SNOHOMISH SUSTAINABLE LANDS STRATEGY
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE (EC) 3.8.10

Tuesday, October 9, 2018 10:00 — 12:00

Snohomish County Admin East 6th floor Conference Room 6A04
3000 Rockefeller Ave. Everett, WA 98201

PARTICIPANTS
Bartelheimer, Dan - Snohomish Valley Farms

Bernhard, Bob - Snohomish County Surface Water Management (SWM)
Cole, Heather - The Nature Conservancy (TNC)

Desmul, Lindsey - Washington Dept. of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW)
Dittbrenner, Cindy - Snohomish Conservation District (SCD)
Eidem, CK - Ducks Unlimited, EC fish rep

Evans, Dan - Dan Evans Consulting, facilitator

Hennessey, Diane — Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology)
Kelly, Kristin - Pilchuck Audubon Society, EC fish rep

Lakey, Kirk — WDFW

Marti, Monte - SCD, EC ag rep

Neunzig, Linda - Snohomish County

Sandercock, Maria - Ecology

Stockdale, Erik - Snohomish County SWM

Werkhoven, Andy - Werkhoven Dairy Inc.

Williams, Terry - Tulalip Tribe, Co-chair (Fish)

PURPOSE: The October SLS Executive Committee meeting has a countywide / Ag focus
and includes: SLS housekeeping (Executive Committee & Integration Team); reviewing
SLS State funding priorities and support; follow up regarding the September 18" Farm-
Fish Dinner; discussing SWM budget & ag issues; and general updates on county-wide
matters.

1. Welcome, Introductions (10:00-10:10)
The meeting began at 10:10 with a quick review of the SLS EC meeting purpose
and agenda. All in attendance introduced themselves. Diane Hennessey
introduced Ecology’s new shoreline planner for the NW region, Maria
Sandercock.

2. SLS “Housekeeping” Matters (10:10 - 10:40)
a. Election of Andy Werkhoven, SLS Executive Committee (Ag Caucus)

e Monte Marti motioned to nominate Andy Werkhoven as an executive committee
member of the SLS agricultural caucus. Kristin Kelly seconded the motion,
bringing the nomination to a vote. Before the vote has held both Linda Neunzig
and Terry Williams spoke highly of Andy and were delighted to have him as a
potential member of the SLS EC. The vote was held and all members were in
favor of electing Andy to the caucus. Brian Bookey was not present but sent a
proxy to Dan Evans.



. Election of Ag Caucus Co-chair

¢ With the departure of Tristan Klesick from SLS in October, the agricultural co-
chair needed to be filled. Monte Marti motioned to nominate Brian Bookey as
co-chair with a second from Kristin Kelly. All EC members were in favor.

. SLS Integration Team (IT) update

e Cindy Dittbrenner gave an update on the formation of the IT and will present
recommendations and next steps to the SLS during the next SLS EC meeting
on November 7,

e On October 3" Cindy, Morgan Ruff (Tulalip Tribes), Erik Stockdale and Ann
Bylin, and Paul Cereghino (NOAA) discussed IT components, goals and
meeting frequency. It was agreed that further discussions would take place
prior to the November 7" SLS EC meeting.

e The Lower Stillaguamish River was identified as a reach the IT could work with,
identifying locations for habitat restoration and reaching out to landowners
about easements (e.g., Stilly Valley Protection Initiative) and buffer
development.

e Terry Williams mentioned that Brad Warren (a consultant for the Tulalips) and
the Washington Association of Conservation Districts are working together to
find funding to explore the agricultural conditions of the uplands.

e Terry also mentioned that Kurt Nelson (Tulalip Tribes) and Bob Aldrich are
looking at water storage capacity within the Snohomish River watershed, from
the glaciers on down.

e Terry spoke about a group of scientists from WA and OR that are currently
updating the Ecosystem Diagnosis and Treatment (EDT) and U.S. Forest
Service Ecosystem Management Decision Support (EMDS) models. Federal,
state and local land use managers will receive the findings from the update.
The updated models can help determine what levels of protection are needed
to achieve habitat restoration goals. The updated models can also be used to
identify priority areas for fish and agriculture uses, which would be helpful for
the IT when developing project packages.

¢ Linda Neunzig mentioned that it is critical to save upland areas from
development if agriculture is steered away from lowland areas where sea level
rise, saltwater intrusion and increased flooding are making farming more
difficult. Terry also mentioned that climate squeeze (saltwater intrusion and
increased flooding) will make moving upland more difficult/competitive.

. Executive Committee schedule and coordination with IT

e A discussion was held amongst the attendees regarding the 2019 SLS EC
meetings.

1. It was agreed that EC meetings should be held separately from IT
meetings, if not IT meetings will just become an extension of the EC and
the attendance will be too large.


http://www.wadistricts.org/http:/www.wadistricts.org/
https://ecosystems.azurewebsites.net/Applications/EDT/
https://www.fs.usda.gov/treesearch/pubs/2972

2. The frequency of SLS EC meetings shall remain monthly but will be
revisited halfway through 2019 to gage whether or not it should be
reduced.

3. Presentations on salmon/habitat research are beneficial for SLS EC
members. There is also a desire to have presentations on agricultural
topics as well.

4. Bob Bernhard will coordinate with the SLS EC members to schedule next
year’'s EC meetings. It was later determined that the 2019 SLS EC
meetings will be held on the second Thursday of the month, from 10 a.m.
to 12:30 p.m.

3. SLS Funding Priorities and Support (10:40 - 11:20)
a. Floodplains by Design (FbD) grant status, 2019-2021 Budget Request

e Heather Cole gave an update on the FbD grant round that is currently going
through the various committees. A ranked listing of FbD applications should be
released late October/early November. Ecology is submitting a $70 million
request for funding. Last year $35 million was awarded. Depending upon
where the Stillaguamish and Snohomish FbD applications rank, they may or
may not receive funding. If ranked high (within the upper half) chances are
better for funding, though this all depends upon the budget received by
Ecology.

e Executives from Snohomish, King and Pierce counties are forming a
Floodplains by Design coalition to help expand funding opportunities. The first
meeting will be held in Snohomish County on October 29t with local, state and
tribal leaders in attendance.

e Monte suggested the EC send letters of support (for Ecology’s budget request
of $70 million) to the Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM)
and the governor’s office. OFM sends budgetary information to the governor’s
office around October 19™ so letters of support should be sent before October
15™. Monte agreed to draft the letters of support with input from Heather Cole
and Dan Evans.

b. ESRP Budget Request

e Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife — Estuary and Salmon Restoration
Program (ESRP) is requesting a budget of $20 million for the 2019-2021
preliminary investment plan (see attachment). Last year ESRP received a
budget of $8 million.

e The Ebey Island and Snohomish Delta project (ranked 9" on the investment
plan list) is a planning project that will examine how the estuarine area can best
be used. Scoping aspects will include agriculture improvements, habitat
restoration, Diking District 6, Spencer Island and the north tip of Ebey Island.
WDFW currently owns approximately 1,200 acres in the project area.

c. Conservation Commission Budget Request

e Monte reviewed the Washington State Conservation Commission’s budget
request of approximately $39 million (see attachment).



e After reviewing the budget request, Monte reiterated how important it is for
state and local agencies to work with private landowners in order to achieve
restoration goals established in the salmon recovery plans. Without
contributions of restoration from private landowners, the goals will never be
reached. From this further discussion included:

1. The need for Snohomish County’s Planning and Development Services to
work with ag owners to find a collaborative approach for designating
effective best management practices/land-use protocols (e.g., riparian
buffer width), each of which is site or reach specific.

2. Terry was in agreement and spoke of the Tulalip’s Harmonization
Initiative/Local Integrating Organization approach, determining what does
and does not work. What can we do to make recovery goals achievable at
the same time keeping lands workable for the Ag community? For
example, if recommended tree heights can’t be established within a
riparian buffer (for future contributions of large woody debris) then wood
needs to be placed in the waterbody and the right vegetation needs to be
established that filters/reduces pollutants from entering the adjacent
waterbody.

3. It was noted that the voluntary stewardship program was determined not
to be economically viable for the County and thereafter adopted critical
areas regulations (SCC 30.62A, 30.62B and 30.62C).

4. C.K. Eidem visited Whatcom County with Mak Kauffman (Ecology) and
was amazed by the effectiveness of the 15 foot hedgerow buffers.

5. Diane mentioned that Ecology is looking into buffer widths and
effectiveness, and stressed the point that the creation of connected
corridors is very important. If the IT works on buffer requirements she can
join in.

4. Farm-Fish Come Together Dinner, Follow up (11:20 - 11:35)
a. Report on Dinner, take-aways

e Important take-away: 30+ agriculture producers were willing and able to talk
with agency heads and tribal members during the dinner.

e Monte reviewed the draft notes (see attachment) and reiterated that
strengthening the connection to private landowners is critical.

e Monte’s call to action (to everyone): We must move forward, are you here to
help and if so what can you do?

b. Follow up with key partners, multi-benefit workshop

e Kaleen Cottingham (director of Recreation and Conservation Office): She has
70 different funding accounts, take her staff to the field and show them what we
would like to do.

5. Snohomish County’s SWM Budget and Ag/FCD Payments (11:35 - 11:50)

a. Overview of SWM business plan and budget, Ag payment cuts & restorations
(see attachment)



https://snohomishcountywa.gov/2925/Critical-Area-Requirements
https://snohomish.county.codes/SCC/30.62B
https://snohomish.county.codes/SCC/30.62C
http://www.whatcomcd.org/hedgerows
https://www.rco.wa.gov/about/director-bio.shtml

e Erik gave an overview of SWM's current (2018) budget reductions and
proposed 2019 budget reductions. SWM contacted the 18 stakeholder groups
that will be affected by budget reductions. Proposed reductions (~$200,000)
for 2019 to the Marshland and French Slough Flood Control Districts,
Snohomish County Marine Resource Committee and the SWM Lakewise
Program were restored by County Executive Somers. Included in the 2019
budget reductions is payment to WRIA 8 (Lake Washington/
Cedar/Sammamish Watershed), approximately 10% of WRIA 8's current
budget.

e Executive Somers is speaking to county council about a surface water utility
rate increase. SWM's preferred rate increase is Alternative 4 in the business
plan summary.

b. Next step: Letter to Council?

e Dan Evans proposed the SLS EC write a letter to the county council within the
next month. The letter should include a balance of interest (fish, farm, and
flood).

6. Countywide Indicators & “Headline News” in Brief (11:50 - 12:00)

a. Linda reminded everyone that Focus on Farming is taking place at the
Snohomish County fairgrounds on November 8. The theme of the event is
technology and agriculture.

7. Wrap up and Adjourn -- noon


https://www.snocomrc.org/
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/1125/LakeWise
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/1125/LakeWise
http://www.govlink.org/watersheds/8/
http://www.govlink.org/watersheds/8/
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/1399/Focus-on-Farming
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Rank Project Sponsor Project Name Dist County Request total PRISM
1 |Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife Leque Island 10 [Snohomish |$848,469 $933,316 18-2319
2 |Blue Coast Engineering Tidal Embayment Restoration Design 34 [King $82,716 $1,024,304 16-2283
Skagit Land Trust Kelly's Point Feeder Bluff Protection 40 [Skagit $396,629 $1,460,595 18-1652
4 Cramer Fish Sciences Puget Sound Tidal Wetland Barrier Removal Planning PS gzg:; $208,301 $1,689,727 18-2250
5 King County Maury Island Aquatic Reserve Armoring Removal 3 34 [King $1,121,000 |$2,922,827 18-1792
6 |[Great Peninsula Conservancy Miller Bay Shoreline and Estuary Protection 23 |Kitsap $150,000 $3,087,827 18-1540
7 |North Olympic Salmon Coalition Dungeness Farms Levee Removal 24 |Clallam $169,105 $3,273,842 18-1315
8 Friends of the San Juans Mud Bay - Sucia Island Salt Marsh Restoration 40 [San Juan $63,230 $3,343,395 18-1986
9 |Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife Ebey Island and Snohomish Delta 44 |Snohomish |$292,500 $3,665,145 18-1995
10 [Nisqually Land Trust Sound View Camp Conservation 26 |Pierce $385,300 $4,088,975 18-2078
11 |Hood Canal Salmon Enhancement Group Big Beef Creek Estuary 35 |Kitsap $253,330 $4,367,638 18-2110
12 [North Olympic Salmon Coalition Discovery Bay Acquisition Phase I 24 |Jefferson |$463,090 $4,877,037 18-2068
13 |Northwest Fisheries Science Center River Delta Restoration and Chinook Salmon Recovery ps [Puget $317,986  [$5,226,822 | 18-2248
Implementation Planning Sound
14 |King County McSorley Creek Shoreline & Estuary Rest. Design 33 [King $690,000 $5,985,822 18-1731
ey
8 15 |[Skagit River Systems Cooperative Large Wood Placement in Puget Sound River Deltas Design | PS gzg:; $26,117 $6,014,550 18-2253
gq 16 |Port Gamble S'klallam Tribe Port Gamble Bay Coastal Protection Acquisition 23 |[Kitsap $1,000,000 ($7,114,550 18-1748
nq% 17 |[Skagit Land Trust Samish Island Shoreline Protection 40 [Skagit $150,000 $7,279,550 18-2064
o 18 [Northwest Straits Marine Conservation Seahorse Siesta Barge and Armor Removal 10 |Island $46,815  |$7,331,047 | 18-2062
o Foundation
;-8 19 |Friends of the San Juans Feeding Salmon & Orca Through Nearshore Restoration 40 |SanJuan [$89,618 $7,429,627 18-2221
g 20 |[Island County Oak Harbor Marina Restoration Feasibility 10 |Island $68,056 $7,504,488 18-2043
gy |Northwest Straits Marine Conservation Similk Bay Shoreline Armor Removal 10 |Skagit $60,500  [$7,571,038 | 18-2041
c Foundation
-g 22 |Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife McNeil Island Estuary Restoration 28 |Pierce $700,000 $8,341,038 18-2072
]
o=
E 23 |Local Shore Friendly Organizations 2019 Shore Friendly Armor Removal Year 1 PS gggj; $910,000 $9,342,038 18-2544
8 24 [Snohomish County Parks Department Meadowdale Beach Park and Estuary 21 |Snohomish |$1,000,000 ($10,442,038 | 18-1587
A 25 |Wild Fish Conservancy Hood Canal Habitat Protection and Restoration for ESA wild HC Hood $245,090 $10,711,637 | 18-2240
salmon Canal -
26 |[Coastal Watershed Institute Elwha Estuary Conservation and Restoration 24 |Clallam $1,415,000 |$12,268,137 | 18-2172
p7 [Northwest Straits Marine Conservation Discovery Bay Armor Removal & Restoration 24 |Jefferson |$645,386 |$12,978,062 | 18-2069
Foundation
28 |Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife Skagit Delta Habitat Restoration and Fish Utilization Project 10 |[Skagit $196,070 $13,193,739 | 18-2252
29 [Northwest Watershed Institute East Dabob Bay Protection and Restoration 24 |Jefferson |$1,645,000 ($15,003,239 | 18-1853
30 |Hood Canal Salmon Enhancement Group Lower Hood Canal Wetlands Restoration 35 |Mason $749,947 $15,828,181 18-1530
31 |University of Washington Puget Sound Marine and Nearshore Riparian Planning PS gzg:; $342,788 $16,205,247 | 18-2239
32 |The Nature Conservancy Port Susan Bay Adaptive Management Design 10 [Snohomish |$301,500 $16,536,897 | 18-1718
33 |Nisqually Land Trust Baird Cove Acquisition 22 |Thurston |$468,000 $17,051,697 | 18-2066
34 |Great Peninsula Conservancy Hood Canal Shoreline Protection 35 |Mason $402,500 $17,494,447 | 18-2222
35 [Skagit River Systems Cooperative Smokehouse Tidal Marsh Restoration 10 |Skagit $70,050 $17,571,502 | 18-1484
36 |Department of Ecology Puget Sound Drift Cell Restoration and Protection Planning 10 |Island $199,913 $17,791,407 | 18-2237
37 |Local Shore Friendly Organizations 2020 Shore Friendly Armor Removal Year 2 & Local Project | pq |Puget $1,310,000 [$19,232,407 | 18-2544
Support Sound
Partiall 38 |South Puget Sound Salmon Enhancement Group |[West Oakland Bay Restoration 35 |Mason $1,033,033 [$20,368,743 | 16-1579
39 |Northwest Straits Marine Conservation Lummi Quarry Shoreline Restoration Design 42 Whatcom [$453,457 [$20,867,546 | 18-1991
Foundation
" 40 |Center for Natural Lands Management Estuary Restoration for Northern Puget Sound Birds 10 |[Skagit/Sno |$179,136 $21,064,595 | 18-2241
O | 41 |Hood Canal Salmon Enhancement Group Big Quilcene and Duckabush Estuary Restoration and e [Hoed $72,000  [$21,143,795 | 18-2244
Q Shellfish Protection Canal
) 8 42 |United States Geological Survey Nisqually Estuary Restoration and Waterbird Habitat 22 |[Thurston |$181,563 $21,343,515 | 18-2251
— - - -
(oW 43 |Blue Coast Engineering Puget Sound Beach. Restoratlon Planning for Sediment PS Puget $191,400 $21,554,055 | 18-2247
) Transport and Stability Sound =
"&; 44 |Kitsap County Harper Estuary Armor Removal and Bridge 26 |Kitsap $3,035,719 |$24,893,345 | 18-1870
ﬁ 45 [Mid-Sound Fisheries Enhancement Group Point No Point Tidal Restoration 23 |Kitsap $197,500 $25,110,595 | 18-2076
9 46 |Skagit River Systems Cooperative Similk Beach Restoration Design 10 [Skagit $60,500 $25,177,145 | 18-1993
p—]
|<: 47 |Friends of the San Juans Neck Point Lagoon and Beach Restoration Design 40 |San]Juan |$69,447 $25,253,537 | 18-2073
48 |Whidbey Camano Land Trust Pearson Shoreline 10 |Island $800,000 $26,053,537 | 18-1832
49 [Stillaguamish Tribe of Indians Stillaguamish Delta Acquisition and Design 10 |Snohomish |$2,500,000 [$28,553,537 | 18-2053
Total $28,553,537

*This preliminary investment plan weaves together 6 individual ESRP program offerings (small grants, regular grants, portfolio applications, coordinated investment projects,
regional pre-design, and Shore Friendly). Regional pre-design projects have received a preliminary ranking only and will receive their final ranking in November. At that time a
revised version of the 19-21 ESRP Preliminary Investment Plan will be re-submitted to OFM.




https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-2319

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=16-2283

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Application/wizard/Description/18-1652

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-2250

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Application/wizard/Description/18-1792

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Application/Wizard/Description/18-1540

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Application/wizard/Description/18-1315

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Project/Report/GrantApplication/18-1986

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Project/Report/GrantApplication/18-1995

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Application/Wizard/Description/18-2078

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Application/wizard/Description/18-2110

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Application/Wizard/CostSummary/18-2068

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-2248

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Application/wizard/Description/18-1731

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-2253

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Application/wizard/Description/18-1748

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-2064

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-2062

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-2221

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-2043

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-2041

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Application/wizard/Description/18-2072

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-2544

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Application/wizard/Description/18-1652

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-2240

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Application/Wizard/CostSummary/18-2172

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Project/Report/GrantApplication/18-2069

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-2252

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Application/wizard/Description/18-1853

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Application/wizard/Description/18-1530

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-2239

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Application/wizard/Description/18-1718

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Application/Wizard/Description/18-2066

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Application/wizard/Description/18-2222

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Application/wizard/Description/18-1484

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-2237

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-2544

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Application/wizard/Description/16-1579

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Project/Report/GrantApplication/18-1991

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-2241

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-2244

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-2251

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-2247

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Application/wizard/Description/18-1870

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Application/wizard/Description/18-2076

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Project/Report/GrantApplication/18-1993

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Sponsor/Application/wizard/Description/18-2073

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-1832

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-2053
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Snohomish Conservation District

528 ?1st Ave NE, Ste A, Lake Stevens, WA 98258-2538  425-335-5634 www.snohomishcd.org

Farm and Fish Gathering
2018
Draft Notes

REPEATED THEMES

o DEVELOPMENT
- How will SLS address this issue?

0 AWARENESS
- The rest of the population needs to understand the issues
- ‘All homeowners need to take ownership’
- Farmers want others to understand their operations, lives, challenges
» Valued political capital

o THE VALUE OF SLS
- ‘the only way forward’ - Rob Duff
- We need to show improved outcomes

0 VOLUNTARY INCENTIVES/RESPONSIBLE STEWARDSHIP
- From stakeholders across the table
- Kelly (WSDA) will dig into improved outcomes from Voluntary Stewardship
Program
- We need to keep farmers on the landscape- they are the best stewards

o FOLLOW-UP WORKSHOP IDEAS
- Voluntary incentive program
- FbD/RCO funding requirements and ranking process





Snohomish Conservation District
528 ?1st Ave NE, Ste A, Lake Stevens, WA 98258-2538  425-335-5634 www.snohomishcd.org

PERSONAL FOLLOW-UPS

Rob Duff

Dave Somers

Stephanie Solien

Kelly McLain

Kelly Susewind

Kaleen Cottingham

Derek Stanford

Greg Farris/Steve Schuller/Eric Stockdale






Highlights of SWM's Services

SWM Utility service charges are used for

NPDES compliance and to improve critical
local and regional flooding, water quality
and wildlife issues by:

e Constructing projects to reduce
flooding, and to improve water quality,
fish passage and fish habitat.

¢ Inspecting and ensuring maintenance
of approximately 1,800 stormwater
facilities to improve water quality.

¢ Responding to service calls from
ratepayers for flooding and water
pollution problems.

¢ Providing residents with river flooding
alerts and helping them reduce their
flood risk.

¢ Educating and providing technical
assistance to help ratepayers reduce
stormwater runoff, prevent water
pollution and protect aquatic habitat.

September 2018

444 Snohomish County Surface Water Management

Business Plan Summary

Budget Shortfall

SWM is addressing a revenue shortfall caused by an increased need for
services, an increase in the cost of services, a decrease in non-rate revenues
and a utility rate that has remained unchanged since 2009. To keep from
depleting its reserves in 2019, SWM has reduced services and programs in
both 2018 and in its proposed 2019 budget. Without a rate increase, SWM
will be required to make significant cuts to the services our ratepayers value.

To address these budget challenges, SWM developed a Business Plan, which
included outreach to ratepayers and convening an ad-hoc advisory panel.
Six alternatives have been developed to better match SWM revenues and
expenditures.

SWM Fund Balance

$20
/ GASB requirement
for retirement
$15 reserves
2
.S $10 Fund balance WITH
g 2018/19 service
reductions
$5 |
Fund balance WITHOUT /" \™._____
2018/19 service
reductions N
$0
2009 | 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 N 2020
45 l

Surface Water Management 2018 Budget

23% Water Quality Services:

¢ Stormwater facility and catch basin
inspection and maintenance

e Water quality projects

* Technical assistance and education on
preventing pollution

¢ Lakes, river and stream monitoring

25% Salmon, Shellfish & Marine Resource Services: |

*  Fish culvert projects
 Salmon habitat restoration projects

 Salmon, shellfish and marine protection/recovery |

[ 9% Fiscal, Billing & Administration:
¢ Utility Billing
|+ Grant Management

%
\_ 6% River Flooding Services:

FEMA river flooding programs
| = Dike and levee management

9% ———

[ 37% Road Flooding Services:

37% * Failing infrastructure
——— * Masterdrainage planning

* Drainage improvement projects

» Drainage complaint assistance

25%

67% of water quality services budget satisfies NPDES requirements






Ratepayer Recommendations

SWM distributed a survey to its roughly 95,000 ratepayers and 5,100
responded. In general, ratepayers demonstrated strong support for the
services that SWM provides. More than half of the respondents said SWM
should do more. Roughly a third said that SWM should do about the same
amount of work. Fewer than ten percent said SWM should provide fewer

services.
SWM Service Very or Extremely Important
Maintain stormwater drainage systems 84%
Identify and fix water pollution problems 83%
Build projects that reduce local flooding 77%
Build project§ to restor_e ri_vers, lakes and 72%
streams for fish and wildlife

Ad-Hoc Advisory Panel Recommendations

In 2017, an ad-hoc advisory panel was convened. The 16 members
represented commercial property ratepayers, residential ratepayers,
tribes, farmers, environmental organizations and municipalities.
The panel’s recommendations (Alternative 1) include:

e Continue current SWM services

¢ Implement new or enhanced services in 15 areas, such as:
o Replace more failing drainage pipes
o Replace more fish passage barriers
o Remove pollutants from county road runoff

¢ Increase SWM rates to fund the recommendations

¢ Implement annual rate adjustments to address inflation

Open Houses

Four open houses were held in February 2018
to collect additional input from ratepayers

Drainage system inspection

2018 Single Family Annual
Surface Water Service Charges

City of Seattle $480 *
City of Tacoma $281°*
City of Everett S$271*
King County $240 *
City of Shoreline $202 *
City of Edmonds $187 *
City of Bothell S170*
Pierce County $127 *
Snohomish County $90

City of Arlington $83

* Rate increases implemented in the
last 2 years

Out of 48 Puget Sound
communities surveyed,
Snohomish County is one of
only four that has not had a
rate increase since 2009.





Rate Alternatives Summary

Current Services Plus

e Maintains current service levels

¢ Implements some or all
of advisory panel
recommendations

¢ Consistent with ratepayer input
for SWM to provide more
services

¢ Proactively addresses failing
drainage pipes

¢ Replaces more fish passage
culverts

e Continues financial support to
partners and stakeholders

SWM Services

Current Services Plus

Alternative 1 Current Services +

Alternative 2 Current Services +

No change in service

Alternative 3
levels

No change in service

Alternative 4
levels

Current Services Reductions

$6.8M/yr enhancements

$2.8M/yr enhancements

* Maintains current service levels

¢ Consistent with ratepayer input
to at least maintain current SWM
services

e Continues financial support to
partners and stakeholders

2019 Annual Residential
SWM Charge*

Base Rate Base + UGA
$153 $185
$131 $163
$113 $145
$128 $128

Current Services Reductions

Reduces current service levels by
$1.1to $1.5Min 2019

Alternative 6 requires
progressive staff layoffs

Service reductions impact all
SWM programs

Eliminates most funding for
partners and stakeholders

Inconsistent with ratepayer and
advisory panel input and
recommendations

UGA Surcharge 2019-2020 REET

Renewed 2021 $600K
Renewed 2021 $600K
Renewed 2021 $600K

Eliminated $2.1M

Alternative 5 no FTE cuts

Cuts of $1.5M in 2019;
2020-2023 cuts totaling

Alternative 6
roughly $8M, FTE cuts

Cuts of $1.1M in 2019,

$122 $122

$90 $122

Eliminated $2.1M

Sunsets 2021 $2.1M

* Annual rate adjustments are needed to keep pace with increasing costs of doing business. The current recommended rate is 2.8%.
* None of the alternatives account for the potential increase in costs to meet requirements of the upcoming 2019 NPDES permit.





Cuts to Services Summary

SWM proactively reduced and cut services in response to its current financial
challenges. To reduce costs, service reductions were made in 2018 and in the
proposed 2019 SWM budget. Service reductions shown in the table below will
slow projects, increase response time and reduce payments to partners. SWM

has also instituted a hiring freeze, starting in 2018, to help reduce spending. * SWM has insufficient funds to keep
up with rising costs and continue to

provide current levels of service.
2018-2019: Cuts Made or Proposed Across All SWM Programs e The SWM Business Plan

Advisory Panel recommends

e SWM provides a range of
important surface water services
that the public strongly supports.

Programs and Examples 2018 2019 increasing SWM rates to continue
Water Quality Services existing services and provide
*  Reduce programs to understand the health additional service enhancements.
of lakes, rivers and streams $ 146,000 $ 500,000

e Stakeholder groups have expressed
strong opposition to proposed
cuts to services in 2018 and 2019.

* Reduce outreach to ratepayers aimed at
preventing water pollution

Salmon, Shellfish & Marine Resource Services

e Complete river habitat projects slower b SR o UL ° vaiiI'IC:Zl;ijat(j)d:\?:;ealsir:r:/iiir;;E:'ci\:zM
Road Flooding Services . $ 247,000 $ 347,000 to services that will become deeper
*  Slower response to resolve road flooding rahEET

River Flooding Services .

* Increase risk of dike/levee failure 2 ey 9 AR

Fiscal, Billing & Administration Services § 45,000 § 89,000 e

*  Reduce communications to our ratepayers
More than 70 percent of

Total $ 1,136,000 $ 1,465,000 survey respondents said they
value SWM services that main-
tain drainage pipes, improve
water quality, address flooding

County Departments and Partners and rfastore s'freams, lakes,
Impacted by Cuts and rivers. Without a rate
increase, SWM will have to cut

Parks | PDS | Flood Control Districts appr'oxwr']ately 52.6 million of
Snohomish Conservation District services in 2018 and 2019.
Salmon Recovery Partners
Tribes | King County | WSU Extension
Snohomish Health District

o

Capital drainage project Education and outreach Culvert replacement project Lakes program






Washington State
= Conservation Commission
October 8, 2018

TO: Dan Evans
Snohomish Sustainable Lands Strategy Executive Committee

FROM: Ron Shultz, WSCC Policy Director

SUBJECT: WSCC 2019-21 Operating and Capital Budget Proposals of Interest to
SLS.

The State Conservation Commission has submitted their 2019-21 operating and capital
budget requests to the Office of Financial Management (OFM) for consideration for
inclusion in the Governor’s budget. OFM will be evaluating these request in the next
few weeks and building a budget proposal for the Governor’s consideration. The
Governor is required by statute to deliver a proposed operating and capital budget by
December 17.

The Commission also submitted these proposals to legislative budget staff. The
legislature will be considering these requests along with the Governor’s proposed
budget during the 2019 legislative session. The session begins January 14 and ends
sometime in late April. It will be a 105 day session.

Below are elements of the Commission operating and capital budget proposals of
interest to the Snohomish Sustainable Lands Strategy. Several of these items are

statewide in approach but have elements supporting SLS activities.

Please let me know if you have any questions.
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WSCC Proposed Operating Budget

Snohomish Sustainable Lands Strategy

ltems of Interest

Decision Package

Biennial Amount

Conservation Technical Assistance

Funds basic support for conservation districts statewide to conduct outreach to
landowners and other activities. Snohomish CD would receive the same basic
amount of $270,000.

$ 17,134,000

SLS: $ 270,000

Working Lands

Funding to support 4 program components:

Expand Vets on the Farm to other counties.

Grants for small farm and farm system strategic plans.
Grants for farmland preservation strategic plans.

Support farm energy assessments and efficiency practices.

$ 1,303,000

SLS: same

Voluntary Stewardship Program

Statewide funding for VSP implementation. Snohomish not a VSP county, but
this proposal includes grants to non-VSP counties to review and update critical
areas ordinances relating to ag ($220,000).

$ 9,925,000

SLS: $220,000

Targeted Outreach $ 1,030,000
Provides grant funding to conservation district to conduct focused outreach to

landowners to implement practices addressing natural resource concerns. SLS: same
Agricultural Conservation Science Program $ 250,000
Among other things, this proposal will support outcomes from current dairy

distillation projects, one of which is in Snohomish ($100,000). The proposal will SLS: same
also fund exploration of water quality trading pilots, which may be of interest to

SLS ($150,000).

Total Biennium Request $ 29,642,000

SLS: $ 3,073,000
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WSCC Proposed Capital Budget
Snohomish Sustainable Lands Strategy
Items of Interest

Decision Package Biennial Amount

CREP Riparian Funding $ 7,500,000
Continues funding for the CREP program so secure riparian buffer easements.
Additional funding requested would implement a targeted approach in specific
areas of the state with salmon issues.

Shellfish Funding $ 8,000,000
Funding supports implementation of projects to reduce and eliminate inputs from
agricultural activities to water quality impacting shellfish.

Match for RCPP $ 11,800,000
Includes match funding for the Puget Sound RCPP relating to water quality and
salmon recovery.

Farmland Preservation $ 12,031,000
This proposal includes two key elements — funding for a new and beginning
farmer program; and, funding for a farmland preservation geographic based
approach.

e The first component provides start-up funding for a revolving loan program
with the State Housing Commission to provide low interest loans to new
farmers.

e The second component funds a focused, targeted approach to farmland
preservation easements. The funding would be available in a targeted
watershed to build a critical mass of farms with conservation easements
preserving working lands. The amount proposed for the west side of the
state is $5,000,000.

Total Biennium Request $ 39,331,000
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Operating Budget Proposals

Conservation Technical Assistance

Current Situation/Problem Statement

Non-regulatory, incentive based conservation programs effectively implement natural
resource improvements and build landowner engagement and commitment, yet these
programs are criticized because natural resource concerns, like poor water quality or lack of
fish habitat, persist. Four things account for this limited progress:

(&) Non-regulatory, incentive-based conservation has never been funded
commensurate with the scale of the demand and need with thousands of
landowners not receiving help;

(b) Funders are usually more interested in paying for the construction of conservation
projects than for the planning and development work it takes to get those projects
ready to build; in effect paying for the “golden egg” without paying for the “goose”
that lays it.

(c) Small amounts of funding distributed in a “scatter shot” pattern do not result in
enough implementation to move the dial on a resource concern. Literature tells us
70% implementation of conservation is needed in a discrete area to see
improvement.

(d) Some work that could be construed to be operational, such as technical assistance
to livestock operations, has been funded from the capital construction budget
because the work needed to get done and there was at least some connection to
project design that could connect to project construction.

(e) As noted in the Commission’s Natural Resource Investments decision package,
there is a backlog of conservation projects totaling $30 million.

() Landowner patrticipation at high levels requires trusting relationships which take
time to develop and maintain. Current program-based funding models don’t
support that.

(@) There has never been adequate funding for conservation districts to coordinate
among the various natural resource agencies to help focus available resources to
address specific impacts or enhance habitat in discrete watersheds;

Proposed Solution

This proposal will, for the first time, provide an additional foundation of state funding for
each conservation district to meet expanding landowner demand for non-regulatory,
incentive-based programs.

Natural resource concerns and landowner needs identified by conservation district and
agency data are the basis of conservation district plans of work. Those plans target
coordinated and proactive outreach and engage landowners with existing programs for
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measured resource results. In this new approach, conservation districts receive a stable
level of funding to ensure consistent service is provided to landowners, natural resource
conditions of a geographic area are identified, and a targeted outreach strategy is
developed.

With this funding, conservation districts will ensure availability and consistency of
conservation services and proactively provide outreach to landowners to build relationships
using technical assistance and incentive programs when needed. It will also allow
conservation districts to better focus attention on the resource base and also provide
resources to solicit other funding to leverage the state’s investment.

Conservation districts will track where practices are implemented by landowners. The
Conservation Commission will coordinate conservation district activities with other agency
partners to enhance effectiveness of existing programs to address resource concerns.

Funding for this Decision Package is directly related to statewide implementation of: Results
Washington, Voluntary Stewardship Program, Puget Sound Action Agenda, as well as the
goals and programs of every natural resource agency working in Washington.

Non-regulatory, incentive based conservation programs effectively implement natural
resource improvement projects and build landowner engagement and commitment, yet
these programs are criticized because natural resource concerns, like poor water quality or
lack of fish habitat, persist. Four things account for this limited progress:

a) Non-regulatory, incentive-based conservation has never been funded commensurate
with the scale of the demand and need with thousands of landowners not receiving
help;

b) Small amounts of funding distributed in an “on-demand” pattern do not result in
enough implementation to move the dial on a resource concern. Literature tells us
70% implementation of conservation is needed in a discrete area to see
improvement.

c) Landowner participation at high levels requires trusting relationships which take time
to develop and maintain. Current program-based funding models don’t support that
well.

d) There has never been adequate funding for conservation districts to coordinate
among the various natural resource agencies to help focus available resources to
address specific impacts or enhance habitat in discrete watersheds;

Funding Request in 2019-21: $ 17,134,000
Fiscal Year 2020 $8,567,000
Fiscal Year 2021 $8,567,000
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Working Lands

The loss of farmland in Washington State threatens our ability to produce locally grown food and
undermines one of our top economic activities — agriculture production and processing. The
state Office of Farmland Preservation (OFP) located at the State Conservation Commission
(WSCC) is charged by statute to examine and address the factors contributing to the loss of
farmland. The approach taken by OFP to address farmland loss is to utilize a number of tools to
support farm viability. If farmers can make money farming their land, they will be more likely to
stay in agricultural production and the land remains as working farmland.

OFP work over the past several years has identified four areas of opportunity to advance
farmland preservation while maintaining the economic viability of agriculture. These
opportunities are addressed in this decision package and include:

1. Vets on the Farm ($345,000 per fiscal year)
$45,000 to coordinate Statewide VOTF program; $17,500 for 12 conservation districts per
year to coordinate local VOTF program; 6 VOTF learning Farm grants - $15,000 each.

Funding in this decision package will:

Allow WSCC to work with interested agencies and stakeholders and develop 12 Vets on the
Farm coordinators across the state. Coordinators will establish a program in their respective
county or conservation district bringing local stakeholders, growers, farmers, ranchers and
veterans together through internships, mentorships, educational offerings, and employment
and acquisition opportunities.

2. Food System/Small Farms — Cost per fiscal year: $225,000; $450,000 biennium

1. Ten Districts funded at $10,000 per year - per district;

2. $75,000 per year and .5 FTE at the SCC for staff capacity to coordinate state and
federal agencies and to engage these entities with various local efforts;

3. Five Small Farm implementation grants - $10,000 per grant per year.

Funding in this decision package will:

Support new opportunities for WSCC and OFP to improve local engagement and leadership
on food policy and food system issues. Through this increased engagement and leadership
in food policy venues, improved public policies will be developed and recommendations for
action presented to the Governor and legislature. Support conservation district engagement
at the local level with other entities engaged in food policy actions. Funding in this decision
package will result in the production of county strategic food system plans.
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3. Farmland Preservation — Cost for the biennium: $180,000.

Program support and implementation —

1. .5 FTE at the Conservation Commission at $75,000 annually.
2. Strategic Planning - Three Districts per year (6 per biennium) - $5,000 per
conservation district to develop farmland preservation strategic plans.

Cost per fiscal year: Program Support and Strategic Planning - $90,000 per year
($180,000 biennium);

Funding in this decision package will:

Provide resources for WSCC through OFP to conduct additional research on affirmative
farming easements, examining the cost to acquire, the legal issues relating to acquiring
easements, innovative incentives for keeping land in farm production, including
approaches to modifying existing programs, reviewing models from other jurisdictions,
and other topics.

Provide administrative support for capital funded pilot projects working with farmers and
farmland owners to identify and facilitate innovative solutions to land transition that are
tailored to meet the unique needs of the individual parties as well as the constraints and
opportunities attached to specific land parcels.

Fund three conservation districts per year (six for the biennium) to develop farmland
preservation strategic plans. These plans will identify opportunities to engage landowners
strategically at farms with the highest value for the support of local and statewide
priorities.

4. Energy/Climate — Cost per fiscal year: $164,000; $328,000 biennium

1. 4 Districts per year - $17,500 per conservation district to coordinate audits and outreach

2. 4 Districts per year - $17,500 per conservation district to plan and coordinate Climate
Resiliency planning.

3. SCC: .2 FTE at $24,000 to oversee the program.

Funding in this decision package will:

Implement and support conservation district technical assistance capacity to assist
landowners with energy audits and implement practices to more efficiently use energy.
Funding will also support WSCC engagement in climate discussions and work with
conservation districts and other entities to develop approaches to make landowners more
resilient to the potential changes.

2017-19 Request:  $1,648,000
2017-19 Actual: $0
2019-21 Request:  $ 1,303,000
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Voluntary Stewardship Program

The Conservation Commission is tasked by statute to implement the Voluntary Stewardship
Program (VSP). The 2017-19 biennium was the first biennium for full funding of the
program. In the past two years VSP counties have been developing their local work plans
for review by the VSP technical panel. Funding has supported this plan development.

This request would provide funding to implement VSP, including all 27 county work plans,
support for the 12 non-VSP counties as they implement programs similar to VSP to protect
critical areas, and state agency participation in evaluation, review, and monitoring of work
plan success.

The SCC is charged by the VSP statute to oversee and administer the VSP. The SCC has
allocated one FTE and portions of four other FTE’s to accomplish those administrative
tasks, which include formulating the VSP Technical Panel and Statewide Advisory
Committee (SAC) and conducting their meetings, having staff serve on the Technical Panel,
serving as the statewide clearinghouse for VSP information, policy and procedure,
conducting outreach and education events, meetings, and webinars, creating and managing
a VSP web page, and satisfy reporting requirements under the VSP statute.

This decision package will fund:

Grants for updating Critical Areas Ordinances relating to agriculture in six non-VSP
counties ($1,500,000). All counties in the state must protect critical areas through critical
areas ordinances. The VSP created an alternative path to meet this requirement through
development and implementation of a VSP work plan. Counties who did not opt-in to VSP
must follow requirements for the periodic review and update of their critical area ordinances.

Updating critical area ordinances is an important component in the protection and
improvement of critical natural resources. Agriculture is not exempt from critical area
ordinance requirements. These ordinances are regulatory in nature and may impact on-the-
ground agricultural activities. Because these ordinances must be updated, and because
these updates may have impacts to maintaining a viable agricultural economy, this decision
package proposes providing funding to non-VSP counties on a grant basis to support local
collaboration for critical area ordinance updates.

There are 12 non-VSP counties. This proposal would fund 6 grants because not all 12
jurisdictions are required to update in the next biennium.

Implementation of 27 local county VSP work plans ($6,750,000). Over the last four
years, VSP counties have developed work plans describing the application of VSP. All work
plans will be completed and approved by the end of the 2017-19 biennium. Counties will
now transition to the implementation of these plans.
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SCC administration of the VSP ($500,000). The SCC is charged by the VSP statute to
oversee and administer the VSP.

Other agency participation in VSP ($600,000). The WDFW, WSDA, and ECY join with
the SCC to serve on the VSP Technical Panel. Agencies will also be coordinating with
counties on VSP monitoring in the field.

WDFW'’s High Resolution Change Detection (HRCD) ($575,000). VSP counties must
monitor and document their work plan implementation is, at a minimum, protecting and not
impacting critical areas. Monitoring these potential impacts allows the VSP work groups to
adaptively manage their plans to achieve the resource protection goals. Thisis a
requirement of VSP not found in non-VSP counties. A key tool for many VSP work groups
is the use of High Resolution Change Detection (HRCD) technologies at WDFW.

HRCD is visual imagery from the air that allows technicians to determine whether changes
are happening on the ground. Most VSP county work plans rely on this technology to
support their outreach and landowner assistance work. Although WDFW has used this
technology in a few counties, more resources are needed to support the use of HRCD in
VSP work plan implementation.

WDFW requests $575,000 per biennium for High Resolution Change Detection (HRCD) for
counties using VSP. This would support the expenses of the analysis itself and 0.5 FTE to
outreach to VSP Work Groups and help them utilize the data. VSP is being utilized by 27 of
39 counties covering 73% of the landmass of Washington State. The average biennial
production cost of developing the HRCD data is estimated at approximately $18,500 per
VSP county (range $6,000 to $51,000). This cost includes hardware, software licensing,
overhead, and the time for an analysist to evaluate every potential change and a scientist to
calibrate and conduct the preliminary modeling. Cost for this analysis is estimated at
$500,400 per biennium. This budget request also includes $74,600 for 0.5 FTE for an
information/outreach specialist (with overhead) to work with each VSP group to ensure they
can utilize the information.

Total funding request for VSP for the 2019-21 biennium is $9,925,000.
2017-19 Request: $ 9,350,000

2017-19 Actual: $ 7,620,000
2019-21 Request: $ 9,925,000
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Cultivating Stewardship Through Targeted Outreach

Washington is positioned to broadly employ Community Based Social Marketing (CBSM) to
achieve natural resource objectives by leveraging an existing asset — conservation
districts. CBSM follows a five-phase approach to 1) select a behavior to be promoted, 2)
identify barriers/benefits associated with the behavior, 3) design a behavior-change
strategy, 4) pilot the strategy with a small segment of a community, and 5) evaluate the
impact of the strategy after it's been more broadly implemented. Using best available social
science related to behavior change, CBSM strategies have helped practitioners around the
world make measureable progress toward natural resource objectives. CBSM uses a
combination of quantitative and qualitative methods to design, implement, evaluate, and
adaptively manage campaigns.

This decision package will fund:

e Award of grants ($935K) by the SCC to CDs to implement CBSM and/or targeted
outreach campaigns that engage landowner participation in conservation efforts that
address priority natural resource issues (e.g. salmon recovery, shellfish recovery,
VSP implementation). Funding may also be used to assist with research methods,
data collection, participation incentives, survey design, outcome tracking, and
program evaluation.

e Provision of training and professional development opportunities for CD staff in
CBSM and persuasive outreach principles.

e .5 FTE to administer funding, track progress, and report on funding outcomes.

SCC staff, including the .5 FTE funded by this package will:

e Lead administration of the $925K in grant funding for CD CBSM or other targeted
outreach campaigns. This includes working with CDs and social marketing
practitioners to develop grant guidelines that ensure a high probability of success.

e Work with CDs to set, track, and report on outcomes and performance measures
resulting from this funding.

e Work with CDs to coordinate, streamline, and leverage outreach resources, including
by sharing and adapting successful outreach campaign models and sharing
audience research and other data that supports future stewardship work.

e Coordinate trainings and/or professional development opportunities for CD staff in
CBSM and persuasive outreach principles.

CDs will:

e Develop plans and submit funding proposals based on grant guidelines that outline
how funding will contribute to a CBSM or targeted outreach campaign and
anticipated measureable resource results.

¢ Implement activities outlined in their grant proposals, including conducting outreach
to landowners within priority project area, assessing perceived barriers to adopting
desired conservation behaviors, and developing/implementing strategies to address
those barriers.

e Monitor and adaptively manage outreach and engagement methods.
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e Track and report to the SCC on the impacts and outcomes of grant funding (e.qg.
increase in landowner engagement, measureable changes in natural resource
conditions).

Note: These activities relate to goals outlined in the Communications, Partnership, and
Outreach Committee’s 2018-2020 Strategic Plan related to increasing CD access to
tools/technology/training, increasing recognition of CDs, and tracking the impact of outreach
efforts.

2017-19 Request: $ N/A
2017-19 Actual: $ N/A
2019-21 Request: $ 1,030,000

Agricultural Conservation Science Program

To address needs for the coordination of agricultural conservation science, and to continue
implementation of specific research activities, requested funding will support an SCC
Agricultural Conservation Science Program. Funding will address the following areas:

SCC Science Program Staff $388,000

Will coordinate current scientific research with the collaboration of agencies and universities
to ensure ongoing research is meeting the needs of landowners and our State’s natural
resources.

Certification and Technical Development (CTD) $400,000

Requested funding will expand on the current certificate on and training programs offered
through the CTD to increase the number of conservation district staff receiving training and
increase the types of training to ensure that conservation planners are able to incorporate a
variety of resource concerns into effective on-the-ground projects. Funding would also
support engagement with other agency, Tribal, and university staff to utilize their expertise
in trainings.

Grants for Research $150,000

To address strategic research needs, funding would support improved coordination of new
and ongoing research and identify areas of gaps or continued research opportunities.
Funding would go to entities best suited to conduct the research. Funding would also
support a system to ensure results of the research are communicated to landowners so we
can improve on-the-ground implementation.
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In addition, there are several areas where research has been initiated and funding is
needed to finish the work and gather valuable results. These areas include:

MST Study $200,000

Research is currently underway on the use of MST to better identify the source of water
pollution. However funding will expire at the end of the 2019 fiscal year. Requested
funding will continue this necessary work to further develop this tool of source identification.

Dairy Distillation $100,000

Funding was provided in the 2017-19 biennium capital budget to support pilot projects
relating to the distillation of dairy waste to address the issue of dairy nutrient management.
Several project were funded but there was no funding to see successful projects funded in
other locations. Funding is requested to further the distillation work.

Water Quality Trading $150,000

Previously the Commission was asked to evaluate and identify opportunities for water
quality trading. Funding was not provided to do this work. Funding is requested to support
continued implementation of this task.

Soil Health $688,000

Funding will support implementation of the Soil Health Initiative by partner agencies and
entities. The overall goal of this initiative is to advance understanding of soil health in
Washington by establishing a baseline for soil health assessment, developing management
options for improving soil health, and supporting on-farm implementation of soil health
practices.

2017-19 Request: $ N/A
2017-19 Actual: $N/A
2019-21 Request: $ 2,076,000
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Capital Budget Proposals

CREP Riparian Funding

This request is to provide matching funds for technical assistance and project implementation to
continue the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) with private landowners. In
its 15+ years of implementation, CREP has demonstrated measureable natural resource
improvement across the state. CREP is also a critical component in our state’s strategy to
address endangered salmon and orca recovery and is related to Puget Sound Action Agenda
Implementation. The CREP riparian funding sought in this request will provide the state match
for federal funding to continue this critical habitat restoration and conservation program. The
state will provide 20% to match the federal 80% contribution.

This request combines funding previously requested in two separate decision packages: CREP
Riparian Cost Share and CREP Riparian Contract Funding. The combining of funds means
SCC can balance TA to increase spending of cost share, if necessary, so that fewer cost share
funds remain unspent at the end of the biennium. Additional funding is requested for
conservation districts with small programs and limited financial resources to support at least a
part-time position who’s whose sole responsibility is to develop relationships with potential
program participants, actively promote the program, and provide growth consistent with
program, Commission, and Results Washington goals. Larger conservation district programs
are in need of funds to re-enroll projects and conduct mid-contract management.

Additional funding is also requested for three efforts identified in Results Washington measures:

e A pilot program to determine net commodity prices for current crops and provide
incentives to match that value in a one-time incentive that provides equivalent net
income for producers of high-value crops such as cranberries, blueberries and
orchards.

e A pilot program to offer a cumulative impact incentive to reward producers in a five
mile reach that enroll 50% or more of the length with a one-time bonus, similar to a
program offered by Oregon’s CREP program.

e A pilot program to identify specific resource concerns in reach, then offer a one-time
incentive to producers in that reach for signing up for CREP.

CREP Riparian Funding

2017-19 Request - CREP Contract: $ 4,007,400
2017-19 Request - CREP Cost Share: $ 3,500,000
2017-19 Actual (for both): $ 5,600,000

2019-21 Request (for new combined program): $ 7,500,000
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Shellfish Funding

Funding in this proposal will continue support for on-the-ground implementation of best
management practices that will address negative inputs to water quality that can lead to
downgrades or closure of shellfish harvest areas. The negative inputs include not only
nutrient inputs that directly affect shellfish, but will also address inputs that exacerbate
ocean acidification impacts.

Management practices funded include fencing to limit livestock access to streams; buffer
strips near streams to filter water flowing from the land into the stream; downspout and rain
flow management around barns and agriculture areas; installation of equipment to reduce
and eliminate toxic chemicals from flowing off crop lands and into streams; repair or
replacement of failing septic systems; and assessment of geographic areas near shellfish
growing areas to identify sources of negative inputs to water quality.

Management practices will be implemented in a targeted approach where conservation
districts will identify a geographic area of concern where negative inputs are of the most
concern and conduct outreach in these areas to identify potential shellfish projects. The
projects are funded based on readiness of the landowner to proceed with the project, the
level of risk posed by the condition of the land, the status of the shellfish growing area
impacted, and the relationship of the proposed project to other implemented projects along
the same stream system.

2017-19 Request: $ 6,000,000
2017-19 Actual: $ 4,000,000
2019-21 Request: $ 8,000,000

Match for RCPP

Capital funding is requested to provide continuing match funds for 7 RCPP projects
covering a majority of the state. 5 of these projects are led by conservation districts and
2 are led by other partners. Current biennium funding is $4 million in new funding for
these projects; $5 million less than was requested. This budget request is for the full
remaining amount of state match funding needed for all of the current RCPPs.

2017-19 Request: $ 9,646,200
2017-19 Actual: $ 4,000,000
2019-21 Request: $ 11,800,000
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Farmland Preservation

The Farmland Preservation Initiative decision package proposes to:
1. Focus farmland preservation through a geographical approach;
2. Support shovel ready, conservation district involved projects
3. Provide agricultural conservation easement take out funding related to the Washington
State Housing and Finance Commission (WSHFC) Farmland Protection Acquisition &
Protection Initiative (FarmPAl).

Project implementation will be administered by WSCC to ensure project funds are used
consistent with state fiscal requirements. WSCC will also monitor progress on project
implementation and provide technical assistance in outreach development and easement review
& approval.

This decision package will fund:
e Acquisition of agricultural conservation easements in two pilot geographical areas of the
state.
o0 North Puget Sound Farmland — working in a targeted area with contiguous
landowners in the counties of Snohomish, Skagit, Island, and Whatcom counties.
($5M)?
0 South Central Washington Farmland - working in a targeted area with contiguous
landowners in the counties of Kittitas?, Yakima3, & Klickitat*. ($5M)
e Acquisition funding for specific projects currently identified by conservation districts as
shovel ready®. ($781,000)
e Easement takeout funding for land trust projects utilizing FarmPAI®, ($1.25M)

This package will be designed to be flexible, allowing CDs to strengthen or expand existing
programs, build new programs, and tailor programs to their local landscape, land uses, and
school district needs.

2017-19 Request: $ 4,000,000
2017-19 Actual: $0
2019-21 Request: $ 12,031,000

1 stillaguamish Valley Initiative — identified a 10-year goal of protecting 15,000 acres. Landowner outreach has
identified 3,000 acres of interest in focus area. Supports operating budget request that would identify more
landowners and prioritize land in geographic area.

2 Kittitas Conservation District working with Forterra

3 North Yakima Conservation District working in priority watershed area

4 Eastern and Central Klickitat Conservation District priority watershed area

5 North Yakima Conservation Easement — 102 irrigated acres contiguous with CD held Lust Family Farm easement
(5780, 050)

6 FarmPAl is currently being developed by stakeholders and WSHFC. Early indications are that WSHFC would set
aside $2.5M to establish a revolving loan program. Qualifying land trusts would use WSHFC funds to acquire
farmland — WSCC funds would be used for easement buy out with land sold to new and beginning farmers or
current farmers looking to expand.
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