (DFW) [mailto:Theresa.Mitchell@] Sent:
Friday, April 24, 2015 2:51 PM

To: Carlson, Margen L (DFW); bikeandfish@

Cc: Davis, Jeffrey P (DFW)

Subject: RE: De-coupling

All -

Margen you are correct. Essentially, the Corps could not support one program of the Corps (Ecosystem
Restoration) increasing costs to another program of the Corps (Navigation) and they were unwilling to
consider it further. Removal of the 5th Avenue dam would very likely increase sediment aggradation in
the Federal Navigation Channel adjacent to the site (Port of Olympia navigation channel), resulting in
unacceptable negative impacts to the current Corps operations and maintenance of that channel.

Best,
Theresa Miutchell

Puget Sound Nearshore Ecosystem Restoration Project
Washington Dept. of Fish & Wildlife

Habitat Program | Restoration Division

360.902.2750 - office

www.pugetsoundnearshore.org

Senator Karen Fraser references her meeting with WDFW

From: Fraser, Sen. Karen [mailto:Karen.Fraser@] Sent:
Monday, June 08, 2015 6:28 PM

To: allen@; Jay Manning; 'Robert Wubbena' Cc: Hunt, Rep.
Sam; Reykdal, Rep. Chris

Subject: FW: Deschutes (UNCLASSIFIED)

| met with Dept of Fish and Wildlife today. They are in alighment with the Corps of Engineers priorities
as stated below.

Senator Fraser references email letter from Jessica Winkler US Army Corps of Engineers




http://www.pugetsoundnearshore.org/



From: Winkler, Jessica NWS [mailto:Jessica.G.Winkler@] Sent:
Thursday, May 28, 2015 4:30 PM

To: Fraser, Sen. Karen

Subject: Deschutes (UNCLASSIFIED)

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

Senator Fraser,

Thank you for the conversation this morning regarding the Puget Sound Nearshore Ecosystem
Restoration Project (PSNERP) and the Deschutes Estuary.

As discussed, the Corps in coordination with WDFW has not identified the Deschutes project to move
forward for further consideration under the PSNERP study based on our analysis of the benefit to cost
ratio, as well as other factors such as community support and risk to feasibility. A important risk to
feasibility that we identified for the Deschutes in the context of the PSNERP study was the potential to
increase sedimentation in the Federally authorized and maintained navigation channel. Although the
Corps and WDFW are not evaluating the Deschutes further under the PSNERP study authority, the Corps
has not developed a formal position on the dam removal at Deschutes outside of PSNERP. If a non-
Federal entity proposed to remove the dam at Deschutes, they would be required to coordinate that
proposal with the Corps under our Section 408 permitting process (33 U.S.C. 408).

The Seattle District website for the PSNERP project contains links for the entire draft feasibility
report/environmental impact statement. Appendix G specifically addresses the ecosystem benefit
model. Asrequested, the last page of Appendix G includes the list of the numeric benefits of each of the
sites we evaluated and is attached.

http://www.nws.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/ProgramsandProjects/Projec
ts/PugetSoundNearshoreEcosystemRestoration.aspx

In 2012, the Puget Sound Nearshore Ecosystem Restoration Project contracted an A/E firm to complete
the conceptual designs for 36 sites. The reports and other key PSNERP documents are located at the
below listed link. The conceptual design report on the Deschutes Estuary is also attached.

http://www.pugetsoundnearshore.org/cdr.html

Please let me know if you have any further questions or concerns. | also wanted to thank you for your
quick and informative response on the status of PSNERP in the budget! Jessie

Jessie Winkler

Chief, Civil Works Branch

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District
4735 East Marginal Way South

Seattle, WA 98134

206-764-3462

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED



http://www.nws.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/ProgramsandProjects/Projec

http://www.pugetsoundnearshore.org/cdr.html



Caveats: NONE
Senator Fraser states her findings upon speaking to the Corps- “the environmental benefits of Deschutes
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dam removal are strikingly low

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Fraser, Sen. Karen <Karen.Fraser@>

Date: Tue, Jul 7, 2015 at 9:20 PM

Subject: Re: Capitol Lake

To: Allen Miller <allen@>

Cc: Denny Heck <denny@>, Robert Wubbena <rwubbena@>, Denis Curry <denisc733@>, Jack Havens
<bikeandfish@>, "Owen, Brad"
<Brad.Owen@>, Chris Liu <chris.liu@>, "Arlen Harris (DES)"

<arlen.harris@>

Hello all---
| spoke with the Corps. The essence of what they say is the following.

They have highly deprioritized habitat work by them on the lower Deschutes mainly because the
environmental benefits of this project (dam removal) are very low compared to environmental benefits
of other proposed projects in Puget Sound. They have quantified this and | have their list. The

environmental benefits of Deschutes dam removal are strikingly low !

They take other factors into secondary consideration in the rankings, such as "risks". In this case, a major
risk is the silting up of the shipping channel.

They have now given high priority to about 11 projects in Puget Sound.

Judging by the very low numerical ranking of Deschutes dam removal, it seems unlikely to be a viable
project for a very long time, if ever.

Hope this is helpful.

---Karen

Sent from my iPad

Questions regarding this report may be directed to Jack Havens, bikeandfish@ or 360-.










Greg Schundler
Olympia, WA

February 23, 2016

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen,

GIS applications are changing the way we think about problems and make decisions. | am passionate
about sharing the power of maps and spatial data to guide important decisions at all scales. Adapting the
complexity of GIS to clients of all backgrounds and orientations is essential in realizing more efficient,
progressive, inclusive, environmentally sustainable, and profitable businesses, governments, and
communities. My diverse work history includes analysis and project management in energy private
equity, energy manufacturing, the environmental nonprofit sector, and consumer goods marketing, as
well as authoring publications, fundraising, and more. My experience as a GIS coordinator and Master’s
training in GIS make an excellent fit for this position.

For the past two years, | served as the GIS and Development Coordinator for a $2 million per year,
Tacoma-based NGO called Earth Economics. As the only GIS professional on staff, | embraced the
challenge of juggling five to ten geospatial projects of various scales with varying timelines.
Communicating the value of GIS, troubleshooting, and developing new applications were all central to my
role at Earth Economics. | have interfaced with clients, colleagues, and the public in presenting the value
of GIS technology and applications. Data sources include raster, landcover/landuse, census,
administrative, as well as self-digitized polygon, point, line, and network data sets as well as remote
sensing imagery ERDAS Imagine, ENVI, IDRISI BEAM. | have worked with satellite and aircraft images, soil
and plant samples, digital elevation models, planter and harvester monitors, weather radar data, general
circulation models, agricultural statistics, geological surveys, and more. | have experience developing
ArcGIS Online enterprise level webmaps, StoryMaps, and collaboration platforms. Please see my
StoryMap | published for the Washington State Audubon Society. | was responsible for designing and
deploying our first special GIS hardware and software as well as data management architecture, including
establishing data standards, versioning protocol, and system resource deployment.

| contributed spatial analysis and cartographic products for several studies and was project lead, chief
analyst, and coauthor for three studies: Washington State Outdoor Recreation, Washington State Parks,
and a county-level nearshore natural capital evaluation. | raised hundreds of thousands of dollars in
contracts, funding, and in-kind contributions through my fund development efforts and grant/proposal
writing. | earned several contracts from Washington State agencies and also improved our GIS software
and hardware capabilities through grants. | have interfaced with clients, colleagues, and the public in
presenting the value of GIS technology and applications. | have also trained and supported professionals
with varying levels of familiarity with GIS through one-on-one mentorship, troubleshooting, technical
demonstrations, and on-going, as-needed project assistance, and the management of new GIS staff and
interns.

In August of 2015, | completed a Master’s Program in GIS for Sustainability Management at the University
of Washington, where | learned geographic theory, geospatial data management, principles of remote
sensing, spatial statistics, Python, AnylLogic, SPSS statistical software, Arc Modelbuilder, ArcGIS Online,



http://arcg.is/1Mwt2Bi

http://arcg.is/1Mwt2Bi

http://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/ORTF/EconomicAnalysisOutdoorRec.pdf

http://parks.state.wa.us/DocumentCenter/View/5910

http://www.eartheconomics.org/FileLibrary/file/Reports/Earth%20Economics%20Grays%20Harbor%20County%20ESV%202014%20FINAL.pdf



SQL, and multi-criterion decision modeling among other technical skills. | was able to augment my
education with almost immediate translation of my course work into technical expertise with interactive
GIS platforms, cartographic products, custom maps and analysis, web applications and geodatabases for a
variety of clients.

Prior to my Master’s degree, | developed a foundation of professional skills with more than five years of
experience in research, analysis, finance, and marketing. | managed a wide variety of datasets, authored
research reports, innovated data visualizations, managed budgets, and presented for private and public
audiences. Throughout my career, | have directly consulted firm leadership on strategy and business
development, while executing growth strategies. My teaching, mentoring, and management experience
would be a perfect fit for positions that require project management, quality mentorship, and technical
assistance.

Aside from my work life, | have had incredible experiences offering volunteer services as a "GIS
evangelist" to community entities in Olympia who otherwise do not have GIS capabilities
including: lecturing at Evergreen State College, building an economic case for estuary restoration in
Olympia, reducing superfluous parking surfaces in Tacoma, designing a marketing campaign map for the
local Steamboat Junction farm, and providing analysis for the Thurston County Watershed Work Group,
the Deschutes Estuary Restoration Team, the South of the Sound Farmland Trust, and Garden Raised
Urban Bounty, among others.

Thank you for considering my application.

Sincerely,
G B

Greg Schundler



http://www.slideshare.net/gregschundler/natural-capital-gis-earth-economics

http://www.slideshare.net/gregschundler/restoring-the-deschutes-river-estuary-olympia-wa

http://www.slideshare.net/gregschundler/greening-the-concrete-jungle



GREG H. SCHUNDLER
Olympia, WA
gregschundler@

Summary: Master Degree in GIS for Sustainability Management at University of Washington with over 5 years of
diverse work experience providing technical assistance and consultation in GIS, finance, energy, and natural
resources; Research development and data management/analysis for planning and optimizing operations;
Diversified education and experience in GIS, Climate, Ecology, Energy, Agriculture, and Sustainability; Management
and administrative experience for efficient project management and strategic development

Professional Experience

EARTH ECONOMICS, Tacoma, WA - $2.0 million per year environmental non-profit
GIS and Development Director (2013-2015)
e Commanded lead positions in GIS and Fund Development while performing project
management and analyst functions
e Authored and won proposals totaling $1,000,000 as fundraising coordinator
e Expanded GIS hardware, software, and staff capacity as GIS coordinator
e Managed a team of 6 research assistants and interns; attracted and trained volunteers
and research assistants
e Co-author and GIS lead of the nation’s most comprehensive outdoor recreation study

FUNGI PERFECTI-HOST DEFENSE, Olympia, WA — $2 million per year organic mushroom
company
Sales Director (2011-2012)

e Analyzed company revenue, pricing, and discounting structure on national and regional

levels
e Managed all aspects of product marketing, sales, and customer service
e Designed new website concept and marketing materials

e Opened over 100 accounts totaling over $100,000 in sales; cultivated 30% growth in
3,000 accounts

DHA ENERGY, Schenectady, NY - S6 million per year energy component manufacturer
Business Development Associate (2010)
e Furnished capital infusion offers ranging from $10-100 million by identifying and
attracting private equity investors
e Doubled company revenue within two years; Led sales expansion effort into renewable
energy markets (e.g. wind and tidal)
e Spearheaded effort to find equity investors receiving offers from $10-100 million
e Developed new website and logo





ENERGY CAPITAL PARTNERS, Short Hills, NJ - S5 billion private equity fund focused on energy
Analyst (2007-2008)
e Completed training program in financial analysis
e Drafted marketing booklet for the sale of First Light Power Enterprises, a multi-billion
dollar portfolio of energy generation assets in New England (over 20% ROI)
e Research and analysis lead for development and acquisition opportunities in energy
infrastructure including those in conventional fossil fuel generation, renewables,
environmental financial instruments, energy efficiency, and gas storage

Education

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON, Class of 2015
MS GIS for Sustainability Management
e Coursework in GIS Problem Solving, Database Management, Cartography, Data Analysis,
Programming, Coastal GIS, GIS and Decision Support, International Case Studies for
Sustainability Management
e Final projects for outsides clients included Governor Inslee, State Senators Chase and
Ranker, Deschutes River Estuary Restoration Team, Washington Audubon Society
e Extensive experience with diverse datasets: demographic (census), environmental (land
use/landcover), and bureaucratic boundaries (municipalities and legislative districts)

PRINCETON UNIVERSITY, Class of 2007
BA Ecology and Evolutionary Biology with Certificate in Neuroscience
e Award-winning thesis work on neuroeconomics
e Princeton Semester in the Field at Mpala Research Center, Kenya; researched savanna
ecology, conservation biology, restoration ecology, and animal behavior; consulted a
game reserve, assessed and consulted the management of a limestone mine restoration
project, supported eco-tourism projects
e Leadership Experience as President of Club Lacrosse, President of Zeta Psi Fraternity,
and Director of Princeton Alumni Reunions

Skills & Interests

e Computer Skills: GIS: ArcMap, ArcScene, ArcCatalog, Python, AnyLogic, Salesforce; MS
Sharepoint, Excel, Powerpoint, Word; Adobe Photoshop; Customer Management
Databases; Energy Velocity; Capital 1Q; Intralinks; Bloomberg; Google Applications;
Matlab; Amazon Web Services; SQL; QGIS

e Language Skills: Fluent in German, Beginner in Italian

e Sustainability: boat carpentry apprentice at the Carpenter’s Boatshop in Pemaquid,
Maine; consultant, carpenter, and organic farmer on Tuckahoe Plantation, Richmond,
Virginia; boarding school teacher, coach, & maple forest manager Lake Placid, NY;
shellfish farmer in Olympia, Washington





e Interests: skiing, sailing, cycling, canoeing, camping, hiking, gardening; study abroad and
travel in 20 countries; guitar player and singer





References for Greg H. Schundler

Jonathan Kochmer

Director of Research and Development
Earth Economics

Tacoma, WA

Phone:

Email: jkochmer@

Suzanne Withers, PhD

Assistant Professor of Geography
University of Washington
Seattle, WA

Phone:

Email: swithers@

Tania Briceno

Ecological Economist & Project Leader
Earth Economics

Tacoma, WA

Phone:

Email: thriceno@

Robert Aguirre, PhD

Graduate Program Advisor & Instructor at University of
Washington

Seattle, WA

Phone:

Email: aguirrer@

Jeff Spinner

Principal

Short Hills, NJ

Phone:

Email: jspinner@

David Dussault
Founder and CEO
DHA Energy
Schenectady, NY
Phone:

Email: dwdussault@





Deschutes Estuary Restoration as a Tourism Promotion and Economic

Development Strategy: Executive Summary

* Washington State’s outdoor recreation economy mid-ranking when scaled to resident population and
compared to other States; it is one of two states with no State tourism promotion budget; the Puget
Sound is the strongest common tourism asset for Legislative Districts that border it; Capitol Estuary
would be a strong symbol for Tribal Relations and Washington State values

* Thurston County’s per capita outdoor recreation employment is in the lowest quintile for all
Washington Counties; food, beverage, accommodations, and retail are among the largest employers in
the county; 30% of the county’s populace is low income or in poverty

* The City of Olympia is one of the worst performing Pacific Northwest cities in terms of tourism
expenditures, despite a robust winter season from colleges and the legislature

e Urban Estuaries (within a 5-10 minute walk of city center) are globally unique; estuary restoration is an
opportunity for a unique attraction and would likely be a draw and powerful symbol for Washington’s
Capitol





Nearly 50% of the state budget is from sales tax....state tax structure

is set up to take advantage of outdoor recreation expenditures

State Level

Tourism Promotion and Economic Development





Tourism & Travel Spending Rising in the Northwest

Travel Spending in Washington State
Real and Current Dollars
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*Tourism is on the rise in the region






*Expenditures by visitors and residents combined divided by state population
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Outdoor Industry Association 2012 Study
Outdoor Recreation Consumer Expenditures Per Capita
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Sources: Esri LS

*State Tourism budget divided by state population
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| US Travel Association Survey of US State
Tourism Budgets
Tourism Promotion Per Capita
$23.95 - $55.13
514.99 - 523.94
57.59-514.98

| |s3.46-3758

$0.01-83.45

$0.00

sources: Esti, USES, NOAA

US Average = $2.22 on

Outdoor Industry Assocation 2012 Study &

State Tourism Budgets & US Census Data 2010






Figure 13. Total Outdoor Recreation Expenditures by Legislative District Figure 14. Total Outdoor Recreation Expenditures

by Legislative District, Puget Sound Inset
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*The Puget Sound is an outdoor recreation asset for a majority of state districts






*Public waters is the highest category by far for expenditures; 200,000 jobs state wide for outdoor
recreation in diverse sectors; the highest spending activities would all be attracted by an estuary

Figure 2. Employment Supported By Outdoor Recreation by Sector

198,658 total jobs . . . .
" ] * Qut-of-state visitors accounted for an estimated 12% of participant days and 27% of total outdoor recreation
spending, not including equipment purchases.
+ Every dollar spent by an out-of-state traveler in Washington generates $1.36 in economic impacts.
Hotels and
e * Visitors to National Park Service lands accounted for 48% of out-of-state participant days and 77% of total
59% National Park Service related expenditures.
o

* Impact analysis highlights the importance of promoting outdoor recreation in Washington beyond state
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Figure 8. Expenditure Categories for All

Figure 7. Participant Days on all Recreational

Recreational Land Types

Land Types, Including Events on Public Lands

$21,635,335,000 recreation related expenditures

446,027,000 total participant days across all land types

Sporting Goods
& Apparel
Food & 19%

Beverage
43% Sorvices Motor Vehicles,

10% Boats & Parts**
15%

Local Parks

Accom-
odations

Public Waters

Events* Feesto
23% Recreation
. Grocery
State Lands Stores
9%
Electronics, / Transportation

e 29
*Events occurring on all public land types Camelr.'as, and I '\ Retaii & ’

**A limited number of private lands were included in this analysis Appliances  Government .epalr

6% Fees Maintenance”
3% 2%

*Public Waters, Events, and Local Parks comprise 76% of our outdoor recreation time; spending is distributed among many sectors






Table 7. Participant Days and Expenditures by Public Land Type

Per-Person Per-
Participant Days Expenditures** Day Expenditures
Land Type ('000s) ('000s, 2014 USD) (2014 USD)
Total Federal Lands 32,853 51,323,545 540
National Parks & National Recreational Areas 6,466 $344,057 553
Mational Forests 12,279 $535,494 544
Mational Wildlife Refuges 808 518,090 520
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 12,748 5405,772 532
BLM 462 520,133 544
Total State Lands 49,095 $1,347,192 $27
State Parks 33,059 $699,289 S21
State DNR Lands 10,281 $448,359 544
WDFW Game Management Units 1,755 $118,945 SB8
WDFW Wildlife Areas 4,000 580,600 520
Public Waters 101,701 $4,630,986 $46
Fishing 19,494 S805,288 541
Motorized Boating & Sailing 19,171 51,641,007 386
Mon-Motorized Paddle Sports 7,669 $578,669 575
Inner tubing or floating 12,753 £560,219 544
Non-Motorized Windsurfing/Surfing 1,399 $123,153 SR8
Swimming in natural waters 26,624 $525,818 520
Swimming (outdoor pools) 13,498 $266,591 520
Scuba diving 1,094 $130,242 5119
Total Local Parks 189,915 51,439,096 s8
County Parks 34,857 5243,999 57
City and Special district Parks 153,371 §1,073,597 S7
Municipal Golf 1,687 $121,500 5?2
Events* 44,516 51 439,096
* Events occurring on public lands * e H H i
e Participation and Spendlng by Activity Type






Table 17. Out-of-State Visitors and Associated Recreation-Related Expenditures* by Land Type
Table 27. Consumer Surplus of Qutdoor Recreation on Public Recreational Land Types in Washington State

Total Pﬂ'hclpmt Days Expenditures™
Land Type ('000s, 2004 USD) rIJ.lru (ZIJH-USD)

Participant Days”™ Consumer Surplus per Consumer Surplus per
('000s) day (2014 USD) year ("000s, 2014 USD)

Federal Lands Total 9,207 5621,147

National Parks & Mational Recreational Areas 3,091 $263,827 585 Federal Lands Total 32,853 51,809,691
National Forests 2,487 $208,730 584 Mational Parks & National Recreation Areas 6,466 544 £287444
National wildlife Refuges 307 $13,264 343 National Forests 12,279 $53 $645,631
Corps of Engineers 3,276 5130,854 540 National Wildlife Refuges 898 S43 538,890
BLM 46 54,473 597 Corps of Engineers 12,748 S64 £813,452
Washington State Lands Total 6,227 5369,775 $59 Bureau of Land Management 462 553 524,274
State Parks 3,769 $216,007 $57 Washington State Lands Total 49,095 $1,872,208
State DNR Lands 1,028 $86,303 Sg4 State Parks 33,089 438 £1,243,183
WDFW Game Management Units 70 58713 5124 State DNR Lands 10,281 526 5266,740
WDFW Wildlife Areas 1,360 $58,752 543 WDFW Game Management Units 1,755 361 $107,131
Public Waters Total 9,303 5692,440 574 WDFW Wildlife Areas 4,000 $64 §255,239
Fishing 1,657 5244193 5147 Public Waters 88,203 $3,880,613
Motorized Boating & Sailing 1,342 $154,466 5115 Fishing 19,494 466 $1,293,072
Non-Matorized Paddle Sports 767 $77,814 $101 Metorized Boating & Sailing 19,171 526 $498,135
Inner tubing or floating 1275 575,329 559 Non-Motorized Paddle Sports 7,669 838 $292,731
Non-Motorized Windsurfing/Surfing 140 516,560 5118 Inner tubing or floating 12753 450 4641694
Swimming in natural waters 2,662 $70,713 $27 Non-Motorized Windsurfing/Surfing 1,399 450 470,419
Swimming (outdoor pools) 1,350 $35,851 527 Swimming in natural waters 26,624 $38 $1,008,316
Scuba diving 109 517,514 5160 Scuba diving 1,094 $70 476,246
Local Parks Total S $157,028 8 Local Lands 188,228 $12,010,768
County Parks 3,486 $24,400 7 County Parks 34,857 554 $2,224216
City and Special District Parks 15,337 $107.360 57 City Parks and Special Districts 153,371 49,786,552

Municipal Golf — 525,269 == Grand Total 358,379 _ $19,573,370

Events™® 8,903 51'1}3-‘180 5132 * Mote that events and private lands were not included in this analysis, so the total number of participant days in this table differs from
Private Lands Total*** 3,102 5427589 5138 previous tables.

Private Timberland Recreation B27 584 228 5102

Skiing 176 572,457 5411 * . L. .

—— - s e Public Waters attract more out of state visitor spending
Horseback Riding 1,263 $145,768 $115 than all Federal Lands (National Parks, Forests, Wildlife

B Refugres Corps of Engineers and BLM lands)! Fishing alone

*Excludes equipment expendituras

**Events occurring on public lands attracts nearly as much spending as all the national parks

***4 limited number of private lands were included in this analysis






Restoration Effect on Visitation

Historical Vistior Data for Elwha District Olympic National Park

sonc00 Niqually NWR Visitation

450,000 1 210,000

1 200,000 ﬂ~
== eocos //

250,000 | 150,000

200,000 + A /
170,000
160,000

- A

50,000 - 15D.DCID T T T T T T
2005 2006 2007 2008 2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

1953 19594 1855 199 1997 1958 1999 2000 2001 2002 2008 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

* Elwha Visitation increased 300% with 300,000 new visitors * Nisqually NWR visitation increased 25% above

* Average $53.21 per day expenditures would yield roughly . Average $20 per day expenditures would yield
$16.0 million in increased consumer expenditures per year $800,000 increased expenditures per year

*Estuaries attract visitors perhaps because they are rare and provide continual, seasonal,
and tidal visual transformation-this attracts visitors






*The Thurston County outdoor recreation economy produces more

economic activity than the Port of Olympia

County Level

Tourism Promotion and Economic Development





Jobs: Tourism, Visitors, and Outdoor Recreation

Figure F-1.Employment Associated with Expenditures across all Qutdoor Recreational Lands Controlled for
Local Population
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Washington State Outdoor Recreation Jobs* per Capita= 2.9%

*Includes hoth full and parttime johs

| Legend

Franklin

Per Capita Recreation Employment

-15%

5.1% - 10%

2.6% - 5% 30

14% -25% [ 1Miles

Percent of All Residentswho are Low Income or Living in Poverty
(Belowr 200%]: Thurston County and Washington State 2007-2011
40.0%
30.0% 2 " e — T ik
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
=ll==Thurston 24.5% 22.%% 24.8% 24.4% 28.6%
e YA State 20.8% 260.8% 23.5% 30.0% 30.7%

*Thurston County employment and poverty closely track to the state,
but it has a relatively weak tourism economy compared to other areas

MEASURE: Percent of county residents in the labor force who are unemployed.
Uremploy ment Rate (Seasoraly Adjusted):
Thurston Courty a8 nd Washirgton State 2000-20172
12.0%
10.0% ;
5.0% 4.;3—
5. 0% 7@3‘% m-"
4.0% et
2.0%
0.0%
000 | 2002 004 | 2006 002 | 2010 2013
=M=Thurston | 4.5% 5.5% 5. M 4.5 C% | £.4% 7.0
WA State | SR 7.3% 5.%% 4.9% c. P 9.9% | 2.2%

DataSource: Local Area Unemployment Statstis [10)






How much do different outdoor recreation activities in Thurston County generate in
spending per year?

National Wildlife WA F&W
Game Mgmt
Units
1%

Municipal Golf

Private Timberland
Recreation
2% State
Parks
2%

Swimming in natural
waters
2% Swimming
(outdoor pools)
2%

Events
18%

Inner tubing or

floating State DNR Lands
2% 5%

Private Golf (Days of
Golf)

Non-Motorized
Paddle Sports

Fishing
17%

Horseback Riding
7%
Viotorized Boating &
Sailing
15%

Local Parks
12%

*Estimated outdoor recreation related expenditures of both residents and visitors equals $755 Billion/year; overnight
visitor spending is estimated at $209.7 million in 2003






Table F-1. Economic Contribution Results, By County (continued)

Comparative Changes over the last five years: 2014 to 2009

[

’ Economic
Total Expenditures* Contribution State and Local Tax
County (000's) (000's) Multiplier (000's)
PEND OREILLE $68,066 $19,736 0.29 250 $2,829
PIERCE $2,252,445 $1,612,372 072 17,243 176,352
SAN JUAN $121,776 $94,363 0.77 1,134 $10,557 JOBS
= e - - = DIRECT 2,400 3,043 -643
SKAGIT 3479, $349,972 73 3,8 $38,281 il e o o5
SKAMANIA $199,386 $120,784 0.61 1,481 $15,873 INDIRECT 830 2,816 -1,986
SNOHOMISH $2,073,726 $1,225,092 0.59 14,926 $150,405 TOTAL 4,397 7,249 -2,852
SPOKANE $1,308,264 $1,177,345 0.90 12,460 $118,766
PERSONAL INCOME (MILLIONS)
STEVENS $235,766 125,812 0.53 1,719 $18,133 ——— P 25 -
THURSTON $755,537 $476,050 0.63 5,616 $58,735 RE-SPENDING/LOCAL CONSUMPTION $96.0 $94.5 $1.5
WAHKIAKUM $20,717 $6,710 0.32 111 $1,057 INDIRECT $34.0 $1437  -$1097
WALLA WALLA $150,949 $94,593 0.59 1,133 $11,504 TOTAL $236.1 $350.7  -$1146
WHAICOM 705053 i T o5 o 52712 BUSINESS REVENUE (MILLIONS) $2877  $10622  -$7745
WHITMAN $146,083 367,389 0.46 926 59,417
YAKIMA $669,931 $433,425 0.65 5,398 $55,037 LOCAL PURCHASES (MILLIONS) $90.3 $439.7  -$3494
: 4 5 | ;
Washington $21,635,336 $20,520,858 0.95 | 198,658 $2,010,992 S A R 55 ss 56

*Includes equipment expenditures
**Counties do not total to Washington State due to region-specific modeling

*Outdoor Recreation in Thurston County has an economic contribution twice that of the Port of Olympia

*Outdoor Recreation stimulates more employment than the Port of Olympia

*Outdoor Recreation stimulates almost three (3x) times as much in tax collections






Average Yearly Wage (in Constant 2014 $$$)

*The lowest wages in the county are in tourism dependent sectors (accommodation, food services, and retail); those
sectors are top employment sectors for the outdoor recreation economy

Covered Employment Wages by Industry (2002 to 2014)

—— Construction
$60,000 —— Manufacturing
—— Retail trade
$50,000 —— Health care and
social assistance
—_— — Accommodation
$40,000 and food
services
$30,000 —— State
Government
— Local
$20,000 Government
— —@— Average
$10,000
$0 Table 5. Employment Associated with Outdoor
2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 Recreation, by Sector

Year

Food and beverage places

Retail Stores - Sporting goods, etc.

Other amusement and recreation
industries

Retail Stores — Miscellaneous

Hotels and motels

36,047
30,190
25,170

12,000
10,046






*Sectors benefiting from outdoor recreation are top elements of our county economy, but not experiencing growth

2002-2013 Growth in Jobs Number by Industry 2013 JﬂhS i“ Thurstn" cnu“w hv Sector

{Crther I & Fact L i
Warehousing and storage I
Electronic markets and agents and broker | mmmm—————
Transit and ground passenger transportation G
Other transportation and wareshousing I
Merchant wholesalers, du oods I State Government

Accommodation I Local Go "
|
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Management of companies and enterprises  — < Food services and drinking places S ——" —
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) ) . Other Healthcare m—
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*Olympia is one of the worst performing tourism economies in the

Pacific Northwest; despite having a strong winter season
(legisulature/colleges)

City Level

Tourism Promotion and Economic Development
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OLYMPIA, WA
All the elements of a thriving tourist
destination await the estuary...






Olympia: Perfect Location to Capture Tourism

Scorng of Corrdors in the Cascadia Megaregion
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Olympia Underperforming:
Northwest Tourism & Travel Spending

Estimated Total Visitor Spending (Gross)
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Estimated Per Capita Visitor (relative to destination population)
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Values of Olympia Residents Strongly Stated in a Survey

Which of these do you think is most important?
1% 2%.1%

m Doing what is best for water quality, fish, and wildlife
m Keeping the cost to the taxpayers as low as possible
m Maintaining the look of the lake

® None

= Don't Know

® No Answer

Olympia Stormwater

TOPLINE DATA

You may be aware that studies are underway about the future of Capitol
Lake and Budd Inlet. How important are the following factors to you in
determining the future of Capital Lake? What about [READ A - C: ROTATE]?
Would you say that should be: extremely important, somewhat important, or
not at all important when determining the future of Capitol Lake?

EXT SW NOT _NO OPIN

. Keeping the cost to the taxpayer as low as possible..... 44 ..... s [ g | JRm—— 0
. Maintaining the look of the lake ...........cccccevivcieriicnnnee. I v ’ i Fe p 7 1

Doing what is best for water quality, fish, and

AR oo e oo 74 ... 2330

Which of these do you think is the most important? RE-READ IF NECESSARY.

Doing what is best for water quality, fish and wildlife...70
Keeping the cost to the taxpayer as low as possible ...15
maintaining the look of the lake...11

NONE...1

[DON'T KNOW...2]

[NO ANSWER...1]

05/14/09

30f13 ELWAY RESEARCH, INC.






Average citizens’ preferences Economic elites’ preferences
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*Testing Theories of American Politics" (Gilens, Page)






*Urban estuaries exist all over the world; but estuaries so proximal

to downtown areas are rare; uniqueness is an important aspect of
attracting visitors from afar

Global Scale

Looking for Comparables and Considering Design






== ¢ | An Estuarine City
S LS * A Capitol Estuary would be unique in the

world and the country

* Imagining the Future by looking back and
around

* A Model for Rivers, Estuaries, and City
Tourism: Charleston, SC
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DEFS Status Report

Conceptual Vision of the Restored Deschutes Estuary at Low Tide

Background photograph copyright AEROLISTPHOTO.com
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Are dam removals and restoration common?
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PSNERP Candidate Restoration Actions
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Nooksack River Estuary
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Puget Sound Nearshore Ecosystem Restoration Projects
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