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ABSTRACT 
The Hood Canal Watershed Project: 

A Model of Environmental Education 
 

Jeanne J. Kinney 
 
The Hood Canal Watershed Project is a showcase environmental education program for 
Washington State and an example of collaboration between natural resource agencies, the North 
Mason School District, and the citizens of Belfair. This paper documents the environmental 
history of a 72 acre parcel of property that was left, along with a trust fund, to the school district 
to be developed for recreational and athletic purposes for the people of Belfair. An initial 
proposal to build ball fields, a gymnasium and indoor swimming pool was denied because it 
would have involved extensive filling of wetlands. As a result, the school district and members 
of the trust board worked together to use the site as part of an innovative curriculum using the 
environment as an integrating theme, along with passive public recreation opportunities. 
 
The first goal was to provide access to the wetlands by building walkways. Then the goal 
expanded to also provide a project center with classrooms, office space and interpretive displays 
where both students and the public could learn and appreciate this unique setting. Today, the 
Project preserves and protects one of the last undeveloped estuary systems in Washington, and 
has expanded its focus to provide opportunities for environmental learning, research and 
recreation in the associated uplands as well as the wetlands. 
 
This paper examines the physical and historical setting of the area, the development of the 
project and its current status, as well as plans for the future. The organizations that have been key 
players are highlighted, and the interrelationships between the agencies and the Belfair 
community are explored. 
 
The factors that may be unique to this project and therefore difficult to replicate in other 
communities are documented. The first of these is the initial bequest of land and money. 
Secondly, agencies were attracted to the idea because deteriorating water quality in Hood Canal 
focused their attentions on the area, and sufficient land was undeveloped in the surrounding area 
so that agency funding could benefit the entire watershed. Other factors were funding that was 
available for innovative teaching programs because of education reform sweeping the state, and 
leaders within the community who were willing to devote large amounts of time and energy to 
pursuing the dream of an environmental learning center for Belfair. 
 
A final section of the paper examines the concept of sustainable communities and how the Hood 
Canal Watershed Project fits into this concept. A challenge for the future will be to achieve 
financial stability without becoming a victim of its own success. 



  

 

Chapter One
 

The Physical and Historical Setting 

 

Introduction. 
 
In the definitive book, Hood Canal- Splendor At Risk, reporter Christopher Dunagan writes 

 
          At the edge of the Theler Wetlands, a grove of skinny alder trees stood dripping in 
the cold January rain. The soft sounds of a million raindrops muffled other noises, such as 
the slosh of footsteps through an inch of standing water. 
          In the distance, out beyond acres of brown, dormant marsh grass, stood Hood Canal, 
shrouded in the misty rain. Its stony gray color matched the monochrome sky, making it 
impossible to distinguish one from the other. 
          Within these shallows- somewhere between the skinny alders and Lynch Cove- lies 
the innermost point of Hood Canal, some 63 miles from the entrance. 
           Hundreds of species, from ants to otters, from wild rose to willows, make their 
home in and around this place where freshwater flows into saltwater, forming the most 
productive type of ecosystem known on the planet (p.44). 

 
This paper will document the environmental history of a piece of property in the soggy backyard 
of Belfair, Washington, property that was once considered to be a worthless piece of real estate, 
and how it has evolved to become a key wetlands project in the state. Virtually all the natural 
resource agencies in Washington have become involved, collaborating to form innovative 
programs that have broken new ground in developing model environmental learning programs. 
The local school district has integrated its curriculum around the wetlands, creating an innovative 
way of teaching that is winning accolades from across the state. The watershed project is also 
creating an increased environmental awareness as well as a potential source of economic 
revitalization in the Belfair community (Brody, 1991). 
 
The Hood Canal Watershed Project serves as a model of what can be accomplished by 
collaboration between a school district, various federal and state government agencies and a core 
group of tireless volunteers. It began with a goal of providing access to the wetlands by building 
walkways. Then the goal expanded to also provide a project center with two classrooms, office 
space and interpretive displays, where both students and the public could learn and appreciate this 
unique setting. Today, the Project preserves and protects one of the few remaining relatively 



  

 

development, (Appendix A), and researching documents available at the Hood Canal Watershed 
Project Center and material in libraries and public agency sources.  The paper begins with 
descriptions of the physical setting and human development of the area, followed by the history of 
the Watershed Project and sections on each of the organizations that have been or are currently 
involved with the project. The interrelationships of the various agencies is explored, as well as the 
interrelationships between the businesses and community members. 
 
The questions this thesis proposes to answer are “How did the Hood Canal Watershed Project 
develop to the stage it is today, and what are the elements of this program that other communities 
and organizations might use to develop similar programs of their own?” The concluding parts of 
this paper will examine the reproducibility of this program for other communities, and how 
programs like this may fit with communities striving toward sustainability. Sustainability has 
become one of the “buzz-words” of the 90’s, and means different things to different people. For 
this paper, sustainable development is “development that meets the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” as defined by the World 
Commission on Environment and Development (The Brundtland Report, 1987). 
 
Issues such as the quality of life, clean water, economic renewal, sustainable communities, and 
environmental education have become focuses for many communities impacted by economic loss 
due to dwindling natural resources, coupled with shifts in jobs and population. Many communities 
are reexamining how to protect the aspects of their communities that are attractive to visitors and 
residents, while encouraging economic development that can provide jobs now while maintaining 
a basis for jobs tomorrow. This paper will examine one community’s efforts to address some of 
these issues. 
 
The Natural Environment 
 
The Hood Canal Watershed Project is located in Mason County, Washington, in the Lower Hood 
Canal Watershed (fig. 1). Hood Canal is in the shape of a backwards “J”. The hook on the J is 
called The Great Bend, and the small arm of the J constitutes the Lower Hood Canal Watershed. 
The watershed contains about 78,000 acres, or about 122 square miles. The largest single 
landowner is the State of Washington, with over 23,000 acres in the Tahuya State Forest. The area 
is primarily forested; major land uses are commercial tree growing and forest product production. 
The maritime climate is typical of the Puget Sound Trough with mild, wet winters, and cool, dry 
summers. Over 90 percent of the land is covered with glacial soils, chiefly gravelly soils underlain 
by impenetrable tills lying two to three feet below the surface. As the glaciers retreated about 
13,000 years ago, the present topographic features emerged (Lower Hood Canal Environmental 
Education Plan, 1995). 
 
Hood Canal owes its present name to a cartographer’s error. Captain George Vancouver, who was 
the first European to visit this body of water, named it Hood’s Channel, after Admiral Samuel 
Hood who became famous for his naval victories against the United States during the 
Revolutionary War (Brody, 1991).  After his journal entries were transcribed onto charts, the 
channel mistakenly became a canal.  The possessive also vanished over time, leaving us with 
Hood Canal. Actually, it is not a canal or a channel, but a fjord carved out by ice sheets during 



  

 

the last ice age.  About 15,000 years ago, the climate warmed enough that the glaciers retreated, 
Leaving lakes of meltwater behind.  This ancestral body of fresh water was called Lake Hood, and 
it drained to the east through Clifton Outlet (the present town of Belfair originally was called 
Clifton) into today’s Case Inlet. As the glaciers continued to melt, the Straits of Juan de Fuca were 
opened, and water from Lake Hood drained northward, combining with the seawater of Puget 
Sound. Water levels dropped and today Case Inlet is no longer connected with Hood Canal. The 
lake has become a saltwater fjord (Mueller, 1997). 
 
Major subdrainages in the watershed include the Union River, Tahuya River, Mission Creek, Little 
Mission Creek, Stimson Creek, and Shoofly Creek.  Over 100 miles of salmon spawning streams 
are found in the watershed (fig.2).  Scattered throughout are numerous lakes and wetlands which 
provide fish and wildlife habitat, protect water quality and provide some natural flood 
control. - 

 

At the head of the Canal are tidelands and wetlands, some of which comprise the Hood Canal 
Watershed Project.  One part is the Theler Wetlands owned by the North Mason School District. 
This 72 acre parcel contains three of the five kinds of wetlands: the estuary- salt marsh, freshwater 
swamp, and riverine wetlands. The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife owns and 
administers an adjoining 63 acre parcel of riverine wetlands along the Union River in cooperation 
with the Theler Wetlands. 
 
Over 150 species of plants are found, including Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii), Western Red 
Cedar (Thujaplicata), Red Alder (Alnus rubra), Big-leaf Maple (Acer macrophilum) and Cascara 
(Rhamnuspurshiana) (Bunten and Sluss, l991).  The old growth forest was cut in the 1920’s and  
30’s, and the present forest is second and third generation.  Understory shrubs, including 
Rhododendron (Rhododendron macrophyllum), Salal (Gaultheria shallon), Evergreen 
Huckleberry ( Vaccinium ovatum) and fern (Polypodiaceae spp.) are abundant, and support a 
local brush picking industry. 
 
Over 50 species of mammals, 21 species of reptiles and amphibians and over 40 species of birds 
occur within the area.  Chinook (Oncorhyncus tshawytcha), Coho (0. Idsutch), Pink (0. gorbuscha) 
and three stocks of Chum salmon (0. keta), as well as cutthroat trout (Salmo clarki) and Steelhead 
(S. gairdneri) are still found in the area’s steams and lakes, although not as plentifully as in the 
historic past (Lower Hood Canal Environmental Education Plan, 1995, Hood Canal Salmon 
Enhancement Group, 1996). 
 
En an Environmental Impact Statement which was prepared for the Theler Community Center in 
1980, the area was divided into seven biological zones with characteristic soils and specific 
dominant vegetation species.  As shown in figure 3, these areas are: 
 1. Uplands 5. Alder Swamp 
 2. Alder/Cedar Swamp 6. Upper Tidal Marsh 
 3. Meadow/Existing Fill 7. Lower Tidal Marsh 
 4. Non-Tidal Marsh 



  

 

These zones do not include the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife lands along the 
Union River, which contain riverine wetlands (Dees and Assoc., 1990). It is this variety of 
biological zones within a relatively small geographical area that adds to the uniqueness of the site, 
and its value for educational and passive recreational use. 
 
History of the Area 
 
The First People 
 
The first human arrivals to the Hood Canal area were hunters and gatherers who may have come at 
intervals between 12,500 and 3,500 years ago via land bridges that opened up between North 
America and Asia during the warmer periods in the late Pleistocene (Kruckeberg, 1991). The 
marine Indian culture developed along local shorelines between 5000 and 3000 years ago. It was 
their descendants who were noted by Captain Vancouver on his voyage of exploration for a 
northwest passage to Hudson Bay. 
 
Both sides of Hood Canal originally were inhabited by the Twana Indians, divided into three 
bands, the Du-hlelips, Skokomish, and Kolsids, according to the Reverend Myron Eells, a minister 
who lived among the Twana (The Twana Chemakum and Klallum Indians of Washington 
Territory, 1887 in Brody, 1991).  He said the word “Twana” was believed to mean a portage, 
coming from the portage between Hood’s Canal and the main waters of the Sound, where they 
could carry canoes three miles and avoid paddling 50 miles around the peninsula. 
 
Skokomish means “River People”, derived from their settlement at the mouth of the Skokomish 
River which empties into the canal.  Approximately 1000 people of 3-5 different bands were 
scattered around what they called tuwa’duxqlsi’dakw- the Twana’s saltwater.  Before the end of 
the 19th century, the bands were all called Skokomish after the river where their 4000 acre 
reservation was located and where most of their depleted population settled. 
 
Reporter Gene Yoachum interviewed elders of the Skokomish tribe about their lives along Hood 
Canal in the early 1900’s (Brody, 1991). Hood Canal was the main transportation route for the 
indigenous peoples of the area.  Lawrence Webster, elder of the Skokomish tribe, tells of a month 
long fishing trip his family took in about 1904. Their canoe was large enough for four adults, three 
children and all their camping equipment. They spent the month living in canvas tents along the 
Canal, sleeping on cattail mats and fishing each day. They took advantage of the tides and winds 
to speed their journeys along the Canal. The area was rich in salmon, which was smoked to 
preserve it through the winter. Irene Purser, of the Port Gamble S’Klallum tribe, remembers her 
family’s canoe, large enough for a bed in the middle for the children to sleep in, with room on 
either end for adults to sit and paddle. “In those days, you could go where you wanted to dig clams 
or go fishing. It was an important part of daily life” (Brody, 1991). 
 
Eells and others recorded Twana names for 32 different places on the river and 146 on the canal, 
including some special spots that were to be avoided lest the salmon people become offended and 
not return. This intimate relationship with their natural surroundings upon which they relied for 
their relatively prosperous existence was shared by all the Coastal Salish and other tribes 



  

 

throughout the Northwest Pacific Coast.  The Salish and other Pacific Coast people had wealth 
based cultures. Status was achieved partly from the redistribution of wealth in the potlatch 
ceremony and it was felt that the children of the wealthy particularly needed to participate in the 
ceremony of giving away their wealth. By sharing all that they owned, they were forced to admire 
the simplicity of their lives (Brody, 1991). 
 
Present day Skokomish tell the story of how their ancestors came to live at the head of Hood 
Canal. A Tribal member from a settlement north of the forks of the Skokomish River went on a 
journey to collect clams. He was traveling in a new 50’ shovel-nosed canoe which he had built by 
hand with help from his friends. That night as he lay sleeping on the shore of the canal, his new 
canoe drifted off into the night. Devastated at this loss, he searched for many days, finally finding 
his canoe at the headwaters of Hood Canal, where the fresh water of the Union River mixes with 
the salt of the canal. The area was abundant with fish, shellfish, and game. 
 
Upon returning to his village, he told the others about his adventure and the rich land he had seen. 
His whole community joined him in relocating to this area. These people became known as the 
“people of Duhlehap” which means “where the [Union] river meets saltwater  [Hood Canal]” 
(Merrill, 1997). 
 
By 1841, a large permanent camp of the Duhelap tribe lived at the mouth of Mission Creek, where 
Belfair State Park is now.  The Duhelap people lived mostly on fish, shellfish, and berries that are 
plentiful in the area.  They also hunted in the Union River Valley and along Bear Creek, where the 
namesake mammals were numerous (Merrill, 1997). 
 
The Native American link is being re-forged at the Hood Canal Wetlands Project.  A hand-crafted 
reproduction of the traditional canoes essential to life on the water graces the entrance to the 
Center.  Skokomish names identify native plants along with their scientific and English names in 
the native plant garden.  Magnificent carvings of totems and birds accentuate the grounds.  This is 
part of a cooperative program between tribal members and the Center to reestablish the link 
between humans and their environment, and to reestablish the Skokomish presence at the site. 
 
During construction of part of the trail system, artifacts were discovered along the banks of the 
Union River which give further evidence of early Skokomish use of the site.  An archeological 
survey was conducted after discovery of fragments of a stone maul, modified cobble, and small 
burnt bone.  Other artifacts were clamshells, a fire-cracked rock, a fire hearth, and two large, flat 
rocks of the type used for furniture. 
 
Charles Luttrell of Eastern Washington University’s Archaeological and Historical Services 
indicated that “the site appears to be a prehistoric campsite, but based on the visible cultural 
artifacts associated with the locale, may possibly be a habitation site.”  The area was the trailhead 
for historic traits leading to Sinclair Inlet and to Case Inlet. 
 
Plans for the future include an in-depth archaeological study of the area, possibly using volunteer 
labor to restore the site to the way it looked when it was active.  The discovered artifacts may be 
someday displayed at the Mary E. Theler Exhibit Building.  The Skokomish tribe will help in 



  

 

interpretative displays of the site and in deciding the fate of the trail that was originally planned to 
pass through the area (Belfair Herald, April, 1992). 
 
There is debate between anthropologists about the impact of Stone Age hunters on the populations 
of mammoths, mastodons, ground sloths, native horses and camels. It may be over-predation that 
lead to extinction of so many species of large mammals at the same time that the hunters appeared, 
or it may be due to more complex factors.  In any case, extinction of many large mammal species 
may have caused indigenous peoples to change from strictly hunting to foraging locally for fish, 
meat, berries, roots and fiber, with the result that early humans became less nomadic (Kruckeberg, 
1991). 
 
The groups who succeeded the hunters and gathers lived much of the year in large villages, 
alternating life in the village for seasonal expeditions for food and materials. The arrival of 
European settlers brought a new wave of impacts on the land and water habitats, and as one 
culture dominated another, the impact on environments increased profoundly. At the time of 
European arrival, the Indians maintained a fairly sustainable existence. They impacted and 
modified their environment, just as all living things modify their surroundings, particularly by use 
of fire to clear land and minor cultivation of preferred foods. However, accommodation, not 
overkill was the way of life. Natural events such as fires, volcanism and the changing postglacial 
climate caused greater changes than the Indians themselves (Kruckeberg, 1991). 
 
European Settlement 
 
Lt. Augustus Case was probably the first American to visit the estuary where the headwaters of 
Hood Canal meet the mouth of the Union River. He arrived June 2, 1841, while traveling with a 
survey crew as part of the Wilkes Expedition which explored the western coast of North America 
and numerous islands of the Pacific, between 1838 and 1842 (Merrill, 1997). 
 
In 1855, the Indians acceded to the Point No Point Treaty with the U.S. government, giving up 
some of their lands, in exchange for promises of a school and access to the end of Hood Canal 
lands and the Skokomish River and delta. Later, they were told they had to choose between the 
end of the canal and the river delta. They selected the delta, because of better salmon fishing 
(Gov.’s Council on E.E., 1997). 
 
By the 1860’s, more and more settlers were claiming land under the Homestead Act. Settlers could 
file on 160 acre tracts, and their wives could also claim 160 acres then obtain title by removing 
timber, clearing the land, and building a home. The first settlers filed claims at the end of Hood 
Canal between 1864-1869. 
 
During this time, about 600 acres of land on the south side of Hood Canal near where the Union 
River enters Hood Canal was homesteaded by Alfred Jones and John Donohue. They later sold to 
the Puget Mill Company, which by this time had acquired extensive holdings in the Lynch Cove 
area. 
 
Another early settler was John McReavy who farmed and logged in the area. According to his 
daughter, Helen McReavy Andersen’s (1960) account, “he swamped a road to the ‘Head of the 



  

 

Canal, later called Clifton and now Belfair. He loaded his (logging) outfit on sleds and moved his 
camp to Union River where he logged continuously until 1886, then sold out to the same Puget 
Mill Company from whom he had purchased an outfit twenty-five years before. 
 
To supply the camp with hay and vegetables, John cleared and diked about 400 acres which in the 
nineties was quite a famous farm. He called the camp “The Union River Logging and Railroad 
Company”. 
 
Helen Anderson (1960) also cites a history of Belfair which says “John McReavy’s logging 
operation and railroad was the first commercial enterprise of importance in Clifton. The railroad 
was a crude affair of wooden rails stripped with metal and the wide cars with flanged wooden 
wheels were propelled by oxen, but it was a railroad none the less. It never was very long, not over 
a few miles at most, but as Mr. McReavy is said to have said in defense of its shortness “just look 
how wide it is’ as the track was of much more than standard gauge.” 
 
After McReavy sold the farm to the Puget Mill Company, it became known as The Company 
Farm, and sold eggs, butter, milk, chicken, beef, pork, fruits and vegetables to the many logging 
camps operating along the Canal. They also raised oxen and horses for use in the farms and 
logging camps, and hay and grain to feed the livestock. During haying season, the horses and 
wagons had to cross the Union River to reach the barn. The pilings are still visible today from the 
River Estuary trail at the wetlands (Merrill, 1997). Part of the area now known as the Theler 
Wetlands was once a farm owned by Joe Jordon in the 1930’s. In the early 1950’s, the barn still 
stood at the head of the salt marsh (Lippy, 1998). 
 
Beginning with McReavy, the first of the dikes were built to drain the estuary at the mouth of the 
Union River and convert the land to farmland or pasture. In some respects, Lynch Cove was 
luckier than most, because the longest dike was not maintained and saltwater has refilled much of 
the drained land. 
 
With the current emphasis on preserving wetlands, it is difficult to imagine that a century ago, the 
director of the American Health Association proposed eliminating all wetlands because they were 
a source of disease. Until the 1970’s, federal policy encouraged filling wetlands for farming and 
other economic development. Early settlers often diked and drained estuaries to provide flat, 
fertile ground for farming. According to Irene Davis, local historian, in the Belfair area waterfront 
housing developments displaced saltwater marshes adjacent to Big Mission Creek and Little 
Mission Creek. Even Belfair State Park is built largely on fill. Wetlands have been filled, drained 
and polluted since the first settlers. They did not believe that wetlands had any value in their 
natural state. More than half of the original wetlands are gone (Brody, 1991). Although the 
wetlands in the study area have not been developed in the sense that buildings have been built 
there, they have been modified by the conversion to crop land or pasture. 



  

 

Over time the settlement of Clifton evolved as a crossroads town, with the intersection of the roads 
to North Bay (now Allyn) and Seabeck. It was a town of homesteaders who fished in Hood Canal 
and farmed or cut timber to eke out a living. The Canal was too shallow to make Clifton much of a 
port, so it depended mostly on the crisscross of roads that the loggers used to haul their loads. 
 
According to Cecil Nance, a veteran of the days when Clifton was still a horse and buggy town, 
the Clifton post office was closed in 1913 because, “the postmistress was too busy reading 
everyone’s mail instead of distributing it.” Two years later, the townspeople demanded that the 
post office be reopened. The name Clifton had been taken by another community in the interim, so 
the postal authorities required that a new name be found (Davis, undated). “The name Belfair 
came from a novel called St. Elmo” said Nance. “Lizzy Murray was reading the book at the time 
and they just decided on that name, for no special reason. My mother thought that Belaire would 
have been a better name, but I wish it would have stayed Clifton” (Brody, 1990, p.203).  Elizabeth 
(Lizzy) Murray was the wife of Belfair’s first postmaster, John Murray. In St. Elmo, by Elizabeth 
Barrett Browning, the poem “Aurora Leigh” begins “My critic Belfair wants another book”. And 
so Belfair got its name. 
 
The common practice of the time was for the post office to be in a corner of the local grocery 
store, and the Murray’s had a store for many years across from the Clifton school, west of the 
Union River. Elizabeth Murray kept the post office in the store. (Davis, undated). 
 
Samuel and Mary Theler 
 
Beginning about 1926, the first of a series of changes began that would have far reaching impacts 
in Belfair, and start the process toward what would eventually become the Hood Canal Project. 
Sam Theler and his wife Mary opened an old-fashioned “if we don’t have it, you don’t need it” 
country store in Belfair. Mary Theler was postmistress of Belfair for many years, and they both 
were active and influential in the Belfair community. The Thelers operated their first store on 
North Shore Road near the Union River and later moved to a brick building at the intersection of 
North Shore and the Old Belfair highway. They later moved to the existing business district of 
Belfair, where a bank now stands on the former store site (Miller, 1980). According to Harry 
Martin, past president of the Belfair Chamber of Commerce, Theler acquired many small parcels 
of land in exchange for other services. “Sam would clear somebody’s land or do something else 
for them. People couldn’t pay him, so they would just give him some land” (Martin, 1998). 
 
In 1935, Sam and Mary Theler acquired about 600 acres from the Puget Mill Company for $4500 
on contract, as recorded in the Mason County Courthouse. Sam developed the Sam Theler Home 
and Garden Tracts, with lots averaging about seven acres each. This is the closest thing to a town 
plat that Belfair ever had. Theler set aside land for a school in his Home and Garden Tracts, which 
is the site of the present Belfair Elementary School. This 600 acres included the salt marsh and 
freshwater swamps that are currently known as the Theler wetlands (Merrill, 1997). 
 
Sam was a strong supporter of recreational activities, and enjoyed hunting and fishing. In the 
1950’s, he allowed the Puget Sound Retriever Club to build the dikes which formed the 



  

 

freshwater ponds still used by waterfowl today at the Theler wetlands.  The Retriever Club held 
field trials at this site until 1991. These dikes were the most recent in a series of diking and 
draining efforts that began in the late 1900’s. Maintenance seems to have sporadic, since a timber 
cruise map of 1910 states that the marsh land would be good agricultural land if re-diked, so 
apparently the dikes had already deteriorated (Davis, undated). Hunting had been an economic use 
of the lands as early as 1911, when county records show that the Clifton Gun Club leased the 
marsh lands. The present dikes that form a boundary to the property on the north were constructed 
in the late 1940’s for agricultural use. At that time the drainage valve and existing~ ditches were 
dug. 
 
Mary Theler died in an auto accident in 1950. Sam continued to operate the store, but according to 
Bill Cady, Sam’s hunting and fishing buddy, “it was never the same. They were very much a 
team” (Miller, 1980). After her death, Sam gave five acres to the school district to be used as a 
playground, to be named the Mary E. Theler play field. This is the land on which the Mary E. 
Theler Community Center is currently located. Sam Theler’s legacy was not limited to the 
playground, however. He had been a shrewd businessman, and when he died in 1968 with no 
living descendants, he left an estate of about $900,000. In his will, he named the community of 
Belfair as beneficiary of a perpetual trust for the money. He also willed 72 acres of land to the 
North Mason School District. Bill Cady said that he and Sam had talked about the legacy many 
times. “Belfair’s been good to me and I’d like to leave my money to Belfair where it’ll do the most 
good,” Cady remembered his friend saying. 
 
Diking the property significantly changed the estuary ecosystem and formed pasture for livestock. 
The essence of the wetland’s role in lowland ecosystems is summed up by Anne and Paul Ehrlich: 
 

Marshes, swamps and [other saturated soil] are among Earth’s most productive 
ecosystems.  These wetlands are important providers of ecosystem services, especially in 
the cycling of nutrients. They also protect shore areas against severe storms, function as 
storage areas for excess water, thereby alleviating flood problems, and as natural reservoirs 
in times of drought. Wetlands, moreover, serve as nurseries for many important fish 
species and as way stations for migrating waterfowl, while harboring an abundance of 
permanent plant and animal residents. (1987, p.54) 

 
The Theler Trust 
 
Under the terms of the will, 10% of the net income of the trust would go to the Boy Scouts of 
America, 10% to the Girl Scouts of America, both to be used exclusively in the Belfair area. Mary 
had been active as a volunteer with the Girl Scouts in Belfair, so it was fitting that some of the 
trust money would go toward these groups. Monthly payments also went to Sam’s sister, Clara 
Fisher of Santa Rosa, California as long as she lived. Upon Clara’s death in 1979, those monies 
joined the other earnings in a fund for a gymnasium and recreation center to be known as the 
“Mary E. Theler” gymnasium or recreation center. His will also stipulates that “all of the real 
property abutting and adjoining the present ‘Sam Theler’ play field in Belfair, Washington, be 
used for athletic and recreational purposes forever and a portion of which real estate shall be used 



  

 

for a gymnasium or recreation center as hereinafter specifies” (Theler, 1964).  The land was given 
to the North Mason School District. 
 
Why was the school district granted custody of this property?  Sam Theler probably left the land to 
the school district because it was the only legal entity in Belfair. The county is governed by the 
Mason County Board of Commissioners, but the county seat is in Shelton, over 30 miles away. 
The community was (and still is) unincorporated, so there are no Mayor or Board to hold 
accountable for the trust. The State is a major landowner, with the Tahuya Forest lands 
encompassing a large area of the Hood Canal Watershed, but Sam probably felt that the State 
wouldn’t give the local community the control he wanted. That left the school district, which 
didn’t originally see the benefit of becoming the owner of 70 acres of mostly wetland (Werner, 
1996, Miller, 1980). 
 
Demographics of the Lower Hood Canal Area 
 
The Lower Hood Canal area is primarily rural, with the unincorporated community of Belfair 
serving as the social and economic center. In 1990, approximately 17,000 people lived in 5300 
residential dwellings. An estimated 40% of the residential units, principally along the shore of 
Hood Canal and inland lakes, are used as vacation or summer homes, although as the population 
expands, the trend is for more summer homes to be used year round (PSCRBT, 1991). One 
consequence of this trend is septic tanks designed for occasional use are now used continually, 
leading to potential overload and failing septic systems. A 1990 survey of Mason County 
households in the lower Hood Canal watershed showed that 44% of the heads of household are 
retired, and 67% had college educations. In contrast, for Mason County as a whole, retirees are 
16% of the population (Gov. Council on E.E., 1995). For residents with children in the North 
Mason School District, the statistics are more revealing. 29% of the adult males over 25 years of 
age have not completed high school and so are not qualified for most well paying jobs.  Of the 
parents who have completed high school, 40% work on federal property, for example the ship 
yards in Bremerton, or the submarine base in Bangor. The days when a person could go directly 
from high school to obtaining a living wage job working for the timber industry are rapidly 
disappearing. Jobs in the woods now are predominantly seasonal: mushroom picking, moss 
picking, collecting huckleberry or salal foliage for the floral industry, or processing Christmas 
trees in the winter. “Just enough for a subsistence lifestyle for the low skilled worker” (North 
Mason School District, undated).  The 1989 per capita income in Mason County was $13,072, 
ranking 37th among Washington counties. The median household income was $26,304, ranking ~ 
4”~ among the 39 counties, and indicating at least two workers per household. 
 
Jobs are shifting toward the retail and service sectors, with recreation related purchases accounting 
for about 30% of the 2300 jobs in the retail sector. Increasing numbers of visitors are attracted to 
Belfair State Park and Twanoh State Park, each averaging hundreds of thousands of visitors each 
year. An inventory by the Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation lists 28 public recreation 
sites and seven private sites. This includes Belfair and Twanoh State Parks, 10 Department of 
Natural Resource (DNR) campgrounds, five fishing points, two saltwater beach accesses, a 
saltwater boat launch, 18 other boat launches, six undeveloped park sites, three 
 



  

 

private marinas, five recreational vehicle parks, a golf course, five organized camps, and 30 
private parks serving specific residential developments (Gov.’s Council on E.E., 1995). 
 
In summary, the Lower Hood Canal area is essentially rural, with a stratified population between a 
higher income, educated segment, many of which are retired, and a low income, minimally 
educated segment. Essentially, the large middle class found elsewhere is largely missing in this 
area. The population swells approximately three times during the summer due to the number of 
people from out of town who own summer residences as well as from visitors to the several state 
parks and state forests in the area. Recreation and tourism are gradually replacing timber and 
fishing as economic sources in the area. 
 
The wetlands, at the time of the bequest to the school district, were certainly not pristine, having 
been modified by diking, draining, grazing and farming for nearly one hundred years. However, 
compared with many other wetlands in Puget Sound, they retain much of their original wetland 
form and function. With this historic and economic overview of the Lower Hood Canal, our focus 
now shifts to the development of the Hood Canal Watershed Project. 



  

 

Chapter Two: 

The Evolution of the Hood Canal Watershed Project  

A Proposal for Development 
 
A community board of directors was set up to administer the Theler Trust. By 1980, enough funds 
had accumulated that the citizen’s committee overseeing the trust could go forward with their 
proposal for the property. In 1978, the committee had asked the school district to allow the salt 
marsh to be filled and ball fields built. This proposal was discouraged and an alternate plan was 
drawn up that would place ball fields and a parking lot on the associated wetlands east of the salt 
marsh and on the uplands. The plan also proposed an indoor swimming pool. Sports minded 
citizens of the area were all for the proposal and happy that Sam’s bequeath would finally be 
bearing fruit. Support was not universal, however. Some local citizens, along with the Hood Canal 
Environmental Council and the Audubon Society actively opposed it. Their reasoning was that the 
proposal would adversely affect the bird population by impacting the salt marsh and Hood Canal 
itself. They pointed out that a site in an upland location with more acreage would better serve the 
community without harming the marsh or the canal (Davis, 1990). 
 
A Seattle firm, Northwest Environmental Consultants, was hired in 1979 to write the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). At the time of the public hearing on the EIS, January 17, 
1980, the proposal was expected to be approved, and the community was looking forward to 
completion of the EIS and issuance of permits with work to begin in the summer of 1980. 
However, the project was denied by the Corps of Engineers because it would have involved 
extensive filling of the wetlands, and plans were dropped, but not before some clearing and filling 
of the wetlands had occurred (Gov. Council on E.E., 1997). North Mason School District had 
given permission to fill in the water supply ditch, supplying the fresh water ponds used by the 
Retriever Club, with the stipulation that a new ditch or tile conduit would be provided when the 
ballfield was completed. The ditch went through the proposed ballfield area.  After the ditch was 
filled and the ballpark partially completed, the proposal was denied and all work halted. So, by the 
early 1980’s, several factions had developed in the Belfair area that were not satisfied with the 
Theler Trust Board. The Retriever Club was concerned because filling in the ditch cut off the 
water supply to the freshwater ponds they traditionally used for field trials, causing the ponds to 
dry up or become severely diminished in the early summer (McRorie, 1980). The environmental 
community was concerned because clearing and filling of some of the last remaining relatively 
undisturbed wetlands and estuary system in Western Washington had occurred. Members of the 
community were concerned because they felt that the Theler Board had failed to comply with the 
terms of Sam’s will which had called for a gymnasium and recreation center, not to mention use of 
the land “for athletic and recreational purposes” (Theler, 1964). 
 
The School District, manager of the wetland areas, was facing its own problems. In the early 
1980’s, it was one of the poorest districts in the State, so poor it faced discontinued bus service in 
an entirely rural district. The district was stratified between the upper class along the shoreline and 
the lower class living inland (see demographic section). The broad middle class that supports 
school districts in other areas of the State was missing.  Certainly the temptation must have been 



  

 

great to seek some kind of economic gain from the land that the district had been given.  Indeed, a 
provision of the will is “to sell such land as trustee deems proper and expedient excepting that 
property lying adjacent to the Sam Theler play field in Belfair, Washington, which property should 
be retained for future play field and school district athletic purposes” (Theler, 1964).  One thing 
holding them back may have been that the wetlands and salt marsh were considered practically 
worthless, and the District may have felt that selling them would not generate enough money to 
make it worthwhile. 
 
The Theler Board itself must have felt discouraged that their carefully laid plans had been 
squashed by the Corps of Engineers and that they had, indeed, failed in their mission to fulfill the 
terms of the will. 
 
The Mary E. Theler Community Center 
 
It is to the credit of the North Mason School District and of the volunteer members of the Theler 
Trust Board that they did not sell the land and that they persevered in their goal to provide 
recreational facilities for Belfair. In 1984, part of their dream was realized with the opening of the 
Mary E. Theler Community Center, which used part of the old Belfair Elementary School 
Building which was trucked across Highway 3 to form the basic structure for the Center (Werner, 
1997, Pickel, 1998). The Center has become a gathering point for the community, offering 
meeting space for clubs and organizations, classes for enrichment and exercise, and an unofficial 
tourist information center and chamber of commerce (Brody, 1991). 
 
The 1980’s- A Time of Change 
 
The early 1980’s were a turning point for Belfair in many ways. Two names stand out as being 
catalysts behind the inception of the Hood Canal wetlands project during this time period: Dr. 
Marie (Muffy) Pickel and Jerry Walker. In 1982, Dr. Pickel was hired as Superintendent of the 
North Mason School District, and became a dynamic force that would turn the North Mason 
District from being one of the lowest rated to one of the highest rated districts in Washington. Her 
leadership cannot be underestimated in explaining the impetus for change within the district and 
for collaboration between agencies and the community that laid the groundwork for where The 
Hood Canal Project is today. 
 
In the mid 80’s, Jerry Walker moved to Belfair from the Midwest upon retirement and casting 
about for something to occupy his time, became involved with the Theler Trust Board, a move that 
would have significant impact on the development of the Hood Canal Wetlands Project. As Harry 
Martin, past president of the North Mason Chamber of Commerce, and longtime member of the 
Theler Board, recalls the early days of the wetlands project, “I said to Jerry, why don’t you 
research these wetlands and tell us what they’re good for, and Jerry said, ‘But Harry, I don’t know 
anything about wetlands!’ and I said, ‘That’s alright, just see what you can find out.” (Martin, 
1998). Jerry took to the task with a tenacity that was critical for getting the project going. He 
started not knowing anything about wetlands, and became a man with a vision for a wetlands 
education center that would rival anything else in the Northwest. In the late 1980’s and early 



  

 

1990’s, his name comes up constantly in meeting minutes, as an author for grants, in interviews 
with newspapers and other media in support of the wetlands project. 
 
Not all of the change in the 1980’s was positive, however. Hood Canal was undergoing a rapid 
expansion in the number of people building in the area. Many homes that had been used only 
seasonally as vacation houses were converted to year-round residences, causing septic overload 
and contributing to failing septic systems, which impacted the water quality of Hood Canal.  In 
1987, 630 acres of tidelands in Lynch Cove were closed to shellfish harvesting due to elevated 
levels of Coliform bacteria, probably from failing septic systems (HCCC, 1995). Figure 4 shows 
areas closed to shellfish harvesting during various years. With new development came loss of 
forest cover, increased pavement, landscaping, and buildings which led to increases in impervious 
surfaces, and increased impacts from storm water runoff.  Recreation impacts, dwindling salmon 
runs, and decreased amounts and quality of shellfish became topic-s of concern to old-timer and 
newcomers alike (Gov. Council on E.E., 1997).  Residents and visitors were concerned that their 
quality of life was being affected. According to a 1990 survey of residents and landowners within 
the watershed by the Puget Sound Cooperative River Basin Team, 98% of respondents participate 
in two or more activities whose value could be impacted by poor water quality. Shellfishing, 
consuming fish, swimming and wading, beach combing, sport fishing and drinking water were 
activities they identified as the most impacted by poor water quality. Overall, 43% felt poor water 
quality currently caused moderate to severe impacts on beneficial uses. The survey indicates a 
high concern among respondents to protect water quality for future use (PSCRBT, 1991). Clearly, 
the time was ripe for change. 
 
An Unappreciated Treasure 
 
Robert Bucknum is a geologist studying earthquakes. In geology, a major tenet is that the past is 
the key to the present. In this case, studying ancient earthquakes by examining displacement of 
layers in core samples of mud pulled from estuaries and other places around Puget Sound is a 
possible way to predict the size and extent of damage from earthquakes that will occur in the 
future. In the late 1980’s, Robert Bucknum asked for permission to core the wetlands that made up 
the North Mason School District trust. What he found astonished him, not because of the geology, 
but because of the almost pristine condition of the estuary and associated wetlands. Having done 
research all over the Puget Sound area, he realized the rarity of what still remained at Belfair, and 
urged the school district to preserve and protect what they had (Werner, 1997). 
 
Carol Wentlandt was the manager of the Theler Community Center at this time and she 
remembers when Bucknum asked to core the wetlands. “The only cores I had heard of were large 
cores for oil exploration, so we were aghast that it might be opened up to development, but he just 
took thin cores, and then he convinced me that the area should be preserved. I took the proposal to 
the Theler. Board and they agreed. Development was just exploding at that time, and we felt we 
must work fast to preserve the wetlands” (Wentlandt, 1998). 
 
In response, the Theler Trust Board invited biologists, wetlands specialists, entomologists, 
botanists and water quality specialists from universities and colleges, state agencies and private 
organizations to visit the site and explain to the board members what was there that was so  



  

 

special.  In the words of Jerry Walker, one of the key people who started the Project going.  
“When I first came down here, all I saw was brown grass.  It didn’t mean a thing to me.  As I saw 
it through the eyes of other people, I gained further insight.  It wasn’t long before I realized we 
had a real treasure.”  (Brody, 1991, p.45).  Walker became instrumental in applying for grants and 
working with agencies and the school district to determine just what the school district had in 
terms of wetlands, and what could be done with them. 
 

 
 

Fig. 4 Shellfish Closures in Hood Canal Due to Coliform Bacteria 1987-1994 (Hood Canal 
Technical Work Group, 1995). 
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In 1987, the North Mason Chamber of Commerce started to build support in the community for 
making water quality part of Mason County’s Comprehensive Plan, and with funds from the Puget 
Sound Water Quality Authority (PSWQA), established a water quality resource center at Belfair’s 
Timberland Regional Library (Gov’s Council on E.E., 1997). Jerry Walker began to seek funding 
for a boardwalk which would provide access to the wetlands for recreation and study, while 
protecting their fragile beauty.  The Hood Canal Coordinating Council received funding from 
PSWQA for a boater education program in Hood Canal. In the midst of these positive steps toward 
water quality, however, shellfish harvesting was closed in 200 acres of Quilcene Bay in 1985, and 
restricted in 630 acres of The Duckabush tidelands in 1988 (HCCC, 1995). 
 
By 1988, the wetlands issue had become so consuming that the Theler Trust could no longer 
contain it.  In the spring, the Hood Canal Wetlands Project was born, as a partnership between the 
North Mason School District, the Washington Department of Wildlife (now the Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife), the Theler Board and the Hood Canal Wetlands Project 
Committee, which consisted of 12 interested community members and school district staff 
(Merrill, 1997). 
 
Also in 1987, 180 acres were closed in the Dosewallips tide flats due to water pollution from seals.  
In the upper Hood Canal, sites near Bangor violated water standards for PCB’s, Dieldrin, pH, 
metals and organics, while seven sites in the Lower Hood Canal violated water standards for fecal 
coliform, pH, dissolved oxygen, high in stream temperatures and in stream flow standards (fig. 5) 
(HCTWG, 1995).  To the Project members, it must have seemed like walking in sand- one step 
forward and two steps back. Meanwhile, members of the Hood Canal Wetlands Project had been 
busy. They were determined to find out exactly what they had as part of Sam’s legacy, and how 
best to tie it to the School District and the community. In 1989, they received a $37,000 grant from 
the Puget Sound Water Quality Authority through its Public Involvement and. Education fund. 
 
The grant, along with in-kind support of about $31,000, was earmarked for a yearlong natural 
history project involving professors and students from The Evergreen State College and students 
from North Mason School District.  This group worked together to catalogue and classify the 
species of plants, insects, and birds on the Theler Wetlands.  They also assembled support 
materials for the start of the Hood Canal Wetlands project (Merrill, 1997). 
 
The Master Plan 
 
While the North Mason School District was reinventing their curriculum, (see the North Mason 
School District section below), the Hood Canal Wetlands Project increasingly felt the need for a 
Master Plan to formalize the ideas of the committee, and to provide a tool for obtaining grant 
funding to develop the property.  In April, 1990, the Department of Ecology, Shorelines and 
Coastal Zone Management Program funded a $10,000 grant which was combined with $8,900 in-
kind funds from the local community for development of a Master Plan.  Bruce Dees and 
Associates of Tacoma prepared the plan and submitted it to the committee on June 1, 1990. 
 

 



  

 

 

Legend 
Water Quality Violations 

  
  Fecal Coliform, bacteria and ph 
  PCB’s and Dieldrin 
 Temperature and Instream  
      Flow standards 
  ph, metals and organics 
  D.O., ph, Fecal Coliform 

Fig. 5 State and Federal Water Quality Violations in Hood Canal, 1992-93. (Hood Canal 
Technical Work Group, 1995). 



  

 

The Master Plan was divided into three parts: 
 

Phase I - Construction of a three mile public trail system. 
Phase II -  Completion of preliminary site work needed for construction of the Hood Canal 
Watershed Project Center, including emergency access, installation of utilities to the 
meadow, and installation of a septic system designed to pump waste uphill to a drain field 
behind the Theler Community Center. 
Phase III - Construction of the Hood Canal Watershed Project Center (Merrill, 1997). 

 
Pam Merrill describes the construction of the trails and center in her brochure History of the Hood 
Canal Watershed Project (1997): Phase I began in 1990, with grant money from DNR’s Aquatic 
Lands Enhancement Account (ALEA) program. $75,000 was to go to wetland trail construction, 
and $30,000 for interpretive signs. ALEA was established by the state legislature in 1984 to 
provide new opportunities for the public to increase their awareness of aquatic lands as finite 
natural resources and an irreplaceable public heritage. The initial $75,000 paid for the trail from 
the Mary Theler Community Center through the meadow and out onto the existing dikes. The 
$30,000 for signage provided a kiosk at the entrance to the trail starting at the Community Center 
parking lot with permanent maps of the area. Seven additional signs at viewpoints along the trail 
tell visitors some of the history of the ‘site, and points of interest along the trail. Numerous 
agencies were solicited for grant money for the Hood Canal Wetlands Project. The major agency 
funding sources are listed in Appendix B. 
 
In November, 1991, the Mason County Commissioners approved a substantial development and 
conditional use permit for the trail system and educational center at the wetlands. 
 
Funding from various sources continued to come in during 1991 and 1992, although construction 
money for the center was lagging. Several grants were applied for without success. Finally, in 
March, 1992, the Washington State Legislature passed a $15.4 billion dollar budget with $500,000 
earmarked for construction of the project center. Then Senator Brad Owen was a key figure in 
getting these funds written into the budget. The money came from ALEA funds, and was 
administered through Fish and Wildlife to the school district. This funding covered Phases II and 
III. The original design of the center changed several times from the original plans drawn up by 
Bruce Dees and Associates to what was actually built, primarily due to cost. Although the 
wetlands committee had worked with Bruce Dees and Associates during the preliminary phases, 
when the $500,000 was actually awarded, a formal Request For Proposals (RFP) for an architect 
had to be made. The committee solicited RFP’s, narrowed the candidates down to 3-5, then made 
recommendations to the school board, which made the ultimate decision. Rice Fergus Architects 
of Bremerton, WA was selected to provide design work for Phase II (HCWPC meeting notes, 
1992). 
 
Construction of the trails and boardwalks had to take into account the varying terrain and 
biological zones, each with different challenges for construction. Three types of materials were 
used for building the trails: crushed rock was used along the top of the existing dikes, and from the 
trailhead to the Project Center; pile supported trail was used on the South Tidal Marsh Trail;  
 



  

 

and floating boardwalks were constructed through the Alder/Cedar Swamp. The three types reflect 
the type of wetland and amount of fluctuation of the water, either tidally, or from varying amounts 
of precipitation. Appendix C contains more detail about what type of trail goes through the various 
biological zones. 
 
Originally, sections of the boardwalk trails were to be lifted into place by helicopter, but the plan 
was called off because of the danger of hovering over the trees for an extended time. Each heavy 
section of boardwalk was moved into place on a small cart that was rolled over the previously 
built sections. The boardwalks were designed to rise and fall with the changing tides and water 
levels. Recycled tires were used for buoyancy under the floating boardwalks. (The chemical 
structure of the tires remains stable unless the tires are burned). The Hood Canal Project is careful 
to stress that the oily sheen that is sometimes seen in the vicinity of the floating boardwalks is not 
caused by tires, but by natural bacteriologic breakdown. 
 
The pin piling system used on the River Estuary Trail was developed especially for use on the 
Hood Canal Wetlands. The piers go own only four inches with a heavy steel bracket attached to 
each pier. Four pipes run through the bracket and are driven into the ground at an angle, anchoring 
the pier solidly. This method is cheaper than pile driving, requires less machinery and is less 
harmful to the wetlands (Merrill, 1997). 
 
The challenges of building in a wetland were numerous. According to Pam Merrill (1997): 
 

The suction power of the mud was so strong that workers soon discovered the necessity of 
taping their boots to their pants just to keep them on their feet. Because of the grueling 
intensity and degree of physical labor required to build the trail system, workers could not 
work two days in a row. They were so worn out they had to take a break before continuing 
(p. 14). 

 
During construction of the trail, prehistoric artifacts were uncovered on Fish and Wildlife property 
along the banks of the Union River. Fragments of a stone maul, modified cobble and a small piece 
of burnt bone as well as clam shells, fire-cracked rocks and two large, flat stones used for furniture 
were found, indicating a prehistoric campsite or habitation site. About 800 feet of proposed trail 
was not built, and the site of a viewing platform was moved in response to the find. In the future, 
the site may be more fully excavated, with interpretive displays about the prehistoric Native 
Americans that used the site. 
 
In March, 1993, Phase I was completed and the trails opened. An informal dedication was held in 
March, with special thanks given to Jerry Walker and others who were instrumental in the trails 
completion. A formal dedication was held June 26, 1993, to coincide with the annual Wetlands 
Festival in conjunction with Belfair’s Mid-summmerfest. Washington State Senator Brad Owen 
was guest speaker for the event. 



  

 

In 1993, the Hood Canal Wetlands Project became the Hood Canal Watershed Project, to reflect 
the regional, watershed scope that the project was attaining. In addition to the projects at the 
wetlands, collaborative work with the Washington Department of Natural Resources and other 
agencies had expanded into upland areas, bringing the entire watershed into the Project. 
 
Construction of the classrooms and exhibit building at the Project Center was also a challenge. 
According to Muffy Picket, Superintendent of North Mason School District, the $500,000 from 
the legislature was not enough to complete the buildings as designed. One proposal was to use two 
pre-fabricated buildings such as the portable classrooms used at many schools. The buildings 
would be taken by truck to the site and attached to a cement pad. However, the trucks would have 
to turn a very sharp angle (almost 45 degrees) and it was realized that the trucks would never be 
able to negotiate that corner. One proposed solution was to station a crane at the corner, which 
would pick up each building, swing it around the corner and back on the road. This proposal was 
prohibitively expensive, however, so ultimately the buildings were “stick constructed” on site. The 
grant money only paid for the exhibit building, however, and the North Mason School District 
paid for the classroom building (Pickel, 1998). 
 
Site work (Phase II) began in 1994, and was completed in 1995. The classrooms also opened for 
use in 1995, and temporary exhibits were found to display in the exhibit building while finding 
was explored for permanent exhibits. Also in 1994, a watershed education coordinator position 
was established by the school district and in 1995, funding was provided by DNR and Fish and 
Wildlife for this position. Dick Case, a science teacher, was hired as the first watershed 
coordinator through the difficult time of building construction and set-up of the facilities. By all 
accounts, he did an excellent job and started several of the innovative programs at the center, such 
as the Students in the Watershed project (see section under Department of Natural Resources). 
Funding the education coordinator’s position remained a constant challenge, however, and Dick 
was forced to seek other employment when the money ran out. Many people who were 
interviewed for this paper stressed the importance of having a coordinator who could devote 
themselves full time to running the many activities that the project is involved in and developing 
new projects and sources of funding. However, interviewees, whether from the school district, the 
various agencies, or members of the Governor’s Council on E.E. all agreed that funding a staff 
position is the greatest challenge that the project faces. This difficulty is explored further in 
Chapter Five. 
 
In 1994, the Governor’s Council on Environmental Education selected the Lower Hood Canal 
watershed as one of three target communities to focus on developing watershed education plans. 
Several of the people interviewed for this paper felt that this designation was critical in obtaining 
the funding that the project received. The Hood Canal Watershed Project was viewed as an 
environmental showcase which would serve as a model for other environmental education 
programs around the state. This approach may be crucial when other communities are considering 
replicating this project or something similar in their community, because state funding may not be 
available to the extent that it was when the Hood Canal Project was being developed. 



  

 

In 1996, Neil Werner became the watershed education coordinator, first on a volunteer basis, and 
recently as a paid coordinator. He is in the challenging position of having to secure finding for his 
own job, as well as the many other projects that the Project has taken on. Neil has been involved 
with the project from the beginning and brings administrative and leadership skills as well as a 
sense of history to the Project. 
 
The task of landscaping around the Project Center has been taken on by the Mason County Master 
Gardeners and students from North Mason High School, with donations from local businesses and 
individuals as well as agencies. Al Adams, a local resident and member of the Hood Canal Salmon 
Enhancement Group, donated a hand carved canoe and carved salmon sculpture to the Project 
Center in 1996. Five totem poles surround the Center, representing the compass directions, the 
elements of nature, the four seasons, the five senses and the human relationship to all. The late 
Greg Pavel of the Skokomish tribe consulted with the Center about the totems, as well as 
Skokomish names of the area, the flora and the fauna. Charlie Hubbard of Shelton, Washington, 
created the totems with a chain saw from cedar logs. Some carvings were burnished with a 
propane torch to add color and richness to the carvings (Merrill, 1997). 
 
The Theler Exhibit Building received ALEA funding for permanent displays during 1996-97. The 
exhibits include: 
 

•         Photo exhibit with sound 
•         Interactive computer stations with programs customized for the area. Historical   

                           series from the geologic past to the present day. 
•         Interactive ecosystem display with microscopes and food web. 
•         Video area with many videos on watershed and environmental topics. 
•         Watershed stewardship exhibit. 

 
The Project Center was formally dedicated as the Mary E. Theler Exhibit building on June 26, 
1997. The dedication ceremony was attended by representatives from local, state and federal 
agencies, the school district, and many local residents. Students and volunteers led guided tours 
along the trails, the totems were displayed for the first time, and visitors could cross Highway 3 to 
visit the salmon hatchery at Belfair Elementary and walk along Sweetwater Creek. 
 
Another role of the Hood Canal Watershed Project is that of adult education and recreation. Many 
of the thousands of visitors view the interpretive displays in the Center, read the interpretive 
signage along the walkways and/or participate in bird watching or wildlife programs such as 
Naturemapping. Naturemapping is a WA Department of Fish and Wildlife program in which 
volunteers record wildlife they see in a particular location at a particular time. The students at the 
Center have been involved in Naturemapping for several years, but visitors are also being 
encouraged to record their observations each time they visit the site (Lippy, 1998). 
 
Duck hunting is allowed at the site, but access is by boat only, and hunters are required to shoot 
out over the water and away from the land where people may be walking the boardwalks, or 
students may be gathering data. Planned for the future is a handicapped accessible fishing site. 



  

 

Hunting and fishing were important to Sam Theler, as well as for the indigenous people of the 
area, so it is fitting that these activities continue at the site. 
 
Center, they can register how far they walk, connect with other walkers, and record any 
observations they make. The Many people walk the trails on a regular basis for exercise and 
enjoyment of the outdoors. At the wetland trails are serving as a social gathering place as well as a 
place for quiet reflection or scientific observation. 
 
In addition to being a culmination of many efforts, the Hood Canal Watershed Project has only 
just begun. The hopes and dreams of many people are still waiting to be fulfilled, and if the past is 
any indication of the future, with a lot of perseverance, those dreams will also come true. 
 
The Future: Many Visions 
 
Neil Werner has many ambitious plans for the Project. He envisions it expanding to encompass the 
entire Hood Canal Watershed. Efforts are already being made in this direction, with 
“Environmental Explorations,” A two day event where students from all over Hood Canal bring 
exhibits and displays about environmental issues in the area. The first day is ford the students to 
meet other students, view the displays and presentations and listen to speakers from agencies and 
the community talk bout topics such as natural and cultural resources of Hood Canal, 
Environmental Education, Native American culture and history of the area. On the second day, the 
event is open to the public, so that they too can view the displays and learn about the area. 
 
He also envisions vans with water testing equipment, microscopes and interpretive displays that 
could travel around the Canal to visit schools that can not travel to the Project Center, or to 
communities that may be experiencing some of the challenges Belfair is facing with ideas on how 
to clean up the Canal and improve their communities, too (Werner, 1998). 
 
Al Adams, of the Hood Canal Salmon Enhancement Club, also has a vision for Belfair. He 
proposes a salmon museum in the vicinity of Sweetwater Creek and the Project Center, where 
visitors could watch salmon going down to the Canal, or coming back up to spawn, depending on 
the season. He sees a great potential for education and appreciation for the challenges the salmon 
face, and what impact the listing of certain salmon runs under the Endangered Species Act will 
have on people living, working or playing along the Canal. He also envisions this museum as a 
tourist attraction in Belfair that, in combination with people visiting the Project Center, will make 
a destination attraction for visitors in the area (Adams, 1998). This view is shared even more 
forcefully by Harry Martin, who stated, “This place will be a major tourist attraction, you mark my 
words!” (Martin, 1998). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 

Chapter Three: 
 

Organizations Involved 
 
The North Mason School District 
 
In the late 1980’s, the winds of school reform were sweeping the state. In 1987, at Governor 
Gardner’s request, the Washington State Legislature enacted and funded “Schools for the 21st 
Century”, to encourage innovation in teaching. The Superintendent of Public Instruction offered 
grants to school districts that wanted to revise their teaching and teaming styles (Gov.’s Council 
on E.E., 1997). 
 
In 1986, the North Mason School District first applied for a 21st Century grant. Much of the 
following is taken from their grant proposal. In preparation, groups of teachers and administrative 
staff had spent long hours envisioning a restructuring of the district. They talked about an 
intensive staff development program, of interdisciplinary curricula, of team teaching and 
cooperative teaming. They wanted to be “resource teachers, not textbook purveyors”. 
 

We live in an information society. When information is doubling every eighteen months, 
students’ minds just can’t hold all they will need to know to be productive, self-fulfilled 
adults. A new concept is needed to define the term educated. In the past, an education 
meant retaining specific knowledge in a series of subjects. We stuffed this material into the 
heads of the students and cast them adrift as educated. The students, that is. Not just the 
heads, although at times in the past we’ve treated them as less than whole persons (North 
Mason School District Schools for the 21st Century grant proposal, undated). 

 
Other concepts helped shape the grant proposal: peer coaching, collaborative teaching, criterion 
referenced testing, holistic curriculum, remedial strategies, cooperative learning. This, they said, 
would mean an improvement over past levels of student achievement, performance, attitudes and 
the acquisition of basic skills in accessing technology to survive in the information age. 
 
The grant was rejected. However, after the initial disappointment, they realized that they had 
learned a great deal on their first try and they felt they were on the right track. Several benefits had 
come out of the application process. The positive group dynamics that evolved led to a regular 
committee called the Staff Development Task Force. It began meeting monthly with the 
administration to influence and direct district policy and practice. 
 
A spin off of this group is the Curriculum Development Task Force, which researched innovative 
teaching techniques and philosophies, and developed in-service programs as well as a series of 
fieldtrips to evaluate and select educational programs suitable for the North Mason District. 
 
The North Mason teachers, with the support of the superintendent and the school board, promoted 
a project to “buy time” for self improvement. Working extra minutes each day, they saved up 
enough hours for eight half day in-service professional training programs. Ninety 



  

 

percent of the staff have taken advantage of this plan to learn new techniques and new 
philosophies of teaching and learning. 
 
Through the staff development and curriculum task forces, the North Mason teachers and 
administrators have reviewed a wide variety of projects used successfully in other schools. 
However, most of these would not work in Belfair’s rural, economically striated constituency. 
Some teachers developed innovative curriculum in their own classrooms, but they wanted more. 
Somehow, the new philosophy of education had to expand across grade levels and subject 
divisions and meet the needs of their rural district. Meanwhile, they kept taking workshops and 
classes and looking for a program to adopt as their own. 
 
The turning point came when twelve elementary teachers attended a workshop on integrating 
curriculum across grade levels and across subject disciplines, featuring teachers from District 4J in 
Eugene, Oregon. They returned enthusiastically telling their fellow teachers that this may be what 
they were looking for, and they wanted to see the program in action. Shortly thereafter, 22 
teachers traveled to Eugene to witness “Education 2000” in action. They were excited to see entire 
schools alive with collaborative teaching and cooperative learning. They were inspired to try a 
similar path for their district. 
 
Supported by the PSWQA grant, the school district and faculty and students at Evergreen 
collaborated to develop an integrated curriculum based on wetlands. Here was the link that the 
North Mason teachers had been looking for- the wetlands. Restructuring an entire district with an 
environmental theme was a daunting task, especially at the secondary level. High schools are the 
most difficult to change because they are restricted by demands placed on them by colleges and 
universities that emphasize scores rather than reasoning, and memorization rather than critical 
thinking skills. In this respect, the connection between North Mason and The Evergreen State 
College was fortuitous in that Evergreen shines as an example of multi-discipline, cooperative, 
person-centered education. It has successfully transcended the traditional higher education maid, 
and provided a model for the high schools. 
 
The second time around, using the wetlands as a theme for an integrated curriculum, North Mason 
got its “Students for the 21St Century” grant. Four parts were integrated into their teaching and 
learning: 
 

•         a district wide environment/wetlands theme 
•         integrated curriculum across disciplines 
•         results oriented, outcome based learning design 
•         technology as a learning tool 

 
They had a focus, and a vision of what they wanted their district to become. North Mason may be 
a small, rural and economically disadvantaged district, but the teachers and administrators there 
are examples of what enthusiasm and creativity can accomplish (North Mason School District 
grant application, undated). 



  

 

Dick Case, former director for the Hood Canal Watershed Project, and currently a science teacher 
at Shelton Middle School, says what he enjoyed the most about working with North Mason was 
their enthusiasm. “They never took ‘we can’t’ for an answer. They just went to work to figure out 
how to get it to happen” (Case, 1998). 
 
The Model Links Program 
 
In 1993, the Washington State Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) received a 
$250,000 grant from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for its proposal, 
“Environmental Education in the School Culture: A Systemic Approach.” Known as the Model 
Schools Program, its mission was to design 18 K-12 environmental education programs to “ensure 
that balanced, interdisciplinary, community-based environmental education (E.E.) is a part of 
students’ daily lives in schools throughout the state.” (Billings, et at, 1996). Implementation 
strategies and resources for participating schools were coordinated by OSPI and partners including 
WA State Department of Fish and Wildlife, WA State Department of Natural Resources, who 
provided funding and/or in kind support to the program. Expected outcomes were to increase the: 
 

• Understanding by students and educators of the links between the natural 
environment, the well-being of the populace, and the health and sustainability 
of the economy. 

• Sense of individual impact on and responsibility for the environment. 
• Sense of stewardship of the environment as a collective part of the school 

culture. 
• Action by students on community-based environmental issues, projects, and 

public policy. 
• Awareness and focus by the targeted schools on the unique role watersheds and 

ecosystems play in the Pacific Northwest. 
 

An evaluation of this pilot program in 1995 reported that youth environmental stewardship 
behaviors and evidence of a “pro-E.E. school culture” increased 38% at participating schools. 
According to an elementary school administrator quoted in the report, “Teachers are beginning to 
see E.E. as an integrator- not another subject area- as a way to unify loose ends and tie together the 
many projects that are happening at our school.” Although no schools in North Mason School 
District were involved in the Model Schools program, Belfair Elementary was involved in the next 
phase, called “Model Links: Environmental Education and School Improvement”, which was 
implemented in 1995. In the Model Links program, ten Washington schools (different from the 
Model Schools participants) were selected, including Belfair Elementary. For them, Model Links 
was a natural progression toward the kind of environmentally integrated curriculum they were 
striving toward. Each school formed a team that wrote curriculum and assessment frameworks 
using environmental education to improve instruction in writing, reading, communication and 
math. Some schools developed multi-grade units around a common theme 



  

 

more flexibility to accommodate multi-hour projects or transformed their school grounds into 
environmental learning centers, with help from parents and community members. 
 
At Belfair Elementary, the planning team comments: 
 

We began by asking all of the teachers to fill out a monthly chart explaining what they 
taught in math, science, written language arts and social studies. All units linked to E.E. 
were then highlighted on a chart posted in the faculty room. A universal theme, 
‘watersheds’, was selected by our planning team and four essential questions were 
developed. Taking our existing instructional themes we identified those that were linked to 
‘watershed’. The team decided that more specific sub-themes could then be developed into 
teaching units that would lead to everyone’s participation in our salmon raising project and 
our ‘Environmental Arts and Authors Fair’ (Model Links, 1997, p. 19). 

 
Schools began with different levels of staff support and experienced different degrees of success in 
meeting the program goals. Each school saw firsthand that change of this scope’s difficult and 
uncomfortable and takes longer than anticipated. In spite of these obstacles, many participants 
experienced a revived excitement for teaching and learning that was not present in previous years 
and a newfound confidence in their ability to meet the state’s school improvement goals (Model 
Links, 1997). 
 
A crucial factor in the successes that the North Mason School District and the Hood Canal 
Watershed Project have achieved are that programs such as Model Schools, Model Links, and 
Schools for the 21st Century were offered by OSPI. These programs formalized the linkages 
between government agencies, schools and communities, and offered support and encouragement, 
not to mention funding and time, from the top down for the kind of school reform North Mason 
was trying to achieve. Without time and money for planning and training, it is doubtful whether 
schools such as in the North Mason District would be able to environmentally integrate their entire 
curriculum for all schools, at all grade levels strictly on their own. Indeed, even with support of 
programs such as these, North Mason is still evolving into the kind of schools and the kinds of 
programs that they were seeking 10 years ago. So .much depends on the school board, 
superintendents and principals to keep up the momentum. According to Dr. Marie Pickel, 
Superintendent of North Mason School District, one challenge they are facing is how to 
“institutionalize” the changes they have made after her term as superintendent is over. An 
unfortunate but definite reality is that different political views at the state level, or local 
supervisory levels could undo all the changes that have been made. 
 
Washington Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 
 
DNR has also been a key player in the establishment of the Hood Canal Watershed Project, by 
providing funding and support, and has been in the forefront of education and public outreach. 
Through the Aquatic Lands enhancement account funding was provided for trails and signage, 
permanent exhibits in the display building, and additional parking. DNR also provided one time 
grants for staffing the coordinator’s position and acquisition of property adjacent to Belfair 
Elementary. DNR has been instrumental in expanding the scope of the Hood Canal Project from 
 



  

 

a wetlands focus to an upland and Watershed focus as well.  Since the Tahuya State Forest is so 
close to the Hood Canal wetlands, it was a natural progression to use the Forest for education 
along with the wetlands. 
 
Tahuya State Forest 
 
The Tahuya State Forest consists of trust lands managed by the Washington Department of 
Natural Resources to generate long term continuing revenue. By 1.876, there were 50 1oggin~ 
camps with 900 people working along Hood Canal. Once the timber was harvested, the land was 
generally abandoned, and reverted to Mason County for nonpayment of taxes on the cutover land. 
The county was left with cheap land piled with stumps and slash and of little value. The county 
sold some of the land along Hood Canal as recreation property. Long term management of the 
remaining land was expensive and the dry slash was a fire liability. As had occurred with many 
other counties, Mason County appealed to the state for help. 
 
The legislature, concerned that forest lands would soon be depleted, directed the counties to deed 
the lands to the state Forest Board, forever to be managed in commercial forest, in trust to benefit 
the county where the land was located and the state general fund, with a portion reinvested in 
long-term forest management. The Forest Board merged with other agencies to become the 
Department of Natural Resources. DNR’s goal in managing the Tahuya is: 
 

• Provide revenue for the designated trusts: Public school construction, 
Washington State University, state institutions, state general fund, and local 
services in Mason County. 

• Protect the long-term health of the trust’s ecosystem including wildlife 
protection and water quality. 

• Provide public recreational and educational opportunities. 
• Manage the lands in ways which respect the neighbors (DNR, 1995). 

 
The Tahuya is managed as a multiple use forest. By law, DNR welcomes public use, when it is 
compatible with management of the trust lands involved. When natural resources or public 
property are put at risk, DNR has the option to restrict public use in order to protect public safety, 
trust assets and forest productivity. 
 
Tahuya State Forest Users Focus Group 
 
The roads built for forest management also provide access for users to camp, hunt, fish, watch 
birds, pick berries and mushrooms, ride horses and mountain bikes, and drive off road vehicles, 
including motorbikes, 4x4s and quads. Some activities are allowed only in designated areas, 
although most of the trails are open for multiple use (DNR, 1995). 
 
The area receives heavy use from recreational users, for example mountain biking or motorcycle 
events are held roughly every other weekend (DNR, 1995). Each year 40-50,000 people visit the 
Tahuya State Forest. Many visitors come regularly to the forest, and over time have developed a 



  

 

feeling of ownership of the land. According to Vicki Christiansen, DNR Hood Canal district 
manager, “They consider themselves, or their groups, to be the “adopted” parents of the Tahuya, 
with the “biological” parents being the agencies.” They have made what they felt were 
improvements, such as building plywood bridges across creeks, or creating jumps or challenges in 
the terrain for mountain bikes or off road vehicles. Along with 45 miles of “official” trails in the 
Tahuya, there are approximately 160 miles of “unofficial” trails created by recreational users. For 
years, agency personnel have not had the funds or a clear policy concerning public use of the 
lands. Consequently, over the years, the campgrounds deteriorated and DNR. realized that they did 
not know where most of the trails were on the land they were entrusted to manage (Bunning, 
1995). The agency realized that something had to be done because of loss of salmon habitat, 
increased erosion causing siltation of streams and shellfish beds. During periods of heavy rain, 
small streams would flood, carrying the makeshift bridges and structures downstream where they 
could obstruct culverts or clog streams or wash into Hood Canal (Christiansen, 1998). 
 
By 1994, DNR had a new policy in place that recognized the increasing use of state lands for 
recreation. Since the Tahuya was close to a large population center, easily accessed, and open year 
round, it was filling a disproportionate share of people’s need for a place to recreate (Bunning, 
1995). DNR was convinced that if they continued to ignore the impacts of increasing use, 
recreational use would be controlled for them. Taking a proactive stance, DNR invited 
representatives from all the organized groups using the Tahuya State Forest to form a focus group. 
DNR began holding meetings with the focus group to work together to find solutions. Their first 
goal was to inventory and assess what trails there were in the Tahuya, and to involve the user 
groups in the process. In 1994, DNR knew they had 45 miles of DNR approved trails. In 1995, 
DNR personnel and user groups inventoried 160 miles of user built trail. 
 
The next phase was mitigation and restoration of impacted trails. The goal of the focus group was 
to help guide the assessment of the trail work and to advise DNR restoration efforts from the 
perspective of quality trail experience, safety, loop routes, stream crossing needs and so forth. 
DNR felt that they were taking a big risk, because they were asking the users to apply criteria 
about the health of the forest trails, instead of using their scientists to apply the criteria. However, 
the user groups took their roles very seriously, donating over 7000 volunteer hours per year to 
assess and monitor the conditions of the trails. In some cases, the user groups were stricter than the 
agency. For example, DNR personnel had identified approximately 20 miles of trails that were in 
such poor shape that they couldn’t be mitigated. They recommended closing off the trails 
permanently so that they could be repaired and restored. The user groups, however, recommended 
40 miles of trails be closed. By 1997, 171 miles of approved trails, user built and DNR built, were 
in place. DNR got grant money to hire displaced timber workers, and Jobs for the Environment 
grants for local workers to restore, repair and maintain trails in the Tahuya, providing a needed 
boost to the local economy. 
 
The Tahuya users’ focus group may not be a typical example of environmental education, yet it 
illustrates many of the ways that environmental education differs between youth and adults. It is 
targeted for specific interest groups, and is generally seen as an investment for immediate results 
and actions (MacGregor, 1998). Probably none of the members of the focus group come to learn 
about forest ecology, although they probably have learned some about it through discussions 



  

 

with DNR personnel about their management goals for the Tahuya. The users are at the meetings 
to ensure that the views of their groups are taken into account in management decisions, which 
will have direct impacts on their sport. 
 
The Students in the Watershed Program 
 
The third major step in the Tahuya Trails Project is monitoring and feedback, and this is where the 
Hood Canal Watershed Project and the Students in the Watershed enter the picture. In 1995, DNR 
teamed up with the Hood Canal Watershed Project and high school students from North Mason 
School District in an innovative program called “Students in the Watershed”, with two goals. The 
first is educating students about the living and working forest, the watershed and public impacts on 
the forest and watershed and connections between the watershed, streams and Hood Canal. The 
second goal is to gather scientific data needed by DNR to manage the Tahuya State Forest for its 
trust beneficiaries and the public (DNR, 1995). 
 
First proposed by Olympia businessman Steve Hulbert “Students in the Watershed” was the first 
project undertaken by the Hood Canal Watershed Education Network, which is based on the 
model of GREEN (Global Rivers Environmental Education Network). GREEN is an international 
nonprofit organization whose mission is to improve education through a global network that 
promotes watershed sustainability. GREEN initiatives develop and refine curricular materials and 
pilot innovative approaches to education such as school- community business~ linkages, 
environmental monitoring, inquiry-based learning, action research, the use of telecommunications 
and technology, and cross cultural learning (GREEN Mission statement, 1998). Members of the 
network include teachers and staff from the North Mason District, representatives from agencies, 
the tribes, the community and businesses along Hood Canal. Beginning with Earth Day, 1995, 
activities for the school year culminate in a one day event where high school students set up 
learning stations in the woods and teach fourth graders about four subject areas; the living forest, 
the working forest, the watershed and stewardship in recreation. With guidance from the Hood 
Canal Watershed Project Coordinator, teachers at North Mason and DNR staff, the students 
developed their own lesson plans, teaching aids and activities for their fourth grade charges. 
Reactions to the “students teaching students” day has been extremely positive. Karen Lippy, high 
school science teacher said of her students, “I see an increase in problem-solving skills ... and I do 
see an increased self-confidence in the students, as people and as learners.” (DNR, 1995, p.2). 
Through teaching younger students they acquired new skills in presenting information- being 
organized, prepared, self confident, knowledgeable, respectful and patient. In a DNR publication 
summarizing the event, some of the comments the high- school students gave are: 
 
-“it was confusing but fun.” 
-“I felt a little intimidated about the project and teaching 180 kids.” 
-“It helped me learn that I can talk in front of people.” 
-“We did something good for our community.” 
 
And from the fourth graders: 
 
-“it’s a great place to learn about the forest, watershed and water.” 
-“It would be better for third graders, because people should learn it earlier.” 



  

 

The yearly Earth Day event is only one part of “Students in the Watershed”. One aspect of the 
program is to monitor sediment and erosion movement on trails in the Tahuya State Forest. The 
monitoring done by the students is part of a five year plan to measure the success of various trail 
treatments designed to hold sediment and/or divert sediment away from salmon-bearing streams. 
Two aspects of trail movement are measured at each study site. Erosion “bridges” are used to 
measure the height of the trail. Silt traps are used to measure the sediment running off the trails. 
These two sets of measurements, precipitation data and trail use are analyzed to determine the 
effectiveness of the trail treatments (Belfair Herald, Oct. 10, 1996). The students take their 
measurements on the same day each week, and again whenever 0.5 inches of precipitation occurs 
in 24 hours, when measurements are taken the next day. The students spend hundreds of hours 
each year collecting and organizing the data, something that DNR has neither the staff nor funding 
to do, and their data will be invaluable to DNR scientists and managers as well as examples for 
forests elsewhere. (Students in the Watershed training pamphlet, 1997). 
 
Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife 
 
In 1990, The Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife added its 63 acres of riverine 
wetlands which are across the Union River toward the North Shore of Hood Canal to the Theler 
wetlands property. This parcel is separated from the Theler wetlands by a parcel owned by Jack 
Johnson. An agreement was forged with Mr. Johnson for access through his property to Fish and 
Wildlife property. This combination of wetlands from Sam Theler’s estate and those owned and 
managed by Fish and Wildlife are collectively known as the Hood Canal Wetlands. 
 
Fish and Wildlife has been a prominent player in the Hood Canal Wetlands Project since 1990, yet 
the agency is much more low key than other agencies about their role and their successes with the 
project. While the school district has received national acclaim (deservedly so), for their 
innovative changes in curriculum, and DNR has justifiably lauded their role in the “Students in the 
Watershed” project, Fish and Wildlife has quietly gone about their business of preserving and 
protecting habitat by acquiring property in the vicinity of the original Theler Wetlands, so that by 
1998, the entire end of Hood Canal and the mouth of the Union River are protected by one means 
or another. Some of the properties were bought by Fish and Wildlife as they came up for sale, and 
some are preserved by land trusts and nature conservancies. According to Mike Kuttle, with Fish 
and Wildlife, one reason that the lower Hood Canal has been a focus for his agency is that the 
potential exists to protect a large enough area to be of significance to the entire ecosystem. In so 
many cases, only a small parcel is available, so that whatever Fish and Wildlife may do at that site 
will have only a minor effect in the ecosystem. In the vicinity of the Theler property, the agency 
saw opportunities for premier examples of E.E. in Washington as well as protecting habitat in an 
entire watershed (Kuttle, 1998). 
 
Fish and Wildlife provided assistance first to Belfair Elementary, and then to other schools in the 
district for “Salmon in the Classroom” projects, where students receive eggs each spring, raise 
them in an aquarium in the classroom, and release the juveniles into local streams. Students have
also spread frozen salmon carcasses along streams to study nutrient release leading to availability 
of food and quality of water for young salmon. 
 



  

 

Students have undertaken ten stream restoration projects throughout lower Hood Canal, half of 
which were done in partnership with Fish and Wildlife and the Mason Conservation District, and 
half with the Union River Basin Protection Association. 
 
Students also have an ongoing Brant geese study, where they regularly observe local eelgrass beds 
for Brant geese and leg band data, and report the data to a Fish and Wildlife representative (Lippy, 
1997). 
 
In addition to all the above, the Hood Canal Wetlands project was able to purchase property, with 
Fish and Wildlife funding, adjacent to Sweetwater Creek, which runs beside Belfair Elementary. 
This will protect Sweetwater Creek from the headwaters to where it enters Hood Canal on the 
Theler wetland property. Schoolchildren at Belfair Elementary have released juvenile salmon for 
almost ten years into Sweetwater Creek, both fry raised in aquariums, and different species reared 
in remote site incubators along Sweetwater Creek. There’s an old wooden water wheel on the 
creek, which presently is non-operational, however proposals by Fish and Wildlife and The Hood 
Canal Project include interpretation of salmon life cycles, spawning habitat, stream restoration 
through the use of a fish ladder so that returning salmon could get past the water wheel, hatchery 
program, wooded stream-side trails and the development of electricity through turbines, both 
hydraulically and by using the water wheel. A small park and picnic area under a canopy of cedar 
and fir overlooking the stream and a small pond are also proposed. This site is dual purpose in that 
Sweetwater Creek is preserved and safeguarded from development and also has the capacity for 
increased spawning. Once the fish ladders are completed, it will become a focus for stream 
restoration and enhancement and be a model spawning stream. It will also serve as an 
interpretation and recreation site. Visitors can follow the path of returning salmon from Hood 
Canal, across the Hood Canal Watershed Project grounds, across Highway 3, and up Sweetwater 
Creek to hatching and spawning sites near the headwaters (O’Malley, 1996). 
 
Fish and Wildlife also helped fund the project coordinator position and was a pass-through to the 
school district for the $500,000 grant provided by the Washington state Legislature in 1992, from 
DNR’s Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account (ALEA). In short, at every step of the way, Fish and 
Wildlife has been there quietly working behind the scenes to fund and support the Hood Canal 
Watershed Project and the educational programs going on there. 
 
The Hood Canal Watershed Education Network 
 
The Hood Canal Watershed Education Network (HCWEN) is an advisory committee consisting of 
a consortium of representatives from the North Mason School District, the Hood Canal Watershed 
Project and state and local agencies. Its goal is to provide interdisciplinary and sustainable 
environmental education for students throughout the Lower Hood Ca~na1 Watershed. HCWEN 
seeks to establish and maintain cooperative relationships with local governments, businesses and 
community organizations in support of the Hood Canal Watershed Project. 



  

 

HCWEN has developed a vision statement and list of beliefs that are used as working documents 
for their projects (Appendix I). 
 
HCWEN has been very effective in its role of developing partnerships and cooperative projects 
between the agencies and the schools. According to Dr. Tom Marrs, Assistant Superintendent of 
the North Mason School District, this is because HCWEN provides transformational leadership 
rather than transactional leadership. For illustration of these different forms of leadership, he cites 
James MacGregor Burns in his book Leadership (1978), who asserts that the relations of most 
leaders and followers are transactional- leaders approach followers with an eye to exchanging one 
thing for another: jobs for votes or subsidies for campaign contributions, for instance. The 
transforming leader, on the other hand, recognizes and exploits an existing need or demand of a 
potential follower. Beyond that, the transforming leader looks for potential motives in followers, 
seeks to satisfy higher needs and engages the full person of the followers. The result of 
transforming leadership is a relationship of mutual stimulation and elevation that converts 
followers into leaders and may convert leaders into moral agents (Burns, 1978). In the case of the 
Hood Canal Watershed Project, this kind of leadership has resulted in HCWEN’s advisory rather 
than supervisory role. 
 
Belfair Community Involvement 
 
The citizens of Belfair are also involved, both by community members serving on the Tahuya 
Forest Users focus group, and as transportation for students monitoring for the Students in the 
Watershed program. One major stumbling block was how to get the students to the monitoring 
sites once a week. The school district could not provide transportation, and the students could not 
drive themselves. The staff of Reid Realty stepped forward to volunteer, and for the past three 
years have driven students weekly to the monitoring sites, providing mentors, supervision, and 
transportation as well as a vital community link. 
 
This interconnectedness shows the value of empowering constituents to solve local problems, for 
the benefit of all. DNR could have made all the management decisions about what to do to solve 
erosion in the Tahuya internally. Would the users groups have respected those decisions, or would 
the situation have dissolved into an “us versus them” mentality? Past experience shows that 
probably the latter attitude would have prevailed, with increased erosion and vandalism to forest 
property. With the partnership between the agency, the school and the community, everyone feels 
ownership and responsibility for the forest. Will all the users agree? Probably not, but the 
mechanism is in place for all factions to work toward consensus. - 

 

The Hood Canal Watershed Project and the Students in the Watershed Program are innovative 
examples of environmental education. The students are using the natural world as their classroom, 
and integrating their physical environment into traditional course work. The innovative part comes 
in through with the extensive community involvement, research that directly benefits a 
governmental agency, and the existence of the Hood Canal Project Center itself, with a dedicated 
coordinator and teaching staff specifically for the wetlands curriculum. 



  

 

Another example of community involvement is the way Belfair responded to vandalism of the 
remote site salmon incubator at Belfair Elementary. In 1994 and again in 1996, vandals turned off 
the intake valves that allow creek water to flow over the eggs, thereby killing the 125,000 chum 
salmon in the incubator. According to a front page story in the Belfair Herald, the third graders in 
Gary Seelig’s class raise salmon each year as a portion of their science curriculum. Seelig 
encourages kids to stop by after school and on weekends with their families to check on the 
project. When the vandalism was discovered, the children were devastated. The whole school has 
an assembly each spring to release the salmon (Vargus, 1994). After the second vandalism in 
1996, the whole community rallied about what they considered to be an attack an “their” salmon. 
They raised over $2000 for reward money, but more importantly, realized that salmon in the 
school and the Hood Canal Watershed Project had become a focus for the community (Werner, 
1998). Another example was given by Dick Case, past coordinator of the Project. Two new middle 
school boys painted graffiti on one of the bridges. They bragged about it in school the next day, 
and their fellow classmates turned them in for wrecking “their” area. The guilty parties had to sand 
it off with the blessing of the entire student body. “Sustainability, ownership, pride, involvement, 
whatever you want to call it, keeps a community together, makes it strong, and keeps it vibrant. 
This project gives the Belfair area all these things” (Case, 1998). 



  

 

Chapter Four: 

A Model of Environmental Education  

Why Environmental Education? 
 
Throughout much of the 20th Century, public education has centered on separate disciplines in a 
competitive learning environment where the teacher disseminated information to the students, who 
were viewed as “blank slates” onto which the information was etched by the teacher. Students 
primarily worked alone, and testing was the principle means of assessing learning. As the teachers 
in Belfair realized, the traditional way of teaching was not equipping students for life after school. 
They, along with educators throughout Washington, began grappling with ways to improve 
education. Some emerging issues in education have been a focus on interdisciplinary curricula, 
collaborative learning, active learning, and collaborative leadership. These issues are summarized 
in Appendix D (MacGregor, 1994). 
 
An increasing awareness of environmental issues over the past 25 years has lead to the evolution 
of environmental education as a learning discipline and topic to be interwoven into other school 
studies. In 1969, Bill Stapp of the University of Michigan attempted to define and conceptualize 
environmental education. Realizing that: 
 

Most current programs in conservation education are oriented primarily to basic resources; 
they do not focus on community environment and its associated problems. Furthermore, 
few programs emphasize the role of the citizen in working, both individually and 
collectively, toward the solution of problems that affect our well being. There is a vital 
need for an educational approach that effectively educates man regarding his relationship 
to the total environment (Stapp, 1969, p.30). 

 
In his view, the goal of environmental education is “Producing a citizenry that is knowledgeable 
concerning the biophysical environment and its associated problems, aware of how to help solve 
these problems, and motivated to work toward their solutions” (Stapp, 1969). Bill Stapp started 
project GREEN to address some of these issues. 
 
From this modest beginning, the concept of environmental education spread throughout the 
United States and internationally, some from as far away as Australia. In 1978, the United 
Nations issued the Tbilisi Declaration with the following broad objectives for environmental 
education: 
 
1. To foster real awareness of, and concern about, economic, social, political and ecological 

interdependence in urban and rural areas. 
2. To provide every person with opportunities to acquire the knowledge, values, attitudes, 

commitment and skills needed to protect and improve the environment. 
3. To create new patterns of behavior of individuals, groups and society as a whole toward 

the environment. 



  

 

The Washington State Board of Education also realized the importance of adding environmental 
education to school instruction, and in 1990 adopted the following mandate about environmental 
education “...instruction about conservation, natural resources, and the environment shall be 
provided at all grade levels in an interdisciplinary manner through science, social studies, and the 
humanities with emphasis on solving the problems of human adaptation to the environment.” As 
part of this mandate, the following guidelines were established: 
 

Content: The student will develop knowledge of the components of the environment and 
their interactions. 
Value: The student will value the environment as the basis of our physical lives, economy, 
and emotional well-being. 
Decision-making: the student will apply personal decision-making skills to enhance 
environmental quality. 
Action-Taking: The student will develop and utilize the knowledge and skills necessary for 
cooperative action on behalf of the environment. 

 
Programs such as Model Links (see Model Links section) were created to show that environmental 
education (E.E.) could be a powerful curriculum integrator that would help schools implement the 
Essential Academic Learning Requirements (ELRS) of the state’s education reform law. Model 
Links is a continuation of the Washington Environmental Education Model School program which 
ran from 1993-95, and provided a compelling argument that E.E. and school improvement are 
mutually supportive. Through this pilot program, the school department realized that E.E. 
catalyzes the: 

•           creation of interdisciplinary teaching teams; 
•           reconfiguration of a school master schedule to support an integrated curriculum and  

            service learning; and 
•           forging of school and community/parent partnerships (Model Links, 1997). 

 
Research efforts have sought to determine the most effective tactics that schools could use to meet 
the emerging educational issues outlined above and in Appendix D. A five year study of 1500 U.S. 
schools by the Center on Organization and Restructuring of Schools at the University of 
Wisconsin-Madison (1995) found that organizational changes in schools increase learning if 
instructional activities: 
 

• Build on prior knowledge and help students apply that knowledge to new situations. 
• Encourage students to elaborate on their ideas both orally and in writing.  
• Have value beyond school. 

 
What does Environmental Education Offer? 
 
For schools striving toward education reform, E.E. is a “natural” fit. According to the Model Links 
Progress Report (1997), E.E. can be used to: 
 
 



   

  

1.) Integrate curriculum. E.E. is interdisciplinary, drawing from the physical and biological 
sciences as well as social and political arenas. It encourages students to apply skills and 
knowledge from many disciplines to real world situations and issues. A 1996 report by the 
Council of Chief State School Officers found that use of the environment as an integrating 
concept led to academic gains, improvement in critical thinking skills, and provided a rich 
context through which reading, writing and communication become meaningful tools (Hoody, 
1996). - 

 

2.) Use learning experiences that relate directly to student’s life experiences as family and 
community members. Students are more likely to be engaged in instructional activities that relate 
directly to their own lives. E.E. often begins close to home, encouraging learners to investigate 
their immediate surroundings. This local connection provides a base for moving out into larger 
systems, broader areas, and a more sophisticated understanding of causes, connections and 
consequences (NAAEE, 1997). 
 
3.) Create an instructional fit between curricula and the local environment, school site and/or 
building ecological s systems. E.E. promotes links between the school’s local setting, the physical 
operation of the school, and the curricula. For example, a study can use the school yard, or a unit 
on “systems” might use energy audits of the school building. 
 
4.) Provide a powerful student motivator. Students find environmental topics intellectually 
challenging and relevant to their lives and are motivated by opportunities to investigate topics and 
act upon their findings. Environmental activities such as stream restoration projects and the 
creation of school nature trails, allow students to demonstrate learning and develop career-related 
skills, plus providing a sense of accomplishment and ownership of the area. Learning theorists 
believe that people learn best through active involvement and problem solving and by articulating 
their findings. Learning is also closely tied to solutions in which students create knowledge in the 
context of social interaction (Model Links, 1997). 
 
The Washington Model Schools Program learned that to effectively bring the Washington State 
environmental education mandate to life in public schools such as North Mason several factors 
needed to be taken into account: 
 
• Systematic Change Takes Time. Research indicates that lasting school change takes from 

three to five years even when the focus of change is a top priority for the school: The original 
Model Schools Program was funded for two years, then a different set of schools were funded 
for Model Links. The North Mason funding runs out in 1998, and the basic framework is in 
place to continue integrating their curriculum under the wetlands theme, but the coming years 
may prove crucial for the long term success of the program. For many of the schools, funding 
allowed them to take steps toward developing integrated units and carry out a variety of 
community based environmental projects but was generally insufficient to develop 
comprehensive, school wide programs. Many schools compensated for the inadequate time by 
applying for grants to provide funding for the future. 

 
 



   

  

•   Schools are Unique

   

. Schools vary tremendously in their needs, their communities and their 
school site. There is no one size fits all curriculum or strategy that will work everywhere. 
Each schools E.E. program should ideally be designed by the teachers who will be using it, by 
incorporating pieces from a variety of curricula that will meet the needs of the students and 
teachers, fit into the framework of the district or state mandates, and with support from the 
local community and parents. 

•   School Personnel Value Environmental Education for Different Reasons

 

. Teachers valued 
E.E. because it made student teaming relevant and was a powerful instructional motivator for 
students. They found E.E. reduced absenteeism and discipline problems and created 
excitement about learning. They also believed that environmental skills and attitudes were 
important to impart to youth. 

 

Administrators valued E.E. because it promoted teaming and collaboration among teaching staff 
and drew community and parent resources to the school. Some schools saw the potential of E.E. 
to generate cost savings for their buildings, a powerful motivator in an era of budget cuts (Model 
Schools, 1996). 
 
•   If Environmental Education is to Become Systemically Infused Into School Cultures and 

Curricula. It Must be Able to Articulate Itself as a School Improvement Process That Helps 
Schools Achieve Their Primary Goals

 

. Schools that saw how E.E. could directly fulfill their 
institutional goals were more successful than others. Ultimately, schools have to decide where 
E.E. fits into their instructional programs and determine what degree of implementation best 
meets their needs. 

Environmental Education has been successful as an integrator in the North Mason Schools 
because they have the enthusiastic support of the Supervisor and School Board as well as the 
teachers. They are fortunate to have a wetland site owned by the school district which makes 
some of the logistics easier, and realized that a wetlands theme was the key they had been looking 
for. Appendix E lists factors that help or hinder the creation of systemic environmental education 
in schools. Many of the characteristics listed in Appendix E can be found in the North Mason 
District, and they have contributed to the success of the program there. 
 
Gerald Lieberman has studied the use of the environment as an integrating context in schools 
across the nation and written several papers on his findings. In his latest study (Aug. 1997), 40 
schools from all across the U.S. that were using integrated curricula featuring environmental 
themes showed wide-ranging positive results on student learning. This study found that 
environmentally integrated curricula improves student achievement in science, language arts, 
social studies and math. Students, teachers and administrators also reported other significant 
effects including: development of problem-solving, critical thinking and decision making skills; 
increased enthusiasm and engagement in learning and gains in summative measures of 
educational achievement such as standardized test scores and grade point averages. A summary 
of his data is listed in Appendix F. 



   

  

While Lieberman’s research is overwhelmingly supportive of environment as an integrating 
context, it should be noted that he surveyed schools that were already using the integrated 
curriculum and had found that it worked well for them. Perhaps more revealing would have been 
to find schools that had tried integrated curricula and then abandoned it for other styles, and 
investigate reasons why it did not work for them. That information would be particularly useful 
for schools considering an integrated environmental curricula for ways to avoid or overcome 
some of the problems other schools had faced. 
 
An overview of the status of environmental education in the United States by Lieberman (1995) 
cited the availability of funding and staff time for curriculum development were ranked, by far, as 
the most limiting factors. These limitations were also cited by Marcia Wiley of Model Links, 
“Integrated curricula take a lot more time to plan and implement. Planning time must be available 
for the teachers. The support of the school board, principal and parents is essential, and funding is 
a critical piece, either through the district budget or individual school grants.” (Wiley, 1998). 
 
In the 1995 Lieberman study, approaches to overcoming constraints on curriculum development 
were to use existing curricula and modify them to fit the local needs instead of creating new 
curricula. Many excellent curricula already exist, and it makes sense to not “reinvent the wheel”. 
Teachers need to be trained on how to most effectively use the existing curricula, and the 
curriculum needs to be linked to school reform initiatives by demonstrating the relationship to 
performance standards and desired student outcomes. 
 
The North Mason School District serves as an excellent example that these and other limitations 
can be overcome with local support and creative thinking. Environmental education theory is 
being put into practice in the classroom. Along with the teachers, another critical component is 
the students. They do much of the work that makes the Hood Canal Watershed Project Center an 
environmental project center. The model used is based on one used by Neal Maine at the Coastal 
Science and Technology Center in Seaside, OR. Neal Maine believes that students can do science 
and community projects and make a difference in their communities. His students work with 
various agencies and with various grants to complete environmental and community projects. 
Karen Lippy, teacher at North Mason High School, attended his week long Coastal Wetlands 
Institute in 1993, and returned inspired to create a similar program at North Mason. The Hood 
Canal Institute classes (upper level) spend 100% of their time working on projects. Students in 
the Aquatic World classes (level 2) spend about 40% of their time working in the Hood Canal 
Institute. Student benefits to working in the Institute include being able to utilize outside 
materials and resources, use real equipment and being able to do “real science” which brings 
meaning to their educational experience. Innovative educational methods including service 
learning, performance based assessment, and project-centered learning are central to the Hood 
Canal Institute program. Service teaming is a powerful method proven to link students to the real 
world and lend meaning to their education. Karen Lippy received Project Service Learning 
awards in 1995-7 and was used as a demonstration site. In 1998, five sections of Aquatic World 
and one of Hood Canal Institute are offered; however demand has been so great that two Hood 
Canal Institute classes will be offered beginning fall, 1998. A conservative estimate is that the 



   

  

students spend more than 7000 hours a year working on watershed projects, representing a huge 
force in the community and for the Hood Canal Watershed Project (Lippy, 1998). Increasing 
demand for these classes shows that North Mason school district has effectively bridged the gap 
between environmental education theory and practice. 



   

  

Chapter Five 
 

Reproducibility in Other Communities 
 
Neil Werner, director of the Hood Canal Watershed Project, commented that the Hood Canal 
Project has received national acclaim for its innovative approach and that representatives from 
agencies and communities across the U.S. approach him saying, “You have a really great 
program here, how can we get something going like this in our community?” One of the focuses 
of this paper is to examine why the Hood Canal Watershed Project has been successful and what 
elements could be replicated in other communities. 
 
When asked how to set up similar programs elsewhere, Mike Kuttle, Assistant Director of the 
Wildlife Management Division, WA Fish and Wildlife Department responded, “That’s easy- just 
clone Muffy Picket and Neil Werner and you’ve got it made!” (1998) On the surface this seems 
like a flip answer, yet everyone interviewed for this paper responded essentially the same way; 
without the drive and passion of a core of individuals, nothing would have happened. Dr. Pickel 
has been a constant force throughout the process, and the three directors have been crucial to the 
project, beginning with the vision of Jerry Walker, continuing with the education skills of Dick 
Case, and leading to the present day drive and dedication of Neil Werner. 
 
The Hood Canal Watershed Project can be visualized as three intersecting circles, consisting of 
the North Mason School District, the natural resource agencies such as DNR and Fish and 
Wildlife, and the community. If any of these circles is no longer in the picture, the links fall apart. 
Each component is essential to the project, and each is dependent on the others to make up the 
whole. 
 
Many communities have an existing natural feature that they could use as a focus for the 
community; some already have nature centers or interpretive sites; some already have school 
districts using environmental education programs such as recycling or energy audits or 
community gardens; some may have strong community groups working with various factions to 
develop solutions to community problems, but few, if any, have the interrelating links that the 
schools, the agencies and the community have in the Belfair area. 
 
This is not to say that Belfair is perfect: far from it. Some of the challenges the town faces, 
including lack of sewers, divided views on growth, and lack of a town core are discussed in the 
last chapter. These issues are brought up not to denigrate Belfair, but to show other communities 
that every community faces challenges, and the ways they meet these challenges are crucial for 
success. This is also not to say that there is universal support for the Hood Canal Watershed 
Project. One of the criticisms is that the natural resource agencies have played too large a role in 
the center’s development. There is some perception that the agencies want to run the whole show, 
and that there has not been enough community input. 
 
Another segment of the population feels that the terms of the will are not being carried out as 
Sam Theler wished. The sentiment here is that the trust was designated to go toward a 
gymnasium or recreation center to be used for recreational and athletic purposes. Recreation 



   

  

allowed on the center grounds is of a passive type: walking, bird watching, and nature study. 
There is no swimming pool available. Playgrounds, gymnasiums and ballfields on school grounds 
are in constant use in the evenings by organized teams, but are of limited access to local residents 
who are not part of a team, and are not available when school is in session. A third criticism is 
that the greater community is not aware of all that is going on at the Hood Canal Center. People 
walking the trails may see little indication of the educational projects going on in the classroom 
or out in the wetlands. Many people accustomed to the traditional style of teaching may not 
understand what the school district is trying to accomplish and how the environmentally 
integrated curriculum fits into this framework. 
 
A final criticism is that in a conservative, resource based community there is a perception among 
some of the community that anything “environmental” implies advocacy and turning children 
into “tree huggers” and against the views of their parents who depend on resource extraction to 
make a living. Again, these criticisms are intended to let other communities realize some of the 
issues they may face in starting up similar ventures in their own area. 
 
Resources Available and Suggestions for Implementation 
 
For schools interested in using the environment as an integrating context, the story of how the 
North Mason School District got the “Schools for the 21st Century” grant should prove useful, as 
well as the information gleaned from the Model Schools and Model Links Programs. Instead of 
viewing the process through rose colored glasses, an attempt has been made to document the 
failures as well as successes, and some factors that are crucial to success. The list of what worked 
and what did not work for the Model Schools program as listed in Appendix E should also prove 
useful. 
 
For schools or communities that may want to try setting up an environmental education program 
on a small level before jumping into reworking the whole school system, two resources may 
prove useful. The first is Designing Community Environmental Education Programs: A guide for 
Local Government by the Washington Department of Ecology, which is wealth of information 
about setting goals, enlisting volunteers, reaching businesses and the community, publicity, and 
finding funding and government resources. The second is Generation Earth

 

, which features a 
video and companion manual about environmental programs in place around the U.S. The Hood 
Canal Watershed Project is one of the programs showcased. Divided into four parts; On Campus, 
Off Campus, Educating Others, and More Help, the video offers a breezy, upbeat style that would 
appeal t& students who may be contemplating starting an environmental project for school, but 
are not sure how to go about it. These two references were extensively consulted during the 
preparation of this paper; undoubtedly other excellent references are available. The local library 
is an obvious, but often overlooked, place to start. 

Carol Wentlandt, a former manager of the Mary Theler Community Center, has been involved in 
the project since the beginning. Her advice is to first get a group of interested local people 
together to create a vision of what you want to achieve, then set up committees to research 
various parts, or accomplish tasks that would bog down the larger group, and then proceed as you 
would when starting a business, by writing a master plan. Costs must be broken down and 



   

  

itemized if possible, since you will probably be relying on donations and/or grants, and parts of 
the project may be donated or funded, whereas the entire project would be beyond the reach of a 
single grant or donation. Break the project down into phases, get the first phase completed, then 
move on to the next phase. It may be overwhelming to try to do it all at once, and phases are 
easier to fund, too. It seems ironic, but success breeds success. An early, small accomplishment 
tells potential funders that your group has the organization and drive to follow through, and 
makes it more likely that further funding will come (Wentlandt, 1998). 
 
Several people mentioned that having a coordinator or director was a crucial component. 
Volunteer leaders are vital, especially in the early stages, but most are not willing or able to give 
the enormous amounts of time and energy required to seek funding, coordinate volunteers, meet 
with business and agency leaders, engage community members and organize projects or 
programs. For many programs, fund-raising itself is a full time job. As soon as possible, find 
funding for a coordinator. However, often money for staff and support services is the hardest to 
get. Most grants and donations are earmarked for “bricks and mortar” projects, where the grantor 
has something concrete to show for their donation. Agencies such as DNR and Fish and Wildlife 
have contributed short term funding for a coordinator for the Hood Canal Watershed Project, 
mostly as part of larger funding packages. Their idea is to get the project off the ground and then 
step out of the picture. Long term funding sources will have to be built into the project (Werner. 
Adams. 1998). 
 
In Washington, the Department of Ecology has a program specifically to help small towns with 
water quality problems. The Small Towns Environment Program (STEP) provides small local 
governments a unique approach to planning and construction of wastewater treatment facilities. 
The STEP program gets local problems in the hands of local people, encourages local solutions 
and gets the job done, usually at a savings of 20-70% of the cost of conventional projects. Though 
STEP is aimed at wastewater treatment, much of the framework of the program could work for 
other community problem solving, and there is a correlation between the framework of STEP and 
the evolution of the Hood Canal Watershed Project. For example, in STEP, a major component is 
the sparkplug which is defined as a resident in the community who takes the responsibility of 
providing leadership for the project. This includes anything from rallying volunteers to convening 
meetings between contractors and elected officials. The sparkplug is the one who makes sure that 
what needs to be done gets done. Some sparkplug characteristics include tenacity, willingness to 
share credit and get everyone involved, caring, openness, trustworthiness and a sense of humor 
(ECOLOGY, 1996). For the Hood Canal Watershed Project, the sparkplugs were primarily the 
three directors: Jerry Walker, Dick Case and Neil Werner. 
 
A second definition in the STEP program is self-help, which is relying on resources within a 
community, abilities and assets before seeking assistance from outside to accomplish a task: 
American can-do spirit and attitude. To be successful must first recognize their potential and be 
ready to proceed. Having a leader in the community who can organize and inspire citizens, 
convince them of the importance of the project and follow through with the tenacity and. 
commitment to make it happen is crucial for success. (ECOLOGY, 1996). Jerry Walker had this 
kind of tenacity and follow-through to continually seek support for the Hood Canal Watershed 
 



   

  

Project from every contact that he made, every agency staff person, or business leader that he 
met. These characteristics describe the Hood Canal Watershed Project, and are vital to any 
community attempting similar projects. 
 
Examples of other communities that brought diverse factions together to work toward solutions to 
environmental problems are given by Bernard and Young (1997). Particularly appealing are the 
eight examples of real communities that have faced issues of resource depletion and/or 
environmental degradation and their stories of positive changes in their communities. They 
recount their successes and pitfalls in the hopes that other individuals or groups will become 
inspired to seek improvements in their own communities. Many other references exist to help 
communities organize and work together to improve their lives; some of these issues are 
discussed further in the next chapter. 
 
The interrelationships between the Tahuya Forest Users focus group and DNR staff is not 
environmental education in the same sense that Students in the Watershed is, and yet it is an 
example of adult and agency collaboration along the same lines as the examples of community 
collaboration about environmental issues cited above. The term “environmental education” was 
never mentioned to me when I interviewed DNR personnel, and many communities may not feel 
that their efforts to solve local environmental problems qualify as environmental education, yet it 
is environmental education in the sense of getting people more in tune with themselves and their 
environment, and raising awareness of the interconnectedness of all living things. Probably the 
focus group members would not use such philosophical terms, and some are certainly more 
environmentally aware than others. The most important part of their relationship is that all groups 
are willing to sit at the same table and work out their differences with a strategy that all can 
accept. These examples of collaboration will become increasingly important in the years ahead. 
 
What makes the Hood Canal Watershed Project unique was the original grant of land and funds 
from Sam Theler and the passion of several people to seek the best use for that bequest. Many 
factors came together to create the Hood Canal Watershed Project: the initial gift of land and 
money, a drive for education reform with accompanying funding for innovative learning 
techniques, a degradation of water standards in Hood Canal with resulting focus on the area for 
public education and involvement, and available land within the larger ecosystem that could be 
set aside in protected status so that projects at the Center could impact a much larger area. Much 
of the funding and grants for the Hood Canal Watershed Project came to them because state and 
local agencies look upon this project as a model of what can be done in other areas. The hardest 
part for other communities to replicate may be to obtain a site with similar qualities, and to 
convince community members and agency personnel of its value and potential. 



   

  

Chapter Six: 
 

Part of a Sustainable Community 
 
The Hood Canal Watershed Project is being hailed as an example of part of a sustainable future 
for Belfair and the surrounding area. This chapter will address some of the challenges facing the 
town now and in the future especially traffic congestion and septic failures. Some concepts of 
what is meant by sustainability will be explored, as well as what that may mean for the future of 
Belfair and the Hood Canal Watershed Project. 
 
The town of Belfair is facing some tremendous challenges such as lack of a centralized sewage 
system in the face of increased pressures to build and develop. In the existing residential areas 
around Belfair, 99.8% of the soils are severely limited for septic use, due to cemented layers, 
steep slopes, wetness, or poor filtering (PSCRBT, 1991). Highway 3 splits the town in half, and 
development has occurred along the highway, giving the town a strip mall feeling. However, 
change is in the winds, and Belfair may soon have the opportunity to reinvent itself as a 
community. 
 
Although a central sewage system was recommended for the Belfair area at least 25 years ago 
(Yoshinaka and Ellifrit, 1974), local opposition and lack of funding kept it from being completed. 
However, a group of local citizens is again investigating sites and financing. According to Harry 
Martin, “It will be built, it’s not a question of if, but when, and I think it will be in the next few 
years” (Martin, 1998). 
 
Another issue that has been proposed off and on for at least 20 years is an expansion of Highway 
3, and relief of traffic congestion through Belfair. First proposed as a four lane high-speed arterial 
between Bremerton and Shelton, and rejected as too costly, the project has now resurfaced as a 
proposed reroute around only Belfair that would provide a route for through traffic and better 
access for local people get to the stores and businesses in Belfair. This re-route is still in the 
preliminary planning and study phase, so it is not known at this time if the road will be two lane 
or four lane, and the exact route that it will take, so it is difficult to speculate on the possible 
environmental consequences. Just as it took community members who were passionate in their 
support of the Hood Canal Watershed Project to get it where it is today, community leadership 
will be vital in the years ahead to help the community realize the potential impacts that will come 
in the future and the challenge to create a better Belfair. 
 
Toward Sustainable Development 
 
The Hood Canal Watershed Project could help Belfair on the road to being a sustainable 
community. The Students in the Watershed program is cited as an example of sustainability in 
Sustainable America: A New Consensus for Prosperity. Opportunity and a Hea1th~ Environment 
for the Future by the President’s Council on Sustainable Development (1996). For the purpose of 
this paper, sustainability and sustainable development are used interchangeably and defined as 
development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future 
generations to meet their own needs. This definition comes from Our Common Future, a report 



   

  

of the United Nations’ World Commission on Environment and Development (1987). Commonly 
called the Brundtland Report after the commission’s chair, Norwegian Prime Minister Gro 
Harlem Brundtland, Our Common Future emphasized the links between problems of growth, 
economics, technology and the environment. The simplicity of the definition is one of its 
limitations; it is so vague as to allow many definitions. Sustainability has become one of the 
buzzwords of the 90’s, often touted as the solution to humanity’s problems, but rarely offering 
practical solutions to specific problems. As Huey Johnson (1995) writes in his book Green Plans: 
Greenprint for Sustainability, sustainability has come to be used as one would use words like 
Philosophy or religion - yes, the world needs religion; yes the world needs sustainable 
development - but it is meaningless in terms of defining necessary actions. 
 
In the course of researching this paper, many books on sustainability were consulted. Some were 
very theoretical; interesting on a philosophical level, but not very specific. Some, however, had 
detailed, specific recommendations for communities that were striving towards sustainability. 
Some of these ideas may seem radical, or something that might work in Seattle, or Olympia, but 
not elsewhere. That may be true. Each community must come to grips with how it defines 
sustainability and what the community would look like if it was sustainable. 
 
An excellent start is with Economic Renewal Guide: a Collaborative Process for Sustainable 
Community Development by Michael Kinsley (1997). This is a “nuts and bolts” workbook that 
details step by step how to conduct a series of town meetings that can focus a community towards 
improvement by integrating economic, community and environmental concerns with 
development. It is a way to approach development through a thoughtful process that minimizes 
controversy and maximizes creativity. 
 
One key issue is the difference between growth and development. The assumption that economic 
prosperity requires growth has been so ingrained in our culture by politicians, business boosters, 
economists and the media that virtually every American community is looking for ways to grow 
out of its economic problems, even when those problems are the result of growth. Growth has 
two fundamentally different meanings: “expansion” and “development”. Expansion means 
getting bigger; development means getting better, which may or may not involve expansion. 
Many communities have wasted a lot of time and energy pursuing expansion, when what they 
really needed was development. Kinsley (1997) uses an analogy to the human body- human 
growth after maturity is cancer. When a town continues to expand after maturity, its cancer 
becomes manifest in many ways: controversy, higher taxes, increased traffic, sprawl, loss of 
community. 
 
After reaching physical maturity, humans continue to develop in many ways: learning new skills, 
gaining new wisdom, cultivating new friendships, and so forth. Similarly, a community can create 
affordable housing, protect public safety and improve employment, health, cultural, and 
educational opportunities without necessarily having increased expansion. Kinsley’s definition of 
development is the creation of jobs, income, savings and a stronger community. Although it is 
beyond the scope of this paper to go into great detail, his book contains extensive real-life 
examples and practical suggestions for communities seeking to improve their local economy 
sustainability. Appendix G and H contain guidelines for sustainable communities. 



   

  

Sustainable development does not necessarily mean having less economic development. In fact, a 
healthy economy is better able to generate the resources to meet people’s needs. New investment 
and environmental improvement often go hand in hand, however this does not mean that every 
aspect of the environment should be preserved at all costs, but that decisions made throughout 
society must consider the environmental impact of those decisions (Selman, 1996). 
 
Rural areas have special needs especially regarding sustainable agriculture and forestry practices. 
In many areas such as Belfair, large tracts of timberlands are controlled by out of town companies 
or state agencies. Leaders in rural areas often find that large corporations excel at “passing the 
buck” higher and higher up the hierarchy until it finally is passed on to the shareholders who are 
too widely dispersed, too poorly informed and too unconcerned to be responsible for anything. A 
corollary is that the governmental and educational institutions from which rural people should by 
right have received help have not helped. They have embraced the philosophy that all technology 
is inherently good, that the failure of farm families, rural businesses and rural communities is 
merely the result of progress and efficiency (Berry, 1995). To counteract this, communities must 
establish their own presence. Small communities know the connections- that wood comes from 
trees, farming is connected to nature and food to farming and health to food- and they want to 
preserve those connections. They are seeing that conservation is connected to economics, and that 
a community’s health is connected to how it makes its living. The aims of the community are to 
preserve ecological diversity and integrity and the renewal of local economies and local 
communities on the basis of sound cultural and ecological principles. Appendix H contains a list 
of rules for rural sustainable communities (Berry, 1995). 
 
Belfair as a Sustainable Community 
 
The Hood Canal Watershed Project, in conjunction with its Students in the Watershed Program, 
has been cited as an example of sustainable communities by the President’s Council on 
Sustainable Development. This came about because Steve Hulbert, owner of Hulbert Pontiac, 
Cadillac, and Saturn of Olympia, Washington started a branch of the Global Environmental 
Education Network (GREEN) in the Olympia area. GREEN involves youth, educators, 
businesses and government in monitoring local water bodies. The program’s goal is to take 
watersheds from assessment to problem identification to rehabilitation to sustainability. 
 
The Hood Canal Watershed Project used GREEN as a partial model when setting up their 
program of monitoring and environmental action projects, and consequently, when the Students 
in the Watershed project was developed. Steve Hulbert was appointed to the President’s Council 
as a member of the Public Linkage, Dialogue, and Education Task Force. He says “there are so 
many brilliant ideas, but they’re like shooting stars because people do not figure out ways to 
make them sustainable. A sustainable idea must have support and resources at all levels, 
otherwise the idea fizzles and fades” (Sustainable America, 1996). In the Students in the 
Watershed program, Steve Hulbert’s idea has turned into a full-scale program that uses national, 
state, and local resources not only to educate students about forest ecosystems, the connections 
between watersheds and the forest and the effects that humans can have on both, but to empower 
the whole community to work together to take protective actions (Sustainable America, 1996). 



   

  

How does this discussion about sustainable communities pertain to Belfair? As mentioned above, 
with the advent of potential sewerage and a city by-pass. Belfair is on the cusp of changes that 
can have far reaching effects. The issue of sustainability pertains to the Belfair area as a whole, 
with the Hood Canal Watershed Project as a component. 
 
The Belfair Village Concept 
 
The Belfair Planning Group was formed to assist county officials in understanding ideas and 
issues about designating Belfair as a Growth area. The premise was that for most of Mason 
County to remain rural, growth had to occur around Belfair and other population centers. The 
group was selected to represent a diversity of community views and was assisted by Professor 
Richard Untermann of the University of Washington. The group met for three sessions, 
discussing the complexities of converting a strip center that had grown haphazardly over the 
years into a compact, denser village with opportunity for employment, housing and character. 
The group and subsequent public workshops and public hearings developed growth goals for 
Belfair (Mason Co. Comprehensive Plan, 1996). 
 
Belfair Growth Goals should include the following: 
 

1. Become a compact, rural village with a variety of housing and job opportunities, including 
sufficient affordable housing to meet the county’s growth goals; 

2. Preserve and enhance the saltwater marshes and ensure wetland protection as Belfair 
grows; 

3. Strengthen Belfair’s economic vitality. 
 
These goals might be accomplished by protecting the wetlands and the Union River valley, and 
featuring the wetlands in the area’s economic vitality. Belfair’s future economy seems wedded to 
tourism and moderate commercial and industrial expansion. Developing Belfair into an attractive 
and fully functioning village could attract and support modest industrial expansion and capture 
more dollars from the thousands of tourists who visit the marshes and wetlands. 
 
Encourage tourists visiting the local state parks, forests, and recreation sites to stop and stay in 
Belfair by cleaning up the “eye-sores” along the highway such as low-density storage, parking 
and low-density auto dependent use areas. Encourage the development of tourist-support services 
such as picnic area, motels and shops between SR-3 and the wetlands. Construct sidewalks to 
encourage walking. Extend the boardwalks and trails through the Hood Canal Wetlands to 
connect to the rest of Belfair, complete with shelters, benches and interpretive signage. Also 
proposed is the creation of an organization to foster tourist development on lands south of the 
village. 
 
Belfair should create an old-fashioned “village” at the SR-3 intersection, reminiscent of small 
towns like Sisters or Cannon Beach in Oregon, or LaConner and Leavenworth in Washington, or 
Eureka and Pleasanton (a planned community) in California - all “user friendly” small towns. 
This could be accomplished by converting the Old Belfair Highway and portions of SR-3 to a 



   

  

main street, complete with on street parking and sidewalks, beginning at the “Y” and extending 
north and south, locating new stores near the sidewalk with parking at the rear or alongside 
buildings, and concentrating commercial development. Traditional villages have commercial 
development concentrated within several blocks of the village center. Belfair’s commercial 
development extends along almost three miles of SR-3, producing a strip mall look and feel. No 
businesses need relocate; however, future commercial development should be concentrated 
within 1/2 mile of the village center (Mason Co. Comp. Plan, 1996). 
 
The document continues with discussion of housing and employment, stormwater runoff and 
other issues, but this section is sufficient to show the proposal of several innovative ideas for the 
Belfair of the future. It is obvious that the Hood Canal Wetlands Project is expected to figure 
prominently in the Belfair plan, and that its role will become increasingly more important over 
time. 
 
However, several potential “red flags” come to mind when reading these proposals. One is the 
sheer numbers of visitors coming to the Project Center. In 1993, 8000 came. In 1994, 16,000 
visited the wetlands. In 1995, the numbers had risen to 34,000 and to 54,000 in 1996. In 1997, the 
figures were 60,000 people walking the trails with an additional 30,000 students, for a total of 
90,000 visitors to the Project Center. What is the carrying capacity of the facility? At what point 
has the project become too successful, putting too much strain on the fragile ecosystem it was 
designed to protect? One principle of sustainable communities is to make the polluters pay. Yet, 
who pays for these thousands of visitors and the resulting increased maintenance and clean up 
costs, along with increased wear and tear on the walkways and interpretive center? Increased 
visitors means increased impact on the wildlife in the, area and may cause some reclusive species 
to relocate. The next big challenge for the Project will be to make itself sustainable; to have 
dependable long term funding for the coordinator’s position as well as the infrastructure of the 
Project Center. A balance must be achieved between the numbers of visitors and the quality of 
visit, between protecting the wetlands and impacting the wetlands. 
 
Another warning flag is the towns that were cited as examples for Belfair to emulate- Cannon 
Beach, Sisters, and Leavenworth. These towns have all openly wooed tourists with the results 
that, for many people, “it’s a nice place to visit, but I wouldn’t want to live there”. Communities 
need diversity of economy, and too much emphasis on tourism drives prices up and other 
businesses that locals depend on for their daily living are driven away, as most “tourist towns” 
can attest to. Belfair is already a very seasonal town- the population triples in the summer months 
(Werner, Wentlandt, 1998), causing increased demand for police, fire, medical and other services 
by people who are not local taxpayers. Several people interviewed for this paper stated that they 
dread coming into town in the summer, and on a holiday weekend avoid it altogether because the 
traffic and congestion is so bad. The proposed by-pass will not alleviate this kind of impact on the 
community. 
 
 
 
 
 



   

  

Conclusions 
 
In summary, the Hood Canal Watershed Project has evolved as a unique collaboration of the local 
school district and local community with many state and federal agencies to create a showpiece 
for environmental education, and a vision for the future for a sustainable community. Many 
factors came into play in creating the Project. A major part was the initial bequest of land and 
money to the school district, to be used for education and recreation. If the school district had not 
been given the land and hence the challenge of how to use it to fulfill the terms of the will; the 
outcome may have been much different. 
 
A second major factor was that deteriorating water quality in Hood Canal focused the attention of 
several state and local governmental agencies toward the Hood Canal area as a prime example of 
an area that was not very environmentally degraded compared with similar ecosystems in other 
parts of the state, but was on the borderline of rapid environmental deterioration. Therefore, their 
agencies had a chance to make a difference in an entire watershed and to try innovative 
techniques that could be used elsewhere, in essence creating a model for other parts of the state. 
The initial area of 72 acres was not enough to make a significant impact, but enough surrounding 
lands were still relatively undisturbed that they could be combined by outright purchase or other 
means of protection and agencies could join forces with other agencies to make changes that 
could affect an entire watershed. 
 
Another major factor was that the winds of education reform were sweeping the state at the same 
time that the North Mason School District was looking for ways to make their teaching more 
effective in a changing world. Grant money became available, and innovative programs were 
created for use by school districts willing to take a chance to change the status quo. 
 
The most important factor may have been that there were leaders in the community who 
persistently, even doggedly, pursued the dream of an environmental center for education and 
recreation in Belfair. These people had the drive and determination to determine what was needed 
to achieve their goal and to follow through until the task was accomplished. This ambition to 
reach a goal cannot be underestimated in this kind of a project, and local support and vision were 
crucial for its success. 
 
Parts of the Project may be reproducible in other communities if they develop a clear vision of 
what they want to achieve and have the drive and determination to change the vision into reality. 
In the case of the Hood Canal Watershed Project, this involved interesting other agencies or 
revenue sources to partner on collective projects, and then showing those agencies a good return 
for their investment. The results began to snowball when other agencies and organizations began 
to take notice of what was happening in Belfair, and wanted to become involved, too. 
 
The challenge for the future will be to have the Hood Canal Project Center become sustaining 
financially without becoming a victim of its own success. A second challenge will be to integrate 
the Project center with the goal of Belfair as a sustainable community, for their mutual benefit. 
With Belfair increasingly relying on tourism as a stimulus for the local economy, the temptation 
will be great to count on The Hood Canal Watershed as economic salvation. The key will be to 



   

  

walk the fine line between protecting the wetlands ecosystems, and encouraging tourism that will 
impact those ecosystems.  The Hood Canal Watershed Project exists today as an outstanding 
example of environmental education and cooperation between schools, agencies and the 
community. The solid framework established to date should allow it to meet the challenges of the 
future, where it will continue to serve as a model for the state and the nation. 
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Appendix A 
Questions Asked Interviewees 

 
1) What was your role (or that of your organization) in the development of the Hood Canal 
Watershed Project? 
 
2) Has the Project changed over time? If so, how? 
 
3) What do you see as the long range focus of the project? 
 
4) How does the Project tie in with the community of Belfair...  
 Now? 

In the future? 
 
5) Could (or should) the project expand its role?  In what ways? 
 
6) If another community wanted to set up a similar program to the Hood Canal Wetlands Project, 
what would you advise? 
 
7) There has been discussion about Belfair striving to become a more sustainable community, and 
the Project playing a role in this goal of community sustainability. What does “community 
sustainability” mean to you, and how does the Project fit into this goal? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



   

 

Appendix B. 
Cooperative Funding and Support 1989-1997 (Merrill, 1997) 

 
January 1990 Puget Sound Water Quality Authority (PIE) $37,000 
     Grant for wetlands inventory and curriculum 
April 1990 Washington State Department of Ecology $10,000 
     Shorelands and Coastal Zone Management grant for 
     trails and plan development 
December 1990 Washington State Department of Natural Resources $105,000 
     Aquatic lands Enhancement Account award for trails 
     and interpretive language 
April 1991 Washington State Department of Ecology $17,000 
     Shorelands and Coastal Zone Management grant for 
     trail design and engineering 
November 1991 Interagency Committee on Outdoor Recreation $710,000 
     Grant for trail Construction 
June 1992 Washington State Legislature and Washington State $500,000 
 Department of Fish and wildlife 
     Grant for Building Construction 
February 1995 United States Department of Fish & Wildlife $20,000 
     Grant for laboratory equipment 
February 1995 United States Department of Fish & Wildlife $3,500 
     Gift of 15 386 Computers 
March 1995 Washington State Department of Natural Resources $24,000 
     Grant for HCWPC Coordinator 
June 1995 United States Environmental Protection Agency $20,000 
     Grant for time for training teachers and student 
August 1995 Washington State Department of Fish & Wildlife $20,000 
     Grant for HCWPC Coordinator 
May 1995 Mason Conservation District $200 
     Donation of native plants & trees 
May 1995 Mary E Theler Community Center $155,000 
     Donation of land for parking lot 
June 1995 Elaine Manheimer $80 
     Donation of plants 
January 1996 Washington State Department of Natural Resources Aquatic $300,000 
 Lands Enhancement Account 
     Grant for Exhibits, Signs and Parking 
February 1996 Global Rivers Environmental Education Network $840 
     Grant for time for training teachers and students 
March 1996 Mitchell Lumber Company $500 
     Donation of materials for Native Gardens & Classes 
April 1996 Allen Shearer Trucking $850. 
     Donation of Materials for Native Gardens 



   

 

May 1996 Mason Conservation District $350 
 
     Donation of Native plants & trees 
May 1996 Al Adams (Hood Canal Watershed resident) $2,500 
     Donation of cedar salmon sculpture 
June 1996 Mason County Master Gardeners $800 
     Donation of native plants, trees & grasses 
July 1996 Washington State Department of Fish & Wildlife $10,000 
     Grant for HCWPC Facilitator 
July 1996 Al Adams (Hood Canal Watershed resident) $8,000 
     Donation of hand carved Tuwaduq never canoe 
August 1996 Timberland Regional Library $300 
     Donation of benches for Native Garden 
August 1996 North Mason Lions Club $1,500 
     Donation of storage shed 
August 1996 Cross Sound District Garden Club of Kitsap & Mason $500 
 Counties 
     Grant for trail benches 
September 1996 Puget Sound Water Quality Action Team Water Weeks $400 
 Grant 
     Grant for native plants and open house 
October 1996 Pete Overton (North Mason businessman) $900 
     Donation of cedar trees for Native garden 
October 1996 Washington State Department of Natural Resources Aquatic $160,000 
 Lands Enhancement Account 
     Grant for acquisition of Schindelheim/Potenkin 
     property 
October 1996 Schindeiheim/Potenkin (past Belfair residents) $160,000 
     Donation of property 
 TOTAL $2,269,220.00 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



   

 

Appendix C 
Master Plan Trail Construction (Dees, 1990) 

 
Pedestrian Access & Trails 
 
A new trail system is proposed to provide visitors with access and views of the wetlands, to 
connect the Education Center with the existing Community Center (and parking lot), and to 
connect the Theler property to the Washington Department Wildlife property to the north. Since 
the emphasis of the project is on education and preserving the integrity of the wetlands, the 
proposed trails are designed to have as little impact as possible on the wetlands and wildlife 
habitat through their extent and/or their construction. The initial focus of trail development will be 
on the Theler property itself. As a subsequent phase, a trail connection and new trails on the 

Department of Wildlife property are proposed.  - 

A. Types of Trails 

 
It is the intent of this plan that all trails will be handicapped accessible, hence the minimum 
useable width is 42 inches. In general, trails will consist of three types: 
 
1. In dry, well-drained soils, a compacted crushed rock trail is proposed. The rock size should be 
5/8 inch minus to facilitate wheel-chair access. Suitable areas include the uplands portion of site 
and the existing dikes. 
 
2. In freshwater wetlands where there is no tidal influence, a boardwalk trail should be used. A 
boardwalk trail will be suited for areas of extensive shallow standing water, such as in the 
Alder/Cedar Swamp. 
 
3. Where there is a tidal influence (such as in the salt marsh areas), a pile supported, raised trail 
will be needed. The pile supported trail will have periodic widened sections for passing. The 
material for this trail could be treated wood or concrete. A concrete structure would be 
approximately double the cost of wood and out of character with the natural setting of the 
wetlands. Concerns have been expressed about the effects of wood treatment (namely creosote) on 
the wetlands. The Department of Ecology has not, however, found sufficient cause to develop a 
policy to prohibit or regulate creosote treated pilings. Another factor is the durability of each 
material. While a concrete structure would be longer lasting, a wood treated structure would have 
an estimated life of 30 years. Considering the cost, aesthetics, regulatory, and durability factors, a 
wood structure is preferred. 

B. Trail Descriptions by Zone 
 
 
 



   

 

1: Upland 
 
An 8 foot wide trail from the Community Center parking lot will follow a grass terrace which 
ramps down below the field grade. A switchback will be needed from the edge of this grass 
terrace to the toe of an existing slope. From the toe of the slope, the trail will follow a relatively 
straight, partially, existing cleared route to the meadow (Area 3). The last 100-200 feet before the 
meadow would require a boardwalk and one small bridge (8’-ll’ span). The upper portion of the 
trail could be crushed rack. 
 
2: Alder/Cedar Swamp 
 
One trail will lead from the Education Center and meadow through the alder/cedar swamp to the 
existing access/service road and Area 4 (freshwater marsh). The trail in Area 2 will make an arc 
along the edges of an exceptional variety of habitats, most of which are wet and would require a 
boardwalk trail. One bridge will be needed where the trail crosses a small creek (8’-lO’ span). 
 
3: Meadow/existing Fill 
 
An 8 foot wide crushed rock trail will follow the perimeter of the meadow. The large, open, level 
meadow will be available for passive recreation uses and picnicking. The trail will connect the 
upland trail to the Education Center and the Alder/Cedar Swamp trail. 
 
4: Freshwater Marsh 
 
When the trail from the Alder/Cedar Swamp reaches, the existing access/service road, it will cross 
it and continue along the edge of the Freshwater Marsh. The trail will lead to the northwest corner 
of the freshwater wetland and connect to the north tidal marsh trail. This trail would need to be 
boardwalk and would probably need to be anchored, since there is evidence that occasional 
extreme high tides flood the area. The boardwalk would be located in the shrub/tree zone to 
minimize disturbance to the wildlife habitat in the open marsh~ A 4 foot wide crushed rock trail 
will also be developed on the Theler dike (separating the freshwater and tidal marsh) forming a 
loop with the boardwalk trail and affording good views of the freshwater and tidal marshes. 
 
5: Alder Swamp 
 
A trail running through the center of this area will connect the Education Center, the meadow, and 
the south tidal marsh trail. The half closest to the marsh is fairly open (water parsley ground cover 
and widely spaced alder) affording filtered views of the marsh. The half closest to the meadow is 
very dense (Indian plum and willow). The upper portion of this trail would need to be boardwalk. 
The lower portion close to the marsh would need to be on pilings due to periodic flooding from 
high tides. 



   

 

Trails in the marsh will be located on the north and south edges in order to keep this area as open 
and undisturbed as possible. Both trails will offer excellent views of the marsh and beyond to 
Hood Canal. 
 
South Tidal Marsh Trail: The pile-supported trail along the south side of the marsh will connect to 
the Alder Swamp Trail. The trail will follow along the marsh/swamp edge until it reaches the 
south property line (existing fence line). The trail will then parallel the property line until it 
reaches a network of sloughs and mudflats approximately 500 feet out into the marsh. At this 
point, there will be a viewing platform to observe the lower marsh, mud flats, and Hood Canal. 
 
 
North Tidal Marsh Trail & Dike Easement-Option 1: At the north side of the marsh the preferred 
option is for a 4 foot crushed rock trail on the private dike until reaching the Union River. An 
easement from the adjacent private property owner for use of the main dike will be needed. 
Privacy screening of the private property owner’s land (with native vegetation) may be needed. 
Fencing, for security, may be needed as well. 
 
 
A pile-supported trail following a smaller dike and ending at a viewing platform is proposed at the 
northwest portion of the marsh. 
 
North Tidal Marsh Trail option 2-File Supported Trail: If an easement cannot be obtained for use 
of the dike, a pile supported walkway on the Theler property will be needed. Beginning at the 
Theler Dike, this walkway would parallel the private dike for 600 feet. It will then turn to the 
northwest and follow the smaller dike (as previously described) terminating at the viewing 
platform. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



   

 

Appendix D. 
Emerging Issues in Environmental Education 

(MacGregor, 1994) 
 
 

EMERGING ORIENTATIONS 
IN HIGHER EDUCATION 

 

Prevailing Orientations through much of the          Emerging Emphases 20t” Century 
 
•     Curricula built around disciplines •    Curricula built around interdisciplinary 
  foci____ 
 

•     Meaning seen as something that is • Meaning seen as socially constructed, 
 individually constructed.  through collaborative learning 
 

•     Competitive learning environment • Cooperative learning environment 
 

•     Predominantly lecture-centered modes of • Active learning, experiential encounters 
 learning valued, in addition to lecture modes. 
 

•     Stresses objective nature of knowledge • Admits subjective and value-laden nature 
  of knowledge 
 

•     Emphasizes “procedural” and “separate” • Encourages “connected” and constructed” 
       knowing  knowing* 
 
• Focus more on the nature of the curriculum     •     Increasing focus on who is in the classroom 

than on who is in the classroom 
 
•     Educational delivery system in discrete • Delivery system organized around larger 
       courses  packages of time and credit 
 
• Change happens through individual action       •    Change requires collaboration 
 
•     Hierarchical leadership • Collaborative leadership 
 
(Jean MacGregor, 1994. Washington Center for Improving the Quality of Undergraduate 
Education. The Evergreen State College, Olympia, WA 98505.) 
 
*Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, and Tarule. Women‘s Ways of Knowing: The development of self 
voice and mind. New York: Basic Books. 1985. 
 



   

 

Appendix E. 
Model Links Program: What Helped?, What Hindered? 

(Model Schools, 1995). 
 
“For more than 25 years, Washington State has provided instruction for teachers in environmental 
education, but this will be the first time that a total school model will be developed. While there 
are lighthouse schools with effective programs in state schools, most classrooms have not 
integrated environmental education into the core curriculum nor into the culture of the school ... the 
state needs systemic change.  The environment needs to be addressed in depth, as an integral part 
of every student’s education, not just as one more subject to be added to the curriculum.” 

(EPA grant proposal, 1992) 
 
The Washington Environmental Education Model Schools Program was innovative in a few key 
ways. Foremost, by promoting a whole school approach to EE, the program gained critical insight 
into specific factors that help or hinder the design of lasting EE programs in schools. 
 
Creating Systemic Environmental Education in Schools: What Helps? 
 
• Administrative support. 
• Early assessment of teacher, student, and environmental education needs. 
• Tying environmental education program into school mission statement and instructional 

priorities. 
• Student ownership/involvement: their enthusiasm fuels participation by other teachers, 

parents, community partners, and administrators. 
• Flexibility and a willingness to experiment and reflect on the ongoing process, e.g., action 

research. 
• School EE advisory committee with representation from parents, community members, the 

site-based planning team, and all grade levels. 
•. Support of statewide environmental education community and local EE resource people. 
• Scheduling regular planning time. 
• Patience, realistic expectations, and an appropriate program scale. 
• Starting small and building a track record of success. 
• Publicity. 
• Having clearly identified roles and responsibilities for school planning team members. 
• Applauding and recognizing small steps. 
• School facilities managers and librarians included on planning teams. 
• Willingness to use school site as a centerpiece of a building’s EE program share ideas. 
• Site visits between schools, providing opportunities for schools to share ideas. 
• Recognition that EE is already occurring in pockets throughout the school. A common initial 

discovery was that a fair amount of environmental education activity was already taking place 
in project schools but that the content and skills being taught were not recognized as 

      EE, per Se. 
 
 
 



   

 

Creating Systemic Environmental Education in Schools: What Hinders? 
 

• Concerns about EE as an add-on. 
• Finding time to plan, implement, and assess/evaluate. 
• Concerns about choosing the “best” or “right” curriculum out of an array of environmental 

education materials. 
• Discomfort or lack of experience with involving students in program design or taking them off 

site/outdoors. 
• Need for better understanding of curriculum integration. 
• Competing agendas within schools. 
• Perception that EE is environmental advocacy. 
• Lack of commitment to or belief that change is possible—”learned teacher cynicism.” 
• Lack of common planning time for school teams and opportunities for teachers to dialogue 

about instructional practices. 
• Lack of environmental knowledge among teachers. 
• High expectations and tight timeline driven by grant requirements. 
• Environmental educators may lack credibility with teachers if they have no classroom 

experience, do not understand the mechanics of curriculum integration, and/or are not 
conversant with current school improvement efforts. 

 
These factors imply that there are limits to the degree to which external support for environmental 
education can, in and of itself, create an internal school EE program. By identifying these factors 
and analyzing the experiences of the 18 school participants, OSPI and the program leadership saw 
clearly the potential of environmental education as a school change agent. In our view, 
environmental education can catalyze systemic school improvement, but to do so, environmental 
educators must be able to speak the pedagogical language of K-12 educators, demonstrate a 
comprehensive understanding of how schools work, and be able to guide schools through a 
multiyear change process. This finding has implications for how EE teacher in-services can be 
improved, how EE can more credibly reach a broad K-12 audience, and how EE resources to 
schools can be more effectively directed. 
 
If environmental education is to move beyond the current norm of isolated projects carried out by 
a few dedicated teachers in a minority of schools, we urge that our findings be considered. 
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Improving Student Learning: Using the Environment as an 
Integrating Context. (Lieberman, 1997). 

 
Summary of Domains Survey Data 

As of August 15, 1997 
Impacts an Student Learning of Disciplinary Subject Matter 

 
This table summarizes teachers and administrators responses to the following statements: 
 
• “Comparing your experience of using the environment as an integrating concept to your 

previous or traditional approaches to teaching, please indicate the effects on students.” 
 
•  “Since I began using the environment as an integrating concept, the students’ knowledge, 

skills, retention, attitudes and opportunities for learning of science (language arts, 
mathematics, social sciences and creative arts): improved, diminished, did not change or I 
did not observe, 

 

The percentages reported are based on the numbers of educators responding to each question. 
The total number of educators who responded to the survey was 133 from 33 schools.
 
 % # of Educators 
 Improved. Reporting 
1. Learning of Science: 
Knowledge: content, concepts and principles - 99% 123 
Skills: processes and application to real situations  99% 119 
Retention of knowledge and skills  97% 116 
Attitudes: engagement, enthusiasm and interest  98% 124 
Opportunities: context and content for learning  98% 120 
Average for Science  98% 
 
2. Learning of Language Arts: 
Knowledge: content, concepts and principles  82% 107 
Skills: processes and application to real situations  91% 113 
Retention of knowledge and skills  84% 101 
Attitudes: engagement, enthusiasm and interest  94% 111 
Opportunities: context and content for learning  94% 111 
Average for Language Arts  89% 
    

3. Learning of Mathematics: 
Knowledge: content, concepts and principles  71% 89 
Skills: processes and application to real situations  92% 91 
Retention of knowledge and skills  78% 80 
Attitudes: engagement, enthusiasm and interest  89% 91 
Opportunities: context and content for learning  95% 88 
 
 



  

 

Average for Mathematics                          85% 
 
4. Learning of Social Sciences: 
Knowledge: content, concepts and principles 94% 109 
Skills: processes and application to real situations 97% 110 
Retention of knowledge and skills 90% 102 
Attitudes: engagement, enthusiasm and interest 99% 111 
Opportunities: context and content for learning 95% 110 
Average for Social Sciences 95% 
 
5. Learning of Creative Arts: 
Knowledge: content, concepts and principles 86% 90 
Skills: processes and application to real situations 93% 95 
Retention of knowledge and skills 83% 86 
Attitudes: engagement, enthusiasm and interest 92% 103 
Opportunities: context and content for learning 94% 100 
Average for Creative Arts                                                                             89%  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 

Appendix G. 
Sustainable Communities 

 
Some Guidelines for Sustainable Communities (Kinsley, 1997) 
•  Use renewable resources no faster than they can be renewed. For rural communities 

dependent on timber, fishing and tourism, this is particularly critical, yet often the resources 
are owned by large corporations which are motivated for short term profit. A community 
whose economy is based on natural resources may find it extremely difficult to resist these 
corporate pressures to spend down its capital in the form of trees. Yet in the long run, they 
can not afford not to: the corporation can always move on to the next forest, but the 
community can not. 

•  Use non-renewable resources understanding that someday a renewable substitute will be 
required. This is particularly relevant to communities whose economy is based on extractive 
industries such as oil or mining. 

•  Seek ways to strengthen the economy without increasing “throughput”. Many 
communities think that the way to improve themselves is to increase throughput, to do more 
of what they are already doing- harvest win, make more widgets, attract more tourists.  
Sometimes this works in the short run, but over the long term the full social and 
environmental costs of these enterprises- often hidden- may outweigh their benefits. 
Innovative communities create more businesses by further refining their products before 
exporting them out of the community. Instead of exporting raw logs, they build furniture or 
other finished wood products, instead of wooing more tourists, they create more interesting 
experiences so that tourists will stay longer. 

•  Focus more on getting better, less on getting bigger. 
•  Seek development that increases diversity and self reliance. This is the simple “don’t put 

all your eggs in one basket” adage. Also, some businesses increase local self reliance by 
supplying goods and services that had previously been imported into the community. Goods 
and services produced and purchased locally keep income in the community longer than 
purchases made out of the area, or at businesses run by absentee owners that feel little 
responsibility for the local community. 

•   Put waste to work. Waste is a misplaced resource. Innovative business people and 
communities are finding less expensive or even profitable ways to reuse or recycle discarded 
materials and putting people to work doing it. 

•   Regard quality of life as an essential asset. In many rural areas, new residents are drawn 
there for the quiet, slow-paced way of life, spectacular natural beauty, and lack of big city 
pressures.  For many communities, this is their principle asset and must be protected as 
diligently as its other assets. 

•   Consider the effects of today’s decisions on future generations. This concept is not new; 
it has been around for generations under the guise of stewardship- to pass on the next 
generation something that is as good as or better than it was received, and to act as if the 
future mattered. 



  

 

•        Consider the off site effects of decisions. Many development proposals look good when 
analyzed only for their direct costs and benefits, whereas a broader look may reveal 
unexpected impacts to the community. 

•      Consider the cumulative effects of a series of decisions. This follows from the above 
guideline. Community leaders must consider what unintended consequences may result from 
each “solution” they choose. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 

Appendix H. 
Conserving Communities (Berry, 1995) 

 
People are seeing more clearly all the time the connections between conservation and 
economics. They are seeing that a community’s health is largely determined by the way it makes 
its living. 
 
The natural membership of the community [party] consists of small farmers, ranchers and market 
gardeners, worried consumers, owners and employees of small shops, stores, community banks 
and other small businesses, self employed people, religious people and conservationists.  The 
aims of this party are really only two: the preservation of ecological diversity and integrity, and 
the renewal, on sound cultural and ecological principles, of local economies and local 
communities. 
 
So now we must ask how a sustainable local community (which is to say a sustainable local 
economy) might function.  I am going to suggest a set of rules that I think such a community 
would have to follow.  In addition, I hasten to say that I do not consider the rules to be 
predictions; I am not interested in foretelling the future.  If these rules have any validity, that is 
because they apply now. 
 
If the members of a local community want their community to cohere, to flourish and to last, 
these are some things they will do: 
 

1. Always ask of any proposed change or innovation: What will this do to our community?  
How will this affect our common wealth? 

2. Always include nature- the land, the water, the air, the native creatures- within the 
membership of the community. 

3. Always ask how local needs might be supplied from local sources, including the mutual help 
of neighbors. 

4. Always supply local needs first.  (And only then think of exporting their products, first to 
nearby cities, and then to others.) 

5. Understand the unsoundness of the industrial doctrine of “labor saving” if that implies poor 
work, unemployment, or any kind of pollution or contamination. 

6. Develop properly scaled value-adding industries for local products to ensure that the 
community does not merely become a colony of the national or global economy. 

7. Develop small-scale industries and businesses to support the local farm and/or forest 
economy. 

8. Strive to produce as much of the communities own energy as possible. 



  

 

9. Strive to increase earnings (in whatever form) within the community and decrease 
expenditures outside the community. 

10. Make sure that money paid into the local community circulates within the community for as 
long as possible before it is paid out. 

11. Make the community able to invest in itself by maintaining its properties, keeping itself clean 
(without dirtying some other place), caring for its old people, teaching its children. 

12. See that the old and the young take care of one another.  The young must learn from the old, 
not necessarily and not always in school.  There must be no institutionalized “child care” and 
“homes for the aged”.  The community knows and remembers itself by the association of old 
and young. 

13. Account for costs now conventionally hidden or “externalized”.  When ever possible, these 
costs must be debited against monetary income. 

14. Look into the possible uses of local currency, community funded loan programs, systems of 
barter and the like. 

15. Always be aware of the economic value of neighborly acts.  In our time, the costs of living 
are greatly increased by the loss of neighborhood, leaving people to face their calamities 
alone. 

16. A rural community should always be acquainted with, and completely connected with, 
community minded people in nearby towns and cities. 

17. A sustainable rural community will be dependent on urban consumers loyal to local products.  
Therefore, we are talking about an economy that will always be more cooperative than 
competitive. 

 
These rules are derived from western political and religious traditions, from the promptings of 
ecologists and certain agriculturists, and from common sense.  They may seem radical, but only 
because the modern national and global economies have been formed in almost perfect disregard 
of community and ecological interests.  A community economy is not an economy whose aim is 
generosity and a well-distributed and safeguarded abundance.  If it seems unusual to hope and 
work for such an economy, then we must remember that a willingness to put the community 
ahead of profit is hardly unprecedented among community business people and local banks. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 

Appendix I. 
 

Hood Canal Watershed Education Network Mission Statement 
 
Vision 
 
To leave a legacy for our great grand children of a healthy Hood Canal watershed with 
sustainable opportunities for economic, recreational, and ecological benefits. 
 
Beliefs 
 
• We believe environmental education is a process aimed at developing a world population that 
is aware of and concerned about the total environment and its associated problems, and which 
has the knowledge, attitudes, motivations, commitments, and skills to work individually and 
collectively toward solutions of current problems and the prevention of new ones. 
• We believe in the balance of economic, social and ecological values in the watershed. 
• We believe the whole is greater than the sum of the parts as it relates to actions in the 
watershed.  The collection of small efforts can make major changes in the improvement of water 
quality, habitat, and economic opportunity. 
• We believe the wealth of resources (human, natural, and financial) in the Hood Canal 
Watershed provides life-long community service learning and recreational opportunities for all 
ages. 
• We believe it is our responsibility to take action now regarding the condition of the watershed 
so our descendants inherit the same or better quality of resources that we enjoy today. 
• We believe by working together we can do more than individually and we value partnerships 
because they expand what is possible. 
• We believe that the community and students offer valuable ideas, research, and opinions to 
decision processes in the Hood Canal Watershed.  They do quality work, are powerful partners in 
the watershed and gain respect of others. 
• We believe that all pieces in the environment are connected and that the quality of the 
environment will improve as a result of educational program in the Hood Canal Watershed. 
• We believe that environmental education is one of many tools to deliver basic education to 
students to stimulate life long learning. 
 
Goals 
 
• Provide opportunities for people of all ages to become involved in and learn about the 
connections between the community, natural resources, and the environment. 
• Improve education using the Hood Canal Watershed as a focus for curriculum integration, 
including environmental education in K-l2, and adult community stewardship. 
• Build partnerships among students, community, local, state and federal resources so the 
together they can share responsibility for the long-term stewardship of the surrounding 
watershed. 
• To sustain/improve the quality of the Hood Canal Watershed over time, through the integration 
of watershed-related projects. 



  

 

• To deliver state services to communities in a way that facilitates shared responsibility and 
decision-making within the watershed. 
• Focus education in the watershed on real world problems/real world solutions, fostering the 
development of critical thinking skills needed for better citizenship. 
• To foster a “classroom without walls” and use watershed resources such as ... Theler Center and 
Trails; State Parks; WDFW lands; Hood Canal Watershed Project Center, including Mary E. 
Theler Environmental Exhibitry Building and Hood Canal Watershed Education Building; 
Tahuya State Forest; Hood Canal Watershed ... as the focus for achieving project goals. 
 
Objectives/Principles 
 
• Support the connection between recreation, education, economy, natural resources and the 
environment of the Hood Canal Watershed, focused at the Mary E. Theler Center in Belfair. 
• Teach about the environment in an interdisciplinary, “hands on” manner with models such as 
peer teaching, action research, service learning and mentoring partnerships to stimulate learning 
at all ages. 
• Use peer teaching, action research and service learning to teach about the elements of the 
environment so that each visitor and student leaves with a greater understanding of the 
connecting links between community, natural resources and the environment 
• Share Information and data from the Hood Canal Watershed Project Center locally and 
throughout the world, as modeled by GREEN (Global Rivers Environmental Education Network 
and Estuary Net.) 
• Support the Hood Canal Watershed Project Center Coordinator, and expert program taught at 
the center to incorporate an integrated curriculum approach. 
• Invite new and recognize the support of current principal in the Network: Department of 
Natural Resources, Governor’s Council on Environmental Education, Hood Canal Coordinating 
Council, Washington State Department of Ecology, Washington State University Cooperative 
Extension Mason County, North Mason School District, the Mary E. Theler Community Center.  
and Environmental Exhibitry Building and the Washington State Department of Fish and 
Wildlife. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


