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Introduction

1 INTRODUCTION
The Marshland Subarea Plan is intended to create a conceptual plan for future restoration,
land use, and infrastructure opportunities in the City of Everett’s eastern limits. Specifically,
the plan identifies lands within the approximately 1,065-acre area1 adjacent to the
Snohomish River project area that are suitable for agriculture, habitat restoration, and
passive recreation as well as some additional residential development. The Subarea Plan is
the basis for revisions to the City of Everett (City) Comprehensive Plan and Shoreline Master
Program (SMP) for the portions of the subarea that are within the City’s urban growth area.
The Marshland subarea is an important area within the City as it is the largest vestige of open
space within the City limits and the City’s Municipal Urban Growth Area (MUGA), has
significant fish and wildlife restoration potential, provides opportunities for passive
recreation, has a large percentage of publically owned lands, and has existing valuable
agricultural use. The Marshland’s location is ideal for tidally-influenced wetland restoration
and represents one of the last opportunities for large scale restoration of this type within the
Snohomish River basin. Restoration actions within the subarea can also be blended with
passive recreation, including open space areas and trails, to provide the public with
opportunities to view and enjoy restored areas. Agricultural uses will continue outside of
restoration areas, including commercial agriculture, small scale hobby farming, and personal
livestock husbandry.

1.1

OverviewoftheSubareaPlan

The Marshland Subarea Plan is the result of a SMP settlement agreement between the City,
the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology), Washington Environmental
Council, and Everett Shoreline Coalition; a grant from Ecology; creation of an stakeholder
group and scheduling of associated stakeholder meetings; development of a programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to review and assess environmental issues related to
the project; and public input on the EIS and at public meetings and hearings. The subarea
plan provides for a combination of restoration, recreation, agricultural, and residential uses
within the subarea.

1

The area studied in the Marshland EIS included approximately 1,065 acres; however, only 846 acres of the
area studies in the EIS occur within the City’s municipal limits and its associated Urban Growth Area (MUGA).
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Key features of the subarea plan include:
x

Relocating the Marshland Flood Control Pump Station to the southern boundary of
the subarea and providing fish passage into and out of the Marshland Canal if feasible.

x

Reorienting the Marshland Canal so that it flows into the Snohomish River at the
southeastern corner of the subarea if feasible.

x

Creating two large tidally-influenced wetland areas that will connect to the
Snohomish River through connections through the Lowell-Snohomish River Road.

x

Restoring Wood Creek and allowing it to outlet into the southern tidally-influenced
wetland area.

x

Restoring multiple non-tidal freshwater wetland areas.

x

Continuing ongoing agriculture in traditionally farmed pockets between and near
habitat restoration areas.

x

Providing an area for passive recreation in an approximately 500-foot-wide-strip
bordering Lowell-Larimer Road. This passive recreation area would provide for
small- to medium-sized parking areas along the roadside and large lawn areas for
multipurpose informal activities.

x

Establishing a recreational trail system in and around the passive recreation and
restored areas.

x

Excluding properties from restoration where property owners do not wish to have
their properties included in restoration actions.

x

Allowing residential uses in the Rural Flood Fringe District along Larimer Road
where property owners can meet the requirements of floodplain development
regulations.

x

Protecting existing regional utility corridors and ensuring no interruptions in regional
utility service.

x

Establishing a policy foundation to complete appropriate studies of the feasibility and
potential impacts of restoration activities prior to implementation.

x

Preserving or improving flood control and drainage in areas outside restoration areas.

A summary of the existing and proposed land use types in the subarea is shown in Table 1-1
and the proposed land use types are shown in Figure 1-1.
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Table11
ExistingandProposedSubareaPlanLandUse
(in acres except where noted) [3]
LandUse[2]

Existing

SubareaPlan

Agriculture

795.0

188.7.0

FishandWildlife
Preservation/Enhancement

0.0

69.8

FishandWildlifeRestoration

0.0

452.6

FishPreservation/Enhancement

8.6


9.0

Other/Infrastructure

157.8

133.2

Recreation[1]

15.6

48.1

WildlifePreservation/Enhancement

88.3[2]

45.5

WildlifeRestoration(terrestrialonly)

0.0

118.4

Totals

1,065.3

1,065.3

Notes:
[1]TotalacresincludeRotaryParkatnearly13acres.Netnewrecreationincludes35.1acres.Thisincludes
approximately47,000linearfeetofnewtrails.

[2]LandUsecategoriesaredescribedinmoredetailbelow:
x
Agriculturemeansactivitiesinvolvedintheproductionofcropsorlivestockoperation.
x
Preservation/Enhancementmeansstreams,wetlands,orterrestrialecosystemscurrentlyproviding
relativelyhighecologicalfunctionsthatmaybenefitfromactionsthatincreasethecriticalarea's
functions.
x
Restorationmeansthereturnofastreamorwetland,orterrestrialecosystem,toastateinwhichits
functionsandvaluessignificantlyapproachitsunalteredstate.
x
Other/Infrastructureincludesroad,railroad,power,andliquidpetroleumproductrightsofwayor
easementsorparcels.
x
Recreationincludeslandsdesignedtoencouragepassiveformsofexerciseorrefreshment.

[3]Landuseacreagesmaychangeovertimeduetoanumberoffactors,includingchangesinownership,the
resultsoffuturetechnicalstudiesaddressingrestoration,andfuturechangesinfederal,state,orlocalpolicies.
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Figure 1-1
Marshland Subarea Land Use Plan
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1.2

SettlementAgreementBackground

The Everett SMP Settlement Agreement between the City, Ecology, Washington
Environmental Council, and Everett Shoreline Coalition requires the preparation of a
subarea plan for the Marshland area prior to allowing specific uses in the area. Accordingly,
the City has initiated the subarea planning process to more directly and fully address future
restoration and land use activities in the Everett Marshland subarea.
The planning process includes the following steps:
1. Create a stakeholder group made up of public and private property owners, utility

providers, BNSF Railway, environmental groups, the Tulalip Tribe, the City,
Snohomish County (County), and other public agencies to review and comment on
the subarea plan project at each phase of its development
2. Conduct an inventory of current conditions for a range of natural and built

environment topics
3. Prepare a suitability analysis identifying the appropriateness of specific locations

within the Marshland study area for specific land uses, including fish and wildlife
habitat preservation and restoration, agriculture, and active and passive recreation
4. Prepare alternative plans addressing a range of restoration and land use options based

on the inventory and suitability analysis and stakeholder group input
5. Analyze the alternative plans in a Draft EIS
6. Following public comment prepare a Final EIS
7. Identify a preferred alternative with review and approval by the City’s Planning

Commission as a basis for the subarea plan
8. Based on public input, EIS findings, and the preferred alternative, develop a draft

subarea plan, including associated City Comprehensive Plan, SMP, and development
regulation amendments
9. Following additional public input, create a final subarea plan and SMP amendments
10. Adopt, via the City Council, the subarea plan and associated plan and regulation

amendments
11. Submit the SMP amendments for approval by Ecology
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1.3

SubareaPlanObjectives

The City’s objectives for the future of the Marshland are based on the following project
objectives developed for the subarea plan process with the stakeholders group in March
2008.
1. Identify Fish and Wildlife Habitat Restoration Opportunities, and Feasibility –

Determine the area’s restoration potential now, and what might feasibly be achieved
in the future.
2. Land Use – Determine the appropriate land uses for the Marshland subarea given its

physical conditions, current land uses and infrastructure, ownership, regulatory
requirements, current land use planning policies, and future potential.
3. Implementation and Funding – Determine the implementation and funding strategies

necessary to ensure that fish and wildlife habitat opportunities resulting from the
project are carried out. Address timing issues and implementation mechanisms with
respect to habitat restoration elements.
4. Stakeholder and Public Involvement Ensure that representative interests are invited

to participate in, remain engaged throughout, and actively work on every element of
the plan, so that the planning process is fully transparent and so that it fully
incorporates the needs, interests, opinions, and perspectives of those who are most
invested in its outcome.
5. Integrated SEPA/GMA/SMA Process – Ensure that environmental analysis under

State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) occurs concurrently with, and as an integral
part of, the planning and decision making processes under Growth Management Act
(GMA) and Shoreline Management Act (SMA). The Marshland Subarea Plan will
become a part of the City’s GMA Comprehensive Plan and SMA SMP.
6. Everett SMP Settlement Agreement – Meet the requirements of the Everett SMP

Settlement Agreement. A settlement agreement on an appeal of the City’s SMP
requires a plan to be produced to address the feasibility of restoration in the subarea.
The parties to the settlement agreement include the City, Ecology, Washington
Environmental Council, and Everett Shoreline Coalition. Part 4.2 (8) of the Everett
SMP Settlement Agreement will serve as the “Guiding Principles” for preparation of
the project:

The process shall produce a subarea plan that addresses: (1) a summary of the
area’s restoration potential and feasibility and a listing of restoration goals and
opportunities; (2) timeframes and benchmarks for achieving the restoration
goals and opportunities; (3) committed and potential funding sources; (4)
Subarea Plan
Everett Marshland
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anticipated improvement in the ecological functions of the areas identified by
the plan for restoration; (5) shoreline master program regulations for
protecting critical areas within the Marshland; (6) mechanisms and strategies
to ensure implementation of the subarea plan; and (7) mechanisms to review
the effectiveness of the subarea plan and make changes if review reveals the
subarea plan is not effectively promoting the plan’s identified restoration
opportunities or meeting its other goals, policies and objectives. The subarea
plan shall also make a recommendation to the City Council regarding a
designation and permitted use table for the Marshland that is consistent with
the Shoreline Management Act, the City’s Shoreline Master Program, and the
results and conclusions of the final subarea plan submitted to the City Council.

1.4

RelationshiptoOtherPlansandElements

The Marshland subarea plan will become a part of the City’s GMA Comprehensive Plan and
SMA SMP. The plan has been developed following an integrated SEPA/GMA/SMA process
where environmental analysis for SEPA occurs in conjunction with the planning and
decision making procedures of the GMA and SMA. These documents and their relationship
with the subarea plan are described in more detail below.

1.4.1

GMA,SMA,SettlementAgreementConsistency

This section of the Subarea Plan provides general information on how the plan is consistent
with the GMA, SMA, and Settlement Agreement. Additional specific information on how
the plan is consistent with the GMA, SMA, and Settlement Agreement can be found in the
City of Everett Marshland Subarea Plan EIS.

1.4.1.1

GMA

The GMA promotes a comprehensive framework for managing growth and development
within local jurisdictions. Relative to the Marshland subarea, GMA goals encourage the
conservation of agricultural land, retention of open space, enhancement of recreational
opportunities, and environmental protection and enhancement. This subarea plan balances
GMA goals by restoring tidal and wetland habitat and integrating passive recreation, while
retaining agriculture on the balance of the subarea plan on private property.

Subarea Plan
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1.4.1.2

SMA

The Marshland subarea is subject to the SMA and lies along the Snohomish River, a shoreline
of statewide significance. Three key goals of the SMA are to protect ecologically sensitive
lands, promote public access, and promote water oriented land uses. Specifically, the SMA
promotes the development of shorelines in a manner that contributes to the public interest,
including “protecting public health, the land and its vegetation and wildlife and the waters of
the state and their aquatic life, while protecting generally public rights of navigation.” The
subarea plan promotes ecological protection and additional public access in particular, and
will allow for greater enjoyment of the shoreline by Everett citizens. Specifically, the plan
includes habitat elements such as tidal and non-tidal wetland restoration and riparian
enhancements and public access elements, including a trail network and passive recreation
area.

1.4.1.3

SettlementAgreement

The Everett SMP Settlement Agreement between the City, Ecology, Washington
Environmental Council, and Everett Shoreline Coalition requires the preparation of a
subarea plan for the Marshland area. The settlement agreement also added buffer
requirements for the Urban Conservancy wetlands, and prohibited residential use and active
recreation until the subarea plan is prepared. Several components are required in the subarea
plan including goals, restoration opportunities, implementation strategies, and other items
listed in Section 1.1.
The subarea plan meets the Settlement Agreement by:
x

Documenting opportunities for restoration within the Marshland Subarea

x

Providing a subarea plan that can be adopted into the City’s SMP and zoning code

x

Summarizing the subareas restoration potential and feasibility

x

Providing a list of restoration goals and opportunities

x

Establishing timeframes and benchmarks for achieving restoration goals and
opportunities

x

Detailing committed and potential funding sources

x

Detailing the anticipated improvement in the ecological functions of the areas
identified for restoration

x

Providing mechanisms and strategies to ensure implementation of the subarea plan

x

Providing mechanisms to review the effectiveness of the subarea plan

Subarea Plan
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x

Providing a designated and permitted use table consistent with the SMP, SMA, and
the results and conclusions of this subarea plan (Appendix A)

1.4.2

SubareaPlanandOtherComprehensivePlanandShorelineMaster
ProgramElements

Comprehensive plans for cities planning under the GMA must include the following
elements: land use (including a future land use map), housing, transportation, public
facilities, parks and recreation, economic development, and utilities. Additional elements
such as subarea plans may be added at the option of a local jurisdiction. The Marshland
Subarea Plan is an optional element under GMA. The Subarea Plan has been integrated into
the Comprehensive Plan and SMP with consistency amendments as needed.

1.5

PublicInvolvement

In accordance with the requirements of GMA, SMA, and SEPA, the City has provided for
continuous public review and comment over the course of the Marshland planning process.
Public involvement activities associated with the Marshland Subarea Plan process and EIS
included formation of a stakeholder group, general property owner outreach, environmental
review comment periods, and public meetings and hearings.
The City formed a stakeholder group made up of property owners, utility providers, BNSF
Railway, environmental groups, the Tulalip Tribe, the City, the County, and other public
agencies to review and comment on the subarea plan project at each phase of its
development. Through the subarea plan issuance date, the Stakeholder Group has held six
meetings. The meetings were open to the public and at each meeting there was period of
time for public comment.
The City held a meeting for property owners to provide early information on the project, and
offered to meet with property owners at their request. The City also sent mailings to all
property owners to ascertain their interests in participating in restoration actions.
Additionally, SEPA scoping notices describing the subarea plan and the alternatives, the
Draft and Final environmental impact statements, and the draft Subarea Plan were sent to all
property owners.

Subarea Plan
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The SEPA process included a 25-day scoping period in advance of the EIS preparation, and a
30-day comment period after the Draft EIS (DEIS) was issued. Responses to comments were
provided in the Final EIS (FEIS). These comment periods and documents were made
available to citizens, property owners, elected and appointed officials, and other agencies and
tribes.
A series of public meetings was held for the project to provide input by the public at various
stages of the development of the subarea plan and its associated DEIS and FEIS. These
meetings included:
y

A Public Hearing on the scope of the EIS. The meeting was held by the Everett
Planning Commission and Everett Parks Board of Commissioners on March 18, 2008.

x

A Public Hearing on the alternatives developed by the stakeholder group prior to
initiating the EIS process. The meeting was held by the Everett Planning
Commission and included the Everett Parks Commission on July 15, 2008.

x

A Public Hearing on the DEIS. The meeting was held by the Everett Planning
Commission and Everett Parks Board of Commissioners on December 2, 2008.

x

A meeting with the Parks Board of Commissioners on January 13, 2009, to present the
alternatives.

x

A Public Hearing held by the Parks Board of Commissioners to recommend an
alternative to the Planning Commission on February 24, 2009.

x

A Public Hearing on the Final EIS including adoption of the preferred alternative by
the Everett Planning Commission on March 3, 2009.

In addition to the public meetings, City staff and consultants met with property owners,
utility providers, and other interested groups, such as the Everett Rowing Association, Dr.
Alex Alexander and agricultural interests, Snohomish County Agricultural Advisory Board,
Lowell Civic Association, and the Valley View–Sylvan Crest–Larimer Ridge Neighborhood
Association.
After the issuance of the draft subarea plan, the following steps are planned, and include
more public meetings related to the subarea plan at which citizens may comment:
x

Meet with property owners on the draft subarea plan

x

Hold a stakeholder group meeting on the draft subarea plan

x

Circulate the subarea plan and associated City plan and regulation amendments for

Subarea Plan
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public review
x

Hold a Planning Commission hearing on the subarea plan and associated City plan
and regulation amendments

x

Finalize Planning Commission recommendations to City Council

x

Hold a City Council hearing on the subarea plan and associated City plan and
regulation amendments

x

Following public input, adopt the final subarea plan and associated plan and
regulation amendments, via the City Council

x

Following City Council adoption, submit SMP amendments for approval by Ecology
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2 BACKGROUNDINFORMATION
This section summarizes the subarea existing conditions information review and the
feasibility analysis that were performed to develop alternative plans for the Marshland
Subarea.

2.1

ExistingConditionsSummary

This section summarizes information collected on the earth, surface water, plants and
animals, land use, cultural resources, transportation, and utility conditions found within or
near the subarea. This summary is intentionally brief; the reader should consult the EIS for
detailed information on the existing conditions of the subarea.

2.1.1

Earth

The topography of the study area is relatively level, and is bounded on the west by a steep
upland bluff. The entire subarea can be generally categorized as a Puget-Sultan Pilchuck soil
type, generally characterized by very deep soils often found on floodplains (USDA 1978).
The subarea also contains deep pockets of peat that may affect the design criteria of the
proposed infrastructure proposed in this subarea plan. Most of the subarea is considered
prime agricultural land and much of the subarea is actively farmed including the 305 acres
owned by the City. The Marshland subarea is found within an area of low landslide and
erosion potential; however, the bluff immediately west of the subarea has a high erosion
potential and is a landslide hazard.

2.1.2

SurfaceandGroundWater

The subarea is located in the Snohomish River Basin and the Snohomish River bounds the
Marshland subarea along its northern and eastern edges. The Snohomish River adjacent to
the subarea is within the tidally-influenced portion of the river. Wood Creek is the only
perennial and fish-bearing stream draining to the subarea though several other intermittent
and perennial streams flow into the subarea. All of these streams ultimately flow into the
Marshland Canal and are eventually pumped into the Snohomish River at the Marshland
pump station.
The subarea is also within the Marshland Flood Control District, which was created in 1938
and encompasses 6,000 acres that abut the eastern edge of the Snohomish River from River
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Mile 7 to 15.5. The district has a total of 8.5 miles of levees that protect it from flooding.
Prior to the construction of the Marshland levees and drainage system, the floodplain in the
Marshland area was generally inundated during late spring and early winter. The Marshland
subarea has experienced eight major flood events since 1964. In general, any flood that
exceeds a 5-year magnitude will result in flooding in the Marshland subarea.
The presence of a groundwater aquifer within the subarea is unknown (City of Everett 2002).
However, a seasonal water table can be found at 18 to 36 inches in depth during wetter
months of the year within the floodplain area (Toth and Houck 2001).

2.1.3

PlantsandAnimals

The general landcover types within the Marshland sub-basin include scrub-shrub
communities, croplands, medium and high impervious surface, mixed forest, marsh, and
open water (Purser and Simmonds from Toth and Houck 2001). Western hemlock, Douglas
fir, red alder, and big leaf maple make up the majority of the forest cover. The sub-basin’s
riparian buffer is limited to one band of trees on the bank, and of this band, only 7 percent is
found in areas that are not isolated by dikes (Toth and Houck 2001).
The Salmon Overlay (SO) to the Snohomish Estuary Wetlands Integration Plan (SEWIP)
notes that seven species of anadromous salmonids are supported by the Snohomish River;
these include Chinook (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), coho (O. kisutch), chum (O. keta), and
pink salmon (O. gorbuscha), steelhead (O. mykiss), and cutthroat (O. clarkii) and bull trout
(Salvelinus confluentus). Large portions of the subarea were once potential salmon- and
trout-rearing habitat during seasonal flooding. Today, these species are unable to access offchannel sites due to the dikes surrounding the area. Salmon do enter the Marshland area
during flooding events with 5-year magnitude or greater. Then they are either stranded or
damaged/killed as they go through the pump station back to the River.
Historically, the larger Marshland area has been described as containing thousands of acres of
oxbows, beaver ponds, and emergent and forested wetlands (Tulalip Tribes 2001; Snohomish
County and SCSRB 2005). By 1885, diking and draining within the greater Marshland area
had “altered more than half of the original wetlands” (Toth and Houck 2001). The National
Wetland Inventory (NWI) identifies 239 acres of wetlands within the Marshland (of which
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the subarea is a part), 96 acres of which are Palustrine Forested/Scrub-Shrub wetlands. The
remaining wetlands in the Marshland subarea are Palustrine Emergent wetlands.
The Washington State GMA defines fish and wildlife conservation areas as Critical Areas and
requires their protection. Within the subarea, fish and wildlife conservation areas make up
nearly 29 percent of the land area. The fish and wildlife conservation areas found within the
Marshland include streams that can include the surrounding wetlands that they periodically
inundate, and fishery, habitat, and wetland conservation areas.
As a result of implementing the restoration elements of the subarea plan, fish and wildlife
habitat conditions will be improved throughout the subarea.

2.1.4

LandUse

The subarea is predominantly in agricultural production, with some areas in use as parks,
such as Rotary Park to the north, or infrastructure, such as the Marshland Canal. The site
also contains a portion of the BNSF Railway line, a wetland mitigation site, and multiple
regional power and liquid petroleum product lines. The City owns 300 acres of undeveloped
land, which are leased for agricultural use. The area generally contains a low level of
development due to its location in the floodplains. Current City Comprehensive Plan and
SMP policies and maps recognize the current land use pattern and generally foresee those
patterns continuing. However, until the preparation of this subarea plan, some activities
have been curtailed such as additional residential development until priorities for restoration
could be determined.

2.1.4.1

CityofEverettComprehensivePlan

The current Everett Comprehensive Plan land use designation for the Marshland subarea in
the City limits is “Agricultural” for the majority of the land and “Parks/Open Space” for
Rotary Park. These designations essentially recognize the current agricultural, park, and low
density residential uses that are found in the study area today.

2.1.4.2

SnohomishCountyComprehensivePlan

The County Comprehensive Plan applies a “Riverway Commercial Farmland” designation to
the unincorporated Urban Growth Area (UGA). Typically, agricultural lands are not
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designated inside unincorporated UGAs, but in this case the County applied the designation
in 2003, matching the City’s agricultural zoning. County plans generally promote continued
agricultural use, but several policies seek to improve ecological conditions and support
salmonid species protection.

2.1.4.3

ShorelineDesignationsandPolicies

Consistent with the SMA, the Everett SMP applies fully to the portion of the Marshland
subarea in the City limits, including the tributary streams. The County SMP applies to the
portion of the Snohomish River in the unincorporated portion of the study area.

2.1.4.4

CityofEverett

The Snohomish River is considered a shoreline of statewide significance (City of Everett
2002). All other portions of the subarea are considered shorelines of the state and associated
shorelands per the SMA. The current City SMP further classifies the shoreline areas in the
subarea as Aquatic Conservancy (northwest section), Aquatic, Urban Conservancy
Recreation (Rotary Park), Urban Conservancy Agricultural Interim, and Urban Conservancy.
To promote restoration and added public access, and to allow additional residential
development, this subarea plan proposes amendments to current SMP policies and
regulations.

2.1.4.5

SnohomishCounty

The unincorporated land adjacent to the Snohomish River in the study area is designated
with a “Rural” shoreline use environment. The County SMP permits beach or stream
enhancement projects in the “Rural” environment. These enhancement projects must
“ensure that aquatic habitats, water quality, flood conveyance, and flood storage capacity are
not degraded by the action.” The County SMP Rural Environment allows for limited passive
recreation activities such as trails and scenic view areas among others, but does not permit
golf courses, playing fields, and other large areas devoted to athletic activities on designated
resource lands. The current County SMP permits beach or stream enhancement projects.
The County is currently updating its SMP but it is not yet fully adopted by the County and
Ecology. In the draft update, unincorporated land in the MUGA is proposed as Urban
Conservancy and unincorporated rural land is designated as Resource. The County’s draft
Subarea Plan
Everett Marshland

15

Background Information

SMP Update also includes a restoration element that addresses policies aimed at improving
habitat functions. It is hoped that this Marshland subarea plan and the associated EIS may
influence revisions to the proposed draft SMP to allow for more tidal restoration in
unincorporated areas adjacent to the City limits and MUGA.

2.1.4.6

ZoningandFloodHazardRegulations

The portion of the subarea in the City limits is primarily zoned as agricultural land (A-1),
with a section designated as “Park” for Rotary Park along the north edge. Just outside the
northwest subarea boundary, an area is zoned industrial (M-1 and M-2).
The A-1 Zone allows a variety of uses, including residential use (single family detached,
accessory dwellings, adult family homes, and Class IA and IB group homes); farms, dairy, and
horticulture; greenhouse and nursery; parks; and minor above-ground utilities. Uses such as
agricultural industries, food products processing, commercial outdoor recreation, churches,
commercial day cares, and major above-ground utilities are permitted through a public
hearing process. Most of the uses allowed in the A-1 Zone are also allowed in the SMP.
However, the Settlement Agreement on the Appeal of Everett’s SMP resulted in removing
residential use and active recreation as permitted uses in the Urban Conservancy Agriculture
Interim designation.
Note that restoration is not specifically called out as a permitted use, but it is allowed in all
zones in the City.
In addition to the base zones (e.g., A-1) overlay zones also apply. Properties must comply
with overlay zone as well as base zone provisions. Flood Hazard Overlay Zones in the study
area include Rural Flood Fringe Designation (RFFD) and Special Development Area (SDA).
Within the floodway, only uses that have a low flood danger potential are permitted,
including agriculture, parking areas, and recreational uses. Within the Flood Overlay
District and SDA, structures and fill are only allowed through a conditional use process when
they can meet stringent standards, including demonstrating that they do not unduly affect
the capacity of the floodway.
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Permitted uses in the RFFD include those allowed in the SMP and the A-1, Agriculture
Zone. The first floor of structures and outdoor storage areas must be raised at least 2 feet
above the 100-year flood elevation. Parking areas and driveways can be no lower than 1 foot
below the 100-year flood elevation.
Permitted uses in the Special Development Area are any use that is consistent with the SMP
and any applicable subarea plan. As within the floodway, structures and fill are only allowed
through a conditional use process where they can meet stringent standards, including
demonstrating that they do not unduly affect the capacity of the floodway.
This Subarea Plan proposes to amend the zoning allowances and reinstate the ability to add
residential dwellings in the RFFD. The City seeks to enhance passive recreation, and is not
intending amendments to reinstate allowances for active recreation.

2.1.4.6.1

SnohomishCountyZoningandFloodHazardRegulations

All the land in the subarea that is within unincorporated Snohomish County is zoned
Agriculture-10 Acre, supporting agricultural uses. Except for the northernmost section, the
land is outside of the MUGA.
Allowable uses largely involve agriculture and agriculture related industries, as well as
associated residential and agricultural structures. Public parks are also permitted.
The 100-year floodplain within Snohomish County jurisdiction is designated Density Fringe
Areas in Zone AE. Permitted uses include farmhouses if they meet certain construction
standards and provide for sanitary sewerage systems, among other provisions.

2.1.5
2.1.5.1

Transportation
Streets

Roadway access to the subarea is provided by the two-lane major collector street Lenora
Street/Lowell-Snohomish River Road, which runs along the eastern/northern boundary of
the subarea, and the two-lane minor arterial South 2nd Avenue/Larimer Road (also known as
Lowell-Larimer Road), which runs north-south along the western boundary of the subarea.
Levels of Service (LOS) for all roadways within the subarea are within the City’s LOS
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standard. Lowell-Snohomish River Road within the study area does not meet the City’s
standard for Collector Arterial or the County’s standard for two-lane Rural Major Collector.
Larimer Road within the study area does not meet the City’s standard for Minor Arterial.
The City indicated that current pavement conditions along Larimer Road do not meet
standards and will require improvement; however, no road improvements are proposed
under the subarea plan.

2.1.5.2

NonmotorizedFacilities

There are currently no sidewalks along South 2nd Avenue/Larimer Road and LowellSnohomish River Road. The non-motorized facilities within the subarea are provided by
Lowell Riverfront Trail and Lowell-Snohomish River Road. The Lowell Riverfront Trail is
accessed by Rotary Park on the north side of Lowell-Snohomish River Road. It is a 10-footwide multi-use trail for both pedestrians and bicyclists. It extends approximately 1.75 miles
from Rotary Park to the north along the riverfront. Bicycle lanes are provided on paved
shoulders on both sides of Lowell-Snohomish River Road between the eastern City limit and
Highway 9.

2.1.5.3

BNSFRailway

A BNSF primary rail line (mainline) bisects the subarea, running southeast to northwest.
The BNSF mainline carries about 34 trains per day with about 87 million tons of freight per
year. Under all of the proposed alternatives and the Subarea plan, no changes to the existing
BNSF mainline alignment are proposed.

2.1.6

UtilityCorridors

A number of electric power transmission lines, distribution lines, meters, and vaults can be
found within and adjacent to the Marshland subarea. The most prominent of these lines
include four Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) and three Puget Sound Energy (PSE)
transmission lines. These seven transmission lines are key components of the regional power
grid, transporting energy within Washington State and beyond, including key connections
with Canada. Comcast Cable maintains overhead lines near the Marshland subarea, mostly
along the west side of Larimer Road.
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The majority of water distribution facilities and sewer mainlines and service lines within the
Marshland subarea are also located near Larimer Road. Few stormwater pipes are found
within the Marshland subarea. However, several storm drains and culverts cross Larimer
Road to the west of the subarea.
Two liquid petroleum product pipelines cross the Marshland subarea at its southeastern
corner. These pipelines are owned by BP-Olympic and connect the Allen Station to
Woodinville Station. The pipelines convey refined petroleum and are listed as 16-inch and
20-inch diameter.
Any restoration actions or recreation development implemented under the subarea plan will
be designed to not permanently impact existing utility corridors within the subarea, though
some temporary impacts to service may occur during construction.

2.1.7

CulturalResources

The Marshland study area was used by the Snohomish Tribe and later by European settlers.
The two historic features that are visible in the modern-day include the BNSF Railway
corridor and the Marshland drainage canal. Sixteen cultural resources surveys are reported
to be within one mile of the subarea boundary. Other sites reported within 1 mile of the
subarea boundary include historic industrial and residential/ranch sites and prehistoric shell
midden and lithic scatter archaeological sites. Although no archaeological or historic sites
are known to be located within the subarea, a significant number do occur within 1 mile and
on landforms having similar characteristics to those represented by the subarea.

2.2

FeasibilityAnalysis

This section describes the feasibility analysis including the initial steps taken to develop and
assess the restoration and land use alternatives.

2.2.1

SuitabilityCriteria

The suitability analysis focused on the feasibility of locating different land uses within
specific locations of the subarea. Four general land uses were analyzed; fish and wildlife
habitat preservation and restoration, agriculture, active recreation, and passive recreation.
For each of these general land uses, criteria were developed to determine which of the four
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land uses were most appropriate for a specific location within the subarea. This information
was then used to develop the alternatives detailed in the EIS by assigning a given land use to
the area most appropriate for that land use within each of the alternatives considered, The
general suitability criteria used for each land use is shown in Table 2-1. Additional
information on the suitability criteria can be found in the EIS.
Table21
LandUseSuitabilityCriteria
FishandWildlifeHabitatPreservationandRestoration
x

Topographysuitableforspecifichabitattypes

x

Proximitytosimilarhabitat,criticalareas,priorityspecieshabitats,fishandwildlifeconservationareas,
existingandpastwetlandsorsurfacewatercorridors,intactnativevegetationandcompletedrestoration
projects/opportunities

x

Potentialforwetlandenhancementorcreation,floodplainreconnectionandfisherieshabitatrestoration

x

Theminimumpatchsizeofagivenhabitattypetobesustainableandbiologicallyfunctionable

x

Distancefromregionallysignificanttransportationandutilitycorridors

x

Landownerwillingnesstoparticipate

Agriculture
x

Topographysuitableforagriculturaluse

x

Primeagriculturesoils

x

Existingleveloffloodprotectionandabilitytomaintainorimprovecurrentfloodprotectionlevels

x

Abilityofexistingdrainageinfrastructuretoprotectagricultureviability

ActiveRecreation
x

Abilitytoprovidesufficientroomforsupportinginfrastructure(parkinglots;restrooms,etc.)

x

Potentialforconflictsorperceivedconflictswithadjacentlanduses(opportunityforbufferingfrom
adjacentlanduses)

x

Doesnotinterferewithregionallysignificanttransportationinfrastructure

x

Doesnotinterferewithregionallysignificantutilityinfrastructure

x

Compatibilitywithhabitatpreservationandrestorationopportunities

PassiveRecreation
x

Topography

x

Potentialconflictsorperceivedconflictswithadjacentlanduses

x

Needforchangestoexistingdikeinfrastructure

x

Compatibilitywithhabitatpreservationandrestorationopportunities

x

Doesnotinterferewithregionallysignificanttransportationinfrastructure

x

Doesnotinterferewithregionallysignificantutilityinfrastructure
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2.2.2

RestorationGoalsandOpportunities

2.2.2.1

RestorationGoals

The main restoration goals of the subarea plan include both habitat and implementation
goals. These goals were designed to allow for a variety of habitat types to be realized and also
to allow for flexibility in implementing these goals. Achieving these goals will benefit a wide
range of fish and wildlife species.

2.2.2.1.1
x

HabitatCreationGoals

Provide “off-channel” areas and river edge habitats for young salmon to go during
floods.

x

Create tidally-influenced shallow water habitat areas that have gently sloping
shorelines, naturally meandering channels, woody debris structures, and small natural
substrates that support native emergent marsh vegetation.

x

Increase the amount of native trees and shrubs along the shoreline of the mainstem
river, created marsh habitats, streams, and ditches.

2.2.2.1.2

ImplementationGoals

Implementation goals were developed both before and after the feasibility phase of the
subarea plan, as follows:
x

Only include properties in potential restoration areas where property owners are
willing.

x

Ensure that properties outside of restoration areas are protected from flooding impacts
to at least the same extent as they are currently protected.

x

Allow for phasing of restoration.

x

Minimize costs of restoration by taking actions such as minimizing dike lengths.

2.2.2.2

RestorationOpportunities

Opportunities within the subarea abound for both habitat restoration and complementary
passive recreation. This section describes in further detail the habitat types that can be
supported within the site and the methods of providing public access to further citizen
understanding and enjoyment of the Marshland Subarea. Additional information on these
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restoration opportunities and the associated habitat types can be found in the Marshland
Subarea EIS.

2.2.2.2.1

HabitatTypes

Habitat types suitable for the subarea were determined by a number of factors including
water depth and frequency of inundation, salinity, soil type, the ability to adapt to natural or
human disturbances, and other factors. The Marshland subarea has been diked and in
agricultural production for over 100 years. During this time it has been protected from daily
tidal inundation but is still subject to periodic flooding. Typically, when land is diked and
farmed for extensive periods of time, subsidence occurs. As a result, much of the area that
could be restored to tidal inundation is relatively low, and is anticipated to initially be in a
mudflat habitat type if no regrading to raise these areas occurs.
The combination of daily tidal inundation and periodic flooding within tidally restored areas
will change specific habitat types over time through sedimentation (raising of grades) and/or
erosion (lowering of grades) and through the deposition of natural woody debris. In general,
more sedimentation than erosion is anticipated in restored tidal areas because these areas are
composed of off-channel habitat with relatively low water velocities as compared to the
mainstem of the Snohomish River. The following is a list of the habitat types that are
anticipated within tidal and non-tidal restoration areas:
1. Mudflat
2. Tidally-influenced Emergent Marsh
3. Riparian Floodplain Forest
4. Tributary Channels
5. Blind Tidal Channels/Dendritic Channels
6. Non-tidal Freshwater/Palustrine Marsh
7. Large woody debris

2.2.2.3

PublicAccess

During the City of Everett’s Shoreline Master Plan update from 1998 to 2001, participating
citizens expressed great interest in shoreline access. This response prompted the
development of a Shoreline Public Access Plan in 2003, which outlined public access
proposals and implementation methods that would lead to a continuous trail system (with
associated amenities) for Everett (City of Everett 2003). The Alternatives presented in the
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subarea plan propose a number of public access corridors and recreation areas that would
contribute to and further this goal of greater shoreline access.
While proposed trail locations are conceptual and have not been fully designed, they do
provide a basic foundation towards connecting the subarea with adjacent neighborhoods and
drawing recreation enthusiasts towards relatively rare habitat types. Most of the proposed
trails are conceptually envisioned as foot trails with maintenance and emergency access
included. Dikes and areas that would support boardwalk trail segments provide locations for
loop trails within the subarea. In some cases, dikes may also be used for accessing properties
and utilities, in these areas trails could be wider to accommodate vehicles. Multi-use trails
along Lenora Street/Lowell-Snohomish River Road provide segments that can connect into a
larger, regional network. The public access element of the subarea plan could also provide
visual access into restored and preserved habitat through carefully placed viewpoints within
the trail system.
The addition of trails could provide more “eyes on the street” to help prevent crime within a
low density portion of the City. The subarea would also be incorporated in the Parks
department’s safety/security protocols, which would include periodic Ranger patrols of the
trail system.

2.3

SummaryofAlternatives

The City considered a No Action Alternative and three Action Alternatives through the
feasibility analysis, including:
x

No Action Alternative

x

Alternative 1: Maximum Recreation Alternative

x

Alternative 2: Stakeholder Preferred Alternative

x

Alternative 3: Maximum Restoration Alternative

The No Action Alternative consisted of a continuation of the City’s current Comprehensive
Plan, SMP, and regulations applicable to the Marshland subarea. No specific restoration plan
for the Marshland area would be developed under the No Action Alternative.
The Action Alternatives included Alternatives 1, 2, and 3. Each had a different combination
of restoration, recreation, and agricultural activities. Residential use was eliminated as a
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permitted use in the Interim Urban Conservancy Agriculture SMP designation (No Action
Alternative) but would be permitted in the Action Alternatives. All of the Action
Alternatives involved some level of change to the current flood control and diking facilities.
For all the Action Alternatives, the intent was to not alter hydrology or flood protection
upstream of the flood control structure and in areas outside of where restoration occurs.
Where private land is shown for habitat restoration, one or more forms of landowner
approval were obtained during the project planning process. In most cases, restoration was
contingent on the sale of some or all of the private land to a public entity that would
implement the restoration.
The general land use categories within each alternative included:
x

Agriculture: activities involved in the production of crops or livestock operation.

x

Preservation/Enhancement: Streams, wetlands, or terrestrial ecosystems currently
providing relatively high ecological functions that may benefit from actions that
increase the critical area's functions

x

Restoration: the return of a stream or wetland, or terrestrial ecosystem, to a state in
which its functions and values significantly approach its unaltered state

x

Other/Infrastructure: road, railroad, power, and liquid petroleum product rights-ofway or easements or parcels.

x

Recreation: lands designed to encourage active or passive forms of exercise or
refreshment. Alternative 1 provides for active and passive recreation. Alternatives 2
and 3 provide for passive recreation.



2.3.1

NoActionAlternative

The No Action Alternative retains the City’s current Comprehensive Plan, SMP, and
regulations applicable to the Marshland subarea and no formal restoration plan would be
developed. The current Comprehensive Plan designation for the city limits would remain
“Agricultural” for the majority of the land and “Parks/Open Space” for Rotary Park (City of
Everett 2007a). Existing land uses, including the existing agricultural use of the City owned
properties, would likely continue. Voluntary habitat enhancement projects could occur
under the No Action Alternative; however, any voluntary restoration actions would more
likely be piecemeal and are not likely to result in habitat creation and enhancement to the
magnitude that would occur under the Action Alternatives.
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The specific Land Uses within the No Action Alternative include:
x

Agriculture – applies to majority of the land

x

Recreation – Rotary Park

x

Trails – consistent with the City’s Shoreline Public Access Plan

x

Wildlife Preservation/Enhancement – areas identified for habitat retention or
enhancement along the Snohomish River

x

Wildlife/Wetland Conservation– for lands that are allowed minimal development and
greater critical area and shoreline protection in current plans and regulations

x

2.3.2

Wildlife Preservation – for areas already in permanent protection

Alternative1:MaximumRecreation

The Maximum Recreation Alternative provides areas for active and passive recreation,
ongoing agricultural uses, and restoration actions that only require minimal changes to
existing infrastructure. Alternative 1 includes active recreation opportunities on the west
side of the BNSF Railway and a trail. Limited tidal habitat restoration would occur. No
changes to the Marshland Flood Control Pump Station are included, though a portion of the
Marshland Canal would be rerouted and some new dikes would need to be constructed. No
fish passage would be provided through the Marshland Pump Station. Some freshwater
wetland restoration and riparian habitat improvements are included under this Alternative.
ThespecificLandUseswithintheAlternative1include:

x

Agriculture – applies to a large portion of the land

x

Recreation – Rotary Park and proposed recreation west of BNSF tracks

x

Trails – looping around restoration and running adjacent to some utility corridors

x

Wildlife Preservation/Enhancement – areas identified for habitat retention

x

Fish Preservation / Enhancement – areas identified for habitat retention

x

Wildlife Preservation – Spane Wetland mitigation site

x

Fish and Wildlife Restoration – Tidally restored lands east of BNSF tracks

2.3.3

Alternative2:StakeholderPreferredAlternative

Alternative 2, the Stakeholder Preferred Alternative, represented an alternative that was
supported at stakeholder workshops in July 2008. Alternative 2 provides greater habitat
restoration and fewer recreation opportunities than Alternative 1. The Stakeholder
Preferred Alternative includes a 500-foot strip along Lowell Larimer Road where passive
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recreation could occur and additionally a trail system through portions of the subarea.
Alternative 2 includes substantially more tidal restoration and Wood Creek is connected to a
restored tidal area through a flume over the Marshland Canal. Preserved forested wetland
habitat is included on the west side of the railroad tracks. Large areas of restored non-tidal
freshwater wetlands are also proposed.
The specific Land Uses within the Alternative 2 include:
x

Agriculture – applies to smaller pockets of land

x

Recreation – Rotary Park and proposed recreation strip bordering Lowell-Larimer
Road

x

Trails – looping around restoration and running adjacent to some utility corridors and
roads

x

Wildlife Preservation/Enhancement – areas identified for habitat retention

x

Fish Preservation / Enhancement – areas identified for habitat retention

x

Wildlife Preservation – Spane Wetland mitigation site

x

Fish and Wildlife Restoration – tidally restored public and willing private lands

2.3.4

Alternative3:MaximumHabitatRestoration

Alternative 3 provides the largest amount of habitat restoration within the subarea.
Recreation opportunities in this alterative include a trail system and an associated parking
area. The flood control pump station is moved to the southern boundary of the study area
and the downstream outlet of the Marshland Canal is relocated so that it connects to the
river in the same location as the restored channel of Wood Creek. Fish passage would be
provided around or through the relocated pump station. A large area is proposed for tidal
restoration on both public and private properties. This alternative also includes a large area
of freshwater, non-tidal wetland restoration.
The specific Land Uses within the Alternative 3 include:
x

Agriculture – applies to smaller pockets of land

x

Recreation – Rotary Park and a small area near the northwest portion of the site

x

Trails – looping around restoration and running adjacent to some utility corridors and
roads

x

Wildlife Preservation/Enhancement – areas identified for habitat retention

x

Fish Preservation / Enhancement – areas identified for habitat retention
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x

Wildlife Preservation – Spane Wetland mitigation site

x

Fish and Wildlife Restoration – tidally restored public lands and private lands where
supported by willing owners

2.4
2.4.1

AlternativeOutcomes
LandUseAreasbyAlternative

A comparison of the amount of habitat restoration and recreation elements is shown in Table
2-2. Generally within the Action Alternatives, Alternative 1 retains the greatest amount of
land for agricultural use and has the smallest amount of proposed restoration. Alternative 2
has about half the amount of lands in agricultural use as Alternative 1, has a relatively high
amount of restoration and has the largest length of trails. Alternative 3 contains the same
amount of agriculture as Alternative 2 and has the largest amount of tidal restoration.
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Table22
AlternativeLandUse(inacresexceptwherenoted)

LandUse

NoAction

Agriculture

Alternative2:
Alternative1:
StakeholderGroup
Maximum
Preferred
Recreation

Alternative3:
Maximum
Restoration

795.0

416.5

190.7

190.7

FishandWildlife
Preservation/Enhancement

0.0

38.6

73.4

74.5

FishandWildlife
Restoration

0.0

150.2

417.7

485.9

8.6
(includesAquatic
Conservancy)

9.0

9.0

9.0

Other/Infrastructure

157.8

161.2

134.8

134.5

PassiveRecreation[2]

15.6

12.8

48.0

13.6

ActiveRecreation[2]

0

148.1

0

0

TrailLengths(feet)

9,685.5

27,229.8

47,651.3

34,869.8

WildlifePreservation/
Enhancement

88.3[1]

71.4

40.5

37.8

0.0

57.4

151.2

119.3

1,065.3

1,065.3

1,065.3

1,065.3

FishPreservation/
Enhancement

WildlifeRestoration
(terrestrialonly)
Totals

Notes:
[1]Includeswetland/wildlifeconservation,wildlifepreservation,andwildlifepreservation/enhancement
[2]TotalacresincludeRotaryParkatnearly13acres.Netnewrecreationincludes:Alternative1,145.9acres;
Alternative2,14.5acres;andAlternative3,0.6acre.

2.4.2

PlanningLevelCostsbyAlternative

A comparison of the costs of each alternative reviewed during the feasibility and EIS phase is
provided in Table 2-3. A more detailed cost breakdown is provided in Final EIS Appendix A
– Revised Cost Estimates Associated with Each Action Alternative.
Table23 
SummaryofEstimatedCostsforMarshlandAlternatives
Alternative

Cost

Alternative1:MaximumRecreationAlternative

$45,916,238

Alternative2:StakeholderPreferredAlternative

$65,626,275

Alternative3:MaximumRestorationAlternative

$60,580,034
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2.4.3

OutcomesoftheAlternatives

This section compares how well each alternative meets, partially meets, or does not meet the
guiding principles and objectives of the subarea plan.

2.4.3.1

NoActionAlternative

Meets objectives:
x

Provides for ongoing agricultural use of the subarea

x

Has no costs associated with restoration other than small-scale restoration that may
occur on private properties

x

Allows for ongoing diking and drainage activities to continue as presently preformed

Partially meets or does not meet objectives:
x

Habitat restoration is more likely to be small-scale, piecemeal, and disjointed

x

Does not provide for public recreation facilities on City-owned lands

2.4.3.2

Alternative1:MaximumRecreationAlternative

Meets objectives:
x

Provides for both active and passive recreation opportunities

x

Provides for the largest agricultural area

x

Provides some tidally-influenced and freshwater wetland restoration

x

Does not require significant infrastructure changes

x

Is lower in cost that Alternatives 2 and 3

Partially meets or does not meet objectives:
x

Provides less habitat restoration than Alternatives 2 and 3

x

Fish passage is not provided into the Marshland Canal, tributary streams, or Wood
Creek

2.4.3.3

Alternative2:StakeholderPreferredAlternative

Meets objectives:
x

Provides an area for passive recreation and a large public trail system

x

Provides the second largest amount of overall habitat restoration

x

Provides fish access to Wood Creek via a flume across the canal into a tidallyinfluenced wetland area rather than the Marshland Canal
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x

Provides for fish passage into the Marshland Canal through or around the pump
station

x

Provides fish access to the tributary channels from the adjacent hillsides

Partially meets or does not meet objectives:
x

Requires significant infrastructure changes

x

Is the most costly of the three alternatives

2.4.3.4

Alternative3:MaximumRestorationAlternative

Meets objectives:
x

Provides for a large public trail system

x

Provides the largest amount of habitat restoration

x

Provides fish access to Wood Creek by allowing it to outlet into a tidally-influenced
wetland area rather than the Marshland Canal

x

Provides for fish passage into the Marshland Canal through or around the pump
station

x

Provides fish access to the tributary channels from the adjacent hillsides

Partially meets or does not meet objectives:
x

Has limited passive recreation opportunities outside of trails

x

Requires significant infrastructure changes.
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3 RESTORATIONANDLANDUSECONCEPTS
The purpose of this section is to provide information on the guiding principles, features,
impacts, and feasibility of the subarea plan.

3.1

GuidingPrinciples

The guiding principles for the subarea plan are based upon the requirements of the
settlement agreement including addressing:
1. A summary of the area’s restoration potential and feasibility and a listing of

restoration goals and opportunities
2. Timeframes and benchmarks for achieving the restoration goals and opportunities;
3. Committed and potential funding sources
4. Anticipated improvement in the ecological functions of the areas identified by the

plan for restoration
5. Shoreline master program regulations for protecting critical areas within the

Marshland
6. Mechanisms and strategies to ensure implementation of the subarea plan
7. Mechanisms to review the effectiveness of the subarea plan and make changes if

review reveals the subarea plan is not effectively promoting the plan’s identified
restoration opportunities or meeting its other goals, policies, and objectives
Additional project objectives and principles were discussed during the first stakeholder
meeting and presented in the EIS. These note that the subarea plan should:
x

Protect and restore salmon habitat

x

Protect and restores wildlife habitat

x

Protect existing agricultural uses

x

Identify the best uses for the more than 300 acres of city-owned property

x

Preserve valley views throughout the site

x

Consider economic impacts, including major infrastructure investments

x

Be technically feasible, but recognize that additional studies need to be completed to
determine the final layouts and extents of restoration

x

Protect property owners who are not included in restoration actions from potential
adverse impacts of restoration

x

Allow for adjacent private property owners to be fairly compensated for any impacts
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to their property
x

Overall, be a plan that members of the stakeholder advisory group can support, even
if every member did not get 100% of what they were originally looking to achieve

3.2

SelectionoftheSubareaPlanElements

The primary issue in developing the final subarea plan (see Figure 1-1) revolved around the
balance and locations of restoration, recreation and agricultural uses. The Everett Planning
Commission discussed the merits of each alternative presented through the EIS in order to
decide on a preferred alternative to be used in developing the final subarea plan. The
Planning Commission noted that the restoration shown within Alternative 3 was preferred
over that of Alternative 2 as the Maximum Restoration Alternative (Alternative 3) would
support the largest number of salmon and would provide greater function to Wood Creek
through the relocation of the Marshland Canal and pump station. The Planning Commission
also noted that the greater number of recreation/public access elements in Alternative 2 was
preferred over Alternative 3. Because of these issues, the final subarea plan was mainly a
combination of Alternative 2 and 3. Specifically, the passive recreation area and trails along
Larimer Road of Alternative 2 were included with the remaining restoration proposals of
Alternative 3. The final subarea plan also excluded any action from private property owners
not interested in participating. Finally, the subarea plan would provide an allowance for
residential development along Larimer Road where property owners can meet applicable
development requirements.

3.3

SubareaPlanFeatures

The Marshland Subarea Plan provides for a balance in restoration, recreation, agriculture,
and residential land uses within the Marshland Subarea. The specific features of the plan
include:
x

Relocating the existing flood control pump station and allowing fish passage around
or through it if feasible and if impacts can be prevented or mitigated.

x

Reorienting the Marshland Canal so that it flows into the Snohomish River at the
southeastern corner of the subarea if feasible and if impacts can be prevented or
mitigated.

x

Establishing tidally restored areas on City- and privately owned properties in the
central western and northeastern portions of the study area to provide a tidal
connection between the City’s undeveloped park property and private lands on both
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sides of the BNSF Railway tracks via connections under the existing railroad trestles.
x

Establishing an area for tidal restoration on most of the land area east of the
Marshland Canal and south of the BPA power lines.

x

Creating three paths for tidal exchange at the Lowell-Snohomish River Road
(expanding the existing bridge associated with the pump station and developing two
new bridge crossings over Lowell-Snohomish River Road).

x

Connecting Wood Creek to the southeastern tidally restored area to provide fish
passage between the tidal area and Wood Creek.

x

Providing a connection between the streams flowing from the western hillsides to
tidally restored areas and allowing these streams to flow into and through the tidal
areas.

x

Adding an area of preserved forested wetland habitat on the west side of the railroad
tracks with fish access from the tidally restored area via a hydraulically controlled
culvert. This area is privately owned and several properties have landowners willing
to sell some of their lands for public use and habitat preservation/restoration.

x

Proposing a large area of restored, non-tidal freshwater wetland in the center portion
of the study area bounded by the PSE and BPA power line corridors. This restoration
is shown on PSE land and other private lands. Access to the transmission lines is
provided and wetland restoration below them is limited or excluded for this purpose.

x

Two channels flowing underneath the BNSF Railway tracks where the existing
trestles for the Marshland Canal and former Hardscrabble Slough are located. These
two channels would be designed to convey water (and fish) to and from both sides of
the tidally restored area only, and no wetland or tidal habitat per se would be created
within the BNSF right-of-way. Some modifications to the trestle at Hardscrabble
Slough may be required by the railroad.

x

Constructing new dikes on the south and portions of the north and west sides of the
tidally restored area in the central western and northeastern portions of the study
area and around the entirety of the perimeter of the land area east of the Marshland
Canal and south of the BPA power lines to protect adjacent property from tidal
flooding.

x

Continuing ongoing agriculture in traditionally farmed pockets between and near
habitat restoration areas.

x

Providing an area for passive recreation in a 500-foot-wide-strip bordering LowellLarimer Road. This passive recreation area would provide for small- to medium-sized
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parking areas along the roadside and large lawn areas for multipurpose informal
activities
x

Establishing a recreational trail system in and around the passive recreation and
restored areas.

x

Excluding properties from restoration west of the BNSF railway where property
owners do not wish to have their properties included in restoration actions.

x

Allowing residential uses in the Rural Flood Fringe District along Larimer Road
where property owners can comply with City development regulations and, if septic
systems are required, Snohomish Health District requirements.

x

Protecting existing regional utility corridors, providing for future utility
improvements and upgrades, and ensuring no interruptions in regional utility service.

x

Providing for future technical studies to address the impacts of restoration projects
and mitigation measures.

x

Allowing for flexibility in the ultimate design of restoration proposals if technical
studies indicate faults with the current conceptual restoration proposal or new
technology or other circumstances provide a more effective way to achieve
restoration objectives.

x

Preserving or improving flood control and drainage for areas outside of restoration
areas. Future studies shall determine existing flooding and drainage conditions.
Projects shall be designed to maintain or lessen flood water levels and durations and
maintain or lower water levels in ditches and related groundwater levels outside of
restoration areas.

The specific acreages of land uses within the Subarea Plan are shown in Table 3-1.
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Table31 
SubareaPlanLandUse
(inacresexceptwherenoted)[3]

LandUse[2]

SubareaPlan

Agriculture

208.0

FishandWildlife
Preservation/Enhancement

73.5

FishandWildlifeRestoration

452.6

FishPreservation/Enhancement

9.0

Other/Infrastructure

133.2

PassiveRecreation[1]

48.1

WildlifePreservation/
Enhancement

18.2

WildlifeRestoration(terrestrial
only)
Totals

118.4
1,065.3

Notes:
[1]TotalacresincludeRotaryParkatnearly13acres.Netnewrecreationincludes35.1acres.Thisincludes
approximately47,000linearfeetofnewtrails.

[2]LandUsecategoriesaredescribedinmoredetailbelow:
x
Agriculturemeansactivitiesinvolvedintheproductionofcropsorlivestockoperation.
x
Preservation/Enhancementmeansstreams,wetlands,orterrestrialecosystemscurrentlyproviding
relativelyhighecologicalfunctionsthatmaybenefitfromactionsthatincreasethecriticalarea's
functions.
x
Restorationmeansthereturnofastreamorwetland,orterrestrialecosystem,toastateinwhichits
functionsandvaluessignificantlyapproachitsunalteredstate.
x
Other/Infrastructureincludesroad,railroad,power,andliquidpetroleumproductrightsofwayor
easementsorparcels
x
Recreationincludeslandsdesignedtoencouragepassiveformsofexerciseorrefreshment.

[3]Landuseacreagesmaychangeovertimeduetoanumberoffactors,includingchangesinownership,the
resultsoffuturetechnicalstudiesaddressingrestoration,andfuturechangesinfederal,state,orlocalpolicies.

These land uses are further defined as:
x

Agriculture – applies to land in private ownership with a history of agricultural use
and where property is either unsuited to restoration or the property owner is
uninterested in participating in restoration currently

x

Recreation – Rotary Park and proposed recreation strip bordering Lowell-Larimer
Road

x

Trails – looping around restoration and running adjacent to some utility corridors and
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roads
x

Wildlife Preservation/Enhancement – areas identified for habitat retention

x

Fish Preservation / Enhancement – areas identified for habitat retention

x

Wildlife Preservation – Spane Wetland mitigation site

x

Fish and Wildlife Restoration – tidally restored public lands and private lands where
supported by willing owners

3.3.1

SubareaPlanOutcomes

This section compares how well the Subarea Plan satisfies the goals and objectives of the
settlement agreement
Meets objectives:
x

Provides an area for passive recreation and a large public trail system

x

Provides a large amount of habitat restoration

x

Provides fish access to Wood Creek by allowing it to outlet into a tidally-influenced
wetland area rather than the Marshland Canal

x

Provides for fish passage into the Marshland Canal through or around the pump
station

x

Provides fish access to the tributary channels from the adjacent hillsides

Partially meets or does not meet objectives:
x

Requires significant infrastructure changes

x

Has a high cost

3.3.1.1

ProposedHabitatTypes

Habitat types are determined by number of factors including water depth and frequency of
inundation, salinity, soil type, the ability to adapt to natural or human disturbances, and
other factors. The Marshland subarea has been diked and in agricultural production for over
100 years. During this time it has been protected from daily tidal inundation but is still
subject to periodic flooding. Typically, when land is diked and farmed for extensive periods
of time, subsidence occurs. As a result, much of the area proposed to be restored to tidal
inundation is relatively low, and is anticipated to initially be in a mudflat habitat type if no
regrading to raise these areas occurs. The combination of daily tidal inundation and periodic
flooding will change habitat types over time with sedimentation (raising of grades) and/or
Subarea Plan
Everett Marshland

36

Restoration and Land Use Concepts

erosion (lowering of grades) and deposition of natural woody debris all occurring. In
general, more sedimentation than erosion is anticipated in restored tidal areas because these
areas are composed off-channel habitat with relatively low water velocities as compared to
the mainstem of the Snohomish River. However, design level hydraulic modeling of specific
restoration options would be needed to specifically predict where erosion and sedimentation
would occur. The following is a description of specific habitat types that are anticipated once
the tidal and non-tidal areas are restored:
1. Mudflat: This is a largely unvegetated habitat type that would be exposed at low tides
and covered with water most of the time. Mudflat habitat is anticipated in areas that
are approximately 2 feet or more below the daily high tides. Water depths at daily
high tides (mean higher high water [MHHW]) would range from 2 to 9 feet in most
areas. Mudflats would include areas with stranded large woody debris, particularly in
shallower areas, as well as deeper channels from tributary creeks, and dendritic
channels (described below). Initially, mudflats are anticipated to develop over the
majority of the restored tidal areas if these areas are not regraded. The extent of these
areas is anticipated to decrease over time as sedimentation from tidal inundation and
periodic flooding, and establishment of adjacent marsh areas occurs.
2. Tidally Influenced Emergent Marsh: This habitat is anticipated to be dominated by
freshwater emergent marsh species such as sedges (Carex Sp.), rushes (Juncus Sp.),
bulrushes (Scirpus Sp.), cattails (Typha Sp.), and other herbaceous perennials such as
Wapato (Sagitaria Sp) and Skunk Cabbage. These species grow from 1 to 4 feet high
and would form a fringe between the riparian floodplain forest and the mudflat.
They may also develop in “islands” that have the appropriate water depth and are
surrounded by mudflats. Most of these emergent marsh species are capable of
tolerating inundation of up to 2 feet; however, initial colonization would occur at
shallower depths and move outward over time. These species also will occur up to 2
feet above high tide (MHHW) but would tend to be increasingly mixed with shrub
and tree Riparian Floodplain forest species moving upgradient. Large woody debris,
tributary and dendritic channels would also occur in this habitat type. Over time,
this habitat type would expand into areas that are initially mudflat, as sedimentation
from tidal inundation, periodic floods, and sequestration of sediment from the
colonization by emergent plants themselves occurs.
3. Riparian Floodplain Forest: The riparian floodplain forest includes forested wetlands
and non-wetland forests. Both types of forest would include a mix of deciduous and
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coniferous trees and shrubs. Forested wetlands would include deciduous trees such as
black cottonwood (Populous trichocarpa), red alder (Alnus rubra), and willows (Salix

Sp.). These species are currently found in the subarea in large numbers. Coniferous
forested wetland tree species include primarily Sitka spruce (picea sitchensis), shore
pine (pinus contorta), and Western red cedar (thuja plicata). Some large specimens of
Sitka spruce are growing in the northwest corner of the subarea. Forested wetlands
in tidally inundated areas would have their lower limit approximately 2 feet above
the high tide line (MHHW). Over time, trees may spread into areas initially lower
than this. Non-wetland riparian forested habitat would occur along the slopes of
levees and in areas above forested wetlands. This habitat type would include many of
the tree species list in forested wetlands, but also include deciduous trees such as big
leaf maple (Acer macrophyllum), and conifers such as Western hemlock (Tsuga

heterophylla), grand fir (abies grandis), and Douglas fir (pseudotsuga menziesii).
There are many other species of smaller trees and shrubs that would likely occur in
the riparian forested areas. All the riparian forests are an important habitat for fish
and wildlife and a source of large woody debris.
4. Tributary Channels: These relatively small channels include perennial and
intermittent streams from the adjacent hillsides flowing through the three types of
habitat described above. They would provide important habitat for fish including
salmonids, and replace the existing ditches with more sinuous, natural channels and
with vegetated banks and some large woody debris in the channels.
5. Blind Tidal Channels/Dendritic Channels: These channels would form most readily in
the mudflat and tidal emergent marsh habitats. They may extend to the edges of
forested wetlands. These channels also provide important access for fish including
salmonids.
6. Non-tidal Freshwater/Palustrine Marsh: Freshwater, non-tidal wetlands are referred
to as Palustrine in most wetland rating classifications. These wetlands are currently
found in many parts of the subarea, and include forest, scrub/shrub, and emergent
marsh plant communities. These wetlands would include most of the same plant
species as the communities listed above for tidal emergent marsh and forested
wetland. One significant difference is that these non-tidal wetlands would have
significantly less natural disturbance than tidal wetlands. However, they would be
affected by periodic large floods that overtop the dikes and deposit sediment and
debris. Palustrine marshes could include tributary channels, but would not include
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dendritic/blind channels and would be less available to fish, particularly salmonids,
than tidal wetlands.
7. Large Woody Debris: This material consists of downed trees that either originate
within the restored areas, or are deposited by tides, or floods. Woody debris provides
important habitat structure in riparian, stream channel, and wetland habitats for fish,
and a wide array of wildlife.
Table 3-2 shows the general amounts of habitat by use expected to result from the subarea
plan, while Table 3-3 presents specific habitat types that will be found in tidal and non-tidal
restoration/enhancement areas. Figure 3-1 presents the general habitat types, while Figure
3-1a presents more detailed land use, habitat features, and tidally-influenced wetland zones
based on existing topography in the subarea.
Table32

HabitatRestorationandEnhancementFeatures
SubareaPlan
RestorationActivity

Acres

Length(feet)

FishAccessibleChannel[1]

36.9

46,155.0

FishPassableChannel

2.8

N/A

MarshlandCanal

4.1

2,750.8

Dikes

NA

26052.4

Trails

NA

47029.4

NontidalWetlandRestoration

132.5

N/A

PreserveFishandWildlifeHabitat

27.9

N/A

RiparianBufferEnhancement

25.3

9,394.1

TidallyinfluencedWetland
Restoration

417.4

N/A

Total

646.9



Notes:
[1]Onlyincludesthoseportionsoffishaccessiblechannelwithinthesubarea.Fishaccessoutsideofthesubarea
wasnotconsideredduetoexistingfishpassageissuesassociatedwithhighsedimentloadscomingfromthe
hillsidestothewestofthesubarea.
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Table33

HabitatTypesbasedonDesignationandExistingTopography
HabitatTypes

Area(squarefeet)

Area(acres)

Length(feet)

Mudflat

17073013.7

391.9



TidallyinfluencedEmergentMarsh

2576499.2

59.1



2177429

50.0



TributaryChannel





24,881.4

BlindTidalChannel/DendriticChannel





22,542.5

NontidalFreshwater/PalustrineMarsh

6986497.8

160.4



SubareaPlan

RiparianFloodplainForest
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3.3.1.2

EcologicalFunctionalImprovements

The habitat proposals in the subarea plan respond to the high priority need addressed in the
Snohomish River Basin Salmon Conservation Plan to restore lost estuary habitat in the
Marshland subarea. The plan provides a large amount of tidal wetland restoration, which
will provide benefits for chum, coho, Chinook and potentially steelhead salmon. Juvenile
chum salmon have been shown to highly utilize restored marsh in the Snohomish estuary
(Cordell et al. 1998 as described in USFWS 1998). Lack of tidal wetlands and habitat is a
limiting factor for Chinook in the lower Snohomish estuary (Snohomish County and SBSRF
2005). The tidal wetland restoration will improve conditions for Chinook, chum, and other
salmonid species present in the area and downstream by providing refuge and feeding areas.
Chinooksalmongenerallyrequirehabitatdiversitywithinasinglestreamfortheirspawning,
rearing,andforagingactivities.Theyalsorequirecoverforprotectionfrompredators.Insmall
streams,undercutbankswithslowerwatervelocitiesareoftenusedforrearinghabitat.In
largerrivers,nearshoreareasoflowerwatervelocity,suchasscourpoolsassociatedwithlogs
androots,serveasrearinghabitat.Foragingisdoneinfasterwaters,butaccesstolower
velocityareas,suchaseddiesbehindboulders,areimportant“holding”areaswherethesalmon
canexpendlessenergywhilewaitingforpreytoappearinthefasterwater(ISPG2002).
Salmonidsarecloselyassociatedwithwoodydebris,whichofferscoverfrompredators(ISPG
2002,USFWS1998).

Thetidalrestorationareaswillincorporatevaryingamountsofdendriticchannels,whichwill
providebetterjuvenilesalmonhabitatandyearroundwetterandlargerwetlands.Branching
ordendritictidalchannelsallowareasforjuvenilefishtohidefromlargerpredators,provide
foodfrominsectsdroppingfromoverhangingvegetation,andsupplycoolerwaterscompared
tolargersloughchannels(PentecEnvironmental2001).Placementoflargewoodydebrisand
otherspecialhabitatfeatureswithinrestorationareaswillprovidefurthercoverforpreyspecies
andsalmonids.
Duringfloodevents,juvenilesalmon,likemanysmallfishes,seekoutshallowwaterareaswith
lowvelocities(EverestandChapman1972;Roperetal.1994;andBradfordandHiggins2001).
StudiesonjuvenileChinookbehaviorinfloodplainsshowthatjuvenileChinooksalmondonot
appeartobeespeciallypronetostrandingmortality,distributeequallythroughouttheentire
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floodplainduringfloodevents,andshownoobviouspreferencesforpools,heavyvegetation,
ordeepwaterhabitats(i.e.,depressionzones;Sommeretal.2005;Sommeretal.2001).
ThesubareaplanproposalswillprovideconnectionsbetweentheSnohomishRiverandthe
adjoiningfloodplainviathetidalwetlandrestorationareas.ReconnectingtheSnohomishRiver
toitsfloodplainwillprovideoffchannelrefugiahabitatforjuvenilesalmonids.Improved
groundwaterconnectivitywillincreasegroundwaterrechargeandimprovewaterqualityin
WoodCreekandtheSnohomishRiverbycontributingcooler,cleanerwater.

Inadditiontotidalwetlands,theplanalsoproposesnontidalwetlandrestoration.Bothtypes
ofwetlandsprovideimportantwaterqualitybenefitsfromnutrientandsedimentretentionto
watercooling(PentecEnvironmental2001).Thesebenefits,inturn,provideahealthier
environmentforaquaticspecies.

Likewise,riparianbuffershelpreducestreamtemperature(PentecEnvironmental2001).
WithintheEverettregionthereisashortageofmatureriparianforest,whichwasonce
prevalent(PentecEnvironmental2001).Thisprojectwillcontributetotheeventual
establishmentofmatureriparianforest.Riparianforesthasbeencorrelatedtoimprovedhabitat
forfishthroughincreasedfoodsupplyviainsectsthatdroptothewater,largewoodydebris
deposition,andtemperaturereduction(PentecEnvironmental2001;USFWS1998).
Overhangingvegetationshadesthewater,leadingtoreducedwarming.This,inturn,assistsin
themaintenanceofoxygenlevelsinthewaterthatsupportfishandshellfish.Thesubareaplan
proposalswouldincreaseriparianbuffers,whichwouldbenefitsalmonidspeciesandupland
speciesthatwouldusetheareaforforagefoodandhabitat.

Underthesubareaplanthemakeupofthewildlifepopulationwilllikelytrendtowardsgreater
diversityinaquatic,amphibious,bird,andinsectspeciesandawayfromterrestrialanimal
predominance.However,theincreaseinvegetationandnaturalhabitatwillincreasefoodand
foragingopportunitiesforallspecies,leadingtogreaterpopulationanddiversity.
Interconnectedhabitatwillalsoprovidemorewildlifecorridorsformigration.

3.3.1.3

SEWIPSalmonOverlayScores

The subarea plan was evaluated according to a modified version of the Tidal Habitat Model
Rationale and Protocols per the SEWIP SO. This exercise resulted in the scoring of the
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plan’s functional potential for Chinook salmon rearing based upon the potential habitat
components from each alternative coupled with a Beneficial Process Multiplier and a
Detrimental Stressor Multiplier. This habitat function score was then multiplied by the
number of acres of each of the restoration actions detailed in the plan. In each alternative,
the scoring was calculated separately for the north and south portions of the Marshland area.
The results of this exercise showed that subarea plan received an overall score of 30,843. The
plan is estimated to provide nearly 154 times the habitat function of the present conditions of
the Marshland subarea. The estimated SEWIP SO scores are detailed in Table 3-4.
Table34
EstimatedSEWIPSOHabitatScoreforChinookRearing
Existing
Conditions
HabitatComponent

SubareaPlan

North South North South

Hydrology

3

3

12

12

WaterQuality

1

1

4

4

PhysicalFeatures

1

1

3

3

Exposure

0

0

2

2

Slope

1

1

2

2

RangeofDepths

1

1

3

2

Sediments

1

1

3

2

VegetatedEdgeBelowOHW

1

1

2

1

VegetatedEdgeAboveOHW

3

3

4

4

Landscape

0

0

0

0

LWDDensity

1

1

2

1

SubmergedVegetation

0

0

0

0

Subtotal

13

12

37

33

BeneficialProcessMultiplier

1.0

1.0

3.0

3.0

DetrimentalStressorMultiplier

0.168

0.168

0.448

0.448

EstimatedTotalSEWIPSalmonHabitatScore

2.2

2.2

49.7

44.4

RestoredAcreage

83.3

7.0

401.0

245.8

TotalSalmonIndicatorValueAssessmentScore [1]

199

30,843

Notes:
[1]IndicatorValueAssessmentScorewascalculatedasthesumoftheproductoftheSEWIPSalmonHabitatScore
andtheRestoredAcreageforthenorthandsouthportionofeachalternative.
OHW=OrdinaryHighWater
LWD=LargeWoodyDebris
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The number of salmonid smolts that the restoration areas can support can be estimated using
information in A Historical Analysis of Habitat Alterations in the Snohomish River Valley,

Washington, Since the Mid-19th Century: Implications for Chinook and Coho Salmon, Haas
and Collins, February 2001. See FEIS amended Section 3.3 for more details. The number of
salmonid smolts that can be supported by the subarea plan is shown in Table 3-5.
Table35 
RoughEstimateofSmoltsSupportedbytheSubareaPlan

3.3.1.4

Chinook

CohoSummer

CohoWinter

36,569

40,832

99,200

SubareaPlanPlanningImplications

The subarea plan would allow for a mix of land use including agriculture, recreation, habitat
restoration or conservation, limited residential development and infrastructure.
Completion of the subarea plan will lead to revisions in the City’s Comprehensive Plan and
SMP for the land in its city limits and the MUGA where the City can predesignate land use
and shoreline use designations, though it would remain in the County jurisdiction until
annexed. Such revisions include allowing residential uses in the rural flood fringe district,
promoting passive recreation, ensuring adequate flood control protection, and anticipating
future regulations for tidal restoration areas.
The subarea plan proposes buffer standards for the Marshland that will achieve greater
consistency with the City’s 2006 CAO Update. The proposed buffers combined with
coordinated restoration activities and combined with the generally low intensity land uses in
the subarea are expected to result in an overall net gain in functional habitat. Recognizing
adjacent property owners, existing ongoing agriculture could continue. To ensure that
restoration actions do not result in larger buffers on adjacent properties, restoration actions
would be required to accommodate buffers, as feasible, on the site of the restoration, with no
additional buffers extending onto adjacent properties as a result of the habitat project.
The subarea plan could result in future amendments to the FEMA floodplain maps and City
floodplain overlay zones. Areas that are restored to tidal inundation would be reclassified to
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Floodway from their current Flood Fringe or Special Development area overlay zones in the
City or Density Fringe in the unincorporated County.
The subarea would be subject to new FEMA “reasonable and prudent alternative” elements
including the requirement that floodplain activities meet mapping requirements and avoid
habitat functional changes through avoidance or mitigation. Dikes within the proposal
would also need to meet new vegetation requirements. Everett’s floodplain regulations will
be updated as FEMA updates requirements and guidance. The habitat restoration and dike
setback proposals may assist the City in meeting criteria for lower flood insurance rates.
The City is supportive of state legislation, such as House Bill 2199, that would assure that
while the ordinary high water mark may move further inland as a result of the tidal
restoration, there would be a means to avoid additional shoreline regulations and permitting
for adjacent properties not previously subject to such requirements.

3.3.2

RestorationPotential/Feasibility

The subarea plan proposes substantial habitat restoration and recreation/public access
opportunities. This section will discuss the benefits and feasibility issues inherent in the plan.
A breakdown of the amount and types of habitat creation and recreational facilities are
shown in Tables 1-1 and 3-1.

3.3.2.1

RestorationFeasibility

The Marshland is an area that has been identified as having significant fish and wildlife
restoration potential, but also significant technical challenges, including hydrology/hydraulic
issues, geotechnical issues, diverse property ownership, transportation and utility facilities.
The maximum restoration concepts in this plan appear to be feasible when considering
factors such as property owner willingness to participate, and protection of utilities and
transportation infrastructure. However, significant technical feasibility and design issues
remain to be answered by future hydrologic and hydraulic studies, and geotechnical
investigations and analysis. The future studies will likely result in changes to the existing
conceptual plans, such as changes in dike locations, changes to the planned infrastructure
shown in Figure 3-1, and changes to the habitat and wetland types shown in Figures 3-1 and
3-2. The studies should consider alternative designs that maximize restoration while
minimizing impacts if future studies show that the restoration concepts are not feasible as
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shown or would result in impacts that cannot be practicably mitigated. Alternative designs
that maximize restoration based on the studies shall be consistent with the goals, objectives
and policies in Section 4 of this Plan.
This section describes the additional work that will be required in order for the subarea plan
to be designed and implemented.

3.3.2.1.1

StudiesRequired

There are several design considerations that will need to be further analyzed to take the
subarea plan from its present planning level to the conceptual and final design levels. These
studies include, but are not limited to:
x

Developing an unsteady hydraulic model for the subarea to understand how water
flow will occur within the subarea during flood conditions compared to existing
conditions, and how flood protection and drainage of private and non-restoration
areas will be achieved. This will include analysis of flood elevations throughout all
properties and expected differential levels and overtopping conditions across all
existing and new dikes, including cross dikes, as the basis for dike stability analysis.
The key analysis result will be the changes in flood levels for selected recurrence
interval flood events and the level of protection afforded to adjacent properties not
included in the action area. Modeling will also better define when and where
sediment deposition and erosion will occur.

x

Developing a drainage study to determine how existing drainage patterns will be
maintained for properties that are not included in restoration actions and that would
no longer be connected to the pump station infrastructure.

x

Determining the degree to which any new dikes would affect existing floodplain
elevations and flood flows.

x

Furthering various design elements including, but not limited to, whether channels
will be excavated or allowed to form naturally and the precise and the final location
and required size of the dike breaches and culverts to allow for tidal flushing while
maintaining existing levels of flood protection.

x

Developing design standards for dikes and other project elements for geotechnical
stability under the maximum expected differential water levels and expected
overtopping conditions, including accommodation of potential sea level rise and
changes to the Snohomish River hydrograph due to climate change impacts.
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x

Developing a cost-benefit analysis to determine the most cost-effective elements of
the project.

x

Determining the potential effects of the project on septic systems within the subarea.

x

Engineering of railroad and roadway crossings to ensure that existing transportation
facilities are not compromised.

x

Designing dikes to ensure they will not impact utilities or associated maintenance
accesses.

x

Conducting geotechnical investigations to determine the suitability of existing soils to
accommodate various habitat types and public access features.

x

Completing geotechnical investigations as necessary to verify the technical feasibility
and associated cost estimate of constructing a new pumping plant.

x

Completing an evaluation of the potential impacts to groundwater in areas outside of
restoration areas, including potential mitigation measures to prevent detrimental
impacts.

x

The subarea plan proposal will likely affect lands that are under the ownership of the
Washington Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) when implemented. At the
time when one or more elements of the project move into the design phase, the
location of any affected WDNR lands will be more clearly determined by a boundary
survey. At that time, the project proponent will work with WDNR to obtain any
needed approvals related to working on state owned lands.

x

Completing a cultural resources study starting with a surface survey of the entire area,
followed by a testing phase based on the results of that survey. In addition, an effort
should be made to identify and interview local residents who may have specific
knowledge about past use of the subarea.

It is assumed that no implementation of the restoration or recreation elements of the subarea
plan will occur without these studies first occurring. Some of the studies to be performed
would examine the overall effects of the restoration or recreation elements on the entire
subarea and surrounding properties, while other more detailed studies, based on specific
restoration proposals, would examine the effects of a particular proposal on specific locations
within the subarea. The detailed studies will likely be conducted for individual projects in a
phased approach rather than for the entire subarea restoration and recreation plan. Studies
conducted for any individual project will need to address the cumulative impacts from the
project being considered and any other projects that have been constructed. It is also
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anticipated that a project level environmental review in accordance with the State
Environmental Policy Act would be required to implement the subarea plan restoration and
recreation elements. If federal funding is involved, National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) environmental documentation will also be required.
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4 GOALS,OBJECTIVES,ANDPOLICIES
The goals, policies, and objectives of the Everett Marshlands Subarea Plan are derived from
the subarea planning process including Subarea Plan Objectives, Guiding Principals, and
Planning Commission recommendations. The goals, policies, and objectives are also based on
concepts found in the City of Everett Comprehensive Plan, Shoreline Management Program,
and SEWIP SO.
Goals express the ultimate aim of the City and citizens for the Marshland Subarea.
Objectives identify measurable steps that move toward achieving long-term goals. Policies
are statements of principles that guide and determine present and future decisions.

4.1.1
x

Goals
Restoration Goal: Restore tidal, wetland, and riparian habitat in the Marshland
Subarea to increase the acreage and functional values of shoreline and to protect and
restore proposed, threatened or endangered species and their habitat.

x

Land Use Goal: Allow for a range of low intensity land uses consistent with floodplain
constraints.

x

Public Access and Recreation Goal: Increase passive recreation opportunities in the
Marshland Subarea.

x

Citizen Involvement and Property Owner Coordination Goal: Coordinate and consult
with Marshland citizens and property owners about land use and restoration choices
and avoid and minimize impacts to property owners as a result of habitat restoration
activities.

x

Implementation and Interagency Coordination Goal: Design and phase the restoration
and recreation projects to be consistent with federal, state, county, special district,
and city requirements and to take advantage of funding opportunities.

4.1.2
x

Objectives
Restoration Objective 1: Increase tidal habitat leading to improved rearing and
foraging habitat for salmon smolts.

x

Restoration Objective 2: To the extent feasible restore natural hydrologic conditions
and drainage patterns in restoration areas while maintaining flood control and
drainage protection for adjacent private and utility property owners.
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x

Restoration Objective 3: Encourage restoration by limiting impacts on properties that
are not being restored, such as ensuring buffers are not increased due to the
restoration.

x

Land Use Objective: Allow for a mix of land uses including agriculture, recreation,
habitat restoration or conservation, infrastructure and limited residential
development.

x

Public Access and Recreation Objective: Increase passive recreation opportunities in
the Marshland Subarea.

x

Citizen Involvement and Property Owner Coordination Objective: Continue to
provide information and offer opportunities for public comment and property owner
participation in project-level environmental studies and design alternatives for
restoration and recreation proposals.

x

Implementation and Interagency Coordination Objective: Actively seek federal, state,
non-profit, and other funding sources to implement cost-effective restoration and
recreation designs.

4.1.3

Policies

4.1.3.1

RestorationPolicies

1. Promote the increase of tidal wetlands, freshwater wetlands, and stream habitats on

public properties, utility properties where consistent with utility function and
maintenance, and private properties supported by willing property owners.
2. Provide “off-channel” areas and river edge habitats for young salmon to go during

floods.
3. Create tidally-influenced shallow water habitat areas that have gently sloping

shorelines, naturally meandering channels, woody debris structures, and small natural
substrates that support native emergent marsh vegetation.
4. Increase the amount of native trees and shrubs along the shoreline of the mainstem

river, created marsh habitats, streams, and ditches.
5. Reconnect Wood Creek to the Snohomish River.
6. Support a new Marshland Drainage District pump station that is fish friendly.
7. Support restoration designs that could result in mitigation opportunities for floodplain

development and result in lowering of flood insurance rates.
8. Establish baseline environmental conditions such as existing levels of flood protection

and groundwater levels. Ensure that property owners outside of restoration areas
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have the same or better level of flood protection and drainage after restoration
proposals as they presently have.
9. Ensure structural flood protection measures are consistent with the Snohomish River

Comprehensive Flood Control Management Plan, and coordinated with Snohomish
County, the Marshland Flood Control District, the Coordinated Diking Council,
Natural Resources Conservation Service, affected utilities, BNSF, and property
owners.
10. Ensure that maintenance agreements with the Marshland Flood Control District are

in place prior to restoration construction activities.
11. Apply critical area regulations that are protective of fish and wildlife and wetland

habitat and avoid undue regulations to property owners adjacent to habitat
restoration areas.
12. Support state legislation that would allow property owners to avoid additional

shoreline regulations and permitting on properties adjacent to the Marshland Subarea
who are not currently in shoreline jurisdiction.
13. Coordinate with local utility providers to ensure that any required relocation or

reconfiguration of water lines or communication lines is minimized or accommodated
to ensure no drop in existing service levels.
14. Design new dikes and dike breaches to minimize impacts to buried utilities, overhead

power lines, and associated services.
15. Ensure that any new dikes that would affect access to power or liquid petroleum

product lines be constructed to accommodate the expected access needs of utility
owners, including loading generated by typical utility vehicles, and the ability to
withstand water loading.
16. Ensure that potential utility impacts or adjustments that result from restoration
actions are addressed in the project scope and funding scheme.
17. Ensure new tidal channels and dike breaches are designed to avoid or mitigate impact
to existing infrastructure, including Lowell-Snohomish River Road.
18. Ensure that access is maintained for farm equipment to agricultural fields adjacent to
restoration areas.
19. Ensure that restoration actions locate trees away from conductors so as to not inhibit
routine maintenance activities on overhead power lines operated at 200kV and above,
as required by the North American Electrical Reliability Council. .
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4.1.3.2

LandUsePolicies

1. Continue to permit commercial agricultural activities and other compatible land uses

as specified in the Everett zoning code.
2. Promote agricultural activities that benefit wildlife, such as “barley for birds.”
3. Allow for low density residential uses in the Rural Flood Fringe District along

Larimer Road and in areas outside the 100-Year floodplain.
4. Promote passive recreation that complements habitat restoration areas.
5. Ensure transportation and utility systems can continue and be improved.
6. Ensure access to utilities and agricultural fields.

4.1.3.3

PublicAccessandRecreationPolicies

1. Allow for a variety of passive recreation opportunities including trails, fields for

informal recreation and picnicking, and associated support facilities such as parking
and restrooms.
2. Require public recreation and restoration proposals to dedicate and improve public

access pathways.
3. Create an interconnected loop trail system along habitat restoration areas. Design

trails to fit the site context and purpose. For example, some trails may be for
pedestrians and have soft surfaces. Dikes and areas that would support boardwalk
trail segments may also be used for accessing properties and utilities, and could be
wider to accommodate heavy vehicles.
4. Add multi-use trails along Lenora Street/Lowell-Snohomish River Road that can

connect into a larger, regional network.
5. Provide visual access into restored and preserved habitat through carefully placed

viewpoints within the trail system.
6. Design recreation in consideration of long-term maintenance, emergency access, and

privacy of adjacent properties.

4.1.3.4

CitizenInvolvementandPropertyOwnerCoordinationPolicies

1. Seek willing property owners to participate in habitat restoration opportunities.
2. Encourage land donations. Where purchase of property is negotiated, pay fair market

value for private properties included in habitat restoration.
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3. Seek public comment on project-level environmental and technical information and

specific restoration and recreation designs.
4. Periodically mail project information and hold group and individual property owner

meetings to ensure active participation and exchange of ideas and information.

4.1.3.5

ImplementationandInteragencyCoordinationPolicies

1. Approve restoration and recreation designs after adequate project level environmental

review and public review is completed, appropriate to the scale and complexity of the
proposals.
2. Cooperate with federal, state, and local governments in the design and permitting of

habitat restoration projects.
3. Encourage Snohomish County to implement regional watershed planning and County

Comprehensive Plan goals for fish and wildlife habitat restoration in the unique
location of the Marshland along the mainstem Snohomish River.
4. Annex the municipal urban growth area to allow for a coordinated design and

simplified permitting process for restoration on City owned lands.
5. Allow for restoration phasing which allows for deliberative decision making as more

information becomes available and allows the City to leverage different funding
sources when they are available.
6. Allow modifications of restoration areas to reduce costs, such as minimizing dike

lengths.
7. Allow for the modification of restoration concepts, location of trails, and location of

passive recreation areas based on results of future on-site studies, design development,
estimated costs, environmental permitting, regulations, future transportation studies,
hydraulic modeling and community input.
8. Allow for a wide range of mechanisms for potential implementation of restoration

actions. Seek and implement a variety of funding sources which may include, but are
not limited to, grants and landowner tax incentives. Look to design concepts that can
function both as habitat restoration and as a means to collect funding, such as
mitigation banking.
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5 IMPLEMENTATIONSTRATEGIESANDMECHANISMS
5.1
5.1.1

Strategies,TimeframesandBenchmarks
PhasingStrategies

The scope of the habitat restoration proposed in the subarea plan is sufficiently large to
necessitate phasing due to costs, funding, and the need to evaluate the feasibility of different
aspects of the project incrementally. The advantage of phasing is that the lowest cost, and
least complex aspects of the project could be implemented sooner, providing incremental
ecological benefits. More complex aspects of the project could be brought on-line over time
as funding and technical issues are resolved. Prior to moving ahead with design and
implementation of each phase, extensive hydraulic and hydrologic analysis and geotechnical
investigations would be required as well as other studies including wetlands and cultural
resources. The sequence of phasing could be based on a number of factors including, but not
limited to: property ownership, degree/complexity of infrastructure change, ecological
benefit, proximity to the river edge, the results of technical studies, design and
implementation costs, and grant funding sources. This section includes a description of one
potential approach to phasing. Note that this is only an example of how phasing of the
project could occur and phasing may occur differently than detailed herein. Figure 5-1
shows how the project could be phased over time. Table 5-1 details the acreages of habitat
associated with each phase and the cumulative acreages achieved over the phasing process.
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Table51 
PhasedImplementationofHabitatProposals
(inacres)[1]

Phase2
(cumulative)

Phase3
(cumulative)

Phase4
(cumulative)

LandUse

Phase1

FishandWildlife
Preservation/Enhancement

41.1

0 
(41.1)

32.4
(73.5)

0
(73.5)

FishandWildlifeRestoration

93.2

107.5
(200.7)

0
(200.7)

251.9
(452.6)

FishPreservation/
Enhancement

6.6

0
(6.6)

WildlifeRestoration
(terrestrialonly)

0

0

Totals
(cumulative)

140.9
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0
(6.6)
118.4
150.8
(399.2)

2.4
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A. Road bridge expanded, Flood control structure relocated
B. Channel cut through road/levee with new bridge
C. Culvert outlet with gate that controls backflow and
upstream water level, and provides fish passage,
coupled with additional gated culvert(s) and/or other
means to rapidly evaculate floodwaters
D. Fish passage facilities at relocated pump
station
E. Culvert outlet with backflow control gate or
small pump station

This is a conceptual figure meant to represent the plan.
Additional studies are necessary to determine technical
feasibility and locations for dike breaches, dikes, and
other structures. See Section 3.3.2.

Figure 5-1
Habitat Restoration / Recreation Phasing
Marshland Subarea Plan
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5.1.1.1

Phase1

The Phase 1 area is close to the river, on existing public land, and requires no infrastructure
changes to the flood control infrastructure (Marshland Canal and pump station). It would
require a new connection to the river that would include a new bridge through the existing
river levee on Lowell Snohomish Road. It would also require two new dikes, one paralleling
the Marshland Canal on the east side and one bordering private property on the south side.
The dike on the east side of the Marshland Canal would be temporary until Phase 4 is
implemented; however, all of the material to build the dike could be reused in Phase 4.
Phase 1 also includes low cost riparian habitat enhancement along the river shoreline. This
phase’s habitat improvements would provide high ecological benefit to fish and wildlife
including substantial tidal marsh restoration. Phase 1 is the least complex phase and would
therefore be one of the lowest cost phases. Phase 1 should include development of an
unsteady hydraulic model for the entire subarea to understand how water flow will occur
within the subarea.

5.1.1.2

Phase2

The second phase is shown on private land that provides another substantial tidal marsh
restoration opportunity without changes to the Marshland Canal and pump station. This
phase would require acquisition of private agricultural land by a public agency prior to
implementation. The current owner of this property is supportive of the restoration plan
and is willing to sell. A new permanent dike would be required around the perimeter of the
Phase 2 property; a portion of this dike adjacent to the existing Marshland Canal would be
temporary. This tidal restoration would require a new connection to the river that would
include a new bridge through the existing river levee on Lowell Snohomish Road and a
channel under an existing BNSF Railway trestle. Excavation for the relocated Marshland
Canal (implemented with the Flood Control Structure Relocation in Phase 4) could occur
during Phase 2. Material excavated for the future canal could be used as material for the
temporary dike. This material could again be reused for the permanent dike along the
western edge of the restoration proposed in Phase 4. Phase 2 would nearly double the high
ecological benefit from tidal marsh habitat restoration included in Phase 1.
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5.1.1.3

Phase3

This phase occurs on mostly private land and is one of largest phases in terms of acreage.
This phase would require acquisition of private agricultural land by a public agency prior to
implementation, except for lands owned by Puget Sound Energy. No changes to the
Marshland Canal or pump station are required for Phase 3 to be implemented. The scope of
this phase entails mostly restoring non-tidal freshwater marsh to areas that are currently
agriculture. In cases where existing wetlands occur they would be preserved and enhanced.
These restoration actions are low cost and mainly involve decommissioning of drain tile
systems and protecting adjacent lands from hydrologic changes. Phase 3 also includes
recreation amenities, such as trails, small parking areas, and passive open space, along Lowell
Larimer Road.

5.1.1.4

Phase4

The greatest changes to infrastructure are included in this phase. It also covers the largest
area; however, it mostly occurs on publicly owned land. The major infrastructure changes
include relocation of the pump station to the southern boundary of the site and relocation of
the Marshland Canal through the southern tidal wetland area implemented during Phase 2.
Other elements of this phase include a hydraulically controlled culvert connection to the
land in the northwest portion of the site, two water channels below existing BNSF Railway
trestles, improvements to the lower Wood Creek channel, and a connection through the dike
conveying Wood Creek to an expanded tidal marsh. Phase 4 involves extensive dike
construction to protect adjacent private lands, and relatively limited private property
acquisition. Phase 4 has high ecological benefit, but requires significant costs to implement
major infrastructure changes.

5.1.2

CommittedandPotentialFundingSourcesandFundingStrategies

No committed funding sources to implement the subarea plan currently exist; however,
there are many potential sources from which funding may be derived. The majority of
funding for the subarea plan will likely originate from private and public grant funds.
Additional funding for elements of the subarea plan may also come from special levees or
bonds, from tax incentives for landowners, or through the establishment of public or private
mitigation banks. Where possible, federal, state, and local funding sources or land resources
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will be used to match grant funds and maximize funding opportunities throughout all phases
of the project.
Snohomish County’s Marshland Restoration Site is shown as part of the Phase I restoration
areas along the Snohomish River. This site is owned by Snohomish County Public Works
and the Marshland Flood Control District, and includes the area between the existing setback dike and the Snohomish River, from the current Everett city limits upstream
approximately 2 miles to the point where the set-back dike rejoins the dike on the river
bank. The 34-acre site was developed in association with the Lowell-Snohomish River Road
and Marshland Dike Relocation project, and provides compensatory mitigation for that
project. The County has also completed compensatory mitigation for a number of other
Public Works projects at the site, and will continue to use this area for compensatory
mitigation projects in the future.
A portion of the Phase 3 non-tidal restoration in the center of the subarea is on property
owned by PSE. PSE will give priority to its own restoration and mitigation activities on the
property.
Public grant funds for implementing the subarea plan can come from a variety of sources
including Corps of Engineers Puget Sound Nearshore Restoration Program and Puget Sound
and Adjacent Waters Program, the Salmon Recovery Funding Board, Washington State
Recreation and Conservation Office programs including the Aquatic Lands Enhancement
Account, Land and Water Conservation Fund, Trails and Waters Access Grants, and the
Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program (ESRP) administered by WDFW. Additional grant
funding may be available through implementation of the WRIA 7 Salmon Recovery
program. Table 5-2 contains a more detailed list of the grant opportunities applicable to the
project.
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Table52
PotentialGrantOpportunities
GrantName
Estuaryand
Salmon
Restoration
Program(ESRP)

Agency
PugetSound
Nearshore
Partnership

PugetSoundand USArmyCorps
AdjacentWaters ofEngineers
Program
(PSAWR)

FundingAmount

FundingCycle

Applicability

Nominimumor
maximum
fundingamount

Annually
dependingon
availablefunding

Forprotectionandrestoration
projectstosupportsustained
nearshoreecosystemrestorationin
PugetSound

Nominimumor
maximum
fundingamount;
Corpspaysupto
65%ofeligible
costs

Programinplace
whileauthorized
fundsare
unexpended

Forimplementingcriticalprojects
forthepreservation,protection
andrestorationofcritical
ecosystemprocesses,habitats,and
functionswithinthePugetSound
basin

AquaticLands
Enhancement
Account(ALEA)

Washington
Upto$1,000,000; Biannually
State
minimumof2:1
Recreationand matchingfunds
Conservation
Office(RCO)

Washington
Wildlifeand
Recreation
Program
(WWRP)

RCO

$25,000to
$1,000,000;
minimumof2:1
matchingfunds

Dependantontype Fundingforparks,wateraccess
ofproject
sites,trails,wildlifehabitat,and
farmlandpreservation

TheLandand
Water
Conservation
Fund(LWCF)

RCO

25,000to
$500,000;
minimumof2:1
matchingfunds

Biannually

Forlandacquisitionand/orfacility
constructionorrenovationfor
publicparksforoutdoorrecreation

SalmonRecovery SRFB
FundingBoard
(SRFB)Grants

$5,000andup;
15%localmatch
required

Annually

Forprotectionandrestorationof
salmonhabitat.Alsosupports
feasibilityassessmentsforfuture
projectsandotheractivities

NorthAmerican USFishand
Wetlands
WildlifeService
ConservationAct
(NAWCA)

$5,000to
$1,000,000
minimumof1:1
matchingfunds

Typically2cycles
peryear

Forprotection,restoration,and
enhancementofwetlandsand
uplandshabitatsforthebenefitof
wetlandassociatedmigratorybirds

WetlandReserve Natural
Program(WRP)
Resource
Conservation
Service

Dependenton
extentof
restorationor
easement

Fundsareprovided Offerslandownerstheopportunity
basedoneligibility toprotect,restore,andenhance
wetlandsontheirproperty

Subarea Plan
Everett Marshland

62

Forthepurchase,improvement,or
protectionofaquaticlandsfor
publicpurposes,andforproviding
andimprovingaccesstosuch
lands.

Implementation Strategies and Mechanisms

5.1.3

PolicyStrategies

Policy strategies have been analyzed in relation to the project to recognize and aid any
properties affected by the proposed restoration. House Bill 2199 was enacted by the
Washington State Legislature to provide relief for properties impacted by shifts in shoreline
location due to restoration projects. The bill states that a restoration project resulting in a
landward shift in the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) inadvertently creates hardships for
adjacent property owners, particularly in urban growth areas. As mitigation, this bill
provides exemption from existing regulations to property owners that are affected by
restoration projects.

5.1.4

Timing

Implementation of the project will occur as funding allows. The subarea plan could be
implemented in phases as detailed in Section 5.1.1. Phase 1 would occur as funding is
received and the appropriate environmental investigations and technical issues are resolved.
Phase 2 requires acquisition of private agricultural land and is part of another restoration
opportunity. Phase 3 involves the most land of all the phases and also requires the
acquisition of private agricultural land for restoration. Phase 4, the final phase, includes
recreation and changes to the infrastructure in the project vicinity. Due to the changes in
infrastructure, this phase involves substantial costs and would therefore be dependent on
funding opportunities. Ideally, Phase 4 would occur prior to the time that major
improvements or upgrades are needed for the existing Marshland pump station.
It is understood that private landowner willingness may change over time. It is the intent of
the City to be opportunistic about landowners shifting their decisions as the project moves
forward. Such changes may provide more land for restoration and aid various project
incentives.
Both the SEWIP SO and the Snohomish River Basin Salmon Conservation Plan include goals
for restoration. The SEWIP SO includes the Marshland Subarea as part of the estuary, with a
goal for achieving increases in salmonid habitat function, as defined by the Tidal Habitat
Model, by 20 percent overall by 2016. The Snohomish River Basin Salmon Conservation
Plan places the Marshland Subarea in the Mainstem – Primary Restoration category, rather
than the estuary. The 10-year goal (2016) for restored off-channel habitat on the Mainstem
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Primary Restoration group is 167 acres, with 40 to 60 percent of that within Snohomish
County and 40 to 60 percent in King County. To date, 13 acres of side-channel restoration
have been completed, and construction is pending on an additional 17.7 acres.
Within 10 years of the subarea plan’s adoption, the City will review how the plan is being
implemented, assess the reasons if restoration is not occurring, and evaluate whether any
plan amendments are necessary.

5.1.5

Benchmarks

Benchmarks are a mechanism used to assess the progress of a project. Benchmarks in this
project include habitat gains measured by acres restored and the SEWIP SO IVA model
scores. As the project progresses, benchmarks will be achieved once a particular number of
acreage is restored. The City of Everett Shoreline Master Program measures such gains in
acre-points. These points are used to average restoration potential per acre and are applied to
various sites throughout the City of Everett. The SEWIP SO estimated that the project area,
known as Restoration Sites 7 and 14, has a potential gain of approximately 41,600 IVA acrepoints. Based on the proposed Subarea Plan, a more reasonable potential gain of 30,843 IVA
acre-points is estimated (see Table 3-2).
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5.2

FeasibilityLevelConstructionCostOpinions

5.2.1

FeasibilityLevelCostOpinions

For planning purposes, a cost opinion of the subarea plan was produced. Table 5-3
summarizes the expected magnitude of project costs associated with general requirements,
earthwork, structures, restoration and enhancement, recreation and land acquisition.
Contingencies for construction and unidentified items as well as a percentage for
engineering, design, permitting and construction management costs are also included. These
are planning level opinions of probable cost developed for comparative assessment of
alternatives. These cost opinions should be re-evaluated and updated once funding is
secured, previously described studies are completed, and detailed engineering designs are
developed.
Table53
SummaryofSubareaPlanCosts[1]
Summary
GeneralRequirements
Earthwork
Structures
Restoration/Enhancement/Preservation
Recreation
Subtotal
SalesTax
EstimatedConstructionSubtotal
UndefinedItemsatPlanningLevelEstimate(10.0%)
ConstructionContingencyatPlanningLevelEstimate(30.0%)
EstimatedConstructionTotal
LandAcquisition
Engineering,Design,Permitting,ConstructionManagementCosts(25.0%)
TotalEstimatedImplementationCost
(1)Notes:
(a)EstimatedconstructioncostsareinMay2009dollars
(b)Costsprovidedareplanninglevelopinionsofprobablecost.
(c)SalesTaxnotincludedforimprovementsconstructedonCityownedproperties
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$6,041,000
$10,279,400
$15,862,000
$1,414,000
$1,268,960
$34,865,360
$0
$34,865,360
$3,486,536
$10,459,608
$48,811,504
$1,268,960
$12,202,876
$62,283,340
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5.2.2

FeasibilityLevelPhasedCostOpinions

The scope of the habitat restoration proposed in the subarea plan is sufficiently large to
necessitate phasing; a detailed discussion of the phasing strategy is discussed in section 5.1.1.
For planning purposes, a planning level cost opinion for the phased implementation of the
Preferred Plan was developed. Table 5-4 summarizes the expected magnitude of project
costs associated with general requirements, earthwork, structures, restoration and
enhancement, recreation, and land acquisition for each proposed phase of implementation.
These are planning level opinions of probable cost developed for comparative assessment of
alternatives. These cost opinions should be re-evaluated and updated once funding is
secured, previously described studies are completed, and detailed engineering designs are
developed.
Table54
SummaryofSubareaPlanCostsbyPhase[1]
Summary
Phase1
GeneralRequirements
$900,000
Earthwork $2,361,366
Structures $1,235,000
Restoration/Enhancement/Preservation
$908,600
Recreation
$0
Subtotal $5,404,966
SalesTax
EstimatedConstructionSubtotal
UndefinedItemsatPlanningLevel
Estimate
ConstructionContingencyatPlanning
LevelEstimate(10.0%)
EstimatedConstructionTotal(30.0%)
LandAcquisition
Engineering,Design,Permitting,
ConstructionManagementCosts(25.0%)
TotalEstimatedImplementationCost

Phase2
Phase3
Phase4
Total
$1,113,000
$573,000 $4,717,000 $7,303,000
$4,080,872
$212,650 $9,947,580 $16,602,468
$1,397,500
$0 $13,229,500 $15,862,000
$94,600
$0
$410,800 $1,414,000
$351,019
$777,300
$215,141 $1,343,460
$7,036,991 $1,562,950 $28,520,021 $42,524,928
$0
$0
$0 

$0
$5,404,966

$7,036,991 $1,562,950 $28,520,021 $42,524,928

$540,497

$703,699

$1,621,490
$7,566,952
$0

$156,295

$4,252,493

$2,111,097
$468,885 $8,556,006 $12,757,478
$9,851,788 $2,188,130 $39,928,029 $59,534,899
$351,019
$777,300
$215,141 $1,343,460

$1,891,738 $2,462,947
$547,033 $9,982,007 $14,883,725
$9,458,691 $12,665,754 $3,512,463 $50,125,177 $75,762,084

(1)Notes:
(a)EstimatedconstructioncostsareinMay2009dollars
(b)Costsprovidedareplanninglevelopinionsofprobablecost
(d)SalesTaxnotincludedforimprovementsconstructedonCityownedproperties
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5.3

PropertyOwnerInterestinRestoration/Enhancement

To provide incentives for private landowners to participate in future planned critical areas
restoration activities, it is recommended that the City adopt incentives into the subarea plan
to allow landowners to have flexibility to allow critical areas to be established on their lands
while protecting their rights to develop the remaining portions of their property. Several
property owners have expressed interest in financially supporting the project. Fair
compensation will be provided to these owners in the form of outright purchase of the land,
easements, or tax incentives. Where technically feasible, the project team has incorporated
these properties in this alternative. Figure 5-2 shows those parcels for which landowners
have expressed a willingness to participate in or who have expressly stated they are not
interested in participating in restoration actions on their parcels.
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6 SUBAREAPLANMONITORING
Monitoring is a mechanism utilized once all phases of a project are complete to review its
effectiveness restoring a habitat and resulting in a positive environmental impact. The
following section describes how these monitoring mechanisms are used to review
effectiveness.
The Snohomish River Basin Salmon Conservation Plan (2005) provided initial
recommendations for implementation, direct (Project) effectiveness, cumulative
effectiveness, and validation monitoring. Currently, the Snohomish Basin Technical
Committee is developing more specific recommendations for cumulative effectiveness
monitoring. This work will identify the appropriate scale and metrics to use to determine
landscape and population-level effectiveness for projects and programs implemented
throughout the basin. In order to promote consistency and facilitate comparisons, the
technical committee may weigh-in on preferred monitoring metrics for project-level
effectiveness monitoring, but it will not develop project specific monitoring plans.
More specific project-level monitoring guidance is expected to be developed for estuary
monitoring projects, through the Estuary Working Group. Currently, the NOAA
Restoration Center is developing a monitoring plan for the Qwuloolt estuary marsh
restoration project. This monitoring plan will treat the Qwuloolt Project as a case study of a
nested ecosystem scale monitoring approach for estuarine restoration projects. This
monitoring plan will: 1) be at system level, 2) take into account other restoration projects
occurring in the Snohomish estuary, 3) be integrated into other past and planned future
monitoring work (e.g. on-going juvenile salmon utilization study and the Basin salmon
recovery monitoring and adaptive management plan), 4) be coordinated with local
monitoring partners, and 5) be actionable given current resources or with small infusion of
additional funds (e.g. one way to make it actionable would be to have different components
or modules be able to be completed independently). This plan is currently under
development, so project-specific monitoring recommendations are not yet available.

6.1

MechanismstoReviewImplementation

The Plan (2005) identifies the following implementation questions:
x

Was a project started or completed? For ongoing projects, was maintenance
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performed?
x

What was accomplished on the ground? For restoration projects, this would include
project type, location, acres and type of habitat restored, cost, and other information.
For policies and programs, this would include status of regulatory updates; types of
stewardship, outreach, funding, and enforcement; and project monitoring programs.

x

Were any problems encountered? If so, what types?

x

If actions are not being implemented as envisioned, why and what could be done to
improve this?

Project implementation is tracked in a state-developed online database, the Habitat Work
Schedule. This database collects quantitative project implementation data that is specifically
tied to 10-year habitat benchmarks identified in the Snohomish Basin Conservation Plan
(2005) and provides a tool to evaluate the basin’s cumulative implementation progress.
Specific metrics tracked for tidal marsh restoration include:
x

EstuaryorNearshore:ChannelConnectivity/Rehabilitation/CreationLength(Linear
Feet),

6.2

x

EstuaryorNearshore:EnhanceChannelEdge(LinearFeet),

x

EstuaryorNearshore:Berm/DikeModification/RemovalAreaAffected(Acres)

x

EstuaryorNearshore:EnhanceTidalMarsh(Acres)

x

ActivityTypeEstuaryorNearshore:LargeWoodPlacementAmountPlaced(Each)

MechanismstoReviewEffectiveness

Monitoring mechanisms to review restoration projects located in the Snohomish subbasin are
described in the Snohomish River Basin Salmon Conservation Plan (2005). These
mechanisms include targeted monitoring and evaluation that are intended to improve
effectiveness and efficiency in salmonid habitat and population recovery as well as budget
strategies for future projects. As a strategy to bring salmonid populations up to future
healthy and harvestable levels, the Snohomish Basin Salmon Recovery Forum (Forum) has
implemented adaptive management strategies regarding monitoring and evaluation of
restoration projects.
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The Snohomish River Basin Salmon Conservation Plan provides direction on how to monitor
the effectiveness of a project and provides a set of direct effectiveness monitoring questions
and indicators for restoration projects that can be used to assess the effectiveness of a given
project. The general effectiveness questions that a project should answer include:
x

Did the restoration or protection project achieve the desired habitat condition?

x

Did the Project achieve the desired biological response?

x

Did the project meet design criteria standards and permit requirements?

x

Did the project implementer learn of any methods that may result in comparable
benefits for less cost?

x

Is some level of capacity building necessary for success?

Section 5.6 of the SEWIP Salmon Overlay provides guidance on design and implementation
of compensatory mitigation and monitoring plans, establishment of performance criteria, and
adaptive managements for projects undertaken using the SEWIP Salmon Overlay
recommendations and policies. This guidance should be used in conjunction with the
recommendations in the Snohomish River Basin Salmon Conservation Plan. The SEWIP
Salmon Overlay is incorporated by reference in the SMP.
Project types and their associated direct effectiveness monitoring questions and indicators as
found in Table 12.2 of the Snohomish River Basin Salmon Conservation Plan and applicable
to the Marshland subarea are shown in Table 6-1.
Project implementers are responsible for collecting project-level data (implementation and
effectiveness).
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Table61
DirectEffectivenessMonitoringQuestionsandIndicators
DirectEffectivenessMonitoringQuestionsAndIndicators

FrequencyofDataCollection

FishPassageEnhancementProjects:Monitoringdataneededfor
evaluation:Preproject:%passablebyjuvenileandadult,linear
lengthofhabitattobemadeaccessible,abundanceandlifestage
abovebarrier.PostProject:abundanceofadultsand/orredds
upstreamofproject;%passablebyadultandjuvenile

Preandpostprojectmonitoringper
CapitalImprovementPlanstandards

RiparianFunctionEnhancementProjects:Monitoringdataneeded
forevaluation:Arearevegetated;%survival;speciescomposition

Preandpostprojectmonitoringper
CapitalImprovementPlanstandards

FloodplainReconnectionProjects:Indicators,streammorphology
changes,changesinflowcapacity,fishdensityanddistributionin
projectreach

Preprojectforcomparison
information,postprojectevery5
yearsforlongtermhabitatchange

TidalMarshandNearshoreHabitatRestorationProjects:Indicators:
acresandtypesofhabitatrestored

Preprojectforcomparison
information,postprojectevery5
yearsforlongtermhabitatchange
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