
 
Lead Entity Citizen’s Committee Meeting 

August 6, 2025, 9:00am-12:00pm 

16650 State Route 536, Mount Vernon and via Zoom 

Meeting Minutes Draft  
 

LECC Members: Brian Lanouette (Upper Skagit Indian Tribe), Marcus Reaves (Washington 

Department of Fish and Wild Life), Amy Fenlon (Wildcat Steelhead Club), Devin Smith (SRSC 

representing the Sauk-Suiattle Indian Tribe), John Stein (Citizen and farmer), Andy Haas (Seattle 

City Light), Michael Kirshenbaum (Skagit Land Trust), Emmett Wild, (Skagit Conservation 

District), Mark Knutzen (Citizen and retired farmer), Heather Spore (Swinomish Indian Tribal 

Community), Pat Stevenson (Skagit Fisheries Enhancement Group), Iris Carias (City of Mount 

Vernon—left at 10:30), Owen Peth (Western Washington Agricultural Association)  

TRC Member (non-voting): Alex Richard (WDFW) 

Staff: Keeley Mathis (Skagit Watershed Council, notes), Aundrea McBride (Executive Director, 

Skagit Watershed Council), Megan Corbiere (Skagit Watershed Council)  

Public: Emily Derenne (Skagit County) 

 

Decisions underlined; attachment (#); *action items bold 

 

Beginning Business 

➢ Convened at 9:08am. 

➢ For the purposes of this LECC meeting, quorum is considered those present because the 

business of the committee cannot be delayed. Thirteen of the thirteen members were 

present and eleven are eligible to vote. 

➢ Introductions and agenda review. 

o John made a motion to approve the agenda, Emmett seconded. Brian abstained. 

Owen and Iris were not eligible to vote. None opposed and the agenda was 

approved.  

➢ Approved meeting minutes 

o John made a motion to approve meeting minutes from July. Emmett seconded. 

Amy and Brian abstained. Owen and Iris were not eligible to vote. None opposed 

and the motion was approved.  

 



 

Potential Conflict of Interest Matrix 

➢ The matrix from last meeting was reviewed and re-approved. 

o Heather made a motion to approve the potential conflict of interest matrix. 

Michael seconded. Brian abstained. Owen and Iris are not eligible to vote. None 

opposed and the motion was approved.  

 

Public Comment 

➢ None made.  

Reviewing Funding Options 

➢ At our Workshop meeting, Aundrea and Megan were tasked with developing funding 
options that looked at scaling (reducing the scope of projects) and borrowing funds 
from other lead entities to fund more projects on our list than our allocation allows as 
currently ranked. Results from conversations with project sponsors: 

o Each organization agrees to share the burden of reducing costs in keeping with 
our tradition of collaboratively trying to get the best and most projects funded.  

o All sponsors are committed to funding Dunlap because it is a particularly 
important project, part of the Skagit Chinook Recovery Plan, rated as second 
priority in the Hydrodynamic Modeling Project (ERSA), a required component of 
the Intensively Monitored Watershed program, and timed to coincide with the 
USACE work on the jetty.   

o Skagit County can't decrease their ask and still have a viable project at Mill 
Creek. They already decreased it considerably to afford the required match that 
they had not expected to pay due to changing the application from a new 
request to a cost increase on the active project at this site. The proposed 
unfunded portion (Lower Day Slough project) of the County's total request is 
42% of their total organizational request. 

o Skagit County could decrease their request for Lower Day Slough if they are able 
to secure more funds from other sources 

o A percentage of each organization's total request for all their projects is agreed 
to be the fairest.  

o SFEG feels that option 3 is unfair because sponsors made decisions based on the 
wording of the RFP. They are adamantly opposed to option 3 and changing the 
RFP.  

o All agreed that the $147,315 surplus riparian funds should be applied to an 
acquisition project, thus providing more funds to Dunlap. 
 

➢ The three options to fund the top four projects as recommended by the TRC and 
concurred by the LECC are: 



o Option 1a: Scale projects down by 14.01% of the total ask per organization (not 
including #9, Lower Day). Option 1b: Scale projects down by 11.6% of the total 
ask per organization (including #9) 

o Option 2: Borrow money from other lead entities, deferring future projects 
o Option 3: Use riparian funds to fund acquisitions, allowing regular funds to 

trickle down to Dunlap and leaving Riparian projects at the bottom of the list 
partially funded or unfunded.  
 

➢ Discussion about the funding options: 
o Reticence to borrow on principal,  
o Reticence to borrow because it would make next year’s allocation smaller and 

decisions more difficult, especially considering we have already borrowed to 
fund a large acquisition that just closed, 

o Support for borrowing for the cleared projects we have now instead of 
conserving for presumed better projects next year (Aundrea went over projects 
on the four year workplan for next year as a way to predict what projects may 
be submitted in the future),  

o The Lower Day Slough project is important to the community (it is at the 
bottom of the list and not funded) because construction projects are of more 
economic value compared to riparian projects (perceived) and funding the 
project would be a good faith gesture towards the county and outside (farming) 
community, 

o It is important to keep up on maintenance of riparian projects (funding this year 
instead of waiting), 

o Borrowing money when we have the option to do so may be a good plan with 
uncertain funding next year (federal funding is uncertain and the state budget is 
stretched), 

o It is important to follow the technical ranking of projects to ensure scientifically 
grounded prioritization, and 

o We need to mindfully exercise the role of this body to overlay community 
values onto the scientific basis. 

o Acquisition projects are the highest priority and that money is always spent on 
high quality parcels. 
 

➢ Funding scenario summary: 
o To fund the whole list, the total needed is ~$725,000, which we have verified is 

available in riparian funds from other lead entities.  
o To fund only as far as Dunlap on the list (leaving Lower Day unfunded) we need 

$353,260. 
o We can only fund Lower Day if we borrow more money or cut 20% from each 

organization. Sponsors agree that cutting 20% will make projects unviable.  
o If everyone reduced their total ask by 14%, we can fund Dunlap and Lower Day 

Slough by borrowing $248,720. 
 



 

 

Reviewing Project Ranking 

➢ Reviewed process document for looking at the ranked list 
o An LECC member may make a motion to see a project moved up or down on the 

list. Rational must be based on prioritization criteria.  
o Reasons for taking a project off the list: the project no longer meets the criteria 

in the RFP, the project did not address the LECC comments in the information 
sharing meeting, there is insufficient funding available to fund projects ranked 
low on the list.  

 
Reranking Dunlap 
Because Dunlap is in the Skagit Chinook Recovery Plan meaning that it has been identified as an 
important project and it is the priority of the SWC to implement the Chinook Recovery Plan; we 
have done a lot of work in the South fork but less in the North fork; Dunlap is one of the few 
projects where we can see benefits that don’t need any change to private land; the project will 
make existing/planned projects to the north more effective in supporting fish (Smokehouse, 
Swinomish Channel Fill Removal), there was a motion to move Dunlap to position #3 on the 
ranked list (making Mill Creek #4). Heather, Devin, and Brian abstained. Iris and Owen are not 
eligible to vote. None opposed and the motion was approved by consensus.  
 
Reranking Lower Day 
Based on community value of the considering economic benefits of projects, the intention to 
demonstrate good faith to the community, and to increase the probability that this project is 
competitive for other funding sources, Devin made a motion to move Lower Day Slough up to 
#5 on the list. Heather seconded. Brian abstained. Owen and Iris were not eligible to vote. None 
opposed and the motion was approved. This reranking is contingent upon a funding approach 
that funds the whole list. 
 
Final List Approval 
Heather made a motion to approve the ranked list from the TRC as revised by the LECC (see 
below). Devin seconded. Brian abstained. Owen and Iris are not eligible to vote. None opposed 
and the motion was approved.  
 
Approval of Funding Approach 
John made a motion to defer future projects in the amount of $248,720 and reduce funding by 
14% for each project sponsor to fund the whole list. Emmett seconded (see the attached list). 
Amy opposed. Brian abstained. Owen and Iris were not eligible to vote. The motion was 
approved.  
 
Minority opinion-One member opposed borrowing any money at all and couldn’t support any 
proposal including borrowed money. Others also had reservations about borrowing money but 
prioritized funding all projects. All were supportive of Amy opposing the loan based on her 



principles. Each project made concessions and gave up parts of their projects to reduce costs so 
that there was less money borrowed overall.  
 

LECC Rank PRISM # Project 
Reduced Request 

from LECC 

1 25-1167 Skagit Watershed Habitat Acquisition 2025 SCL  $        429,964  

2 25-1166 Skagit Watershed Habitat Acquisition 2025 SLT  $        429,964  

3 25-1159 
 IMW Dunlap Causeway Reconnection 
Preliminary Design  

 $        600,000  

4 23-1182 Mill Creek Bridge Design  $        527,000  

5 25-1165 Lower Day Slough Culvert GN31 Construction  $        248,720  

6 25-1161 2025 Collab Riparian Maint & Plant Skagit Sloughs  $        372,183  

7 25-1160 
2025 Riparian Maint - Nookachamps, Skiyou, 
Savage 

 $           91,334  

8 25-1168 2025 Riparian Maint - Marblemount, Day  $           95,047  

9 25-1169 2025 Collaborative Riparian Stewardship - Hansen  $        150,000  

*pink = acquisition, blue = design/construction, green = riparian 
 

Low flows in Hansen Creek 

This item was tabled due to lack of time. Aundrea noted that there would be a science talk in 
December on this topic and that WDFW and SRSC would reach out to Amy. 
 

Returned Funds Decision 

Decisions regarding funding options for Knotweed and Pressentin projects from 2024 
➢ Last year two projects were identified to receive surplus funds, but it was not possible to 

increase the contract amounts due to timing. The LECC chose to prioritize those projects 
for any returned funds that come in. They are also eligible to apply for RCO for cost 
increases.  

➢ Michael made a motion to prioritize funding for Pressentin and Knotweed for returned 
funds as specified in the 2024 LECC minutes. Emmett seconded. Amy and Brian 
abstained. Iris and Owen are not eligible to vote. None opposed and the motion was 
approved.  

 

Photos and Statements for Newsletter 



➢ Photo was taken of the LECC, not showing Pat and Iris, who attended virtually.  

➢ SWC asked for written statements from the LECC members to include in an article for 

the Annual Report. Statements will be anonymous and are intended to add personal 

appeal to the story. Statements are due August 15th. 

 
Adjourned at 12:19pm 
 

Upcoming Meetings:   

January 6, 2026, 11:30-12:30, Program Guide and RFP 

February 3rd, 2026, 11:30-12:30, Program Guide and RFP 

April 7, 2026, 11:30-12:30, Four Year Work Plan 

May 5, 2026, 11:30-12:30, Four Year Work Plan 


