
Ecology 
Nonpoint update

April 21, 2025

Puyallup WQ Partnership 

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
My goals today are to 

help the group understand my process as I work through ‘implementation’ on my end 
-How sites are prioritized, contacted, and followed up on

Help the group understand what has been done so far and where we stand in terms of compliance and enforcement

Help the group understand challenges to progress

Help the group understand what is coming up in the future, on the Ecology end







Total sites of concern: 104
Total active sites: 102

 

Sites located on 
Muckleshoot rez: 1
Sites associated with 
dairy-controlled fields: 
8

Total active sites that are 
within my jurisdiction: 93

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
I inherited the dairy related sites and they mostly just sit in my database unless I see something untoward which I would then communicate to WSDA. I don’t mark down any new sites that are dairy controlled, unless I can confirm that any animals onsite are not dairy animals but are beef animals or there’s something else going on there that is unrelated to dairies. (Example, Ritter-leased parcel). The only reason I don’t inactivate these is because there’s a strong likelihood there will be additional news or complaints related to them and I want to be able to update the notes, even though I myself won’t be taking any action. 

This is a lot of sites of concern across the plateau, and there’s actually a lot more, but when I go out there I don’t actively look for new sites because there are so many to deal with already. (Still, I’ve managed to pick up a solid handful without even trying very hard.) So how to deal with this overwhelming number of sites? I needed A PLAN. 



Why prioritize reaches and parcels?

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
So, with so many sites to juggle, and more that could be added at any time, Why prioritize? Because otherwise we’re just playing a big game of whack a mole



Recall: New reach prioritizations generated by this 
group in summer 2024

OUTDATED

Updated reach priority designations for Boise, 
Pussyfoot and Second Ck. based on current  

Ecology & KC SWS data

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
You will recall that the TMDL implementation plan, written originally by Donovan Gray, included reach prioritizations based on old data. Donovan, Julian, Cameron and myself looked at the last 5 years of data and updated the reach prioritzations. We added a few reaches that didn’t appear on the map before, and shuffled around priorities based on the data. A "reach" includes all contributing drainages to that stream unless otherwise depicted. Reaches were delineated using sampling points, usually where one waterway enters another or at a prominent road crossing. High priority reaches frequently exceed state water quality standards for bacteria; medium priority reaches sometimes exceed state water quality standards for bacteria; low priority reaches rarely or never exceed state water quality standards for bacteria.



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
After presenting the new prioritization scheme last April, we approved it July 2024 (here’s a screenshot of the consensus continuum we used to do so)



Updated reach priority designations 
for Boise, Pussyfoot and Second 
Creeks based on Ecology & KC 

SWS data

High priority reach

Medium priority 
reach

Low priority reach

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
I’ve sent out the GIS files and the static maps for these a couple of times but would be happy to provide them again upon request.  Here’s what the reach priority designations look like….. Water is reasonably clean as it descends out of the forested upper reaches of Boise Creek, but gets dirtier as it hits the plateau and agricultural or hobby farm parcels. Pussyfoot and Second Creeks have reaches that are reliably quite dirty, and cleaner reaches where that pollution gets diluted, before picking up more polluted inputs. 



Updated reach priority designations 
for Boise Creeks based on Ecology 

& KC SWS data

High priority reach

Medium priority 
reach

Low priority reach



Updated reach priority designations 
for Pussyfoot and Second Creeks 
based on Ecology & KC SWS data

High priority reach

Medium priority 
reach

Low priority reach



If not included in the reach 
prioritization list, a waterway 
is noted as having ‘No 
Assigned Priority’

# of sites of concern with ‘No 
Assigned Priority’: 26

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
You’ll notice there are areas of the plateau’s WRIA10 contributing drainage that don’t appear on this reach prioritization at all. That is not because there are no sites of concern in these areas or because the streams and ditches here don’t have pollution in them. It’s because Pussyfoot, Second and Boise are estimated to contribute the highest loads of pollution to the Lower White River, and therefore they had to be prioritized for source reduction. 

Areas where there are waterways, but sites along those waterways don’t factor in to the reach prioritization, include Charlie Jones Creek, the small drainages that go directly into the Lower White River along the southern edge of the Plateau, and the Pinnacle Creek drainage area south of Boise Creek. 

Times I would work on a site with no assigned priority: It comes in as an ERTS, or it is egregious in some sense. OR, I checked on its status, it has an issue, but is a KCD cooperator– I would chat with KCD about it. 



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
So once I had the reach designations in hand, I started to actually use  them. The first thing I did was go into my sites of concern file and assign a reach name and priority to all existing sites of concern, based on their geographic location/which reach the water on that parcel flows into. 



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Sneak peak into what that looks like. We also have an online tool we use called NPI (nonpoint inventory) but I keep my own files as well. 



How do we prioritize parcels within high-
priority reaches? 

Perceived risk to 
water quality: How 
bad does it look? In 
what ways? Is that 
changing over time? 

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Of course, not all sites within a high-priority reach are going to be at the same level of risk to water quality. One site might have one horse and occasionally let it graze during the wet season, while another site might be actively and repeatedly spreading manure on their hayfield before rain events. These sites are not going to have the same potential impact on water quality. So, as I checked all 93+ sites to see what they looked like, I would need to assign them a perceived risk to water quality, so that I would have a way to rank sites within reach designations. 

First of course there are the practical concerns, some of which I’ve already covered. I can give every site a potential risk rating, but there are some sites I won’t be able to actively address myself, such as existing KCD cooperators or dairy-controlled parcels. 

My assessment of the risk each parcel poses to water quality is unfortunately rather subjective, but because we currently don’t have an agreed upon way to subjectively weight observations, that’s what we’re stuck with. My ranking is also limiting because we can only work with what we can see from the public right of way, when problems may be hidden far back on parcels. 



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Once I was able to get out and visit each site to see how it looked, I was able to assign a subjective risk ranking to all sites



High priority reach

Medium priority 
reach

Low priority reach

No assigned 
priority

High risk to water 
quality site

Medium risk to 
water quality site

Low risk to water 
quality site

No risk to water 
quality site

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
So for example, within a high priority reach, we have a spectrum of sites including high-risk ones, medium risk ones, and low risk ones. That’s the same for the medium and low priority reaches, AND the reaches with no assigned priority. This allows me to rank and sort sites by reach priority and by risk to water quality, so I can see which sites are important to tackle first. 



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Of 93 sites within my jurisdiction, about one-quarter, 25, were already KCD cooperators. The agreement KCD has with Ecology is that if a site is already working with KCD, Ecology won’t reach out to them on our own, at least not right away. We alert KCD so that KCD can relay our concerns. The idea behind this is to preserve the cooperator-KCD trust and try to push the cooperator toward implementing voluntary compliance actions. So I was able to communicate to KCD which cooperator sites needed attention, and the priority of less and more important ones. 

The next step is to contact landowners and try to connect them with some sort of resources to help them make whatever changes they need to make, pushing for voluntary compliance. 



The holy grail: Voluntary Compliance

The stick: Potential enforcement

The carrot: $$ for improvements from Ecology, 
CDs or other partners (NRCS, KC Livestock, etc.)

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Just a reminder, voluntary compliance is kind of the holy grail here. Obviously, that’s 100% of what KCD does, and it’s what Ecology would prefer as well, because actual enforcement takes a long time and sucks up a ton of staff resources, and in the long run isn’t a very efficient way of making change. But, having the specter of POTENTIAL enforcement can be a useful way of pushing people toward KCD where they will voluntarily make changes. We like to say we form a regulatory backstop for when efforts for voluntary compliance fail. 
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Clean water

me
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WQ concern identified by 
Ecology (Proactive)

ERTS Complaint/Referral 
(ERTS complaint response 
within 2 weeks) (Reactive)

ECY determines if WQ concern merits follow up 

(Referrals- communicate decision to partners)

1st Technical Assistance Letter (TA)
(Send within 2 weeks of prioritizing site)

(Request response within 30 days)No response from landowner
Response from landowner

Provide/refer to technical assistance
Communicate regulatory requirements

Establish expectations & timelines

Compliance Noncompliance

Ecy evaluates 
next steps

Follow up to ensure compliance

2nd TA letter
(Send within 30 days after deadline)
(Request response within 15 days)

No response from landowner

Ecy determines if warning letter is warranted
(If yes, letter sent within 60 days)
(Require response within 30 days)

No response from landowner

Ecology decides next enforcement 
step within 60 days E.g. 

administrative order, penalty, no 
further action

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Just a quick reminder of our process…… we have quite a lengthy process of trying to contact landowners before resorting to formal enforcement. That’s three rounds of letters, which can take months or even years to work through depending on how quickly you’re following up. We send letters to x % of our sites and of those, x % become active enforcement cases. Mostly the letters are to help push folks toward resources and education. A small percentage of people tend to contact me after the first letter, another small percentage of people after the 2nd letter, and more after the warning letter. Sometimes people don’t even get the first and second letters or think they’re unimportant and toss them. People like to hate on Ecology’s letters, but the warning letters (which are much firmer and mention actual enforcement) are what tends to get peoples’ attention, rather than the first two letters we send. Our letters aren’t perfect and I realize this…. 



Sites of concern located in high-priority reaches that are not dairy-controlled, on 
Muckleshoot land, or KCD cooperators: 

28 total
3 in “high” risk category
3 in “medium-high” risk category
9 in “medium” risk category
4 in “low-medium” risk category
9 in “low” risk category

In medium-priority reaches:

22 total
1 in “high” risk category
4 in “medium-high” risk category
9 in “medium” risk category
4 in “low-medium” risk category
4 in “low” risk category 

I’ve contacted these sites

I’ve contacted these sites

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
So let’s get down to brass tacks. Who did I contact? Started with ‘High’ perceived risk. One site is already under an administrative order and one site the landowner has mental health and life circumstances that have prevented Ecy and KCD from being successful after years of attempted persuasion. That left one site to write a letter to. 

Moved on to sites at medium-high perceived risk. 3 warning letters, all of whom have contacted me.

Next, looked at ‘medium’ risk sites (remember, we are still in high priority reaches). Of these, 9 of those I could write letters to, but one I can’t view without accessing it from the neighbors’, leaving me with 8. 

Instead of jumping down to medium-low or ‘low’ risk sites I jumped over to medium priority reaches. 27 total sites in medium priority reaches, 5 of which are KCD cooperators, leaving me with 22 potential sites to write letters to. Of those 22 potential sites, 1 site is high risk, and 4 sites are medium high risk sites (4 sites).

The next batch I write letters to would be medium risk sites in medium priority reach; and/or medium-low/low risk sites in high priority reach. 





January 2024  Present

First technical assistance letter (TA1)– 22 letters 
sent
Responses– 5
Site visits—4
Farm plans written– 2 so far, others in the works 
(but only 1 successfully delivered)
BMPs– 1 fence built

Second technical assistance letter (TA2)– 16
Responses– 2
Site visits– 1
Farm plans written– 1 in the works
BMPs– remains to be seen

Warning Letters: 4 sent
Responses: 3
Site visits– 1, with 2 in the works
Farm plans written– 1 in the 
works
BMPs– remains to be seen

Administrative Orders– 1 sent
Responses– 0
BMPs– None

Penalties– 1 in the works (for the 
aforementioned administrative 
order)

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
WLs– these 4 were sent last year, in the course of non-response to TA2s. Note: if you’re doing the math, you’ll notice that of my 16 TA2s, I only got 2 responses. This unfortunately means that a lot of people, 14 or so, are about to get warning letters in the next couple of months. 

Extra Credit: Complaint response letters and site visits. 1 successful KCD referral. 

If you’re paying attention, you will notice that I’ve been toiling away for well over a year and the only concrete BMP that’s been implemented as a result of my work has been one fence built, and I actually haven’t even verified that it was completed yet. Having farm plans be written is great because it means that people are eligible for CD cost share and that hopefully they’ll be a little more educated, but it’s no guarantee of change– lots of pushing and wheedling is still required in some cases. 






Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
So where am I in the process– I’m roughly here, although really I’m always looping through the earlier steps each time I find a new site or sometimes have to loop back on older sites

Just a nod here to the fact that there’s no way that tallying up how many letters I’ve sent and to whom is a good way to track what kind of progress we’re getting in TMDL implementation. All that really tracks is how much paperwork I’ve done– by no means am I implying that once I’ve written a series of letters, that we can write off that particular parcel, or that all is well. 
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Challenge:
Walking the 
Voluntary 
Compliance 
Tightrope/ 
Getting Caught 
in the Endless 
Loop

Being 
understanding 
of and patient 
with landowner 
challenges

Advocating for 
clean water

Voluntary Compliance

Being too permissive, 
or too heavy handed
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Challenge:
Burnout
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Challenge:
(Very) Slow 
Pace of 
Change 
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Challenge:
Ecology Has 
Zero Street 
Cred with 
Landowners
         &
People Are 
Threatened By 
Us
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Challenge:
Historically 
Ineffective 
Communication 
Campaigns (by 
Ecology); People 
Don’t Believe that 
Something is 
Wrong; People Don’t 
Believe They Could 
Be Playing a Part



Common Landowner Refrains
• But there is a dairy just across the street from me! How can I be the one who is a problem? 
• But I only have one (or two, or ten) animals! The farm across the street has twenty (or fifty, or a hundred). 

How can I be part of the problem? 
• It’s deer/elk/birds.
• It’s homeless people (yes, even in Enumclaw I’ve heard people say this). 
• You should be focusing on cleaning up filthy Seattle instead of coming out here and bothering poor rural 

landowners. 
• Have you taken samples above/below my property to PROVE it’s me? (We don’t have to take samples. We 

just have to prove that a practice was happening on site that has substantial potential to cause pollution.)
• It’s my neighbor, not me.
• Ok, what if I dug a ditch to help the water drain off my property quicker? Then the problem would go away. 
• Nutrients in the water helps the salmon. I saw tons of pink salmon in Boise Creek this year, therefore 

salmon are fine and therefore water quality must be fine. 
• Why are you picking on me? (Cue yelling and occasionally crying)
• I’ve been managing my property this way for decades. Why am I only hearing now that there is a problem? 
• Isn’t agriculture exempt from water quality regulations? (Confusion with CWA permits or Army Corps 

exemptions)
• Sure, I’ll do [whatever is needed] (but then calls my bluff and doesn’t do it)



Insanity is doing the same thing over and over and expecting a different result. 
Continue to work with landowners I’ve 
already contacted—follow through

Continue to work down the list and 
contact remaining landowners. 

But also…..

Working on new ways to better 
communicate en masse with Plateau 
residents about water quality issues and 
why they should care. 
 
Trying to pilot a riparian incentive 
program that would pay landowners 
market rate per acre for setting aside 
their riparian areas. 

Specific comms campaign for non-dairy 
operators who spread manure on 
fields/manure spreader businesses? 

What is next?

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes





Questions?
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