Final

PHASE 2 — SNOHOMISH RIVER ESTUARY PILING
REMOVAL PRIORITIZATION AND IMPLEMENTATION
PLANNING

August 2021

Prepared for ,%\a SﬂOhomiSh County

‘..:f;' Marine Resources

. Committee

1]
v

PUGETSOUND N Northwest
@) PARTNERSHIP B Straits

INITIATIVE

” &
4[ pRQ'T?'

This project has been funded wholly or in part by the United States Environmental Protection Agency.
The contents of this document do not necessarily reflect the views and policies of the Environmental
Protection Agency under Assistance Agreement [CE-01J65401]. The contents of this document do not
necessarily reflect the views and policies of the Environmental Protection Agency, nor does mention of
trade names or commercial products constitute endorsement or recommendation for use.




Final

PHASE 2 — SNOHOMISH RIVER ESTUARY PILING
REMOVAL PRIORITIZATION AND IMPLEMENTATION
PLANNING

Snohomish County

Marine Resources
Committee

Prepared for

Snohomish County Marine Resources Committee
Contact: Elisa Dawson, MRC staff

(425) 388-6466, elisa.dawson@snoco.org

3000 Rockefeller Avenue, M/S-303

Everett, WA 98201

August 2021

5309 Shilshole Avenue NW ESA

Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98107
206.789.9658

esassoc.com

D20181336.04



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Phase 2 — Snohomish River Piling Removal

EXECULiVEe SUMMANY........ e e e s s e s e s e e mn e e e e e e e e e e e s mn e e e ennnns iv
INErOAUCHION ... ———— 1
High Priority Ar@as .......ccccciiiiiiemmmriiisissssmeres s ssssssssssss s s s s sssmms s s sss s s sssms s e s es ssssssssmsnssnssannssnn 3
Stakeholder ENgagement.......... .o e e s e s s e e m e s m e e e mn e e 5
DNR 5
[ado ) aF=Ta o 0oy o TSP PP PP PPPPPPPPP 6
Gty OF BVEIELL ...t e e e e e et e e e s enneeeeans 7
City OF MArySVIlle ...ttt e e e e e e e e enaeeeeens 7
SNONOMISN COUNLY .. e e e et e et re e e s enreeaens 7
TUIBIP THDES ..t e e e e e e e e s e r e e e e e e e e e nnneeees 8
Implementation Considerations..............o e 9
Removal of Creosote Pilings versus Untreated Pilings ........ccccccoeviveiiiie e, 9
Creosote-treated PiliNGS ...coooeee e 9
Untreated PiliNgS.........oiiiiiie e e 9
Implementation APProaches............coooo i 9
Piling Removal as a Stand-alone Restoration Project.............cccccevviviviiiiineeennee, 10
Piling Removal as Part of Another Project ... 10
Piling Removal as Compensatory Mitigation..........ccccccovveiii i, 10
Additional Implementation Considerations...................cc.ccc 11
Tribal Notification and Consultation..............ccccoeeiiii i, 11
Anticipated Permitting Requirements ... 12
Cultural Resources Considerations ...........ccceiviiiiiiiiiieee e 12
PiliNG USBGE ..cciiiiiie et a e s 13
Potential FUNAING SOUICES .........cccmiiiiiiiccceccer s rss s rsssssss e s e s s s s sr s s s s s smmn e e e e s s e s mmnne e nees 14
Current FUNding Opportunities .........oocueeeiiie e 14
Department of Natural Resources (State Operating and Capital Budget) ........... 14
Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account (Washington Recreation and
Conservation Office [RCO]) .ueviicieiieiiiieeeiieee e e sree e 14
National Estuary Program: Puget Sound Program (U.S. Environmental
Protection AQENCY) ... .cue it 15
Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program (WDFW).......ccccevvcieeviciine e 15
Nearshore Mitigation Credits ..........ccoevi i e 15
Potential Funding Opportunities and Other Considerations .............cccccceeeiiiiiiieeneecnn, 16
Federal ApPropriations.............coeii i a e 16
King County Clean Water Healthy Habitat .............cccccei i 16
SettlemMent FUNAS ........ooiiieeee e 16
Funding for Other Project Benefits ..o 16
Recommended Next StEPS ...t sse e e s 17
Continued Coordination among Stakeholders ..........c.coccocieiiiiiiiii e, 17
Snohomish River Estuary Piling Removal Implementation Planning i ESA /D20181336.04

Prepared for the Snohomish Marine Resources Committee August 2021



Table of Contents

Additional Information Gathering........c..cueiicie i 17
Leveraging Additional RESOUICES .......ccciiiiiiiiiiiiiieee et e e e e e e e e 17
Facilitate Removal Efforts ... 18
LY = (= o - 19

List of Figures

Figure 1. Map of Pilings in the Snohomish River Estuary Project Area...........ccccceevcvvvevinnennn. 2

Figure 2. Map of Five High Priority Ar€as ...........coo i 4

Figure 3. Blue Heron Slough Mitigation Bank Service Area (Left) and Puget Sound
Partnership Conservation Service Area (Right).........ccccoevviviiiciiei i 11

List of Tables

Table 1. Summary of Piling Ownership by Priority Tier..........cccoaiiiiiii e 1

Appendices

A.  High Priority Area Fact Sheets

B. Ownership Maps

C. Stakeholder Meeting Notes

D. Three Leased Areas of State-Owned Aquatic Lands in Project Area

Snohomish River Estuary Piling Removal Implementation Planning ii ESA/20181336.04
Prepared for Snohomish County Marine Resources Committee August 2021



Acronyms and Abbreviations

Corps
DAHP
DNR
ESA
ESRP
GIS
LIO
MRC
NEP
NHPA
NOAA
PAHs
Port
RCO
RCW
SEPA
SRFB
WDFW

WQBE

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
Washington Department of Natural Resources
Environmental Science Associates

Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program
geographic information system

Local Integrating Organization

Marine Resources Committee

National Estuary Program

National Historic Preservation Act

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons

Port of Everett

Recreation and Conservation Office

Revised Code of Washington

State Environmental Policy Act

Salmon Recovery Funding Board

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

Water Quality Benefits Evaluation

Snohomish River Estuary Piling Removal Implementation Planning iii
Prepared for the Snohomish Marine Resources Committee

ESA /D20181336.04
August 2021



INTRODUCTION

The Snohomish County Marine Resources Committee (MRC) is leading this project to promote
the removal of independent pilings in the Snohomish River estuary. Independent pilings are
single or clustered pilings in the estuary that are not associated with a dock, marina, or bulkhead.
The MRC is interested in facilitating piling removal to improve water quality and habitat
conditions in the estuary. Removal of creosote-treated pilings is a primary interest of the MRC
due to the contaminants released into water and sediments, which can negatively impact the
marine food web.

In the first phase of the project, completed in 2020, pilings in the estuary downstream (north) of
Highway 2 were inventoried and prioritized (ESA 2020). The inventory identified 15,564 pilings
in the project area, of which 2,456 were creosote-treated based on field observations (Figure 1).
For reference, the Puget Sound Nearshore Habitat Conservation Calculator, developed by the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), assumes that a 70-foot long, 12-inch
average diameter creosote-treated piling has about 1 ton of creosote-contaminated materials
(creosote and wood) (NOAA Fisheries 2020). The inventory also included preparing a geographic
information system (GIS) database of pilings, which included ownership information based on
the Snohomish County parcel database. Pilings in the Tulalip Reservation are under the Tulalip
Tribes’ regulatory authority regardless of parcel ownership. The prioritization evaluated the
ecological benefits of piling removal and a preliminary evaluation of removal feasibility. Nearly
7,000 pilings were identified as high priority for removal. A summary of piling ownership by
priority tier is presented in Table 1.

In this second phase, the MRC began implementation planning with public agency and tribal
piling owners to facilitate piling removal. Landowner participation in piling removal is entirely
voluntary. The MRC aims to provide landowners with information that helps them advance piling
removal actions on their properties. In this phase, five parts of the project area were identified as
high priority areas for piling removal. Planning efforts in this phase focused on piling removal
activities in those areas. The MRC also prepared fact sheets for each high priority area and
conducted outreach to all of the public agency and tribal entities who own pilings in the priority
areas. This report documents the phase 2 work, including considerations for future work to

advance additional piling removal efforts in the Snohomish River estuary.
TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF PILING OWNERSHIP BY PRIORITY TIER

Ownership Type High Priority Medium Priority Low Priority TOTAL
State of Washington 4,107 714 1,447 6,268
Private 270 1,767 1,798 3,835
Port of Everett 1,637 1,235 936 3,708
Snohomish County 548 251 156 955
City of Everett 356 0 0 356
City of Marysville 93 166 8 267
Tulalip Tribes 71 65 39 175
TOTAL 6,982 4,198 4,384 15,564

Note: Ownership information based on Snohomish County parcel database and not independently confirmed. Pilings in the Tulalip Reservation are under
the Tulalip Tribes’ regulatory authority regardless of parcel ownership in the parcel database.
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Creosote Treated
® Yes

FIGURE 1. MAP OF PILINGS IN THE SNOHOMISH RIVER ESTUARY PROJECT AREA
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HIGH PRIORITY AREAS

Based on the inventory and prioritization results of phase 1 (ESA 2020), the MRC selected five
areas in the estuary to focus initial stakeholder discussions for removing pilings. The five high
priority areas were selected based on multiple considerations, including a concentration of
creosote-treated pilings, a concentration of high priority pilings, and piling ownership by one or
more of the public agency and tribal landowners in the project area. While these areas were
selected to focus efforts during this phase of work, the MRC is very much in support of piling
removal opportunities outside of the areas identified below.

As displayed in Figure 2, the five high priority areas are named:
e Quilceda Estuary

e Marysville Waterfront

e Mouth of Steamboat Slough

e Jetty Island North

e Everett Public Works Yard

For each high priority area, a fact sheet was prepared (Appendix A). Each fact sheet summarizes
the project background and effects of pilings in the estuary. The fact sheets also show a map of
the priority area symbolized to show piling locations, owner type, and whether the piling is
creosote-treated or not. Tables of summary statistics are provided, with information on piling
counts regarding creosote-treatment, owner type, and priority level. The ownership information is
based on the Snohomish County parcel database. Pilings in the Tulalip Reservation are under the
Tulalip Tribes’ regulatory authority. The Quilceda Estuary and Mouth of Steamboat Slough high
priority areas are entirely within the Tulalip Reservation.
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FIGURE 2. MAP OF FIVE HIGH PRIORITY AREAS
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STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT

The MRC convened meetings with public agency and tribal landowners in the project area.
Discussions focused on the high priority areas, but also included consideration of pilings
throughout the project area. The first stakeholder meeting was a group meeting to introduce the
project, answer questions, and gage interest in piling removal projects. All public agency and
tribal stakeholders with pilings in the project area were invited, and all stakeholders accepted the
invitation. The public agency and tribal stakeholders who participated were:

e Washington Department of Natural Resources (DNR)
e Port of Everett (Port)

e U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)

e City of Everett

e City of Marysville

e Snohomish County

e Tulalip Tribes

Maps of the pilings owned by each public agency and the Tulalip Tribes are provided in
Appendix B. The maps include all pilings owned by the agency or tribe, not just those in the high
priority areas. The maps indicate which pilings are creosote-treated.

In addition to the group meeting, separate meetings were convened with each stakeholder, with
the Port and Corps participating together in a single meeting. Notes from each meeting are
provided in Appendix C. Following are some of the key takeaways from each stakeholder.

DNR

DNR stewards the state-owned aquatic lands of Washington. DNR has a Creosote Piling Removal
Program and a Marine Debris Removal Program that have been leading efforts throughout Puget
Sound to reduce sources of toxic chemicals by removing derelict creosote-treated pilings,
overwater structures, and diffuse creosote-treated marine debris. In the project area, 6,268 pilings
are on state-owned aquatic lands, of which 969 are creosote-treated. Four of the five high priority
areas include pilings on state-owned aquatic lands.

Key takeaways:
e DNR is an ideal partner for creosote-piling removal, in part because they have skilled staff,

programmatic permits, specialized equipment, and best management practices for safely
removing and disposing of creosote-treated debris.
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e DNR’s Creosote Piling Removal Program has been fully focused on actions that produce a
net ecological gain. If they got involved in pulling pilings for mitigation, then it would reduce
the time and resources DNR has to focus on net ecological gain projects.

e Washington State legislation was passed that will bring targeted funding to Snohomish
County as part of DNR’s Salmon Enhancement Plan; however, this funding is not expected to
be allocated for creosote-treated piling removal.

e Understanding the correct ownership in priority areas is important. Some pilings on state-
owned aquatic lands may be associated with an Aquatic Land Lease. Therefore, some pilings
on state-owned aquatic lands may be the responsibility of a lessee.

e There are three leased areas of state-owned aquatic lands in the project area: a portion of City
of Marysville waterfront, a portion of City of Everett waterfront, and Buse Timber. Pilings in
leased areas should be de-prioritized because they are covered under a Use Authorization
from DNR. Any derelict pilings will be required to be removed from leased properties at the
time of lease renewal. Appendix D contains maps of the identified leased areas of state-
owned aquatic lands.

e The DNR Aquatic Land Manager for the area (Benjamin Cooksey (360) 854-2834,
ben.cooksey@dnr.wa.gov) confirmed that all pilings identified as state-owned were correctly
attributed using non geo-referenced maps for comparison. In the future, when Right of Entry
is requested for piling removal projects, DNR will double-check land ownership.

Port and Corps

As managers of a working waterfront, the Port has pilings on many of their parcels. Some of
these pilings may no longer serve a function and may be acceptable to remove. The Port owns the
second highest number of independent pilings in the project area (3,708). The Port owns all of the
pilings in the Jetty Island North high priority area, but no other pilings in other high priority
areas. The Corps maintains the navigation channel in the estuary and the training dike on the
mainstem mouth, but the Corps does not own any other pilings in the estuary.

Key takeaways:

e Pilings in the Jetty Island North priority area are not owned by the Corps. The Port will
follow up to determine if they serve a function to protect Jetty Island.

e The Port is open to participating, but needs to keep pilings that have mitigation value until
they can receive credit for them. The Port has some upcoming projects that will remove
pilings as mitigation.

e  Other upcoming projects involving dredging are unlikely to include piling removal because
different equipment is needed. It may be possible to include piling removal while the
dredging equipment is mobilized if all extra costs were paid for by the piling removal project.

e The Corps has a training dike on a Port-owned parcel (29050700100300) at 200 W. Marine
View Drive. This still serves a function for the Corps. Otherwise, the Corps has no piling uses
in the estuary that would prevent pilings from being removed. The Corps does not require
notification or inclusion in subsequent piling removal project planning processes.
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City of Everett

The City of Everett owns 356 pilings distributed in three areas. The largest number is at the City’s
Public Works Yard. The remainder are in two clusters at the north and south end of Langus
Riverfront Park. The high priority area at the Public Works Yard includes only creosote-treated
pilings. There are also untreated pilings at the Public Works Yard, but these are not included in
the high priority area.

Key takeaways:

e The City of Everett plans to remove many pilings in the Public Works Yard high priority area
as mitigation for an upcoming project.

e The City of Everett is primarily interested in piling removal as mitigation, because they do
not have budget for restoration removals of piling.

e The City of Everett expressed willingness to allow others to remove untreated -treated pilings
on their property if others had funding for the work.

City of Marysville

The City of Marysville owns 267 pilings. Most of the City of Marysville’s pilings (218) are in the
Quilceda high priority area. Seventeen of the remaining pilings are in the Marysville Waterfront
high priority area. These priority areas include all of the creosote-treated pilings on parcels owned
by the City of Marysville.

Key takeaways:

e The City of Marysville has upcoming projects along their waterfront where piling removals
and/or replacements will likely occur.

e The Ebey Waterfront Park boat launch will be expanded, and any creosote pilings in the
project footprint would be removed.

e Geddes Marina will be included in the park expansion, and pilings in that area would also be
removed.

e All pilings in the stretch between Interstate-5 and State Route 529 will be removed at some
point for mitigation credits.

e The City of Marysville did not discuss plans for piling removal in the Quilceda high priority
area.

Snohomish County

Snohomish County owns 955 pilings in the estuary. None of those pilings are creosote-treated.
No Snohomish County pilings were included in the high priority areas.

Key takeaways:
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The County can include piling removals in the 2023 Public Works work plan if the benefits
rank high enough compared to other projects being considered. The County has limited staff
resources, which need to be used for the highest priority projects. Planning for the 2023 work
plan will begin in spring 2022.

The Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SRFB) is unlikely to be a viable funding source for
stand-alone piling removal projects. Piling removal as part of larger salmon restoration
projects could be funded using salmon funding.

There are potential opportunities to include piling removal in other projects being considered
for North Spencer and Smith Island.

County funding for piling removal could potentially become available if there is a surplus
near the end of the year. If so, there could be funding to remove potentially 25 or so pilings.

Tulalip Tribes

The Tulalip Tribes own the fewest pilings among the non-private landowners in the estuary. The
Tulalip Tribes have 175 pilings, of which 33 are creosote-treated. Most of the Tulalip Tribes’
pilings are along the salt marsh in the Quilceda high priority area. Another seven tribe-owned
pilings are in the Mouth of Steamboat Slough high priority area. These priority areas include all
of the creosote-treated pilings on parcels owned by the Tulalip Tribes.

Key takeaways:

All pilings within the Tulalip Reservation are under the Tulalip Tribes’ regulatory authority,
regardless of parcel ownership. The Tulalip Reservation includes part of Ebey and Steamboat
Sloughs. Piling removal within this area will need to be discussed with the Tulalip Tribes.

Before approving piling removal, the tribes will want to consider whether they will have
future uses of the pilings.

The Tulalip Tribes have been in discussions with DNR on diffuse creosote removal,
especially in the Quilceda estuary. Those discussions have been about creosote-treated
driftwood deposited in the area, not pilings.

The Tulalip Tribes are interested in removing the high density of creosote-treated pilings near
the Quilceda estuary.

The Tulalip Tribes are interested in a partnership with DNR and Snohomish County for a
large-scale piling removal project.

Snohomish River Estuary Piling Removal Implementation Planning 8 ESA /D20181336.04
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IMPLEMENTATION CONSIDERATIONS

Removal of Creosote Pilings versus Untreated Pilings

The removal of pilings that are creosote-treated entails a different set of considerations than
removed untreated pilings. Creosote piles can leach throughout their lifetime and pose a threat to
human and environmental health. Untreated pilings do not have the chemical effects, but can have
negative impacts when they impact habitat function and landscape connectivity.

Creosofte-treated Pilings

The removal of creosote-treated pilings requires special handling and disposal to minimize the
release of chemical contaminants into surrounding environments. Creosote-treated pilings will
need to be disposed of at a landfill which can be expensive. DNR and WDFW have best
management practices to minimize the release of chemical contaminants during the removal of
creosote-treated pilings. Creosote-treated pilings should be fully extracted from the substrate and
removed from the aquatic environment.

Staff in DNR’s Creosote Piling Removal Program are experts in creosote piling removal. DNR
has programmatic permits for creosote removal. DNR partners with others to complete work to
remove creosote from the environment. Local efforts to remove creosote-treated pilings should
explore partnering with DNR for their expertise and efficiency.

Unftreated Pilings

Since untreated pilings do not release chemical contaminants into the environment, there are
fewer concerns during the removal process. Untreated pilings may not have the structural
integrity to be fully extracted from the substrate. If the pilings snap or get cut at the mudline, it is
not a concern because the remaining portion does not have chemical contaminants to release to
the environment.

Untreated pilings do not need to be disposed of at landfills, thereby reducing costs compared to
creosote-treated pilings. Untreated pilings can be re-purposed such as for habitat as part of a log
jam. In this way, removal of untreated pilings may be readily incorporated into other habitat
projects by providing materials for habitat structures. It may be more difficult to find grant
funding for untreated piling removal since there is not a water quality benefit associated with
their removal.

Implementation Approaches

There are multiple possible implementation approaches for removing pilings in the estuary. The
piling removal project approaches include:

e Piling removal as a stand-alone restoration project

Snohomish River Estuary Piling Removal Implementation Planning 9 ESA /D20181336.04
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e Piling removal as part of another project
e Piling removal as compensatory mitigation

Below is information on each of these implementation approaches.

Piling Removal as a Stand-alone Restoration Project

Piling removal can be completed as the sole focus of a restoration project. This work can be
funded by project sponsors, such as through a capital budget, and/or by grant funding. DNR may
be able to be contracted with to conduct the piling removal given the net ecological gain of the
work. DNR’s main focus is on creosote-piling removal on state-owned aquatic lands, but on a
case-by-case basis the agency may remove untreated pilings and/or those on others’ properties.
As stand-alone projects, all applicable local, state, and federal permits will need to be obtained.

Piling Removal as Part of Another Project

Piling removal can also be included as part of other planned work in the estuary, such as
restoration, site maintenance, or redevelopment. If the larger project is grant funded, piling
removal may be an allowable expense added to the budget. There may be cost savings for piling
removal if barges and other equipment are already mobilized and on site.

All applicable local, state, and federal permits would need to be obtained. Depending on the work
included in the rest of the project, including piling removals may add little if any effort to the
permitting process.

Piling Removal as Compensatory Mitigation

Pilings in the aquatic environment can be removed as part of compensatory mitigation to offset
impacts from other projects. Creosote-treated pilings have much more mitigation value than
untreated pilings due to the benefits of removing toxic creosote from the aquatic environment.

Because of the mitigation credit value, derelict pilings are often considered by their owners to be
assets that they will keep in place until they are needed as mitigation credit through their removal.
For entities working in the Snohomish River estuary, the requirements to provide mitigation may
come from multiple regulatory agencies, such as NOAA Fisheries, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), the Corps, and local agencies.
One of these agencies, NOAA Fisheries, will allow advance removal of pilings as mitigation to
offset future Endangered Species Action-required mitigation (Ehinger et al. 2020). Since other
agencies may not accept these removed piling credits as adequately addressing their mitigation
requirements, conducting advance piling removal for future mitigation credit is risky. A project
sponsor cannot be certain that the advance piling removal will address the mitigation
requirements of other agencies.

The Puget Sound Partnership is advancing creosote piling removal as mitigation through two
pathways (Stroming, pers. comm.). One pathway is for the Puget Sound Partnership to collect
mitigation funding from entities with a mitigation obligation and use the funding to support DNR
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creosote piling removal efforts. Such activities would be almost entirely on state-owned aquatic
lands. In a second pathway, the Puget Sound Partnership helps to link those projects needing
mitigation credits with those projects that would generate credits. The Puget Sound Partnership
plans to have an online map that users could click on their project location and mitigation project
opportunities will appear.

For the second pathway, piling removals in the Snohomish River estuary can be a viable
mitigation-generating project type. The likelihood of piling removal projects in the estuary being
funded through mitigation is reduced because the Blue Heron Slough Conservation and
Mitigation Bank credits are less expensive than piling removal credits (Stroming, pers. comm.).
However, the Blue Heron Slough service area and the Puget Sound Partnership Whidbey Basin
service area do not entirely match up. As a result, projects generating impacts in the Puget Sound
Partnership Whidbey Basin service area that are outside of the Blue Heron Slough service area
may remove pilings for mitigation credit. As shown in Figure 3, projects in the northernmost
portion of Port Susan, Saratoga Passage, and Skagit Bay are outside of the Blue Heron Slough
service area and therefore may use Snohomish River estuary piling removal as mitigation.
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Additional Implementation Considerations

Tribal Notification and Consultation

Existing pilings in the Snohomish River estuary and the removal of pilings may be of interest to
the Tulalip Tribes. Therefore, it is recommended to notify and consult with the Tulalip Tribes for
all piling projects early in the planning process to help ensure project success. Additional Tribal
notification and consultation requirements will depend on the specific regulatory nexus (NHPA
Section 106, EO 21-02, SEPA).
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Anticipated Permitting Requirements

Local, state, and federal permits will be required to remove pilings in the Snohomish estuary. The
location of the project will affect which local permits will be needed. For piling removal projects
conducted as part of other restoration projects or as mitigation, the piling removal portion of the
work will need to be included in the full project’s permit applications. Permit approvals can be
expected to include best management practices to be implemented during piling removal to
reduce the potential for impacts during the work (e.g., excessive turbidity).

Project applicants should expect the permitting process to take several months; therefore,
advanced planning is advised to get permit applications submitted. Some permits have fees
associated with them.

Cultural Resources Considerations

As part of federal and state permitting required for piling removal, the removal activities must be
protective of historic and archaeological resources. Piling removal projects requiring a federal
permit — from the Corps for projects below the high tide line, for example — or using federal funds
would be considered a federal undertaking and subject to compliance with the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA, Section 106). The NHPA requires that the lead federal agency consider
effects on historic properties (artifacts, archaeological sites, structures, buildings, objects that are
50 years or older). Projects not otherwise subject to compliance with NHPA Section 106 would
be subject to compliance with Governor’s Executive Order 21-02 if Washington State capital
funds are used, and chapters of the Revised Code of Washington (RCW) and the State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), regardless of funding source. The state laws would require
similar documentation and evaluation of piles prior to removal, or impacts on archacological
sites, as NHPA Section 106.

Compliance with federal and state cultural resources laws starts with a cultural resources review
for pilings that are potentially more than 50 years old. The historic context review will gather
available information on the timing (age) of when the pilings were installed and, if appropriate,
the structure (e.g., dock) for which that the pilings were originally installed. This review will
inform whether additional cultural resources documentation is needed for the pilings.

The historic resources review of pilings could be completed on a project-by-project basis.
Alternatively, a programmatic approach to cultural resources compliance for piling removals in
the estuary could be conducted for efficiency. A programmatic approach means completing one
overarching effort to document and evaluate pilings greater than 50 years old to allow their
subsequent removal. Dr. Rob Whitlam, State Archaeologist at Washington Department of
Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP) suggested that a historic context evaluation of
pilings throughout the project area could provide the documentation needed for all pilings, thus
providing a strategy to minimize redundant cultural compliance efforts (Whitlam pers. comm.).
For such a comprehensive historic context evaluation, Dr. Whitlam recommended that such
efforts prioritize documenting larger clusters of historically-related piles over isolated or smaller
groups of piles.
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In addition to the pilings, the shorelines of the Snohomish River estuary contain documented and
undocumented archaeological sites, which could be impacted by pile removal regardless of the
age of the piles. Assessment of archaeological resources and associated consultation will be
required.

Piling Usage

An important consideration in the removal feasibility assessment portion of the phase 1
prioritization was whether pilings were still in use. Piling use was evaluated based on
observations made during the field inventory coupled with an evaluation of Google Earth aerial
imagery between 2000 and 2020. Through discussions completed in phase 2, additional
information was gathered on piling usage. Based on the new information, there appears to be less
piling usage than was estimated in the phase 1 prioritization. According to Buse Timber, they
only use the pilings in Union Slough between their property and the Smith Island restoration site
upstream (Clapham, pers. comm.). The City of Everett has a few pilings in the immediate vicinity
of a derelict dock at their Public Works Yard that need to remain; otherwise, there are no
identified uses of the independent pilings in the project area. Leases with DNR should be checked
prior to specific project planning.
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POTENTIAL FUNDING SOURCES

This section identifies current funding opportunities and potential future funding sources for
piling removal projects conducted as stand-alone restoration or as part of another project.

Current Funding Opportunities

Funding programs that are currently in place are identified and described below. These are
programs for which piling removal projects would be eligible and/or programs that are already
funding piling removals in the Snohomish River estuary and nearshore.

Department of Natural Resources (State Operating and Capital Budget)

Description: The DNR Creosote Piling Removal Program “works fo reduce sources of
PAHs [polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons] in Puget Sound by removing structures and
debris that are treated with creosote; reducing human exposure to creosote on beaches;
and improving the quality of the nearshore habitat for forage fish and other key species.
DNR also promotes the use of non-creosote-treated materials in the building of new
structures and replacement structures.” This program is funded directly through biennial
special-requested appropriations

Considerations: The DNR program is focused on creosote-treated pilings. The
Snohomish Basin is a focal watershed for salmon recovery by the agency, which
increases the opportunities for removal. DNR may consider prioritizing the Snohomish
piling projects for their own funding and/or develop joint grant proposals to expedite
removals. The MRC could work with DNR, the Tulalip Tribes, and other interested
stakeholders in the estuary to put together a special request for the next biennial budget.

Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account (Washington Recreation and
Conservation Office [RCO]J)

Description: This funding source is generated from aquatic leases managed by DNR. A
portion of the funds are distributed through a competitive funding source administered by
RCO. The program is $1M maximum per project with a 50% match requirement. Grants
may be used for the acquisition, improvement, or protection of aquatic lands for public
purposes, including improved access to the waterfront. Aquatic lands are considered all
shore lands, harbor areas, and the beds of navigable waters.

Considerations: Work with DNR and RCO to determine what counts as matching funds.
Applications tend to be more successful when they also include a recreational
component, and/or create opportunity to remove pilings as part of other waterfront
improvement activities.
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National Estuary Program: Puget Sound Program (U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency)

Description: This annual funding source has several opportunities for accessing funds
for piling removal. To date, Local Integrating Organizations (LIOs) have been provided
approximately $100,000 to fund priority projects that are also listed as “Near Term
Actions” in the Puget Sound Action Agenda (Puget Sound Partnership 2018). In addition,
the Habitat Strategic Initiative Leads have run a regional grant round to fund projects.

Considerations: The 2022-2026 Puget Sound Action Agenda will likely have a different
approach for distributing funds that may look more like a request for proposal than a
single call for Near Term Actions. Track these changes and identify the best routes for
receiving National Estuary Program (NEP) grant funds through the program. Work with
WDFW and DNR grant leads to determine how to position Snohomish River estuary
piling removal for inclusion in the upcoming Action Agenda. The Stillaguamish-
Snohomish LIO has rated past MRC Near Term Actions that included creosote highly; if
the MRC can find ways to include this type of project in future plans, it could be
promising.

Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program (WDFW)

Description: The Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program (ESRP) manages multiple
funding programs to “organizations working to restore shoreline and nearshore habitats
critical to salmon and other species in Puget Sound.”

Considerations: The focus of its largest funding program is on process-based restoration
and protection, but ESRP’s Small Grants and Shore Friendly Grant Programs are a
potential fit for funding. The Small Grants Program has similar goals as the restoration
and protection program, with a focus on local engagement and restoring and protecting
beach systems. The Shore Friendly Grant Program focuses on armor removal to restore
marine shorelines. This funding source presumably could be more of a fit for private
landowners in the project area.

Nearshore Mitigation Credits

Work with Wildlands Inc., the managers of the Blue Heron Slough Conservation and
Mitigation Bank, and NOAA Fisheries to identify the opportunities for Wildlands to
provide nearshore credits through their bank, which currently includes habitat credits.
Using NOAA Fisheries’ Puget Sound Nearshore Habitat Conservation Calculator, the
mitigation credit value of piling removals can be easily determined and sold to private
buyers. The MRC can also identify if any projects needing mitigation are outside of the
Wildlands service area but within the Whidbey Basin service area for nearshore credits,
and provide piling removal as a project to generate credits through the Puget Sound
Partnership credit marketplace.
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Potential Funding Opportunities and Other Considerations

The descriptions that follow are opportunities that are in development, may become available as
funding mechanisms in the future, and/or the MRC may consider for additional policy work and
positioning to gain access to these sources.

Federal Appropriations

Description: DNR has shown a willingness to seek federal funding as part of an
infrastructure bill or earmark in the annual appropriations process via U.S. Representative
Rick Larsen’s office. Seek alignment with regional salmon recovery entities (Puget
Sound Partnership, Lead Entity) and tribes to support requests.

Considerations: Identify multi-benefit projects for Representative Larsen’s office to
consider: water quality, food web benefits, marsh vegetation, community amenities, etc.

King County Clean Water Healthy Habitat

Description: Track the efforts of King County’s Water Quality Benefits Evaluation
(WQBE) causal model to determine the latest science on polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAH) loading and impacts of creosote pilings.

Considerations: Consider projects to propose for King County funding if they seek
water quality improvements north of the King County border (i.e., in Snohomish County)
in the future as part of a program to improve areas with impacts from their wastewater
facilities.

Settlement Funds

Work with the Rose Foundation, BNSF, and others to identify pathways for Clean Water
Act violation fines to be routed to fund piling removal projects.

Consider working with Washington Department of Ecology staff to determine the
eligibility of creosote removal projects through the Coastal Protection Fund -Terry
Husseman Account and to get as much advance notice as possible. These grants often
fund riparian projects, but creosote may be eligible under the “fish and wildlife habitat
enhancement” or “aquatic land GIS” project types. There are no match requirements, but
funding is limited to $50,000 per project. Funding availability is variable because it is
based on revenue from water quality penalties and available regional sub-account levels.

Funding for Other Project Benefits

Consider whether any projects or specific pilings represent a navigational hazard or other
hazard that could open up other funding opportunities beyond nearshore/estuarine habitat
improvements. For example, with sea level rise, will any pilings that are currently visible
at various tides be a commonly submerged obstruction in future higher tides?
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RECOMMENDED NEXT STEPS

This phase of work has met the objectives of raising stakeholder awareness of pilings on parcels
they own and stakeholder interest in removing pilings. Through discussions with stakeholders and
additional research, some next steps were identified to promote the future removal of pilings in
the estuary.

Continued Coordination among Stakeholders

e Make an online map available to stakeholders.

e MRC to send out email yearly asking stakeholders for any updates on projects, and to check
online map for any changes needed. Assess the need for stakeholder calls and if additional
information is needed to continue to facilitate removal efforts.

e Update the phase 1 prioritization based on new information on piling usage and any new
information on which pilings are creosote-treated.

Additional Information Gathering

e Conduct evaluation of whether pilings in the estuary are considered historic properties that
require documentation and evaluation before being removed. This evaluation will be required
by DAHP. This can be conducted in a programmatic approach (all at once) or on a project by
project basis.

e Consider additional investigation of whether the phase 1 findings on which pilings are
creosote-treated is accurate. Some stakeholders believe there are more creosote-treated
pilings than found in the phase 1 field inventory. A limited effort to collect samples and
conduct laboratory testing could inform the prevalence of creosote-treated pilings in the
estuary. Such a limited effort could also inform whether a larger scale evaluation is
warranted. If there are more creosote-treated pilings, the benefits of removing them are
greater and more urgent for stakeholders.

e Promote or conduct research to: (1) build a stronger scientific basis for the long-term effects
of creosote-treated pilings on biological resources; (2) improve techniques to evaluate if
pilings are creosote-treated; and (3) evaluate creosote leaching rates and concentrations in
surrounding sediments, especially among older pilings.

e Research the fit of the potential funding sources identified in the phase 2 report.
Communicate possible funding sources (e.g., grant funding announcements) to stakeholders
who own pilings.

Leveraging Additional Resources

e  Work with the Puget Sound Partnership to get Snohomish River estuary piling removal listed
as a mitigation opportunity in their online map linking projects needing mitigation with those
providing mitigation.

e Continue conversations with DNR about opportunities for mitigation banking for creosote
piles.
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Facilitate Removal Efforts

e  Work with partners to get Snohomish River estuary piling removal included on work plans
and lists that identify future restoration actions to invest in.

— Local agency work plans

—  Snohomish Basin Plan

10-year Snohomish-Skagit-Island joint project

2022-2026 Puget Sound Action Agenda.

e Engage private owners of pilings in the project area. Approximately 24% of the pilings in the
estuary and 12% of the creosote-treated pilings are owned by private landowners.

e Promote opportunities to include piling removal in other restoration or waterfront actions
being planned.

e Explore opportunities for stakeholders to cost-effectively remove additional pilings when
piling removal equipment has been mobilized for other projects.
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Snohomish Estuary Piling Prioritization Project

HIGH PRIORITY AREA

Quilceda Estuary

Project Background

The Snohomish MRC inventoried pilings in
the estuary and conducted a prioritization

to identify which pilings would provide
the greatest ecological benefits if
removed. The prioritization also includes
consideration of the apparent feasibility
of removal. The effort only focuses on
those pilings that do not have an
apparent structural purpose, such as part

of a bulkhead or a marina. The Snohomish

River estuary downstream of Highway 2
has 15,564 non-structural pilings (see
page 2 inset map of locations) of which
2,456 are treated with creosote.
Prioritization report available at:

https://www.snocomrc.or| rojects

creosote-pilings/

Voluntary Project
This is a voluntary effort seeking willing landowners. If you would like to learn more about the project, please visit

www.snocomrc.org/projects/creosote-pilings or call Elisa Dawson, Snohomish MRC Staff at (425) 388-6466.
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Creosote Piling Effects

Creosote is a coal-tar sourced
preservative that was historically used
to treat wood pilings. In the aquatic
environment, creosote leaches from the
pilings over time and concentrates in the
surrounding water and sediments with
damaging ecological effects. Research has
shown that creosote and its associated
toxins have negative health effects on
humans—including being a probable
carcinogen—and animals including fish
eggs and the small invertebrates that
juvenile salmon feed on.
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www.shocomrc.org/projects/creosote-pilings

The Quilceda Estuary is one of five
priority areas in the Snohomish River
estuary where the Snohomish County
Marine Resources Committee
(Snohomish MRC) is looking for willing
landowners interested in removing
pilings on their property. Please see
priority map on next page.

The project aims to improve habitat
conditions in the estuary by informing
landowners of the ecological benefits
of removing toxics associated with the
creosote-treatment of many of the
pilings, as well as in-water impacts of
the piling being in place. The project is
to inform landowners and encourage
piling removal where feasible.

Additional Piling Effects

Pilings, whether creosote-treated or
not, can affect estuary habitats. Just by
occupying space, pilings reduce the
availability of natural sandy habitats.
Each individual piling can also affect a
larger surrounding area through the
scour effects of tidal water moving past
the structure. When a piling is in salt
marsh or other aquatic vegetation, this
“halo effect” around the piling can
result in decreased vegetation cover.
Despite these negative impacts, pilings
can provide habitat for birds and other
aquatic invertebrate species, such as
barnacles, which require hard substrate
to grow on.
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Statistics Summary
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Number of Pilings Creosote Treated Not Creosote Treated

Tulalip Tribes: 125 City of Marysville: 218 State Owned: 148

This High Priority Area is located in the Tulalip Reservation and is under
the Tulalip Tribes’ regulatory authority regardless of parcel ownership.
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Pilings in and near salt marsh Scour hole depressions visible

_ vegetation around pilings

This project has been funded wholly or in part by the United States Environmental Protection Agency. The contents of this document do not necessarily reflect the views
and policies of the Environmental Protection Agency under Assistance Agreement [CE-01J65401]. The contents of this document do not necessarily reflect the views and
policies of the Environmental Protection Agency, nor does mention of trade names or commercial products constitute endorsement or recommendation for use.



Snohomish Estuary Piling Prioritization Project

HIGH PRIORITY AREA

Marysville Waterfront

Project Background

The Snohomish MRC inventoried pilings in
the estuary and conducted a prioritization

to identify which pilings would provide
the greatest ecological benefits if
removed. The prioritization also includes
consideration of the apparent feasibility
of removal. The effort only focuses on
those pilings that do not have an
apparent structural purpose, such as part

of a bulkhead or a marina. The Snohomish

River estuary downstream of Highway 2
has 15,564 non-structural pilings (see
page 2 inset map of locations) of which
2,456 are treated with creosote.
Prioritization report available at:

https://www.snocomrc.or| rojects

creosote-pilings/

Voluntary Project
This is a voluntary effort seeking willing landowners. If you would like to learn more about the project, please visit

www.snocomrc.org/projects/creosote-pilings or call Elisa Dawson, Snohomish MRC Staff at (425) 388-6466.
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Creosote Piling Effects

Creosote is a coal-tar sourced
preservative that was historically used
to treat wood pilings. In the aquatic
environment, creosote leaches from the
pilings over time and concentrates in the
surrounding water and sediments with
damaging ecological effects. Research has
shown that creosote and its associated
toxins have negative health effects on
humans—including being a probable
carcinogen—and animals including fish
eggs and the small invertebrates that
juvenile salmon feed on.
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www.shocomrc.org/projects/creosote-pilings

The Marysville Waterfront is one of
five priority areas in the Snohomish
River estuary where the Snohomish
County Marine Resources Committee
(Snohomish MRC) is looking for willing
landowners interested in removing
pilings on their property. Please see
priority map on next page.

The project aims to improve habitat
conditions in the estuary by informing
landowners of the ecological benefits
of removing toxics associated with the
creosote-treatment of many of the
pilings, as well as in-water impacts of
the piling being in place. The project is
to inform landowners and encourage
piling removal where feasible.

Additional Piling Effects

Pilings, whether creosote-treated or
not, can affect estuary habitats. Just by
occupying space, pilings reduce the
availability of natural sandy habitats.
Each individual piling can also affect a
larger surrounding area through the
scour effects of tidal water moving past
the structure. When a piling is in salt
marsh or other aquatic vegetation, this
“halo effect” around the piling can
result in decreased vegetation cover.
Despite these negative impacts, pilings
can provide habitat for birds and other
aquatic invertebrate species, such as
barnacles, which require hard substrate
to grow on.
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Snohomish Estuary Piling Prioritization Project

HIGH PRIORITY AREA

www.shocomrc.org/projects/creosote-pilings

Mouth of Steamboat Slough

Project Background

The Snohomish MRC inventoried pilings in
the estuary and conducted a prioritization
to identify which pilings would provide
the greatest ecological benefits if
removed. The prioritization also includes
consideration of the apparent feasibility
of removal. The effort only focuses on
those pilings that do not have an
apparent structural purpose, such as part
of a bulkhead or a marina. The Snohomish
River estuary downstream of Highway 2
has 15,564 non-structural pilings (see
page 2 inset map of locations) of which
2,456 are treated with creosote.
Prioritization report available at:

https://www.snocomrc.or| rojects

creosote-pilings/

Voluntary Project
This is a voluntary effort seeking willing landowners. If you would like to learn more about the project, please visit

www.snocomrc.org/projects/creosote-pilings or call Elisa Dawson, Snohomish MRC Staff at (425) 388-6466.
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Creosote Piling Effects

Creosote is a coal-tar sourced
preservative that was historically used
to treat wood pilings. In the aquatic
environment, creosote leaches from the
pilings over time and concentrates in the
surrounding water and sediments with
damaging ecological effects. Research has
shown that creosote and its associated
toxins have negative health effects on
humans—including being a probable
carcinogen—and animals including fish
eggs and the small invertebrates that
juvenile salmon feed on.

The Mouth of Steamboat Slough

is one of five priority areas in the
Snohomish River estuary where the
Snohomish County Marine Resources
Committee (Snohomish MRC) is
looking for willing landowners
interested in removing pilings on
their property. Please see priority
map on next page.

The project aims to improve habitat
conditions in the estuary by informing
landowners of the ecological benefits
of removing toxics associated with the
creosote-treatment of many of the
pilings, as well as in-water impacts of
the piling being in place. The project is
to inform landowners and encourage
piling removal where feasible.

Additional Piling Effects

Pilings, whether creosote-treated or
not, can affect estuary habitats. Just by
occupying space, pilings reduce the
availability of natural sandy habitats.
Each individual piling can also affect a
larger surrounding area through the
scour effects of tidal water moving past
the structure. When a piling is in salt
marsh or other aquatic vegetation, this
“halo effect” around the piling can
result in decreased vegetation cover.
Despite these negative impacts, pilings
can provide habitat for birds and other
aquatic invertebrate species, such as
barnacles, which require hard substrate
to grow on.
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Ownership Maps for Each
Public Agency and the
Tulalip Tribes
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Stakeholder Meeting Notes
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Three Leased Areas of State-

Owned Aquatic Lands in Project
Area
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