




 

 

Public Works Department                                          Memorandum 

DATE:      April 8, 2009                 

TO: Jerry Shuster, Project Manager and Fiscal Agent for Greater Lake 
Ballinger Watershed Strategic Action Plan    

FROM: Jared S. Bond, Surface Water And Environmental Program 
Manager 

SUBJECT:  City of Lynnwood comments on Technical Memorandum 2 

 

The City of Lynnwood has no comments to offer on Technical Memorandum 2. 

 

 





















Pg 16. There should be a more complete discussion of water quality and habitat 
conditions in the basin. This discussion was limited to phosphorus for Lake Ballinger and 
degraded water quality and habitat conditions in McAleer Creek. Types and amounts of 
degradation should be specified so that Service Criteria can be more clearly defined and 
actions can target specific criteria and ranked accordingly. 
 
Pg 23 & 33. Installation of LID BMP’s for retrofits are only considered as a highly 
ranked potential action (long-term) for addressing water quality and habitat of the lake 
and the creek. LID BMP retrofit implementation did not rank highly for reduction of 
flooding at the Lake or downstream. With increased emphasis under NPDES permits and 
FEMA floodplain permits requiring LID for water quality and runoff reduction; LID 
implementation should have ranked higher for flooding reduction. 
 
Pg 23 & 33. It isn’t clear why “Design and build LID, BMP’s” is listed as a long-term 
action, meaning the ability to be funded, constructed, and implemented. It seems like 
LID/BMP actions could easily fall into short, medium, and long-term time frames. By 
implementing these types of projects in the short term, the earlier the basin can begin to 
recover lost hydrologic processes and decrease the need for capital projects in the long  
term. 
 
Pg 33. There are no short-medium term actions that will immediately begin to address the 
water quality/habitat issues. Both Lake and Creek Issues are proposed to be addressed by 
implementing NPDES, monitoring, and developing a plan. The only actual action item is 
the long term proposal to design and build LID BMP’s for retrofits. There should be more 
emphasis on immediate actions that could be monitored for effectiveness. 
 
Pg 29. 5.2: Evaluation of LID actions for flow control using one LID technique such as 
raingardens implemented over an entire basin is unrealistic. Generally a suite of LID 
actions intended to work in concert would provide the greatest benefit in providing 
increased infiltration and flood reduction. Evaluating LID at a watershed scale and 
increasing the scale of a suite of actions may provide more benefit than implementing one 
small scale action on a parcel by parcel basis. 
 
Pg 33. Table 3: Most of the proposed flood reduction actions are based on dealing with 
increased amounts of runoff. These proposed flooding reduction actions only address 2 
out of the 7 causes of identified causes of flooding (pg16). There should be increased 
emphasis on implementing solutions that are watershed process based and target the 
cause of flooding. Actions that achieve more than one goal and address flooding, water 
quality and habitat improvements should rank higher. 

 
Evapotranspiration and groundwater are both major components of the water budget in 
the basin as discussed in detail in Tech Memo #1. They are also the components that have 
been altered the most from forested condition. The study states that the water balance will 
not be restored without eliminating impervious surfaces and replanting to reestablish 
native vegetation and soils. There should be increased emphasis on actions that restore a 
functioning water balance. 



Tom Murdoch Statement 

  

Tom Murdoch – Adopt A Stream Foundation. 

“Sadly, It appears that the Mac /Lyon cities and Snohomish County have moved in the 
direction I predicted...to move water downstream without regard to the ecosystem.     
 
“…past land use actions (commercial, industrial, and residential development) that they  
(the respective cities and Sno Co) have approved have resulted in both Mac/Lyon 
Creeks being unsuitable for contact recreation (documented by numerous reports at 
WDOE +Snohomish County SWM), and that high runoff caused by poorly planned 
development has led to considerable erosion and sedimentation.  The cumulative 
effects have been the degradation of salmon runs in both watersheds.... including the 
destruction of the King Salmon and Steelhead populations. 
 
“….recommendations include:   

• Provide City/County Capital Improvement funds in the form of grants and 
technical assistance to owners of existing developed property to retro-fit 
those properties to reduce runoff; and   

• require all new development to meet or exceed LID standards established 
by WDOE.    

“These actions address existing and future stormwater runoff problems in the 
watershed.  

“For those that think LID and other environmental-friendly solutions are  not fast 
enough, I think that by directing CIP Funds in the form of grants and technical 
assistance to owners of existing developed properties as an incentive to ‘retro-fit’ their 
properties to reduce runoff in combination with a LID requirement on new development 
there will be rapid measurable results.  How fast depends on how well the 
grant/technical assistance program is funded and presented to the public, and how it is 
implemented. 
 
“If this grant/technical assistance program is funded with the dollars that would be 
directed to installation of a bypass pipe, along with other funds that are ‘in the pipeline’ 
for larger pipes to accommodate increased runoff, you will have a good starting point for 
financial assistance.  In turn, those funds can be used by the city as matching funds for 
grants to increase the available funds.   And the ‘pot’ can be increased further by 
directing a % of the city’s storm water utility fees into this fund on an annual basis.  
 



“Envision every household in the McAleer Creek watershed installing rain gardens and 
or rain barrels – two not very expensive options for existing landowners that could be 
done very quickly.  Envision further that 30% to 50% or more of the watershed residents 
convert their lawns into native plant landscapes to ‘help save McAleer Creek Salmon’ – 
another inexpensive stormwater control measure.     
 
“Next,  as the 20-year old commercial developments near the outlet of Lake Ballenger 
think about remodels, they will take advantage of the opportunity to keep their costs low 
by using grant funds from the city to assist them with the installation of green roofs on 
their buildings and porous pavement in their parking lots – as soon as the first project is 
completed and promoted, you will have many others follow suit.   
 
“The program envisioned above will snowball and become a model for the rest of the 
State to follow – that should be attractive to the elected officials.  What Joe (OTAK) is 
recommending will solve a flooding problem for a few folks at great public expense and 
the sacrifice of what’s left of the McAleer Creek salmon run...in my view that is a very 
unappealing option.” 

 



Watershed forum 3.24.09 
 
 
 My name is Barbara Sharkey.  I live in Sheridan Beach in Lake Forest Park. Our 

house is the first one moving away from the creek that doesn’t flood, but we have 

experienced six inches of backed-up sewage through our entire downstairs in both the 

‘96/97 and ‘07 storms.  I am speaking for myself, although I am a new board member of 

the neighborhood association, responsible for, ironically enough, personal safety, fire and  

. . . . sewage.  

 I understand why some of you would object to the Lyon Creek improvements 

being included in Tech Memo 2, and also why our Mayor Dave would object so 

strenuously to your objections as he tries to represent his flooded constituents, who are a 

fairly cranky group about the state of things fifteen months out from one storm and over 

twelve years out from the other.  It’s hard for me to convey the frustration of having a 

beautiful little stream so small you can practically jump across it most of the time, 

causing so much damage to 30-40 homes at the drop of a hat. The anxiety in the 

neighborhood this past winter was really unbearable. Every time “heavy rains” were in 

the forecast, most of us were out with our flashlights checking the stream constantly and 

feeling sick at our stomachs.  You didn’t know whether to go move everything up out of 

the basement and grab the sandbags at the end of the street or not.  

 From my perspective, Otak’s attribution of 20-30% of the flood coming from 

McAleer is probably about right and still offers some hope to us.   Reducing flood levels 

by that much would have to help, and could be the difference for several homes. So Lake 

Forest Park needs to continue to be a cooperative partner in the Ballinger/McAleer 

Watershed Forum.  The solutions are not just going to be at the top at Lake Ballinger and 



at the bottom at the mall, but in incremental changes in water strategies all long the 

watershed path . . . even if we can’t put in those 34,000 rain barrel systems. 

 However, I would ask our upstream neighbors for compassion and understanding 

of our predicament, and the inclusion of some Lyon solutions, specifically the culverts at 

the mall.  If you took the walking tour last month, think of the fire station at the edge of 

the mall.  Literally:  at their back/side door, behind the fence and the four foot tall wall of 

sandbags, they have Lyon Creek.  At their front door, just across the road, they have 

McAleer.   When the firefighters came back from one of their calls during the early 

morning hours of Dec. 3, they discovered the station was flooding.  And this wasn’t a 

Moses and the Red Sea event with a dry path between two rivers of water, one marked 

McAleer and the other marked Lyon.  Our area is in the basin of two overlapping 

watersheds and I don’t know how someone can definitively take a can of spray paint and 

say, this is the line between them. 

 Accordingly, I would ask that Figure 2-9 on p. 22 be redrawn to more accurately 

convey the stream paths.  As it is, it makes it look like at the fire station, the distance 

between the two is the same as it is where they exit into Lake Washington.  In fact, I 

think they’re about 100 yards apart by the station, and probably .2 or 3. of a mile apart on 

the lake shore.  Although it is just a schematic, the figure perpetuates the idea that these 

are two distinctly different systems. 

   The tech memo is a great start and I learned a lot from it.  Now when my 

neighbors ask, “Can’t they just lower Ballinger by half a foot in the winter?”  I can say, 

“Sure, when would you like the 35 million gallons of water to start flowing through your 

back yard?”    



  Let’s keep working together to get the job done right and completely, from top to 

bottom and sideways and all parts in between.  



Lake Ballinger Watershed Forum 
March 24, 2009 
 
Mark Phillips 
Co-chair, Lake Forest Park Streamkeepers 
Co-chair, Lake Forest Park Environmental Quality Commission 
 
I am a member of Lake Forrest Park Streamkeepers and the Lake Forest Park Environmental 
Quality Commission, although my comments today do not reflect any official positions of either 
of those organizations. Given my participation in those organizations, I tend to look at the 
flooding problem from an ecosystem, and habitat, point of view. The Lake Ballinger and 
McAleer and Lyon Creek habitat problems are fairly well known; some are directly related to 
flooding, and all are associated with stormwater runoff.  
 
I am most familiar with the habitat problems of the two streams. Both are listed on the 
Department of Ecology’s 303d list of impaired waters. Lyon Creek is listed because of high levels 
of fecal coliform bacteria, and McAleer Creek is listed for fecal coliform levels and low levels of 
dissolved oxygen. Both bacteria and low dissolved oxygen can be linked to animal and human 
waste as well as nutrients from fertilizers being washed into the streams. 
 
Increasing acidity has been noted in both streams, although pH test results are generally still 
within state standards. 
 
Sediments in Lyon Creek have been found to contain high levels of DDE, a product of DDT, now 
banned. This chemical is toxic to insects and other animals that live in the streambed, and 
becomes toxic to fish and other stream inhabitants when sediments are disturbed during high 
water flow events. King County has found increasing conductivity of the water in both streams, 
indicating dissolved substances. Lyon Creek is under study by NOAA as part of its investigation 
of a phenomenon called “pre-spawn mortality” in which returning female coho salmon die within 
hours of entering most streams in Western Washington. Elevated levels of pyrene, nickel, 
combustion products, plastic chemical residues and lube oils have been noted on McAleer Creek. 
 
Both King County and the Lake Forest Park Streamkeepers have conducted inventories of aquatic 
insects on McAleer and Lyon Creeks. This type of monitoring is generally considered to give a 
true insight into stream health, as it looks at the numbers and types of creatures that actually live 
in the stream. Results for both streams consistently fall in the Poor to Very Poor range. Excessive 
sedimentation from erosion is a major factor in poor results. 
 
Considering the possible actions described in Technical Memo #2, ideally, I would like to see 
properties purchased to provide immediate relief to residents and businesses that can expect 
additional flooding in the future, and full wetland restoration in those locations. That would 
certainly buy time to address the longer-term issue of controlling stormwater runoff into Lake 
Ballinger and throughout the watershed. If the buy-out option is not feasible, flood-proofing 
measures might afford some relief. 
 
One possible action that I think we would all like to see in place now, if we could wave a magic 
wand, is low impact development (LID), the variety of techniques that allow precipitation to be 
absorbed at or near the point at which it falls. The discussion in Technical Memo #2 includes 
requiring LID on new projects, and retrofitting LID features on developed properties. This would 
involve installing bioswales and other water retention features on streets, replacing parking lots, 
driveways and sidewalks with pervious surfaces, installing rain gardens on residential,  
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Mark Phillips 
Lake Washington Watershed Forum 
March 24, 2009 
 
commercial and public properties, and extensive revegetation, possibly including green roofs – 
throughout the watershed, not just around Lake Ballinger. 
 
While the value of LID is discussed in the memo, it is not reflected in the list of potential actions 
(Table 3), due to the perceived length of time needed to implement. It is true that complete 
retrofitting of the watershed area might take 50 years or longer, but I believe that significant 
progress could be made in a much shorter period of time. I would urge the jurisdictions making 
up the Lake Ballinger Watershed Forum to make the LID strategy paramount, starting 
immediately, with the goal of reducing stormwater runoff by 30-50% over the next 10 years. That 
would mean providing incentives such as financial assistance and technical expertise, as well as 
strong community education. In a similar vein, each jurisdiction should move aggressively to 
implement its NPDES permit. 
 
I believe upgrading culverts on lower McAleer and Lyon Creeks should also go forward as 
quickly as possible. 
 
Although it is considered a long-term step, it seems to me that a new weir to better control 
outflow from Lake Ballinger is an idea that deserves further consideration. A weir that was easier 
to operate and had greater range and outflow precision might help to better control lake levels 
while minimizing downstream damage, for example, gradually drawing down lake water prior to 
a major storm event.  
 
On the surface, the proposal for a high flow bypass pipe to divert water from Lyon Creek directly 
to Lake Washington, seems questionable to me. In addition to extensive installation disruptions, 
such a system would require regular maintenance. I hope that other measures can be taken 
relatively quickly to significantly reduce flooding problems, so that a bypass system is not 
necessary. Still, I am not categorically opposed to it. If it were shown that stream habitat would 
not be negatively impacted, and if Fish and Wildlife and other agencies were able to permit 
specific plans, I would support it. 
 
Finally, I would like to thank the Forum and its consultants for their efforts to date. A lot of good 
work has been done to identify and quantify the watershed flooding problem and formulate an 
array of possible solutions. Those problems are certainly not unique to our watershed, but 
representative of situations across the country and the world. It’s really the challenge to see 
whether or not it is possible to maintain surface water quality in urbanized environments. This 
Forum, by virtue of its multi-jurisdictional nature and its decision to address storm runoff at the 
watershed level, is at a great advantage in developing stormwater and flooding solutions that are 
environmentally responsible, and can provide models for other watersheds. 
 



A p p e n d i x  F — P r o j e c t  S e l e c t i o n  a n d  
E v a l u a t i o n  P r o c e s s  

 



January 13, 2009 
 
Greater Lake Ballinger/McAleer Creek Watershed Study 
Alternatives to Address Identified Water Resource Issues 
Project Evaluation Criteria and Supporting Definitions 
 
Introduction 
Based on public input and direction from the Forum and Staff Committee, four primary watershed 
issues have been identified to be addressed in the Greater lake Ballinger/McAleer Creek Watershed 
Study. They include the following: 

A. Lake Ballinger Flooding 
B. Lake Ballinger Water Quality/Habitat 
C. Downstream Flooding  
D. Downstream Water Quality/Habitat 

 
For each of these primary watershed issues, specific goals, objectives and causes have been identified 
and are presented in Table 1. Potential actions have also been identified to address each issue.  The 
potential actions and the results of the preliminary evaluation are presented in Tables 2, 3, 4 and 5 
for issues A, B, C and D, respectively. 
 
Highest ranked flood reduction alternatives (Tables 2 and 4) from the evaluation will be subjected to 
additional review; and the more feasible actions will be recommended for additional 
engineering/cost review, ultimately, for inclusion in the recommended Strategic Plan.   
 
Due to the importance to the entities and citizens in the watershed, water quality/habitat issues and 
potential actions to address those issues have been identified and evaluated as a part of the initial 
study activities.  Due to the shortage of needed technical information, further analysis of the water 
quality/habitat issues will need to be performed during future planning programs. Consistent with 
the legislative budget note that authorized funding for this project, this project is primarily designed 
to assess the surface water and groundwater impacts to the level of Lake Ballinger. 
 
The following set of initial evaluation criteria have been developed to record, rate, and rank possible 
options to address the identified issues within the watershed. 
 
Project Selection and Grouping 
Consistent with the Staff Committee and collective current thinking, potential actions have been 
placed into three groups depending on their relatively ability to be funded and 
constructed/implemented: short-term (1-3 years), mid-term (4-6 years), and longer-term (greater 
than 6 years). 
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Ranking and Rating 
Once selected and grouped as to timing for funding and implementation, each potential action has 
been ranked using the following three point evaluation criteria: effectiveness, cost/benefit, and 
constructability. Within each criterion, an option will have the opportunity to score high (5 points), 
medium (3 points), low (1 point); the total amount of possible ranking points is 15. A project is 
considered “good” if it scores between 10 and 15 points; considered “fair,” if it scores between 5 
and 10; and considered “poor” if it scores between 0 and 5.  
 
Evaluation Criteria: Description, Rational, and Definitions 

1. Effectiveness 
This criterion addresses the action’s ability to reduce flooding and/or enhance water 
quality/habitat around the lake and downstream. The primary emphasis at this time will be 
on reducing peak flows at both locations. 
 

2. Cost/Benefit Analysis 
The total cost is important for an action’s ability to be implemented, however, what is even 
more important is the relative benefit received for the cost invested, i.e. cost-effectiveness. 
This criterion addresses the value or benefit(s) (in flow reduction and/or water quality 
enhancement) received for the cost invested. 

 
3. Ability to Implement/Construct  

The ease of construction of a candidate action will play a key role in determining if a project 
is a short-term activity, or must be developed and implemented over a longer period of time. 
This criterion includes such project characteristics as complexity of design, whether it is a 
new or commonly established practice in the industry, if materials and expertise are readily 
available and other types of related topics including if it requires the acquisition of land if 
permitting and regulatory concurrence will be easy or efficiently, if additional design and 
technical studies will be needed, or if it conflicts with established water rights or regional 
watershed or salmon enhancement objectives.  
 
Permitting will be a key consideration for any of these proposed actions to move forward. 
Due to the nature of the work within the natural drainage system, it is likely that permitting 
issues and regulatory approvals will be significant and could tend to be protracted, extending 
out the timing for certain types of projects to be designed and implemented, and increasing 
costs. This criterion takes these regulatory factors and potentially future permitting 
requirements into account. 
 




