South Fork Nooksack River Watershed

Greetings South Fork Watershed Group!
We are looking forward to seeing everybody on Wednesday, February 22nd, from 6-8 pm at the Mount
Baker School District Admin Office. Please arrive 15 minutes early for sign-in, nametags, and
refreshments. We will start the meeting promptly at 6 pm.
Attached you will find:
1. Agenda for our 2.22.17 Meeting
2. Cover Letter from Oliver Grah, Water Resources Program Manager,
Nooksack Indian Tribe Natural Resources Department
3. 2nd Draft Goals, Principles, Objectives
4. Overview of Water Regulations
5. Updated Roster of Participants
6. Handout with Process Diagram
We will bring hard-copies of all new materials, as well as copies of the Notes from the 1/25/17 Meeting
and the Results of the Input Worksheets from the 1/25/17 meeting. Both of these documents were
emailed to you last week and are also available on the website. ({ HYPERLINK "http://sfnooksack.com/" })
Please remember to bring your notebook with you!
See you soon!
Erin
Erin Suda, Administrative Assistant
South Fork Watershed Planning Process
{ HYPERLINK "http://www.sfnooksack.com/" }

•

Added to this PDF, and distributed to Participants at the meeting:
o Water Quality and Quantity Issues Overview
o Temperature and Hydrology Data Compiled by Jezra Beaulieu, Water Resources Specialist
Nooksack Natural Resources
o Input Worksheet for 2/22/17

Watershed Group
MEETING AGENDA
Wednesday, February 22nd, 2017
Mount Baker School District Administrative Office Board Room
Facilitators: Lesley Rigg and Erin Suda

Goal of the Process:
To develop a framework for talking about conservation and restoration efforts in the South Fork and
engage in watershed planning.
Goals for the Meeting
o To build common understanding of the process
o To build common understanding of the water issues we are facing
o To refine the list of goals, principles, and objectives

5:45

Arrive, Nametags, Refreshments

6:00

Welcome, Ground Rules, and Introductions (10 min)

6:10

Overview of the Process: where we’ve come from, where we are going, and major themes from the
input worksheets (10 min)

6:20

Develop a common understanding of water issues in the South Fork (80 min)

7:40

Review edited Goals, Principles, and Objectives, from our last meeting (15 min)

7:55

Wrap up; confirm/adjust topic for next meeting (5 min)

8:00

Closing

DRAFT PROCESS
Meeting #1
Jan. 25th

Establish why we are here, how we will work together as a group, and
reflect on the stakeholder and community feedback gathered so far

Meeting #2

Feb. 22nd

Develop a common understanding of water issues in the South Fork
Determine level of agreement on Goals, Principles, and Objectives

Meeting #3

March 8th

Continue to discuss issues and voluntary strategies

Meeting #4

March 29th

Provide feedback on the draft Watershed Conservation Plan and determine
how to move forward. There are many other issues to discuss. What
should be our approach?

Nooksack Indian Tribe
Natural Resources
5016 Deming Rd.
P.O. Box 157
Deming, WA 98244
(360) 592-5176
Fax (360) 592-5753

February 22, 2017
Dear Watershed Group,
As the Water Resources Program Manager for the Nooksack Indian Tribe, Natural Resources Department, and as
one of the originators of this process, I offered to write the cover letter for this meeting’s information packet to
provide some more background on the South Fork Nooksack River Watershed Project and address some questions
that have been raised about the process.
Obviously, the Nooksack Indian Tribe is interested in recovering fish and addressing water quality and salmon
habitat issues. Fisheries are an important part of the Northwest economy, and are particularly important to the
economy and the culture of the Nooksack Indian Tribe and the Lummi Nation. The South Fork is particularly
important to the Nooksack Indian Tribe for cultural purposes as well.
There are many reasons for the decline of fish over the last one hundred years, but two of the biggest problems are
water temperature and sediment. Excessively warm water is lethal to fish. Sediment clogs spawning gravels and
alters the channel of the river. So one of the questions driving this process, from the Tribal perspective, is how do
we make sure that we have enough cool water and adequate habitat in the river to keep fish alive while addressing
other community members’ interests? In addition to water temperature, there are many other issues to consider
when you are talking about the health of a watershed. Fisheries are important, but you also need to think about
farming, forestry, recreational uses, residential uses, wildlife habitat, transportation, etc. Many of these depend on,
and impact our water resources.
About three years ago, the Nooksack Tribe Natural Resources Department successfully applied for a competitive
grant from the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) to create a Watershed Conservation Plan for the South Fork
Nooksack River Watershed. In mid 2015, we brought together a handful of people as an initial Planning Team,
whom we knew were familiar with conservation and restoration efforts in the South Fork, and also invited the
researchers we had hired to help conduct various studies.
The main job of the Planning Team was to help us figure out how to engage the community in a genuine way, to
build broad support for watershed restoration, and to support voluntary efforts to improve watershed health. We
didn’t want to do the traditional process of having a few meetings with “stakeholder representatives” creating a plan
that was disconnected from the wide variety of people who live here, or have a single “public meeting” where
people put sticky dots on paper to identify issues, but are not part of creating real solutions. We wanted to engage
our community in a way that would bring people together for real discussions and to discover commonality in
interests. We decided to attempt an innovative approach called “Strategic Systems Mapping”, which was based on
two principles: 1) Creating a Common Understanding of the Facts and 2) Building Relationships. We hired an
outside public outreach facilitator to help guide the process of gathering public and stakeholder’s issues, concerns,
and opportunities. You can see the diagram on the Overview Handout, but here it is in a nutshell:
First, we held focus groups (aka “Interest Groups”), with people who had common issues (farmers,
foresters, fisheries, etc.) so that they could talk among themselves about their hopes and concerns.
Second, we brought the information from the Interest Groups forward to a Community Meeting and
gathered additional input from residents about their hopes and concerns, and sent all residents a postcard
encouraging them to participate in an on-line survey.
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Third, we formed a Watershed Group, to bring forward everything that we heard, and talk honestly about
the issues. The Group would be open to any resident or landowner who was interested in watershed
planning and was willing to work with their neighbors in good faith.
So here we are, our second meeting. We have scheduled four meetings in total, and in that time, our hope is to share
information, gather input from participating community members, and get feedback on the Watershed Conservation
Plan, which the Tribe is in the process of pulling together. The Plan will be a summary of the scientific literature
and existing studies, research conducted for this process, and community input to date, and will offer potential
strategies for voluntary action that addresses the issues, concerns, and opportunities identified by community
members. During the next two meetings, we want to work on establishing a common understanding, and at the
fourth meeting, we will bring forward the draft Watershed Conservation Plan for your review, comment, and
feedback.
At the fourth meeting, we will also ask the Group to consider what they would like to do next. If, in fact, the Group
wants to develop a more comprehensive Community Watershed Plan that addresses more of issues that have been
raised, the Tribe might be able to provide support for that expanded effort. A second option would be that the Group
continues to meet, perhaps monthly or quarterly, to serve as an active, well-informed local body who can review the
many plans and studies that various agencies will be bringing forward in the coming years. Alternately, there may
not be enough interest to continue, and the Group will disband, or there may be other options that present
themselves. Whatever form it may take, our primary interest is to support people coming together to learn, discuss,
and give honest feedback on the issues.
This process has not been perfect, and in hindsight, there are things we would have done differently. But we are here
now, with a great group of diverse people, and good questions on the table. I am grateful for everyone’s time and
interest in this conversation.
In closing, here are responses to the questions people asked in their worksheets from our meeting on January 22 nd
which have not been addressed above:
Question: Who summarized the comments?
o

A local farmer, Sadie Beauregard, took notes at the Interest Group meetings. These were posted
on the website. The facilitator we hired originally, David Roberts, summarized the comments,
and a few members of the Planning Team reviewed his work for accuracy and completeness

Question: How will the group reach consensus on final recommendation?
o

I believe that Erin and Lesley have some tools for helping determine agreement through
consensus building, and will be talking about this next week.

Comment: Make sure any person or organization who would or could benefit financially from any portion
of the project must not be on any committee.
o

I’m not sure what committee you are referring to here, but many people are, and will be paid
fairly for their contributions to this effort. That’s what grants enable us to do. This includes the
work of research, technical support, project management, facilitation, providing refreshments,
developing educational materials, etc. Grant funding also is providing compensation for
landowners to take voluntary action to restore salmon populations in the Nooksack (like money
for riparian plantings and conservation easements). That being said, if there are any moments in
the Watershed Group where a participant is aware that they or their family will directly benefit
financially from a decision, they may need to declare a conflict of interest and recuse themselves
from the decision-making process.
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Question: When will the original organizers of this process attend these meetings?
o

Several of the Planning Team members are in attendance (Ian Smith, Chris Elder, Gabe Epperson,
and myself). At this coming meeting, we have also invited two of the researchers involved in this
project, Bob Mitchell and Susan Dickerson-Lange, to talk with us about water quantity and
quality, since that is of high interest to the Group, and will be an important part of the
Watershed Conservation Plan.

Thank you for your interest and thoughtful questions, and I look forward to seeing everyone next week on February
22!

Sincerely,

Oliver John Grah
Water Resources Program Manager
Natural Resources Department
Nooksack Indian Tribe

South Fork Nooksack River Watershed Project
Summary of Community Input
From all of the input gathered during interest group meetings, the September
Community Meeting and online surveys, a number of key themes are offered, which
could be considered as potential community goals and values for long-term watershed
planning, as follows:
In January of 2017, the South Fork Nooksack Watershed Group reviewed the input gathered through
Interest Groups, a Community Meeting, and a Community Survey. The Group refined the following
goals, principles, and objectives to serve as a Framework for Watershed Planning efforts:

Watershed Goals and Community Principles:
Keep the rural way of life as we know it today and protect it for our children.
Avoid overregulation and lack of management coordination.
Recover salmon populations and biodiversity by restoring river, wetlands, and riparian
habitat.
Reduce stream temperatures and ensure adequate stream flows in the summer.
Maintain and protect the agricultural land base, promote long-term agricultural
economic viability. and provide public education on agriculture.
Maintain and protect the forestland base, and promote a sustainable forest industry
with a skilled and steady local workforce.
Improve public access to and appropriate management of the river, parks, and public
land for recreation.
Improve public safety and water quality by addressing risks from landslides, fire,
flooding, pipelines, and transportation.
Coordinate projects to ensure tax dollars are spent wisely and create opportunities that
align with community interests.
Build cooperative, voluntary agreements with landowners and community partners.
Respect the ability and knowledge of local residents to manage land and water
resources wisely.

2017-2018 Planning Objectives:
Build a framework for open community dialogue and education around land
management decisions, planning, and funding.
Evaluate a range of approaches to reduce flood risk and increase floodwater storage,
while ensuring the protection and maintenance of critical infrastructure
Evaluate water uses, needs, and rights in the valley and develop local solutions to
optimize benefits for humans and fish. Address concerns about water rights.
Provide public education on topics such as sustainable and viable agriculture, forestry
and fisheries, and community emergency response.
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An Overview of Water Regulations in the South Fork Nooksack River
Many people are wondering about the regulations related to water in the South Fork. Here is a brief, simple
overview of regulations around water quantity and water quality, and a snapshot of our current situation.
Background: Water Quality Regulations
First, a little history: the concept of water resources management within watersheds originated as early as the
1890s. The U.S. Inland Waterways Commission, under President Roosevelt, declared in 1908 that each river
system—from its headwaters in the mountains to its mouth at the coast—is an integrated system and must be
treated as such.
The 1950s and 1960s saw increased emphasis on improving water quality and protecting the nation’s drinking
water. The Water Quality Act of 1965 required states to develop water quality standards for interstate waters.
In 1972, the federal government established, as a national goal, the restoration and maintenance of the
physical, chemical, and biological integrity of the nation’s waters, through the Clean Water Act (CWA). As part
of this Act, if a water body does not meet water quality standards, it is considered “impaired” and listed on a
federal 303(d) list.
States are required to develop TMDLs for impaired waters. A TMDL (total maximum daily load) is a written
assessment of water quality problems in a river, lake, or stream, and the amount that needs to be reduced to
meet water quality standards.
A Snapshot of the South Fork Water Quality Situation:
In 2008, The South Fork Nooksack River and several tributaries were listed on the 303(d) list as impaired water
bodies, with temperature and sediment being two of the biggest issues.
In 2012, the Washington State Department of Ecology completed a Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) for
the South Fork, which describes the water quality issues in our river (you can see this report on the
sfnooksack.com website). This is the first step in a TMDL process.
The Washington State Department of Ecology is now in the process of drafting a TMDL Water Quality
Improvement Plan, and this Plan will likely be presented for public review sometime within the next year.

Background: Water Quantity Regulations (Water Rights)
Water quantity regulations are complicated, but the Landowners Guide to Water Rights, which you can find on
the sfnooksack.com website, is a helpful primer. Here are a couple of excerpts from that guide to provide
some background:
“The definition of a water right is “a right to a beneficial use of a reasonable quantity of public water
for beneficial purpose during a certain period of time occurring at a certain place.”
People talk about “paper water rights.” They are referring to the quantity of water allotted in the written
water right document. Your actual water right is determined by how much water you and your predecessors
have historically used. If historical water use has been less than the full quantity of water allotted in the

document, your right is limited to the amount that has actually been used; that is, the water right is limited by
the beneficial use of the right.
Over the years the purposes of use that have been accepted as beneficial uses have changed. Originally,
irrigation, mining, manufacturing, and domestic/municipal supply were functions that were considered to be
beneficial uses of water. The list of beneficial uses has expanded over the years to include stockwatering,
industrial and commercial uses, and hydroelectric power production. In addition, leaving water instream is also
recognized as a beneficial use, for fish and wildlife maintenance and enhancement, and recreational purposes
such as whitewater rafting.
The priority date of a water right is a very important element in valuing a water right. Washington has a prior
appropriation water right system also referred to as a system of “ first-in-time, first-in-right.” A person who
established a water right first has a senior priority and the right to divert all their water before the person with
the next junior right (next right in chronological order) can take any of their water from the same source. As a
result, if two farmers have rights to divert water from the same stream, and the first farmer has a water right
with a priority date of June 30, 1885, the first farmer is allowed to divert water at the maximum rate of
diversion under that water right before the second farmer with a June 15, 1900, priority date can take any
water.”
A Snapshot of the South Fork Water Quantity (water rights) Situation:
Nooksack Indian Tribe and Lummi Nation are the senior-most water rights holders in the South Fork Nooksack
River, and currently, the Nooksack Basin is unadjudicated – meaning that there are as of yet unresolved
negotiations on the quantity of tribal water rights.
The South Fork, like the Middle and North Forks, is subject to the Nooksack Instream Flow Rule. This rule (WAC
173-501) closes the sub-basin to new appropriations from July 1st through October 1st, and establishes
minimum flows. One concern is that instream flow requirements were unmet 72% of the time from 1986 to
2009 in the fish critical July-September time period.
Additionally, a Supreme Court decision from Whatcom County, Whatcom County v. Hirst (Whatcom County v.
Eric Hirst, et. al., 10/6/16), found that the County had violated the Growth Management Act by permitting
exempt well development without consideration for the impairment of instream flows. The implications of
this ruling are still being sorted out.

Summary
One of the most important reasons for Watershed Conservation Planning in the South Fork is that we are
already facing water quantity and quality issues, and these are predicted to get worse with climate change.
But more importantly, there are many things we can do to improve our water situation. For instance, we can
establish more shade around creeks to keep water temperatures cool. We can store more floodwater in back
channels during the winter, for recharging streams and groundwater in the summer. We can use creative
strategies such as “water banking” to protect our water rights and make sure we have enough for both fish
and farms. These strategies, and many more, are possible to keep our watershed healthy and productive for
future generations.

SOUTH FORK NOOKSACK RIVER WATERSHED GROUP PARTICIPANTS
Residents
Amy Margolis
Anna Martin
Ashley Sterling
Bill Baroch
Brett Boulton
Carol Delahoyde
Cheryl Costomiris
Chris Elder
Chris Hatch
Cindy Fabbri
Dominic Moceri
Elvin Kalsbeek
Eric Davis
Galen Smith
Garrett Franz
Gary Knaus
Harry Patz
Ian Smith
Jamie Huson
Jane Talton Rogers
Jeff Margolis
Jerry Peterson
Jim Abernathy
John LaMonte
John Stephens
Kelly DeKriek
Lawson Curtis
LeRoy Harkness
Matthew Thuney
Rand Jack
Ross Cline Junior
Sharon Digby
Stephen Bailey
Steve Powers
Theresa Sygitowicz
Tom Smith
Tricia Stevens
Val Lloyd

Occupation/Association

Landowner Representatives (non-residents)
Brandon Larsen
Sierra Pacific Industries
Bernard Strachilla
Charles Burleigh
Mount Baker School District
Dan Cox
Miles Sand & Gravel
Doug Couvelier
Upper Skagit Tribe & Seattle City Light
Emily Pederson
Weyerhauser
Gabe Epperson
Whatcom Land Trust
Oliver Grah
Nooksack Tribe Natural Resources Department

In attendance
Arrived late/departed early

Mtg 1

Mtg 1

Mtg 2

Mtg 2

Mtg 3

Mtg 3

Mtg 4

Mtg 4

SOUTH FORK NOOKSACK RIVER
Community Watershed Planning
Purpose:
To bring together landowners, tribes, agencies and community members for an open dialogue about how to conserve and promote
agriculture, forestry, fisheries, and recreation in the South Fork Nooksack River watershed, while protecting and restoring

our water
resources.
South Fork Nooksack River Valley is an amazing place.
It supports agriculture, forests, businesses, recreation and fisheries. However, our community is facing continued risks of high flows and
flooding in the winter, increasing sediment load and stream temperatures, and worsening drought conditions with lower flows in the
summer. We also have concerns for the economy of our community and our quality of life in the face of climate change. It is time to think
strategically about how to protect our local economy and environment.
What do we plan to do?
• Facilitate a creative community conversation
• Carefully examine the cultural, economic, and environmental values, needs, and challenges of the community
• Adopt a collaborative, inclusive, multiple-benefit approach to problem solving
• Incorporate the best tools and thinking from our community and others into a Framework for long-range planning in our
watershed
Who helped get this process started?
• Acme/Van Zandt Flood Advisory Committee
• Evergreen Land Trust
• Local citizens
• Nooksack Indian Tribe Natural Resources Department
• Whatcom County Planning Department
• Whatcom Land Trust
How is the project funded?
Grants and contributions from:
❖ Whatcom Community Foundation
❖ Nooksack Indian Tribe
❖ Bureau of Indian Affairs
❖ Environmental Protection Agency

Water Quality and Quantity Issues
In the South Fork Nooksack River
ISSUE

CAUSES

Increase Temperature

• Lack of forest/riparian cover in uplands and
lowlands Lack of side-channels, pools, and
functioning wetlands
• Disconnected floodplain
• Increased sediment

Increase Sediment

• Erosion (uplands, lowlands) and landslides
(natural and human-caused)
• Change in channel bed

Increase Bacteria

• Increase temperature lets bacteria grow
• Livestock, pets, wildlife, and human fecal
matter in river

Increase Evaporation

• Lack of forest/riparian cover in uplands and
lowlands
• Increase temperature and sediment in
waterways increases evaporation

Decrease “recharge”

• Disconnected floodplain
• Sediment clogs the exchange of water
• Lack of side-channels, pools, and functioning
wetlands

Higher flows in winter,
lower flows in summer

• Lack of forest/riparian cover in uplands and
lowlands
• Lack of side-channels, pools, and functioning
wetlands

South Fork Nooksack River Watershed:
Temperature and Hydrology

Jezra Beaulieu
Water Resources Specialist
Nooksack Natural Resources
January 2017

Temperature and Hydrology Information – SF Nooksack
•

•

•
•
•

•
•

Although increases in average temperature overtime may seem small, salmonids and other aquatic life
are very sensitive to these small changes. As much as 0.5°C (0.9°F) can alter life stage timing and
duration thereby affecting feeding behavior and growth.
Water year 2015 was indicative of what is projected for the future with regards to low streamflow and
high temperatures: higher temperatures and lower streamflow in the summer, and higher
temperatures, less snowpack, and more flooding in the winter.
Monthly average temperature at Saxon Rd. has increased 3-5°C (5.5-9°F) since 2009 (Figure 1).
Temperature at Potter Road is usually on average 3° C (5.5°F) greater than at Saxon Road, indicating
there is heat loading occurring between the sites (Figure 2).
Both Saxon and Potter Road locations frequently exceed beneficial use criteria during summer months.
Similarly, in 2013, SF at Acme Rd exceeded standards (16 deg C) 100% of the time from July 1 through
August 31st, and in 2014 exceeded standards 93% of the time. The SF near the confluence exceeded
standards 100% from July 1st through August 31st in both 2013 and 2014.
Maximum June-October temperature at Acme Bridge has increased since 1999 (Figure 3).
Lowest discharge on record at Saxon Road was approximately 70 cfs in July of 2015. Generally the
lowest flow is near 130 cfs and occurs in August. Monthly average July discharge from 2009-2016 is
467 cfs, compared to the monthly average of 94 cfs in 2015. Average August discharge from 20092016 is 189 cfs, compared to the record low August average discharge of 122 cfs in 2016 (Figure 4).
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Figure 1. Monthly average temperature at the Saxon Road USGS station from 2009-2016.
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Figure 2. Instantaneous temperature at Saxon Road and Potter Road collected by NNR from 2009-2016.

South Fork Acme Bridge: June-Oct
26

y = 0.0839x - 147.04
R² = 0.05601

24

Temperature (°C)

22
20
18
16
14
12
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Figure 3. Annual maximum temperature from June to October for the South Fork at Acme Bridge.
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Figure 4. Average August streamflow at Saxon Road USGS station from 2009-2016.
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INPUT WORKSHEET SFNR Watershed Group Meeting 2.22.17
Your Name: ________________________________________________
Your Occupation/Association (how would you like to be listed on the roster?

Would you be willing to have your email printed on the roster? Yes: _________ No: __________

PROCESS
1. Do you have any remaining questions or concerns about the process? Any suggestions?

WATER QUALITY AND QUANTITY
1. What have you noticed about how water quality and/or quantity has changed over the years?
(changes you have noticed in the river, creeks, or in your work – irrigating, drilling wells, etc.)

2. What are your biggest concerns about water quantity and/or water quality?

3. What questions do you have about water quantity and water quality? What information is needed?

GOALS, PRINCIPLES, AND OBJECTIVES
1. How comfortable are you with the DRAFT Goals, Principles, and Objectives? (check one)
o
o
o
o

Very comfortable
Reasonably comfortable – close enough!
I can live with it as-is, but would prefer this change:_____________________________________
I disagree strongly with some language, and here is my suggested alternative:

___________________________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________________________
COLORED CARD SYSTEM FOR DETERMINING LEVEL OF AGREEMENT
o I liked this approach
o It was okay…. I can work with this approach
o This approach did not work for me, and here is my suggestion for improvement:
__________________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________________

What did you like best about this evening’s meeting? How could it have been
improved?

