From: Scott Greenberg

Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2016 9:29 AM
To: Robert A. Medved

Subject: RE:

Hi Bob. Can you please re-send the Critical Areas Overview without password protection? |
can open and read the file but can’t combine it with other PDF files (which I'll need to do
eventually when we compile all public comments as exhibits to future staff reports).

Thanks,
Scott

Subject: File No. SEP16-015 and File No. ZTA-16-002 Comments

Dear Mr. Greenberg:

Pursuant to my below e-mail, | incorporated the contents of the attached document entitled “File No.
SEP16-015 and File No. ZTA-16-002 Comments” as my comments on File No. SEP16-015 and File No.
ZTR16-002 (“Comments”). Those Comments, at page 1, incorporated by reference a February 16, 2016
document entitled Mercer Island Critical Areas Overview and a March 7, 2016 document entitled The
MICA Pre-Application Meeting. A copy of the February 16, 2016 Mercer Island Critical Areas Overview
and a copy of the March 7, 2016 The MICA Pre-Application Meeting are attached for your convenience
and are to be considered as part of my Comments.

Please call if you have any questions.
Thank you.

Robert A. Medved
7238 S.E. 32" Street
Mercer Island, WA 99040

From: Robert A. Medved

Sent: Monday, August 22, 2016 4:54 PM
To: Scott Greenberg

Subject:

Dear Mr. Greenberg:



| hereby incorporate the contents of the attached document as my comments on File No. SEP16-015 and
File No. ZTR16-002.

Thank you.

Robert A. Medved
7238 S.E. 32" Street
Mercer Island, WA 99040



MEMORANDUM

Dated August 22, 2016



To:

Copy to:
From:
Date:

Re:

Warning:
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MEMORANDUM

Scott Greenberg,
Director, City of Mercer Island Development Services Group

Kari Sand, Mercer Island City Attorney

Traci Granbois, 8440 SE 82" Street, Mercer Island, WA 98040

August 22, 2016

Comments on SEP16-015

Comments on ZTR16-002

Location of the Property: Southwest corner of 77" Avenue SE and SE 32" Street,
Mercer Island, WA 98040

I note that all of the below questions on MICA’s SEPA Checklist were cut off in the

digital public records request (MICA SEPA & ZTR 08.17.2016). If the city only
had access to this same digital copy, there is essential information missing:

section A, question 11

section B, question 3 (Water) subsection ¢ (Water runoff) part 1
section B, question 8 (Land and shoreline use) subsection a
section B, question 11 (Light and glare) subsection a

section B, question 12 (Recreation) subsections a, b, & ¢
section B, question 14 (Transportation) subsection c

| incorporate by reference the February 16, 2016 Mercer Island Critical Area Ordinance
Overview and the March 7, 2016 MICA Pre-Application Meeting Overview (both previously
submitted to the City).
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On February 2, 2016, the Mercer Island Center for the Arts (“MICA”) submitted a Draft
SEPA Environmental Checklist at a pre-application meeting. Subsequently, this Draft SEPA
Environmental Checklist was withdrawn. MICA again submitted a SEPA Environmental
Checklist on August 8, 2016 which was amended on August 17, 2016.

A review of the MICA SEPA Environmental Checklist reveals numerous problematic
issues, including:

Q) the inaccuracy of the SEPA Environmental Checklist

(i) the incompleteness of the SEPA Environmental Checklist

(iii)  MICA’s failure to comply fully with SEPA

(iv)  MICA’s failure to comply fully with the Mercer Island City Code

(V) Mercer Island’s failure to timely review and revise its critical area & wetland

ordinances

Il. REVIEW OF THE PROPOSED MICA CENTER FOR THE ARTS

A. Required Town Center Development And Design Standards Review

The planning and permitting processes for the proposed MICA Center for the Arts
(“MICA Center”) require MICA to comply with, among other things, Chapter 19.11 MICC,
Town Center Development and Design Standards. See Mercer Island City Code (“MICC”)
19.05.010(C).

B. Environmental Review And Project Review Must Be Combined

Local project review under the Growth Management Act requires Mercer Island to
“[c]Jombine the environmental review process, both procedural and substantive, with the
procedure for review of project permits.” (emphasis added). See RCW 36.70.B.050(1).

SEPA requires Mercer Island to “[i]ntegrate the requirements of SEPA with existing
agency planning and licensing procedures and practices, so that such procedures run
concurrently rather than consecutively.” (emphasis added). See WAC 197-11-030(2)(d).

It appears that MICA failed to comply with the requirements of RCW 36.70.B.050(1) and
WAC 197-11-030(2)(d) by not addressing the Town Center Development and Design Standards.



C. SEPA Environmental Checklist

1. Proposed timing or schedule

a.

2. Earth
a.

3. Air

The July 18, 2016 letter from Mercer Island Development Services Group
Director, Scott Greenberg, to Lesley Bain specifically requests that MICA
“modify the submitted SEPA Checklist to include a short subdivision (short plat)
as part of the project.

The SEPA Checklist § A, Q. 6 does not explicitly contemplate a short plat but
rather states “a possible Short Plat if required by the City”.

The SEPA Checklist § B, Q. 1 subsection a is non responsive. The “steep slopes”

box is not checked even though “excavation into the hillside” will be required.
See SEPA Attachment D.

The SEPA Checklist § B, Q. 1 subsection f is non responsive. The question
whether erosion could occur “as a result of clearing, construction or use” has not
been answered.

The SEPA Checklist 8 B, Q. 1 subsection g is non responsive. The specific
percentage of impervious surface coverage was not noted.

The SEPA Checklist § B, Q. 2 subsection a is non responsive. There are no details
regarding specific emissions to the air typical to the construction process or
“when the project is completed”.

4. Water Runoff

a.

The SEPA Checklist § B, Q. 3 subsection c(1) contemplates a bioretention area,
an underground stormwater detention vault and related drains outside of the lease
boundaries. See SEPA Checklist Attachment M. There is no authority for MICA
to build necessary building elements on city land without a lease for that specific
area.

The SEPA Checklist § B, Q. 3 subsection d contemplates a “proposed swale that
will be strategically graded into the hillside” outside of the lease boundaries. See
SEPA Checklist Attachment B. There is no authority for MICA to build necessary
building elements on city land without a lease for that specific area.

5. Energy & natural resources

a.

The SEPA Checklist § B, Q. 6 subsection ¢ states the project will meet “LEED
Silver” standards. The current Mercer Island Development Code requires “LEED



Gold” standards. Mercer Island City Code (MICC) 19.11.050. MICA’s proposal
is not compliant with current Mercer Island Code.

6. Aesthetics
a. The SEPA Checklist § B, Q. 10 subsection b states “building itself will not alter
or obstruct any views”. In fact, the MICA building will obstruct views of the
wetlands and natural hillside.

~

Light & glare
a. The SEPA Checklist § B, Q. 11 subsection d is non responsive. No specific
details regarding lighting were provided.

8. Historic and cultural preservation
a. The SEPA Checklist § B, Q. 13 subsection b fails to recognize the historical and
cultural importance of the Bicentennial Park to many historians and veterans, who
have served and currently serve our country. See
http://mercerislandhistory.org/historic.html.

(o]

. Transportation
a. The correct answer to “how many parking spaces would the completed project
have” is ZERO. The submitted response to SEPA Checklist § B, Q. 14
subsection c is purposefully evasive.

b. The SEPA Checklist § B, Q. 14 subsection d is non responsive. There are three
Attachment Gs — which document and sections within the document specifically
address roads.

c. The SEPA Checklist 8 B, Q. 14 subsection f is non responsive. There are three
Attachment Gs — which document and sections within the document specifically
address trip generation.

d. The SEPA Checklist § B, Q. 14 subsection g is non responsive. Where
specifically will the “queued vehicles” be other than in the street? There is no
drop off area — how will the “staff outside” assist with cars lined up in the street?

10. Public services
a. The SEPA Checklist § B, Q. 15 subsection a is non responsive. There is no
answer to whether “the project resulted in an increased number of public
services”. In fact, neither the Chief of Police nor the Fire Chief have been
consulted about whether this project will increase the demand for public services.



D. Unlawful Parking Proposal
Attachment G (#2) to the SEPA Environmental Checklist proposes parking that fails to
acknowledge let alone comply with MICC 19.05.010(D) and MICC 19.05.020(B)(4). In fact,
MICA is requesting special treatment, unlike any other business subject to MICC 19.05.010(D)
and MICC 19.05.020(B)(4). Please see spot zoning argument below.

The Zoning Text Amendment (MICA SEPA Attachment H) purports to require shared
parking “that can only be terminated upon not less than ninety (90) days notice to the code
official, provided that one of the affected property owners has agreed to enter into a replacement
parking contract or make alternative parking arrangments...” Proposed changes MICC
19.05.020(C)(3)(c). However the draft “Parking Spaces License Agreement” in MICA SEPA
Attachment G (#2) states in section 5 “This Agreement may be terminated, without cause, by
either party, on 30 days’ written notice to the other”. This draft agreement fails to meet the
requirements proposed by MICA’s own zoning text amendment.

E. Spot Zoning
The July 18, 2016 letter from Mercer Island Development Services Group Director, Scott

Greenberg, to Lesley Bain, appears to ask the applicant to request that the city engage in spot
zoning. See 7.18.16 letter section 8. Section 8 reads, “Attachment H (Zoning Code Text
Amendment) would allow all public facilities (as defined in MICC 19.16) plus the primary uses
listed in the proposal in all public parks. As submitted, we would need more information
regarding the probable environmental impacts of the proposal. However, based on prior
discussions, we do not believe that is your intent. Narrowing the scope of the proposed code
amendment could eliminate the need for this additional information.” (emphasis added).

In accordance with this request, MICA has requested spot zoning in Attachment H. In
essence, MICA is requesting that the city treat Mercerdale Park unlike any other plat of land
located in a P zone.

In addition, MICA is requesting that a private building owned by a private organization
be placed in a zone for Public Institutions. All of the other uses delineated in MICC 19.05.010
are publically owned®. This code text amendment would set a precedent for allowing private uses
in a public zone.

F. Critical Area Study
Any alteration of a critical area or buffer requires a critical area determination. MICC
19.07.020. To date, there has been no critical area determination and MICA has not listed this
required element in its SEPA application. Nor was there any mention of waiver or modification

! Wireless communications facilities (MICC 19.05.010(A)(6)) may be leased to a private company but the
amount of space required for these leases is not comparable to the land MICA is seeking.



as may be allowed in MICC 19.07.050(E). MICA is surrounded by critical areas. See Exhibit 1,
February 2016 Critical Area Overview.

Additionally, Mercer Island’s critical area ordinance is out of date and needs updated as
noted by City Attorney Kari Sand.

G. Reduction in Buffer Area
Per MICC 19.07.080(c)(2), a critical area study is necessary to reduce the size of a buffer
zone. In addition, the code official must determine that:

1. Asmaller area is adequate to protect the wetland functions;

2. The impacts will be mitigated consistent with MICC 19.07.070(B)(2); AND

3. The proposal will result in no net loss of wetland and buffer functions. MICC
19.07.080(c)(2).

To date, there is no critical area study and the above three separate elements have not
been satisfied. More specifically, there is no showing of zero net loss of buffer function. It strains
scientific credulity to believe that building on top of the current buffer will not result in reduction
of buffer function.

H. Supplemental SEPA sheet is nonresponsive
The stock answer “The proposal is not likely to cause impacts beyond the project covered
in the SEPA checklist because the language of the Text Amendment is very narrow and highly
unlikely to result in other project actions.” is not responsive to questions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6. This
answer further supports the spot zoning argument above.

. GMA

MICA fails to address the Growth Management Act (“GMA”) requirement that the
proposed text amendment is consistent with and implements Mercer Island’s comprehensive
plan. See, e.g., RCW 36.70A.040.

MICA fails to address GMA concurrency requirements. See, e.g., 36.70A.020 and RCW
36.70A.070.
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The proposed siting of the Mercer Island Center For The Arts (“MICA”) has unearthed a
number of important environmental issues, including: (i) the inadequacy of the Mercer Island
Center for the Arts Wetland Delineation Study, (ii) Mercer Island’s failure to comply fully with
the requirements of the Growth Management Act, (iii) Mercer Island’s failure to timely review
and revise its wetland ordinance, and (iv) the apparent destruction of Mercer Island wetlands.

I1. LANDSLIDE RISKS AND OCCURRENCES
A. Landslide Risks On Mercer Island

In 2014, the Mercer Island City Manager was advised that there are high risks of
landslides occurring over a substantial portion of Mercer Island. The high risks of landslides on
Mercer Island are caused by a number of factors, including:

Steep slopes,

Loose Soil Deposits,

Historical Landslides,

Geologic Contact Points which capture water forming springs,
seepage and high groundwater,

Earthquakes.

YV VVVYVY

See Exhibit 1.
B. Landslide Occurrences On Mercer Island

A significant number of landslides occur on Mercer Island every year. The most recent
landslide on Mercer Island occurred on December 9, 2015. See Exhibit 2.

I1l. CRITICAL AREAS AND THE PROPOSED MICA BUILDING
A. Landslide Hazard Areas

The MICA building is proposed to be built on or near (i) a Landslide Hazard Area,” (ii)
an area with slopes between 15% and 39%, (iii) an area with water less than 10 feet below the

! micc, Chapter 19.16 defines Landslide Hazard Areas as:

“Those areas subject to landslides based on a combination of geologic,
topographic, and hydrologic factors, including:
1. Areas of historic failures;
2. Areas with all three of the following characteristics:
a. Slopes steeper than 15 percent; and



ground surface and (iv) an area in which a spring is located. See Exhibit 3 and Exhibit 7. See
also Exhibit 1.

B. Seismic Hazard Areas

The MICA building is proposed to be built on or near a Seismic Hazard Area.®> See
Exhibit 4* and Exhibit 7. See also Exhibit 1.

C. Erosion Hazard Areas

The MICA building is proposed to be built on or near an Erosion Hazard Area.” See
Exhibit 5° and Exhibit 7. See also Exhibit 1.

b. Hillsides intersecting geologic contacts with a relatively
permeable sediment overlying a relatively impermeable sediment
or bedrock; and
c. Springs or ground water seepage;
3. Areas that have shown evidence of past movement or that are
underlain or covered by mass wastage debris from past movements;
4. Areas potentially unstable because of rapid stream incision and
stream bank erosion; or
5. Steep Slope. Any slope of 40 percent or greater calculated by
measuring the vertical rise over any 30-foot horizontal run.”

N

Exhibit 3 is also available at: www.mercergov.org/files/LandslideHazard2009.pdf.

w

MICC, Chapter 19.16 defines Seismic Hazard Areas as:

“Seismic hazard areas are areas subject to severe risk of damage as a
result of earthquake induced ground shaking, slope failure, settlement,
soil liquefaction or surface faulting.”

~

Exhibit 4 is also available at: www.mercergov.org/files/SeismicHazard2009.pdf.

&)

MICC, Chapter 19.16 defines Erosion Hazard Areas as:

“Those areas greater than 15 percent slope and subject to a severe risk of
erosion due to wind, rain, water, slope and other natural agents including
those soil types and/or areas identified by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s Natural Resources Conservation Service as having a
‘severe’ or ‘very severe’ rill and inter-rill erosion hazard.”

(o]

Exhibit 5 is also available at: www.mercergov.org/files/ErosionHazard2009.pdf.




D. Geologic Hazard Areas

The MICA building is proposed to be built in an area that is circumscribed by Geologic
Hazard Areas.” See Exhibit 3, Exhibit 4, Exhibit 5 and Exhibit 7.

The Mercer Island City Code (“MICC”) 19.07.060 D. 1. provides as follows:®

“D. Site Development.
1. Development Conditions. Alterations of geologic hazard
areas may occur if the code official concludes that such
alterations:
a. Will not adversely impact other critical areas;
b. Will not adversely impact (e.g., landslides, earth
movement, increase surface water flows, etc.) the subject
property or adjacent properties;

’ The Growth Management Act defines Geologically Hazardous Areas as:

“... areas that because of their susceptibility to erosion, sliding,
earthquake, or other geological events, are not suited to the siting of
commercial, residential, or industrial development consistent with
public health or safety concerns.” (bold added). See, e.g.,, RCW
36.70A.030(9).

MICC, Chapter 19.16 defines Geologic Hazard Areas as:

“Areas susceptible to erosion, sliding, earthquake, or other geological
events based on a combination of slope (gradient or aspect), soils,
geologic material, hydrology, vegetation, or alterations, including
landslide hazard areas, erosion hazard areas and seismic hazard
areas.” (bold added).

The differences between the two above definitions are examples of Mercer Island’s failure to fully protect
critical areas, public health and safety concerns.

 MICC 19.07.060 B. provides in part as follows:

“Buffers. There are no buffers for geologic hazard areas....” (bold
added).

The lack of geologic hazard area buffers is another example of Mercer Island’s failure to fully protect
critical areas. Compare MICC 19.07.060 B. with, e.g., Issaquah Municipal Code 18.10.560 (requiring “a
minimum buffer of fifty (50) feet from all edges of landslide hazard areas” and further providing that an
“additional fifteen (15) foot building setback shall also be established from the outer edge of the [fifty
(50) foot] buffer.”



c. Will mitigate impacts to the geologic hazard area
consistent with best available science to the maximum
extent reasonably possible such that the site is determined
to be safe; and

d. Include the landscaping of all disturbed areas outside of
building footprints and installation of all impervious
surfaces prior to final inspection.”

E. Wetlands

The MICA building is proposed to be built in an area on or near wetlands. See Exhibit 7.

IV. THE MICA WETLAND DELINEATION STUDY
A. The MICA Delineation Study’s Purported Classification And Delineation
The Mercer Island Center for the Arts Wetland Delineation Study (“MICA Delineation

Study”) purports to classify, categorize, type and delineate wetlands relating to the proposed
MICA building. See Exhibit 6 and Exhibit 7.

The MICA Delineation Study is problematic for at least two reasons.

1. Understated Wetland Size And Inaccurate Wetland Boundaries

The MICA Delineation Study was conducted during the dry part of 2015, thus
understating the size of the wetland and inaccurately locating the boundaries of the wetland.

2. Use Of The Incorrect Wetland Rating System And Wetland Rating Form

a. Incorrect Wetland Rating System

The MICA Delineation Study did not utilize the Washington State Wetland Rating
System for Western Washington 2014 Update, Department of Ecology Publication no. 14-06-
029 (“2014 DOE Updated Wetland Rating System™).

Instead, the MICA Delineation Study utilized the “Western Washington Wetland Rating
System (Ecology Rating System) ( Ecology, Aug (sic) 2004, version 2).” See Exhibit 6, at page
2.

b. Incorrect Wetland Rating Form

The MICA Delineation Study did not utilize the Wetland Rating System For Western
WA: 2014 Update Rating Form — Effective January 1, 2015 (“2014 DOE Updated Rating
Form”).



Instead, the MICA Delineation Study utilized the “Wetland Rating Form — western (sic)
Washington Version 2 Updated with new WDF definitions Oct. 2008.” See Exhibit 6, at
attachment entitled “Wetland Rating Forms.”

c. Use Of The Incorrect Rating System And Rating Form Is Fatal

The correct classification, categorization and rating of a wetland are essential. A few
examples follow.

The size of a wetland buffer depends on the classification/category/rating of the wetland.
See Exhibit 9, at pages 4-6, Exhibit 10, at pages 2-3, Exhibit 11, at pages 5-6, and Exhibit 12, at
page 24.

Moreover, wetland buffer building setbacks® are measured from the edge of a wetland
buffer which, in turn, depends on the category/classification/rating of the wetland. See Exhibit 9,
at page 9, Exhibit 10, at page 4, Exhibit 11, at page 6, and Exhibit 12, at pages 16-17.

MICA has proposed reducing the Mercer Island Wetland Ordinance current standard 50
foot wetland buffer to 25 feet and constructing the MICA building within the required current
standard 50 foot wetland buffer area. It is inconceivable that constructing the MICA building
within the required current standard 50 wetland buffer area could be accomplished with “no net
loss of wetland and buffer functions™® since one of the buffer functions is to “protect the
[wetland] from degradation.”**

Because the correct classification, categorization and rating of a wetland are essential and
because the MICA Delineation Study failed to use the 2014 DOE Updated Wetland Rating
System 1a;nd the 2014 2014 DOE Updated Rating Form, the MICA Delineation Study is virtually
useless.

® The Mercer Island Wetland Ordinance is devoid of wetland buffer building setbacks which is

another example of the Mercer Island Wetland Ordinance’s failure to fully protect wetlands. See Exhibit
8.
' See Exhibit 8.

1 MICC, Chapter 19.16 defines a buffer as:

“A designated area adjoining a critical area intended to protect the
critical area from degradation.”

12 The Mercer Island Wetland Ordinance provides in part as follows:
“Reduction of Wetland Buffer Widths. The code official may allow the

standard wetland buffer width to be reduced to not less than the
minimum buffer width in accordance with an approved critical area study



V. THE GMA AND MERCER ISLAND WETLANDS
A. Classifying, Delineating, Designating And Inventorying Wetlands

The Growth Management Act (“GMA”) requires Mercer Island, utilizing the best
available science, to classify, delineate, designate and inventory wetlands located on Mercer
Island. See, e.g., RCW 36.70A.170(1)(d), RCW 36.70A.172, RCW 36.70A.175, RCW
36.70A.180, WAC 365-190-040 and WAC 365-190-090.

It appears™® that Mercer Island has not complied fully with these GMA requirements.

B. Protecting The Functions And Values Of Wetlands

The GMA requires Mercer Island, utilizing the best available science, to adopt
development regulations to protect the functions and values of wetlands located on Mercer Island
(“Wetland Ordinance”).  See, e.g.,, RCW 36.70A.040(3), RCW 36.70A.060(2), RCW
36.70A.172, WAC 365-190-040, WAC 365-190-080, WAC 365-190-090 and WAC 365-195-
900 and WAC 365-196-830.

It appears™® that Mercer Island has not complied fully with these GMA requirements.
Compare Exhibit 8 (Mercer Island Wetland Ordinance) with, e.g., Exhibit 9 (Bainbridge Island
Wetland Ordinance), Exhibit 10 (Bellevue Wetland Ordinance), Exhibit 11 (Issaquah Wetland
Ordinance) and Exhibit 12 (Pullman Wetland Ordinance).

C. Reviewing And Revising The Mercer Island Wetland Ordinance

It appears™ that the time for Mercer Island to review and revise its Wetland Ordinance is
overdue. See Exhibit 13.

when he/she determines that a smaller area is adequate to protect the
wetland functions, the impacts will be mitigated consistent with MICC
19.07.070(B)(2), and the proposal will result in no net loss of wetland
and buffer functions.” See Exhibit 8.

It is respectfully submitted that Mercer Island should retain independent, expert professionals in order to
acquire the skill sets necessary: (i) to review and analyze wetland documents prepared and submitted to
Mercer Island by professionals (such as ecologists, geologists and hydrologists) and (ii) to make accurate,
correct and error free determinations regarding proposed reductions to wetland buffer widths.

13 Because Mercer Island is in possession of the relevant wetland and critical area information,
only Mercer Island can confirm this statement to an absolute certainty.

1% 4.

.



D. Destruction Of Mercer Island Wetlands

1. Northern Boundary

The MICA Delineation Study purports to delineate a wetland with a northern boundary
that abruptly stops at the edge of a large man-made asphalted area. See Exhibit 6, at page 3, and
Exhibit 7. Water streams from the northern boundary of that delineated wetland onto the man-
made asphalted area.'® See Exhibit 14, Exhibit 15 and Exhibit 16.

It appears’ that a large area currently covered by asphalt was a wetland before that area
of wetland was destroyed by the construction of the man-made asphalted area. See Exhibit 6, at
page 3, Exhibit 7, Exhibit 14, Exhibit 15 and Exhibit 16.

The destruction of that wetland area diminishes the remaining wetlands’ hydrologic
functions of reducing flooding and erosion.

2. Eastern Boundary

The MICA Delineation Study delineates a wetland with an eastern boundary that abruptly
stops at a man-made culvert and a man-made asphalted walk. See Exhibit 6, at page 3, and
Exhibit 7. Water streams from the eastern boundary of that delineated wetland through the man-
made culvert and under the man-made asphalt walkway.’® See Exhibit 17, Exhibit 18 and
Exhibit 19.

It appears®® that the area in which the man-made culvert and the man-made asphalt
walkway are located was a wetland before that wetland was destroyed by the construction of the
man-made culvert and the man-made asphalt walkway. See Exhibit 6, at page 3, Exhibit 7,
Exhibit 17, Exhibit 18 and Exhibit 19.

% The streaming occurs even when it is not raining.
17

See supra note 13.
¥ The streaming occurs even when it is not raining.

19 see supra note 13.



VI. LIST OF EXHIBITS

1 April 23, 2014 — Memorandum Regarding “Landslide Risks On Mercer Island”
(Highlighted)

2 December 16, 2015 — MI Weekly Regarding “Landslide Recap And Information”
(Highlighted)

3 Mercer Island Landslide Hazard Area Map

4 Mercer Island Seismic Hazard Area Map

5 Mercer Island Erosion Hazard Area Map

6 May 21, 2015 — “Mercer Island Center For The Arts Wetland Delineation Study”

7 August 18, 2015 — “50-ft Buffer Wetland and Premises Delineation”

8 Mercer Island Wetland Ordinance

9 Bainbridge Island Wetland Ordinance

10 Bellevue Wetland Ordinance

11 Issaquah Wetland Ordinance

12 Pullman Wetland Ordinance

13 February 3, 2016 — Mercer Island Reporter City Briefs (Highlighted)

14 Photograph Of Water Streaming From Delineated Wetland North Boundary

15 Photograph Of Water Streaming From Delineated Wetland North Boundary

16 Photograph Of Water Streaming From Delineated Wetland North Boundary

17 Photograph Of Water Streaming From Delineated Wetland East Boundary

18 Photograph Of Water Streaming From Delineated Wetland East Boundary

19 Photograph Of Water Streaming From Delineated Wetland East Boundary
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Memorandum

To: Noel Treat, City Manager

From: Don Cole, Building Official
Subject: Landslide Risks on Mercer Island
Date: April 23, 2014

As requested, the following memo is intended to be a brief summary about the landslide risks
around Mercer Island and the efforts of DSG to mitigate these risks.

This memo includes general information about the geology of Mercer Island contributing to
landslide susceptibility, a brief discussion of the frequency and character of landslides on
Mercer Island, an introduction to DSG programs focused on mitigating landslide risks though the
course of the development permit process, DSG's emergency response programs, and public
education efforts to instruct homeowners about the recognition and avoidance of landslides.

Basic Mercer Island Geology relative to Landslides

The same glacial and tectonic activities that helped to create the beautiful hillside setting around
Mercer Island are also responsible for the increased landslide risk over a substantial portion of
the island. During the last glacial period, the lid area on top of Mercer Island was compressed
beneath the weight of a 3000-foot tall glacier, leaving a dense soil known as glacial till after the
glacier receded. Otherwise known as hardpan, this glacial till provides excellent support of
building structures. However, as the glacier receded it also carved the steep slopes
characteristic around the island’s perimeter and loose soil was deposited by glacial melt-waters.
These sloping hillsides and loose soil deposits, which were never compacted by the weight of
the glacier, are key contributing factors to landslides.

Further increasing the landslide potential for the majority of island slopes is another significant
factor, the presence of historic landslides. Such areas of past slope failure deposited even more
of the loose, slide prone soils onto the slopes below. When driving around the island, these
areas can often be recognized by their discernible head scarps.

As if the aforementioned landslide factors were not enough, there is yet another prevalent
contributor to landslides occurring at the majority of island slopes; the presence of a geologic
contact point. A geologic contact point occurs wherever a pervious soil layer overlies a less
permeable soil layer, capturing water to form springs, seepage or high groundwater; all which
are major contributors to landslides. On Mercer Island a commonly found geologic point is a soil
layer of Esperance sand overlying Lawton clay. Landslides involving a geologic contact can be
deeper-seated when compared to slides that only involve the loosely deposited surface soils.

And last, Mercer Island is also at risk to earthquake induced landslides. The earthquakes of
1949, 1965, and the 2001 Nisqually earthquake were deep earthquakes which triggered some
landslides around Mercer Island. However, the island’s greatest vulnerability to major landslides
would be from a shallow earthquake occurring at the nearby Seattle fault. A prevalent theory of



geologists is that the submerged forests in Lake Washington, which can be found at several
locations around Mercer Island, were the result of earthquake induced landslides caused by the
Seattle fault about 1100 years ago. Such historical evidence supports the potential for a large
landslide event resulting from an earthquake. In addition to causing landslides, an earthquake
could result in soil liquefaction and lateral spreading of the loose soils found on slopes (as well
as liquefaction of loose soil found at flat portions of the island too. Although the lid consists of
approximately 80% glacial till which is not prone to liquefaction, the remaining 20% primarily
consists of loose sedimentary deposits from a historic lake level. Such liquefaction susceptible
areas include much of the town center and the city hall area, which is why the construction of
our new town center buildings requires pilings, piers or other deep foundation systems).

Landslide information

Landslides are a risk to be taken seriously on Mercer Island where many homes are built on or
near slopes. In a typical year, Mercer Island will sustain between six and fifteen landslides with
resulting damage estimated to cost from a few thousand dollars for smaller slides to upwards of
several hundred thousand dollars for those that are larger. In the winter of 1996, a snow and
rain event throughout the Puget Sound region resulted in hundreds of landslides causing
multiple fatalities and over a hundred million dollars in disaster relief. Slides are typically
triggered by excess water and most include a contributing human factor such as people
discharging their roof drains onto slopes, tree or vegetation removal from slopes, excavating
into or placing fill onto slopes, or broken pipes. Understanding and avoiding common
contributory causes can effectively reduce landslide risk.

Landslides primarily occur from late winter to early spring with January being the peak month for
landslide activity. Snow events can increase the occurrence of landslides when the melting
snow is accompanied by a significant rainfall, especially when a freeze occurs. As the ground
becomes saturated over the winter, freezing weather can increase soil porosity allowing more
rain and melting snow to penetrate the surface which increases soil saturation and slope
stresses by adding weight and raising pore water pressure; increasing the chance of a "debris
flow" (mudslide). These fast-moving flows of mud and debris are dangerous to life and property
because of their high speed and a destructive force capable of knocking down trees, sweeping
away vehicles, destroying homes, washing out roads, and obstructing streams. Debris flows are
Mercer Island's most common type of landslide accounting for about 90% of island slides, they
are shallow slides generally occurring within the loose soil (colluvium) that accumulates on
slopes. As the colluvium becomes saturated with rainwater its weight can exceed its strength
and slides occur.

Landslide occurrence increases and diminishes over the winter based on the amount of rainfall
and the duration of the storms. To help predict when the ground is getting saturated and more
likely to give way, the USGS monitors total rainfall, duration and intensity against historic
landslide threshold data to forecast landslide potential. This prediction tool is available at the
following link - http://landslides.usgs.gov/monitoring/seattle/rtd/plot.php

Landslides usually occur on steep slopes regardless of soil type, on moderate slopes with water
and soil types that are conducive to sliding, or on any slope with a history of sliding. A map
assessing known and suspected potential landslide hazard areas can be viewed at City Hall or
the City website at http://www.mercergov.org/files/LandslideHazard2009.pdf

Landslide Hazard Mitigation through the Permit Process
Development within a landslide hazard area is subject to special land use regulations as part of
the Critical Areas Ordinance. Compliance with these adopted regulations is reviewed and



inspected throughout the permit process with an end goal of establishing safe development
practices within landslide hazard areas. This process includes the identification of landslide
hazard areas and the mitigation of hazards by a geotechnical engineer (which will be discussed
later in more detail).

Although DSG has long recognized and included regulations to address landslide hazard risks,
there were two significant improvements made to the enforcement of regulations since 2001.
First, previous plan review staff did not have the ideal skill set to review of the work submitted by
engineers and architects. So with City Council approval, a minimum job qualification for plan
review staff was upgraded to require a four year degree in engineering or architecture. Major
improvements with code compliance were immediately evident.

Second, the old Landslide hazard maps contained obvious errors and failed to include the
majority of known landslide areas along East Mercer Way and other parts of the island. Such
map errors were immediately recognized and corrected.

Then in 2009, DSG spring-boarded off the success of a state of the art geologic map funded by
the maintenance department and gained City Council approval to create the current geologic
hazard map series. This cutting edge map series was recognized by the Geologic Society of
America for its innovative design and superior detail. These maps significantly improve the
identification of areas in which unregulated development may pose a threat to the health and
safety of citizens. This suite includes a Seismic Hazard map, Landslide Hazard map and
Erosion Hazard map, which were derived from a database of 2800 subsurface explorations and
164 exposure data points. The mapping utilized LIDAR data to identify scarps, displays critical
geological contacts, infiltration potential, weak deposits, fill materials, and includes inventories of
known landslides, subaqueous landslides, spring locations and depth to water data. This was a
vast improvement to the precision and accuracy of island maps (Bellevue, Kirkland, Bothell and
other Cities followed with similar maps).

Whenever development is proposed within an identified landslide hazard area, a geotechnical
engineer is required to make an investigation, evaluate the hazards by performing site
reconnaissance and subsurface explorations, prepare an engineered design for hazard
mitigation in accordance with the critical areas ordinance, observe and inspect work for
conformance to their design recommendations, and include any restrictions on development
within the wet season. Staff reviews their work for conformance with adopted codes and
provides correction letters as necessary to gain compliance.

For development to occur within a landslide hazard area, the code requires the applicant to
demonstrate that mitigating construction practices will “render the development as safe as if it
were not located within a geologic hazard area”. This criterion sets a high standard, above other
commonly utilized standards that will allow development as long as the “risk is low” or “does not
adversely affect the existing slope stability” (even though the existing stability may often be
marginal or worse). To meet the higher criteria of the MI code, it is common for design features
to include soldier pile retaining walls, cantilevered retaining walls, pile foundation systems,
extensive site drainage systems, and other slope remediation practices. Generally speaking, the
installation of such features will render a site “safer” than it was before development.

The permit process includes a drainage review by the development engineer to help ensure that
drainage systems are effectively designed to collect and remove water from slopes, which is
valuable because excess water is a major contributor to landslides. This standard practice to
effectively remove storm water has resulted in a significant reduction in landslide occurrences.



To reduce the risk of landslides caused by construction during the rainy season, the Ciritical
Areas Ordinance includes a seasonal development limitation between October 1 and Aprill of
each calendar year. This restriction on wet season work requires evidence of proposed features
and practices that will allow the proposed work to safely commence within the rainy season.
Approved deviations allowing for wet season work include a requirement for weekly site visits by
the geotechnical engineer of record, as well as visits during periods of significant rainfall.

Emergency Response

City staff is prepared and ready to respond to landslide calls to evaluate public safety. DSG is a
primary emergency responder to landslides and also provides regular training to the Mercer
Island Volunteer Damage Assessment Team. Emergency response includes landslide hazard
evaluation and placarding, as well as providing assistance and information to victims. See the
attached document for excerpts from one of the training programs.

DSG Public education

To help residents understand how they can better manage their landslide risk, city staff presents
free public landslide awareness meetings. Many of the same techniques that the city uses to
reduce the chance of a slide occurring can be used by our citizens on a smaller scale. The best
option is to avoid slides in the first place and citizens are asked to check their drain systems, to
make sure that roof drains are routed away from steep slopes and to a safe location, to
periodically inspect their steep slope areas for signs of slope movement or erosion, such as
newly leaning trees or cracks opening up in the ground close to or on slopes. More tips for
reducing landslide risk are available at: nhttp:/mwww.mercergov.org/files/Landslide_Risk Reduction_Handout2014.pdf

Other City Programs

The Emergency Management office includes landslide response and recovery programs, and
the Maintenance Department has established effective programs to help mitigate landslide
hazards on public property. They developed the highly regarded geologic map and utilize the
map to determine appropriate locations and designs for new projects, as well as when reviewing
geologic concerns affecting the existing infrastructure. They conduct survey monitoring of areas
with known or potential earth movement, and regularly utilize geotechnical engineering
consultants for the investigation and design of hazard mitigation.

Summary

The geologic processes forming Mercer Island left many areas at risk to landslides. These areas
are well identified and new development projects require effective hazard mitigation via the
permit process, resulting in a safe installation. It is likely that many homes constructed prior to
2001 did not include the same level of effective design against landslides when compared to the
homes constructed today. Under normal circumstances, there would be minimal landslide
damage expected to hillside homes constructed after 2001. However, significant landslide
damage would be expected from a major earthquake occurring at the Seattle fault (this damage
is expected because the code does not require projects to be designed to resist the higher
anticipated earthquake forces at the Seattle fault due to its long, 1100-year reoccurrence
interval). Some good news is that public education programs continue to expose the substantial
role that excess water contributes to the causation of landslides, which is a vital factor for
reducing the landslide risk of older homes.
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Landslide Recap and Information

As a result of the duration and
intensity of last week's multiday
rain event in the region, Mercer
Island witnessed a significant
landslide at SE 46th Street on
Wednesday morning, December 9,
involving three neighboring
properties and no injuries.

~ Original

B position

._ \/ Slumped
N mass

Simplified landslide example; click for more

As is customary in these
y information and City factsheets

situations, as soon as the City

learns of such an event, the lead Building Official travels directly to the
affected site to assess the damage firsthand, and determine whether
the buildings involved are still safe for occupancy. Two of the three
property owners were unaware of the incident until informed by the
City.

Due to the ongoing risks posed by the possible expansion of the
landslide, and supporting information from the City's GIS mapping
data, all three properties were "red tagged" as unsafe at this time,
obliging residents to find alternative accommodations. The City
provides emergency services and support in these situations, and
ensured that all families had access to housing elsewhere.

Under advice from the City, all of the involved owners began to
contact State-licensed geotechnical engineers for a detailed evaluation
and suggested mitigation measures.

The Island typically sustains 6 to 15 landslides per year, which are
often exacerbated by many consecutive days of heavy rain.

Learn more about landslides and forecasting at this City webpage, or
read and download a City landslide factsheet.
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LANDSLIDE HAZARD AREAS
(WAC 365-180-080 4d and MICC 19.16.010)

Landsllde hazard areas include areas potentialy subjer:t to landslides based on a
of gedlogic, and hy gic factors. They include areas
because of any ination of bedrock, soil, slope (gradient), slope aspect,
structure, hydrology, or other factars,

Areas susoepiible io landsliding on Mercer lsland include:

|. Areas of historic fallure or that have been documented on publshed maps; See mapped known
fandsides befow,

Il. Skopes steeper than 15%, of relatively deposits over
rehliveu Impermeable deposlts, and and wlth :prlng of groundwater seepage; See mappsd potenial

Arenlhlt have shown movement duting the Holocene epoch (last 10,000 years) or which are

covered by Holacene-age mass wasting deposks; See mapped known landsldes below;

iv. Slopes paralelor sub-p Rl to planes of weakness (such as heckling planes, joint systems, and
fauk planes) In subsurface materials; None identift , but may be tacal

v. Skpes having gradients staeper than 80% subject o rockiall during sasmic shaking; See siope
clessifficaiion below;

vi. Areas potentially unstable as a result of rapid streem incision, stresm bank srasion, and
undercutting by wave action; See mapped emsion locations befow,

vii. Areas that shaw avidence of, or are at risk from snaw avalanche; None identified on Mercar [sland,

VI, Areas located In @ canyon of an an active alluvial fan, presertly or potentially subject to Inundation
by debris flows or catastrophic flooding; None identifiad on Mercer istand;

Ix. Any area with a slope of 40% or steeper and with a vertical rellef of ten or more feet except whete
composed of consolidated rock; See siope classification belaw.

Landslide hazard areas Include the following mapped areas:

" 11 Landslide Hazard Area (Knawn or Suspect)
Landslide w0 P
Hazard Landsiida Hazard Assessment Saibsck
For all other areas hazard Is unknown or unquantified
Supplemental Data
A Identifled Landslide Lacation

Known
Landslides Searp
(] 7 Landslids and Mass Wasting Daposits;

///A subaerial and subaqueous

S| B80% and highi
Siape ) lope 80% and higher
Class (ix) Slope 40-79%
§
é [ Slopa 15% and higher, and
n Geologlc contact of coarse-grained depuosits over

Potential fine-grained deposits where slope >= 15%, and
Slide

. Area where water less than 10 feet below ground
Area W surface based on limited data set (other areas of shallow
{n 7 water present), ar

[ ] Spring Locatlons, or

s—=—=—=  Spring lines.
Areas of
Rapid Stream Areas of moderate to rapld stream Inclslon/eroslan;
Inclslon ® may result In unstable slopes andior stream banks
(i)

GENERAL NOTES FOR GEOLOGICAL HAZARDS MAPS

This map is ana of a suite of ravisad Geological Hazard Maps for the Gity of Mercer Island. This suie
Includes maps showing Selsmic Hazards, Landslde Hazards, and Erosion Hazards.

Other geclagical and/ar natural hazards may sxist 2nd gealagical avents may occur an Maroer Isknd
that are not specifically Identlfled on these maps. Examples of geclbgic hazards and hazardous events
that are not Identified on these mape Include, but are not Imited to, tsunamie and seiches In Lake
Washingtan.

These maps are for the sole use of tha staff of the Cly of Mercer Island's Devalopmant Services Group
(DSG) for the purp parmit Thess maps provids DSG staff 2 genaral
assessment of known or suspact gealagical hazard areas for which the City wil raquire sita and
project-specific evaluation by a Washingtan State-licensed engineer, geolglst ar englneering geologlst
prior to imeuing a perma for sita development, All amax have not baen specifically evaluatad for
geologlc hazards and there may be lbcations that ere not correctly represented on these maps. It Is the
r-spnn!lhlily of individual pmp-rty awners and map users to svaluste the risk associated with thair
propased No site-specific of risk is implied or otherwise indicated by the
Clty of Mercer Island by these maps.

The City of Mercer Island is using uumm pravidad by the State af Washingion regarding the
deflnition of In with WAC 365-180-0

1. “Geologically hazardous areas”, by State definition, Include areas susceptible o
erasian, sliding, sarthquaka, ar othar gealogical everts. They pase a threat tn tha health and safety of
citizens when or Industrial s sited In areas of
slgnificant hazard.*

This new set of maps represents an update of the 2002 Geobglc Hazard Map Serles and Is based on &
review of Best Avallable Sclence for the Seattle Fauk and related events, a new Geological Map of
Mercer lsland by Troost and Wisher (2006), and a gealogic databasa of Mercar lsland compiled by
at the University of sbout data used for the maps, references,
and dats limitations ere all describad in an associated “Read Me” document. The digital version of
these maps is acoompanied by a metz data file coniaining partinent informatian about map
Thesa daiz and maps are all available on the City of Mercar Island wahsite,
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Mercer Island Seismic Hazard Assessment

by Kathy G. Troost & Aaron P. Wisher
April 2009
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SEISMIC HAZARD AREAS (MICC 19.16.010)

Seismic Hazard areas are those areas subject to severe risk of damage as a result of
earthquake -induced ground shaking, slope failure, settlement, soil liquefaction or
surface fauiting.
Seismic
Hazard

For all other areas risk is unknown or limited to ground shaking

" L Seismic Hazard Area (Known or Suspect)

Supplemental Data

Potential for seismically induced ground failures including settlement, cracking,
lateral spreading, liquefaction due to ground shaking.
Seismically hazardous areas include the following:

High Potential for seismically induced ground failures

Seismically (Poorly consolidated, see note below)
Hazardous Moderate Potential for seismically induced ground failures
Areas (Moderately consolidated, see note below)

- Scarp
177 Landslide and Mass Wastage Deposits (subaerial & subagueous)
F Modified land

Miscellaneous Ground Effects of the 2001 Nisqually Earthquake
Documented (Approx. Area

Earthquake [ Ground Settlement from the 1965 Earthquake

Ground (Approx. Area)

Effects Miscellaneous Ground Effects of the 1949 Earthquake

(Approx. Area)

ACTIVE FAULTS

Seattle Uplife

Mercer Island falls within the Seattle fault zone and at least two stands of the Seattle fault cross the
island. No direct evidence of surface fault rupture has yet been documented for Mercer Island
(Troost and Wisher, 2006).

The Seattle Fautt Zone is the area where several paralel strands of the Seattle fault have either
broken the ground surface or caused deformation of geologic materials. Earthquakes of magnitude
M7 or greater have occurred on some of these fault strands within the Holocene (last 10,000 years)
and wil likely occur again (Blakely, et al., 2002; Sherrod 2002, 2005). The Seattle Fault Zone is one
of several active crustal faults zones in the Puget Lowland currently undergoing research.

On Mercer Island, evidence for movement along these fault strands consists of exposures of
defomed sedimentary strata and geophysical images of folded and faulted strata (Troost and Wisher,
2006; Stephenson et al., 2007). Elsewhere in the Puget Sound lowland, evidence for movement on
the fautt strands consists of uplifted beach deposits, down-dropped tidal marshes, offset strata, fault
scarps, and deformation such as sheared and tightly folded strata. Evidence of the Seattle fault zone
consists of and seismic reflection anomalies (Liberty

in the
and Pratt, 2008).

East of Mercer Island, the Vasa Park fault and Newcastle Hills fault each have surface expression in
the form of fault scarps and subsurface expression in the form of magnetic and seismic linear
anomalies (Liberty and Pratt, 2008; Sherrod, 2002). The magnetic and seismic anomalies may be
continuous with simiar features to the west of Lake Washington, but those continuities are not firnly
established (Liberty and Pratt, 2008). The locations of these faults are not well defined on Mercer
Island (Pratt, 2009, pers. comm.)

The D Front is an east-west-rending, pward fold in geologic strata, where those
strata drape over the northern-most thrust fault in the Seattle Fault Zone. North of the Deformation
Frontis the Seattle Basin, where strata lie nearly flat, south of the Deforation Front the strata dip
down toward the north beneath the Seattle Uplift (Pratt, 2009). The location of the Deformation Front
was moved northward from previous interpretations (Brocher, et al, 2004) following detailed
evaluation of seismic lines by Pratt (2009).

Notes: Degree of consolidation

Geologic materials were assessed then classified as either strongly, moderately, or poorly consolidated.
Degree of consolidation is a direct translation of geologic unit based on geologic history and predominant
Iithology. Because considerable variability exists within each geologic unit, more detailed analysis is
needed for ste-specific evaluations o to evaluate the degree of consolidation ata larger scale than
provided. Slope and degree of saturation also affect the degree of consolidation, buthave not been
factored into this map. This qualitative assessment should be used to evaluate and understand the
character of the island as a whole. These data should not be used for pumoses of site-specific land-use
planning or site-specific geologic The shown on the map does not account for
the built environment and impervious surfaces.

GENERAL NOTES FOR GEOLOGICAL HAZARDS MAPS

This map is one of a suite of revised Geological Hazard Maps for the City of Mercer Island. This suite
includes maps showing Seismic Hazards, Landslide Hazards, and Erosion Hazards.

Other geological and/or natural hazards may exist and geological events may occur on Mercer Isiand
that are not specifically identified on these maps. Examples of geologic hazards and hazardous events
that are not identified on these maps include, but are not limited to, tsunamis and seiches in Lake
Washington.

These maps are for the sole use of the staff of the City of Mercer Island’s Development Services Group
(DSG) for the purposes of permit application evaluation. These maps provide DSG staff a general
assessment of known or suspect geological hazard areas for which the City will require site and

j i luation by a State-licensed engineer, geologist or engineering geologist
prior to issuing a permit for site development. All areas have not been specifically evaluated for
geologic hazards and there may be locations that are not correctly represented on these maps. It is the
responsbility of individual property owners and map users to evaluate the risk associated with their
proposed No site-specifi of risk is implied or otherwise indicated by the
City of Mercer Island by these maps.

The City of Mercer Island is using guidance provided by the State of Washington regarding the
definition of i areas in with WAC 365-190-080 and the Growth

Act. " i areas”, by State definition, ‘include areas susceptble to
erosion, slding, earthquake, or other geological events. They pose a threat to the health and safety of
citizens when incompatible commercial, residential, or industrial development s sited in areas of
significant hazard.”

This new set of maps represents an update of the 2002 Geologic Hazard Map Series and is based on a
review of Best Available Science for the Seattle Fault and related events, a new Geological Map of
Mercer Island by Troostand Wisher (2006), and a geologic database of Mercer Island compiled by
GeoMapNW at the University of Washington. Information about data used for the maps, references,
and data limitations are all described in an associated *Read Me” document. The digital version of
these maps is accompanied by a meta data file containing pertinent information about map
construction. These data and maps are all available on the City of Mercer Isiand website.
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Mercer Island Erosion Hazard Assessment

by Kathy G. Troost & Aaron P. Wisher
April 2009
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EROSION HAZARD AREAS (MICC 19.16.010)

Erosion hazards areas include those areas greater than 15% slope and subject to a
severe risk of erosion due to wind, rain, water, slope and other natural agents including
those soil types and/or areas identified by the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Natural
Resource Conservation Service as having a “severe” or ‘very severe” rill and inter -ill
erosion hazard.

Another factor in evaluating erosion potential is infiltration potential. If sandy material is
present at the ground surface, rain water can infiltrate and loosen material for removal
by erosion. Therefore the areas of sandy material have also been added to this hazard
map for consideration along with the slope and erodible soils subclass.

Contributing factors not shown on the map include rainfall, areas of shallow
groundwater, ground cover, wind, impervious surfaces, and changes to the ground
surface. These factors and all the categories shown on the map should be used
together to assess erosion potential. Individual areas less than 0.3 acres in size have
been excluded.

Erosion

Hazard ‘ L 7L Erosion Hazard Area (Known or Suspect)

For all other areas, hazard is unknown or unquantified

Supplemental Data

YY) Hisn - Coarse-grained deposis;
e.g. gravel and clean sand

Infiltration AN\ Medium - sity, sandy deposits

Potential

//// Mixed - Interbedded or mixed fine
and coarse-grained deposits

Slope 80+%

Slope

Slope 40-79%
Class ope

Slope 15-39%

GENERAL NOTES FOR GEOLOGICAL HAZARDS MAPS

This map is one of a suite of revised Geological Hazard Maps for the City of Mercer Island. This suite
includes maps showing Seismic Hazards, Landslide Hazards, and Erosion Hazards.

Other geological and/or natural hazards may exist and geological events may occur on Mercer Island
thatare not specifically identified on these maps. Examples of geologic hazards and hazardous events
thatare not identified on these maps include, but are not limited to, tsunamis and seiches in Lake
Washington.

These maps are for the sole use of the staff of the City of Mercer Island’s Development Services Group
(DSG) for the purposes of permit application evaluation. These maps provide DSG staff a general
assessment of known or suspect geological hazard areas for which the City will require site and
project-specific evaluation by a tate-| d engineer, geologist or engineering geologist
prior to issuing a permit for site development. All areas have not been specifically evaluated for
geologic hazards and there may be locations that are not correctly represented on these maps. It is the
responsbility of individual property owners and map users to evaluate the risk associated with their
proposed No site-specifi ofrisk is implied or otherwise indicated by the
City of Mercer Island by these maps.

The City of Mercer Island is using guidance provided by the State of Washington regarding the
definition of areas in with WAC 365-190-080 and the Growth

Act. areas”, by State definition, ‘include areas susceptble to
erosion, sliding, earthquake, or other geological events. They pose a threat to the health and safety of
citizens when incompatible commercial, residential, or industrial development s sited in areas of
significant hazard.”

This new set of maps represents an update of the 2002 Geologic Hazard Map Series and is based on a
review of Best Available Science for the Seattle Fault and related events, a new Geological Map of
Mercer Island by Troostand Wisher (2006), and a geologic database of Mercer Island compiled by
GeoMapNW at the University of Washington. Information about data used for the maps, references,
and data limitations are all described in an associated “Read Me” document. The digital version of
these maps is accompanied by a meta data file containing pertinent information about map
construction. These data and maps are all available on the City of Mercer Island website.
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May 21, 2015

Katie Oman

Director

AMS Planning and Research
Seattle, Washington

Via email: koman@ams-online.com

Re: Mercer Island Center for the Arts Wetland Delineation Study
The Watershed Company Reference Number: 150320

Dear Katie:

On May 7, 2015 Ecologist Ryan Kahlo and I completed a wetland delineation study at
the site of the proposed Mercer Island Center for the Arts (MICA) at Mercerdale Park
located at 77th SE & SE 32nd Street (parcel # 1224049068) in the City of Mercer Island.
The purpose of this study is to determine the jurisdictional boundary, size, classification,
and associated buffer widths of Wetland A identified in the study area during a
reconnaissance-level site investigation.

This letter summarizes the findings of this study and details applicable federal, state,
and local regulations. The following attachments are included:

¢ Wetland Delineation Sketch
¢ Wetland Determination Data Forms
¢ Wetland Rating Forms

Methods

Public-domain information on the subject property was reviewed for this delineation
study. These sources include USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil maps,
National Wetland Inventory maps, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
(WDFW) Priority Habitat and Species interactive mapping system (PHS on the Web),
King County’s GIS mapping website (iMAP), and Mercer Island’s GIS mapping website
(Mercer Island GIS Portal).

The study area was evaluated for wetlands using methodology from the Regional
Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Western Mountains,
Valleys, and Coast Region Version 2.0 (Regional Supplement) (US Army Corps of
Engineers [Corps] May 2010). Wetland boundaries were determined on the basis of an
examination of vegetation, soils, and hydrology. Areas meeting the criteria set forth in

750 Sixth Street South | Kirkland, WA 98033
p 425.822.5242 | f 425.827.8136 | watershedco.com
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the Regional Supplement were determined to be wetland. Soil, vegetation, and
hydrologic parameters were sampled at several locations along the wetland boundaries
to make the determination. Data points on-site are marked with yellow- and black-
striped flags. Data were recorded at three of these locations.

Areas meeting wetland parameters were marked with pink- and black-striped flags.
The boundary of the South Wetland was marked using 33 flags. Delineated wetlands
were classified using the Western Washington Wetland Rating System (Ecology Rating
System) (Ecology, Aug 2004, version 2).

Findings

Mercerdale Park is on the north end of Mercer Island, south of the downtown area. The
MICA-identified study area is located north of the Mercerdale Skate Park (Figure 1) in
the Cedar-Sammamish Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA 8); Township 24N, Range
04E, Section 12. Developed areas are present north and northwest of the study area. A
forested hillside with trails is located to the west, and a maintained park lawn area is
present to the east.
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Figure 1. MICA study area provided by AMS Planning and Research.

The study area contains a paved parking lot and building accessed from SE 32nd Street.
The rest of the study area is undeveloped. Non-wetland, undeveloped areas are
dominated by forested vegetation including Douglas-fir, red alder, bigleaf maple, and
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Oregon ash in the canopy. One wetland, referred to here as Wetland A, is present in the
study area and is described below.

Wetland A

Wetland A is narrow and located at the toe of a forested slope within the study area.
Outside of the study area, the wetland unit extends to the south, and includes a
relatively large forested slope to the southwest. The approximate wetland location is

depicted in Figure 2, below.
= ] el - v )
it o
» L SE 32nd St -~

P =

-
-
i€

& o
‘: Y

Figure 2. Approximate location and extent of Wetland A (yellow) with study area
shown (red).

Wetland A contains slope and depressional hydrogeomorphic (HGM) classes; the
depressional class is estimated to be less than 10 percent of the wetland unit. Therefore,
Wetland A is rated as a slope wetland. Cowardin vegetation classes that are present in
the wetland include palustrine forested and palustrine scrub-shrub. Common plants
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observed during the site visit include Oregon ash, red alder, and black cottonwood in
the canopy, with red-twig dogwood, Sitka willow, Dewey’s sedge, creeping buttercup,
soft rush, small-fruited bullrush, and giant horsetail in the shrub and herbaceous layers.

Sampled wetland soils in the study area contain a layer from 6 to 15 inches that is a dark
(10 YR 3/1) clay loam with redox features present. Sampled soils meet hydric soil
indicator Redox Dark Surface (F6). Soils were saturated to the surface during the field
visit and a water table was observed at 6 inches below the soil surface. Several inches of
standing water were present in a depressional area near the toe of the slope. The
hydrology of Wetland A is provided by groundwater- and surface water-flow from the
forested slope located to the west; water seasonally ponds at the toe of the slope near the
extent of the maintained park area. According to the City’s storm utility maps (Mercer
Island GIS Portal), surface water from Wetland A flows both north and south into the
City’s storm-water system.

This wetland unit rates moderate for water quality functions, low for hydrologic
functions, and moderate for habitat functions. The presence of dense herbaceous
vegetation, and proximity to urban areas give this wetland the potential and
opportunity to provide water quality functions. Hydrologic functions provided by
Wetland A are low since flow from the wetland drains into the City’s storm utility
system; therefore the wetland does not have the opportunity to reduce flooding and
erosion. Vegetative structure and diversity, and habitat features such as large woody
debris and standing snags contribute to the moderate habitat functions score for this
wetland unit.

Marginal Area (Non-wetland)

One marginal area is present on the western study area boundary; this area does not
meet all three wetland criteria and is not considered a jurisdictional wetland. Vegetation
at this location is dominated by a marginal, facultative vegetation assemblage including
Oregon ash and bigleaf maple in the canopy with planted conifers in the understory and
Dewey’s sedge, creeping buttercup, and grass in the herbaceous layer. Sampled soils
meet the conditions for hydric soil indicator Redox Dark Surface (F6). However, soils
were not saturated at the time of sampling and did not meet any primary hydrology
indicators. Due to the time of year and normal year-to-date precipitation, the lack of
observed hydrology was judged to be reliable!. Furthermore, two or more secondary
hydrology indicators were not met. When compared to similar forested slopes of

! Precipitation data gathered from National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA’s) National
Weather Service Website (http://w2.weather.gov/climate/index.php?wfo=sew). On May 7, 2015, recorded
precipitation for the Seattle-Tacoma area was within 0.3 inches of the normal year-to-date value.
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Wetland A, this area is much dryer, and the vegetation assemblage generally reflects this
observation.

Local Regulations

Wetlands in Mercer Island are regulated under the Mercer Island City Code (MICC)
Unified Land Development Code Chapter 19.07, Environment. The Mercerdale Park
parcel is zoned Public Institution (P).

Wetlands

Wetland A scored 12 points for water quality, 5 points for hydrology, and 15 points for
habitat, for a total of 32 points. This score qualifies the Wetland A as a Category III
wetland. Category III wetlands require a standard buffer width of 50 feet.

In general, site plans should avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands and buffers.
However, the City may allow modification of the standard wetland buffer either
through buffer reduction (19.07.08[C][2]) or buffer averaging (19.07.080[C][3]). The
buffer reduction option would require a critical area study and mitigation, while the
buffer averaging option does not require a critical area study but may require a
mitigation plan.

Wetland buffers may be reduced to 25 feet via buffer reduction in accordance with an
approved critical area study if the code official determines the following;:

e That a smaller area is adequate to protect the wetland functions,

¢ Impacts will be mitigated consistent with MICC 19.07.070(B)(2), and

e The proposal will result in no net loss of wetland buffer functions.

Wetland buffers may be averaged in accordance with the following provisions outlined
in MICC 19.07.070(B)(3):

e The proposal will result in a net improvement of critical area function;

e The proposal will include replanting of the averaged buffer using native
vegetation;

e The total area contained in the averaged buffers on the development proposal
site is not decreased below the total area that would be provided if the maximum
width were not averaged;

e The standard buffer width is not reduced to a width that is less than the
minimum buffer width (25 feet) at any location; and

e That portion of the buffer that has been reduced in width shall not contain a
steep slope.

Direct wetland impacts are allowed for Category III wetlands less than one acre in size if
proposed mitigation will result in equivalent or greater function (MICC 19.07.080(D)).
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Wetland A is greater than 2 acres, thereby exceeding the alteration threshold. In
addition, the City’s reasonable use criteria found in MICC 19.07.030(B) is not applicable
since an existing use (City park) has already been established on the parcel.

State and Federal Regulations

Wetlands are also regulated by the Corps under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.
Any filling of Waters of the U.S., including wetlands (except isolated wetlands), would
require notification and permits from the Corps. Wetland A would likely not be
considered isolated. Federally permitted actions that could affect endangered species
(i.e. salmon or bull trout) may also require a biological assessment study and
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or the National Marine
Fisheries Service. Application for Corps permits may also require an individual 401
Water Quality Certification and Coastal Zone Management Consistency determination
from Ecology.

In general, neither the Corps nor Ecology regulates wetland buffers, unless direct
impacts are proposed. When direct impacts are proposed, mitigated wetlands may be
required to employ buffers based on Corps and Ecology joint regulatory guidance.

The information contained in this letter or report is based on the application of technical
guidelines currently accepted as the best available science and in conjunction with the
criteria outlined in the methods section. All discussions, conclusions and
recommendations reflect the best professional judgment of the author(s) and are based
upon information available to us at the time the study was conducted. All work was
completed within the constraints of budget, scope, and timing. The findings of this
report are subject to verification and agreement by the appropriate local, State and
Federal regulatory authorities. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made.

Please call if you have any questions or if we can provide you with any additional
information.

Sincerely,

L@»MM

Katy Crandall, WPIT
Ecologist

Enclosures
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Approximate wetland
boundary (not delineated)
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wetland boundary

Note: This is a field sketch. Wetland areas not surveyed.
Areas depicted are approximate and not to scale.

LEGEND:

Wetland edge, delineated
Wetland Delineation Sketch

Prepared for: Katie Oman, AMS Planning and Research Wetland edge, not delineated
Located at: Mercerdale Park
Parcel Number 1224049068
3205 77th Ave. SE o Data Point (DP)
Mercer Island, WA 98040

Wetland area

Site Visits: April 2 and May 7, 2015
TWC Ref. No. 150320
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM
Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Supplement to the
1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual

750 Sixth Street South
Kirkland, Washington 98033
(425) 822-5242
watershedco.com

Project Site: Mercerdale Park
Applicant/Owner: MICA
Investigator: K. Crandall

Sect., Township, Range: S 12 T 24N

R 04E

Sampling Date: 4/2/2015
Sampling Poaint: DP- 1
City/County: Mercer Island
State: WA

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc): Toe of slope

Slope (%): 5

Local relief (concave, convex, none): Concave

Subregion (LRR): A

Lat:

Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: Bh — Bellingham silt loam

NWI classification: NA

Are “Normal Circumstances” present on the site?

Are Vegetation[d, Soil [J, or Hydrology [ naturally problematic

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Are Vegetationd, Soil (I, or Hydrology [ significantly disturbed?

Yes O No
Yes O No

(If no, explain in remarks.)

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes O
Hydric Soils Present? Yes U Is the Sampling Point within a Wetland? Yes No |:|
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes O
Remarks: Wetland A in-pit
VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 5m diam.) Absolute % Dominant Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet
Cover Species? Status
1 Pseudotsuga menzeisii (dying and Number of Dominant Species
: rooted ups|0pe) that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 4
2 Crataegus monogyna 30 Y FAC (A)
Populus balsamifera 15 Y FAC Total Number of Dominant
Fraxinus latifolia 3 N FACW | Species Across All Strata: > ®)
48 = Total Cover Percent of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 80
(A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 3m diam.)
1 Cornus sericea 20 Y FACW Prevalence Index Worksheet
2. Total % Cover of Multiply by
3. OBL species x1=
4. FACW species X2=
5. FAC species x3=
20 = Total Cover FACU species x4=
UPL species x5=
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 1m diam.) Column totals (A) (B)
1 Ranunculus repens 40 Y FAC
2 Prevalence Index=B/A =
3
4 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators
5, Dominance test is > 50%
6 [0 Prevalence testis<3.0*
7 Morphological Adaptations * (provide supporting
8 [0 datain remarks or on a separate sheet)
9 [0  Wetland Non-Vascular Plants *
10. [0  Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation * (explain)
11.
40 = Total Cover * Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
present, unless disturbed or problematic
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: )
1 Rubus armeniacus 20 Y FACU
2. Hydrophytic Vegetation
20 = Total Cover Y pP?‘,esent’?g Yes No l:‘
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast — Interim Version




SOIL Sampling Point — DP-1
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type! Loc? Texture Remarks
0-6 10YR 3/2 100 Clay loam
6-12 10YR 3/1 93 7.5YR 3/4 7 C M Clay loam
12-15 10YR 3/1 80 7.5YR 3/4 20 C M Clay loam

a
d
d
a
a
d
d
a

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

OoOxOoOOoOooo

2Loc: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils?

Sandy Redox (S5) O 2cm Muck (A10)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

O
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) [J Other (explain in remarks)
O

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6) 3 Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

be present, unless disturbed or problematic

Depth (inches):

Restrictive Laver (if present):
Type:

Hydric soil present? Yes No |:|

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required: check all that apply):

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):

Surface water (A1) [J Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 4A & 4B)
High Water Table (A2) [0 Wwater-Stained Leaves (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A & 4B) (B9) [0 Drainage Patterns (B10)
Saturation (A3) [0 Salt Crust (B11) [J Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
[J water Marks (B1) [0 Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) [J Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
0 Sediment Deposits (B2) [0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Geomorphic Position (D2)
[ Drift Deposits (B3) [d Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) [0 Shallow Aquitard (D3)
[J Algal Mat or Crust (B4) [0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) [J FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
[J Iron Deposits (B5) [0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) [J Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)
0 Surface Soil Cracks (B6) [0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks
[0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery [0 Other (explain in remarks)
(B87)
Field Observations
Surface Water Present? Yes X No I Depth (in): ~10 nearby
Water Table Present? Yes X No O Depth (in): 6 BGS Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No l:‘
Saturation Present? Yes No [J Depth (in): 0BGS
(includes capillary fringe)

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

BGS =below ground surface

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast — Interim Version




1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM
WATE RSHED Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Supplement to the

750 Sixth Street South
Kirkland, Washington 98033
(425) 822-
watershedco.com

5242

Are Vegetationd, Soil (I, or Hydrology [ significantly disturbed?
Are Vegetation[d, Soil [J, or Hydrology [ naturally problematic

Project Site: Mercerdale Park Sampling Date: 4/2/2015
Applicant/Owner: MICA Sampling Poaint: DP- 2

Investigator: K. Crandall City/County: Mercer Island
Sect., Township, Range: S 12 T 24N R O4E State: WA

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc): Terrace Slope (%): 0 Local relief (concave, convex, none): None
Subregion (LRR): A Lat: Long: Datum:
Soil Map Unit Name: Bh — Bellingham silt loam NWI classification: NA

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes O No (If no, explain in remarks.)

Are “Normal Circumstances” present on the site? Yes O No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? ves O No
Hydric Soils Present? Yes No U Is the Sampling Point within a Wetland? Yes |:| No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes [J No
Remarks: Out-pit adjacent to Wetland A
VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 5m diam.) Absolute % Dominant Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet
Cover Species? Status
1 Pseudotsuga menzeisii 50 Y FACU Number of Dominant Species
2 AInus rubrra 0 Y FAC that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 @)
3. Acer macrophyllum 10 N FACU Total Number of Dominant
4 Fraxinus latifolia 10 N FACW | Species Across All Strata: 4 ®)
= Total Cover Percent of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 50 ~B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 3m diam.)
1. Rosa gymnocarpa 5 Y FACU Prevalence Index Worksheet
2. Total % Cover of Multiply by
3. OBL species x1=
4. FACW species X2=
5. FAC species x3=
= Total Cover FACU species X4=
UPL species x5=
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 1m diam.) Column totals (A) (B)
1 Polystichum munitum 10 Y FACU
2 Prevalence Index=B/A =
3
4 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators
5, [0 Dominance test is > 50%
6 [0 Prevalence testis<3.0*
7 Morphological Adaptations * (provide supporting
8 [0 datain remarks or on a separate sheet)
9 [0  Wetland Non-Vascular Plants *
10. [0  Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation * (explain)
11.
= Total Cover * Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
present, unless disturbed or problematic
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: )
1.
2 ) )
o e
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast — Interim Version




SOIL

Sampling Point — DP-2

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type! Loc? Texture Remarks
0-8 10YR 2/2 100 Gravelly sandy loam

8-14 10YR 3/2 95 7.5YR 4/6 5 C M Gravelly sandy loam

Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

2Loc: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils?

O Histosol (A1) [d sSandy Redox (S5) O 2cm Muck (A10)
[J Histic Epipedon (A2) [ Stripped Matrix (S6) [J Red Parent Material (TF2)
[J Black Histic (A3) [0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) [J Other (explain in remarks)
0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) O Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) O
[0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) [0 Depleted Matrix (F3)
[J Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Dark Surface (F6) 3 Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must
[0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) [0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) be present, unless disturbed or problematic
0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) [0 Redox Depressions (F8)
Restrictive Laver (if present):
Type: Hydric soil present? Yes No |:|
Depth (inches):
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required: check all that apply):

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):

[0 Surface water (A1) [J Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 4A & 4B)
O High Water Table (A2) [0 Wwater-Stained Leaves (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A & 4B) (B9) [0 Drainage Patterns (B10)
[J Saturation (A3) [0 Salt Crust (B11) [J Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
[J water Marks (B1) [0 Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) [J Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
0 Sediment Deposits (B2) [0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Geomorphic Position (D2)
[ Drift Deposits (B3) [d Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) [0 Shallow Aquitard (D3)
[J Algal Mat or Crust (B4) [0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) [J FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
[J Iron Deposits (B5) [0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) [J Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)
0 Surface Soil Cracks (B6) [0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks
[0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery [0 Other (explain in remarks)
(B87)
Field Observations
Surface Water Present? Yes [ No X Depth (in):
Water Table Present? Yes [ No X Depth (in): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes |:| No
Saturation Present? Yes [ No Depth (in):
(includes capillary fringe)

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks: Damp, not saturated

US Ar

my Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast — Interim Version
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM
Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Supplement to the
1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual

750 Sixth Street South
Kirkland, Washington 98033
(425) 822-5242
watershedco.com

Project Site: Mercerdale Park
Applicant/Owner: MICA

Investigator: K. Crandall, R. Kahlo

Sect., Township, Range: S 12 T 24N R 04E

Sampling Date: 5/7/2015
Sampling Poaint: DP- 3
City/County: Mercer Island
State: WA

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc): Terrace

Slope (%): 5

Local relief (concave, convex, none): Concave

Subregion (LRR): A

Lat:

Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: KbP — Kitsap silt loam

NWI classification: NA

Are “Normal Circumstances” present on the site?
Are Vegetationd, Soil (I, or Hydrology [ significantly disturbed?
Are Vegetation[d, Soil [J, or Hydrology [ naturally problematic

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Yes O No
Yes O No

(If no, explain in remarks.)

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum:

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No O
Hydric Soils Present? Yes No U Is the Sampling Point within a Wetland? Yes |:| No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes [J No
Remarks: Marginal non-wetland area
VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 5m diam.) Absolute % Dominant Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet
Cover Species? Status
1 Acer macrophyllum 50 Y FACU Number of Dominant Species
2. Fraxinus latifolia 50 Y FACW | thatare OBL, FACW, or FAC: ° *)
3. Total Number of Dominant
4 Species Across All Strata: 6 ®)
100 = Total Cover Percent of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 83
(A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 3m diam.)
1. Thuja plicata 10 Y FAC Prevalence Index Worksheet
2. Total % Cover of Multiply by
3. OBL species x1=
4. FACW species X2=
5. FAC species x3=
10 = Total Cover FACU species X4=
UPL species x5=
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 1m diam.) Column totals (A) (B)
1 Ranunculus repens 70 Y FAC
2 Carex deweyana 60 Y FAC Prevalence Index=B /A =
3 Unk. Grass 40 Y FAC*
4 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators
5. Dominance test is > 50%
6 [0 Prevalence testis<3.0*
7 Morphological Adaptations * (provide supporting
8 [0 datain remarks or on a separate sheet)
9 [0  Wetland Non-Vascular Plants *
10. [0  Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation * (explain)
11.
170 = Total Cover * Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
present, unless disturbed or problematic
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: )
1.
2. Hydrophytic Vegetation
= Total Cover g pP?‘,esent’?g Yes No l:‘

Remarks:  +presumed FAC

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point — DP-3

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type! Loc? Texture Remarks
0-8 2.5Y 3/1 92 75YR3/4 8 C Silty clay loam

8-14 10 YR 4/1 80 10 YR 4/6 20 C Clay loam

Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

2Loc: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils?

O Histosol (A1) [d sSandy Redox (S5) O 2cm Muck (A10)
[J Histic Epipedon (A2) [ Stripped Matrix (S6) [J Red Parent Material (TF2)
[J Black Histic (A3) [0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) [J Other (explain in remarks)
0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) O Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) O
[0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) [0 Depleted Matrix (F3)
[J Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Dark Surface (F6) 3 Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must
[0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) [0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) be present, unless disturbed or problematic
0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) [0 Redox Depressions (F8)
Restrictive Laver (if present):
Type: Hydric soil present? Yes No |:|
Depth (inches):
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required: check all that apply):

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):

[0 Surface water (A1) [J Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 4A & 4B)
O High Water Table (A2) [0 Wwater-Stained Leaves (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A & 4B) (B9) [0 Drainage Patterns (B10)
[J Saturation (A3) [0 Salt Crust (B11) [J Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
[J water Marks (B1) [0 Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) [J Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
0 Sediment Deposits (B2) [0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Geomorphic Position (D2)
[ Drift Deposits (B3) [d Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) [0 Shallow Aquitard (D3)
[J Algal Mat or Crust (B4) [0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) [J FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
[J Iron Deposits (B5) [0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) [J Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)
0 Surface Soil Cracks (B6) [0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks
[0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery [0 Other (explain in remarks)
(B87)
Field Observations
Surface Water Present? Yes [ No X Depth (in):
Water Table Present? Yes [ No X Depth (in): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes |:| No
Saturation Present? Yes [ No Depth (in):
(includes capillary fringe)

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks: Damp, not saturated

US Ar

my Corps of Engineers
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Wetland name or number: A

WETLAND RATING FORM - WESTERN WASHINGTON

Version 2 — Updated July 2006 to increase accuracy and reproducibility among users
Updated Oct 2008 with the new WDFW definitions for priority habitats

Date of
Name of wetland (if known): Wetland A site visit: ~ 5/7/2015
K. Crandall,
Rated by: R. Kahlo Trained by Ecology? Yes No [J Date of Training 09/2014

SEC: 12 TWNSHP: 24N RNGE: 04E IsS/T/Rin Appendix D? ~ Yes OO No

SUMMARY OF RATING

Category based on FUNCTIONS provided by wetland
I HoO INnx Ivd

Category I = Score 270 Score for Water Quality Functions 12
g::ggg:y ::I__Sgggfes?}d?go Score for Hydrologic Functions 5
dory Score for Habitat Functions 15

Category IV = Score < 30
TOTAL score for functions 32

Category based on SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS of wetland
IO 11O Doesnot Apply

Final Category (choose the “highest” category from above)

Check the appropriate type and class of wetland being rated.

Wetland Type Wetland Class

Estuarine O | Depressional [
Natural Heritage Wetland O | Riverine l
Bog O | Lake-fringe [
Mature Forest O | Slope
Old Growth Forest O | Flats [
Coastal Lagoon O | Freshwater Tidal l
Interdunal ]
None of the above Check if unit has multiple

HGM classes present P U

Wetland Rating Form — western Washington 1 August 2004
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Wetland name or number: A

Does the wetland unit being rated meet any of the criteria below?

If you answer YES to any of the questions below you will need to protect the wetland according

to the regulations regarding the special characteristics found in the wetland.

Check List for Wetlands That May Need Additional Protection (in addition to the
protection recommended for its category)

YES

NO

SP1. Has the wetland unit been documented as a habitat for any Federally listed
Threatened or Endangered animal or plant species (T/E species)?

For the purposes of this rating system, “documented” means the wetland is on the
appropriate state or federal database.

X*

SP2. Has the wetland unit been documented as habitat for any State listed
Threatened or Endangered animal species?

For the purposes of this rating system, “documented” means the wetland is on the
appropriate state database. Note: Wetlands with State listed plant species are
categorized as Category | Natural Heritage Wetlands (see p. 19 of data form).

X*

SP3. Does the wetland unit contain individuals of Priority species listed by the
WDFW for the state?

X*

SP4. Does the wetland unit have a local significance in addition to its functions?
For example, the wetland has been identified in the Shoreline Master Program, the
Critical Areas Ordinance, or in a local management plan as having special
significance.

*The study area was reviewed for the presence of endangered, threatened, and priority
species using WDFW online Priority Habitat and Species Data, PHS on the Web

(http://wdfw.wa.qgov/mapping/phs/).

To complete the next part of the data sheet you will need to determine the

Hydrogeomorphic Class of the wetland being rated.

The hydrogeomorphic classification groups wetlands into those that function in similar ways.
Classifying the wetland first simplifies the questions needed to answer how it functions.
Hydrogeomorphic Class of a wetland can be determined using the key below. See p. 24 for more

detailed instructions on classifying wetlands.

Wetland Rating Form — western Washington 2
Version 2 Updated with new WDFW definitions Oct. 2008
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Wetland name or number: A

Classification of Wetland Units in Western Washington

If the hydrologic criteria listed in each question do not apply to the entire unit being rated,
you probably have a unit with multiple HGM classes. In this case, identify which hydrologic
criteria in Questions 1-7 apply, and go to Question 8.

1. Are the water levels in the wetland unit usually controlled by tides (i.e. except during floods)?
NO-goto2 LICJYES - the wetland class is Tidal Fringe

If yes, is the salinity of the water during periods of annual low flow below 0.5 ppt (parts per
thousand)? YES - Freshwater Tidal Fringe NO — Saltwater Tidal Fringe (Estuarine)

If your wetland can be classified as a Freshwater Tidal Fringe use the forms for Riverine
wetlands. If it is Saltwater Tidal Fringe it is rated as an Estuarine wetland. Wetlands that

were called estuarine in the first and second editions of the rating system are called Salt Water

Tidal Fringe in the Hydrogeomorphic Classification. Estuarine wetlands were categorized

separately in the earlier editions, and this separation is being kept in this revision. To maintain
consistency between editions, the term “Estuarine” wetland is kept. Please note, however, that

the characteristics that define Category | and Il estuarine wetlands have changed (see p. ).

2. The entire wetland unit is flat and precipitation is only source (>90%) of water to it.
Groundwater and surface water runoff are NOT sources of water to the unit
NO-goto3 [] YES — The wetland class is Flats

If your wetland can be classified as a “Flats” wetland, use the form for Depressional
wetlands.

3. Does the entire wetland unit meet both of the following criteria?
[] The vegetated part of the wetland is on the shores of a body of open water (without
any vegetation on the surface) at least 20 acres (8 ha) in size;
[1 At least 30% of the open water area is deeper than 6.6 ft (2 m)?
NO-goto4 LIYES — The wetland class is Lake-fringe (Lacustrine Fringe)

4. Does the entire wetland unit meet all of the following criteria?

The wetland is on a slope (slope can be very gradual),

The water flows through the wetland in one direction (unidirectional) and usually comes from
seeps. It may flow subsurface, as sheetflow, or in a swale without distinct banks.

The water leaves the wetland without being impounded?
NOTE: Surface water does not pond in these types of wetlands except occasionally in very
small and shallow depressions or behind hummocks (depressions are usually <3ft diameter
and less than a foot deep).

[INO-goto5 YES - The wetland class is Slope

Wetland Rating Form — western Washington 3 August 2004
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Wetland name or number: A

5.

6.

Does the entire wetland unit meet all of the following criteria?
[J  Theunitis in a valley, or stream channel, where it gets inundated by overbank flooding from
that stream or river.
[J  The overbank flooding occurs at least once every two years
NOTE: The riverine unit can contain depressions that are filled with water when the river is not
flooding.
NO -goto6 [] YES - The wetland class is Riverine

Is the entire wetland unit in a topographic depression in which water ponds, or is saturated to the surface,
at some time during the year. This means that any outlet, if present, is higher than the interior of the
wetland.

NO-goto7 [J YES - The wetland class is Depressional

Is the entire wetland unit located in a very flat area with no obvious depression and no overbank flooding.
The unit does not pond surface water more than a few inches. The unit seems to be maintained by high
groundwater in the area. The wetland may be ditched, but has no obvious natural outlet.

NO-goto8 (] YES - The wetland class is Depressional

Your wetland unit seems to be difficult to classify and probably contains several different HGM classes.
For example, seeps at the base of a slope may grade into a riverine floodplain, or a small stream within a
depressional wetland has a zone of flooding along its sides. GO BACK AND IDENTIFY WHICH OF
THE HYDROLOGIC REGIMES DESCRIBED IN QUESTIONS 1-7 APPLY TO DIFFERENT AREAS
IN THE UNIT (make a rough sketch to help you decide). Use the following table to identify the
appropriate class to use for the rating system if you have several HGM classes present within your
wetland. NOTE: Use this table only if the class that is recommended in the second column represents 10%
or more of the total area of the wetland unit being rated. If the area of the class listed in column 2 is less
than 10% of the unit, classify the wetland using the class that represents more than 90% of the total area.

HGM classes within the wetland unit being rated HGM Class to Use in Rating

Slope + Riverine Riverine

Slope + Depressional Depressional

Slope + Lake-fringe Lake-fringe

Depressional + Riverine along stream within boundary Depressional

Depressional + Lake-fringe Depressional

Salt Water Tidal Fringe and any other class of freshwater wetland | Treat as ESTUARINE under
wetlands with special
characteristics

If you are unable still to determine which of the above criteria apply to your wetland, or you have more than 2
HGM classes within a wetland boundary, classify the wetland as Depressional for the rating.

Wetland Rating Form — western Washington 4 August 2004
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Wetland name or number: A

S | Slope Wetlands | Points
WATER QUALITY FUNCTIONS - Indicators that wetland functions to improve water quality
S S 1. Does the wetland have the potential to improve water quality? (see p. 64)
S S 1.1 Characteristics of average slope of wetland:
Slope is1% or less (a 1% slope has a 1 foot vertical drop in
elevation horizontal distance) for every 100 ft........cccccoviiiiiiiviiin e points = 3 0
SIOPE IS 190 = 290 1.vviveeeeerieieerie sttt e ettt r e e points = 2
SIOPE IS 290 = BY0 et points =1
Slope is greater than 5% ... points =0
S S 1.2 The soil 2 inches below the surface (or duff layer) is clay or organic (use NRCS definitions). 0
YES = 3 points NO = 0 points
S S 1.3 Characteristics of the vegetation in the wetland that trap sediments and pollutants:
Choose the points appropriate for the description that best fits the vegetation in the wetland.
Dense vegetation means you have trouble seeing the soil surface. Dense vegetation means you
have trouble seeing the soil surface (>75% cover) and uncut means not grazed or mowed and
plants are higher than 6 inches. 6
Dense, ungrazed, herbaceous vegetation > 90% of the wetland area..................... points = 6
Dense, ungrazed, herbaceous vegetation > 1/2 of area .........ccoceevevveveicicnieinnnnns points = 3
Dense, woody, vegetation > %2 0F @rea .........ccccveiviieeieieie s points = 2
Dense, ungrazed, herbaceous vegetation > 1/4 of area .........ccoceevevveveieicnninnnnns points = 1
Does not meet any of the criteria above for vegetation ...........cc.cccccevvvvrinininnnnns points =0
S Total for S 1 Add the points in the boxes above 6
S S 2. Does the wetland have the opportunity to improve water quality? (see p. 67)
Answer YES if you know or believe there are pollutants in groundwater or surface water coming (see p. 67)
into the wetland that would otherwise reduce water quality in streams, lakes or groundwater
downgradient from the wetland? Note which of the following conditions provide the sources of
pollutants.A unit may have pollutants coming from several sources, but any single source would
qualify as opportunity.
[J  Grazing in the wetland or within 150 ft
[J  Untreated stormwater discharges to wetland multiplier
[J  Tilled fields, logging or orchards within 150 ft of wetland
L] Astream or culvert discharges into wetland that drains developed areas, residential 2
areas, farmed fields, roads, or clear-cut logging
Residential, urban areas, or golf courses are within 150 ft upslope of wetland
(]  Other
YES multiplier is 2 NO multiplieris 1
S TOTAL - Water Quality Functions  Multiply the score fromS 1 by S 2
12
Add score to table on p. 1
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Wetland name or number: A

S | Slope Wetlands [ Points
HYDROLOGIC FUNCTIONS - Indicators that wetland functions to reduce flooding and stream erosion
S 3. Does the wetland have the potential to reduce flooding and erosion? (see p. 68)
S S 3.1 Characteristics of vegetation that reduce the velocity of surface flows during storms.
Choose the points appropriate for the description that best fit conditions in the wetland. (stems
of plants should be thick enough (usually > 1/8in), or dense enough, to remain erect during
surface flows) 3
Dense, uncut, rigid vegetation covers > 90% of the area of the wetland. ............. points = 6
Dense, uncut, rigid vegetation > 1/2 area of wetland ............ccccoceeoiiiiiiiinns points = 3
Dense, uncut, rigid vegetation > 1/4 @rea ..........ccccevveveereresiesinsesesieesiesese e points = 1
More than 1/4 of area is grazed, mowed, tilled or vegetation is not rigid ............. points =0
S S 3.2 Characteristics of slope wetland that holds back small amounts of flood flows:
The slope wetland has small surface depressions that can retain water over at least 10% of
its area. 2
YES points = 2
NO points =0
S Total for S 3 Add the points in the boxes above 5
S S 4. Does the wetland have the opportunity to reduce flooding and erosion? (see p. 70)
Is the wetland in a landscape position where the reduction in water velocity it provides helps protect (see p. 70)
downstream property and aquatic resources from flooding or excessive and/or erosive flows? Note
which of the following conditions apply.
[ Wetland has surface runoff that drains to a river or stream that has flooding problems multiplier
L] Other 1
(Answer NO if the major source of water to the wetland is controlled by a reservoir or the wetland is
tidal fringe along the sides of a dike)
YES multiplier is 2 NO  multiplieris 1
S TOTAL - Hydrologic Functions Multiply the score fromS3 by S 4
5
Add score to table on p. 1
Comments

S 4 — Using the Mercer Island GIS Portal website, it appears that surface water leaving the wetland is
directed into the City’s storm utility system.
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Wetland name or number: A

These questions apply to wetlands of all HGM classes.
HABITAT FUNCTIONS - Indicators that wetland functions to provide important habitat

H 1. Does the wetland have the potential to provide habitat for many species?

H 1.1 Vegetation structure (see p. 72)
Check the types of vegetation classes present (as defined by Cowardin) if the class is ¥ acre or covers
more than 10% of the area of the wetland if unit smaller than 2.5 acres.
(] Aquatic bed
[J Emergent plants
Scrub/shrub (areas where shrubs have >30% cover)
Forested (areas where trees have >30% cover) 2
Forested areas have 3 out of 5 strata (canopy, sub-canopy, shrubs, herbaceous, moss/ground-
cover) that each cover 20% within the forested polygon
Add the number of vegetation types that qualify. If you have:
4 Structures or More........cccoceeeeeneee. points = 4
3 SLIUCTUIES ..o points = 2
2 SEIUCTUIES ..vveveeciecr e points = 1
1 StrUCTUIE ..o points =0
H 1.2. Hydroperiods (see p. 73)
Check the types of water regimes (hydroperiods) present within the wetland. The water regime has to
cover more than 10% of the wetland or ¥ acre to count. (see text for descriptions of hydroperiods)
[J  Permanently flooded or inundated 4 or more types present ................. points = 3
[  Seasonally flooded or inundated 3 types Present.....ccveeeeeveerereneeen, points = 2
Occasionally flooded or inundated 2 types Present ..oovevevvevevesennnnens points = 1 1
Saturated only 1typespresent........ccovvvvvneennnnn, points =0
[J  Permanently flowing stream or river in, or adjacent to, the wetland
[J  Seasonally flowing stream in, or adjacent to, the wetland
[J  Lake-fringe wetland = 2 points
L] Freshwater tidal wetland = 2 points
H 1.3. Richness of Plant Species (see p. 75)
Count the number of plant species in the wetland that cover at least 10 ft?. (different patches of the
same species can be combined to meet the size threshold)
You do not have to name the species.
Do not include Eurasian milfoil, reed canarygrass, purple loosestrife, Canadian thistle
If you counted: > 19 SPECIES...vevververrerirrrrarranan, points = 2
List species below if you want to: 5- 19 SPECIES..c.oeirereiriiiees points = 1
<5 SPECIES v points =0
2
FRLA, POBA, ALRU, THPL, ACMA, SASI, SALU, COSE, RUAR, POMU, JUEF, ATFI, SCMI,
CADE, RARE, EQTE, EQAR, OESA, COAR, Grassl
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Wetland name or number: A

H 1.4. Interspersion of habitats (see p. 76)
Decide from the diagrams below whether interspersion between Cowardin vegetation classes
(described in H 1.1), or the classes and unvegetated areas (can include open water or mudflats) is
high, medium, low, or none.

None =0 points  Low =1 point Moderate = 2 points

\ /[ri;arian braided channels]

High = 3 points
NOTE: If you have four or more vegetation types or three vegetation types and open water the rating is
always “high”.

H 1.5. Special Habitat Features: (see p. 77)
Check the habitat features that are present in the wetland. The number of checks is the number of
points you put into the next column.

Large, downed, woody debris within the wetland (>4in. diameter and 6 ft long).

X X

Standing snags (diameter at the bottom > 4 inches) in the wetland

Undercut banks are present for at least 6.6 ft (2m) and/or overhanging vegetation extends at least 3.3 ft
(1m) over a stream for at least 33 ft (10m) 3

Stable steep banks of fine material that might be used by beaver or muskrat for denning (>30degree
slope) OR signs of recent beaver activity are present
At least ¥ acre of thin-stemmed persistent vegetation or woody branches are present in areas that are
permanently or seasonally inundated.(structures for egg-laying by amphibians)
Invasive plants cover less than 25% of the wetland area in each stratum of plants
Note: The 20% stated in early printings of the manual on page 78 is an error.

0o o o

X

H 1. TOTAL Score - potential for providing habitat
Add the scores from H1.1, H1.2, H1.3, H1.4, H1.5
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Wetland name or number: A

H 2. Does the wetland have the opportunity to provide habitat for many species?
H 2.1 Buffers (see p. 80)
Choose the description that best represents condition of buffer of wetland. The highest scoring criterion that
applies to the wetland is to be used in the rating. See text for definition of “undisturbed.”
(] 100 m (330ft) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky areas, or open water >95% of
circumference. No developed areas within undisturbed part of buffer.
(relatively undisturbed also Means NO-Grazing) ........ccccvecvereeriereereseseseseeeeseese e se e e eraenes Points =5
(] 100 m (330 ft) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky areas, or
open water > 50% CIFCUMTEIEINCE. .......iiiiiiiiiee et e Points = 4
L] 50 m (170ft) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky areas, or
open water >95% CIFCUMTEIEINCE. .......oii ittt Points =4
(] 100 m (330ft) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky areas, or
open water > 25% CIFCUMTEIENCE. ......civieie et ere e Points = 3 2
[] 50 m (170ft) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky areas, or
open water for > 50% CIrCUMTEIENCE. .. ..vivieeiee e Points = 3
If buffer does not meet any of the criteria above
[J No paved areas (except paved trails) or buildings within 25 m (80ft)
of wetland > 95% circumference. Light to moderate grazing, or lawns are OK.................... Points = 2
No paved areas or buildings within 50m of wetland for >50% circumference.
Light to moderate grazing, or [awns are OK. ..o Points = 2
L1 Heavy grazing in BUFFET. .........cco.ieiieeeeceees ettt Points = 1
(] Vegetated buffers are <2m wide (6.6ft) for more than 95% of the circumference
(e.g. tilled fields, paving, basalt bedrock extend to edge of wetland ..........c.cccoccevvvivvvinennnne. Points =0
(] Buffer does not meet any of the Criteria @DOVe. ..............oeeeeevvieueiiiiieieeeeeeie e eeeeees Points = 1
H 2.2 Corridors and Connections (see p. 81)
H 2.2.1 Is the wetland part of a relatively undisturbed and unbroken vegetated corridor (either
riparian or upland) that is at least 150 ft wide, has at least 30% cover of shrubs, forest or native
undisturbed prairie, that connects to estuaries, other wetlands or undisturbed uplands that are at least
250 acres in size? (dams in riparian corridors, heavily used gravel roads, paved roads, are
considered breaks in the corridor).
YES =4 points (go to H 2.3) NO =gotoH 2.2.2
H 2.2.2 Is the wetland part of a relatively undisturbed and unbroken vegetated corridor (either riparian
or upland) that is at least 50ft wide, has at least 30% cover of shrubs or forest, and connects to 1
estuaries, other wetlands or undisturbed uplands that are at least 25 acres in size? OR a Lake-fringe
wetland, if it does not have an undisturbed corridor as in the question above?
YES =2 points (goto H 2.3) NO=H223
H 2.2.3 Is the wetland:
within 5 mi (8km) of a brackish or salt water estuary OR
within 3 mi of a large field or pasture (>40 acres) OR
[ within 1 mi of a lake greater than 20 acres? |
YES =1 point NO = 0 points
Wetland Rating Form — western Washington 9 August 2004
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Wetland name or number: A

H 2.3 Near or adjacent to other priority habitats listed by WDFW (see new and complete descriptions of
WDFW priority habitats, and the counties in which they can be found, in the PHS
report http://wdfw.wa.gov/hab/phslist.htm)

Which of the following priority habitats are within 330ft (100m) of the wetland?

(NOTE: the connections do not have to be relatively undisturbed)
Aspen Stands: Pure or mixed stands of aspen greater than 0.4 ha (1 acres).

Biodiversity Areas and Corridors: Areas of habitat that are relatively important to various species
of native fish and wildlife (full description in WDFW PHS report p. 152)

Herbaceous Balds: Variable size patches of grass and forbs on shallow soils over bedrock.

X [

0 O

Old-growth/Mature forests: (Old-growth west of Cascade crest) Stands of at least 2 tree species,
forming a multi-layered canopy with occasional small openings; with at least 20 trees/ha (8
trees/acre) > 81 cm (32 in) dbh or > 200 years of age. (Mature forests.) Stands with average
diameters exceeding 53 cm (21 in) dbh; crown cover may be less that 100%; crown cover may be
less that 100%; decay, decadence, numbers of snags, and quantity of large downed material is
generally less than that found in old-growth; 80 - 200 years old west of the Cascade crest.
Oregon white Oak: Woodlands Stands of pure oak or oak/conifer associations where canopy
coverage of the oak component is important (full descriptions in WDFW PHS report p. 158.)

Riparian: The area adjacent to aquatic systems with flowing water that contains elements of both
aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems which mutually influence each other.

Westside Prairies: Herbaceous, non-forested plant communities that can either take the form of a
dry prairie or a wet prairie (full descriptions in WDFW PHS report p. 161)

Instream: The combination of physical, biological, and chemical processes and conditions that
interact to provide functional life history requirements for instream fish and wildlife resources.

Nearshore: Relatively undisturbed nearshore habitats. These include Coastal Nearshore, Open
Coast Nearshore, and Puget Sound Nearshore. (full descriptions of habitats and the definition of
relatively undisturbed are in WDFW report: pp. 167-169 and glossary in Appendix A.)

Caves: A naturally occurring cavity, recess, void, or system of interconnected passages under the
earth in soils, rock, ice, or other geological formations and is large enough to contain a human.

Cliffs: Greater than 7.6 m (25 ft) high and occurring below 5000 ft.

Talus: Homogenous areas of rock rubble ranging in average size 0.15 - 2.0 m (0.5 - 6.5 ft),
composed of basalt, andesite, and/or sedimentary rock, including riprap slides and mine tailings.
May be associated with cliffs.

Snags and Logs: Trees are considered snags if they are dead or dying and exhibit sufficient decay
characteristics to enable cavity excavation/use by wildlife. Priority snags have a diameter at breast
height of >51 cm (20 in) in western Washington and are > 2 m (6.5 ft) in height. Priority logs are >
30cm (12 in) in diameter at the largest end, and > 6m (20 ft) long.

If wetland has 3 or more priority habitats = 4 points

If wetland has 2 priority habitats = 3 points

If wetland has 1 priority habitat = 1 point

No habitats = 0 points
Note: All vegetated wetland are by definition a priority habitat but are not included in this list. Nearby
wetlands are addressed in question H2.4.

o o o o o
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Wetland name or number: A

H 2.4 Wetland Landscape (choose the one description of the landscape around the wetland that best fits)
(see p. 84)
There are at least 3 other wetlands within %2 mile, and the connections between them are
relatively undisturbed (light grazing between wetlands OK, as is lake shore with some
boating, but connections should NOT be bisected by paved roads, fill, fields, or
OtNEr ABVERIOPIMENT. ...ttt eb e points =5
The wetland is Lake-fringe on a lake with little disturbance and there are 3 other
. e X o 0
lake-fringe wetlands Within %2 Mile ..o points =5
There are at least 3 other wetlands within %2 mile, BUT the connections between them
LT 0 [ 0010 T=To ST points = 3
The wetland is Lake-fringe on a lake with disturbance and there are 3 other lake-fringe
Wetland WIthin %2 MIlE ........oiiiiie e nreen points =3
There is at least 1 wetland Within %2 Mile. .........cccooiiiiiiii e points = 2
There are no wetlands Within 22 Mile.............cccocviviiiciiiii e points =0
H 2. TOTAL Score - opportunity for providing habitat 6
Add the scores from H2.1, H2.2, H2.3, H2.4
TOTAL for H1 from page 14 9
Total Score for Habitat Functions — add the points for H 1, H 2 and record the result on p. 1 15
H 2.4 — No known wetlands within ¥z mile
Wetland Rating Form — western Washington 11 August 2004
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Wetland name or number: A

CATEGORIZATION BASED ON SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS

Please determine if the wetland meets the attributes described below and circle the appropriate

Category.

Wetland Type
Check off any criteria that apply to the wetland. Circle the Category when the

appropriate criteria are met.

Category

SC 1.0 Estuarine wetlands (see p. 86)
Does the wetland unit meet the following criteria for Estuarine wetlands?

(] The dominant water regime is tidal,

1 Vegetated, and

(1 With a salinity greater than 0.5 ppt.
YES=GotoSC1.1 NO

SC 1.1 Is the wetland unit within a National Wildlife Refuge, National Park,
National Estuary Reserve, Natural Area Preserve, State Park or Educational,
Environmental, or Scientific Reserve designated under WAC 332-151?

(1 YES = Category | NO=gotoSC 1.2

Cat. |

SC 1.2 Is the wetland unit at least 1 acre in size and meets at least two of the
following three conditions?
[J YES = Category | [J NO = Category Il

(] The wetland is relatively undisturbed (has no diking, ditching, filling,
cultivation, grazing, and has less than 10% cover of non-native plant
species. If the non-native Spartina spp. are the only species that cover
more than 10% of the wetland, then the wetland should be given a dual
rating (I/11) The are aof Spartina would be rated a Category Il while the
relatively undisturbed upper marsh with native species would be a
Category I. Do not, however, exclude the area of Spartina in determining
the size threshold of 1 acre.
[ At least % of the landward edge of the wetland has a 100 ft buffer of
shrub, forest, or un-grazed or un-mowed wetland.
[ The wetland has at least 2 or the following features: tidal channels,
depressions with open water, or contiguous freshwater wetlands.

Cat. |

Cat. 11

Dual rating
111

Wetland Rating Form — western Washington 12
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Wetland name or number: A

SC 2.0 Natural Heritage Wetlands (see p. 87)

Natural Heritage wetlands have been identified by the Washington Natural Heritage
Program/DNR as either high quality undisturbed wetlands or wetlands that support
state Threatened, Endangered, or Sensitive plant species.

SC 2.1 Is the wetland being rated in a Section/Township/Range that contains a
Natural Heritage wetland? (this question is used to screen out most sites
before you need to contact WNHP/DNR)

S/TIR information from Appendix D X or accessed from WNHP/DNR web Cat. |
site [
YES [ - contact WNHP/DNR (see p. 79) and go to SC 2.2 NO

SC 2.2 Has DNR identified the wetland as a high quality undisturbed wetland or as
or as a site with state threatened or endangered plant species?

YES = Category | NO [ Not a Heritage Wetland

SC 3.0 Bogs (see p. 87)

Does the wetland (or any part of the unit) meet both the criteria for soils and
vegetation in bogs? Use the key below to identify if the wetland is a bog. If you
answer yes, you will still need to rate the wetland based on its functions.

1. Does the wetland have organic soils horizons (i.e. layers of organic soil),
either peats or mucks, that compose 16” or more of the first 32 inches of
the soil profile? (See Appendix B for a field key to identify organic soils.)
Yes-goto Q.3 NO -goto Q.2

2. Does the wetland have organic soils, either peats or mucks, that are less
than 16 inches deep over bedrock or an impermeable hardpan such as clay
or volcanic ash, or that are floating on top of a lake or pond?

Yes-goto Q.3 NO X is not a bog for purpose of rating

3. Does the wetland have more than 70% cover of mosses at ground level,
AND other plants, if present, consist of the “bog” species listed in Table 3
as a significant component of the vegetation (more than 30% of the total
shrub and herbaceous cover consists species in Table 3)?

Yes — Is a bog for purpose of rating NO- goto Q.4
NOTE: If you are uncertain about the extent of mosses in the understory,
you may substitute that criterion by measuring the pH of the water that
seeps into a hole dug at least 16" deep. If the pH is less than 5.0 and the

“bog’ plant species in Table 3 are present, the wetland is a bog. Cat. |
4. s the wetland forested (>30% cover) with sitka spruce, subalpine fir, '

western red cedar, western hemlock, lodgepole pine, quaking aspen,
Englemann’s spruce, or western white pine, WITH any of the species (or
combination of species) on the bog species plant list in Table 3 as a
significant component of the ground cover (>30% coverage of the total
shrub/herbaceous cover)?

YES = Category | NO [ is not a bog for purpose of rating

Wetland Rating Form — western Washington 13 August 2004
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Wetland name or number: A

SC 4.0 Forested Wetlands (see p. 90)

Does the wetland have at least 1 acre of forest that meet one of these criteria for
the Department of Fish and Wildlife’s forests as priority habitats? If you answer
yes you will still need to rate the wetland based on its functions.

(] Old growth forests: (west of Cascade crest) Stands of at least two tree
species, forming a multi-layered canopy with occasional small openings; with
at least 8 trees/acre (20 trees/hectare) that are at least 200 years of age OR
have a diameter at breast height (dbh) of 32 inches (81 cm) or more.

Note: The criterion for dbh is based on measurements for upland forests.

Two hundred year old trees in wetlands will often have a smaller dbh because
their growth rates are often slower. The DFW criterion is and “OR”” so old-
growth forests do not necessarily have to have trees of this diameter.

(1 Mature forests: (west of the Cascade crest) Stands where the largest trees are
80-200 years old OR have average diameters (dbh) exceeding 21 in (53 cm);
crown cover may be less than 100%; decay, decadence, numbers of snags, and
quanitity of large downed material is generally less than that found in old-growtf

Cat. |
YES =Category 1 NO X not a forested wetland with special characteristics
SC 5.0 Wetlands in Coastal Lagoons (see p. 91)

Does the wetland meet all of the following criteria of a wetland in a coastal lagoon?
(] The wetland lies in a depression adjacent to marine waters that is wholly or
partially separated from marine waters by sandbanks, gravel banks, shingle,
or, less frequently, rocks.
L1 The lagoon in which the wetland is located contains surgace water that is
saline or brackish (> 0.5 ppt) during most of the year in at least a portion of
the lagoon (needs to be measured near the bottom)
YES-GotoSC5.1 NO X not a wetland in a coastal lagoon

Cat. |

SC 5.1 Does the wetland meet all of the following three conditions?
(] The wetland is relatively undisturbed (has no diking, ditching, filling,
cultivation, grazing), and has less than 20% cover of invasive plant species
(see list of invasive species on p. 74).
L1 At least % of the landward edge of the wetland has a 100 ft buffer of shrub,
forest, or un-grazed or un-mowed grassland. Cat. 11
(1 The wetalnd is larger than 1/10 acre (4350 square feet)
YES = Category | NO = Category Il

Wetland Rating Form — western Washington 14 August 2004
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Wetland name or number: A

SC 6.0 Interdunal Wetlands (see p. 93)
Is the wetalnd unit west of the 1889 line (also called the Westarn Boundary of
Upland Ownership or WBUO)?
YES -goto SC6.1 NO X not an interdunal wetland for rating
If you answer yes you will still need to rate the wetland based on its functions.
In practical terms that means the following geographic areas:
— Long Beach Peninsula — lands west of SR 103
— Grayland-Westport — lands west of SR 105
— Ocean Shores-Copalis — lands west of SR 115 and SR 109
SC 6.1 Is the wetland 1 acre or larger, or is it in a mosaic of wetlands that is 1 acre
or larger?
YES = Category Il NO -goto SC 6.2
SC 6.2 Is the unit between 0.1 and 1 acre, or is it in a mosaic of wetlands that is
between 0.1 and 1 acre?
YES = Category Il

Cat. 11

Cat. 111

Category of wetland based on Special Characteristics
Choose the “highest” rating if wetland falls into several categorie, and record on

p.1.
If you answered NO for all types enter “Not Applicable” on p.1.

NA

Wetland Rating Form — western Washington 15
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Mercer Island City Code

19.07.080 Wetlands.
A. Wetland Designation. All property meeting the definition of a wetland in the Wetland Manual is designated as a
wetland.

B. Wetland Ratings. Wetlands shall be rated as Category |, Category Il, Category Il or Category 1V according to the
wetland classification system.

C. Wetland Buffers.

1. Standard Wetland Buffer Widths. The following standard buffer widths shall be established from the outer
edge of wetland boundaries:

Minimum Buffer
Width with
Enhancement (feet)

Standard (Base)

Wetland Type Buffer Width (feet)

Category I* 100 50
Category 11 75 37
Category 11 50 25
Category IV 35 25

*  Note: There are no known Category | wetlands in the city.

2. Reduction of Wetland Buffer Widths. The code official may allow the standard wetland buffer width to be
reduced to not less than the minimum buffer width in accordance with an approved critical area study when
he/she determines that a smaller area is adequate to protect the wetland functions, the impacts will be mitigated
consistent with MICC 19.07.070(B)(2), and the proposal will result in no net loss of wetland and buffer functions.

3. Averaging of Wetland Buffer Widths. The code official may allow averaging of the standard wetland buffer
widths in accordance with the criteria of MICC 19.07.070(B)(3).

D. Alterations. Category I1l and IV wetlands of less than one acre in size may be altered if the applicant can
demonstrate that the wetland will be restored, enhanced, and/or replaced with a wetland area of equivalent or greater
function. In cases where the applicant demonstrates that a suitable on-site solution does not exist to enhance, restore,
replace or maintain a wetland in its existing condition, the city may permit the applicant to provide off-site
replacement by a wetland with equal or better functions. The off-site location must be in the same drainage sub-basin
as the original wetland. (Ord. 05C-12 § 5).
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BAINBRIDGE ISLAND
WETLAND ORDINANCE

16.20.160 Wetlands.

A. Purpose. This section applies to all regulated uses within or adjacent to areas designated as
wetlands, as categorized in subsection B of this section. The intent of this section is listed in no
specific priority, as follows:

1. Preserve, protect, restore, and improve wetland functions and values. Achieve no net loss and
increase the quality of wetland acreage, functions, and values within the city. Mitigation
measures, as conditions of permits, must have a reasonable expectation of success. Under the
conditions of this section, the director may deny development proposals that would irreparably
impact regulated wetlands; and

2. Protect the public’s health, safety, and welfare, while preventing public expenditures that
could arise from improper wetland uses and activities; and

3. Plan wetland uses and activities in a manner that protects and enhances the natural systems
and environmental quality of Bainbridge Island and allows property holders to benefit from
wetland property ownership wherever allowable under the conditions of this chapter; and

4. Preserve ecological functions and values of wetlands which provide water quality protection,
natural flood control, storm water storage, contributes to groundwater and stream flow, shoreline
stabilization, and wildlife and fish habitat; and

5. Prevent turbidity and pollution of wetlands and fish or shellfish bearing waters, and maintain
healthy wildlife habitat; and

6. Encourage land use development patterns that maintain, enhance, or restore natural wetland
systems and protect disturbance-sensitive and wetland-dependent wildlife, fish resources, and
open space; and

7. Protect and preserve wetlands values as natural areas providing aesthetic, recreational, and
educational opportunities that need to be preserved for future generations; and

8. Enhance the connectivity between wetland landscapes.

B. Wetland Categories. For regulatory purposes, wetland delineations shall be determined by
using the Washington State Wetlands Identification and Delineation Manual, March 1997, or as
amended hereafter.

The city uses the Department of Ecology’s (DOE’s) Washington State Wetland Rating System
for Western Washington, 2004, or as amended hereafter and adopted by the director to categorize

1



BAINBRIDGE ISLAND
WETLAND ORDINANCE

wetlands for the purposes of establishing wetland buffer widths, wetland uses and replacement
ratios for wetlands. Once a wetland has been classified using the current DOE rating system, the
city shall not reclassify the wetland without clearly documenting the reason for the change. If the
wetland has a rating in the city GIS system, this rating can be used for regulatory purposes. This
system consists of four wetland categories generally described as follows:

1. Category | wetlands are those that:
a. Represent unique or rare wetland type; or
b. Are more sensitive to disturbance than most wetlands; or

c. Are relatively undisturbed and contain ecological attributes that are impossible to replace
within a human lifetime; or

d. Provide a high level of function.

Category | wetlands include estuarine wetlands larger than one acre, bogs, mature and old-
growth wetlands over one acre, wetlands in coastal lagoons, and wetlands that perform many
functions very well as demonstrated by a score of over 70 points using the DOE rating system.

2. Category Il wetlands are difficult, though not impossible, to replace, and provide a high level
of function. Category Il wetlands include estuarine wetlands smaller than one acre or disturbed
and larger than one acre and wetlands that perform functions well as demonstrated by a score of
51 to 69 using the DOE rating system.

3. Category |11 wetlands are wetlands with a moderate level of function as demonstrated by a
score of 30 to 50 points using the DOE rating system.

4. Category IV wetlands have the lowest level of function as demonstrated by a score less than
30 points using the DOE rating system and are often heavily disturbed.

C. Regulated and Nonregulated Wetlands Classification.
1. Regulated Wetlands.

a. All natural wetlands that meet the criteria in the Washington State Wetland Identification and
Delineation Manual and are greater than 1,000 square feet.

b. Unintentionally created wetlands that meet the criteria in the Washington State Wetland
Identification and Delineation Manual except as listed in subsection C.2.b of this section.

2
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c. Wetlands intentionally created from nonwetland areas to mitigate conversion of other
wetlands.

d. Wetlands less than or equal to 1,000 square feet if the wetland is associated with a riparian
corridor or is part of a wetland mosaic, or contains habitat identified as essential for local
populations of priority species identified by the Washington State Department of Fish and
Wildlife.

2. Nonregulated Wetlands.

a. Wetlands less than or equal to 1,000 square feet if the wetland is not associated with a riparian
corridor or is not part of a wetland mosaic, or does not contain habitat identified as essential for
local populations of priority species identified by the Washington State Department of Fish and
Wildlife.

b. Created Wetlands. Wetlands created intentionally from a nonwetland site that was not required
to be constructed as mitigation for adverse wetland impacts. These may include, but are not
limited to, irrigation and drainage ditches, grass-lined swales, canals, detention facilities,
wastewater treatment ponds, farm ponds not contiguous, as defined in this chapter, and landscape
amenities. The applicant shall bear the burden of proving that the wetland was intentionally
created from a nonwetland site. Where enhancements or restorations are made to wetlands for
purposes other than mitigation, the original rating shall be maintained even if the changes would
otherwise result in a higher classification.

c. Recent, Road Construction Related Wetlands. Wetlands created after July 1, 1990, that were
unintentionally created as a result of the construction of a road, street, or highway. The applicant
shall bear the burden of proving that the wetland meets these criteria.

D. Development Standards.

1. Water Quality Buffers. An applicant shall provide the prescribed water quality buffers in this
section (Tables 3 through 6) unless a reasonable use exception is granted pursuant to BIMC
16.20.080.

2. Habitat Buffers. An applicant shall provide either:

a. The prescribed habitat buffers specified in this section (Tables 3, 4, 5, and 6); or

b. An approved habitat management plan, pursuant to BIMC 16.20.060, that clearly provides

greater habitat functions and values in perpetuity than the prescribed habitat buffers in this
section (Tables 3, 4, 5, and 6).



BAINBRIDGE ISLAND

WETLAND ORDINANCE

3. Buffers. Buffers shall remain undisturbed natural vegetation areas except where the buffer can
be enhanced to improve its functional attributes. Any buffer enhancement and/or limited view
clearing activity must be reviewed and approved by the director. No refuse shall be placed in the
buffer. Alteration of habitat buffer areas may be allowed for water dependent and water related
activities and for development authorized by BIMC 16.20.040.C (Exemptions), or BIMC
16.20.040.D (Standards for Existing Development), or BIMC 16.20.050.B (Buffer Averaging),
or BIMC 16.20.070 (Variances), or BIMC 16.20.080 (Reasonable Use Exceptions).

4. If a wetland meets more than one of the criteria listed in each table, the buffer needed to

protect the wetland is the widest one.

Table 3: Category | Wetlands — Buffers

\Water
Impact of |Quality |Habitat |Total
\Wetland Characteristics Land Use [Buffer |Buffer |Buffer |Other Protection
Natural Heritage Wetlands Low 50 ft. |75 ft. 125 ft. |[No additional discharge

Moderate |75 ft.  [115 ft. |190 ft.

High 100 ft. |150 ft. 250 ft.

of surface water.

No septic systems within
300 ft.

Restore degraded parts of
the buffer.

Bogs Low 50 ft. |75 ft. 125 ft.
Moderate |75 ft.  [115 ft. [190 ft.

High 100 ft. 150 ft. [250 ft.

No additional surface
discharges.

Restore degraded parts of
the buffer.

Forested Low 50 ft. |75 ft. 125 ft.
Moderate |75 ft.  [115 ft. |190 ft.

High 100 ft. |150 ft. 250 ft.

If forested wetland scores
high for habitat, maintain
connectivity to other
natural areas.

Estuarine Low 50 ft. |50 ft. 100 ft.

Moderate |75 ft. |75 ft. |150 ft.

High  [100ft. |L00ft [200 ft.

N/A
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Wetlands in Coastal Lagoon Low 50 ft. |50 ft. |100 ft. [N/A
Moderate {75 ft. {75 ft. 150 ft.
High 100 ft. |100 ft. 200 ft.
High level of function for habitat  [Low 50 ft.  |100 ft. |150 ft. [Maintain connectivity to
(score for habitat is 29 — 36 pts.) other natural areas.
Moderate {75 ft.  |150 ft. 225 ft.
Restore degraded parts of
High 100 ft. 200 ft. {300 ft. |the buffer.
Moderate level of function for Low 50 ft. [25ft. [75ft. [N/A
habitat (score for habitat is 20 — 28
pts.) Moderate |75 ft. |35 ft. |110 ft.
High 100 ft. |50 ft. 150 ft.
High level of function for water Low 50 ft. |0 ft. 50 ft. |No additional discharges
quality improvement and low for of untreated runoff.
habitat (score for water quality 24 — |[Moderate |75 ft. |0 ft. 75 ft.
32 pts.; habitat less than 20 pts.)
High 100 ft. |O ft. 100 ft.
Not meeting any of the above Low 50 ft. |0 ft. 50 ft. [N/A
criteria.
Moderate {75 ft. |0 ft. 75 ft.
High 100 ft. |O ft. 100 ft.
Table 4: Category 11 Wetlands — Buffers
\Water
Impact of [Quality [Habitat |Total
Wetland Characteristics Land Use |Buffer [Buffer |Buffer [Other Protection
High level of function for habitat |Low 50 ft. 100 ft. |150 ft. |Maintain connectivity
(score for habitat is 29 — 36 pts.) to other natural areas.
Moderate |75 ft. 150 ft. 225 ft.
High 100 ft. [200 ft. 300 ft.
Moderate level of function for Low 50 ft. 25 ft. 75ft.  IN/A
habitat (score for habitat is 20 — 28
pts.) Moderate |75 ft. 35 ft. 110 ft.
High 100 ft. [50 ft.  |150 ft.
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Estuarine Low 50 ft. 25 ft. 75 ft.  |N/A
Moderate |75 ft. 35 ft. 110 ft.

High 100 ft. |15 ft. 115 ft.

Not meeting any of the above Low 50 ft. 0 ft. 50 ft. [N/A
criteria
Moderate |75 ft. 0 ft. 75 ft.

High 100 ft. |O ft. 100 ft.

Table 5: Category 111 Wetlands — Buffers

\Water
Impact of |Quality |Habitat ([Total
\Wetland Characteristics Land Use [Buffer |Buffer [Buffer |Other Protection

Moderate level of function for habitat |Low 40 ft. 35 ft. 75 ft. N/A
(score for habitat is 20 — 28 pts.)
Moderate |60 ft. 50 ft. 110 ft.

High 80 ft. 70 ft. 150 ft.

Not meeting above criterion Low 40 ft. 0 ft. 40 ft.  |N/A

Moderate |60 ft. 0 ft. 60 ft.

High  [s0ft. |oft.  [8oOft.

Table 6: Category IV Wetlands — Buffers

\Water

Impact of |Quality |Habitat [Total
\Wetland Characteristics Land Use [Buffer Buffer Buffer Other Protection
Larger than 10,000 square |Low 25 ft. 0 ft. 25 ft. N/A
feet

Moderate 40 ft. 0 ft. 40 ft.

High 50 ft. 0 ft. 50 ft.
Smaller than 10,000 square |Low 25 ft. 0 ft. 25 ft. N/A
feet

Moderate |25 ft. 0 ft. 25 ft.

High 25 ft. 0 ft. 25 ft.




BAINBRIDGE ISLAND
WETLAND ORDINANCE

a. For Category Il or 111 wetlands smaller than 10,000 square feet with a habitat score of less than
20 points, the buffer may be reduced by 50 percent.

b. For the purpose of determining the impact of land use, unless the director determines a lesser
level of impact is appropriate based on information provided by the applicant, the intensity of
impact of the adjacent land use is determined based on the “impact of land use” definition.

5. If an applicant elects to propose an HMP, and that HMP proposes habitat buffer widths less
than those prescribed in Tables 3 through 6, the HMP shall be prepared pursuant to BIMC
16.20.060 and fulfill all requirements specified therein.

6. Table 7 provides examples of measures that might be provided in an HMP or when prescribed
buffers are otherwise altered with by buffer averaging (BIMC 16.20.050.B), variance (BIMC
16.20.070), or reasonable use exception (BIMC 16.20.080) to minimize impacts of certain
activities. Other measures may also be effective in minimizing impacts depending on site-
specific circumstances and the nature of proposed activity.

Table 7: Examples of Measures to Minimize Impacts to Wetlands from Different Types of

Activities
Examples of  [Examples of Measures to
Disturbance Minimize Impacts Activities that Cause the Disturbance
Lights Direct lights away from wetland. |Parking lots, warehouses, manufacturing,
residential
Noise Locate activity that generates Manufacturing, residential

noise away from wetland.

Toxic runoff* [Route all new runoff away from  [Parking lots, roads, manufacturing, residential
wetland. areas, application of agricultural pesticides,
landscaping

Establish covenants limiting use
of pesticides within 150 ft. of
wetland.

Apply integrated pest

management.
Change in water|Infiltrate or treat, detain, and Impermeable surfaces, lawns, tilling
regime disperse new runoff into buffer.
Pets Plant dense vegetation around Residential areas

buffer, such as rose, hawthorn,

etc.
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Human Plant buffer with impenetrable Residential areas
disturbance natural vegetation appropriate for

region.
Dust Utilize best management practices |Tilled fields

to control dust.

*These examples are not necessarily adequate to meet the rules for minimizing toxic runoff if
threatened or endangered species are present at the site.

7. Small Wetlands.

a. Wetlands of less than 1,000 square feet are exempt from regulation of this section where the
applicant has shown that they are not associated with a riparian corridor, are not part of a wetland
mosaic, and do not contain habitat identified as essential for local populations of priority species
identified by the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife.

b. All wetlands between 1,000 and 4,000 square feet shall be evaluated using Department of
Ecology’s Wetland Rating System for Western Washington (2004) to establish category and
evaluate functions. Using the following criteria, the director shall determine whether to exempt
wetlands between 1,000 and 4,000 square feet from the requirement to avoid impacts:

i. The wetland is not associated with a riparian corridor; and

ii. The wetland is not part of a wetland mosaic; and

iii. The wetland does not score 20 points or more for habitat in the wetland rating system; and

iv. The wetland does not contain habitat identified as essential for local populations of priority
species identified by Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife; and

v. The wetland is substantially covered by invasive species or otherwise severely disturbed.

8. Buffer Measurement. All buffers shall be measured on a horizontal plane from the regulated
wetland edge as marked in the field.

9. Fencing and Signs. This section applies to those wetlands and their buffers that are within 200
feet of regulated development activities.

a. Wetland buffers shall be temporarily fenced or otherwise suitably marked, as required by the
director, between the area where the construction activity occurs and the buffer. Fences shall be
made of a durable protective barrier and shall be highly visible. Silt fences and plastic

8
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construction fences may be used to prevent encroachment on wetlands or their buffers by
construction. Temporary fencing shall be removed after the site work has been completed and
the site is fully stabilized per city approval.

b. The director may require that permanent signs and/or fencing be placed on the common
boundary between a wetland buffer and the adjacent land. Such signs will identify the wetland
buffer. The director may approve an alternate method of wetland and buffer identification, if it
provides adequate protection to the wetland and buffer.

10. Building or Impervious Surface Setback Lines. A building or impervious surface setback line
of 15 feet is required from the edge of any wetland buffer. Minor structural or impervious
surface intrusions into the areas of the setback may be permitted if the director determines that
such intrusions will not adversely impact the wetland. The setback shall be identified on a site
plan and filed as an attachment to the notice on title as required by BIMC 16.20.190 (Notice on
title).

E. Regulated Uses and Activities. New development activities on properties containing regulated
wetlands and buffers are subject to the development standards in this section, as permitted in the
underlying zoning designation. Requirements for additional activities are specified in Table 8.
The city may grant exceptions to these uses and activities according to the intent and
specifications of this chapter. All authorized uses and activities in a regulated wetland or its
buffer shall be subject to conditions established by the director and may be subject to mitigation
as required by this chapter.

Development shall be classified as “allowed,” “permitted,” “special use” or “prohibited”
according to this section. Any regulated uses not specifically listed in Table 8 shall be considered
unclassified and may be allowed if granted a special use review in accordance with this chapter.
For the purpose of Table 8, “W” and “B” refer to the terms “wetland” and “buffer.”

Table 8: Regulated Uses and Activities in Regulated Wetlands and Buffers

Category |Category |Category

Category | ] Il v

W B (W B W B |W B
1. Agriculture — Existing and ongoing A A A A JA A A A
?ﬁ Qggl\/(\:/l;;ture — Building (grazed wet % x Ix s s s s s
3. Agriculture conversion
A) (Wetland dependent) X S X S S S S S
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B) (Nonwetland dependent) X S X S X S X S
4. Bank stabilization X X IS S S S P P
5. Boat ramp X X S S S S S S
6. Dock/float S S S S S S P P
7. Draining wetlands (associated with no

other permitted use, except as allowed under X N/A X N/A [X N/A X NA
BIMC 16.20.120.C)

8. Educational or scientific activities P P P P P P P P
9. Enhancement S S P P P P P P
gghfﬁcceaxztr:gn (not associated with % x s s s s s s
11. Fill (associated with no other use) X X X X X X X X
12. Fish hatchery X X IS S S S S S
13. Flooding (associated with no other use)  [X X IS S S S S S
14. Forest practice — Class 1V General or

corp " X X [x x [x x [x x
15. Golf course X X X X S S S S
16. Land division P P P P P P P P
17. Mineral extraction X X IS S S S S S
18. Parks development — Public and private [S S S S S S P P
19. Ponds — Stock watering X X X S X S S P
20. Public facility X X X S S S S S
21. Public project of significant importance  [S S S S S S S S
22. Radio/TV towers X X IS S S S S S
23. Restoration/revegetation of site S S P P P P P P
24. Road/street — Public/private access

A) Expand within existing ROW S S S S S S P P
B) New facilities X X IS S S S S S
Sk S L L
26. Site investigation

A) Nonmechanized A A A A JA A A A
B) Mechanized P P P P P P P P
27. Storm water, private R/D facility X X X S S S S S
28. Storm water, regional R/D facility X X X S S S S S
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29. Trails and trail related facilities

30. Utility facility

31. Utility — On-site sewage facility

APAA R
wix|x|o
DX o
wln|ln|o
DX o
wln|ln|o

32. Utility line — Overhead

T|X|D| O
w|oluw|n]|o

33. Utility line — Underground X S S S S S S

Key: A = Allowed Outright P = Permitted Subject to Development Standards and Underlying
Permit S = Special Use Review Required X = Prohibited

F. Additional Development Standards for Regulated Uses. In addition to meeting the
development standards in subsection D of this section, those regulated uses identified below shall
also comply with the standards of this section and other applicable state, federal and local
ordinances.

1. Docks. Construction of a dock, pier, moorage, float, or launch facility may be permitted where
no existing buffer or wetland vegetation would be significantly altered.

2. Forest Practice, Class IV General, and Conversion Option Harvest Plans (COHPs). All timber
harvesting and associated development activity, such as construction of roads, shall comply with
the provisions of this chapter, including the maintenance of buffers around regulated wetlands.

3. Agricultural Restrictions. In all development proposals which would permit introduction of
agricultural uses, all regulated wetlands shall be avoided. These restrictions shall not apply to
those regulated wetlands defined as grazed wet meadows, regardless of their classification, only
where grazing has occurred within the last five years. Wetlands shall be protected by installation
of fencing located not closer than the outer buffer edge.

4. Road/Street Repair and Construction. Any private or public road or street repair, maintenance,
expansion or construction may be permitted, subject to the following standards:

a. No other reasonable or practicable alternative exists and the road or street crossing serves
multiple properties whenever possible;

b. Publicly owned or maintained road or street crossings should provide for other purposes, such
as utility crossings, pedestrian or bicycle easements, viewing points, etc.;

c. The road or street repair and construction are the minimum necessary to provide safe roads
and streets;

d. Mitigation shall be performed in accordance with specific project mitigation plan
requirements.

11
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5. Land Divisions and Land Use Permits. All land divisions and land uses proposed on a site that
include regulated wetlands shall comply with the procedures and standards listed below. When a
parcel contains a wetland, city policy shall always be to primarily protect the functions and
values of the wetland, while recognizing the value of the development rights provided to the
property by its zoning.

a. Density Calculation.

i. The actual density that will be allowed to be built upon a parcel containing a wetland shall
ultimately be determined during the site-specific review of the parcel’s planned development;

ii. In determining the actual density of a parcel based on a specific site plan, the site plan shall
locate all buildings outside of the wetland buffers;

iii. The number of development rights allowed for any residentially zoned parcel shall be its size
in square feet divided by the number of square feet per home that is required by its zoning;

iv. If the land can be subdivided such that all setbacks, buffers, and other zoning requirements
can be observed, and no variances are requested, the density from the wetland can be transferred
within the property;

v. To the extent that the number of allowable development rights cannot be used on-site, they
may be sold, traded, or transferred by the property owner through the transfer of development
rights program pursuant to Chapter 18.27 BIMC,;

vi. Property owners may voluntarily extinguish development rights that are provided by the
underlying zoning, but the city shall not extinguish any of these rights outside the
aforementioned transactions.

b. Land division approvals shall be conditioned to require that regulated wetlands and regulated
wetland buffers be designated as an easement or covenant encumbering the wetland and wetland
buffer. Such easement or covenant shall be recorded together with the land division and
represented on the final plat or binding site plan, and title.

c. In order to implement the goals and policies of this chapter, to accommodate innovation,
creativity, and design flexibility, and to achieve a level of environmental protection that would
not be possible by typical lot-by-lot development, the use of the clustered development or similar
innovative site planning is strongly encouraged for projects with regulated wetlands on the site.

6. Surface Water Management. The following storm water management activities may be
allowed within wetland or buffer areas only if they meet the following requirements, in addition

12
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to the development standards in this section and in conformance with the storm water
management ordinance, Chapter 15.20 BIMC:

a. Surface water discharges from storm water facilities or structures; provided, that the new
surface water discharges to regulated wetlands from retention/detention facilities;

b. Presettlement ponds or other surface water management structures; provided, that the
discharge does not significantly increase or decrease the rate of flow and/or hydroperiod, nor
decrease the water quality of the wetland. Water quality treatment best management practices
will be required prior to discharge. Pretreatment of surface water discharge through biofiltration
or other means shall be required.

7. Trails and Trail-Related Facilities. Construction of public and private trails and trail-related
facilities, such as benches and viewing platforms, may be allowed in wetlands or wetland buffers
pursuant to the following guidelines:

a. Trails and related facilities shall, to the extent feasible, be placed on existing road grades,
utility corridors, or any other previously disturbed areas.

b. Trails and related facilities shall be planned to minimize removal of trees, soil disturbance, and
existing hydrological characteristics, shrubs, snags, and important wildlife habitat.

c. Viewing platforms and benches, and access to them, shall be designed and located to minimize
disturbance of wildlife habitat and/or critical characteristics of the affected wetland.

d. Trails and related facilities shall generally be located outside required buffers. Where trails are
permitted within buffers they shall be located in the outer portion of the buffer and a minimum of
25 feet from the wetland edge, except where wetland crossings or viewing areas have been
approved by the director. Trail locations close to the wetland may be allowed if the primary
purpose of the trail is wetland viewing or enjoyment.

e. Trails shall generally be limited to pedestrian use unless other more intensive uses, such as
bike or horse trails, have been specifically allowed and mitigation has been provided. Trail width
shall not exceed five feet unless there is a demonstrated need, subject to review and approval by
the director. Trails shall be constructed with pervious materials unless otherwise approved by the
director.

8. Utilities in Wetlands or Wetland Buffers.

a. The utility maintenance authorized in BIMC 16.20.040.C shall be allowed, subject to best
management practices in wetlands and wetland buffers.

13
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b. Construction of new utilities outside the road right-of-way or existing utility corridors may be
permitted in wetlands or wetland buffers, only when no reasonable alternative location is
available and the utility corridor meets the requirements for installation, replacement of
vegetation and maintenance outlined below, and as required in the filing and approval of
applicable permits and special reports required by this chapter.

c. Sewer or On-Site Sewage Utility. Construction of sewer lines or on-site sewage systems may
be permitted in regulated wetland buffers only when:

i. The applicant demonstrates it is necessary to meet state and/or local health code minimum
design standards (not requiring a variance for either horizontal setback or vertical separation);
and/or

ii. There are no other practicable or reasonable alternatives available and construction meets all
other applicable requirements of this section and the special use review requirements pursuant to
subsection G of this section. Joint use of the sewer utility corridor by other utilities may be
allowed.

d. New utility corridors shall not be allowed when the regulated wetland or buffer has known
locations of federal or state listed endangered, threatened or sensitive species, heron rookeries or
nesting sites of raptors which are listed as species of concern, except in those circumstances
where an approved habitat management plan indicates that the utility corridor will not
significantly impact the wetland or wetland buffer.

e. New utility corridor construction and maintenance shall protect the regulated wetland and
buffer environment by utilizing the following methods:

i. New utility corridors shall be aligned when possible to avoid cutting trees greater than 12
inches in diameter at breast height (four and one-half feet), measured on the uphill side.

ii. New utility corridors shall be revegetated with appropriate native or equivalent vegetation at
preconstruction densities or greater, immediately upon completion of construction, or as soon
thereafter as possible, if due to seasonal growing constraints. The utility shall ensure that such
vegetation survives.

iii. Any additional utility corridor access for maintenance shall be provided as much as possible
at specific points, rather than by parallel roads. If parallel roads are necessary, they shall be of a
minimum width but no greater than 15 feet, and shall be contiguous to the location of the utility
corridor on the side away from the wetland. Mitigation will be required for any additional access
through restoration of vegetation in disturbed areas.
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iv. The director may require other additional mitigation measures.

f. Utility corridor maintenance shall include the following measures to protect the regulated
wetland and buffer environment:

i. Where feasible, painting of utility equipment such as power towers shall not be sprayed or
sandblasted, nor should lead-based paints be used.

ii. No pesticides, herbicides or fertilizers may be used in wetland areas or their buffers except
those approved by the EPA and Ecology. Where approved, herbicides must be applied by a
licensed applicator in accordance with the safe application practices on the label.

9. Parks. Development of public park and recreation facilities may be permitted; provided, that
no alteration of wetlands or wetland buffers is allowed except for uses allowed in Table 8. For
example, enhancement of wetlands and development of trails may be allowed in wetlands and
wetland buffers subject to special use requirements and approval of a wetland mitigation plan.

10. Educational or Scientific Activities. These activities shall only be permitted if they are
directly related to the affected wetland and related buffers, and may include the viewing and
sampling of natural systems. They may also include the installation of physical structures,
including pervious trails, benches, permanent wildlife watching blinds, boardwalks, viewing
platforms, or similar structures, or minor modifications to wetlands and their buffers. Any
physical structures or minor modifications are subject to city approval to minimize the impacts of
human intrusion on the functions and values of critical areas and their buffers according to the
following criteria:

a. Minimize the footprint of structures and the number of access points to any particular critical
area;

b. Minimize the amount of clearing and grading;
c. Elevate structures where possible;

d. Avoid impacting the flow of water;

e. Use appropriate building materials; and

f. Minimize the impacts of construction.

G. Special Use Review. Development identified as a special use review in Table 8 of this section
may be approved, with conditions, or denied according to the procedures and criteria outlined in
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this subsection. Special use review is an administrative process unless the underlying permit
requires a public hearing.

1. The director is authorized to take action on permits as required by this chapter.

2. The director may approve a permit after review of the application and a wetland mitigation
plan submitted in accordance with this chapter. The director shall determine whether the use or
activity cannot be avoided because no reasonable or practicable alternative exists, the proposed
use is consistent with the spirit and intent of this chapter and it will not cause adverse impacts to
the wetland or the wetland buffer which cannot be mitigated. In taking action to approve a
special use review, the director may attach reasonable conditions as necessary to minimize
impacts, rectify impacts or compensate for impacts to the wetland or wetland buffer.

3. The director shall deny a special use review request if the proposed use or activity is
inconsistent with this chapter and/or will cause adverse impacts to the wetland or wetland buffer,
which cannot be adequately mitigated and/or avoided.

4. Special use review requests for agricultural conversions shall include a farm plan developed
by the Kitsap Conservation District. The plan shall identify the best management practices for
the proposed agricultural activity.

5. Special use review determinations are appealable to the hearing examiner pursuant to BIMC
2.16.130.

H. Wetlands and Streams Restoration, Creation, Mitigation, or Enhancement.

1. Any person who alters regulated wetlands or streams or their standard buffers as required by
this chapter shall restore, create or enhance equivalent areas or greater areas than those altered in
order to compensate for losses. In the alternative, conservation easements or mitigation banking
may be considered as appropriate mitigation; provided, that areas equivalent to those altered are
achieved.

2. Where feasible, restored or created wetlands and streams shall be a higher category than the
altered wetland or stream.

3. Compensation areas shall be determined according to function, acreage, type, location, time
factors, ability to be self-sustaining and projected success. Multiple compensation projects may
be proposed for one project in order to best achieve the goal of no net loss.

4. Given the need for expertise and monitoring, voluntary restoration, creation or enhancement
projects or compensatory projects may be permitted only when the director finds that the

16



BAINBRIDGE ISLAND
WETLAND ORDINANCE

proposed project is associated with an activity or development otherwise permitted. Additionally,
the applicant shall:

a. Demonstrate sufficient scientific expertise, supervisory capability, and financial resources to
carry out the project;

b. Demonstrate the capability for monitoring the site and to make corrections during this period
if the project fails to meet projected goals and plans; and

c. Provide for the long-term protection and management of the compensation area to avoid
further development or degradation.

5. Acreage Replacement Ratio. Any applicant proposing to alter wetlands may propose to re-
establish, create, rehabititate, or enhance wetlands in order to compensate for the wetland losses.

a. Replacement Ratios for Wetlands. Table 9 provides the required replacement ratios for the re-
establishment or creation, rehabilitation, or enhancement of a wetland. The first number specifies

the replacement acreage of wetlands and the second specifies the acreage of wetlands altered.

Table 9: Replacement Ratios for Wetlands

1:1 Re-establishment

Re-establishment or Creation (R/C) or |Enhancement
Category and Type  |or Creation Rehabilitation  |[Enhancement (E) Only
| — Forested 6:1 12:1 1:1R/IC10:1E 24:1
| — Highly functioning|4:1 8:1 1.1R/IC6:1E 16:1
| - Bog Not possible 6:1 of a Bog Case-by-Case Case-by-Case
| — Estuarine Case-by-Case 6:1 — Estuarine  |Case-by-Case Case-by-Case
Il — Estuarine |Case-by-Case 4:1 — Estuarine  |Case-by-Case Case-by-Case
Il — Others 3:1 8:1 1:1R/IC4:1E 12:1
i 2:1 4:1 1:.1R/IC2:1E 8:1
v 1.5:1 3:1 1:.1R/IC2:1E 6:1

b. Replacement ratios for buffers shall be 1:1.

c. Increased Replacement Ratio. The director may increase the ratios under the following

circumstances:

i. Uncertainty as to the probable success of the proposed rehabitation or creation;
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ii. Significant period of time between destruction and replication of wetland functions; or

iii. Projected losses in functional value.

d. Decreased Replacement Ratio. The director may decrease these ratios when there are findings
of special studies coordinated with agencies with expertise which demonstrate that no net loss of
wetland function or value is attained under the decreased ratio.

e. In all cases, a minimum acreage replacement ratio of 1:1 shall be required.

6. Wetland Type. In-kind compensation shall be provided except where the applicant can
demonstrate that:

a. The wetland system is already significantly degraded and out-of-kind replacement will result
in a wetland with greater functions and values;

b. Scientific problems such as invasive/exotic vegetation and changes in watershed hydrology
make implementation of in-kind compensation impossible;

c. Out-of-kind replacement will best meet identified regional goals (e.g., replacement of
historically diminished wetland types); and

d. Where out-of-kind replacement is accepted, greater acreage replacement ratios may be
required to compensate for lost functions and values.

7. Location. On-site compensation shall be provided except where the applicant can demonstrate
that:

a. The hydrology and ecosystem of the original wetland and those who benefit from the
hydrology and ecosystem will not be substantially damaged by the on-site loss;

b. On-site compensation is not scientifically feasible due to problems with hydrology, soils, or
other factors;

c. Compensation is not practical due to potentially adverse impacts from surrounding land uses;

d. Existing functions and values at the site of the proposed restoration are significantly greater
than lost wetland functional values;

18



BAINBRIDGE ISLAND
WETLAND ORDINANCE

e. Established regional goals for flood storage, flood conveyance, habitat or other wetland
functions have been established and strongly justify location of compensatory measures at
another site;

f. There is no feasible location for on-site mitigation;
g. Off-site compensation shall occur within the same watershed, if feasible, as the wetland loss
occurred; provided, that Category IV wetlands may be replaced outside of the watershed when

there is no reasonable alternative; and

h. In selecting compensation sites, an applicant shall pursue siting in the following order of
preference:

i. Upland sites which were formerly wetlands;

ii. Idled upland sites generally having bare ground or vegetative cover consisting primarily of
invasive introduced species, weeds, or emergent vegetation; or

iii. Other disturbed upland.

8. Timing. Wherever feasible, compensatory projects shall be completed prior to activities that
will disturb wetlands, and immediately after activities that will temporarily disturb wetlands. In
all other cases, except for Category | wetlands, compensatory projects should be completed prior
to use or occupancy of the activity or development which was conditioned upon such
compensation. Construction of compensation projects shall be timed to reduce impacts to
existing wildlife and flora.

9. Cooperative Restoration, Creation or Enhancement Projects. The director may encourage,
facilitate, and approve cooperative projects wherein a single applicant or other organization with
demonstrated capability may undertake a compensation project with funding from other
applicants under the following circumstances:

a. Restoration, creation or enhancement at a particular site may be scientifically difficult or
impossible; or

b. Creation of one or several larger wetlands may be preferable to many small wetlands;
c. Persons proposing cooperative compensation projects shall:

I. Submit a joint permit application;
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ii. Demonstrate compliance with all standards;

iii. Demonstrate the organizational and fiscal capability to act cooperatively; and
iv. Demonstrate that long-term management can and will be provided.

10. Mitigation Banking.

a. The city may consider and approve replacement or enhancement of wetlands to address
unavoidable adverse impacts caused by development activities through an approved wetland
mitigation bank. Compensatory mitigation in advance of authorized impacts must be provided
through an approved mitigation bank if a bank is used.

b. When off-site mitigation is authorized, the director shall give priority to locations within the
same drainage basin as the development proposal site that meet the following:

I. Mitigation banking sites and resource mitigation reserves as authorized by this chapter;

ii. Private mitigation sites that are established in compliance with the requirements of this
chapter and approved by the director; and

iii. Public mitigation sites that have been ranked in a process that has been supported by
ecological assessments.

c. The director may require documentation that the mitigation site has been permanently
preserved from future development or alteration that would be inconsistent with the functions of
the mitigation. The documentation may include, but need not be limited to, a conservation
easement, transfer of clearing credits or other agreement between the applicant and owner of the
mitigation site. The city may enter into agreements or become a party to any easement or other
agreement necessary to ensure that the site continues to exist in its mitigated condition.

d. The director shall maintain a list of sites available for use for off-site mitigation projects.

e. The director may develop a program to allow the payment of a fee in lieu of providing
mitigation on a development site. The program should address:

i. When the payment of a fee is allowed, considering the availability of a site in geographic

proximity with comparable hydrologic and biological functions and potential for future habitat
fragmentation and degradation; and
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ii. The use of the fees for mitigation on public or private sites that have been ranked according to
ecological criteria through one or more programs that have included a public process. (Ord.
2005-03 § 2, 2005)
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H. WETLANDS

20.25H.095 Designation of critical area and buffers.
A. Definition of Wetland.

Those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and
duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of
vegetation adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps,
marshes, bogs, and similar areas. Wetlands do not include those artificial wetlands intentionally
created from nonwetland sites, including, but not limited to, irrigation and drainage ditches,
grass-lined swales, canals, detention facilities, wastewater treatment facilities, farm ponds, and
landscape amenities, or those wetlands created after July 1, 1990, that were unintentionally
created as a result of the construction of a road, street, or highway. Wetlands may include those
artificial wetlands intentionally created from nonwetland areas to mitigate the conversion of
wetlands.

B. Designation of Critical Area.

The following wetlands are hereby designated as critical areas subject to the requirements of this
part. Wetlands are classified into category I, category I, category Il and category 1V wetlands
based on the adopted Washington State Wetland Rating System for Western Washington,
Washington State Department of Ecology Publication Number 04-06-025, published August,
2004.

1. Category | Wetlands. Category | wetlands are those that (a) represent a unique or rare
wetland type; or (b) are more sensitive to disturbance than most wetlands; or (c) are relatively
undisturbed and contain ecological attributes that are impossible to replace within a human
lifetime; or (d) provide a high level of functions.

2. Category Il Wetlands. Category Il wetlands are difficult, though not impossible, to replace,
and provide high levels of some functions. These wetlands occur more commonly than category
| wetlands, but still need a relatively high level of protection. Category Il wetlands in western
Washington include: wetlands scoring between 51 to 69 points (out of 100) on the questions
related to the functions present. Wetlands scoring 51 to 69 points were judged to perform most
functions relatively well, or performed one group of functions very well and the other two
moderately well.

3. Category Il Wetlands. Category 1l wetlands are wetlands with a moderate level of
functions (scores between 30 to 50 points). Wetlands scoring between 30 to 50 points generally
have been disturbed in some ways, and are often less diverse or more isolated from other natural
resources in the landscape than category Il wetlands.
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4. Category IV Wetlands Over 2,500 Square Feet. Category IV wetlands have the lowest levels
of functions (scores less than 30 points) and are often heavily disturbed. These are wetlands that
we should be able to replace, and in some cases be able to improve. However, experience has
shown that replacement cannot be guaranteed in any specific case. These wetlands may provide
some important functions, and also need to be protected.

C. Designation of Wetland Critical Area Buffer.

The following critical area buffers are hereby established:

1. Wetland Critical Area Buffer.

a. General.

i. Undeveloped Sites. An undeveloped site is any site where the wetland and wetland buffer
have not previously been included within a Native Growth Protection Area (NGPA) or Native
Growth Protection Easement (NGPE), regardless of whether the site contains a primary structure.

Wetlands on undeveloped sites shall have the following critical area buffers, measured from the
wetland boundary:

Category Wetland Characteristic Buffer
I Natural heritage wetlands 190 feet
Bogs 190 feet
Forested Based on score for habitat or
water quality functions
Habitat score of 29 to 36 225 feet
Habitat score of 20 to 28 110 feet

Water quality score of 24 to 32 and habitat |75 feet
score of less than 20

Not meeting any of the above 75 feet
I Habitat score of 29 to 36 225 feet
Habitat score of 20 to 28 110 feet

Water quality score of 24 to 32 and habitat |75 feet
score of less than 20

Not meeting any of the above 75 feet
I Habitat score of 20 to 28 points 110 feet
Not meeting any of the above 60 feet

2
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Category Wetland Characteristic Buffer

IV over 2,500 Score for functions less than 30 points 40
square feet

ii. Developed Site. A developed site is any site where the wetland and wetland buffer have
been included within an NGPE or NGPA approved and recorded prior to August 1, 2006, or any
site abutting an NGPA approved and recorded prior to August 1, 2006, containing the wetland
and wetland buffer where such site does not also contain a wetland. Wetlands on developed sites
shall be governed by the buffer established within the approved and recorded NGPA or NGPE,
no additional wetland buffer shall apply.

b. Buffer and Setback on Sites with Existing Development. Where a primary structure legally
established on a site prior to August 1, 2006, encroaches into the critical area buffer or structure
setback established in this section, the critical area buffer and/or structure setback shall be
modified to exclude the footprint of the existing primary structure. Expansion of any existing
primary structure into the critical area buffer or critical area structure setback shall be allowed
only pursuant to the provisions of LUC 20.25H.055 (single-family primary structures) or LUC
20.25H.230 (all other primary structures).

2. Buffer Modification. Modifications to the wetland critical area buffer may be approved
pursuant to this section. Modifications to the wetland critical area buffer that do not meet the
criteria of this subsection may be considered through a critical areas report, LUC 20.25H.230:

a. Buffer Averaging. Buffer averaging may be allowed if all the following criteria are satisfied.
Proposals to average the wetland critical area buffer under this subsection shall require a Critical
Areas Land Use Permit; provided, that a mitigation or restoration plan is not required for buffer
averaging.

i. Buffer averaging may be approved only if the applicant demonstrates that a modification to
non-critical area setbacks pursuant to LUC 20.25H.040 would not accommodate the proposed
development in a manner consistent with its intended use and function;

ii.  Through buffer averaging, the ecological structure and function of the resulting buffer is
equivalent to or greater than the structure and function before averaging;

ili. The total buffer area is not reduced:;
iv. The buffer area is contiguous;

v. Averaging does not result in any impact to slope stability and does not increase the
likelihood of erosion or landslide hazard;
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vi. Averaging does not result in a significant adverse impact to habitat associated with species
of local importance; and

vii. At no point is the critical area buffer width less than 75 percent of the required buffer
dimension.

b. Transportation or Utility Infrastructure. Where a legally established right-of-way, railroad
right-of-way or other similar infrastructure of a linear nature crosses a wetland critical area
buffer, the edge of the improved right-of-way shall be the extent of the buffer, if the part of the
critical area buffer on the other side of the right-of-way provides insignificant biological or
hydrological function in relation to the portion of the buffer adjacent to the wetland.

D. Structure Setbacks.
1. General. The requirements of this section apply along with any other dimensional

requirements of the Land Use Code (see LUC 20.20.010, 20.20.130, 20.20.190 and Parts 20.25A
—20.25G). The most restrictive dimension controls. Structure setbacks are required in order to:

a. Minimize long-term impacts of development adjacent to critical areas and critical area
buffers; and

b. Protect critical areas and critical area buffers from adverse impacts during construction.

2.  Minimum Setback of Structures — Undeveloped and Developed Sites. The following
structure setbacks apply to both undeveloped and developed sites. Structure setbacks shall be
measured from the edge of the critical area buffer on undeveloped sites, or from the edge of the
approved and recorded NGPE or NGPA on developed sites:

Category | wetlands 20 feet
Category Il wetlands 20 feet
Category 111 wetlands 15 feet
Category 1V wetlands None required

3. Structure Setback Modification — Undeveloped Sites. The Director may waive or modify the
structure setback on an undeveloped site as part of the permit or approval for the underlying
proposal if the applicant demonstrates that:

a. Water quality, or slope stability as documented in a geotechnical report, will not be
adversely affected,
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b. Encroachment into the structure setback will not disturb habitat of a species of local
importance within a critical area or critical area buffer;

c. Vegetation in the critical area and critical area buffer will not be disturbed by construction,
development, or maintenance activities and will be maintained in a healthy condition for the
anticipated life of the development; and

d. Enhancement planting on the boundary between the structure setback and the critical area
buffer will reduce impacts of development within the structure setback.

4. Structure Setback Modification — Developed Sites. Structure setbacks on developed sites
may be modified only through an approved critical areas report. (Ord. 5680, 6-26-06, § 3)

20.25H.100 Performance standards.

Development on sites with a wetland or wetland critical area buffer shall incorporate the
following performance standards in design of the development, as applicable:

A. Lights shall be directed away from the wetland.

B. Activity that generates noise such as parking lots, generators, and residential uses, shall be
located away from the wetland, or any noise shall be minimized through use of design and
insulation techniques.

C. Toxic runoff from new impervious area shall be routed away from the wetlands.

D. Treated water may be allowed to enter the wetland critical area buffer.

E. The outer edge of the wetland critical area buffer shall be planted with dense vegetation to
limit pet or human use.

F. Use of pesticides, insecticides and fertilizers within 150 feet of the edge of the stream buffer

shall be in accordance with the City of Bellevue’s “Environmental Best Management Practices,”
now or as hereafter amended. (Ord. 5680, 6-26-06, § 3)

20.25H.105 Mitigation and monitoring — Additional provisions.

In addition to the provisions of LUC 20.25H.210, mitigation plans designed to mitigate impacts
to wetlands and wetland critical area buffers shall meet the requirements of this section.

A. Preference of Mitigation Actions.
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1. Mitigation for Impacted Wetland Critical Area. Mitigation actions that require compensation
of impacted wetland critical area shall occur in the following order of preference, subject to the
location requirements of subsection B of this section:

a. Restoring wetlands on upland sites that were formerly wetlands.

b. Creating wetlands on disturbed upland sites such as those with vegetative cover consisting
primarily of nonnative introduced species. This should only be attempted when there is a
consistent source of hydrology and it can be shown that the surface and subsurface hydrologic
regime is conducive for the wetland community that is being designed.

c. Enhancing significantly degraded wetlands.

2. Mitigation for Impacted Wetland Critical Area Buffer. Mitigation actions that require
compensation of impacted critical area buffer shall occur in the following order of preference
and in the following locations:

a. On-site, through replacement of lost critical area buffer;
b. On-site, through enhancement of the functions and values of remaining critical area buffer;
c. Off-site, through replacement or enhancement, in the same sub-drainage basin;

d. Off-site, through replacement or enhancement, out of the sub-drainage basin but in the same
drainage basin.

B. Type and Location of Mitigation for Wetland Critical Area.

Compensatory mitigation for critical areas functions and values shall be either in-kind and on-
site, or in-kind and within the same drainage sub-basin. Mitigation actions may be conducted off-
site and outside of the drainage sub-basin when all of the following are demonstrated through a
critical areas report:

1. There are no reasonable on-site or in-sub-drainage basin opportunities or on-site and in-sub-
drainage basin opportunities do not have a high likelihood of success, after a determination of the
natural capacity of the site to mitigate for the impacts. Consideration should include: anticipated
wetland mitigation replacement ratios, buffer conditions and proposed widths, hydrogeomorphic
classes of on-site wetlands when restored, proposed flood storage capacity, and potential to
mitigate stream fish and wildlife impacts (such as connectivity);

2. Off-site mitigation has a greater likelihood of providing equal or improved wetland
functions than the impacted wetland; and



BELLEVUE WETLAND ORDINANCE

3. Off-site locations shall be in the same sub-drainage basin unless established watershed goals
for water quality, flood or conveyance, habitat, or other wetland functions have been established
and strongly justify location of mitigation at another site.

C. Mitigation Ratios.

1. Wetland Acreage Replacement Ratios. The following ratios shall apply to creation or
restoration that is in-kind, is on-site, is the same category of wetland, is timed prior to or
concurrent with alteration, and has a high probability of success. The first number specifies the
acreage of replacement wetlands and the second specifies the acreage of wetlands altered.

Category | 6-to-1
Category Il 3-to-1
Category Il 2-to-1
Category IV 1.5-to-1

2. Increased Replacement Ratio. The Director may increase the ratios where proposed
mitigation will result in a lower category wetland or reduced functions relative to the wetland
being impacted.

3. Critical Area Buffer Mitigation Ratio. Critical area buffer disturbed or impacted under this
part shall be replaced at a ratio of one-to-one.

D. Wetlands Enhancement as Mitigation.

Impacts to wetland critical area functions may be mitigated by enhancement of existing
significantly degraded wetlands. Applicants proposing to enhance wetlands must produce a
critical areas report meeting the requirements of LUC 20.25H.110 and 20.25H.230 that identifies
how enhancement will increase the functions of the degraded wetland and how this increase will
adequately mitigate for the loss of wetland area and function at the impact site. An enhancement
proposal must also show whether existing wetland functions will be reduced by the enhancement
actions. (Ord. 5680, 6-26-06, § 3)

20.25H.110 Critical areas report — Additional provisions.
A. Limitation on Modification.

A critical areas report may not be used to fill a wetland critical area, except where filling is
required to allow a use set forth in LUC 20.25H.055.

B. Additional Content.
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In addition to the general requirements of LUC 20.25H.230, a critical areas report for wetlands
shall include a written assessment and accompanying maps of the wetlands and buffers within
300 feet of the project area, including the following information at a minimum:

1. A discussion of measures, including avoidance, minimization, and mitigation, proposed to
preserve existing wetlands and restore any wetlands that were degraded prior to the current
proposed land use activity.

2. A habitat and native vegetation conservation strategy that addresses methods to protect and
enhance on-site habitat and wetland functions.

3. Functional evaluation for the wetland and adjacent buffer using a local or state agency staff-
recognized method and including the reference of the method and all data sheets. (Ord. 5680, 6-

26-06, § 3)
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18.10.590 Wetlands — General protection mechanisms.

Development activity on sites containing wetlands or wetland buffers shall meet the requirements of
this chapter. Wetlands and associated buffers shall not be altered (see definition of “alteration,” IMC
18.10.390) except as expressly authorized by this chapter. The applicant is responsible for ensuring
that the requirements of all other agencies with jurisdiction have been met. (Ord. 2669 § 1 (Exh. A),
2013; Ord. 2455 § 4, 2006; Ord. 2108 § 10.2.26.1 — 4, 1996).

18.10.600 Regulated wetland activities.

Project Permit approval through the appropriate land use permitting process, or if none is required,
then through Level 1 Review, shall be obtained from the City prior to undertaking the following
activities in a regulated wetland or its buffer unless authorized by IMC 18.10.610(A):

A. The removal, excavation, grading, or dredging of soil, sand, gravel, minerals, organic matter, or
material of any kind;

B. The dumping, discharging, or filling with any material,

C. The draining, flooding, or disturbing of the water level or water table;

D. The driving of pilings;

E. The placing of obstructions or fences;

F. The construction, reconstruction, demolition, or expansion of any structure;

G. The destruction or alteration of wetlands vegetation through clearing, grubbing, harvesting,
shading, intentional burning, or planting of vegetation that would alter the character of a regulated
wetland; provided, that these activities are not part of a forest practice governed under Chapter 76.09
RCW and its rules;

H. Activities that result in a significant change of water temperature, a significant change of physical
or chemical characteristics of wetlands water sources, including quantity, or the introduction of
pollutants;

I.  Any development or construction activity not specifically authorized as an allowed activity in IMC
18.10.610(A);

J. Restoration or enhancement projects; or

K. Introduction into any wetland area or associated buffers of all vegetation or wildlife shall be
indigenous to the Issaquah region unless authorized by the state of Washington or a federal license or
permit. (Ord. 2669 § 1 (Exh. A), 2013; Ord. 2455 § 5, 2006; Ord. 2301 § 3, 2001; Ord. 2108 §

The Issaquah Municipal Code is current through Ordinance 2757, passed December 21, 2015.



Issaquah Municipal Code 18.10.610 Allowed wetland activities. Page 2 of 18

10.2.26.5, 1996).

18.10.610 Allowed wetland activities.

A. Activities Not Subject to Review or Approval: The following activities shall be allowed without a
wetland reconnaissance or wetland study and without notice to the Director, within a wetland or
wetland buffer to the extent that they are not prohibited by any other ordinance or law and provided
they are conducted using best management practices, except where such activities result in the
conversion of a regulated wetland or wetland buffer to an activity to which it was not previously
subjected; and provided further, that forest practices and conversions shall be governed by Chapter
76.09 RCW and its rules. These activities are not subject to any review or approval process.

1. Conservation or preservation of soil, water, vegetation, fish, shellfish, and other wildlife;

2. Outdoor recreational activities, including fishing, bird watching, hiking, hunting, boating,
swimming and canoeing. Horseback riding and bicycling are allowed only on designated,
established, public trails;

3. The noncommercial harvesting of wild crops in a manner that is not injurious to natural
reproduction of such crops and provided the harvesting does not require tilling of soil, planting of
crops, or alteration of the wetland by changing existing topography, water conditions or water
sources;

4. Existing and ongoing agricultural activities including farming, horticulture, aquaculture,
irrigation, ranching or grazing of animals. Activities on areas lying fallow as part of a
conventional rotational cycle are part of an ongoing operation. Activities which bring an area into
agricultural use are not part of an ongoing operation. An operation ceases to be ongoing when
the area on which it was conducted has been converted to another use or has lain idle for
twenty-four (24) consecutive months;

5. The maintenance (but not construction) of existing ditches. Maintenance includes clearing
the ditch of sediment, debris and/or vegetation, but does not include additional excavation that
increases the depth or width of the ditch. Excavation of sediment deposited in the ditch shall not
exceed the original construction elevation;

6. Education, scientific research, and use of publicly designated nature trails;
7. Navigation aids and boundary markers;
8. Boat mooring buoys;

9. Normal maintenance, repair, or operation of existing serviceable structures, facilities, or
improved areas. Maintenance and repair does not include any modification that changes the

The Issaquah Municipal Code is current through Ordinance 2757, passed December 21, 2015.
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character, scope, or size of the original structure, facility, or improved area and does not include
the construction of a maintenance road;

10. Minor modification of existing serviceable structures (e.g., utilities, monitoring equipment,
etc.) within a buffer where modification does not adversely impact wetland functions;

11. Site investigative work necessary for land use application submittals such as delineations,
surveys, soil logs, percolation tests and other related activities; and

12.  Removal of exotic, invasive plants in wetlands and buffers as established in IMC
18.10.400(K), Removal of Nonnative Invasive Vegetation.

B. Activities Allowed in Wetland Buffers: In wetland buffers, regulated activities which have minimal
adverse impacts within the buffers and no adverse impacts on wetlands may be allowed through the
Land Use Permit process, provided they are conducted using best management practices and
restoration. These activities include:

1. Low impact, passive recreation-related activities such as development of pervious
recreation trails, nonpermanent wildlife watching blinds, short-term scientific or educational
activities; or

2. Stormwater management facilities having no feasible alternative on-site locations, where
appropriate restoration is included, and which would not adversely affect the function or values
of the buffer or wetland, may be allowed in buffers associated with Category |1, Il and IV
wetlands only. Stormwater management facilities shall not encroach into wetland buffers by
more than twenty-five (25) percent of the standard wetland buffer width, per IMC 18.10.640, or
use more than twenty-five (25) percent of the total buffer area without a variance. Any wetland
buffer area displaced by a stormwater management facility shall be compensated for by adding
wetland buffer area in accordance with IMC 18.10.650(D)(83) so that no net loss of wetland buffer
area results from the construction of the facility; or

3. Flood conveyance compensatory storage, where there is no other feasible alternative,
where appropriate restoration is included, and where wetland hydrology or vegetation will not be
significantly impacted; or

4. Surface water discharge to a wetland from a detention facility, presettlement pond or other
surface water management activity or facility may be allowed if the discharge enhances the
wetland and/or does not increase the rate of flow, change the plant composition in a forested
wetland, or decrease the water quality of the wetland; or

5. Trails. Construction of public and private trails may not be allowed in wetland buffers unless
a critical areas study per IMC 18.10.410 documents no loss of buffer functions and values.

The Issaquah Municipal Code is current through Ordinance 2757, passed December 21, 2015.
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C.

Additional buffer width equal to the width of the trail tread and the cleared trail shoulders shall be
required, except where existing development prevents adding buffer width. In this case, other
mitigating measures shall be required to ensure no loss of buffer functions and values.

Utilities in Wetland Buffers: Sewer utility corridors may be allowed in wetland buffers only if the

applicant demonstrates that sewer lines are necessary for gravity flow and no other technologically
practical alternative exists, and:

D.

1. The corridor is not located in a wetland or buffer used by species listed as endangered or
threatened by the state or federal government or containing critical or outstanding actual habitat
of those species, and consider construction timing in areas with heron rookeries or raptor
nesting trees;

2. The corridor alignment including, but not limited to, any allowed maintenance roads shall not
encroach into the wetland buffer at any location by more than twenty-five (25) percent of the
standard wetland buffer width, per IMC 18.10.640;

3. Corridor construction and maintenance protects the wetland and buffer and is aligned to
avoid cutting trees greater than twelve (12) inches in diameter at breast height, when practical;

4. An additional, contiguous and undisturbed buffer, equal in width to the proposed
nonvegetated areas, including any allowed maintenance roads, is provided to protect the
wetland;

5. The corridor is revegetated with appropriate vegetation native to King County at
preconstruction densities or greater immediately upon completion of construction or as soon
thereafter as possible, and the sewer utility ensures that such vegetation is established for at
least five (5) years;

6. Any additional corridor access for maintenance is provided, to the extent possible at
specific points rather than by a parallel road; and

7. The width of any necessary parallel road providing access for maintenance is as small as
possible, but not greater than fifteen (15) feet, and the location of the road is within the utility
corridor on the side away from the wetland.

Temporary Construction Disturbance: Except as otherwise specified, where temporary buffer

disturbance has occurred during construction, revegetation with native vegetation is required. (Ord.
2669 § 1 (Exh. A), 2013; Ord. 2491 § 6, 2007; Ord. 2455 § 6, 2006; Ord. 2314 § 1, 2001; Ord. 2301
§ 3, 2001; Ord. 2108 § 10.2.26.6 — 7, 1996).

18.10.615 Wetland delineations.

The Issaquah Municipal Code is current through Ordinance 2757, passed December 21, 2015.
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A. A wetland report shall be prepared either prior to or with a development application, where a site
inspection or other available information indicates the potential presence of a wetland on any portion
of the subject property or within two hundred (200) feet of the subject property.

B. Afield identification or delineation of the wetland edge shall be conducted by a qualified wetland
professional based on the procedures provided in the currently approved federal manual and
applicable regional supplements and WAC 173-22-035.

C. Wetland delineations and wetland ratings shall be based on the entire extent of the wetland,
irrespective of property lines, ownership patterns, or other factors.

D. The Planning Director/Manager shall approve a wetland delineation and wetland rating prior to
approval of development permits. The City may require additional review of a wetland delineation
and/or wetland rating by a wetland professional not associated with an applicant. Additional wetland
review shall be at the applicant’s expense.

E. Afinal wetland delineation report shall be valid for three (3) years. Additional time may be
approved by the Planning Director/Manager if an application is proceeding through the permit process
in a timely manner. The Planning Director/Manager may require an updated wetland delineation report
whenever physical circumstances have markedly and demonstrably changed on the subject property
or the surrounding area as a result of natural processes or human activity.

F. After City approval of the wetland delineation and required wetland buffer, a professional survey
of the wetland edge and required wetland buffer shall be shown on the permit application. The survey
of the wetland delineation shall be tied to a known monument. (Ord. 2669 § 3 (Exh. A), 2013).

18.10.630 Wetland buffers.
Repealed by Ord. 2669. (Ord. 2108 § 10.2.27.4, 1996).

18.10.640 Wetland buffer width requirements.

A. Wetland buffers shall be required for all regulated activities adjacent to wetlands.

B. Any wetland created, restored or enhanced as mitigation or compensation for approved wetland
alterations shall also include the standard wetland buffer required for the category of the created,
restored, or enhanced wetland.

C. All wetland buffers shall be measured from the wetland boundary as delineated using the DOE
Wetland Manual and surveyed in the field. The width of the wetland buffer shall be determined
according to the wetland category, as follows:

Table 18.10.640.C Wetland Buffer Standards

The Issaquah Municipal Code is current through Ordinance 2757, passed December 21, 2015.
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Category Wetland Characteristic Buffer

Natural heritage wetlands |190 feet

Bogs 190 feet
I Forested Based on score for habitat
(Wetlands with a total or water quality functions

score of 70 points or more

on the DOE Wetland
Rating form) Habitat score of 26 to 30 |150 feet

Habitat score of 3110 36 |225 feet

Habitat score of 22t0 25 |[100 feet

Habitat score of 21 or less |75 feet

Il Habitat score of 31 t0 36  [225 feet
(Wetlands with a total
score of 51 to 69 points on
the DOE Wetland Rating
form) Habitat score of 21 or less |75 feet

Habitat score of 26 to 30 [150 feet

Habitat score of 2210 25 |100 feet

11 Habitat score of 26 to 30 |110 feet
(Wetlands with a total

score of 30 to 50 points on )
the DOE Wetland Rating Habitat score of 21 or less |50 feet

Habitat score of 22t0 25 |75 feet

form)

v Total score for functions |40 feet
over 2,500 square feet less than 30 points
(Wetlands scoring less
than 30 points on the DOE
Wetland Rating form)

v No buffer required
less than 2,500 square
feet

D. Building Setback: An additional fifteen (15) foot building setback shall also be established from
the outer edge of the buffer as regulated by IMC 18.10.515(D), Building Setback Areas. (Ord. 2669 § 1
(Exh. A), 2013; Ord. 2664 § 2 (Exh. A1), 2012; Ord. 2455 § 8, 2006; Ord. 2301 § 3, 2001; Ord. 2108 §
10.2.27.5 -9, 1996).

18.10.650 Exceptions to wetland buffer width requirements.

A. Existing Conditions:

The Issaquah Municipal Code is current through Ordinance 2757, passed December 21, 2015.



Issaquah Municipal Code 18.10.650 Exceptions to wetland buffer width requirements. Page 7 of 18

1. Previously Established Buffers: Where a wetland buffer has been previously established
through City or County development approval on or after November 27, 1990, and is permanently
recorded on title or placed within a separate tract, the buffer shall be as previously established,
provided it is at least fifty (50) percent of the required standard wetland buffer width in Table
18.10.640.C.

2. Roads or Infrastructure in Wetland Buffers: Where a legally established road right-of-way or
similar infrastructure is located within a wetland buffer, the edge of the improved right-of-way
shall be the extent of the buffer, provided it is demonstrated that the buffer area on the opposite
side of the right-of-way provides insignificant biological or hydrological functions in relation to the
buffer area adjacent to the wetland.

B. Buffer Requirements for Wetlands Adjacent to Steep Slopes: Wetlands within twenty-five (25)
feet of the toe of slopes equal to or greater than forty (40) percent shall have the following minimum

buffers:

1. Where the horizontal length of the slope including small benches and terraces is within the
buffer for that wetland category, the buffer width shall be the greater of:

a. The minimum for that wetland category; or
b. Twenty-five (25) feet beyond the toe of the slope.

2. Where the horizontal length of the slope extends beyond the minimum buffer for that wetland
category, the buffer shall extend to a point twenty-five (25) feet beyond the minimum buffer for
that wetland category.

3. No reduction to wetland buffer standards in IMC 18.10.640 is allowed.

4. The Director may recommend buffer averaging in instances where it will provide additional
resource protection; provided, that the total area on site contained in the buffer remains the
same.

C. Increasing Wetland Buffer Requirements: The Director shall require increased buffer widths as
necessary to protect wetlands. The additional buffer widths and other issues shall be determined by
development application review on a case-by-case basis. This determination shall be supported by
appropriate documentation demonstrating that an increased buffer is necessary to:

1. Maintain viable populations of existing species;
2. Protect critical fish and wildlife habitat;

3. Protect critical drainage areas;

The Issaquah Municipal Code is current through Ordinance 2757, passed December 21, 2015.



Issaquah Municipal Code 18.10.650 Exceptions to wetland buffer width requirements. Page 8 of 18

4. Protect groundwater recharge or discharge areas;
5. Protect adjacent land from landslides or severe erosion.
D. Reducing Wetland Buffer Requirements:

1. Wetland buffer reduction provisions in this section may be used separately or together;
provided, that the cumulative, total wetland buffer reduction shall not exceed twenty-five (25)
percent of the required wetland buffer area or encroach into the buffer at any location by more
than twenty-five (25) percent of the standard wetland buffer width, per IMC 18.10.640.

2. Avariance is required for wetland buffer reductions exceeding twenty-five (25) percent of
the required buffer area or encroachments exceeding twenty-five (25) percent of the standard
wetland buffer width.

3. Wetland Buffer Reduction with Buffer Vegetation Enhancement:

a. Purpose: The standard wetland buffer widths identified in Table 18.10.640.C may be
reduced when enhancement of the existing wetland buffer vegetation would demonstratively
improve water quality and habitat functions.

b. Applicability — Qualifying Wetland Buffers: A wetland buffer may qualify for a buffer

reduction under this section when:

(1) The wetland buffer proposed to be enhanced/reduced meets all of the following
characteristics:

(A) More than forty (40) percent of the buffer area is covered by nonnative
and/or invasive plant species; or

(B) Tree and/or shrub vegetation cover less than twenty-five (25) percent of the
buffer area; and

(C) The wetland buffer has slopes of less than twenty-five (25) percent.

(2) The proposed development incorporates performance standards to minimize the
impacts of the proposed land use, consistent with IMC 18.10.660.

c. Critical Area Study Required: A critical area study consistent with the requirements of
IMC 18.10.410(C) and the following provisions is required in order to evaluate and approve a
reduction of the standard buffer width. The critical area study shall:

(1) Evaluate the water quality, habitat, groundwater recharge, stormwater detention,

The Issaquah Municipal Code is current through Ordinance 2757, passed December 21, 2015.
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and erosion protection functions of the wetland buffer;

(2)

Document whether or not the:

(A) Wetland buffer under consideration meets the criteria established in
subsection (D)(3)(b) of this section and qualifies for consideration of a buffer
reduction under this section;

(B) Buffer reduction would adversely affect the functions and values of the
adjacent wetland; and

(C) Ecological structure and function of the reduced buffer after planting
enhancement would improve water quality and habitat functions.

Propose a wetland buffer enhancement plan including:
(A) Removal of all invasive, nonnative vegetation; and

(B) Planting of appropriate native tree and shrub species at a minimum planting
density of ten (10) feet on center for trees and five (5) feet on center for shrubs;
and

(C) A monitoring and maintenance plan for the enhanced buffer for a five (5) year
period, consistent with IMC 18.10.760 and 18.10.810.

d. Allowed Buffer Reduction: Following are the wetland buffer reductions allowed when all

of the criteria in subsections B and C of this section are met:

Maximum Buffer Reduction at

Wetland Category Anv Locati
ny Location

Category | and Il wetlands 25 percent of the standard buffer

width

Category Il wetlands with habitat 25 percent of the standard buffer

scores of 26 points or more width

Category Il with habitat scores 15 percent of the standard buffer
less than 26 points and Category  width
IV wetlands

4. Wetland Buffer Reduction with Removal of Impervious Surface Area: The standard wetland
buffer area may be reduced at a 1:1 ratio with the removal of existing, legally nonconforming

impervious surface area located within the wetland buffer area. For example, if one hundred

The Issaquah Municipal Code is current through Ordinance 2757, passed December 21, 2015.
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(100) square feet of existing impervious area are removed, the wetland buffer area may be
reduced by one hundred (100) square feet. The removed impervious area shall be located closer
toward the wetland than the proposed buffer reduction area. The removed impervious area shall
be restored with native vegetation, consistent with the wetland buffer enhancement plan
requirements in subsection (D)(3)(c)(3) of this section. Existing site characteristics, including
buffer vegetation, slopes, etc., and the proposed development shall be considered in determining
the location of the allowed reduced buffer area.

5. Wetland Buffer Averaging Requirements: Standard wetland buffer widths may be modified
by averaging buffer widths after review of a critical area study prepared by a qualified wetland
professional for compliance with the following criteria:

a. The proposed site plan demonstrates efforts to avoid and minimize wetland and wetland
buffer impacts;

b. Buffer width averaging is consistent with the best available science and will not
adversely impact functions or values;

c. The total area within the wetland buffer after averaging is not less than the area within
the standard buffer prior to averaging. The location of the replacement buffer area shall be
contiguous to the standard buffer to be averaged;

d. The buffer width shall not be reduced by more than twenty-five (25) percent of the
standard buffer width at any location, unless a variance is approved in accordance with IMC
18.10.430;

e. A maximum of fifty (50) percent of the buffer perimeter on a site may be reduced by
buffer averaging;

f.  Buffer averaging shall consider physical characteristics on a site, including but not
limited to existing wetland and buffer vegetation, slopes, floodplain, hydrology, surface
drainage, and association with nearby wetlands and/or streams;

g. Buffer averaging credit shall not be allowed in areas already protected by the critical
area regulations; and

h. Mitigation, such as revegetation and enhancement of existing vegetation, may be
required by the Director. (Ord. 2669 § 1 (Exh. A), 2013; Ord. 2664 § 2 (Exh. A1), 2012; Ord.
2455 § 9, 2006; Ord. 2108 § 10.2.27.10, 1996).

18.10.660 Performance standards.

Development on sites with a wetland or wetland buffer shall incorporate the following performance
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standards to minimize the impacts of the proposed land use, as applicable:

A. Lights shall be directed away from the wetland. Lighting levels shall meet the outdoor lighting
standards for spillover into critical areas, per IMC 18.07.107.

B. Activities that generate noise shall be located away from the wetland, or noise impacts shall be
minimized through design or insulation techniques.

C. Toxic runoff from new impervious surface area shall be directed away from wetlands.

D. Treated stormwater runoff may be allowed into wetland buffers. Channelized flow should be
prevented.

E. Use of pesticides, insecticides and fertilizers within one hundred fifty (150) feet of wetland
boundary shall be limited and follow best management practices (BMPs).

F. The outer edge of the wetland buffer shall be planted with dense vegetation and/or fencing to limit
pet and human disturbance. (Ord. 2455 § 10, 2006; Ord. 2301 § 3, 2001; Ord. 2108 § 10.2.27.11,
1996).

18.10.670 Mitigation sequence.
Repealed by Ord. 2669. (Ord. 2455 § 11, 2006; Ord. 2301 § 3, 2001; Ord. 2108 § 10.2.27.12, 1996).

18.10.680 Reducing buffer requirements.

Repealed by Ord. 2669. (Ord. 2108 § 10.2.27.13 — 14, 1996).

18.10.690 Utilities in wetland buffers.
Repealed by Ord. 2669. (Ord. 2301 § 3, 2001; Ord. 2108 § 10.2.27.15, 1996).

18.10.700 Avoiding wetland impacts.

A. To further the goal of no net loss of wetland functions or values, regulated activities shall not be
authorized in a wetland except as provided in this section or where it can be demonstrated that the
impact is both unavoidable and necessary and/or that all reasonable uses are denied through the
variance provision established in IMC 18.10.430.

B. With respect to Category | and Il wetlands, an applicant must demonstrate through the variance
provision, as established in IMC 18.10.430, that denial of the proposal would preclude all reasonable
use of the subject property on the part of the applicant brought about by circumstances peculiar to the
subject property.

C. With respect to Category 11l and 1V wetlands, the following provisions shall apply:

The Issaquah Municipal Code is current through Ordinance 2757, passed December 21, 2015.



Issaquah Municipal Code 18.10.670 Mitigation sequence. Page 12 0f 18

1. For water-dependent activities, unavoidable and necessary impacts can be authorized by
the Director where it is demonstrated that there are no practicable alternatives that would not
involve a wetland or which would not have less adverse impact on a wetland, and would not have
other significant adverse environmental consequences.

2.  Where non-water-dependent activities are proposed, it shall be presumed that adverse
impacts are avoidable. This presumption may be rebutted upon a demonstration to the Director
that:

a. The basic project purpose cannot reasonably be accomplished using one (1) or more
other sites in the general region (outside the hydraulic influence area) that would avoid, or
result in less, adverse impact on a regulated wetland;

b. The basic purpose of the project cannot be accomplished by reducing the size, scope,
configuration, or density of the project, as proposed, and by using any alternative designs of
the project, as proposed, that would avoid, or result in less adverse impact on a wetland or
its buffer;

c. Incases where the applicant has rejected alternatives to the project, as proposed, due
to constraints such as zoning, deficiencies of infrastructure, or parcel size, the applicant
has made reasonable attempt to remove or accommodate such constraints.

D. If an applicant for a development proposal which has Category Il or IV wetlands can
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Director that application of the standards provided in this
chapter will deny all reasonable use of the property, development as conditioned shall be allowed if
the applicant also demonstrates all of the following to the satisfaction of the Director. The Director has
the option to forward the decision to a Hearing Examiner through the variance provision outlined in
IMC 18.10.430.

1. That the proposed project is water-dependent or requires access to the wetland as a central
element of its basic function, or is not water-dependent but has no practicable alternative
pursuant to this section;

2. That no reasonable use with less impact on the wetland and its buffer is possible (e.g.,
agriculture, aquaculture, transfer or sale of development rights or credits, sale of open space
easements, etc.);

3. That there is no feasible on-site alternative to the proposed activities, including reduction in
density, phasing of project implementation, change in timing of activities, revision of road and lot
layout, and/or related site planning considerations, that would allow a reasonable use with less
adverse impacts to wetlands and wetland buffers;
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4. That the proposed activities will result in minimum feasible alteration or impairment to the
wetland’s functional characteristics and its existing contours, vegetation, fish and wildlife
resources, and hydrological conditions;

5. That disturbance of wetlands has been minimized by locating any necessary alteration in
wetland buffers to the extent possible;

6. That the proposed activities will not jeopardize the continued existence of endangered,
threatened, rare, sensitive, or monitor species as listed by the federal government or the state of
Washington;

7. That the proposed activities will not cause significant degradation of groundwater or surface
water quality;

8. That the proposed activities comply with all state, local and federal laws, including those
related to sediment control, pollution control, floodplain restrictions, and on-site wastewater
disposal;

9. That any and all alterations to wetlands and wetland buffers will be mitigated as provided in
IMC 18.10.750;

10. That there will be no damage to nearby public or private property and no threat to the
health or safety of people on or off the property; and

11.  That the inability to derive reasonable use of the property is not the result of actions by the
applicant in segregating or dividing the property and creating the undevelopable condition after
the effective date of the ordinance codified in this chapter. (Ord. 2669 § 1 (Exh. A), 2013; Ord.
2108 § 10.2.27.16 — 19, 1996).

18.10.710 Minimizing wetlands impacts.

A. After it has been determined by either the Hearing Examiner or the Director pursuant to IMC
18.10.700 (Avoiding Wetland Impacts) that losses of wetlands are necessary and unavoidable or that
all reasonable use has been denied, the applicant shall take deliberate measures to minimize wetland
impacts.

B. Minimizing impacts to wetlands shall include but is not limited to:
1. Limiting the degree or magnitude of the regulated activity;
2. Limiting the implementation of the regulated activity;

3. Using appropriate and best available technology;
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4. Taking affirmative steps to avoid or reduce impacts;

5. Sensitive site design and siting of facilities and construction staging areas away from
regulated wetlands and their buffers;

6. Involving resource agencies early in site planning;

7. Providing protective measures such as siltation curtains, hay bales and other siltation
prevention measures, scheduling the regulated activity to avoid interference with wildlife and
fisheries rearing, resting, nesting or spawning activities;

8. Pronhibiting the intentional introduction of nonnative vegetation, except in conjunction with
approved restoration projects; and

9. Providing preventative measures for soil erosion such as inspections and a monitoring plan.
(Ord. 2301 § 3, 2001; Ord. 2108 § 10.2.27.20 — 21, 1996).

18.10.720 Mitigating for wetland impacts.

A. Goal: All approved impacts to regulated wetlands require compensatory mitigation so that the
goal of no net loss of wetland function, value and acreage is achieved. Mitigation actions shall provide
equivalent or greater wetland and buffer functions compared to wetland and buffer conditions existing
prior to the proposed alteration.

B. Wetland Mitigation Ratios:

1. The following ratios apply to mitigation which is in kind, on site, the same wetland category,
timed prior to or concurrent with alteration, and has a high probability of success. The first
number specifies the acreage of required wetlands to be created, re-established, rehabilitated or
enhanced and the second number specifies the acreage of existing wetlands proposed for
alteration.

2.  Minimum Replacement Ratio: In order to maintain no net loss of wetland acreage, in all
cases the wetland creation or re-establishment ratio shall be a minimum of 1:1.

Category Creation or .
d Type Re-establishment Creation or

an -

P Creation or Rehabilitation Re-establishment

of . (R/C) and
Re-establishment Only L (R/C) and
Wetland Rehabilitation
Enhancement (E)

Impacts (RH)
Category
v
Rraatar 11 R/M anAd 1-1
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e 1.5:1 3:1 T 1YY RICand 211 E
than RH
2,500 SF
in size
All

1:1 R/C and 2:1
Category 2:1 4:1 RH 1:1R/Cand 41 E
1]
Categor 1:1 R/C and 4:1

gory 3:1 6:1 1:1 R/Cand 8:1 E

Il RH
Category

1:1 R/Cand 10:1 | 1:1 R/C and 20:1
| 6:1 12:1

RH E

Forested
Category
| — based

1:1 R/C and 6:1 1:1 R/C and 12:1
on score 4:1 8:1

RH E
for
functions
Category 6:1
| Natural Rehabilitation
. Not allowed Not allowed Not allowed
Heritage of a Natural
site Heritage site
Category 6:1
| Bog Not allowed Rehabilitation Not allowed Not allowed
of a bog

3. Category IV Wetlands Less Than Two Thousand Five Hundred (2,500) Square Feet:

Category IV wetlands less than two thousand five hundred (2,500) square feet in size, that are
not part of a wetland complex, may be altered if mitigation is provided to demonstrate no net loss

of functions or values. No buffer is required for these wetlands. The following criteria shall apply

in preferential order to avoid or mitigate impacts to Category |V wetlands less than two thousand

five hundred (2,500) square feet in size:

a. Preserve the wetland or demonstrate through mitigation sequencing that avoidance or

minimization of impacts have been considered; or

b. Relocate the wetland on site by creating, re-establishing or rehabilitating a new, equal

size wetland; or
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c. Enhance an equal area of another existing wetland on site, demonstrating equivalent or
greater functions; or

d. Protect significant on-site trees. Protect an area of significant trees equal to the
wetland area or enhance an equal upland area with native tree planting. This shall not apply
to areas already protected as critical area buffers and shall be in addition to the tree
retention requirements in IMC 18.12.1385; or

e. Off-site mitigation opportunities may be considered.

4. Increased Mitigation Ratio: The Director may increase the ratios under the following

circumstances:

a. Uncertainty as to the probable success of the proposed restoration or creation;

c

Significant period of time between destruction and replication of wetland functions;

1

Projected losses in functional value; or
d. Off-site compensation.

e. Mitigation ratios may be increased for remedial actions along with other penalties
resulting from illegal, unpermitted wetland alterations.

5. Decreased Mitigation Ratio:

a. The Director may decrease the replacement ratios specified in this section; provided,
that findings of critical areas studies coordinated with the participation of agencies having
expertise demonstrates that no net loss of wetlands function or value is attained under the
decreased ratio.

C. Wetland Buffer Requirements for Mitigation Wetlands: Wetland buffer impacts are assumed when
wetland fill or modification is proposed. A new wetland buffer shall be established around the wetland
mitigation area equal in width to the standard wetland buffer width specified in IMC 18.10.640.

D. Criteria for Approval: Given the uncertainties in scientific knowledge and the need for expertise

and monitoring, wetland compensatory projects may be permitted only when the Director finds that the
compensation project is associated with an activity or development proposal directly associated with
an approved Hearing Examiner’s and/or Director’s decision (as set forth in IMC 18.10.700) or an
approved variance (IMC 18.10.430), and that the restored, created, or enhanced wetland will be as
persistent as the wetland it replaces. A maintenance bond will be required pursuant to IMC 18.10.810.

E. Type of Compensation Project: Compensation areas shall be determined according to function,
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acreage, type, location, time factors, ability to be self sustaining and projected success. Wetland
functions and values shall be calculated using the best professional judgment of a qualified wetland
professional using the best available techniques. Multiple compensation projects may be proposed for
one (1) project in order to best achieve the goal of no net loss.

F. In-Kind Compensation:
1. In-kind compensation shall be provided except where the applicant can demonstrate that:

a. Scientific problems such as exotic vegetation and changes in watershed hydrology
make implementation of in-kind compensation impossible; or

b. Out-of-kind replacement will best meet identified regional goals (e.g., replacement of
historically diminished wetland types)

G. Timing:

1. Where feasible, mitigation projects shall be completed prior to activities that will disturb
wetlands. In all other cases, mitigation shall be completed immediately following disturbance and
prior to use or occupancy of the activity or development.

2. Construction of compensation projects shall be timed to reduce impacts to existing wildlife
and flora.

H. Location:
1. On-site compensation shall be provided except where the applicant can demonstrate that:

a. The hydrology and ecosystem of the original wetland and those who benefit from the
hydrology and ecosystem will not be substantially damaged by the on-site loss; and

b. On-site compensation is not scientifically feasible due to problems with hydrology,
soils, waves, or other factors; or

c. Compensation is not practical due to potentially adverse impact from surrounding land
uses; or

d. Existing functional values at the site of the proposed restoration are significantly
greater than lost wetland functional values; or

e. Established regional goals for flood storage, flood conveyance, habitat or other wetland

functions have been established and strongly justify location of compensatory measures at
another site.

The Issaquah Municipal Code is current through Ordinance 2757, passed December 21, 2015.



Issaquah Municipal Code 18.10.730 Wetland restoration and creation. Page 18 of 18

2. Off-site compensation shall occur within the same watershed as the wetland loss occurred.

3. In selecting compensation sites, applicants shall pursue siting in areas conducive to wetland
creation, enhancement, or restoration based on recommendations of a wetland biologist and
approved by the City.

I.  Wetland Mitigation Banking: The City may consider and approve replacement or enhancement of
unavoidable adverse impacts to wetlands caused by development activities through an approved
wetland mitigation bank, in advance of authorized impacts. Criteria governing the creation and use of
a mitigation bank shall be established in administrative rules.

J. Cooperative Projects:

1. The Director may encourage, facilitate, and approve cooperative projects wherein a single
applicant or other organization with demonstrated capability may undertake a compensation
project with funding and/or support from other applicants under the following circumstances:

a. Restoration, creation or enhancement at a particular site may be scientifically difficult
or impossible; or

b. Creation of one (1) or several larger wetlands may be preferable to many small
wetlands.

2. Persons proposing cooperative compensation projects shall:
a. Submit a joint permit application;
b. Demonstrate compliance with all standards;
c. Demonstrate the organizational and fiscal capability to act cooperatively; and

d. Demonstrate that long-term management can and will be provided. (Ord. 2669 § 1 (Exh.
A), 2013; Ord. 2301 § 3, 2001; Ord. 2108 § 10.2.27.22 — 28, 1996).

18.10.730 Wetland restoration and creation.

Repealed by Ord. 2669. (Ord. 2108 § 10.2.27.29 — 35, 1996).

18.10.740 Wetland enhancement.
Repealed by Ord. 2669. (Ord. 2301 § 3, 2001; Ord. 2108 § 10.2.27.36 — 39, 1996).
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16.50.080 Jurisdiction—<ritical Areas.

(1) The city shall regulate all uses within 200 feet of, or that
are likely to affect, one or nore critical areas, consistent
with the best avail abl e science and the provisions contained
within this Chapter.

(2) Critical areas regulated by this Chapter include:
(a) wetlands;
(b) critical aquifer recharge areas;
(c) frequently flooded areas;
(d) geologically hazardous areas; and
(e) fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas.

(3) Al areas within the city nmeeting the definition of one or
nore critical areas, regardless of any formal identification,
are hereby designated critical areas and are subject to the
provi sions of this Chapter. (Ord. 03-18, 89, 2003).

16.50.090 Protection of Critical Areas. Any action taken
pursuant to this Chapter shall result in equivalent or greater
functions and values of the critical areas associated with the
proposed action, as determ ned by the best avail able science. A
actions and devel opnments shall be designed and constructed in
accordance wth the mtigation sequencing requirenents in Section
16.50.170 to avoid, mnimze and restore all adverse i npacts.
Applicants nust first denonstrate an inability to avoid or reduce
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i npacts before restoration and conpensation of inpacts wll be
allowed. No activity or use shall be allowed that results in a net
| oss of the functions or values of critical areas. (Od. 03-18,
8§10, 2003).

(1)

(2)

16. 50. 100 Best Avail abl e Sci ence.

Best Avail abl e Science Must Be Consistent with Criteria. The
best available science is that scientific information
applicable to the critical area prepared by local, state or
federal natural resource agencies, a qualified scientific
prof essional or team of qualified scientific professionals,
that is consistent with criteria established in WAC 365- 195-
900 through WAC 365-195-925. 1In the context of critical areas
protection, best available science nust al so be based upon a
valid scientific process as defined in WAC 365-195-905. Best
avai |l abl e science sources are available in records naintai ned
by the departnent.

Absence of Valid Scientific Information. \Were there is an
absence of wvalid scientific information or inconplete
scientific information relating to a critical area, leading to
uncertainty about the specific boundary of a critical area,
and risk to critical area function of permtting an alteration
of or inpact to the critical area, the planning director
shal | :

(a) Take a “precautionary or a no-risk approach,” that
strictly limts devel opnent and | and use activities unti
the uncertainty is sufficiently resol ved,

(b) Require an effective adaptive nanagenment program that
relies on scientific nethods to evaluate how well
regulatory and non-regulatory actions protect the
critical area. An adaptive managenent program is a
formal and deliberate scientific approach to taking
action and obtaining information in the face of
uncertainty. An adaptive managenent program shall:

(1) address funding for the research conponent of the
adapti ve managenent program

(11) change course based on t he results and
interpretation  of new information that
resol ves uncertainties;

(rit) commit to the appropriate tinme frane and scal e
necessary to reliably evaluate regul atory and
non-regul atory actions affecting protection of
critical areas; and

(c) Mintain a critical areas designation certification
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program for wetlands and habitat conservation areas by
periodically updating the city critical area maps with
new i nformation as it is provided to the city. CQurrently
the city has tw types of boundaries depicted on the
wet | ands and habitat conservation area naps:

(1) Certified. Where the critical area boundary has
been verified and mapped by a qualified
professional (e.g. delineated wetland) and
this information has been provided to the
city.

(i) Uncertified. Were nore specific information needs
to prepared by a qualified professional and
provided to the city to accurately show the
boundary of a given critical area.

The nobst recent <city critical area map revision
identifying certified and wuncertified wetlands and
habitat conservation areas becones the map of record
for denonstrating conpliance with the state requirenent
for designating and classifying these critical areas.
(Ord. 03-18, 8§11, 2003).

16.50. 110 All owed Activities.

(1)

(2)

(3)

Process. The planning director shall allow activities that
are verified to conply with this Chapter. Docunentation of
allowed activities shall be mintained on file at the
depart nment.

Al owed Activities Shall Avoid Inpacts to Citical Areas. A

allowed activities shall wuse reasonable nethods to avoid
potential inpacts to critical areas, using best nmanagenent
practices that result in the |least amount of inpact to the
critical areas where practicable. Designation as an all owed
activity does not give permssion to degrade a critical area
or ignore risk from natural hazards. Best managenent
practices shall be used for tree and vegetation protection,
constructi on managenent, erosion and sedinentation control,
water quality protection, and regulation of chemca
appl i cations. The city shall observe the use of best
managenent practices to ensure that the activity does not
result in degradation to the critical area. Any incidenta
damage to, or alteration of, a critical area that is not a
necessary outconme of the exenpted activity shall be restored,
rehabilitated, or replaced at the responsi ble party’s expense.

Al lowed Activities. The activities identified in this
Subsection are allowed in or near critical areas and shall be
exenpt from the standards of this Chapter as qualified for
each individual activity cited, provided they are otherw se
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consistent with applicable local, state, and federal laws. |If
a proposed or wunauthorized activity does not neet the
qualifications specified for that activity in this Subsecti on,

it

shal | be addressed through the general review procedures

set forth in Section 16.50.130 or the enforcenent provisions

set

forth in Section 16.50.220, as applicable. Al | oned

activities are as foll ows:

(a)

(b)

(c)

Energencies. Energency activities are those activities
necessary to prevent an imediate threat to public
heal th, safety, or welfare, or that pose an inmmediate
risk of damage to private property and that require
remedi al or preventative action in a tine franme too short
to allow for conpliance with the requirements of this
Chapter. Energency actions that create an inpact to a
critical area or its buffer shall use reasonabl e nethods
to address the energency; in addition, they must have the
| east possible inpact to the critical area or its buffer.
The person or agency undertaking such action shall
notify the planning director within one working day
foll ow ng commencenent of the energency activity. Wthin
30 days, the planning director shall determine if the
action taken was within the scope of the energency
actions allowed in this Paragraph. I f the planning
director determnes that the action taken, or any part of
the action taken, was beyond the scope of an allowed
energency action, then enforcenent provisions of Section
16. 50. 220 shall apply. After the energency, the person
or agency undertaking the action shall fully restore
and/or mtigate any inpacts to the critical area and
buffers resulting fromthe enmergency action in accordance
with the critical area report and mtigation plan. The
person or agency undertaking the action shall apply for
review, and the critical area report and mtigation plan
shal |l be reviewed by the planning director in accordance
with the review procedures contai ned herein. Restoration
and/or mtigation activities nmust be initiated within one
year of the date of the emergency, and conpleted in a
timely manner;

Qperation, Maintenance or Repair. Qperation, maintenance
or repair of existing structures, infrastructure
i nprovenents, utilities, public or private roads, diKkes,
| evees or drainage systens that do not require a
devel opment permt, if the activity does not further
alter or increase the inpact to, or encroach further
within, the critical area or buffer and there is no
increased risk to life or property as a result of the
proposed operation, naintenance, or repair;

Passi ve Qutdoor Activities. Recreation, education, and
scientific research activities that do not degrade the
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(d)

(e)

(f)

critical area, including fishing, hiking, and bird
wat chi ng;

Permt Requests Subsequent to Previous Critical Area
Revi ew. Devel opnent permts that involve Dboth
di scretionary | and use approvals (such as subdi vi sions,
rezones, or conditional use permts), and construction
approvals (such as building permts) if all of the
foll ow ng conditions have been net:

(1) the provisions of this Chapter have been
previ ously addressed as part of another approval;

(i) there have been no material changes in the
potential inpact to the critical area or buffer
since the prior review,

(tit) there is no new information available that is
applicable to any critical area review of the
site or particular critical area;

(1v) the permt or approval has not expired or, if no
expiration date, no nore than five years has
el apsed since the issuance of that permt or
approval ; and

(v) conpliance wth any standards or conditions
pl aced upon the prior permt or approval has been
achi eved or secured;

Modification to Existing Structures. Struct ur al
nodi fication of, addition to, or replacenment of an
existing legally constructed structure that does not
further alter or increase the inpact to the critical area
or buffer and there is no increased risk to life or
property as a result of the proposed nodification or
replacenent, provided that restoration of structures
substantially danmaged by fire, flood, or act of nature
must be initiated within one year of the date of such
damage, as evidenced by the issuance of a valid building
permt, and diligently pursued to conpletion;

Activities Wthin t he | npr oved Ri ght - of - Way.
Repl acenent, nodification, installation, or construction
of utility facilities, lines, pipes, nains, equipnment, or

appurtenances, not including substations, when such
facilities are located within the inproved portion of the
public right-of-way or a city authorized private roadway,
except those activities that alter a wetland or
wat ercourse (such as culverts or bridges) or result in
the transport of sedinent or increased stormater;
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(9)

(h)

(i)

(k)

(1)

(m

Pl anti ng of Vegetation. Planting of vegetation within a
critical area or its buffer, provided a | andscapi ng pl an
for this activity has been approved by the city;

Conservation Activities. Conservation, restoration, or
preservation of soil, water, vegetation, fish, and other
wildlife that does not entail changing the structure or
functions of the existing critical area;

Pedestrian/Bicycle Trails. Pedestrian/bicycle trails
that are located in buffer areas but not w thin wetl ands
or habitat conservation areas, where the trail surface
neets all other requirenments including water quality
standards set forth in the city's Design Standards;

Sel ect Vegetation Renpbval Activities. Select vegetation
removal activities are allowed. Accepted vegetation
renoval activities include: a) renoving and controlling
i nvasi ve or noxi ous weeds; b) harvesting wild crops in a
manner that is not injurious to natural reproduction of
such crops and provided the harvesting does not require
tilling of soil, planting of crops, or alteration of the
critical area by changing existing topography, water
conditions, or water sources; c) renoving trees that are
hazardous, posing a threat to public safety, or posing an
immnent risk of danage to private property; or c)
renovi ng vegetation to control a fire or halt the spread
of disease or damaging insects consistent with the State
Forest Practices Act (Chapter 76.09 RCW. Unl ess
ot herwi se provided or as a necessary part of an approved
alteration, renoval of any vegetation or woody debris
from a habitat conservation area or wetland shall be
pr ohi bi t ed;

Chem cal Applications. The application of herbicides,

pesticides, organic or mneral-derived fertilizers, or
ot her hazardous substances, if necessary, provided that
their wuse shall be <conducted in accordance wth
applicable state and federal |aw

Mnor Site Investigative Wrk. Wrk necessary for |and

use submttals, such as surveys, soil |ogs, percolation
tests, and other related activities, where such
activities do not require construction of new roads or
significant anobunts of excavation. In every case,
inmpacts to the critical area shall be mnimzed and
di sturbed areas shall be imediately restored; and

Boundary Markers. Installation or nodification of

boundary nmarkers. (Ord. 03-18, 812, 2003).

16. 50. 120 Excepti on—Reasonabl e Use.
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(1)

(2)

(3)

Criti

If the application of this Chapter would deny all reasonable
use of the subject property, the property owner may apply for
an exception pursuant to this Section.

An application for a reasonabl e use exception shall be made to
the planning director and shall include a critical area
report, including a mtigation plan, if necessary; and any
ot her related project docunents, such as permt applications
to other agencies, special studies, and environnental
docunents prepared pursuant to the State Environnmental Policy
Act (Chapter 43.21C RCW. The planning director shal
approve, approve wth conditions, or deny the exception
request based on review of the submtted infornation, a site
i nspection, and the proposal’s ability to conply with the
foll ow ng reasonabl e use exception criteria:

(a) the application of this Chapter would deny all reasonable
use of the property;

(b) no other reasonable use of the property has | ess inpact
on the critical area;

(c) any alteration is the mninmum necessary to allow for
reasonabl e use of the property;

(d) the inability of the applicant to derive reasonabl e use
of the property is not the result of actions by the
applicant after the effective date of this Chapter, or
the city’s 1992 Critical Areas O dinance;

(e) the proposal neets the requirenents set forth in this
Chapter; and

(f) the use does not pose an unreasonable threat to the
public health, safety, or welfare.

The burden of proof shall be on the applicant to bring
forth evidence in support of the application and to provide
sufficient informati on on which any decision has to be nmade
on the application. (Ord. 03-18, 813, 2003).

16.50. 130 Ceneral Review Process for Activities Affecting
cal Areas. The city shall follow the process discussed bel ow

and a

(1)

s outlined in Figure 16.50. 1.

Initial Review. The planning director shall take the

(a)

following actions during the initial review of a project
appl i cation:

verify the information submtted by the applicant for the
appl i cabl e devel opnent permt;
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(b)
(c)

eval uate the project area and vicinity for critical areas;

for wetlands or habitat conservation areas, require that

their

boundaries be verified by a qualified professional,

and require that a map of such boundaries be submtted to
the planning director as part of the application for the
appl i cabl e devel opment permt if the project:

(1) is wthin 200 feet of a wetland or habitat
conservation area for which the boundari es have not
been certified and depicted on the city critica
area maps; and

(i) will not be receiving a determ nation of unlikely

i npact as provided in Subsection 16.50.130(2); and

(d) determ ne whether the proposed project is likely to

i npact the functions or values of critical areas.
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Figure 16.50.1
City of Pullman
Critical Areas Process/ O her Permts

Development/Land Use Permit Application SEPA Review (concurrent)
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functions and values
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No adverse impacts L

Protection mitigation
measures

o

> Permit Decision

NOTE: Appeal process follows route of associated permit. For appeals of administrative decisions regarding provisions

of Chapter 16.50, use the administrative appeal process contained within the Zoning Code (Title 17) or Plats and Subdivisions Code (Title 13).

(2)

Determ nation of Unlikely Inpact. If the planning director

determ nes that there are critical areas within or adjacent to
the project area, but that the proposed activity is unlikely
to degrade the functions or values of the critical area, the
pl anning director may waive the requirenent for a critica
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(3)

area report. A waiver may be granted if there is substantia
evidence that all of the following criteria wll be net:

(a) there will be no significant alteration of the critical
area or buffer;

(b) the devel opnent proposal will not inpact the critica
area in a manner contrary to the purpose, intent, and
requi renents of this Chapter; and

(c) the proposal is consistent wth other applicable
regul ati ons and st andar ds.

The planning director shall prepare a witten summary of the
anal ysis and findi ngs demanded within this Subsection prior to
the city's decision on the applicable devel opnent permt.
This summary may take the formof a letter to the applicant.

Determ nation of Likely Inpact. | f the planning director

determ nes that the proposed project is likely to inpact a
critical area, the planning director shall:

(a) notify the applicant that a critical area report nust be
submtted prior to further review of the project, and
i ndicate each of the critical area types that should be
addr essed;

(b) require a critical area report from the applicant that
has been prepared by a qualified professional;

(c) review and evaluate the critical area report to determne
whet her the devel opnent proposal confornms to the purposes
and standards of this Chapter;

(d) assess potential inpacts to the critical area and
determne if they are necessary and unavoi dabl e;

(e) determne if any mtigation proposed by the applicant is
sufficient to protect the functions and val ues of the
critical area and public health, safety, and welfare
concerns consistent with the purpose, intent, and
requi renents of this Chapter; and

(f) prepare a witten summary of the analysis and findings
demanded within this Subsection prior to the city's
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decision on the applicable devel opment permt. Thi s
summary may take the formof a letter to the applicant.
Critical area review findings may result in: a) no
adverse inpacts to critical areas, b) a list of critical
areas protection conditions for the applicable
devel opment permt, or c¢) denial of the applicable
devel opnment permt based upon unavoidable inpacts to
critical areas functions and values. (Od. 03-18, 8§14,
2003) .

16.50. 140 Wetland, Habitat Conservation Areas, and Critical
Aqui f er Recharge Areas—€ritical Area Report Requirenents.

(1) Prepared by Qualified Professional. I f the planning
director determnes, by neans of the process described in
Section 16.50.130, that a proposed project is likely to
i npact a wetl and, habitat conservation area, or critical
aquifer recharge area, the applicant shall submt a
critical area report prepared by a qualified professiona
as defined herein.

(2) Incorporating Best Available Science. The critical area
report shall use scientifically valid nmethods and studies
in the analysis of data and field reconnai ssance and
ref erence the source of science used. The critical area
report shall evaluate the proposal and all probable
inpacts to critical areas in accordance wth the
provi sions of this Chapter.

(3) MnimumCritical Area Report Contents. At a mninmum the
critical area report shall contain the follow ng:

(a) the name and contact information of the applicant,
a description of the proposal, and identification
of the devel opnent permt(s) requested;

(b) a copy of the site plan for the devel opnent
proposal show ng:

(1) identified critical areas, buffers, and the
devel opnment proposal w th dinmensions;

(i) limts of any areas to be cleared; and

(iii)a proposed stormmater managenent plan for the
devel opnent consistent wth the current
edition of the city's Design Standards;

(c) the nanes and professional qualifications of the
persons preparing the critical area report and
docunentation of any fieldwork performed on the
site;

(d) identification and characterization of all critical
areas, wetlands, water bodies, and buffers adjacent
to the proposed project area;
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(4)

(e) a statenent specifying the accuracy of the report,
and all assunptions made and relied upon;

(f) an assessnent of the probable cunulative inpacts to
critical areas resulting from devel opment of the
site and the proposed devel opnent;

(g) a description of reasonable efforts nmade to apply
mtigation sequencing pursuant to Section 16.50.170
to avoid, mnimze, or mtigate inpacts to critica
ar eas;

(h) plans for adequate mtigation, as needed, to offset
any inpacts, in accordance with Sections 16.50. 160
t hrough 16. 50. 190;

(i) a discussion of the standards applicable to the
critical area and proposed activity; and

(j) financial guarantees to ensure conpliance, if
appl i cabl e.

Addi tional Information. Additional information is
required for critical area reports related to wetlands
and habitat conservation areas pursuant to applicable
wet |l ands standards (Section 16.50.260) and habitat
conservation area standards (Section 16.50.450). (Od.
07-27 83, 2007; Od. 03-18 8§15, 2003).

16.50. 150 Wt and, Habi t at Conservation Areas, and Criti cal

Aqui fer Recharge Areas—€ritical Area Report Modifications.

(1) Limtations to Study Area. The pl anning director may
limt the required geographic area of the critical area
report as appropriate if:

(a) the applicant, wth assistance from the city,
cannot obtain permssion to access properties
adj acent to the project area; or

(b) the proposed activity wll affect only a limted
part of the subject site.

(2) Mdifications to Required Contents. The applicant may

consult with the planning director prior to or during
preparation of the critical area report to obtain
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concurrence on nodifications to the required contents of
the critical area report where, in the judgnent of a
qualified professional, nore or less information is
required to adequately address the potential critica
area inpacts and required mtigation.

(3) Reports Previously Prepared. A critical area report nmay
be suppl enented by or conmposed, in whole or in part, of
any reports or studies required by other laws and
regul ati ons or previously prepared for and applicable to
the devel opment proposal site, as approved by the
pl anning director. (O d. 07-27 84, 2007; Od. 03-18 8§16,
2003).

16.50. 160 Mtigation Requirenents.

(1) The applicant shall avoid all inpacts that degrade the
functions and values of a critical area or areas. Unless
otherwise provided in this Chapter, if alteration to the
critical area is unavoidable, all adverse inpacts to or
from critical areas and buffers resulting from a
devel opnment proposal or alteration shall be mtigated in
accordance wth the <critical area report and SEPA
docunent s.

(2) Mtigation shall be in-kind and on-site, when possible, and
sufficient to maintain the functions and values of the
critical area, and to prevent risk froma hazard posed by a
critical area.

(3) Except as otherwise allowed by this Chapter, mtigation
shall not be inplenented until: a) the planning director
has approved a critical area report that includes a
mtigation plan, and b) the city has approved the
appl i cabl e devel opnent permt. (Ord. 03-18, 8§17, 2003).

16.50.170 Mtigation Sequencing. Applicants shall denonstrate
that all reasonable efforts have been examned with the intent to
avoid and mnimze inpacts to critical areas. Wen an alteration
to a critical area is proposed, such alteration shall be avoided,
m nimzed, or conpensated for in the follow ng order of preference:

(1) avoiding the inpact altogether by not taking a certain action
or parts of an action;

(2) mMnimzing inpacts by limting the degree or magni tude of the

action and its inplenentation, by using appropriate
technol ogy, or by taking affirmative steps, such as project
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redesi gn, relocation, or timng, to avoid or reduce inpacts;

(3) rectifying the inpact to wetlands, critical aquifer recharge
areas, frequently flooded areas, and habitat conservation
areas by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected
environment to the historical conditions or the conditions
existing at the time of the initiation of the project;

(4 mnimzing or elimnating the hazard by restoring or
stabilizing the hazard area through engineered or other
met hods;

(5) reducing or elimnating the inpact or hazard over tinme by
preservati on and mai nt enance operations during the life of the
action;

(6) conpensating for the inmpact to wetlands, critical aquifer
recharge areas, frequently flooded areas, and habitat
conservation areas by replacing, enhancing, or providing
substitute resources or environnents; and

(7) nonitoring the hazard or other required mtigation and taking
remedi al action when necessary.

Mtigation for individual actions may include a conbination of the
above neasures. (Ord. 03-18, 818, 2003).

16.50. 180 Mtigation Plan Requirenents. Wen mtigation is
required, the applicant shall submt to the planning director a
mtigation plan as part of the critical area report. The
mtigation plan shall include:

(1) Environnental CGoals and (bjectives. The mitigation plan shal
include a witten narrative identifying environmental goals and
obj ectives of the conpensation proposed and i ncl udi ng:

(a) a description of the anticipated inpacts to the critica
areas and the mtigating actions proposed and the
pur poses of the conpensation nmeasures, including the site
selection criteria, identification of conpensation goals,
identification of resource functions, and dates for
begi nning and conpl etion of site conpensation construction
activities; the goals and objectives shall be related to
the functions and val ues of the inpacted critical area;

(b) a review of the best available science supporting the
proposed mtigation and a description of the critical area
report author’s experience to date in restoring or
creating the type of critical area proposed; and

(c) an analysis of the |likelihood of success of the
conpensati on project.
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(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

Per f or mance St andar ds. The mtigation plan shall establish
performance standards to neet the environnmental goals and
objectives required in this Section.

Detail ed Construction Plans. The mtigation plan shall include
witten specifications and descriptions of the mtigation
proposed, such as:

(a) the proposed construction sequence, timng, and duration;
(b) grading and excavation details;
(c) erosion and sedinent control features;

(d) a vegetation planting plan specifying plant species,
guantities, locations, size, spacing, and density; and

(e) nmeasures to protect and maintain plants until established.

These witten specifications shall be acconpani ed by detail ed
site diagrans, scaled cross-sectional draw ngs, topographic
maps showi ng slope percentage and final grade elevations,
and/or other drawings appropriate to show construction
techni ques or anticipated final outcones.

Moni toring Program The mtigation plan shall include a
program for nonitoring construction of the conpensation
project, and for assessing a conpleted project. The plan shall
provide for the preparation of a conpliance report by a
qgqual ified professional indicating that the mtigation measures
proposed in the mtigation plan have been effected. A protocol

shall also be included outlining the schedule for site
nmonitoring in years 1, 3, and 5 after site construction, and
how the nonitoring data will be evaluated to determne if the

performance standards are being net. A nonitoring report shal
be submtted as needed to docunent mlestones, successes,
probl ens, and contingency actions of the conpensation project.

Conti ngency Pl an. The mtigation plan shall include
identification of potential courses of action, and any
corrective neasures to be taken if nonitoring or evaluation
i ndi cates project performance standards are not being net.

Fi nanci al CGuar ant ees. The mtigation plan shall include
financial guarantees, if necessary, to ensure that the
mtigation plan is fully inplenented. Financial guarantees
ensuring fulfillment of the conpensation project, nonitoring
program and any contingency neasures shall be posted in
accordance wth Section 16.50.230. (Od. 03-18, 819, 2003).

16. 50. 190 I nnovative Mtigation.
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(1) The planning director may encourage and facilitate innovative
mtigation projects. Advance mtigation or mtigation banking
are exanples of alternative mtigation projects allowed under
the provisions of this Section where one or nore applicants,
or an organi zation wi th denonstrated capability, may undertake
a mtigation project together if it is denonstrated that al
of the follow ng circunstances exist:

(a) creation or enhancenent of a |arger system of critical
areas and open space is preferable to the preservation of
many i ndi vi dual habitat areas;

(b) the group denobnstrates the organizational and fisca
capability to act cooperatively; (c) the group
denonstrates that |ong-term nmanagenent of the habitat

area will be provided; and

(d) there is a clear potential for success of the proposed
mtigation at the identified mtigation site.

(2) Conducting mtigation as part of a cooperative process does
not reduce or elimnate the required replacenent ratios.

(3) Innovative mtigation projects as described in this Section
may, at the discretion of the planning director, be exenpted
from the timng requirenments set forth in Subsection
16.50.160(3). (Ord. 03-18, 8§20, 2003).

16.50.200 Critical Area Markers and Signs. The critical area
or buffer shall be identified with tenporary signs prior to any
site alteration. Such tenporary signs may be replaced wth
permanent signs, as determned appropriate by the planning
director. The planning director may al so require that fencing be
installed or native vegetation be planted or retained at a site to
delineate and protect critical areas and/or their buffers. (Od.
03-18, 8§21, 2003).

16.50. 210 Building Setbacks. Unless otherw se provided by
means of an approved critical area report or the provisions of this
Chapter, buildings and other structures shall be set back a m ni num
of 15 feet fromthe edges of all critical area buffers or fromthe
edges of all critical areas, if no buffers are required. The
followng may be allowed in the building setback area:

(1) Il andscapi ng;
(2) uncovered decks;

(3) building overhangs if such overhangs do not extend nore than
two feet into the setback area; and

(4) inpervious ground surfaces, such as driveways, parking areas,
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and patios, provided that such inprovenents are constructed in
accordance with the city’s Design Standards. (Ord. 03-18, 8§22,
2003).

16. 50. 220 Unaut horized Critical Area Alterations and

Enf or cenent .

(1)

(2)

(3)

Unaut hori zed Alteration. Wen a critical area or its buffer
has been altered in violation of this Chapter, the city shal
have the authority to issue a stop work order to cease al
ongoi ng devel opnent wor k, and or der restoration,
rehabilitation, replacenent, or, where determ ned appropriate
by the planning director, mtigation neasures at the owner's
or other responsible party's expense to conpensate for
vi ol ation of provisions of this Chapter and other applicable
Pullman City Code provisions governing the applicable
devel opnent permt.

Restoration/Mtigation Plan Required. All devel opnent work

shall remain stopped until a restoration/mtigation plan is
prepared and approved by the planning director. Such a plan
shall be prepared by a qualified professional and shall

descri be how the actions proposed neet the m ni mum st andards
described in Subsection 16.50.220(3) and/or mtigation
requirenments outlined in Sections 16.50.160 through 16.50. 190,
if mtigation is determned to be appropriate by the planning

di rector. The planning director shall, at the violator’s
expense, seek expert advice in determning the adequacy of the
pl an. | nadequate plans shall be returned to the applicant or

violator for revision and resubmttal.

M ni mum St andards for Restoration or Mtigation.

(a) For alterations to critical aquifer recharge areas,
frequently flooded areas, wet | ands, and habitat
conservation areas, the followi ng m ni num standards shal |
be met for the restoration or mtigation of inpacts to a
critical area, provided that if the violator can
denonstrate in a restoration/mtigation plan that greater
functional and habitat values can be obtained, these
standards may be nodified by the planning director:

(i) the historic structural and functional val ues shall
be restored, including water quality and habitat
functions;

(1i) the historic soil types and configuration shall be
repli cat ed;

(tit)the critical area and buffers shall be replanted

with native vegetation that replicates the
vegetation historically found on the site in
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speci es types, sizes, and densities; and

(tv) the historic functions and values should be
replicated at the location of the alteration.

(b) For alterations to flood and geol ogical hazards, the
followng mninum standards shall be nmet for the
restoration of a critical area, provided that, if the
violator can denonstrate that greater safety can be
obt ai ned, these standards may be nodifi ed:

(i) the hazard shall be reduced to a | evel equal to, or
| ess than, the pre-devel opnent hazard;

(i1i) any risk of personal injury resulting from the
alteration shall be elimnated or m nimzed; and

(iii)the hazard area and buffers shall be replanted with
native vegetation sufficient to mnimze the
hazar d.

(3) Penalties. Any violation or failure to comply with any of
the provisions of this Chapter, or any amendnent thereto,
shall be a civil infraction and shall be subject to a fine
in an amunt not to exceed $500.00 for each violation.
Each day in which a violation continues shall be deened a
separate offense. Any activity carried out contrary to the
provisions of this Chapter shall <constitute a public
nui sance and may be enjoined as provided by the statutes of
the state of Washington. Daily fines shall not be |evied
until after a violator has received a witten notice of the
viol ation and shall not be levied while a witten notice of
violation is under appeal through the applicable appea
process. (Ord. 03-18, 823, 2003).

16. 50. 230 Fi nancial QGuarantees to Ensure Mtigation and
Mai nt enance.

(1) Mtigation required pursuant to a devel opnent proposal
should be conpleted prior to final project approval
When the planning director determines it is not feasible
for required mtigation to be conpleted prior to final
project approval, the planning director shall require the
applicant to post a financial guarantee in a form and
anount deemed acceptable by the planning director.
Acceptable financial guarantees include, but are not
limted to, cash, bond, prom ssory note, or letter of
credit.

(2) Once mtigation neasures have been conpleted, the

pl anni ng director may require a financial guarantee for
mai nt enance of said mitigation neasures.
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(3) The financial guarantee shall be in the anmount of 125
percent of the estimated cost of the inprovenents or the
estimated cost of restoring the functions and val ues of
the critical area that are at risk, whichever is greater

(4) The financial guarantee shall remain in effect until the
planning director determnes, in witing, that the
st andards bonded for have been net. Financial guarantees
for mai ntenance shall be held by the city for a m ni num
of five years to ensure that the required mtigation has
been fully inplenmented and denonstrated to function, and
may be held for |onger periods when necessary.

(5) Depletion, failure, or collection of financial guarantee
funds shall not discharge the obligation of an applicant
or violator to conplete required mtigation, nmaintenance,
nmonitoring, or restoration.

(6) Public devel opnent proposals shall be relieved from
having to conply with the requirenents of this Section if
public funds have previously been commtted for
mtigation, maintenance, nonitoring, or restoration.

(7) Any failure to satisfy critical area requirenments
established by law or condition including, but not
limted to, the failure to provide a nonitoring report
within 30 days after it is due or the failure to conply
Wi th other provisions of a mtigation plan nmay be deened
by the planning director to constitute a default, and the
pl anni ng director may demand paynent of any financial
guarantees or require other action authorized by the
Pul lman City Code or any other |aw

(8) Any funds recovered pursuant to this Section shall be
used to conplete the required mtigation. (Od. 03-18,
8§24, 2003).

16.50.240 Critical Area Inspections. Reasonable access to
the site shall be provided to the city, state, and federal agency
review staff for the purposes of inspections during any proposa
review, restoration, energency action, or nonitoring period.
Additionally, the city or its agent shall have reasonabl e access to
the site for conpleting necessary renediation work in the event of
nonconpl i ance. Failure to provide access shall be deened a
violation and shall be subject to the penalties set forth in
Subsection 16.50.220(4). (Od. 03-18, 825, 2003).

16.50. 250 Designation, Rating, and Mappi ng Wet| ands.

(1) Designating Wetlands. Wetl ands are those areas,
designated in accordance with the Washington State Wtl and
Identification and Delineation Manual (Departnent of
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(2)

Ecol ogy Publication #96-94), that are inundated or
saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and
duration sufficient to support, and that under nornal
ci rcunstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation
adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Al areas
within the city neeting the wetl and designation criteria
in the Identification and Delineation Manual, regardless
of any formal identification, are hereby designated
critical areas and are subject to the provisions of this
Chapt er.

Wetl and Ratings. Wetlands shall be rated according to
t he Departnment of Ecol ogy wetland rating systemfound in
the Washington State Wetland Rating System for Eastern
Washi ngt on—Revi sed (Department of Ecology Publication
#04-06-15 ), as anended. This docunent contains
definitions and nethods for determning if the genera
criteria bel ow are net

(a) Wetland Rating Categories.

(1) Category |I. Category | wetlands are those
that neet the followng criteria:

(aa) docunented habitat for federal or state
listed endangered or threatened fish,
animal, or plant species;

(bb) high quality native wetland comunities,
i ncl udi ng docunented category | or Il
quality Natural Heritage wetland sites
and sites which qualify as a category |
or Il quality Natural Heritage wetl and
(defined in the rating system docunents);

(cc) high quality, regionally rare wetland
communities with irrepl aceabl e ecol ogi ca
functions, including sphagnum bogs and
fens, wetlands, or mature forested swanps
(defined in the rating system docunents);
or

(dd) wetl ands of excepti onal | ocal
si gni ficance.

(1i) Category Il. Category Il wetlands are those
not defined as Category | wetlands that neet
the followng criteria:

(aa) docunented habitats for state listed
sensitive plant, fish or animl species;

(bb) wetlands that contain plant, fish or
animal species listed as priority species
by the Departnment of Fish and WIldlife;

(cc) wetland types with significant functions
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that may not be adequately replicated
t hrough creation or restoration;

(dd) wetlands possessing significant habitat
value based on a score of 22 or nore
points in the habitat rating system or

(ee) docunented wet | ands of | ocal

si gni ficance.
(iti)Category Ill1. Category IIl wetlands are those
that do not satisfy category I, Il or IV

(iv)

criteria, and with a habitat value rating of
21 points or |ess.

Category IV. Category IV wetlands are those

that nmeet the following criteria:

(aa) hydrologically isolated wetlands that are
| ess than or equal to one acre in size,
have only one wetland class, and are
dom nated (greater than 80 percent area
cover) by a single non-native plant
speci es (nonotypic vegetation); or

(bb) hydrologically isolated wetlands that are
| ess than or equal to two acres in size,
have only one wetland class, and have
greater than 90 percent areal cover of
non-native plant species.
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(b) Wetland Ratings for Selected Areas. Wetland rating
categories have been tentatively assigned to the
following areas within the city:

Wet | and Cat egory
M ssouri Flat Creek [ 1
Par adi se Creek [ 1

Sout h Fork Pal ouse River |

Sunshi ne Creek |1
Dry Fork Creek 1]
Hall Drive Wetl and 11
Terre View Drive Wetland 11
Airport Road Creek I

(c) Date of Wetland Rating. Wetland rating categories
shal | be applied as the wetl and exists on the date
of adoption of the rating system by the |ocal
governnment, as the wetland naturally changes
thereafter, or as the wetland changes in accordance
wth permtted activities. Wetland rating
categories shall not change due to illega
nodi fications.

(3) Mapping. The approximate |ocation and extent of
known wetlands are shown on the pertinent city
critical area nmap. National Wetland Inventory Maps
and the city critical area map regarding wetlands
are to be used as a guide for the «city, project
appl i cants, and property owner s, and wll be
periodically updat ed as new information becones
avail able. These nmaps are a reference and do not
provide a final critical area designation. The
exact location of a wetland's boundary shal | be
det erm ned t hrought he performance of a field investigation
by a qualified professional applying the Washington State
Vet | ands | dentification and Delineation Manual as
required by RCW 36.70A. 175 (Departnent of Ecol ogy
Publ i cation #96-94). Wtland boundaries shall be clearly
demarcated wi th non-degradable survey flagging |abeled
“WETLAND BOUNDARY” or “WETLAND DELI NEATI ON.” FI aggi ng
shall be attached to existing vegetation or stakes at a
maxi mum interval of 50 l|inear feet. I ndi vi dual fl ags
should be Ilabeled with a wetland identifier and
consecutive nunbers (e.g., A1l through A-8). (Od. 07-27
85, 2007; Ord. 03-18 8§26, 2003).

16. 50. 260 Wetlands Critical Area Report—-Additi onal
Requi r enent s.

(1) Areas Addressed in Report. The following areas shall be

-22-



(2)

addressed in a critical area report for wetl ands:
(a) the project area of the proposed activity;

(b) all wetlands and recommended buffers within 200 feet of
the project area; and

(c) all shoreline areas, water features, flood plains, and
other critical areas, and related buffers w thin 200 feet
of the project area.

Wetl and Analysis. In addition to the mninumrequired contents
of reports in Sections 16.50.140 and 16.50.150, a critical area
report for wetlands shall contain an analysis of the wetl ands
including the followi ng site- and proposal -rel ated i nfornmation
at a m ni mum

(a) a witten assessnment and acconpanying nmaps of the
wet | ands and buffers within 200 feet of the project area,
including the followng information at a m ni num
(i) wetland delineation and required buffers;

(ii) existing wetland acreage;

(iti)wetland category; vegetative, faunal, and hydrol ogic
characteristics; and

(iv) soil and substrate conditions;

(b) a discussion of nmeasur es, i ncluding avoi dance,
mnimzation and mtigation, proposed to preserve
existing wetlands and restore any wetlands that were
degraded prior to the current proposed |and use activity.

(c) proposed mtigation, if needed, including a witten
assessnent and acconpanyi ng maps of the mtigation area,
including the followng information at a m ni num
(1) exi sting wetl and acreage and proposed i npact area;
(ii) vegetative, faunal, and hydrol ogi c conditions;

(iii) relationship within watershed and to exi sting water
bodi es;

(v) soi | and substrate conditions, t opogr aphi c
el evati ons;

(vi) exi sting and proposed adjacent site conditions;

(vii) proposed wetl and buffers; and
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(3)

(1)

(2)

(vii) property ownership; and

(d) a discussion of ongoing managenent practices that wll
protect wetlands after the project site has been
devel oped, including proposed nonitoring and mai nt enance
progr amns.

Additional |Information. When appropriate, the planning
director may also require the critical area report to include
an eval uation by the Departnent of Ecol ogy or an independent
gual i fied expert regarding the applicant's analysis and the
ef fectiveness of any proposed mtigating nmeasures or prograns,
and to include any reconmendati ons as appropriate. (Od. 03-
18, 827, 2003).

16.50. 270 General Requirenents Pertaining to Wtl ands.

Activities in Wetland Areas. A proposed activity may only be
permtted in a wetland or wetland buffer if the applicant can
show that the activity, including associated mtigation
nmeasures, wll not degrade the functions and values of the
wet |l and and other critical areas.

Wet | and Buffers. Unl ess otherwise provided for in this
Chapter, wetland buffers are required.

(a) Standard Buffer Wdths. The standard buffer widths
presune the existence of a relatively intact native
vegetation conmunity in the buffer zone adequate to
protect the wetland functions and values at the tine of
the proposed activity. |If the vegetation is inadequate
then the buffer width shall be increased or the buffer
shoul d be planted to naintain the standard wi dth. Required
standard wetland buffers, based on wetland category and
| and use intensity, are as foll ows:

(1) Cat egory |
H gh intensity | and use 200 feet
Low intensity | and use 150 feet
(i) Cat egory |
H gh intensity | and use 150 feet
Low intensity | and use 100 feet
(i) Cat egory 11
H gh intensity | and use 100 feet
Low intensity | and use 50 feet
(iv) Category 1V
H gh intensity | and use 50 feet
Low intensity | and use 25 feet
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(b)

(c)

(d)

Measurenent of Wetland Buffers. Al'l buffers shall be
measured from the wetland boundary as surveyed in the
field. The width of the wetland buffer shall be
determned according to the wetland category and the
proposed | and use. The buffer for a wetland created

restored, or enhanced as conpensation for wetland
alterations shall be the sane as the buffer required for
the category of the created, restored, or enhanced
wet | and.

| ncreased Wetl and Buffer Wdth. The pl anning director nay
require increased buffer width in accordance with the
critical area report and the best avail abl e science on a
case-by-case basis when a larger buffer is necessary to
protect wetland functions and values based on site-
specific characteristics. This determ nation shall be
based on one or nore of the followng criteria:

(i) a larger buffer is needed to protect other critica
ar eas;

(ii) the buffer or adjacent uplands has an overall slope
steeper than 15 percent or is susceptible to erosion
and standard erosion control neasures wll not
prevent adverse inpacts to the wetland; or

(iii)the buffer area has mninmal vegetative cover,
al t hough inplenentation of a buffer planting plan
may substitute for increasing the buffer w dth.

In no case shall wetland buffers be increased to a width
two times that of the standard required buffer.

Reduced Wetl and Buffer Wdth. The planning director may
allow the standard wetl and buffer width to be reduced in
accordance with the critical area report and the best
avai l abl e science on a case-by-case basis when it is
determned that a snmaller area is adequate to protect the
wetland functions and values based on site-specific
characteristics. This determ nation shall be supported
by docunmentation showing that a reduced buffer is
adequate based on all of the following criteria:

(i) requiring the standard buffer poses an extraordinary
hardshi p on the | andowner;

(ii) the existing buffer area is well-vegetated wth
native species and has an overall slope of less than
ten percent; and

(iti)no direct or indirect, short-term or |long-term
adverse inpacts to wetlands will result from the
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(3)

(e)

(f)

(9)

(h)

proposed activity.

In no case shall the standard buffer wi dth be reduced by
nore than 50 percent, or the buffer width be | ess than 25
feet unless the applicant denonstrates an acceptable
reasonabl e use as described in 16.50. 120.

Wetl and Buffer Wdth Averaging. The planning director
may allow nodification of the standard wetland buffer
width in accordance with the critical area report and the
best available science on a case-by-case basis by
averagi ng buffer widths. Averaging of buffer w dths may
only be allowed where a qualified wetlands professional
denonstrates that:

(1) it will not reduce wetland functions or val ues;

(1i) the wetland contains variations in sensitivity due
to existing physical characteristics or the
character of the buffer varies in slope, soils, or
vegetation, and the wetland would benefit from a
wi der buffer in places and would not be adversely
i npacted by a narrower buffer in other places;

(ti1) the total area contained in the buffer area after
averaging is no less than that which would be
contained within the standard buffer; and

(iv) the buffer width is not reduced to less than 50
percent of the standard width or 25 feet, whichever
is greater, unless the applicant denonstrates an
accept abl e reasonabl e use as described in 16.50. 120.

Buffers for Mtigation Shall be Consistent. Al |
mtigation sites shall have buffers consistent with the
buffer requirenents of this Chapter.

Buffer Conditions Shall be Mintained. Except as
ot herwi se specified or allowed in accordance with this
Chapter, wetland buffers shall be retained in their
nat ural conditi on.

Functionally Isolated Buffer Areas. Areas that are
functionally separated froma wetland and do not provide
protection to the wetland from potential adverse inpacts
due to preexisting roads, facilities, or vertica
separation, shall be excluded from buffers otherw se
required by this chapter.

Stormnat er Managenent Facilities. St or mvat er managenent

facilities are not allowed in buffers of Category | wetl ands.
Stormwat er managenent facilities may be allowed within the
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(4)

(5)

buffer of Category II, I1l, or IV wetlands, provided that:
(a) no other location is feasible, and

(b) the location of such facilities will not degrade the
functions or values of the wetl and.

Subdi vi sions. The subdi vi sion and short subdi vi sion of |and

in wetlands and associated buffers is subject to the
following: (a) Land that is |located wholly within a wetland or
its buffer may not be subdi vi ded.

(b) Land that is located partially within a wetland or its
buffer may be divided provided that an accessible and
contiguous portion of each new | ot:

(i) is located outside of the wetland and its buffer;
and

(1i) neets the mninum| ot size requirenents of the city
zoning code (Title 17).

(c) Access roads and utilities serving a proposed subdi vision
or other property may be permtted within the wetland and
associated buffers only if the planning director
determ nes that no other feasible alternative exists and
these facilities are otherw se established consistent
with the provisions of this Chapter.

Si gns and Fenci ng of Wetl ands.

(a) Tenporary Markers. The outer perineter of the wetland or
buffer and the limts of those areas to be disturbed
pursuant to an approved developnent permt shall be
marked in the field in such a way as to ensure that no
unauthorized intrusion wll occur prior to the
commencenent of permtted activities. This tenporary
mar ki ng shall be mai ntai ned throughout construction, and
shall not be renoved until permanent signs, if required,
are in place.

(b) Permanent Signs. As a condition of any devel opnent
permt, the planning director may require the applicant
to install permanent signs along the boundary of a
wet | and and/or buffer. | f required, pernanent signs
shall be made of a netal face and attached to a neta
post, or another material of equal durability. Signs nust
be posted at an interval of one per lot or every 50
linear feet, whichever yields the greater anount of
signs, and nust be maintained by the property owner in
perpetuity. The sign shall be worded as follows or with
al ternative | anguage approved by the director:
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(1)

(2)

“Protected Wetl and Area
Do Not Disturb Contact Gty of Pullmn
Regardi ng Uses and Restrictions”
(c) Fencing.

(1) As a condition of any developnment permt, the
planning director may require the applicant to
install a pernmanent fence at the edge of the
wetl and buffer, when fencing wll prevent future
i npacts to the wetl and.

(1i) The applicant shall be required to install a
permanent fence around the wetland or buffer when
donestic grazing animals are present or nmay be
i ntroduced on site.

(1i1) Fencing installed as part of a proposed activity or
as required in this Paragraph shall be designed so
as to not interfere wth species magration,
i ncluding fish runs, and shall be constructed in a
manner that mnimzes inpacts to the wetland and
associ ated habitat.

(tit)At no time shall treated wood posts (e.g.,
creosote) be allowed in wetland areas or in
adj acent uplands to prevent chemcals from
mgrating into the wetland. (Od. 03-18, 8§28,
2003).

16.50.280 Mtigation Requirenents Pertaining to Wtl ands.

Mtigation Shall Achieve Equivalent or Geater Biological

Functi ons. Mtigation for proposed or unauthorized
alterations to wetlands and/or buffer areas shall achieve
equi valent or greater biologic functions and shall be

consistent with the Departnment of Ecology Quidelines for
Devel opi ng Freshwater Wtlands Mtigation Plans and Proposal s,
1994, as revised.

Mtigation Shall Result in No Net Loss. Wtland mtigation
actions shall not result in a net |oss of wetland area except
when the followng criteria are net:

(a) the lost wetland area provides mninmal functions and the
mtigation action(s) results in a net gain in wetland
functions as determned by a site-specific function
assessnment using Departnent of Ecology Methods for
Assessing Wetland Functions Vol. 2 — Depressional
Wetlands in the Colunbia Basin of Eastern Washington,
Part 1 & 2, Decenber 2000, as anended; or

(b) the lost wetland area provides mniml functions as
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(3)

(4)

(5)

determined by a site-specific function assessnent and
other protected or enhanced habitats provide greater
benefits to the functioning of the watershed, such as
riparian habitat protection and enhancenent.

Mtigation for Lost Functions and Values. Mtigation actions

shal | address functions affected by the alteration to achieve
functional equivalency or inprovenent, and shall provide
simlar wetland functions as those | ost except when:

(a) the lost wetland provides mnimal functions as determ ned
by a site-specific function assessnent and the proposed
mtigation action(s) wll provide equal or greater
functions or will provide functions shown to be limting
within a watershed through a formal watershed assessnent
prot ocol ; or

(b) out-of-kind replacenent wll best neet formally
identified regional goals, such as replacenent of
hi storically di mnished wetl and types.

Preference of Mtigation Actions. Mtigation actions that
requi re conpensation by replaci ng, enhancing, or substitution,
shall occur in the follow ng order of preference:

(a) restoring wetlands on upland sites that were fornerly
wet | ands;

(b) creating wetlands on disturbed upland sites such as those
Wi th vegetative cover consisting primarily of exotic
i ntroduced speci es;

(c) enhancing significantly degraded wetl ands;

(d) preserving high-quality wetlands that are under inmm nent
t hreat.

Location of Mtigation.

(a) Mtigation actions shall be conducted on the sane site as
the alteration except when the foll ow ng apply:

(1) there are no reasonable on-site opportunities or
on-site opportunities do not have a high Iikelihood
of success due to devel opnent pressures, adjacent
| and uses, or on-site buffers or connectivity are
i nadequat e;

(i1i) off-site mtigation has a greater |ikelihood of

provi di ng equal or inproved wetland functions than
t he i nmpacted wetl and.
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(b)

(c)

| f the planning director authorizes off-site mtigation,
the location of this mtigation shall be in the sane
drai nage basin and the sane Water Resource Inventory Area
(WRIA) as the site of the alteration unless:

(1) established regional or watershed goals for water
quality, flood or conveyance, habitat, or other
wetland functions have been established and
strongly justify location of mtigation at another
site; or

(1i) credits froma state certified wetland mtigation
bank are used as mtigation and the use of these
credits justifies location of mtigation at another
site.

Of-site locations for mtigation should be within the
city limts if feasible opportunities for appropriate
mtigation are avail abl e.

(6) Mtigation Ratios.

(a)

(b)

Acreage Repl acenent Ratios. The follow ng ratios shal
apply to creation or restoration that is in-kind, on-
site, the sane category, tinmed prior to or concurrent
with alteration, and has a high probability of success.
These ratios do not apply to renedial actions resulting
fromunauthorized alterations; greater ratios shall apply
in those cases. These ratios do not apply to the use of
credits froma state certified wetland mtigation bank.
When credits froma certified bank are used, replacenent
rati os shoul d be consistent with the requirenments of the
bank’s certification. The first nunber specifies the
acreage of replacenment wetl ands and the second specifies
t he acreage of wetlands altered.

Cat egory | 6-to-1
Category || 3-to-1
Category 111 2-to0-1
Category |V 1.5-to-1

| ncreased Repl acenent Ratio. The planning director may

i ncrease the ratios under the foll ow ng circunstances:

(1) uncertainty exists as to the probable success of
t he proposed restoration or creation;

(i1i) a significant period of tinme wll elapse between
i npact and replication of wetland functions;

(iii)proposed mtigation will result in a |ower category
wetland or reduced functions relative to the
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(7)

(c)

(d)

wet | and bei ng i npacted; or
(1v) the inpact was an unauthorized i npact.

Decreased Repl acenent Ratio. The planning director may
decrease these ratios under the follow ng circunstances:

(1) docunentation by a qualified wetlands specialist
denonstrates that the proposed mtigation actions
have a very high likelihood of success;

(1i1) docunentation by a qualified wetlands specialist
denonstrates that the proposed mitigation actions

Wil | provide functions and values that are
significantly greater than the wetland being
i npacted; or

(tii)the proposed mtigation actions are conducted in
advance of the inpact and have been shown to be
successful .

M ni nrum Repl acenent Rati 0. In all cases, a mninmm
acreage replacenent ratio of 1-to-1 shall be required.

Wetland Mtigation Banks.

(a)

(b)

(c)

Credits froma wetland mtigation bank may be approved
for use as conpensation for wunavoidable inpacts to
wet | ands when:

(1) the bank is certified through applicable provisions
adm ni stered by the Departnment of Ecol ogy and the
Arny Corps of Engineers;

(ii) the planning director determ nes that the wetl and
mtigation bank provides appropriate conpensation
for the authorized inpacts; and

(iii1) t he proposed use of credits is consistent with
t he terns and condi ti ons of t he bank’ s
certification.

Repl acenent ratios for projects using bank credits shal
be consistent with replacenent ratios specified in the
bank’ s certification.

Credits froma certified wetland mtigation bank may be
used to conpensate for inpacts |located within the service
area specified in the bank’s certification. In sone
cases, bank service areas may include portions of nore
than one WRI A for specific wetland functions.
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(8)

(9)

Wet | ands Enhancenent as Mtigation.

(a)

(b)

| mpacts to wetlands may be mtigated by enhancenent of
existing significantly degraded wetl ands. Appl i cants
proposing to enhance wetlands nust produce a critica
area report that identifies how enhancenent will increase
the functions of the degraded wetland and how this
increase will adequately mtigate for the | oss of wetland
area and function at the inpact site. An enhancenent
proposal nmust also show whether existing wetland
functions will be reduced by the enhancenent actions.

At a m ninmum enhancenent acreage shall be double the
acreage required for <creation or restoration under
Subsection 16.50.280(6). The ratios shall be greater
t han double the required acreage where the enhancenent
proposal would result in mnimal gain in the performance
of wetland functions and/or result in the reduction of
ot her wetland functions currently being provided in the
wet | and.

Wet |l and Preservation as Mtigation. |Inpacts to wetlands may

be mtigated by preservation of wetland areas when used in
conbination with other forms of mtigation such as creation

restoration, or enhancenent at the preservation site or at a
separate |l ocation. Preservation may al so be used by itself,
but nore restrictions, as outlined below, will apply.

(a)

(b)

Preservation in Conbination wth Oher Forns of
Conpensation. Preservation as mtigation is acceptable
when done in conbination with restoration, creation, or
enhancenment providing that a mnimum of 1-to-1 acreage
repl acenent is provided by restoration or creation and
the followng criteria are net:

(i) the inpact area is small, and/or inpacts are to a
Category 111 or IV wetl and;

(ii) preservation of a high quality systemoccurs in the
same WRI A or drainage basin as the wetland i npact;
and

(iii)preservation sites include buffer areas adequate to
protect the habitat and its functions from
encroachnent and degradati on.

Preservation as the Sole Means of Mtigation for Wtland
| npacts. Preservation of at-risk, high-quality habitat
may be considered as the sole nmeans of mitigation for
wetl and inpacts when all of the following criteria are
net :
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(i) preservation is used as a formof mtigation only
after the standard sequencing of mtigation (avoid,
m nimze, and then conpensate) has been appli ed;

(1i) creation, restoration, and enhancenent
opportunities have also been considered, and
preservation is the best mtigation option;

(tiit)the inpact area is small and/or inpacts are to a
Category Il or IV wetland; (iv) preservation of
a high quality system occurs in the sanme WRI A or
dr ai nage basin where the wetland i npact occurs;

(v) preservation sites include buffer areas adequate to
protect the habitat and its functions from
encroachnent and degradati on;

(vi) the preservation site is determned to be under
i mm nent threat—specifically, sites wth the
potential to experience a high rate of undesirable
ecol ogi cal change due to on- or off-site activities
(“potential” includes permtted, pl anned, or
per cei ved actions); and

(vii)the area proposed for preservation is of high
quality and critical for the health of the
wat er shed or basi n, W th t he foll ow ng
characteristics serving as indicators of high
quality sites:

(aa) Category | or Il wetland rating;

(bb) rare wetland type (for exanple, bogs,
estuaries);

(cc) habitat for threatened or endangered
speci es;

(dd) provides biological and/or hydrol ogica
connectivity;

(ee) high regional or watershed inportance
(for exanple, listed as priority site in
wat er shed pl an); and

(ff) large size with high species diversity
(plants and/or animals) and/or high
abundance.

(c) Mtigation Ratios for Preservation as the Sol e Means of
Mtigation. Mtigation ratios for preservation as the
sole neans of mtigation shall range from7-to-1 to 20-
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(1)

(2)

to-1, as determ ned by the planning director, depending
on the quality of wetlands being mtigated and the
quality of the wetlands being preserved. (Od. 03-18,
829, 2003).

16. 50. 290 Devel opnent St andards—Yet| and Cat egori es.

Category | Wetlands. Activities and uses shall be prohibited

from Category | wetlands, except as provided for in the public
agency and utility exception and reasonable use exception
sections of this Chapter.

Category Il and 111 Wetl ands. Wth respect to activities

(3)

proposed in Category Il and 11l wetlands, the follow ng
standards shall apply:

(a) Water-dependent activities may be all owed where there are
no practicable alternatives that would not have a |ess
adverse inmpact on the wetland and other critical areas.

(b) \Where nonwater-dependent activities are proposed, it
shall be presumed that alternative |locations are
avai l abl e, and activities and uses shall be prohibited,
unl ess the applicant denonstrates that:

(1) the basic project purpose cannot reasonably be
acconpl i shed and successfully avoid, or result in
| ess adverse inpact on, a regulated wetland on
another site or sites in the general region; and

(ii) all alternative designs of the project as proposed,
that would avoid, or result in |ess of an adverse
i npact on a regulated wetland or its buffer, such
as a reduction in the size, scope, configuration,
or density of the project, are not feasible.

Category IV Wetlands. Activities and uses that result in
unavoi dabl e and necessary inpacts may be permtted in
Category |V wetlands and associ ated buffers in accordance
with the critical area report and mtigation plan, and only
if the proposed activity is the only reasonable alternative
that will acconplish the applicant's objectives. (Od. 03-
18, 830, 2003).
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ty contemplates property tax increase

By Katie Metzger
metzger @mi-reporter corn
espite coming out of
3 with a $1.1 million
Aus, the Mercer Island

Council is consider-
going to voters in 2017
isk them to pay higher
petty taxes.

'his propetty levy lid lift
Id come in many forms.
ante Director Chip
:der laid out several sce-
ios at the council's plan-
g session on Jan. 23 to
pate the group for facing
eral tough budget deci-
ns this fall.
viercer Island is extreme-
reliant on property tax
e to a "minimal" retail
es tax base, Corder said.
¢h levels of develop-
mt activity in 2015 —
mely the permit fees and
ces paid by Legacy and
e Mercer Island School
strict for their construc-
m projects — have caused
big spike in revenues that
n't be counted on as ongo-
g funding sources.
Corder said he antici-
ited a decline in that
)ike, and the moratorium
n downtown develop-
Lent hasn't helped. The
sp between revenues and
Kpenditures is widening as
ie cost of business goes up.
roperty tax increases are
apped at 2 percent per year.
The council has taken a

few looks at reducing expen-
ditures, including reviewing
compensation policies and
conducting an audit of the
maintenance department.

There are other options
besides a tax increase,
Corder said. The city
spends 73 percent of its
budget on personnel costs,
and could look at reducing
staffing levels. But Mercer
Island currently has the
lowest number of full-time
employees per 1,000 popu-
lation in King County. The
council could also increase
the Transportation Benefit
District annual license fee.

Corder suggested using
surpluses to bridge the ga
for the next biennium. It's
a "temporary fix that buys
time," Corder said.

Mercer Island currently
has two levy lid lifts on the
books — one for parks that
ends in 2021 and one for
fire services that ends in
2023.

If another lift were to be
proposed, it would likely be
voted on during the 2017
primary election, Corder
said. It would pass with a
simple majority (50 percent
plus one) and cost the aver-
age household — $900,000
home assessed value on
Mercer Island — $21.75
per month, according to
Cotdert's preferred scenatio.
Cutrrently, Island residents

pay an average of $167 per
month to the city, and $205
to Puget Sound Energy,
$225 to Comcast and $234
to Vetizon.

If voters say no, the city
could be facing a huge
deficit at the end of 2017.
Funding for "low priorities
of government; like mental
health counselors in schools
and field maintenance,
could go away. Corder said
going to votets is "always
a gamble" — one that
prompted council members
to ask if it would be prudent
to go to voters this year and

et another shot next year
if the levy lid lift is rejected.

Mayor Bruce Bassett
said that because the city
is coming off a contentious
election year, sitting on a
surplus -and facing a com-
munity with seemingly low
confidence in its govern-
ment; the tax increase could
be a "hard sell" this year

The city also has $2.34
million in its rainy day fund,
and if development activ-
ity continues at its current
pace, "that would erase the
deficit; Corder said.

Deficits are projected in
the General Fund, Youth
and Family Services Fund
and Capital Improvement
Fund, and the city also
needs money for a fire
apparatus replacement and
anew IT position.

Local Presencewith an

| nternational Audience

Realtor®

coLowleu.
| BAIlliteR

Vasi Nemes, jr.

P: 206.229.0390
F: 206.232.0368

E: vasinemes(@cbbain.com

MICATI FROM 1

said many times that he
would support an advisory
vote.

"The decision to pri-
oritize one nonprofit over
another to be the benefi-
ciary of public assets seems
like an 1ssue for the vot-
ers and not seven residents
alone' Wisenteiner said in
the group's votets guide.

Sanderson ran unop-
posed, but was also inter-
viewed by the group for the
voters guide.

"Specifically on the
MICA issue, I support
going to the citizens on this
(and a number of other
important issues) and
abiding by their responses;
Sanderson said, though he
said MICA would enhance
Mercerdale if it can get
over certain hurdles,
including raising money
and providing parking and
clear financials.

Other council mem-
bers weren't as enthusias-
tic. New Councilmernber
Wendy Weiker said a

Some Islanders want voters to

not the Mercer Island Center fo]
corner of Mercerdale Park

special election could be
"divisive." Deputy Mayor
Debbie Bertlin said an
advisory vote "would not  t
provide sufficient clar-
ity and be a substantial
expense’ C
An advisory vote
could cost anywhere
from $20,000 to $70,000,
depending on when the |
election is held and how  +
many other items are on
the ballot, as the costs are

City briefs

Critical areas
update is overdue

Mercer Island's critical
areas regulations, which
dictate city policies on
wetlands, watercourses,

eologic hazard areas and
wildlife habitat conserva-
tion areas, are due for an
update.

The regulations were
passed in 2005, and a
2014 audit of the city by
the Washington Cities
Insurance Authcirity
(WCIA) recommended
that they be revisited, said
City Attorney Kari Sand.

77 CENTRAL APARTME

IMMEDIATE OPENINGS
FOR SNORT OR LONG TERM PARKING.

77 central Apartments located on
beautiful Mercer Island has monthly

The city is scheduled for
another WCIA audit in
May. Sand said these reg-
ulations usually become
stricter when updated.
The changes may affect
the pending lease with the
Mercer Island Center for
the Arts (MICA), located
in Mercerdale Park near a
two-acre wetland.

City outlines
funding needs

At the City Council's
January planning ses-
sion, Finance Director
Chip Corder pointed out
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On February 2, 2016, the Mercer Island Center for the Arts (“MICA”) submitted a Draft
SEPA Environmental Checklist at a pre-application meeting. The Draft SEPA Environmental
Checklis} was the only document MICA submitted at that February 2, 2016, pre-application
meeting.

A review of the MICA pre-application meeting files and the Draft SEPA Environmental
Checklist reveals numerous problematic issues, including: (i) MICA’s apparent failure to
schedule and attend a required pre-design meeting, (ii)) MICA’s failure to address development
and design review at the February 2, 2016, pre-application meeting, (iii) MICA’s failure to
submit required development and design review documents at the February 2, 2016, pre-
application meeting, (iv) the inaccuracy of the Draft SEPA Environmental Checklist, (v) the
incompleteness of the Draft SEPA Environmental Checklist, (vi) MICA’s failure to comply fully
with the Growth Management Act, (vii) MICA’s failure to comply fully with the State
Environmental Policy Act (“SEPA”), and (viii) MICA’s failure to comply fully with the Mercer
Island City Code.

Il. REVIEW OF THE PROPOSED MICA CENTER FOR THE ARTS

A. Required Town Center Development And Design Standards Review

The planning and permitting processes for the proposed MICA Center for the Arts
(“MICA Center”) require MICA to comply with, among other things, Chapter 19.11 MICC,
Town Center Development and Design Standards. See Mercer Island City Code (“MICC”)
19.05.010(C).

B. Required Pre-Design Meeting

MICC 19.05.040(F)(2)(b)(1) provides that: “A predesign meeting must be scheduled with
staff from the development services group (DSG) prior to formal project development and
application.” See Exhibit 1.

It appears’ that MICA failed to comply with the requirements of MICC
19.05.040(F)(2)(b)(i).

! See Exhibit 3 and Exhibit 4.

2 Because Mercer Island is in possession of the relevant information, only Mercer Island can

confirm this statement to an absolute certainty.



C. Eebruary 2, 2016, MICA Pre-Application Meeting

On February 2, 2016, MICA attended a pre-application meeting with Mercer Island. The
only document MICA submitted at that February 2, 2016, pre-application meeting was a “Draft
SEPA Environmental Checklist.” See Exhibit 3 and Exhibit 4.

D. Environmental Review And Project Review Must Be Combined

Local project review under the Growth Management Act requires Mercer Island to
“[c]Jombine the environmental review process, both procedural and substantive, with the
procedure for review of project permits.” (bold added). See RCW 36.70.B.050(1).

SEPA requires Mercer Island to “[i]ntegrate the requirements of SEPA with existing
agency planning and licensing procedures and practices, so that such procedures run
concurrently rather than consecutively.” (bold added). See WAC 197-11-030(2)(d).

It appears® that MICA failed to comply with the requirements of RCW 36.70.B.050(1)
and WAC 197-11-030(2)(d) by not addressing the Town Center Development and Design
Standards at the February 2, 2016, pre-application meeting. See Exhibit 3 and Exhibit 4.

E. Required Pre-Application Meeting

MICC 19.05.040(F)(2)(c)(1) provides that: “A complete application on forms provided by
the development services group (DSG) and all materials pertaining to the project shall be
submitted at a formal preapplication meeting with DSG staff.” (bold added). See Exhibit 1.

It appears® that MICA failed to comply with MICC 19.05.040(F)(2)(c)(i) by not
addressing the Town Center Development and Design Standards at the February 2, 2016, pre-
application meeting. See Exhibit 3 and Exhibit 4.

F. Required Pre-Application Meeting Materials

Some of the materials that must be submitted at the required pre-application meeting are:

Site survey

Vicinity maps

Site plans

Architectural plans—including elevations, sections, roof plans
Renderings and/or models

Landscaping plan

Tree plan

Parking plan
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9. Photographic examples of colors and materials of the proposed
project

10. Site photographs of the existing condition

11. SEPA checklist

12. Traffic study

13. Pedestrian and vehicle circulation plans.

14. Written narrative describing the project proposal and detailing
how the project is meeting the applicable design objectives and
standards established in Mercer Island City Code 19.11 or
19.12

15. Submittal of lighting and sign master plans may be deferred to
final design review.

16. All other information deemed necessary by DSG staff to
determine if the proposal complies with Mercer Island City
Code

See Exhibit 2. See also MICC 19.05.040(F)(2)(c)(i).

It appears® that MICA failed to submit the materials required by MICC 19.05.040(F)(2)(c)(i)
at the February 2, 2016, pre-application meeting. See Exhibit 3 and Exhibit 4. Compare Exhibit
2 with Exhibit 4.

G. Draft SEPA Environmental Checklist

1. Unlawful Parking Proposal

Attachment G to the Draft SEPA Environmental Checklist proposes parking that fails to
acknowledge let alone comply with MICC 19.05.010(D) and MICC 19.05.020(B)(4).

2. Omission Of Material Documents

The Draft SEPA Environmental Checklist did not attach important documents such as a
Transportation Impact Study and Architectural Plans. See Exhibit 4. Compare Exhibit 2 with
Exhibit 4.

3. Evasive Responses

The Draft SEPA Environmental Checklist is evasive and disingenuous.

For example, when asked to describe the “total area, and approximate quantities and total
affected area of any filling, excavation, and grading proposed. Indicate source of fill.” the Draft
SEPA Environmental Checklist provides the following responses: (i) “Excavation: Will be
required at hillside (cubic yards tbd by civil)” and (ii) “Fill: Some fill will be used to shape grade
below the first floor. (cubic yards thd by civil; fill source by contractor).” See Exhibit 4, page 6,
at Section B(1)(e). (italics in the original).

® d.



By way of another example, when asked “how many additional parking spaces ... the
completed project [would] have,” the Draft SEPA Environmental Checklist provides the
following response: “There will be accessible parking available on SE 32" Street.” See Exhibit
4, page 17, at Section B(14)(d). This response fails to acknowledge let alone address the
requirements of MICC 19.05.010(D) and MICC 19.05.020(B)(4).

4. Incorrect Documents
The Draft SEPA Environmental Checklist attached the following eight documents:

1. Attachment A — “Proposed Lease Boundary”

2. Attachment B — “Proposed Building Footprint”

3. Attachment C — Hart Crowser “Geotechnical Engineering
Design Report”

Attachment D — Hart Crowser “Supplemental Memorandum.”
Attachment E — “Wetland Delineation Report”

Attachment F — “Conceptual Mitigation Plan”

Attachment G — “Parking and Access Sketch”

Attachment H — “Phase 1 Environmental Review”

N GRA

Of the eight documents attached to the Draft SEPA Environmental Checklist, the
following five documents did not address the proposed current site but addressed the proposed
old site:

1. Attachment C — Hart Crowser “Geotechnical Engineering
Design Report”

Attachment D — Hart Crowser “Supplemental Memorandum”
Attachment E — “Wetland Delineation Report”

Attachment F — “Conceptual Mitigation Plan.”

Attachment G — “Parking and Access Sketch”

arwn

See Exhibit 4.

I11.  CONCLUSION

The February 2, 2016, pre-application meeting and the Draft SEPA Environmental
Checklist exemplify a lack of good faith and impede any meaningful review (environmental or
otherwise) of the proposed MICA Center.



IV. LIST OF EXHIBITS

Design Commission Process (Highlighted)

Submittal Checklist For Design Review

February 29, 2016 — E-Mail From City Clerk (Highlighted)
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February 2, 2016 — Draft SEPA Environmental Checklist
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CITY OF MERCER ISLAND, DEVELOPMENT SERVICES GROUP
9611 S.E. 36 ST., MERCER ISLAND, WA 98040 (206) 275-7605 FAX: (206) 275-7726
WWW.MERCERGOV.ORG

Submittal Requirements for Design
Commission Review - Major New Construction

Design Review is the process by which the City evaluates developments within the City that meet the definition
of “regulated improvements” in Mercer Island City Code (MICC) 19.16.010. Regulated improvements are defined
as:

Any development of any property within the city, except:

1. Property owned or controlled by the city; or

2. Single-family dwellings and the buildings, structures and uses accessory thereto; or

3. Wireless communications structures, including associated support structures and equipment cabinets.

Design review ensures a proposal's consistency with MICC 19.11 Town Center Development and Design
Standards or MICC 19.12 Design Standards for Zones outside Town Center and is intended to promote and
enhance environmental and aesthetic design. Single family development is not a regulated improvement, and is
therefore excluded from design review.

Regulated improvements are classified as either a major new construction, which is defined by MICC 19.16.010
as “construction from bare ground or an enlargement or alteration that changes the exterior of an existing
structure that costs in excess of 50 percent of the structure’s assessed value” or a minor new construction. Minor
new construction is “exterior modification to an existing development or site that does not constitute major new
construction.”

The Design Commission is the decision authority for review of major new construction as well as minor exterior
modifications in the Town Center with a with a construction valuation (as defined by MICC 17.14.010) of $100,000
or greater. All minor exterior modifications outside of the Town Center as well as minor exterior modifications in
the Town Center with a with a construction valuation (as defined by MICC 17.14.010) less than $100,000 are
reviewed by the Code Official. The Code Official may choose to send any application to the Design Commission
for review.

PRE-DESIGN MEETING AND STUDY SESSION: The applicant shall participate in a pre-design meeting with
staff prior to formal project development and application. The applicant may present schematic sketches and a
general outline of the proposal for the City staff comments prior to preparation of formal plans. This meeting will
allow city staff to acquaint the applicant with the design standards, submittal requirements, and the application
procedures and provide early input on the proposed project. Additionally, the applicant is strongly encouraged to
schedule a Study Session with the Design Commission to discuss project concepts before the plans are fully
developed. At this session, which will be open to the public, the applicant should provide information regarding the
site, the intended mix of uses, and how it will fit into the focus area objectives. The Commission may provide
feedback to be considered in the design of the project.

PRE-APPLICATION: Applicants are required to participate in a pre-application meeting with City staff per MICC
19.15.040(F)(2)(c). Call Development Services staff to schedule a pre-application meeting. Pre-application
meetings with the staff provide an opportunity to discuss the proposal in conceptual terms, identify the applicable
City requirements, and delineate the proposal review process. Applicants are also encouraged to talk with
surrounding property owner and residents about their proposal. Meetings and/or correspondence with the
neighborhood serve the purpose of informing the neighborhood of the project proposal prior to the formal notice
provided by the City.

APPLICATION: All applications for permits or actions by the City shall be submitted on forms provided by the
Development Services Group. An application shall contain all information required by the applicable development
regulations. The city cannot accept an application that does not have all of the required items. In order to accept
your application, each of the required items shall be submitted to permit counter staff at the same time. Please
double-side your application materials.
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FILING REQUIREMENTS: Please fold all plans and attachments to a size not exceeding
82" x 14” for storage in a legal-size folder. Plans not folded to the proper size will not be accepted. Please submit
fifteen (15) copies each of the following:

Development Application Coversheet

Design Review Filing Fee: see Development Application

Land Use Action sign deposit (refunded when sign is returned to the City): see Development Application

A State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) Checklist may be required. The checklist is available at the
Development Services Group counter. Development Services Group personnel can assist you in
determining if your proposal is exempt.

Elevations of the existing and/or proposed structures

Site plan (sheet size: 8.5” x 117, 11" x 17", 18" x 24", or a maximum 24" x 36" - if submitting 24" x 36"
drawings, include one reduced 11" x 17” copy) that includes the following:

[] A Title Block to be located on the right-hand margin of all sheets and include the following:

Project

Drawing Title

Drawing No., Date, and Revision Column

L]
L]
[] Project Address
L]
L]
]

N | |

[

Name, Address, and Phone of the firm primarily responsible for drawings

Scale: Numerical and Bar Scale

North Arrow
[ ] Parcel size
L] Property lines
[] Existing and proposed topographic contours at two foot intervals
[] Adjacent right-of-ways, private roads and access easements
[] Existing and proposed structures
[] Existing and proposed vehicular circulation system, parking spaces designed for all required parking

spaces, driveways, service areas, loading zones, pedestrian circulation.
[] statistical Information including the following:
[] The number of dwelling units/acre
[] The area of proposed structure in square feet
[] The lot coverage by structures (in both sq. ft. and a percentage)
[] The lot coverage by impervious surfaces (in both sq. ft. and a percentage)
[] The building height from Average Building Elevation (include ABE calculations) to highest projection of
the building
[] The existing and finished grades
[] The number of parking spaces (both compact and standard)
[] The area of existing and proposed landscaping in sq.ft.
Conceptual Floor Plans including the following:
[] Include exterior access points
[] Clarify the relationship between the interior spaces and the outside (decks, etc.) spaces

[] Landscape Plan to include the following:
Minimum landscaping plan sheet size is 11" X 17”.
Extent and location of all plant materials and other landscape features. Plant materials must be identified
by direct labeling of each plant or by a clearly understandable legend.
Flower and shrub bed definition must be clear and drawn to scale with dimensions.
Proposed plant material should be indicated at mature sizes and in appropriate relation
to scale.
Species and size of existing plant materials.
Proposed treatment of all ground surfaces must be clearly indicated (paving, turf, gravel, grading, etc.)
Location of water outlets. If areas of planting are extensive, plans for an underground sprinkler system
will be required.
[] Exterior Lighting Plan: Indicate new or modified lighting locations and provide specifications for proposed
lighting.
[] Indication of Materials & Colors: Two color copies of a color palette. The palette shall indicate which
construction materials will be used.
[] Sign Program: lllustrate location, size, height, material, color, letter dimensions, structural components and
l
[

I A |

landscaping
Birdseye Perspective or Massing Model: Major projects only
Staff may require additional information or materials when necessary.

\\chfs1\share\DSG\FORMS\DCapproval-DC-07-24-13.docx 07/2013



EXRHIBIT 2



City of Mercer Island

Development Services Group
9611 SE 36™ Street, Mercer Island, WA 98040
(206) 275-7605 www.mercergov.org

Submittal Checklist for Design Review*
*Please see the handout for Design Review of Signs or Wireless Communications Facilities, if applicable.

MICC 19.15.040(F)(1)(b) states that no building permit or other required permit shall be issued by the city for any major new
construction or minor exterior modification of any regulated improvement without prior approval of the Design Commission or
Code Official as authorized by MCC 19.15.010(E).

For projects required to be reviewed by the Design Commission, please see the handout entitled “Typical Design Commission
Process For Major New Construction”

The following are required to be submitted for Design Review applications (per MICC 19.15.040.F.2.c.ii). Unless noted otherwise, 2 %
14 copies are necessary for Design Commission Submittal. % < ¥
a Z »
Development Application
Site survey
Vicinity maps
Site plans

Architectural plans — including elevations, sections, roof plans

Renderings and/or models

Landscaping plan

XN g~ WM

Tree Plan — Trees may be shown either on the site plan or on a separate Tree Plan. Must show the location,
diameter and species of significant trees (conifers > 6 feet tall or deciduous trees > 6 inches in diameter at 4 %
feet above the ground), including trees on site and in adjacent rights of way. Clearly designate all eagle
perch/nest trees. Draw an “X” through trees to be removed and note tree protection fencing for trees near
construction activities.

9. | Parking plan

10. | Photographic examples of colors and materials of the proposed project

12. | Site photographs of the existing condition

13. | SEPA checklist - Exemption depends on proposal (check with Planner and WAC 197-11-800(25))

14. | Traffic study

15. | Pedestrian and vehicle circulation plans

16. | Written narrative describing the project proposal and detailing how the project is meeting the applicable design
objectives and standards established in Mercer Island City Code 19.11 or 19.12

17. | Submittal of lighting and sign master plans may be deferred to final design review

18. | All other information deemed necessary by DSG staff to determine if the proposal complies with Mercer
Island City Code.

19. | Application fee - Dependent on project value and if subject to SEPA review (see fee schedule). Public Notice
sign deposit fee can be submitted at application time.

Note: this process is only to receive design review approval. A separate process and fee are necessary in order to receive a
building permit.

DesignReviewChecklist 05/2008
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From: Ali Spietz <Ali.Spietz@mercergov.org>
Date: 2/29/2016 15:59 (GMT-08:00)

To: Carv Zwingle <carvz@yahoo.com>
Subject: RE: SEPA CHECKLIST

Hi Carv,

Thank you, | am looking forward to some time off. ©

Attached is the only document related to the MICA pre-application meeting of 2/2/16. Please note that
this is a DRAFT SEPA checklist.

At this time, there are no additional records regarding MICA’s SEPA Checklist. They have not applied for
a permit or submitted any documentation.

Pursuant to WAC 44-14-04004(4)(a), “An agency must only provide access to public records in existence
at the time of the request. An agency is not obligated to supplement responses,” you will need to submit
subsequent requests for records.

Let me know if you have further questions.

Ali
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Draft SEPA Environmental Checklist
Mercer Island Center for the Arts

February 2, 2016






SEPA environmental checklist

Purpose of checklist:

Governmental agencies use this checklist to help determine whether the environmental impacts
of your proposal are significant. This information is also helpful to determine if available
avoidance, minimization or compensatory mitigation measures will address the probable
significant impacts or if an environmental impact statement will be prepared to further analyze
the proposal.

Instructions for applicants:

This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal.
Please answer each question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge. You may
need to consult with an agency specialist or private consultant for some questions. You may
use “not applicable” or "does not apply” only when you can explain why it does not apply and
not when the answer is unknown. You may also attach or incorporate by reference additional
studies reports. Complete and accurate answers to these questions often avoid delays with the
SEPA process as well as later in the decision-making process.

The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a
period of time or on different parcels of land. Attach any additional information that will help
describe your proposal or its environmental effects. The agency to which you submit this
checklist may ask you to explain your answers or provide additional information reasonably
related to determining if there may be significant adverse impact.

Instructions for Lead Agencies:

Please adjust the format of this template as needed. Additional information may be necessary
to evaluate the existing environment, all interrelated aspects of the proposal and an analysis of
adverse impacts. The checklist is considered the first but not necessarily the only source of
information needed to make an adequate threshold determination. Once a threshold
determination is made, the lead agency is responsible for the completeness and accuracy of the
checklist and other supporting documents.

Use of checklist for nonproject proposals:

For nonproject proposals (such as ordinances, regulations, plans and programs), complete the
applicable parts of sections A and B plus the supplemental sheet for nonproject actions (part D).
Please completely answer all questions that apply and note that the words "project,” "applicant,"
and "property or site" should be read as "proposal,” "proponent," and "affected geographic
area," respectively. The lead agency may exclude (for non-projects) questions in Part B -
Environmental Elements —that do not contribute meaningfully to the analysis of the proposal.



A. Background

1. Name of proposed project, if applicable:
Mercer Island Center for the Arts

2. Name of applicant:
Lesley Bain, Architect for Mercer Island Center for the Arts

3. Address and phone number of applicant and contact person:
Framework Cultural Placemaking

1429 12th Avenue, Suite C,

Seattle WA 98101

4. Date checklist prepared:
January 25, 2016

5. Agency requesting checklist:
City of Mercer Island

6. Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable):
The lease agreement, the trigger for this review, is expected to be approved in winter or Spring
of 2016. Construction expected to begin in 2017.

7. Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or
connected with this proposal? if yes, explain.
No. The intent of the project is construction of a performing arts/educational center building.

8. List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be
prepared, directly related to this proposal.
a. Geotechnical Engineering Design Report, Proposed Mercer Island Center for the Arts,
Hart Crowser, March 31, 2015
b. Supplemental Memorandum, Hart Crowser, May 6, 2015
c. Wetland Delineation Report, Mercer Island Center for the Arts, The Watershed
Company. May 21, 2015
d. Mercer Island Center for the Arts Conceptual Mitigation Plan. The Watershed Company,
August 20, 2015
Parking and Access sketches, Transpo. August 25, 2015
f. Phase 1 Environmental Review

9. Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other
proposals directly affecting the property covered by your proposal?
No.



10. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known.
Land Use Approval, City of Mercer Island
Building Permit Approval, City of Mercer Island

11. Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the size
of the project and site. There are several questions later in this checklist that ask you to
describe certain aspects of your proposal. You do not need to repeat those answers on this
page. (Lead agencies may modify this form to include additional specific information on project
description.)

The proposal is to build a center for the arts, which includes a building approximately 34,000 gsf
housing a 300-seat main stage theatre, a 100-seat black box theatre and a 100-seat recital hall.

Educational spaces include classrooms for art, dance and music. A public lobby faces the park;

public bathrooms accessible from the exterior and storage space for the Mercer Island Farmers
Market are provided.

12. Location of the proposal. Give sufficient information for a person to understand the precise
location of your proposed project, including a street address, if any, and section, township, and
range, if known. If a proposal would occur over a range of area, provide the range or
boundaries of the site(s). Provide a legal description, site plan, vicinity map, and topographic
map, if reasonably available. While you should submit any plans required by the agency, you
are not required to duplicate maps or detailed plans submitted with any permit applications
related to this checklist.

The location is generally on the Southwest corner of 77th Avenue SE and SE 32nd Street. See
Attachment A: Proposed Lease Boundary, and Attachment B: Proposed Building Footprint.

B. environmental elements
Earth
a. General description of the site:

(circle one): Flat, rolling, hilly, steep slopes, mountainous, other __
Partially flat, partially sloped

b. What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)?
The steepest portion of the slope is approximately 22%

c. What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, gravel, peat,



muck)? If you know the classification of agricultural soils, specify them and note any agricultural
land of long-term commercial significance and whether the proposal results in removing any of
these soils.

According to the geotechnical report, soils are fine-grained glacial deposits, overiain by
non-glacial deposits, clay and Vashon till. For more detail, see Geotechnical Report, Attachment
B

d. Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity? If so,
describe.

According to the geotechnical report, the site is in a landslide location and partially within
mapped landslide deposits. In the opinion of the geotechnical engineers, the construction of the
building will not increase or decrease the landslide hazard in the vicinity. There is a risk that
debris could travel down slope if there were a landslide up the hill to the west. The slope near
the proposed building, according to the report, is not considered steep enough to pose a seismic
slope stability risk.

e. Describe the purpose, type, total area, and approximate quantities and total affected area of
any filling, excavation, and grading proposed. Indicate source of fill.

Excavation: Will be required at hillside. (cubic yards tbd by civil)
Fill: Some fill will be used to shape grade below the first floor. (cubic yards tbd by civil; fill

source by contractor )

f. Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use? If so, generally describe.

No.

 About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project
construction (for example, asphait or buildings)?

A majority of the area within the lease boundary will be impervious surface: building, plaza or
fire access. (percentage by civil tbd)

« Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the earth, if any:

Multiple best management practices will be used including a construction entrance, silt fence, a
concrete truck and pump washout area and catch basin inserts. Strict maintenance and
monitoring criteria will be provided so that the temporary erosion and sediment control systems
are in good working order throughout the duration of construction.



2. Air

a. What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal during construction,
operation, and maintenance when the project is completed? If any, generally describe and give
approximate quantities if known.

Typical emissions from construction equipment during construction.

b. Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect your proposal? If so,
generally describe.

No.

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any:

None needed.

3. Water

a. Surface Water:

* Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of the site (including

year-round and seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes, ponds, wetlands)? If yes, describe type and

provide names. If appropriate, state what stream or river it flows into.

Wetlands are in the vicinity, as descnibed in Attachment E: Wetland Delineation Report, Mercer
Island Center for the Arts, The Watershed Company.

2) Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within 200 feet) the described
waters? If yes, please describe and attach available plans.

Work is anticipated outside of the minimum allowed buffer of 25 feet near the wetland. Wetland
mitigation will be proposed per City of Mercer Island requirements, 19.07.080(C).

3) Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed in or removed
from surface water or wetlands and indicate the area of the site that would be affected.
Indicate the source of fill material.

No fill or dredge material will be placed in or removed from the wetland.

4) Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions? Give general



description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known.

No

5) Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain? If so, note location on the site plan.
No

6) Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters? If so,
describe the type of waste and anticipated volume of discharge.

No
b. Ground Water:

1) Will groundwater be withdrawn from a well for drinking water or other purposes? If so, give a
general description of the well, proposed uses and approximate quantities withdrawn from the
well. Will water be discharged to groundwater? Give general description, purpose, and
approximate quantities if known.

No

2) Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks or

other sources, if any (for example: Domestic sewage; industrial, containing the

following chemicals. . . ; agricultural; etc.). Describe the general size of the system, the
number of such systems, the number of houses to be served (if applicable), or the number of
animals or humans the system(s) are expected to serve.

None
c. Water runoff (including stormwater):

1) Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of collection
and disposal, if any (include quantities, if known). Where will this water flow?
Will this water flow into other waters? If so, describe.

The on-site stormwater management requirement requires roof downspout controls to be
utilized. Infiltration and dispersion is infeasible due to the presence of fine grained, poorly
draining soils and the possibility of high groundwater conditions. As such, roof downspouts will
be directed to a bioretention area to the south of the building. The bioretention cell will be lined
and contain underdrains that will collect the treated water prior to discharging it into the
proposed detention vault. Additional underdrains may be required under the liner if groundwater
is present.



Stormwater runoff from the non-pollution generating areas of the site will be collected in area
drains and catch basins before being routed to the public storm drainage system. Runoff from
pollution generating impervious surfaces (i.e. the northern fire lane and loading dock) will be
routed through a StormFilter treatment device. The southern fire lane will contain a gate with a
knox box off of SE 34th Street and thus the impervious surfaces associated with these
improvements will not require treatment emergency fire truck traffic will be seldom. It is
understood that the landscape will not be subject to fertilizers or pesticides and thus only the
northern fire lane and loading dock areas will be treated.

2) Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters? If so, generally describe.
No

3) Does the proposal alter or otherwise affect drainage patterns in the vicinity of the site? If so,
describe.

No

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water, and drainage
pattern impacts, if any:

Surface runoff from the hillside will be intercepted by the proposed swale that will be
strategically graded into the hillside to minimize impacts to the existing vegetation. The swale
will convey hillside runoff to the wetland. Shoring wall drainage will also be directed to the
wetland. The wetland will overflow into the bioretention cell that will overflow into a catch basin
on the edge of the path. A new storm drainage pipe will be installed from this catch basin to the
connection to the existing storm drain system on SE 32nd Street.

Wetland mitigation for buffer reduction is addressed in Attachment F: Mercer Island Center for
the Arts Conceptual Mitigation Plan, prepared by The Watershed Company.

4. Plants
» Check the types of vegetation found on the site:

__X__deciduous tree: alder, maple, aspen, other
__X__evergreen tree: fir, cedar, pine, other
__X__shrubs

_____grass

____ pasture

_____croporgrain

__ Orchards, vineyards or other permanent crops.



wet soil plants: cattail, buttercup, bullrush, skunk cabbage, other
water plants: water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other
other types of vegetation

b. What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered?

Vegetation will be removed on the portion of the site that is not currently impervious. The
vegetation is in fill dirt and is not generally healthy.

c. List threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site.
None known,

d. Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or enhance
vegetation on the site, if any:

Site will be replanted around new building with new trees and shrubs that will be planted in
appropriate soil and growing conditions.

e. List all noxious weeds and invasive species known to be on or near the site.

Some invasive ivy is on site.

5. Animals

a. List any birds and other animals which have been observed on or near the site or are known
to be on or near the site.

Examples include:
birds: hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other:
mammals: deer, bear, elk, beaver, other:
fish: bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other
typical bird and small mammal species are likely to be on the site
b. List any threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site.

None known

c. Is the site part of a migration route? If so, explain.



No

d. Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any:

The project will include planting healthier native habitat.

e. List any invasive animal species known to be on or near the site.

None known.

6. Energy and Natural Resources

a. What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stove, solar) will be used to meet
the completed project's energy needs? Describe whether it will be used for heating,

manufacturing, etc.

Electricity will be used to power variable air volume heat pump units for heating, cooling and
ventilation.

b. Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties?
If so, generally describe.

No

¢. What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the plans of this proposal?
List other proposed measures to reduce or control energy impacts, if any:

The building will meet, at a minimum, the provisions of the Washington State Energy Code, and
LEED Silver. We expect a well-insulated building envelope and energy efficient building
systems.

7. Environmental Health

a. Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals, risk

of fire and explosion, spill, or hazardous waste, that could occur as a result of this proposal?

If so, describe.

+ Describe any known or possible contamination at the site from present or past uses.

A Phase 1 Environmental Review was done by on the site, and indicates that any environmental

contamination is highly unlikely. The review found that no Phase 2 Review would be merited.
See Attachment H.



« Describe existing hazardous chemicals/conditions that might affect project development and
design. This includes underground hazardous liquid and gas transmission pipelines located
within the project area and in the vicinity.

None known.

« Describe any toxic or hazardous chemicals that might be stored, used, or produced during the
project's development or construction, or at any time during the operating life of the project.

None known.

« Describe special emergency services that might be required.

No special emergency services are anticipated.

* Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, if any:
No measures anticipated to be necessary.

b. Noise

1) What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example: traffic,
equipment, operation, other)?

None.

2) What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the project on a
short-term or a long-term basis (for example: traffic, construction, operation, other)? Indicate
what hours noise would come from the site.

Sounds generated within the building will primarily stay within the building.

3) Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any:

Attention to acoustic performance by a professional acoustical engineer.

8. Land and Shoreline Use

a. What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? Will the proposal affect current
land uses on nearby or adjacent properties? If so, describe.



Much of the site was used as a recycle center until 2010. On the north end of the site is a plaza
with seating and a flagpole, built in 1976 for the country’s bicentennial, and the Farmers New
World Life Insurance office building. To the west is a wooded slope and to the east is the lawn of
Mercerdale Park. To the south is a vegetated area located on top of fill dirt, generally in poor
condition. A skatepark is also to the south.

b. Has the project site been used as working farmlands or working forest lands? If so, describe.
How much agricultural or forest land of long-term commercial significance will be converted to

other uses as a result of the proposal, if any? If resource lands have not been designated, how
many acres in farmland or forest land tax status will be converted to nonfarm or nonforest use?

No

1) Will the proposal affect or be affected by surrounding working farm or forest land normal
business operations, such as oversize equipment access, the application of pesticides, tilling,
and harvesting? If so, how:

No

c. Describe any structures on the site.

The site has a one-story structure built in the 1970’s for a recycle center. The site also has
public restrooms, and sinks used by the Farmers Market.

d. Will any structures be demolished? If so, what?

The structures described above will be demolished.

e. What is the current zoning classification of the site?

Public Institution—P

f. What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site?

Park

g. Ifapplicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site?
Not applicable

h. Has any part of the site been classified as a critical area by the city or county? If so, specify.



Yes. The Landslide Hazard Area Map (MICC 19.16.010) indicates that there has been an
identified landslide on the site. The area is identified for potential high water table and near a
spring. For more specific information, refer to the geotechnical report.

i. Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project?

It is estimated that MICA would have approximately a dozen staff.

j. Approximately how many people would the completed project displace?

None

k. Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any:

None

I. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected land
uses and plans, if any:

Regulations for the P-zone will need to be adjusted by the City of Mercer Island to allow building
permit approval for the project.

m. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with nearby agricultural and forest
lands of long-term commercial significance, if any:

Not applicable
9. Housing

a. Approximately how many units would be provided, if any? Indicate whether high, mid-
dle, or low-income housing.

None

b. Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate whether high,
middie, or low-income housing.

None
c. Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any:

Not applicable



10. Aesthetics

a. What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas; what is

the principal exterior building material(s) proposed?

The tallest portion of the structure is approximately 35’ high. The exterior building materials on
the most visible facade will be heavily glazed.

b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed?

The design is intended to include landscaping along the edge of the park to soften the edge of
the building.

* Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any:

The portion of the building along the edge of the park will be lowered for scale, with quality
materials and views into the cafe, lobby, a reclaimed wood truss roof and art gallery.

11. Light and Glare

a. What type of light or glare will the proposal produce? What time of day would it mainly
occur?

Light from the interior of the building will be visible along the path. Supplemental lighting may be
included if needed to make walking in the vicinity feel safe after dark.

b. Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere with views?
No

c. What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal?

None

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any:

Landscape screening will control glare from across the park.

12. Recreation



a. What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate vicinity?

Mercerdale Park’s lawn and walking path; trails through the woods,; a skatepark and exercise
equipment. A children’s play area is also nearby, to the southeast of the lawn area. The
Farmers Market takes place in the adjacent streets during warmer months. SE 32nd Street and
77th Avenue SE are closed on Sundays from 10 to 3 for the Farmers Market, and for Summer
Celebration weekend. Concerts and other events take place on the lawn during the summer.

b. Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses? If so, describe.

The project will remove public restrooms available fo park users and sinks used by the Farmers
Market. The flagpole and concrete plaza at Bicentennial Park will be removed. Part of what was
once referred to as the native plant garden will be removed.

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreation
opportunities to be provided by the project or applicant, if any:

Mercer Island Center for the Arts has been working with the Parks Department and the Farmers
Market to ensure that these recreational activities are supported by MICA’s new facility. The
project will provide the same number of public restrooms; it will replace the sinks and provide
storage for the Farmers Market. A plaza area with seating will be provided by the new project,
and the flagpole will be relocated. The design will incorporate outdoor performance space. The
addition of the new center for the arts is expected to increase usage of the park.

13. Historic and cultural preservation

a. Are there any buildings, structures, or sites, located on or near the site that are over 45 years
old listed in or eligible for listing in national, state, or local preservation registers located on or
near the site? If so, specifically describe.

No

b. Are there any landmarks, features, or other evidence of Indian or historic use or occupation?
This may include human burials or old cemeteries. Are there any material evidence, artifacts, or
areas of cultural importance on or near the site? Please list any professional studies conducted
at the site to identify such resources.

No
c. Describe the methods used to assess the potential impacts to cultural and historic resources

on or near the project site. Examples include consultation with tribes and the department of
archeology and historic preservation, archaeological surveys, historic maps, GIS data, etc.



Not applicable

d. Proposed measures to avoid, minimize, or compensate for loss, changes to, and disturbance
to resources. Please include plans for the above and any permits that may be required.

Not applicable

14. Transportation

a. ldentify public streets and highways serving the site or affected geographic area and
describe proposed access to the existing street system. Show on site plans, if any.

The site is served by the street grid of Mercer Island’s Town Center. The site is southwest of the
intersection of 77th Avenue SE and SE 32nd Street; access will be from that intersection.

b. Is the site or affected geographic area currently served by public transit? If so, generally
describe. If not, what is the approximate distance to the nearest transit stop?

The Town Center is well served by King County Metro and Sound Transit at the Park and Ride,
which is approximately a ten minute walk from the site. Metro routes 201 and 204 have stops a
block to the east of the site, on 78th Avenue SE. Buses from the Mercer Island School District
also take children to and from schools, and are expected to be a major source of transportation
for classes.

¢. How many additional parking spaces would the completed project or non-project proposal
have? How many would the project or proposal eliminate?

The project will not eliminate any parking spaces. There will be accessible parking available on
SE 32nd Street.

d. Will the proposal require any new or improvements to existing roads, streets, pedestrian,
bicycle or state transportation facilities, not including driveways? If so, generally describe
(indicate whether public or private).

Some work will likely be done near the intersection of 77th Avenue SE and SE 32nd Street for
access, drop-off and accessible parking. Sketch alternatives have been looked at by the
Transpo Group. See Attachment G: Parking and Access sketches, Transpo. August 25, 2015.

e. Will the project or proposal use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air
transportation? If so, generally describe.



No

f. How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project or proposal?
If known, indicate when peak volumes would occur and what percentage of the volume would
be trucks (such as commercial and nonpassenger vehicles). What data or transportation models

were used to make these estimates?

Transpo is engaged to do a transportation study and a transportation management plan for
MICA.

g. Will the proposal interfere with, affect or be affected by the movement of agricultural and
forest products on roads or streets in the area? If so, generally describe.

No

h. Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any:
No

15. Public Services

a. Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example: fire protection,
police protection, public transit, health care, schools, other)? If so, generally describe.

No
b. Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, if any.

None

16. Utilities

a. Circle utilities currently available at the site:
electricity, natural gas, water, refuse service, telephone, sanitary sewer, septic system,
other

electricity, natural gas, water, refuse service, telephone, sanitary sewer are available
b. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing the service,

and the general construction activities on the site or in the immediate vicinity which might
be needed.



Electricity: Puget Sound Energy

Water: City of Mercer Island

Refuse Service: Allied Waste

Sanitary Sewer City of Mercer Island contracting with King County Wastewater Treatment
C. Signature

The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge. | understand that the
lead agency is relying on them to make its decision.

Signature:
Name of signee
Position and Agency/Organization
Date Submitted:
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Proposed Mercer Island Center for the Arts
Building

Mercer Island, Washington

This report provides our geotechnical engineering recommendations for the proposed Mercer island
Center for the Arts building in Mercer Island, Washington.

Qur scope of work was to:

B Collect and assess subsurface conditions from historical explorations;
@ Drill seven borings from 21.5 to 51 feet deep;

B Prepare logs of the soil explorations;

B Assess groundwater conditions;

8 Conduct engineering analysis; and

B Prepare this report.

We completed this work in general accordance with our contract dated February 5, 2015. This report is
for the exclusive use of Mercer Island Center for the Arts and their design consultants for specific
application to this project and site. We completed this work in accordance with generally accepted
geotechnical engineering practices for the nature and conditions of the work completed in the same or
similar localities, at the time the work was performed. We make no other warranty, express or

implied.

PROJECT AND SITE DESCRIPTION

The site vicinity map and exploration plan are shown on Figures 1 and 2.

The proposed building will be located on city-owned land adjacent to the northwest corner of the
Mercerdale Park. The property consists of a relatively flat, mowed lawn area to the east and a wooded
slope to the west.

The top of the wooded slope begins near 74th Place SE, about elevation 280 feet, and descends
eastward down to about elevation 90 feet at the toe. Upslope fram the building site, the slope
gradient varies from about 20 percent to greater than 40 percent across the western half of the slope
and the gradient varies from less than 5 percent to about 22 percent across the eastern half of the
slope. The portion of the slope that was surveyed for this study {about 120 feet west of the toe) has
average gradients of about 5 to 22 percent.

Slope vegetation is primarily Alder and Maple with occasional Douglas Fir and Western Red Cedar. The
Alder and Maple are frequently bowed downhill which suggests possible downhill soil creep.

44
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2 | Proposed Mercer island Center for the Arts Building

The eastern half of the site varies from ahout elevation 88 to 91 feet and primarily consists of
landscaped grass lawn and paved walking paths. The northern portion of the building site, adjacent to
SE 32nd Street, is partially occupied by asphalt pavement, a one-story building, and a concrete paved
area. We understand that the eastern half of the site was filled about 48 years ago when a school
buitding was planned, but never buiit (Shannon & Wilson 1985).

We understand that the building locatian, size, and ground floor elevation are subject to change.
However, we have been provided two preliminary concepts, Concept A and Concept C. Concept Ais
oriented slightly farther from the slope than Concept C. This report assumes Concept C because it is
the worst-case scenario from a geotechnical perspective. The building is expected ta be two stories
tall and have a roughly 28,000 square foot footprint. The finish floor elevation is expected to be
between elevations 88 to 91 feet in both concepts. The building may be cutinto the west siope and
retained soil cuts could be on the order of 12 to 18 feet tall,

We understand that there is no new surface parking planned at this time, but there will be 2 new
paved fire lane.

MAPPED GEOLOGY

According to the Geologic Map of Mercer Island, Washington (Troost & Wisher 2006), the mapped
geology in the vicinity of the building site includes Quaternary Vashon recessional lacustrine deposits
overlain by landslide deposits and artificial fill. The encountered soils are cansistent with the mapped

geology.

Upslope from the site, the soils are mapped as Pre-Olympia fine-grained glacial deposits, overlain by
pre-Fraser nonglacial deposits, overlain by Lawton Clay, overlain by Vashon advance outwash, overlain
by Vashon subglacial till.

SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS

Subsurface Explorations

Subsurface exploration lecations are shown on Figure 2 and generalized subsurface cross sections A-A
and B-B" are shown on Figures 3 and 4 respectively.

Qur understanding of the subsurface conditions is based on current and historical explorations at the
site and laboratory analysis of samples from the berings. On February 25 and 27, 2015, we completed
seven borings, HC-1 to HC-7, 1o depths of 21.5 to 51.0 feet below ground surface (bgs). The
exploration logs are provided in Appendix A. The results of labaratory tests are provided in

Appendix B.

We also reviewed historical logs of explorations and laboratory results by Shannon & Wilsen Inc.
(1985}, These included five soil barings, B-1 to B-5, drilled to depths of 24.5 to 38.5 feet bgs and seven
test pits, TP-1 to TP-7, excavated to 10.5 to 13 feet bgs. Relevant explorations in the vicinity of the
building site are SW-B-5 and SW-TP-1.
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We also reviewed the historical logs of explorations and laboratory results by Hart Crowser &
Associates, Inc. {1979) for the Farmers Insurance Group Building immediately north of the building
site. Relevant exploraticns near the building site include boring HC-B-5.

Relevant historical expleration locations are shown an Figure 2 and the historical boring logs, test pit
logs and laboratory results are provided in Appendix C,

Soil Conditions

The interpreted soil conditians in the vicinity of the building site generally consists of three hasic soil
units:

Soil Unit 1: Fill and Colluvium Sails

Interpreted fill or colluvium soils were encountered in all of explorations done for this study as well as
HC-B-5, SW-B-5, and SW-TP-1 and typically consisted of as much as 2 feet of silty gravel or silty sand
typically overlaying medium stiff to stiff silt, silty clay, and clay to about 4 to 9 feet bgs. Bering HC-3
encounterad loose sand to 9.5 feet bgs. Test pit SW-TP-1 encountered remnant topsoil from 5 to 6.5
feet bgs and boring HC-4 encountered remnant tepsoil from about 5 to 5.5 feet bgs. This soil unit is
generally not sujtable for heavy foundation loads or large tieback loads.

Soil Unit 2: Fine-Grained Recessional Lacustrine Soils

This sail unit generally consists of normally consclidated soft to stiff silt, clayey silt, and clay sails with
occasional loose te medium dense silty and gravelly sand layers. The consistency of this soil unit is
variable and is not considered suitable for suppert of heavy ioads or settlement-sensitive structures.
This sail unit is generally not suitable for heavy foundation leads or large tieback loads.

Soil Unit 3: Fine-Grained Glacially Overridden Soils

This soil unit generally consists of stiff to hard clayey silt and clay soils with occasienat slickensides and
highly organic zones. The depth to the top of this unit varied from about 13 to 33 feet bas but was
typically encountered within about 25 feet bgs. We recommend that pile foundations and soldier piles
bear within this soil unit.

Groundwater Conditions

At the time of our visit, the ground surface was wet and soft across the site because the near-surface
soils are typically fine-grained and poorly drained.

Borings HC-3, HC-4, and HC-7 encountered groundwater at about 20 feet bgs during drilling. However,
most of the current and historical explorations did not encounter free water at the time of
drilling/excavation but indicate groundwater levels within 1 to 2 feet bgs, suggesting excess water
pressure within the relatively permeable (sandy) soil layers below ground surface (Shannon & Wilson
1985).
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The regional groundwater table is deeper than the borings done for this project; however, perched
groundwater within sandy sail layers and poorly draining near-surface soils can lead to local water
within a couple feet of ground surface. Also, excavations into the hillside may encounter water
seepage in sandy zones that can cause running or caving soils and reduced face stability.

Based on the observed and reported groundwater conditions, we recommend that drainage and
waterproofing for walls and foundations be designed assuming the groundwater table is at the ground
surface.

Note that water levels were measured at the times and under canditions stated on the boring logs.
Fluctuations in the groundwater conditions may be caused by variations in rainfall, temperature,
season, and other factors. Subsurface conditions interpreted from explorations at discrete locations
on the site and the soil properties inferred from the field and laboratory tests, formed the basis of the
geatechnical recommendations in this report. The nature and extent of variations between
explorations may not become evident until additianal explorations are performed or construction
begins. if variations are encountered, it may be necessary to reevaluate the recommendations in this
report.

MAPPED LANDSLIDE HAZARD REVIEW

We reviewed the Mercer Island Landslide Hazard Assessment map (Troost & Wisher 2009) for the site
location. The site is mapped as an identified land slide location and is partially within mapped
landslide deposits. Upslope from the building site, the map identifies areas of historic slope failure.
These include:

® Slopes steeper than 15 percent (3.7H:1V) intersecting a geologic contact of relatively permeable
deposits over relatively impermeable deposits with groundwater seepage

m Areas of slope steeper than 40 percent [1.2H:1V) with a vertical relief of ten or more feet
(Qualifications i, ii, i, ix)

In our opinion, construction of this building will not increase or decrease the landslide hazard in this
vicinity. There is a risk that if a landslide occurs upslope from the site, the resulting landslide debris
could travel down the slope and impact the proposed building. (tis outside the scope of this report to
provide recommendations for the potential impacts on the propaosed building caused by a landslide
well upslope of the building site

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Our recommendations are based on our understanding of the project and the subsurface conditions
interpreted from explorations at and near the site by Hart Crowser and others. [f the nature or
location of the facilities is different than we have assumed, we should be notified so we can review,
change, and/or confirm our recommendations.
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Earthquake Engineering

Seismic Setting

The seismicity of western Washington is dominated by the Cascadia Subduction Zone (CSZ}, where the
offshore Juan de Fuca plate subducts beneath the continental North American plate. Three main
types of earthguakes are typically associated with subduction zone environments: crustal, intraplate,
and interplate earthquakes. Seismic records in the Puget Scund area clearly indicate a distinct shallow
zone of crustal seismicity, the Seattle Fault, which may have surficial expressians and can extend to
depths of 25 to 30 km. A deeper zone is associated with the subducting Juan de Fuca plate and
produces intraplate earthquakes at depths of 40 to 70 km beneath the Puget Sound region (e.g., the
1949, 1965, and 2001 earthquakes) and interplate earthquakes at shallow depths near the
Washington coast {e.g., the 1700 earthguake with an approximate magnitude of 9.0).

Seismic Hazards

B Liguefaction induced subsidence. There appear to be isolated zones of medium dense, wet sand
beneath the building site that could lose strength during or after an earthguake. However, because
significant free water and a continuous sand layer was not encountered, it is aur apinion that the
risk of liguefaction-induced subsidence is low.

B Slope stability. The slope within 120 feet or so of the Cancept € building {about 14 to 18 percent
slope) site is not steep enough to pose a seismic slope stability risk. Further upslope there are
mapped historic failures, steep slopes, and groundwater seepage that present a risk of future
landslides which could impact the proposed building. An earthiguake would increase the risk of a
landslide occurring.

B Fault rupture. The mapped northernmaost splay of the Seattle Fault is about 0.3 miles south of the
site. There is a remote potential for surface rupture at the site from a new splay of the Seattie Fault.
However, this hazard is very low based on the Seattle Fault’s 3,000-year recurrence interval, the
many possible locations for surface rupture, and the likelihoad that the fault would not produce
surface rupture at this location.

Building Code Seismic Parameters

Based an the measured and extrapolated average SPT bloweount in the top 100 feet of soil, itis our
opinion that the site class is best characterized as D.

Table 1 provides 2012 International Building Code (IBC) seismic design parameters for the site and the
recommended sail Site Class. The parameters were cbtained from the USGS US Seismic Design Maps
web application (http://earthquake.usgs.gov/designmaps/us/application.php) accessed March 2015.
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Table 1 - 2012 IBC Seismic Design Parameters

Parameter Value
Latitude 47.58151
Longitude -122.23552
Site Class D
PGA 0.572¢
Ss 1.388¢g
Ss 0.538¢
Fa 1.0
F. 125

Excavation and Shoring Options

We understand that the lacation of the building is subject to change. If the building is situated west of
the toe of the existing slope, then shoring and/or regrading will be required to maintain soil cut and
slope stability. We recommend considering the following options:

Option 1. Locate the building beyond the toe of the slope. The advantage of this option is that
shoring would not need to be designed or built. The building would also not need to accommeodate the
relatively large static and seismic loads of the retained soil.

Option 2. Locate the building within the existing slope and retain the cut using temporary shoring;
also, place the permanent building wall directly against the shoring so that the soil loads are
transferred to the building structure. With this option, the building will need ta be designed for the
static and seismic earth pressures of the retained sloping soils.

Option 3a. Locate the building within the existing slope and retain the soil cut using permanent

shoring that is not structurally connected to the building structure. With this option, the building will
not need to be designed for the static or seismic earth pressures from the retained slope. The shoring
will need to be designed as a permanent structure, which is more expensive than temporary shoring.

Option 3b. Locate the building about 4 feet interior of the temporary shoring wall. The gap between
the shoring wall and permanent wall can be backfilled with gravel. The shoring tiebacks would be
de-stressed as the gravel backfill is placed. The permanent building wall can then be designed for a
conventional triangular active earth pressure distribution.,

Option 4. Locate the building within the existing slope, but regrade and move the toe of the slope
west, outside the building footprint. This option would not require temporary shoring and the building
would not need to be designed to accommodate retained earth pressures. A permanent slope would
need to be designed to be no steeper than 2H:1V.
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Temporary Shoring Recommendations

Shoring should be designed by a professicnal structural engineer registered in the State of
Washington. We recommend that we be given the oppartunity to review the geotechnical aspects of
the shoring design before construction. Itis not the purpase of this report to provide specific criteria
for the contractor’s construction means and methods. The shoring contracter should be responsible
for verifying actual ground conditions and determining the construction methods and procedures
needed to install an appropriate shoring systemt.

This section addresses a temporary shoring wall built into the existing slope at the west side of the
Concept C building location. Assuming an excavation down to elevation 88 feet, the slope cut could be
on the order of 12 to 18 feet tall.

We did not do soil explorations along a substantial portion of the Concept C west building line, so we
have assumed that the retained soils would primarily consist of Seil Unit 1 or 2.

Lateral Pressures

We expect that temporary shoring will consist of soldier piles and timber lagging with cantilevered and
tied-back sections and that active earth pressures are applicable. Active earth pressures assume that
the top of the shoring is allowed to deform on the order of 0.001 to 0.002 times the shoring height.

For cantilevered walls, we recommend a triangular earth pressure distribution. For tied-back walls, we
recommend a trapezoidal earth pressure distribution. Our recommended earth pressures for
temporary shoring are provided on Figure 5.

Timber lagging is expected to freely drain so that water does not build up behind the walls. Assuming
a free-draining wall, the temporary shoring does not need to be designed for water pressure behind
the wall.

Additional lateral pressures due to surcharge loads {(e.g., buildings, footings, heavy equipment, large
material stackpiles) should be calculated using methods shown on Figure 7. These loads would be
added to the loads calculated for the shoring walls. We recommend Hart Crowser review or calculate
the estimated surcharge loads when surcharge loads, footprints, and foundation plans of adjacent
structures are available,

Soldier Pile Design

We make the following recommendations for soldier pile design:

# Use the axial pile capacity parameters in Table 2 to calculate the vertical capacity of the soldier pilas.
We recommend embedding piles at least 10 feet into the fine-grained glacially overridden scils (Soil
Unit 3). Neglect the pile-side friction above the bottom of the excavation,
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Table 2 - Axial Capacity Parameters for Drilled Soldier Piles

Soil Unit Allowable Unit Side Capacity Allowable Unit End Capacity
1and 2 0.2 ksf N/A
3 1.0 ksf 30 ksi

® Design soldier piles for bending using a uniform loading value equivalent to 80 percent of the design

values and analyze for shear using total load.

B To design against kickout, cornpute the lateral resistance using the passive pressure on Figure 5
acting over two times the diameter of the concrete shaft section or the pile spacing, whichever is

less.

® The embedded portion of the pile shaft should be at least 2 feet in diameter.

These recommendations assume proper installation of the soldier piles as discussed in the
construction recommendations section of this report.

Lagging Design

Temporary lagging should be designed in accordance with FHWA GEC 4 (FHWA 13999}, structural
engineering guidelines, soil type, and local experience. Table 3 provides recommended lagging

thicknesses based on the FHWA recommendations.

Based on our site investigation, we recommend using a Soil Type of “Competent.”

19120-00
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Table 3 - Recommended Temporary Lagging Thickness

Clear Span of Lagging (feet)
Exposed Wall 5 6 { i | 8 ‘ 9 [ 10
Soil Type | Height (feet) Minimum Actual Thickness of Rough Cut Timber Lagging {inches)
Competent! 25 and under 2 3 3 3 4 4
Qver 25 o 60 3 3 3 4 4 5
Difficult® 25 and under 3 S 3 4 4 5
Over 25 to 60 3 3 4 4 5 5
Potentially 15 and under 3 3 4 5 See Note? | See Note?
Dangerous' | Over 15t0 25 3 4 5 6 See Note? | See Note?
Qver 25 4 5 6 See Note? | See Note? | See Note?

*Soil Type as defined in WSDOT Standard Specifications section 8-16.3(6)A

*For exposed wall heights exceeding the limits in Table 3, or where minimum rough cut lagging thickness is not
provided, the Confractor should design the fagging in accordance structural engineering guidelines and local
experience. Soldier pile and lagging shoring may not be appropriate in these casas,

Tieback Design

We recommend the tentative allowable tieback pullout values in Table 4 for a typical &-inch-diameter
drilled hole with a pressure-grouted bond zane. The allowable transfer foad includes a recommended
factor of safety of 2.0. The factor of safety should be confirmed by completing at least two successful
verification tests in each scil type. Additionally, each tieback should be proof tested to 133 percent of
the design load. Qur recommended tieback testing program is provided in the canstruction
recommendations section of this report. We recommend that the shoring contractor and/or designer
determine a final design tieback pullout resistance based on their previous experience on Mercer
Istand, which must then be confirmed by field testing.

Table 4 - Tentative Pullout Capacity for Temporary Tiebacks with
Pressure-Grouted Bond Zone

Soil Unit Allowable Capacity
1 and2 1 kip per foot
3 3 kip per foot

We make the following additional recommendations for tieback design:
B Do not install the bond zone within Soil Units 1 or 2, if possible.

W Tieback bond zones should be located outside of the no-load zone. The no-load zone is shown on
Figure 5 as a zone bounded by a 60-degree line to the herizontal that starts at a distance of H/4
from the bottom of the excavation where H is the excavation height.

@ [ocate anchors at least three tieback diameters apart.

15120-00
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@ Design anchor lengths so that they do not conflict with any underground support elements of
adjacent structures.

| |dentify existing facilities adjacent to the project site including buried utilities and foundations, as
these may affect the location and the length of the anchors.

m Allow the contractor to select the tieback anchor material and the installation technigque. The
shoring contracter should be contractually responsible for the design of the tieback anchars, as
tieback capacity is largely a function of the means and methods of installation. The selected
installation method must be confirmed using verification and proof testing as discussed below.

B Hart Crowser should review the design for anchor locations, capacities, and related criterta prior to
implementation.

Permanent Subgrade Walls

This section addresses permanent walls built against tarmporary shoring that would retain cuts into the
existing slope on the west side of the building. This section also addresses backfilled wails that are not
connected to temporary shoring.

Earth Pressures

Permanent subsurface walls constructed adjacent to soldier pile shoring may be designed using the
same earth pressure values and distribution that was used for shoring design. If there is a gap
between the shoring and permanent walls then use a conventional active earth pressure for the
backfill material. The earth pressure does not include surcharge loads such as loads from adjacent
buildings; these must be calculated separately and added to get the total permanent lateral pressure.

Permanent walls that are backfilled and are not adjacent to shoring walls should be designed using a
triangular earth pressure distribution. For typical granulfar fill soil, active and at-rest pressures may be
determined using the equivalent fluid unit weights in Table 5. Note that the equivalent fluid density
does not include any surface loading conditions or loading due to groundwater hydrostatic pressure;
also, the ground surface behind the wall is assumed to be horizontal. Walls without drainage must be
designed for full hydrostatic pressure.

The use of active and passive pressure is appropriate if the wall is allowed to vield a minimum 0.001
times the wall height. For a non-yielding wall, at-rest pressures should be used.
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Table 5 - Soil Equivalent Fluid Unit Weights for Walls Backfilled with
Structural Fill

Value

Saoil Type Parameter (pcf}
Active Earth Pressure 35
Structural Filt At-Rest Earth Pressure 55
Passive Earth Pressure @ 300

Notes:
a. Includes a factor of safety of 1.5.

Hydrostatic Groundwater Pressure

We recommend full height drainage for all walis and foundations in order to preclude water pressure
loads against the walis or foundations.

Seismic Earth Pressure on Walls

For walls retaining the soil slope, use a seismic earth pressure increment of 13H psf. For wall retaining
level backfill use a seismic earth pressure increment of 9H psf. These earth pressures assume Sail
Units 1 or 2 are present behind the wall with an average soil backslope of 7H:1V (8 degrees). The
seismic earth pressure is calculated using the 2012 IBC design hazard level (2/3 of the MCE] for the
site.

Apply the seismic increments as a uniform pressure from the top to the bottom of the wall as shown
on Figure &.

Surcharge Pressures on Walls

The pressures shown on Figures 5 and 6 do not include surcharge loads due to buildings, footings,
heavy equipment, farge stockpiles, etc. These loads must be calculated separately, using the methods
shown on Figure 7, or similar, and added to the pressures determined using Figures 5 and 6.

We recommend Hart Crowser that review or complete the estimated surcharge loads when surcharge
loads, footprints, and foundation plans of adjacent structures are available.

Foundation Design Recommendations

Axial Pile Capacity

We recommend pile foundations for the building because the upper soils are relatively weak and
compressible and we expect that the building loads will be relatively high. in our opinian, the most
suitable pile type is augercast piles because they typically offer the best combination of capacity and
cost. Driven piles are nat recommended because of potential noise Issues and alse ground vibrations
that could adversely affect nearby slape stability.

15120-00
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Calculate the diameter and length of the piles using the allowable unit side and end capacities in
Table 6. Do notinclude base capacity when calculating the total uplift capacity. Neglect side friction
of the upper 5 feet of the shaft to accommodate potential soil disturbance. All piles should be
embedded a minimum of 10 feet into Soil Unit 3.

Table 6 - Axial Capacity Parameters for Augercast Piles

Soil Unit Allowable Unit Side Capacity Allowable Unit End Capacity
1and 2 0.2 ksf Note recommended
8 1 ksf 35 ksf
Axial Pile Group Effects

To avoid axial group effects, we recommend a minimum center-to-center pile spacing of 30, where D
is the smallest pile diameter.

Lateral Pile Capacity

Lateral loads are resisted primarily by the horizontal bearing support of near-surface soils around the
piles and pile caps. The lateral capacity of a pile depends on its length, stiffness in the direction of
loading, proximity to other piles, and degree of fixity at the head, as well as on the engineering
properties of the upper soils. The design lateral capacity of vertical piles will depend largely on the
allowable lateral deflections of the piles.

Lateral pile analysis may be done using LPILE software using the soil parameters in Table 7.

Table 7 - LPILE Soil Parameters

Undrained Strain Factor,
Effective Unit Weight Cohesion ES0
Soil Unit Soil Model (pcf) (psf) (pci)
1and?2 Soft Clay 110 800 Default
3 Sitiff Clay wio Free Water 120 4,000 Default

Lateral Pile Group Effects

Lateral group effects must be considered for pile spacings less than 5D, where D is the smallest pife
diameter. We recommend the group reduction factors in Table 8 be used for LPILE analysis.

Table 8 - LPILE Reduction Factors for Lateral Pile Group Effects

Pile Center-to-Center Spacing P-Multipliers, Pm
(ft) Row1 | Row2 | Row 3 and higher
3D 0.8 0.4 UEe!
5D 1.0 0.85 0.7
vy
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Lateral Earth Pressures for Pile Caps and Beams

Active and passive earth pressures act aver the embedded portion of pile caps and grade beams. We
recommend backfilling around pite caps and beams with structural fill. We recommend using the
values in Table 9 to determine the |ateral earth pressure for pile caps and beams. Neglect the upper
1 foot of soil resistance unless the soil surface is covered by pavement or slabs. Passive resistance
assumes a safety factor of 1.5, which may be increased by 1/3 for short-term loads such as wind ar
earthquake.

Table 9 - Lateral Earth Pressure Determination for Pile Caps and Beams

Soil Type Value
Parameter
(pef)
Active Earth Pressure Structural Fill 35
Passive Earth Pressure Structural Fill 300

Mahilization of passive pressure may be calculated from Figure 4-6 of ASCE 41-06 for varying degrees
of mavement as calculated iteratively using LPILE. Alternatively, full passive pressure may be used for
movement of 0.05H, where H is the depth below ground surface to the bottom of the pile cap or
beam.

Bearing Layer Depth for Piles

As previously discussed, we recommend that all piles penetrate at least 10 feet into Soil Unit 3, the
bearing layer. Table 10 provides the depth to the hearing layer at specific exploration locatiens. The
depth ta the top of Sail Unit 3 varied from about 13 to 33 feet bas in the soil borings but was typically
encountered within about 25 feet bgs. The depth to the bearing layer could vary significantly within
unexplored areas of the site.

Table 10 - Depth Top of Sail Unit 3 at Exploration Locations

Exploration 1D Depth to Bearing Layer
{feet)

HC-3 27

HC-4 33

HC-5 Greater than 21.5
SwW-85 21

HC-6 13

HC-7 23

HC-B-5 26

The depth to the top of Soil Unit 3 is likely highly variable across the site; therefore, for estimating pile
drilling and material quantities, we recommend adding 5 feet to the calculated pile lengths. The final
pile lengths should be should be estabiished during drilling based on interpreted soil conditions. If
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unexpected subsurface conditions are encountered during construction, the pile lengths may need to
be adjusted.

Note on that borings HC-5 an SW-8-5 were drilled close to each other: however, the SPT blawcounts in
SW-B5 are considerably higher at shallower depths than in HC-5, in fact HC-5 did not encounter
suitable bearing seoils to the depth drillad. This is indicative of a high potential for unexpected
subsurface conditions and variability across the site that can cause Uncertainty and variability of
construction estimates and actual construction costs.

To reduce the uncertainty of as-built pile lengths and potential construction cost averruns, additional
explorations could be done across the finalized building footprint to refine the depth to the top of Soil
Unit 3. For the sake of time and cost efficiency, we recommend doing these explorations using a Cone
Penetration Test (CPT) or drilled borings. These explorations should be done after the building
location is finalized and the resulting information should be provided to pile contractors as part of the
request for bid.

GROUNDWATER CONTROL

Temporary Construction Dewatering

Water coilected and discharged during construction will inctude stormwater, groundwater, and
process water from construction activities.

Groundwater was not encountered during drilling in most of the current and historical borings;
however, barings HC-3, HC-4, and HC-7, encountered water at about 20 feet bgs. Also, historical
reports (Hart Crowser 1979, Shannon & Wilson 1985) show accumulated groundwater in manitoring
wells near the ground surface within several hours after drilling.

For the planned finish floor elevation of about elevation 88 to 91 feet, groundwater inflow is expected
to be minimal during excavation, manageable using trenches and sumps. Excavations left open for
several hours may accumulate groundwater near the ground surface. Deep excavaticns for building
spaces below the finish floor, such as elevator pits, may require active dewatering prior to excavation.
Active dewatering may include wellpoints or sumps installed around the perimeter of the excavation,

The amount of water discharged from the site depends on many factors including design and
operation of the dewatering system (if applicable), the excavation depth and extent, and the variability
in soif and groundwater properties. Note that rainfail, surface water, and groundwater from adjacent
utility trenches can significantly increase short-term water discharge rates. Alsg, the time of year and
nearby construction dewatering activities can affect groundwater flows,
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Permanent Drainage

Walls Placed against Shoring

We recommend installing drainage board (e.g., Miradrain 6100) between the sharing and permanant
wall from the ground surface down to the full depth of the wall. The purpose of the drainage board is
to prevent hydrostatic groundwater pressure buildup caused by surface water infiltration or perched
groundwater above the water table. The drainage board can be connected to a pipe and discharged
into a sump. We also recommend fult coverage waterproofing for ali below-grade, occupied spaces to
provide a dry space. If the permanent wall has backfill behind it, install a perforated drain pipe at the
bottom of the backfill to convey water to a suitable discharge point.

Slabs-on-Grade
B Slab-on-grade floors should be underlain by at least 6 inches of capillary break consisting of

mineral aggregate Type 21 or Type 22, City of Seattle Standard Specification 9-03.16, with the
exception that this material should have less than 10 percent sand and {ess than 3 percent fines.

B Any scil thatis to be considered as capillary break and/or drainage material should be submitted
to Hart Crowser for gradation analysis and approval,

B Provide undersiab drainage using a combination of perimeter and cross drains. Drains should
consist of perforated pipe placed in trenches at least 12 inches deep where the top of the trench is
the bottom of the capillary break.

B (Cross drains should be spaced about 30 to 40 feet apart and perimeter drains should extend
around the perimeter of the building. The cross drains and the perimeter drains should be tied
together and sloped to drain to a suitable discharge point.

B A layer of polyethylene sheeting should be used to protect the drainage layer from concrete as the
floor slab is poured.

B Drainage material should be compacted te 90 percent of maximum dry density as determined by
the Modified Proctor Method, ASTM D 1557.

Backfilled Walls

Walls with soil backfilled on one side only will require drainage or they must be designed for full
hydrostatic pressure. We recommend the following:

8 Backfill with a minimum thickness of 18 inches of free-draining sand or sand and gravel that is well-
graded (i.e., has a wide range in particle size).

W Install drains behind any hackfilled subgrade walls. The drains, with cleanouts, should consist of a
minimum 4-inch-diameter perferated pipe that is ptaced on a bed of, and surrounded by, at least &
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inches of free-draining sand or sand and gravel. The drains should be sloped to carry the water to a
sump or other suitable discharge.

® The backfill should be continuous and envelop the drainage behind the wall.
B The drainage fill surrounding the pipe should be compatible with the size of the holes in the pipe.

® Where dry interior spaces are requirad, backfilled walls should be waterproofed.

Final Site Drainage

The site should be graded in such a way that surface water will not pond near the structures. Roof
drains should not be connected to the subgrade drainage system and should be sloped and tightlined
to a suitable outlet away from the proposed building.

Pavement Areas

The pavement areas should be graded in such a way that surface water will not pond and will drain to
a suitable outlet.

Pavement Design

We understand that new pavement is limited to a fire lane that will approach the building from the
south.

For asphalt pavement we recommend 6 inches of hot mix asphalt (HMA) in high-traffic or heavy-duty
zones and 3 inches of HMA in light-duty zones. HMA should be underlain by 6 inches of crushed rock
base caurse conforming to City of Seattle Standard Spec Aggregate Type 2 — 3/4" Minus Crushed
Gravel.

The subgrade beneath the crushed rock base course should be compacted to 95 percent of maximum
dry density as determined by the modified Proctor test (ASTM D 1557) or otherwise deemed
acceptable by Hart Crowser. Where the existing subgrade consists of fine-grained native soils or
uncontrolled fill, we recammend excavation and replacement with up to 1.5 feet of compacted
structural fill. Structural fill shouid conform to City of Seattle Standard Spec Aggregate Type 17. The
structural fill should he underlain by a woven geotextile such as Mirafi 500x or better

GEOTECHNICAL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
CONSTRUCTION

Recommendations for Soldier Pile Installation

B Conditions such as caving soil and groundwater can loosen soil at the bottom of the scldier pile
borehole and reduce bearing capacity in the zone of disturbed soil.

13120-00 -
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®m Tieback de-tensioning and sharing failure could occur if bearing capacity is inadeguate and soldier
piles settle under the vertical compenent of the inclined tieback load. We recommend that a Hart
Crowser representative closely monitor soldier pile installation for these conditions so that
canstruction methods can be adjusted accordingly.

m The contractor should be prepared te case the soldier pile holes where loose soils of groundwater
seepage could cause loss of ground. Fill soils can be especially prone ta caving and may require
casing. The actual need for casing should be determined in the field at the time of installation.

m (f the shaft excavation contains water or slurry, the contractor should place backfill using a tremie.
Lean mix, concrete, and controlled density fill should not be end-dumped through water or slurry.

W The cantractor should be prepared to excavate the soldier piles in a manner that prevents heave or
boiling at the bottom of the soldier pile excavation. It may be possible to over-drilt the borehole and
backfill the bottom of the horehole with structural concrete bearing on undisturbed soil.

® Crilling mud should not be used unless use of the mud is reviewed and approved by Hart Crowser,
the shoring designer, and the structural engineer.

m Soldier-pile sharing construction may be difficult if cobbles or loose sand and gravel are
encountered in the excavation. If these conditions are encountered, substantial soil raveling could
oceur.

Recommendations for Lagging Installation

# Prompt and careful installation of lagging, particularly in areas of seepage and loase sail, is
important to maintain the integrity of the excavation. The contractor should be prepared to place
lagging in small vertical increments and to backfill voids caused by ground loss behind the shoring
system. Proper installation to prevent soil failure and sloughing and loss of ground, and to provide
safe working conditions, should be the responsibility of the shoring contractor.

B Backfill voids greater than 1inch using sand, pea gravel, or a porous slurry. Backfill the void spaces
progressively as the excavation deepens. The backfill must not allow hydrostatic pressure buildup
behind the wall. Drainage behind the wall must be maintained or hydrostatic water pressure should
be added to the recommended lateral earth pressures.

B if there is a slope above the wall, install extra lagging above the shoring wall to provide a partial
barrier for material that could ravel down from the slope face and fall into the excavation.

Recommendations for Tieback Instaliation

B Pump structural grout into the anchor zone using a grout hose or tremie hase placed at the bottom
of the anchor.

[ ]
19120-00
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B Fill the portion of the tieback in the no-load zone with a non-cohesive mixture of sand-pozzelan-
water or equivalent; or, install a bond breaker such as plastic sheathing or a polyviny!l chloride (PVC)
pipe around the tie rods within the no-load zone.

B Grout and backfill tiebacks immediately after placing the anchor. To prevent collapse of anchor
holes, ground loss, and surface subsidence, do not leave anchor holes open overnight.

B Take care not to mine out large cavities in granular soil,

B If using pneumatic drilling techniques near utility vaults, corridors, or subgrade slabs, maintain
continuaus cutting return so those structures are not damaged by the air pressure.

8 Install anchors to minimize ground loss and do not disturb previously installed anchors. During
tieback drilling, wet or saturated zones may be encountered and caving or blow-in could occur.
Drilling with a casing may reduce the potential for these conditions and ground loss.

W Test the tiebacks to confirm the appropriateness of the anchor design values and to verify that a
suitabie installation is achieved.

Recommendations for Tieback Testing

The tieback anchor testing program should include verification testing of select tiebacks and proof
testing of all production tiebacks. We recommend that tieback testing be done in general accordance
with the recommendations in the publication Recommendations for Prestressed Rock and Soil Anchors
by the Post Tensioning institute (PTI 2004) and the recommendations below.

Verification Tests

We recommend a minimum of two verification tests per soil type before installation of production
anchors to validate the design pullout value. The geotechnical engineer will select the testing
locations with input from the sharing subcontractor. The gectechnical engineer or shering designer
may require additional verification tests when creep susceptibility is suspected or when varying
ground conditions are encountered.

Verification tiebacks should be installed by the same methods and personnel, using the same material
and equipment, as the production tiebacks; the engineer will determine whether deviations require
additional verification testing. At teast two successful verification tests should be performed for each
installation method and each soil type.

Verification tests load the tiehack to 200 percent of the DL and include a 60-minute hold time at 150
percent of the DL. The tieback DLs will be on the shoring drawings. The tieback load should not
exceed 80 percent of the steel's ultimate tensite strength. Verification test tiebacks should be
incrementally loaded and unloaded using the schedule in Table 11.

19120-00
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Table 11 - Tieback Verification Test Schedule

Load Level Hold Time

Alignment load Until stable
0.25DL 10 min
0.50L 10 min
0.75DL 10 min
1.0DL 10 min
1.250L 10 min
1.5DL 60 min
1.75DL 10 min
20DL 10 min

The alignment load should be the minimum load required to align the testing assembly and should be
less than 5 percent of the DL. The dial gauge should be zerced after the alignment load has stabilized.
Perform a creep test at 1.5DL by holding the Inad constant to within 50 psi and recording deflections at
i,2,3,5, 86,10, 20, 30, 50, and 60 minutes.

The acceptance criterfa for a verification test are;

B The creep rate at 1.50L is {ess than 0.08 inches between & and 60 minutes and the creep rate is
linear or decreasing during the creep test;

B The total tieback displacement is greater than 80 percent of the theoretical elastic elengation of the
design unbonded length plus the jack length; and

& The anchor does not pull out under repeated loading.

Proof Tests

Proof tests load the tieback ta 1.33DL and include a 10-minute hold time at 1.330L. The tieback DLs
should be on the shoring drawings. The tieback load should not exceed 80 percent of the steel’s
ultimate tensile strength. Proof tests should be incrementally icaded and unloaded using the schedule
in Table 12.

Table 12 - Tieback Proof Test Schedule

Load Level Hold Time

Alignment load Until stable
0.25DL 1 min
0.50L 1 min
0.75DL 1 min
1.00L 1 min
1.33DL 10 min

.-': 19120-00
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The alignment load should be the minimum load required to align the testing assembly and should be
less than 5 percent of the design load. The dial gauge should be zeroed after the alignment load has
stabilized.

The load should be held constant to within 50 psi and deflections recorded at 1, 2, 3, 5, 6 and 10
minutes. If the tieback deflection between 1 and 10 minutes at 1.33DL exceeds 0.04 inches, the load
should be held for an additional 50 minutes and deflections recorded at 20, 30, 50, and 60 minutes.

The acceptance criteria for a proof test are:

® The creep rate at 1.33DLis less than 0.04 inches between 1 and 10 minutes or less than 0.08 inches
between & and 60 minutes and the creep rate is linear or decreasing during the creep test;

W The total tiekack displacement is greater than 80 percent of the theoretical elastic elongation of the
design unbonded length plus the Jack length; and

# The anchor does not puil out under repeated loading.

Shoring Monitoring Program

A shoring monitoring program is recommended to provide early warning of shoring not performing as
expected and to identify potential remedial measures. For this project, potential shoring includes a
wall to retain soil cuts Into the west slope and structures below finish grade, such as elevator or
orchestra pits.

Prior to shoring, we recommend doing a pre-construction survey. A preconstruction survey
documents the condition of pavement, utilities, buildings and upslope areas. The survey should
inctude video and/or photographic documentaticn. The size and location of existing cracks in streets
and buiidings should receive special attention and may be monitored with a crack gauge.

During construction, we recommend optical surveys of harizontal and vertical movements of (1) the
surface of the sloping ground above the building, {2) buildings adjacent to the site, and (3) the shoring
system itself. The points on the adjacent buildings can be set either at the base or on the roof of the
buildings. Points on the shoring should be set on every soldier pile.

For shoring that cuts into the west slope, we recommend installing a minimum of two slope
inclinometer casings, one inclinometer casing attached te a soldier pile and the other inclinometer
casing installed upslope from the shoring at a horizontal distance equal to the wall height.

The optical survey, or other measuring systems, should have an accuracy of at least 0.001 foot. All
reference points on the ground surface should be installed and read before excavation begins. The
frequency of readings will depend on the results of previous readings and the rate of construction. At
a minimum, readings on the external points should be taken twice & week through construction until
below-grade structural elements (such as floars, decks, columns) are completed, or as specified by the
structural and geotechnical engineers. Readings on the top of soldier piles and the face of existing

13120-00 [ ¥

March 31, 2015 HARTCROWSER



Proposed Mercer Island Center for the Arts Building | 21

buifdings on or adjacent to the property should be taken at least twice a week during this time. We
recommend that the owner hire an independent surveyor to record the data at least once per week;
the surveyor or contractor could take the other weekly reading.

For buildings and streets adjacent to excavations we recommend a post-construction survey. A
post-construction survey includes reviewing the preconstruction survey and comparing it to
post-construction conditions. The survey should include video and/or photographic documentation.
Changes In the number, size, or location of cracks in streets and buildings should be given special
attention.

Augercast Pile Construction

We recommend that we observe the installation of augercast plles, so we can evaluate the
contractor's operation and collect and interpret the installation data. Because a completed pile is
below the ground surface and cannot be observed during construction, judgment and experience must
he used to aid in determining the acceptability of the pile. We recommend close monitoring of
installation procedures such as installation sequence, auger withdrawal rate, grouting pressure, and
quantity of grout used per pile. Variations from the established pattern, such as low grout pressure,
excessive settlement of grout in a completed pile, etc., would make the pile susceptible to rejection.

We make the following recommendations for augercast pile installation:

® Do not install two piles within 5-pile diameters of each other {center to center spacing) within a
12-hour peried. This is intended to prevent interconnection of grout between piles.

B Require the contractor to provide a pressure gage in the grout line.

B Minimum pressures should be those reguired to maintain a steady flow of grout to the auger. A
typical value of 100 pounds per square inch {psi) should be used for this purpose.

B Rapid drops in the grout pressure of 50 psi or more occurring when otherwise accepted procedures
are used should be specified as a possible cause for reconstructing the pile.

B The rate of grout injection and rate of auger withdrawal from the sails should be able to maintain a
positive grout head of at [east 10 feet above the bottom of the auger. Loss of head during grout
injection due to interrupted grout flow should be remedied by reinsertion of the auger 5 to 10 feet
below the depth at which the interruption occurred, or to the bottom of the pile if the depth is
unknown.

®m Withdraw auger from hole at a slow rate so that pressure on the grout column is maintained.

B Require conftractor to provide a means of monitoring quantity of grout used per pile. A stroke
counter on the grout pump is the most efficient means to obtain grout quantity. Each time a new
grout pump is used a new calibration in cubic vards per stroke should be provided. Typically, the
ratio of measured to theoretical grout volume should be maintained between 1.2 and 1.5.

= 19120-00
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B Reguire the contractor to rotate the auger after initial grout pumping (about 2 cubic feet) prior to
the beginning of auger withdrawal to help establish a firm bearing condition at the end of the pile.

Earthwork

Site Preparation and Grading

We recommend all site grading, paving, and any utility trenching be conducted during relatively dry
weather conditions. At the time af our site explarations the ground surface was wet, soft and muddy.
The existing ground surface is not suitable for construction traffic or staging areas. Working areas will
need to be built using geotextile, quarry spalls, etc. Maintaining an adequate working surface should
be the responsiblity of the contractor.

|t may be necessary to relocate or abandon some utilities. Excavation of these utility lines will
probably occur through fill. Abandoned underground utilities should be removed or completely
grouted. Ends of remaining abandoned utility lines should be sealed to prevent piping of soil or water
into the pipe. Soft or loose backfill should be removed, and excavations should be backfilled with
structural fill. Coordination with the utility agency is generally required.

Structural Fill

Backfill placed within the building area or below paved areas should be considered structural fill. We
make the following recommendations for structural fill:

B For imported soil to be used as structural fill, use a clean, well-graded sand or sand and gravel with
less than 5 percent by weight passing the No. 200 mesh sieve (based on the minus 3/4-inch
fraction). Compaction of soil containing more than about 5 percent fines may be difficult if the
material is wet or becomes wet during rainy weather.

® Place and compact all structural fill in lifts with a loose thickness no greater than 10 inches. For
hand-operated "jumping jack” compactors, loose lifts should not exceed 6 inches. For small
vibrating plate/sled compactars, loose lifts should not exceed 3 inches.

® Compact all structural fill to at least 95 percent of the modified Proctor maximum dry density {(as
determined by ASTM D 1557 test procedure).

W Control the moisture content of the fill to within 2 percent of the optimum moisture. Optimum
moisture is the moisture content carrespanding to the maximum Proctor dry density.

® In wet subgrade areas, clean material with a gravel content of at least 30 to 35 percent may be
necessary. Gravelis material coarser than a US No. 4 sieve.

m Before filling begins, provide samples of the structural and drainage fill for laboratory testing.
Laboratory testing will include a Proctor test and gradation for structural fill and a gradation for
drainage fill. Field testing with a nuclear density gauge uses the maximum dry density determined

19120-00 ar
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from a Proctor test so it is important to complete the laboratory testing as soon as possible in order
to nat delay backfilling.

Use of On-Site Soil as Structural Fill

Qur explorations indicated that the near-surface site soil includes silty to very silty, slightly gravelly to
gravelly sand, silt, and clay with scattered organic material; we do not recommend using these soils for
structural fill.

Temporary Cuts

Because of the variables invelved, actual slope grades required for stability in temporary cut areas can
only be estimated before construction. We recommend that stahility of the temporary slopes used for
construction be the sole responsibility of the cantracter, since the contractor is in contral of the
construction operaticn and is continueusly at the site to observe the nature and condition of the
subsurface. Excavations should be made in accordance with all local, state, and federal safety
requirements.

The stability and safety of open trenches and cut slopes depend on a number of factors, including the
soil conditions, seepage conditions, depth of cuts, duration, proximity to surcharge loads and soil
stockpiles, and general care and methods used by the contractor,

Temporary excavations should either be shored or sloped in accordance with Part N, WAC
296-155-650 through 296-155-66411. For planning purposes, we recommend maximum temporary
cuts of 2H:1V.

In addition to the WAC requirements, we recommend limiting the depth and duration of temporary
cuts and using plastic sheeting to protect the soil from rain. Also, if groundwater seepage is
encountered during excavation, the contractor should install temporary drainage to reduce caving or
sloughing of cut faces and to protect adjacent scil from becoming wet and soft. Temporary cuts that
encounter seepage may need to be flattened to maintain stability.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONTINUING GEOTECHNICAL
SERVICES

Before construction begins, we recommend that we continue to meet with the design team, as
needed, to address geotechnical questions that may arise throughout the remainder of the design and
permitting process. We also recommend that we review the project plans and specifications to
confirm that the geotechnical engineering recommendaticns have been properly interpreted.

During construction, we recommend that Hart Crowser be retained to perform the following tasks:
W Review contractor submittals;

8 Observe shoring installation;

L ¥ 19120-00
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B Observe foundation installations;

B Observe foundation drainage installation;

B Other observations as required by the city of Mercer lsland;

B Attend meetings, as needed; and

B Provide geotechnical engineering support that may arise during construction.
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APPENDIX A

Field Exploration Methods and Analysis

This appendix documents the processes Hart Crowser used to determine the nature of the sails at the
praject site, and discusses:

@ Explorations and their locations;
| Auger borings; and

B Standard Penetration Test procedures.

Explorations and Their Locations

The exploration logs in this appendix show our interpretation of the drilling, sampling, and testing data.
These logs indicate the approximate depth where the soils change. Note that the soil changes may be
gradual and may vary in depth across the site.

In the field, we classified the soil samples according to the methods shown on Figure A-1 - Key to
Expleration Logs. This figure also provides a legend explaining the symbals and abbreviations used on the
logs.

Figure 2 shows the explorations, located with a measuring tape from existing physicat features. Elevations
are referenced to the North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVDE8) and were estimated from the
provided topographic survey.

Auger Borings

Borings were drilled with a 2.5-inch-inside-diameter, 6.5-inch-outside-diameter, hollow-stem auger and
were advanced with a track-mounted drill rig subcontracted by Hart Crowser. The drilling was
continuously observed by a geclogist fram Hart Crowser. A detailed field log was prepared for the boring.
Using the Standard Penetration Test {SPT), we obtained sampies at minimum 5-foot intervals.

Standard Penetration Test Procedures

The SPT is an approximate measure of soil density and consistency. To be useful, the resuilts must be
interpreted in conjunction with other tests, The SPT (as described in ASTM D 1586) was used to obtain
disturbed soil samples.

This test employs a standard 2-inch-cutside-diameter, split-spoon sampler. Using a 140-pound
autohammer, free-falling 30 inches, the sampler is driven into the soil for 18 inches. The number of blows
required to drive the sampler the last 12 inches is the Standard Penetration Resistance. This resistance, or
blow count, measures the relative density of granular soils and the consistency of cohesive soils. The blow
counts are plotted on the boring logs at their respective sample depths.

19120-00

[ s 3
-
HARTCROWSER March 30, 2015



A-2 l Proposed Mercer Island Center for the Arts Building

Soil samples were recovered from the split-spoon sampler, field classified, and placed into watertight jars.
They were taken to Hart Crowser’s laboratory for further testing.

In the Event of Hard Driving

Occasionally, very dense materials preclude driving the total 18-inch sample. When this happens, the
penetration rasistance is entered on logs as follows:

Penetration less than 6 inches. The log indicates the total number of blows aver the number of inches of
penetration.

Penetration greater than 6 inches. The blow count noted on the log is the sum of the total number of
blows completed after the first 6 inches of penetration. This sum is expressed over the number of inches
driven that exceed the first 6 inches. The humber of blows needed to drive the first 6 inches are not
reported. For example, a blow count series of 12 blows for 6 inches, 30 blows for 6 inches, and 50 {the
maximum number of blows counted within a 6-inch increment for SPT) for 3 inches would be recorded
as 80/9.

159120-00 or
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KEY SHEET 1912000-BL.GPJ HC_CORP.GDT 3/27/15

Key to Exploration Logs

Sample Description

Classification of soils in this report is based on visual field and laboratory
observations which include density/consistency, moisture condition, grain size, and
plasticity estimates and should not be construed to imply field nor laboratory testing
unless presented herein. Visual-manual classification methods of ASTM D 2488

were used as an identification guide.

Soil descriptions consist of the following:

Density/consistency, moisture, color, minor constituents, MAJOR CONSTITUENT,

additional remarks.

Moisture

Dry Little perceptible moisture

Damp Some perceptible moisture, likely below optimum
Moist Likely near optimum moisture content

Wet Much perceptible moisture, likely above optimum

Density/Consistency

Soil density/consistency in borings is related primarily to the Standard
Penetration Resistance. Soil density/consistency in test pits and probes is
estimated based on visual observation and is presented parenthetically on the

SAND or GRAVEL SEndd,.  SiTorcLay fndad  fpprodmate
Density Resistance (N) Consistency Resistance (N} in TSF
in Blows/Foot in Blows/Foot

Very loose 0to 4 Very soft 0to 2 <0.125
Loose 4 to10 Soft 2to 4 0.125 to 0.25
Medium dense 10 to 30 Medium stiff 4 to 8 0.25 to 05
Dense 30 to50 Stiff 8 to15 05 to 1.0
Very dense >50 Very stiff 15 t0 30 10 to 20

Hard >30 >2.0

Sampling Test Symbols

Minor Constituents Estimated Percentage
Trace <5

Slightly (clayey, silty, etc.) 5 -12
Clayey, silty, sandy, gravelly 12 - 30

Very (clayey, silty, etc.) 30 - 50
Laboratory Test Symbols

GS Grain Size Classification
CN Consolidation
8]9] Unconsolidated Undrained Triaxial
Ccu Consolidated Undrained Triaxial
CD Consolidated Drained Triaxial
Qu Unconfined Compression
DS Direct Shear
K Permeabitity
PP Pocket Penetrometer

Approximate Compressive Strength in TSF
™ Torvane

Approximate Shear Strength in TSF
CBR California Bearing Ratio
MD Moisture Density Relationship
AL Atterberg Limits

|——e—— Water Content in Percent

L Liquid Limit
Natural
Plastic Limit

PID  Photoionization Detector Reading
CA Chemical Analysis

DT In Situ Density in PCF

oT Tests by Others

Groundwater Indicators

VY Groundwater Level on Date
or (ATD) At Time of Drilling

? Groundwater Seepage
(Test Pits)

Sample Key

Sample Type

Sample

Number Blows per

6inches

X 15" 1.D. Split Spoon Y Grab (Jar) B 3.0"1.D. Split Spoon
[(I! shelby Tube (Pushed) ] Bag
ﬂm Cuttings l] Core Run
MAJOR DIVISIONS SYMBOLS TYPICAL
GRAPH | LETTER DESCRIPTIONS
CLEAN Dl WELL-GRADED GRAVELS, GRAVEL -
GRAVEL GRAVELS Rt GW gﬁlEgMD(TURES, LITTLE OR NO
AND ) .Q
GRAVELLY oA POORLY-GRADED GRAVELS,
SOILS (LITTLE OR NO FINES) | o DU sl GP GRAVEL - SAND MIXTURES, LITTLE
Q ORNO FINES
N
COARSE 53 D
GRAINED GRAVELS WITH o [Bg o GM SR.TY GRAVELS, GRAVEL - SAND -
SOILS M % FINES ~ SLT MXTURES
FRACTION D>
RETAINED ON NO. @0
A SIEVE (APPRECIABLE GeC CLAYEY GRAVELS, GRAVEL - SAND -
AMOUNT OF FINES) Mé CLAY MXTURES
. -
WELL-GRADED SANDS, GRAVELLY
MORE THAN 50% SAND CLEAN SANDS ®* ® SW | 5D LITTLE GRNG FNES
OF MATERIAL 1S ANDY e o
LARGER THAN SAND!
POORLY-GRADED SANDS,
0. 20 SIEvE soiLs (LITTLE OR NO FINES} SP | GRAVELLYSAND,LTLEBRNO
INES
SANDS WITH S SILTY SANDS, SAND - SILT
MORE THAN 50% FINES M MIXTURES
OF COARSE
FRACTION
PASSING ON NO.
4 SEVE {APPRECIABLE sc CLAYEY SANDS, SAND - GLAY
AMOUNT OF FINES) MIXTURES
INORGANIC SLTS AND VERY FINE
ML | SANDS ROCKFLOUR SLTYOR
CLAYEY FINE SANDS OR CLAYEY
SILTS WITH SLIGHT PLASTICITY
SILTS INORGANIC CLAYS OF LOW TO
EINE AND LIOUIO LIMIT cL MEDIUM PLASTICITY, GRAVELLY
RAIN LESS THAN 50 CLAYS, SANDY CLAYS, SILTY GLAYS,
GSOngD CLAYS LEAN CLAYS
[ o | oL ORGANIC SILTS AND ORGANIC SILTY
LT CLAYS OF LOW PLASTICITY
MORE THAN 50% WORGANIC SILTS, MICACEOUS OR
g;m&gﬁfﬁﬁ MH DIATOMACEOUS FINE SAND OR
NO. 200 SIEVE SLTYSORS
SEE
SA'RE LIQUID LIMIT / CH INORGANIC CLAYS OF HIGH
s GREATER THAN 50 A PLASTICITY
OH ORGANIC CLAYS OF MEDUUM TO
HIGH PLASTICITY, ORGANIC SILTS
PEAT, HUMUS, SWAMP SOLS WITH
HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS PT HIGH ORGANIC CONTENTS

NOTE: DUAL SYMBOLS ARE USED TO INDICATE BORDERLINE SQK. CLASSIFICATIONS

HARTCROWSER

19120-00 2/15
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NEW BORING LOG 1912000-BL.GPJ HC_CORP.GDT 3/31/15

Boring Log HC-1

Approx. Location: 47.581844, -122.235290
Approximate Ground Surface Elevation: 87
Horizontal Datum: WGS84

Vertical Datum: NAVD88

USCS Graphic . . Depth
Class Log Soil Descriptions in Feet
[OH =1 Topsol _________ ______ I’
SM || Loose, moist, brown silty, gravelly SAND with -
[} trace roots and scattered charcoal fragments
77 i G T
Medium stiff to stiff, moist, light brown to gray |
with iron oxide staining, slightly sandy clayey
silt with scattered charcoal fragments (FILL).
5
"CC-MLU ]l Soft, moist to wet, light brown-gray, sfightly |
b \sandy clayey silt (FILL).
| Iron-oxide staining »
2 10
CH / Soft, moist to wet, gray, CLAY.
é s
% :
Bottom of Boring at 21.5 Feet. L
Started 02/25/15.
Completed 02/25/15. -
—25
—30

1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.

2. Soil descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual changes may be gradual.

3. USCS designations are based on visual manual classification (ASTM D 2488) uniess otherwise
supported by laboratory testing (ASTM D 2487).

4. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling (ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary

with time.

Drill Equipment: Bobcat Minitrack (MT55)
Hammer Type: SPT

Hole Diameter: 6.5 inches

Logged By: M. Smith Reviewed By: M. Veenstra

LAB
PENETRATION RESISTANCE TESTS

Sample a Blows per Foot
0 10 20 30 40 50+

(8]
N NN
i

H w
=
NN D w N
I I I
SO G S—
’\’///F—-—»—‘.

0 20 40 60 80 100+
® Water Content in Percent

| 1)

as
HARTCROWSER
19120-00 2/15
Figure A-2



NEW BORING LOG 1912000-BL.GPJ HC_CORP.GDT 3/31/15

Boring Log HC-2

Approx. Location: 47.581633, -122.235440

Approximate

Ground Surface Elevation: 89

Horizontal Datum: WGS84
Vertical Datum: NAVD88

USCS Graphic . L Depth
Class Log Soil Descriptions in Feet
SM 3 inches asphalt over medium dense, damp, 0
gray-grown, silty, gravelly SAND (FILL). L
CL-ML Stiff to medium stiff, moist to wet, gray-brown
with iron oxide staining, slightly sandy to very |
sandy, clayey SILT.
—5
“wet, very sandy B
e i A e e e e e e 10
cLML Y Soft, moist to wet, gray, slightly sandy,
clayey SILT. L
15
T CH 7 Soft, moist to wet, gray, slightly sandy, |
/ CLAY.
é .
I i
Bottom of Boring at 21.5 Feet. R
Started 02/25/15.
Completed 02/25/15. -
25
—30

1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.

Drill Equipment: Bobcat Minitrack (MT55)
Hammer Type: SPT

Hole Diameter: 6.5 inches

Logged By: M. Smith Reviewed By: M. Veenstra

LAB
PENETRATION RESISTANCE TESTS

Sample a Blows per Foot
10 20 30 40 50+

0
12
13
1 X!7 " ¥
{i

N 7R3
2 }3"

N
S N—

X
S
X

[=2]
NN e
T

0 20 40 60 80 100+
Water Content in Percent

HARTCROWSER

2. Soil descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual changes may be gradual.
3. USCS designations are based on visual manual classification (ASTM D 2488) unless otherwise 19120-00 2/15
supported by laboratory testing (ASTM D 2487).

4. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling (ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary

with time.

Figure A-3



NEW BORING LOG 1912000-BL.GPJ HC_CORP.GDT 3/31/15

Boring Log HC-3

Approx. Location: 47.581493, -122.235618
Approximate Ground Surface Elevation: 90

Horizontal Datum: WGS84
Vertical Datum: NAVD88

Drill Equipment: Bobcat Minitrack (MT55)
Hammer Type: SPT

Hole Diameter: 6.5 inches

Logged By: M. Smith Reviewed By: M. Veenstra

USCS Graphic . L Depth
Class Log Soil Descriptions in Feet
GM plY| 3inches of asphalt pavement over 4 inches 0
ML | |]]] Lof silty, sandy GRAVEL. IR
L ] Stiff to medium stiff, wet, light brown-gray,

} ! 2 slightly gravelly, sandy SILT (Fill) -
i L
ST £ 5
SM ’ Loose, wet, light brown to gray-brown, L5
slightly gravelly to gravelly, very silty to silty
SAND (possible fill or colluvium) L
- ML T|]|[ Very stiff, moist, gray, sandy SILT.” | 10

1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.

~’C‘I_““%J """"""""""""""""""""" i

Medium stiff, moist to wet, gray, CLAY.

very gravelly, silty SAND.

“Gravelly drill action.

CLAY with trace gravel.

ATD

Medium dense, wet, gray, slightly gravelly to

T
3/6/15 ]

—30

2. Soil descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual changes may be gradual.
3. USCS designations are based on visual manual classification (ASTM D 2488) unless otherwise

supported by laboratory testing (ASTM D 2487).

4. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling (ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary

with time.

Sample

A

=] == > =]

LAB
PENETRATION RESISTANCE  TESTS

A Blows per Foot

Q 10 20 30 40 50+
| I
/
i
oA
‘x
1
-
]
H
I
L :/
|
!
|
- k- PP=05
\ PT=2.0
—PP=2.0
L 7 PT=45
!
= /N - PP=175
PT=4.5
\. F PP=2.25
L PT=3.5
0 20 40 60 80 100+

® Water Content in Percent

HARTCROWSER

19120-00
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Boring Log HC-3

Approx. Location: 47.581493, -122.235618
Approximate Ground Surface Elevation: 90
Horizontal Datum: WGS84

Vertical Datum: NAVD88

USCS Graphic . L
Class Log Soil Descriptions
CL Very stiff to hard, wet, gray, slightly sand,

CLAY with trace gravel. (cont'd)

Started 02/25/15.
Completed 02/25/15.

NEW BORING LOG 1912000-BL.GPJ HC_CORP.GDT 3/31/15

1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.

Depth
in Feet

—30

—&0

Drill Equipment: Bobcat Minitrack (MT55)

Hammer Type: S

Hole Diameter: 6.5 inches

PT

Logged By: M. Smith Reviewed By: M. Veenstra

11

15

2. Soil descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual changes may be gradual.
3. USCS designations are based on visual manual classification (ASTM D 2488) unless otherwise

supported by laboratory testing (ASTM D 2487).

4. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling (ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary

with time.

Sample

LAB
PENETRATION RESISTANCE TESTS

a Blows per Foot

Q 10 20 30 40 50+

- - PP=20
PT=35

L PP=2.25

L PT=4.0
- / - PP=1.75
: w PT=3.0
- PP=2.75

L PT=3.5

= \ -PP=275

PT=45

0 20 40 60 80 100+
* Water Content in Percent

re

as
HARTCROWSER
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NEW BORING LOG 1912000-BL.GPJ HC_CORP.GDT 3/31/15

Boring Log HC-4

Approx. Location: 47.581246, -122.235387
Approximate Ground Surface Elevation: 92
Horizontal Datum: WGS84

Vertical Datum: NAVD88

USCS Graphic i - Depth
Class Log Soil Descriptions in Feet
ML 4 inches of organic soil over stiff, moist, 0
brown to light brown, gravelly to slightly 3
gravelly, sandy SILT with heavy moftling and
trace charcoal fragments. (FILL) L
OH =1 Organicsoil (remnanttopsoil) T°
ML Medium stiff to stiff, wet, light brown with iron -
oxide staining, sandy SILT.
—10
'CL-ML NI Medium stiff to soft, wet, gray, slightly sandy, |
SILT and lean to fat CLAY. L
15
i 2
-8
a2}
Y,
ATD
—25
~30

1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.

Drill Equipment: Bobcat Minitrack (MT55)
Hammer Type: SPT

Hole Diameter: 6.5 inches

Logged By: M. Smith Reviewed By: M. Veenstra

LAB
PENETRATION RESISTANCE TESTS

Sample a Blows per Foot
Q 10 20 30 40 50+

3
i Ms
i
& GS
10 »
2 Xﬂ N

E
kT

=

1
1 & i
7 4 : ' - PP=0.65
PT=2.25
L ! AL

- PP=0.75
PT=25

[e2]
N - N
1
S e

1

0 20 40 60 80 100+
® Water Content in Percent

HARTCROWSER

2. Soil descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual changes may be gradual.
3. USCS designations are based on visual manual classification (ASTM D 2488) unless otherwise 19120-00 2/15

supported by laboratory testing (ASTM D 2487).

4. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling {ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary

with time.

Figure A-5 1/2



NEW BORING LOG 1912000-BL.GPJ HC_CORP.GDT 3/31/15

Boring Log HC-4

Approx. Location: 47.581246, -122.235387
Approximate Ground Surface Elevation: 92

Horizontal D

atum: WGS84

Vertical Datum: NAVD88

USCS Graphic

Class Log

CL-ML

[

|

|
N

Sail Descriptions

Medium stiff to soft, wet, gray, slightly sandy,

SILT and lean to fat CLAY. (cont'd)

sandy CLAY.

Hard, wet, gray, very sandy CLAY.

1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.

7

Bottom of Boring at 51.0 Feet.
Started 02/25/15.
Completed 02/25/15.

Depth
in Feet

—30

60

Drill Equipment: Bobcat Minitrack (MT55)
Hammer Type: SPT

Hole Diameter: 6.5 inches

Logged By: M. Smith Reviewed By: M. Veenstra

10

12

13

2. Soil descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual changes may be gradual.

3. USCS designations are based on visual manual classification (ASTM D 2488) unless otherwise
supported by laboratory testing (ASTM D 2487).

4. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling (ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary

with time.

Sample

X

2
2
6

=)

LAB
PENETRATION RESISTANCE TESTS

A Blows per Foot

Q 10 20 30 40 50+

= - PP=1.75
PT=3.25

o \ - PP=20
PT=4.25

- Lnay PP=3.75
PT=6.75

| AL

- L PP=2.25
PT=35

\ +PP=2.25
L PT=4.0
0 20 40 60 80 100+

Water Content in Percent

re

as
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NEW BORING LOG 1912000-BL.GPJ HC_CORP.GDT 3/31/15

Boring Log HC-5

Approx. Loc:

ation: 47.581433, -122.235326

Approximate Ground Surface Elevation: 88
Horizontal Datum: WGS84
Vertical Datum: NAVD88

USCS Graphic . - Depth
Class Log Sail Descriptions in Feet
GM p 3 inches asphalt pavement over medium 0
§ } dense, wet, gray-brown, silty, sandy L
LT GRAVEL.
ML medium stiff to stiff, moist, gray, sand SILT
with trace gravel (possible fill). »
—5
ML [|T1] Soft, moist, gray-brown, sandy SILT.” | i
"CLML /]| Mediam siiff o stif, moistto wet, gray, |,
sandy, silt and clayey SILT.
—15
e AL ] »
cH f/‘/ Soft, moist, wet, gray, sandy, CLAY.
é 20
7 L
Bottom of Boring at 21.5 Feet. B
Started 02/25/15.
Completed 02/25/15. =
—25
—30

Drill Equipment: Bobcat Minitrack (MT55)
Hammer Type: SPT

Hole Diameter: 6.5 inches

Logged By: M. Smith Reviewed By: M. Veenstra

LAB
PENETRATION RESISTANCE TESTS

Sample a Blows per Foot

5 Q 10 20 30 40 50+
I 11

T
)
X

1l
‘\
: |
3
. b
2~/
4 (X¥: 0
1

A

w

=l ==

i

\

|

1

‘e

K

. |
BXS \
6“/

0 20 40 60 80 100+
® Water Content in Percent

re
AN
1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols. mmowsm
2. Soil descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual changes may be gradual.
3. USCS designations are based on visual manual classification (ASTM D 2488) unless otherwise 19120-00 2/15
supported by laboratory testing (ASTM D 2487). Fi A-6
4. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling (ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary Igure A-

with time.



NEW BORING LOG 1912000-BL.GPJ HC_CORP.GDT 3/31/15

Boring Log HC-6

Approx. Location: 47.581256, -122.235803
Approximate Ground Surface Elevation: 99

Horizontal D

atum: WGS84

Vertical Datum; NAVD88

USCS Graphic . L Depth
Class Log Sail Descriptions in Feet
ML ] Medium stiff, wet to moist, brown, sandy 0
? SILT with scattered organic debris and trace
gravel. (FILL)
| CL ¢/ Stiff, moist, brown-gray with orange motlling, |
CLAY with scattered charcoal fragments.
/ (FILL) |
"CC-ML I Medium stiff to very stiff, moist to wet, light — 5
brown-gray with some iron oxide staining,
clayey SILT with trace sand, blocky texture
(disturbed - possible landslide deposit).
—10
S /7 |1 O I
CL-ML % Stiff to very stiff, moist to wet, gray, clayey
SILT. B
—15
—20
Bottom of Boring at 21.5 Feet. L
Started 02/25/15.
Completed 02/25/15. +
—25
—30

1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.
2. Soil descriptions and stratum fines are interpretive and actual changes may be gradual.
3. USCS designations are based on visual manual classification (ASTM D 2488) unless otherwise 19120-00 2/15

supported

4. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling (ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary

with time.

by laboratory testing (ASTM D 2487).

Drilt Equipment: Bobcat Minitrack (MT55)
Hammer Type: SPT

Hole Diameter: 6.5 inches

Logged By: M. Smith Reviewed By: M. Veenstra

LAB
PENETRATION RESISTANCE  TESTS

Sample a Blows per Foot
4] 10 20 30 40 50+

3
1 3
3 F

>

=] =] = =]
—

<

20 40 60 80 100+
* Water Content in Percent

HARTCROWSER

Figure A-7



NEW BORING LOG 1912000-BL.GPJ HC_CORP.GDT 3/31/15

Boring Log HC-7

Approx. Location: 47.581010, -122.235996
Approximate Ground Surface Elevation: 93
Horizontal Datum: WGS84

Vertical Datum: NAVD88

Drifl Equipment: Bobcat Minitrack (MT55)
Hammer Type: SPT

Hole Diameter: 6.5 inches

Logged By: M. Smith  Reviewed By: M. Veenstra

USCS Graphic 3 L Depth
Class Log Soil Descriptions in Feet
CL Medium stiff, moist to wet, light brown, 0

sandy, CLAY with trace gravel (FILL) P
I CcL Medium Stiff to Stiff, moist to damp, fight ~— |
brown to gray, slightly sandy to very sandy
CLAY (FiLL or possible colluvium). L
—5
L A%D
i o f——.———.——————-~.* ———————— —10
CL-ML Stiff, moist to damp,gray , silty CLAY.
Blocky texture. L
15
ML 7711 Mediam sfiff, wet, gray, slightly sandy SILT ~— |
with trace gravel. L
20
v
ATD
"CL-ML[ Stiff to very stiff, wet, gray, slightly sandy to ~ |
sandy, clayey SILT with trace gravel. L
—25
—30

1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.

2. Soil descriptions and stratum fines are interpretive and actual changes may be gradual.

3. USCS designations are based on visual manual classification (ASTM D 2488) unless otherwise
supported by laboratory testing (ASTM D 2487).

4. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling (ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary
with time.
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NEW BORING LOG 1912000-BL.GPJ HC_CORP.GDT 3/31/15

Boring Log HC-7

Approx. Location: 47.581010, -122.235996
Approximate Ground Surface Elevation: 93
Horizontal Datum: WGS84

Vertical Datum: NAVD88

USCS Graphic . L Depth
Class Log Soil Descriptions in Feet
CL-ML Stiff to very stiff, wet, gray, slightly sandy to 30

sandy, clayey SILT with trace gravel. (cont'd)

Started 02/25/15.
Completed 02/25/15.

1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.

60

Drill Equipment: Bobcat Minitrack (MTS5)
Hammer Type: SPT

Hole Diameter: 6.5 inches

Logged By: M. Smith Reviewed By: M. Veenstra

Sample

10

11

2. Soil descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual changes may be gradual.
3. USCS designations are based on visual manual classification (ASTM D 2488} unless otherwise

supported by laboratory testing (ASTM D 2487).

4, Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling (ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary

with time.
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APPENDIX B

Laboratory Testing Program

A laboratory testing program was performed for this study to evaluate the basic index and
geotechnical engineering praperties of the site soils. Both disturbed and relatively undisturbed
samples were tested. The tests perfarmed and the procedures followed are outlined below.

Soil Classification

Soil samples from the explorations were visually classified in the field and then taken to our laboratory
where the classifications were verified in a relatively controlled laboratory environment. Field and
laboratory observations include density/consistency, moisture condition, and grain size and plasticity
estirmates.

The classifications of selected samples were checked by laboratory tests such as Atterberg limits
determinations and grain size analysis. Classifications were made in general accordance with the
Unified Soil Classification {USC) System, ASTM D 2487, as presented on Figure B-1.

Atterberg Limits

We determined Atterberg limits for selected fine-grained scil samples. The liguid limit and plastic limit
were determined in general accordance with ASTM D4318-84. The results of the Atterberg limits
analyses and the plasticity characteristics are summarized in the Liquid and Plastic Limits Test Report,
Figures B-2 and 8-3. This relates the plasticity index (liquid limit minus the plastic limit) to the liquid
fimit. The resufts of the Atterberg limits tests are shown graphically on the boring logs as well as
where applicable on figures presenting various other test results.

Grain Size Analysis

Grain size distribution was anatyzed on representative samples in general accordance with ASTM D
422. Wet sieve analysis was used to determine the size distribution greater than the US No. 200 mesh
sieve. The size distribution for particles smaller than the No. 200 mesh sieve was determined hy the
hydrameter method for a selected number of samples. The results of the tests are presented as curves
plotting percent finer by weight versus grain size.

Water Content Determination

Water content was determined for several samples in general accordance with ASTM D 2216, as soon
as possible foliowing their arrival in our laboratory. Water content was not determined for very small
samples or samples where large gravel content would result in unrepresentative values. The results of
these tests are plotted at the respective sample depth on the exploration logs.

s 19120-00
HARTCROWSER March 31, 2015



Unified Soil Classification (USC) System
Soil Grain Size

Size of Opening In Inches

Number of Mesh per inch
(US Standard)

Grain Size in Millimetres

P ) —

o [-o BN {e] = M o —
f R ? N BRI |
Lo R ERN I . I I O R SRR A N i
g § 888 e8| eve o o T=e =o N "gggsgy 5385 5§ 3 8

Grain Size in Millimetres R
COBBLES% GRAVEL SAND SILT and CLAY
Coarse-Grained Soils Fine-Grained Soils
Coarse-Grained Soils
* *

Ciean GRAVEL <5% fines T/ GRAVEL with >12% fines

Clean SAND <5% fines

Y

SAND with >12% fines

GRAVEL >50% coarse fraction larger than No. 4

SAND >50% coarse fraction smaller than No. 4

Coarse-Grained Soils >50% larger than No. 200 sieve

GWand S W —

G Mand SM Atterberg limits below A line with Pl <4

Dyo\>4 for G W
|Dyp/>6 for SW

GPandSP Clean GRAVEL or SAND not meeting
requirements for G W and S W

G Cand SC Atterberg limits above A Line with Pl >7

* Coarse-grained soils with percentage of fines between 5 and 12 are considered borderline cases requiring use of dual symbols.

D40, Do, and Dg, are the particles diameter of which 10, 30, and 60 percent, respectively, of the soil weight are finer.

Fine-Grained Soils
ML CL oL MH CH OH Pt
SILT CLAY Organic SILT CLAY Organic Highly
Organic
Soils with Liquid Limit <50% Soils with Liquid Limit >50% Soils
Fine-Grained Soils >50% smaller than No. 200 sieve
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Liquid and Plastic Limits Test Report
60 /7

/
Dashed line indicates the approximate P g
upper limit boundary for natural soils P
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Remarks: Project: Mercer Island Center for the Arts
®
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Location: Mercer Island, WA
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Particle Size Distribution Test Report

|

HARTCROWSER

Figure B-3
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Historical Explorations

Historical exploration logs are included in this appendix as fotlows:

Hart Crowser 1980. Design Phase Subsurface Explorations and Geotechnical Engineering Study,
Proposed Office Building And Parking Structure far Farmers New World Life thsurance Company,
Mercer Island, Washington. January 4, 1980. J-857-01.

Shannon & Wilson 1985. Preliminary Geotechnical Report, Mercer island Civic Center, Mercer Island,
Washington. August, 1985. Partial report accessed from the DNR Subsurface Geology Information
System, Document 1D 13758, https://fortress wa.gov/dnr/geology.

Logs and test reports by others are included as they were produced by others for reference only and
Hart Crowser is not responsible for the accuracy or completeness of the information presented in the
logs. Approximate locations of the explorations by others are shown on Figure 2; actual locations may
differ from those shown.

as 19120-00
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Preliminary Geotechnical Report
Mercer Island Civic Center
Mercer Island, Washington

City of Mercer Island
3505 88th Avenue S.E.
Mercer Island, Washington 98040

August 1985
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Can

Surfecoe Elevation: B4 feet

SOIL DESCRIPTION

GROUND
WATER
© | DEPTH, L.

0 20

Stendard Penetration Resistance
{140 Ib, weight, 30" drop)
Blows per foot
40 60

Very stift to hard, light brown, interbedded clayey SILT
and silty CLAY with fine sand partings.

o| DEPTH, fu
SAMPLES

3
- n a
Medium dense, gray, slightly gravelly, clayey, sandy
SILT; fractured. 412.5
Fn-m to very stiff, gray, sity CLAY and clayey SILT sI
with fine sand partings; trace of gravel.
3|
Ji
21

Hard, gray, sity CLAY and clayey SILT; scattered
fine gravel and lenses of fino sand.

29.5 9I

BOTTOM OF BORING
COMPLETED 7-23-85

Y N A
s
10

T 2 0.D. splitspoon sample
II 3” O.D. thin-wali sample

*Sample not recovered
Atterberg Limits:

+—@——{-— Liquid limit

Plastic limit

LEGEND

Natural water content

impervious seal
Water leve)

Piazometer tip

Sample pushed

NOTE; The stratification lines represent the approximate boundariss
betw een soil types and the transition may be gradual

@® % Water content

CITY OF MERCER ISLAND
MERCER ISLAND CIVIC CENTER

AUGUST 1985

LOG OF BORING B-5

W-4429-01

SHANNON & WILSON, INC.
G eotechnical Consultants

FIG. A5
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STANDARD PENETRATION RESISTANCE
(140 pound weight, 30 inch drop)
BLOWS FPER FOOT A

SOIL INTERPRETATION

GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION APPROXIMATELY 83 FEET.

POST GLACIAL LUCUSTRINE SEDIMENTS:

MEDIUM TO STIFF, MOIST, BROWN AND TAN, SILTY.
CLAY AND CLAYEY SILT, OCCASIONAL FINE SAND.
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—
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SAND PARTINGS

N 370D Shetdby Sampie
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NOTE. Soit descriptions ore iRlerpretive

Observation Well
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BOTTOM OF BORING 44 FEET.
COMPLETED 11/19/79.
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Figure A-9
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: May 6, 2015

TO: Katie Oman, Mercer Island Center for the Arts
FROM: David Winter, PE, and Matt Veenstra, PE

RE: Design Memorandum — Supplemental

GE;

Mercer Island Center for the Arts
Mercer Island, Washington
19120-00

Matt Jones, MKA

As the project evolves, additional geotechnical design criteria have been developed to supplement the
recammendations in our March 31, 2015, report.

We understand that the current plans call for a fire lane to be built behind the back wall of the building.
As a result, the shoring wall installed to allow excavation into the hillside and construction of the lowest
level at elevation 90 feet will need to be designed as a permanent wall. This requires the following
modifications to the design.

Permanent tieback anchors must include corrosion protection.

Pullout capacities for permanent anchors are estimated using a factor of safety of 2.5 (instead of 2.0
for temporary anchors). For Soil Units 1 and 2 the estimated allowable capacity is 0.8 kips per foot.
For Soil Unit 3 the estimated allowable capacity is 2.4 kips per foot. The actual allowable capacity
will need to be confirmed using field load testing.

The first two permanent anchors should be tested using the supplementary extended creep tests
described in section 8.3.4 of the Recommendations for Prestressed Rock and Soil Anchars
(PT12004).

Soil pressures on the permanent wall are the same as in Figures 5 and & of the geotechnical report
(Hart Crowser 2015).



Mercer Island Center for the Arts 19120-00
May 6, 2015 Page 2

In order to avoid hydrostatic pressures, we recommend installing weep holes between the soldier
piles at 1 and 6 feet above the base of the wall. The weep holes should be fitted with a 3-inch-
diameter slotted pipe extending into the soil. Water from the weep holes should be channeled at
the base of the wall with a curb and routed to a suitable discharge point. Alternatively, waffle drain
material can be installed behind the permanent facing of the wall and an outlet into a drain pipe at
the base of the wall. As another alternative, if the wall facing will simply be treated lagging boards,
then the wall will likely be permeable enough without the addition of drainage sheets.

Additional supplemental design recommendations include the following:

Design the lowest level floor slab as a structural slab. All other recommendations regarding
underslab drainage and construction from page 15 of the report will apply.

According to the Mercer Island Design Code, the frost penetration depth is 12 inches. We
recommend that any footings for temporary or permanent structures be embedded at least 18
inches below the adjacent site grade, or well below the frost level.

Underslab drains are typically 3- or 4- inch-diameter slotted flexible pipe or rigid perforated pipe.
The pipes may be wrapped in filter fabric or placed in a trench 12 inches wide and deep and lined
with non-woven filter fabric such as Mirafi 140N or better. We have not caiculated the potential
flows into an underslab drainage system, but we expect the flow to be less than 30 gallons per

minute.

Shallow spread footings are not recommended for occupied building structures or other settlement
sensitive structures. For support of small, lightly loaded facilities, we recommend placing footings on
structural fill. The structural fill should extend 2 feet below the base of the footing and laterally 2
feet beyond the outer edges of the footing. Structural fill should be surrounded by a woven
geotextile such as Mirafi HP370 or better. Structural fill should be compacted to a minimum of 95
percent of the modified Proctor maximum dry density. If compaction causes excessive subgrade
disturbance, the first 1.5 feet of structural should consist of quarry spalis or similar angular rock that
can be tamped into placed and will provide adequate subgrade for compaction of overlying
structural fill. If constructed as described, the footing may be designed for an allowable vertical
bearing capacity of 2,000 psf. Calculate the lateral sliding resistance using a coefficient of friction of
0.35 for footings bearing on granular structural fill. Lateral bearing pressure for footings bearing
against Soil Units 1 and 2 may be calculated using a triangular, passive earth pressure distribution of
100 psf/foot below grade. Ignore passive earth pressure in the upper 2 feet unless the ground
surface is protected by pavement or concrete floor slabs.
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Subgrade Recommendations for Pre-Manufactured Permeable Pavers

Permeable pavers are a proprietary product, follow the manufacturer’'s recommendations for design
and installation.

We recommend the minimum subgrade sections in Table 1 for all types of permeable pavers.

Table 1 - Subgrade Sections for Permeable Pavers

Loading Type | Sub-base Geotextile Sub-base Base Course
Pedestrian Mirafi 160N or betier N/A 12 inches of COS Type 1
{3/4" Minus Crushed Gravel}
Light passenger | Mirafi HP370 or better 12 inches of COS Type 1 (3/4" 6 inches of COS Type 1
vehicles Minus Crushed Gravet) (3/4" Minus Crushed Gravel)
Heavy vehicles Mirafi RS280i or better 18 inches of COS Type 1 (3/4” 6 inches of COS Type 1
Minus Crushed Gravel) (3/4" Minus Crushed Gravel)

Reinforcing geotextile should be placed on relatively undisturbed native soil. Construction traffic
should not be allowed on native soil subgrade beyond what is necessary for excavation prior to
backfilling.

For pedestrian areas, the gravel backfill should be placed in a single lift and compacted to at least 90
percent of maximum dry density.

For light vehicle sections the sub-base should be placed in a single lift and compacted to at [east 90
percent of maximum dry density. The base course should be compacted to 95 percent of maximum
dry density.

For heavy vehicle sections, the sub-base should be placed in a single lift and the upper 12 inches
compacted to at teast 92 percent of maximum dry density. The base course should be compacted to
95 percent of maximum dry density.

Vibratory compaction should not be allowed unless it is demonstrated to not degrade the native
subgrade {e.g. cause subgrade pumping).

Note that nuclear density tests may not provide raliable results in gravelly backfill. Hart Crowser may
elect to evaluate adequacy of backfill compaction by visual inspection and proof rolling.

lust prior to placing Grasspave pavers, the prepared subgrade should be proof-rolled using a loaded
dump truck or similar equipment. The proof roll must be observed by a Hart Crowser representative.
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B [f drain pipes are placed within the sub-base, the drain pipes should be wrapped in geotextile filter
fabric such as Mirafi 160N or better and placed at [east 12 inches below light wheel loads and at
least 18 inches below heavy wheel loads.

Note that the native subgrade soils are silt and clay and have very low infiltration capacity such that
storm water infiltration into the native soils is not practical. Any water that infiltrates the pavers will be
confined within the underlying gravel backfill and will need to be drained. The choice of gravel backfill
will influence how much water is stored and how quickly water reaches the drain pipes. A more poorly-
graded backfill than that recommended in Table 1 may be desirable if rapid infiltration to a drain pipe is
desired.

L:\Notebooks\1912000_Mi Center for the Arts\Deliverables\Memos\Supplemental\MI Arts Supplemental Memo.docx
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g WATERSHED

May 21, 2015

Mercer Island Center for the Arts
Attn: Louise Kincaid

Executive Director

Via email: koman@ams-online.com

Re: Mercer Island Center for the Arts Wetland Delineation Study
The Watershed Company Reference Number: 150320

Dear Katie:

On May 7, 2015 Ecologist Ryan Kahlo and I completed a wetland delineation study at
the site of the proposed Mercer Island Center for the Arts (MICA) at Mercerdale Park
located at 77th SE & SE 32nd Street (parcel # 1224049068) in the City of Mercer Island.
The purpose of this study is to determine the jurisdictional boundary, size, classification,
and associated buffer widths of Wetland A identified in the study area during a
reconnaissance-level site investigation.

This letter summarizes the findings of this study and details applicable federal, state,
and local regulations. The following attachments are included:

¢ Wetland Delineation Sketch
e Wetland Determination Data Forms
s Wetland Rating Forms

Methods

Public-domain information on the subject property was reviewed for this delineation
study. These sources include USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil maps,
National Wetland Inventory maps, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
(WDFW) Priority Habitat and Species interactive mapping system {PHS on the Web),
King County’s GIS mapping website (iIMAP), and Mercer Island’s GIS mapping website
{Mercer [sland GIS Portal).

The study area was evaluated for wetlands using methodology from the Regional
Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Western Mountains,
Valleys, and Coast Region Version 2.0 (Regional Supplement) (US Army Corps of
Engineers [Corps] May 2010). Wetland boundaries were determined on the basis of an
examination of vegetation, soils, and hydrology. Areas meeting the criteria set forth in
the Regional Supplement were determined to be wetland. Soil, vegetation, and

750 Sixth Street South  Kirkland, WA 98033
n 415822 5242 ¢ 425827 BI3e  warershedco.com

”
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hydrologic parameters were sampled at several locations along the wetland boundaries
to make the determination. Data points on-site are marked with yellow- and black-
striped flags. Data were recorded at three of these locations.

Areas meeting wetland parameters were marked with pink- and black-striped flags.
The boundary of the South Wetland was marked using 33 flags. Delineated wetlands
were classified using the Western Washington Wetland Rating System (Ecology Rating
System) (Ecology, Aug 2004, version 2).

Findings

Mercerdale Park is on the north end of Mercer Isiand, south of the downtown area. The
MICA-identified study area is located north of the Mercerdale Skate Park (Figure 1) in
the Cedar-Sammamish Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA 8); Township 24N, Range
04E, Section 12. Developed areas are present north and northwest of the study area. A
forested hillside with trails is located to the west, and a maintained park lawn area is
present to the east.

T (e >

Mercerdale Park
EmsvdAEAEeAnan oMFNOW‘rM-]Inéd
1 trails & skate park

Figure 1. MICA study area provided by AMS Planning and Research.

The study area contains a paved parking lot and building accessed from SE 32 Street.
The rest of the study area is undeveloped. Non-wetland, undeveloped areas are
dominated by forested vegetation including Douglas-fir, red alder, bigleaf maple, and
Oregon ash in the canopy. One wetland, referred to here as Wetland A, is present in the
study area and is described below.
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Wetland A

Wetland A is narrow and located at the toe of a forested slope within the study area.
Outside of the study area, the wetland unit extends to the south, and includes a
relatively large forested slope to the southwest. The approximate wetland location is
depicted in Figure 2, below.

Figure 2. Approximate location and extent of Wetland A (yellow) with study area
shown (red).

Wetland A contains slope and depressional hydrogeomorphic (HGM) classes; the
depressional class is estimated to be less than 10 percent of the wetland unit. Therefore,
Wetland A is rated as a slope wetland. Cowardin vegetation classes that are present in
the wetland include palustrine forested and palustrine scrub-shrub. Common plants
observed during the site visit include Oregon ash, red alder, and black cottonwood in
the canopy, with red-twig dogwood, Sitka willow, Dewey’s sedge, creeping buttercup,
soft rush, small-fruited bullrush, and giant horsetail in the shrub and herbaceous layers.
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Sampled wetland soils in the study area contain a layer from 6 to 15 inches that is a dark
(10 YR 3/1) clay loam with redox features present. Sampled soils meet hydric soil
indicator Redox Dark Surface (F6). Soils were saturated to the surface during the field
visit and a water table was observed at 6 inches below the soil surface. Several inches of
standing water were present in a depressional area near the toe of the slope. The
hydrology of Wetland A is provided by groundwater- and surface water-flow from the
forested slope located to the west; water seasonally ponds at the toe of the slope near the
extent of the maintained park area. According to the City’s storm utility maps (Mercer
Island GIS Portal), surface water from Wetland A flows both north and south into the
City’s storm-water system.

This wetland unit rates moderate for water quality functions, low for hydrologic
functions, and moderate for habitat functions. The presence of dense herbaceous
vegetation, and proximity to urban areas give this wetland the potential and
opportunity to provide water quality functions. Hydrologic functions provided by
Wetland A are low since flow from the wetland drains into the City’s storm utility
system; therefore the wetland does not have the opportunity to reduce flooding and
erosion. Vegetative structure and diversity, and habitat features such as large woody
debris and standing snags contribute to the moderate habitat functions score for this
wetland unit.

Marginal Area (Non-wetland)

One marginal area is present on the western study area boundary; this area does not
meet all three wetland criteria and is not considered a jurisdictional wetland. Vegetation
at this location is dominated by a marginal, facultative vegetation assemblage including
Oregon ash and bigleaf maple in the canopy with planted conifers in the understory and
Dewey’s sedge, creeping buttercup, and grass in the herbaceous layer. Sampled soils
meet the conditions for hydric soil indicator Redox Dark Surface (F6). However, soils
were not saturated at the time of sampling and did not meet any primary hydrology
indicators. Due to the time of year and normal year-to-date precipitation, the lack of
observed hydrology was judged to be reliable'. Furthermore, two or more secondary
hydrology indicators were not met. When compared to similar forested slopes of
Wetland A, this area is much dryer, and the vegetation assemblage generally reflects this
observation.

! Precipitation data gathered from National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA’s) National
Weather Service Website (http://w2.weather.gov/climate/index.php?wfo=sew). On May 7, 2015, recorded
precipitation for the Seattle-Tacoma area was within 0.3 inches of the normal year-to-date value.
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Local Regulations

Wetlands in Mercer Island are regulated under the Mercer Island City Code (MICC)
Unified Land Development Code Chapter 19.07, Environment. The Mercerdale Park
parcel is zoned Public Institution (P).

Wetlands

Wetland A scored 12 points for water quality, 5 points for hydrology, and 15 points for
habitat, for a total of 32 points. This score qualifies the Wetland A as a Category I1I
wetland. Category III wetlands require a standard buffer width of 50 feet.

In general, site plans should avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands and buffers.
However, the City may allow modification of the standard wetland buffer either
through buffer reduction (19.07.08[C][2]) or buffer averaging (19.07.080[C][3]). The
buffer reduction option would require a critical area study and mitigation, while the
buffer averaging option does not require a critical area study but may require a
mitigation plan.

Wetland buffers may be reduced to 25 feet via buffer reduction in accordance with an
approved critical area study if the code official determines the following:

e That a smaller area is adequate to protect the wetland functions,

e Impacts will be mitigated consistent with MICC 19.07.070(B)(2), and

® The proposal will result in no net loss of wetland buffer functions.

Wetland buffers may be averaged in accordance with the following provisions outlined
in MICC 19.07.070(B)(3):

e The proposal will result in a net improvement of critical area function;

» The proposal will include replanting of the averaged buffer using native
vegetation;

» The total area contained in the averaged buffers on the development proposal
site is not decreased below the total area that would be provided if the maximum
width were not averaged;

o The standard buffer width is not reduced to a width that is less than the
minimum buffer width (25 feet) at any location; and

e That portion of the buffer that has been reduced in width shall not contain a
steep slope.

Direct wetland impacts are allowed for Category III wetlands less than one acre in size if
proposed mitigation will result in equivalent or greater function (MICC 19.07.080(D)).
Wetland A is greater than 2 acres, thereby exceeding the alteration threshold. In
addition, the City’s reasonable use criteria found in MICC 19.07.030(B) is not applicable
since an existing use (City park) has already been established on the parcel.
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State and Federal Regulations

Wetlands are also regulated by the Corps under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.
Any filling of Waters of the U.S., including wetlands (except isolated wetlands), would
require notification and permits from the Corps. Wetland A would likely not be
considered isolated. Federally permitted actions that could affect endangered species
(i.e. salmon or bull trout) may also require a biological assessment study and
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or the National Marine
Fisheries Service. Application for Corps permits may also require an individual 401
Water Quality Certification and Coastal Zone Management Consistency determination
from Ecology.

In general, neither the Corps nor Ecology regulates wetland buffers, unless direct
impacts are proposed. When direct impacts are proposed, mitigated wetlands may be
required to employ buffers based on Corps and Ecology joint regulatory guidance.

The information contained in this letter or report is based on the application of technical
guidelines currently accepted as the best available science and in conjunction with the
criteria outlined in the methods section. All discussions, conclusions and
recommendations reflect the best professional judgment of the author(s) and are based
upon information available to us at the time the study was conducted. All work was
completed within the constraints of budget, scope, and timing. The findings of this
report are subject to verification and agreement by the appropriate local, State and
Federal regulatory authorities. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made.

Please call if you have any questions or if we can provide you with any additional
information.

Sincerely,

)(@% Ll

Katy Crandall, WPIT
Ecologist

Enclosures
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM

750 Sixth Street South

WATERSHED Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Supplement to the Kirkland, Washingtan 98033
1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual {425) §22-5242
DP-1 watershedco.com
Project Site: Mercerdale Park Sampling Oate: 4/2{2015
Applicant/Owner: MICA Sampling Point: OP- 1
Investigator: K. Crandall City/Counly: Mercer Isiand
Secl., Township, Range: 5 12 T 24N R 04E State: WA,

Landfarm {hillstape, tetrace, ate):  Toe of slope

Slope (%) 5

Local relief (concave, convex, honey Concave

Subregion (LRR): A Lat: Long: Catum:
Soil Map Unit Name: Bh — Bellingham silt loam NWI classification: NA

Arg climaticthydrologic conditions on the site typieal for this time of year? H Yes [0 HNo {If no, explain in remarks.)

Arg "Nomal Circumstances™ present on the site? M Yes 0 No

Are Vagetation, Soil I, ar Hydrology T significantly disturbed?
Are Vegetation, Soil =, or Hydrology (= naturally problematic

{If needed, explain any answers 1 Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, impartant features, etc.

% Bare Ground n Herb Stratumn:

Hydrophylic Vegetation Present? ves B No O
Hydric Soils Present? Yes B No L 5o samping Point within a Wetland?  Yes  [X] Mg+ [ ]
Welland Hydrology Present? Yes No
Remarks; Wetland A in-pit
VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.
Tree Stratum {Plot size: 5m diam.} Absglute % Dominant Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet
Cover Spacies? Status
Pseudotsuga menzeisii (dying and Number of Dominant Species
rooted upslope) that are OBL, FACW, or FAC; 4
3 Crataegus manogyna an i | FAC (A)
3. Populus balsamifera 15 Y FAC Tatal Number of Dominant 5
3. Fraxinus latifalia 3 N FACW | Speries Across All Strata: ®
48 = Tatal Cover Percent of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: g0 (B}
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Flot slze: 3m diam.}
1 Cornus sericea 20 A FACW Prevalence Index Worksheet
28 Total % Cover of Multiply by
g4 OBL species xt=
4. FACW species x2=
5 FALC species ¥3=
20 = Total Cover FACL species x4=
UPL species 8=
Herb Stratum (Plol size: 1m diam.) Column totals {A) (B)
L. Ranunculus repens 40 A FAC
2 Prevalence Index=B /A=
3.
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators
5. ¥ Cominance testis » 50%
& 1 Prevalence testis 3.0~
7. Morphological Adaptations ™ {provide supporting
B [J datain remarks or on a separate shest)
9 [0  Wetland Non-Vascular Plants *
10 [0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation * {explain)
T4l
40 = Totad Caver * Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
present, unless disturbed or problematic
Waoody Vine Stratum (Plot size:
1, Rubus armeniacus 20 Y FACU
s Hydrephytic Yegetabion S
20 = Tota Cover Present? iy, LA il D

Hemarks.

U8 Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast - Interim Version




SOIL Sampling Point — DP-1
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
{inches) Color {moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-6 10YR 3/2 100 Clay loam
6-12 10YR 311 93 7.5YR 3/4 7 [ Clay loam
12.15 10YR 311 80 7.5YR 3/4 20 [ Clay loam

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface {A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

ggoooooo

"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

OO0xOOOOO

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) O
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface {F6)
Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions {F8)

2Loc: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils?
0 2cm Muck (A10)

O Red Parent Material (TF2)

O Other (explain in remarks)

3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic

Restrictive Laver (if present):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric soil present?

Yes

No[]

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators {minimum of one required: check ail that apply):

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):

(includes capillary fringe)

B Surface water (A1) [0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) O water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 4A & 4B)
High Water Table (A2) [0 wWater-Stained Leaves (except MLRA 1,2,4A & 4B)(B9) [0 Drainage Patterns (B10)
Saturation (A3) [J Salt Crust (B11) [J Dry-Season Water Table {C2)
O water Marks (B1) [0 Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) [0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
[0 Sediment Deposits (B2) O Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) X Geomorphic Position (D2)
[0 Drift Deposits (B3) [0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) O Shallow Aquitard (D3)
O Algal Mat or Crust (B4) O Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) O FAC-Neutral Test (D5}
O iron Deposits (B5) [0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) [J Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)
[0 Surface Soil Cracks (B6) [0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1} (LRR A) O Frost-Heave Hummocks
O Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery [0 Other (explain in remarks)
(87)
Field Observations
Surface Water Present? Yes No O Depth (in): ~10 nearby
Water Table Present? Yes No O Depth (in): 6 BGS Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No D
Saturation Present? Yes X No O Depth (in}): 0BGS

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

BGS = below ground surface

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast — Interim Version




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM
Western Mountainsg, Valleys, and Coast Supplement to the
1987 COE Wetiands Delineation Manwual

WATERSHED

750 Sixth Street South
Kirkland, Washington 98033
{425) 822-5242
watershedco.com

DP-2

#re Vegetation D, Soil =, or Hydrotogy T significanty disturbed?
Are VegelationJ, Soil T, or Hydrotogy T naturally problematic

Project Site: Mercerdale Park Sampling Date: 4/2/12015
Applicant/Owner: MICA Sampling Poirt: Dp- 2

Investigator: K. Crandall City/County: Mercer Island

Sect.. Townshlg, Range: S 12 T 24N R 04E State: Wa

Landform {hilislope. terrace, etc): Terrace Slope (%) 0 Lacal relief (concave. canvex, none):  None
Subregion {LRR): A Lat: Long: Datum:
Soil Map Unit Name: Bh - Bellingham silt loam NWI classification; NA

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the sile typieal for this time of year? & Yes O No {IF no, explain in remarks.)

Are “Normal Circumstances™ present on the site? B Yes O Ne

{If needad, explain any answers in Remarks.}

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vagetation Fresent? ves [l N

&

Hyaric Soils Present? ves ® Mo [ i5ne sampling Point within a Wetiand? Yes [___| No
Watland Hydrology Present? Yes [ Ne [
Rarmarks: Out-pit adjacent to Wetland A

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum:

Tres Stratum (Plot size 5m diam.) Absolute % Dominant Indigator Dominance Test Worksheet
Cover Species? Siatus
1 Pseudotsuga menzeisii 50 Y FACU Number of Dominant Species 2
7 Alnus robrra 50 Y FAC that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: i)
a Acer macropfiyilum 10 N FACU Total Number of Dominant 4
4 Fraxinus latifolia 10 N FACW | Specias Acmss All Stmta: fesh
= Tatal Cover Percant of Dominant Speties
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 50 .
(AB)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum {Plof size: 3m diam.)
i Rosa gymnocarpa 5 W FACU Prevalence Index Worksheet
2. Total % Cover of Multiply by
3. OBL species al=
4. FACW species X2=
5. FAC species x3=
= Total Cover FACL species xd=
UPL species x5=
Herb Stratum {Plot size: 1m diam.) Column totals {A) {B]
4 Polystichum munitum 10 Y FACLU
2 Pravalence Index =B/ A =
3
4 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators
5. 0O Dominance test is > 50%
6 [0 Prevalencetestis<3.0"
7 Merphological Adaptations © {provide supporting
8 [0 datain remarks or on a separate shest}
£ [0  Wetland Non-Vascular Plants *
10. O  Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation * {explain)
1%,
= Tolat Covar * Indicaters of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
present, unless disturbed or problematic
Woody Vine Stratum (Pl size: ]
15
. = Total Cover HYUFOPPP‘{;I:E:??BH!IOH WAL D B m

Ramarks:

s Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mouniains, Vallays, and Coast — irterim Version




SOIL

Sampling Point - DP-2

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.}

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-8 10YR 2/2 100 Gravelly sandy loam

8-14 10YR 3/2 95 7.5YR 4/6 5 C M Gravelly sandy loam

O Histosol (A1)

[ Histic Epipedon (A2)

[0 Blfack Histic (A3)

O Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad)

[0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
0 Thick Dark Surface (A12)

[0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

O Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

O0OxROOO0O0O0O

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Sandy Redox (S5)
Stripped Matrix (S6)

'Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) {(except MLRA 1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

2Loc: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils?
O 2cm Muck (A10)

0 Red Parent Material (TF2)

O Other {explain in remarks)

|

3indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic

Restrictive Laver (if present):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric soil present? Yes No I:]

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required: check all that apply):

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):

(includes capillary fringe)

O Surface water (A1) [J Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) [0 Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA1, 2, 4A & 4B)
0 High Water Table (A2) OO0 water-Stained Leaves (except MLRA 1,2,4A & 4B)(B9) [0 Drainage Patterns (B10)
O Saturation (A3) O Salt Crust (B11) [0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
O water Marks (B1) O Aquatic invertebrates (B13) [J Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
O Sediment Deposits (B2) [J Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) O Geomorphic Position (D2)
O Drift Deposits (B3) [J Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) O Shallow Aquitard (D3)
[0 Aigal Mat or Crust (B4) [0 Presence of Reduced Iron {C4) [0 FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
O iron Deposits (B5) [0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) [J Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)
O Surface Soil Cracks (B6) [ Stunted or Stressed Piants (D1) (LRR A) O Frost-Heave Hummocks
[0 Inundation Visible on Aenal Imagery [0 Other (explain in remarks)
(87)
Field Observations
Surface Water Present? Yes OO No X Depth (in):
Water Table Present? Yes [ No & Depth (in): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes [ ] No  [X
Saturation Present? Yes I No Depth (in):

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks: Damp, not saturated

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast - Interim Version




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM
Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Supplement to the

750 Sixth Street South
Kirkland, Washington 98033

Are Vegetation —, Soil Z, or Hydrology C significantly disturbed?
Are Vegatation =, Soil O, or Hydrology T naturally problematic

1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual {425) 822-5242
DP-3 watershedeo.com
Project Site: Mercerdale Park Sampling Date: 572015
Applicant/Owner. MICA Sampling Point: _COP- 3
Investigatar: K. Crandall, R. Kahlo City/Caunty: Mercer Island
Sect., Township, Range: S 12 T 24N R D4E State: WA
Landfarm {hillslope, terrace, atc): Terrace Slope (%) 5 Lacal relief (concave, convax, monel.  Concave
Subregion {(LRR): A Lat: Lang: Datiim:
Soll Map Unit Name: KbP — Kitsap silt loam NWI classification: NA
Are climatichydrologic conditions on the site typical for this ime of year? H Yes O Ne (i no, explain in rémarks.)
Are “Normal Circumstances” present on the site? & Yes O No

[If nzeded. explain any answars in Ramarks. |

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, fransects, important features, ete.

L™

Hydrophytic Vegetaton Present? Yes No
Hydric Soils Present? ves [ Ne O Is the Sampling Peint within a Wetland? Yes D MNo
Welland Hydrology Present? Yes [ No X
Remarks: Marginal non-wetland area
VEGETATION - Use scientific nameas of plants.
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 5m diam .} Absolute % Bominant Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet
Cover Species? Status
1 Acer macrophylium 50 Y FACU Number of Dominant Species 5
2. Fraxinus fatifolia 50 Y FACW | ihatare OBL, FACW. or FAC: (Al
3 Total Number of Dominant
4 Species Across All Strata: 6 189
100 = Tota Cover Parcant of Dominant Spedes
that are OBL, FACW. ar FAG: 83 (AB)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 3m diam.}
1 Thuja plicata 10 Y FAC Prevalence Index Worksheet
H Total % Cover of Muifiply by
45 O8L spacies X1=
& FACW species x2=
5. FAC species x3=
10 = Total Cover FACU species x4 =
LUPL species x5=
Herb Stratum (Plat size: 1m diam } Column fotals {A) (B)
i Ranunculus repens 70 Y FAC
2 Carex dewayarna &0 Y FAC Prevalence Index=Bf A =
3 Unk. Grass 40 ¥ FAC*
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators
5 g  Dominance testis > 50%
[ 1 Prevalencetestis € 3.0
7. Maorphological Adaptations * {pravide suppoding
8. (1 datain remarks or on a separate sheet)
a, 1 Wettand Nen-Vascular Plants *
10, [0  Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetatian * {explain)
11.
170 = Total Cerver * Indicators of hydric soil and welland hydrology must be
present, unless disturbed or problematic
Woody Vine Stratum (Piot size: }
4
25 Hydrophytic Yegetation 7
= Tolal Covar Present? es M Ho I:l
% Bare Ground in Herb Strakum:

Remarks.  +Prasumed FAC

US Army Corps of Enginesrs

Western Mauntains, Valleys, and Goast — interim Version




SOIL

Sampling Point - DP-3

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.}

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-8 2.5Y 31 92 7.5 YR 3/4 8 Cc Silty clay loam

8-14 10 YR 4/1 80 10 YR 4/6 20 C M Clay loam

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface {A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

(]
0
0
0
(]
(]
0
O Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

O00O0xOO0OO000

Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Redox Depressions (F8)

2Loc: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®
O 2cm Muck (A10)

[0 Red Parent Material (TF2)

O Other (explain in remarks)

O

3 Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic

Restrictive Laver (if present):
Type:

Depth (inches):

No

O

Hydric soil present? Yes

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required: check all that apply):

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):

(includes capillary fringe)

[0 Surface water (A1) [0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) O Wwater-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 4A & 4B)
O High Water Table (A2) 0O Water-Stained Leaves (except MLRA 1,2,4A & 4B)(B9) [1 Drainage Patterns (B10)
[0 Saturation (A3) [0 Salt Crust (B11) [0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
O water Marks (B1) O Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) [0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C8)
[0 Sediment Deposits (B2) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Geomorphic Position (D2)
[0 Drift Deposits (B3) [0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) O Shallow Aquitard (D3)
[0 Aigal Mat or Crust (B4) O Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) O FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
O iron Deposits (B5) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) [0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)
[0 Surface Soil Cracks (B6) O Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) O Frost-Heave Hummocks
O Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery [0 Other (explain in remarks)
(B7)
Field Observations
Surface Water Present? Yes OJ No K Depth (in):
Water Table Present? Yes [ No 4 Depth (in): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D No
Saturation Present? Yes J No X Depth (in):

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks: Damp, not saturated

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast — Interim Version




Wetland name or number: A

WETLAND RATING FORM -~ WESTERN WASHINGTON
Version 2 — Updated July 2006 to increase accuracy and reproducibility among users
Updated Oct 2008 with the new WDFW definitions for priority habitats

Date of
Name of wetland (if known): Wetland A site visit:  5/7/2015
K. Crandall,
Rated by: R. Kahlo Trained by Ecology? Yes No [ Date of Training 09/2014

SEC: 12 TWNSHP: 24N RNGE: 04E Is S/T/R in Appendix D? Yes 0 No K

SUMMARY OF RATING

Category based on FUNCTIONS provided by wetland
I0 IO X IvO

Category [ = Score 270 Score for Water Quality Functions 12
g:tzggry EI;SSCCOorfeS; 0'659 0 Score for Hydrologic Functions 5
gory Score for Habitat Functions 15

Category IV = Score <30

TOTAL score for functions 32

Category based on SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS of wetland
IO IIO Does not Apply

Final Category (choose the “highest” category from above) I
Check the appropriate type and class of wetland being rated.
[ WetlandType @ | = WetlandClass
Estuarine (1 | Depressional O
Natural Heritage Wetland (0 | Riverine O
Bog O | Lake-fringe O
Mature Forest (1| Slope X
Old Growth Forest (0 | Flats O
Coastal Lagoon (] | Freshwater Tidal O
Interdunal |
None of the above Check if unit has multiple
HGM classes present U
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Wetland name or number: A

Does the wetland unit being rated meet any of the criteria below?

If you answer YES to any of the questions below you will need to protect the wetland according

to the regulations regarding the special characteristics found in the wetland.

Check List for Wetlands That May Need Additional Protection (in addition to the
protection recommended for its category)

YES NO

SP1. Has the wetland unit been documented as a habitat for any Federally listed
Threatened or Endangered animal or plant species (T/E species)?

For the purposes of this rating system, “documented™ means the wetland is on the
appropriate state or federal database.

X*

SP2. Has the wetland unit been documented as habitat for any State listed
Threatened or Endangered animal species?

For the purposes of this rating system, “documented” means the wetland is on the
appropriate state database. Note: Wetlands with State listed plant species are
categorized as Category | Natural Heritage Wetlands (see p. 19 of data form).

SP3. Does the wetland unit contain individuals of Priority species listed by the
WDFEW for the state?

X*

SP4. Does the wetland unit have a local significance in addition to its functions?
For example, the wetland has been identified in the Shoreline Master Program, the
Critical Areas Ordinance, or in a local management plan as having special
significance.

*The study area was reviewed for the presence of endangered, threatened, and priority
species using WDFW online Priority Habitat and Species Data, PHS on the Web

(http://wdfw.wa.gov/mapping/phs/).

To complete the next part of the data sheet you will need to determine the

Hyvdrogeomorphic Class of the wetland being rated.

The hydrogeomorphic classification groups wetlands into those that function in similar ways.
Classifying the wetland first simplifies the questions needed to answer how it functions. The
Hydrogeomorphic Class of a wetland can be determined using the key below. See p. 24 for more

detailed instructions on classifying wetlands.

Wetland Rating Form - western Washington 2
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Wetland name or number: A

Classification of Wetland Units in Western Washington

If the hydrologic criteria listed in ea

1. Are the water levels in the wetland unit usually controlled by tides (i.e. except during floods)?
XINO-goto2 LIOYES — the wetland class is Tidal Fringe

If yes, is the salinity of the water during periods of annual low flow below 0.5 ppt (parts per
thousand)? YES — Freshwater Tidal Fringe NO — Saltwater Tidal Fringe (Estuarine)

If your wetland can be classified as a Freshwater Tidal Fringe use the forms for Riverine
wetlands. If it is Saltwater Tidal Fringe it is rated as an Estuarine wetland. Wetlands that
were called estuarine in the first and second editions of the rating system are called Salt Water
Tidal Fringe in the Hydrogeomorphic Classification. Estuarine wetlands were categorized
separately in the earlier editions, and this separation is being kept in this revision. To maintain
consistency between editions, the term “Estuarine” wetland is kept. Please note, however, that
the characteristics that define Category I and II estuarine wetlands have changed (see p. ).

2. The entire wetland unit is flat and precipitation is only source (>90%) of water to it.
Groundwater and surface water runoff are NOT sources of water to the unit

NO-goto3 1 YES — The wetland class is Flats

If your wetland can be classified as a “Flats” wetland, use the form for Depressional
wetlands.

3. Does the entire wetland unit meet both of the following criteria?
[J The vegetated part of the wetland is on the shores of a body of open water (without
any vegetation on the surface) at least 20 acres (8 ha) in size;
(] At least 30% of the open water area is deeper than 6.6 ft (2 m)?
XINO —goto 4 LIJYES — The wetland class is Lake-fringe (Lacustrine Fringe)

4. Does the entire wetland unit meet all of the following criteria?

X The wetland is on a slope (slope can be very gradual),

The water flows through the wetland in one direction (unidirectional) and usually comes from
seeps. It may flow subsurface, as sheetflow, or in a swale without distinct banks.

The water leaves the wetland without being impounded?
NOTE: Surface water does not pond in these types of wetlands except occasionally in very
small and shallow depressions or behind hummocks (depressions are usually <3ft diameter
and less than a foot deep).

[(INO-goto5 X YES — The wetland class is Slope
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Wetland name or number: A

5.

6.

Does the entire wetland unit meet all of the following criteria?
[J  The unitis in a valley, or stream channel, where it gets inundated by overbank flooding from
that stream or river.
[J  The overbank flooding occurs at least once every two years
NOTE: The riverine unit can contain depressions that are filled with water when the river is not
flooding.
KINO -goto6 [J YES — The wetland class is Riverine

Is the entire wetland unit in a topographic depression in which water ponds, or is saturated to the surface,
at some time during the year. This means that any outlet, if present, is higher than the interior of the
wetland.

XINO ~goto7 UJ YES — The wetland class is Depressional

Is the entire wetland unit located in a very flat area with no obvious depression and no overbank flooding.
The unit does not pond surface water more than a few inches. The unit seems to be maintained by high
groundwater in the area. The wetland may be ditched, but has no obvious natural outlet.

XINO-goto8 [J YES — The wetland class is Depressional

Your wetland unit seems to be difficult to classify and probably contains several different HGM classes.
For example, seeps at the base of a slope may grade into a riverine floodplain, or a small stream within a
depressional wetland has a zone of flooding along its sides. GO BACK AND IDENTIFY WHICH OF
THE HYDROLOGIC REGIMES DESCRIBED IN QUESTIONS 1-7 APPLY TO DIFFERENT AREAS
IN THE UNIT (make a rough sketch to help you decide). Use the following table to identify the
appropriate class to use for the rating system if you have several HGM classes present within your
wetland. NOTE: Use this table only if the class that is recommended in the second column represents 10%
or more of the total area of the wetland unit being rated. If the area of the class listed in column 2 is less
than 10% of the unit, classify the wetland using the class that represents more than 90% of the total area.

 HGM classe

Slope + Riverine Riverine

Slope + Depressional Depressional

Slope + Lake-fringe Lake-fringe

Depressional + Riverine along stream within boundary Depressional

Depressional + Lake-fringe Depressional

Salt Water Tidal Fringe and any other class of freshwater wetland | Treat as ESTUARINE under
wetlands with special
characteristics

If you are unable still to determine which of the above criteria apply to your wetland, or you have more than 2
HGM classes within a wetland boundary, classify the wetland as Depressional for the rating.
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Wetland name or number: A

; }"Slope Wetlands e T e
WATER QUALITY FUNCTIONS - Indlcators that wetland ﬁmctlons to improve water quahty
S S 1. Does the wetland have the potential to improve water quality? (see p. 64)
S S 1.1 Characteristics of average slope of wetland:
Slope is1% or less (a 1% slope has a 1 foot vertical drop in
elevation horizontal distance) for every 100 fi .... ... points =3 0
Slope is 1% = 2% wevvivvniiiiiciiireicreneeereee .... points =2
SLOPE 1S 2% = 5%0 ettt ettt e points = 1
S10pe is Greater than 5T ..ceoeciee ettt ettt et er et eiearenaicae points = 0
S S 1.2 The soil 2 inches below the surface (or duff layer) is clay or organic (use NRCS definitions). 0
YES = 3 points NO = 0 points
S S 1.3 Characteristics of the vegetation in the wetland that trap sediments and pollutants:
Choose the points appropriate for the description that best fits the vegetation in the wetland.
Dense vegetation means you have trouble seeing the soil surface. Dense vegetation means you
have trouble seeing the soil surface (>75% cover) and uncut means not grazed or mowed and
plants are higher than 6 inches. 6
Dense, ungrazed, herbaceous vegetation > 90% of the wetland area .................... points = 6
Dense, ungrazed, herbaceous vegetation > 1/2 of area ........cccccceveevevereneenceenncne points = 3
Dense, woody, vegetation > 12 0f @r€a ......c..ceioeeieriiiireceiiee et points = 2
Dense, ungrazed, herbaceous vegetation > 1/4 of area .. points = 1
Does not meet any of the criteria above for vegetation points = 0
S Total for S 1 Add the points in the boxes above 6
S S 2. Does the wetland have the opportunity to improve water quality? (see p. 67)
Answer YES if you know or believe there are pollutants in groundwater or surface water coming (see p. 67)
mto the wetland that would otherwise reduce water quality in streams, lakes or groundwater
downgradient from the wetland? Note which of the following conditions provide the sources of
pollutants. A unit may have pollutants coming from several sources, but any single source would
qualify as opportunity.
[J  Grazing in the wetland or within 150 ft
] Untreated stormwater discharges to wetland multiplier
(] Tilled fields, logging or orchards within 150 ft of wetland
(1 A stream or culvert discharges into wetland that drains developed areas, residential 2
areas, farmed fields, roads, or clear-cut logging
(X]  Residential, urban areas, or golf courses are within 150 ft upslope of wetland
L1 Other
YES multiplier is 2 NO multiplieris 1
S TOTAL - Water Quality Functions Multiply the score from S 1 by S 2
I 12
Add score to table on p. 1
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Wetland name or number: A

Slope Wetlands

HYDROLOGIC FUNCTIONS - Indicators that wetland functions to reduce flooding and stream erosion

S 3. Does the wetland have the potential to reduce flooding and erosion? (see p. 68)
S S 3.1 Characteristics of vegetation that reduce the velocity of surface flows during storms.

Choose the points appropriate for the description that best fit conditions in the wetland. (stems
of plants should be thick enough (usually > 1/8in), or dense enough, to remain erect during
surface flows)

Dense, uncut, rigid vegetation covers > 90% of the area of the wetland. ............. points = 6 3
Dense, uncut, rigid vegetation > 1/2 area of wetland points = 3
Dense, uncut, rigid vegetation > 1/4 area points = 1
More than 1/4 of area is grazed, mowed, tilled or vegetation is not rigid ............. points = 0
S S 3.2 Characteristics of slope wetland that holds back small amounts of flood flows:
The slope wetland has small surface depressions that can retain water over at least 10% of
its area. 2
YES points =2
NO points =0
S Total for S 3 Add the points in the boxes above 5

S S 4. Does the wetland have the opportunity to reduce flooding and erosion? (see p. 70)
Is the wetland in a landscape position where the reduction in water velocity it provides helps protect (see p. 70)
downstream property and aquatic resources from flooding or excessive and/or erosive flows? Note
which of the following conditions apply.

(J  Wetland has surface runoff that drains to a river or stream that has flooding problems multiplier

U Other 1

(Answer NO if the major source of water to the wetland is controlled by a reservoir or the wetland is
tidal fringe along the sides of a dike)
YES multiplier is 2 NO  multiplieris 1

S TOTAL - Hydrologic Functions Multiply the score from S 3 by S 4
Add score to table on p. 1

Comments

S 4 — Using the Mercer Island GIS Portal website, it appears that surface water leaving the wetland is
directed into the City’s storm utility system.
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Wetland name or number: A

These questions apply to wetlands of all HGM classes.
HABITAT FUNCTIONS - Indicators that wetland functions to provide important habitat

H 1. Does the wetland have the potential to provide habitat for many species?

H 1.1 Vegetation structure (see p. 72)
Check the types of vegetation classes present (as defined by Cowardin) if the class is Y% acre or covers
more than 10% of the area of the wetland if unit smaller than 2.5 acres.
1 Aquatic bed
[J Emergent plants
Scrub/shrub (areas where shrubs have >30% cover)
Forested (areas where trees have >30% cover) 2
X Forested areas have 3 out of 5 strata (canopy, sub-canopy, shrubs, herbaceous, moss/ground-
cover) that each cover 20% within the forested polygon
Add the number of vegetation types that qualify. If you have:
4 structures Or MOTE......cc.cecueeueennen. points =4
3 SETUCKUTES cvveevvreereeecerreeeeeeenees points =2
2 SLTUCTUTES ..eoouveeeeenreireicneceeeanees points = |
1 SETUCKUTE ....oveericiirericiniceicannas points =0
H 1.2. Hydroperiods (see p. 73)
Check the types of water regimes (hydroperiods) present within the wetland. The water regime has to
cover more than 10% of the wetland or Y acre to count. (see text for descriptions of hydroperiods)
O  Permanently flooded or inundated 4 or more types present ................. points = 3
0  Seasonally flooded or inundated 3 types present points = 2
X Occasionally flooded or inundated 2 types present points = 1 )
Saturated only 1 types present................ccceeeenn. points = 0
[J  Permanently flowing stream or river in, or adjacent to, the wetland
O  Seasonally flowing stream in, or adjacent to, the wetland
O  Lake-fringe wetland =2 points
O Freshwater tidal wetland = 2 points
H 1.3. Richness of Plant Species (see p. 75)
Count the number of plant species in the wetland that cover at least 10 f2. (different patches of the
same species can be combined to meet the size threshold)
You do not have to name the species.
Do not include Furasian milfoil, reed canarygrass, purple loosestrife, Canadian thistle
If you counted: > 19 SPECIeS..ievverrrererrrrererrnen. points = 2
List species below if you want to: 5« 19 SPECIES ..evvrrreieerereenieenes points = 1
<5 SPECIES ceevneererrienrcnerienieen e points = 0
2
FRLA, POBA, ALRU, THPL, ACMA, SASI, SALU, COSE, RUAR, POMU, JUEF, ATFI, SCMI,
CADE, RARE, EQTE, EQAR, OESA, COAR, Grassl
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Wetland name or number: A

H 1.4. Interspersion of habitats (see p. 76)
Decide from the diagrams below whether interspersion between Cowardin vegetation classes
(described in H 1.1), or the classes and unvegetated areas (can include open water or mudflats) is
high, medium, low, or none.

None =0 points ~ Low =1 point Moderate = 2 points

/[ri;arian braided channels]
High =3 points

NOTE: If you have four or more vegetation types or three vegetation types and open water the rating is
always “high”.

H 1.5. Special Habitat Features: (see p. 77)
Check the habitat features that are present in the wetland. The number of checks is the number of
points you put into the next column.

X

Large, downed, woody debris within the wetland (>4in. diameter and 6 {t long).

X

Standing snags (diameter at the bottom > 4 inches) in the wetland

Undercut banks are present for at least 6.6 ft (2m) and/or overhanging vegetation extends at least 3.3 f
(1m) over a stream for at least 33 ft (10m)

Stable steep banks of fine material that might be used by beaver or muskrat for denning (>30degree
slope) OR signs of recent beaver activity are present

At least % acre of thin-stemmed persistent vegetation or woody branches are present in areas that are
permanently or seasonally inundated. (structures for egg-laying by amphibians)

X O 0O 0O

Invasive plants cover less than 25% of the wetland area in each stratum of plants
Note: The 20% stated in early printings of the manual on page 78 is an error.

H 1. TOTAL Score - potential for providing habitat
Add the scores from H1.1, H1.2, H1.3, H1.4, H1.5
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Wetland name or number: A

H 2. Does the wetland have the opportunity to provide habitat for many species?

H 2.1 Buffers (see p. 80)
Choose the description that best represents condition of buffer of wetland. The highest scoring criterion that
applies to the wetland is to be used in the rating. See text for definition of “undisturbed.”
[J 100 m (330ft) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky areas, or open water >95% of

circumference. No developed areas within undisturbed part of buffer.

(relatively undisturbed also MEaNs NO-ZrazZiNg) ......ccovveruerrierrirrieriariererrreeeeesreeereeeeeneseeeaens Points = 5
[J 100 m (330 ft) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky areas, or

open water > 50% CITCUIMTETENCE. .......ceoireererirereecerirscenteeeeeteee s enbesees e seeseesenneenesnessensosens Points =4
[ 50 m (170ft) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky areas, or

open water >95% CICUMTRTEIICE. ........cuierrreircreremreireerrece et et see et sesaesonens Points = 4
[J 100 m (330ft) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky areas, or

open water > 25% CITCUIMTETEIICE ...o.evutrueieereenierreeeteeereneee e reeetere et seeseeneeresaeenseresenesens Points = 3 3
[ 50 m (170ft) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky areas, or

open water for > 50% CITCUMTETEIICE. .......covuiceriiririt et Points = 3
If buffer does not meet any of the criteria above

[J No paved areas (except paved trails) or buildings within 25 m (80ft)

of wetland > 95% circumference. Light to moderate grazing, or lawns are OK.........ccc....... Points = 2
No paved areas or buildings within 50m of wetland for >50% circumference.

Light to moderate grazing, or lawns are OK.......c.cccneiiniiiiciiiicrereenee e Points =2
0 Heavy grazing in DUFTET. ...oo.ovueiveeeee et ettt ss st eessen s enss s s ees Points = 1
O Vegetated buffers are <2m wide (6.6ft) for more than 95% of the circumference

(e.g. tilled fields, paving, basalt bedrock extend to edge of wetland .........cocccvvereevcreeirenennnne Points =0
[] Buffer does not meet any of the Criteria abOVe. .................uuvnrierireieieeeeeeeiiaeaeeeeenns Points =1

H 2.2 Corridors and Connections (see p. 81)
H 2.2.1 Is the wetland part of a relatively undisturbed and unbroken vegetated corridor (either
riparian or upland) that is at least 150 ft wide, has at least 30% cover of shrubs, forest or native
undisturbed prairie, that connects to estuaries, other wetlands or undisturbed uplands that are at least
250 acres in size? (dams in riparian corridors, heavily used gravel roads, paved roads, are
considered breaks in the corridor).
YES =4 points (go 10 H2.3) NO =gotoH2.2.2
H 2.2.2 Is the wetland part of a relatively undisturbed and unbroken vegetated corridor (either riparian
or upland) that is at least 50ft wide, has at least 30% cover of shrubs or forest, and connects to 1
estuaries, other wetlands or undisturbed uplands that are at least 25 acres in size? OR a Lake-fringe
wetland, if it does not have an undisturbed corridor as in the question above?
YES =2 points (go to H2.3) NO=H223
H 2.2.3 Is the wetland:
within 5 mi (8km) of a brackish or salt water estuary OR
within 3 mi of a large field or pasture (>40 acres) OR

{ within | mi of a lake greater than 20 acres?
YES =1 point NO = 0 points
Wetland Rating Form - western Washington 9 August 2004

Version 2 Updated with new WDFW definitions Oct. 2008




Wetland name or number; A

H 2.3 Near or adjacent to other priority habitais listed by WDFW (see new and complete descriptions of

B

I 4 ) 1

t

(L

WDEW priority habitats, and the counties in which they can be found, in the PHS
report iitp:wdfvowa. gov/hab/phslist bim)

Which of the following priority habitats are within 330/ (100m) of the wetland?
(NOTE: the connections do not have (o be refatively undisturbed)

Aspen Stands: Pure or mixed stands of aspen greater than 0.4 ha (1 acres).

Biodiversity Areas and Corridors: Areas of habitat that are relatively important 1o various species
of native fish and wildlite {fill description in WDFW PHS report p. 152)

Herbaceous Balds: Variable size patches of grass and forbs on shallow soils over bedrock.

Old-growth/Mature forests: (Old-growth west of Cascade crest) Stands of at least 2 tree species,
forming a multi-layered canopy with occasional small openings; with at least 20 rees/ha (8
trees/acre) > 81 om (32 in) dbh or > 200 years of age. (Mature forests.) Stands with average
diameters exceeding 53 cm (21 in) dbh; crown cover may be less thai 100%; crown cover may be
tess that [00%: decay. decadence, numbers of snags. and quantity of [arge downed material 13
generally less than that found in old-growth; 80 - 200 years old west of the Cascade crest.

Oregon white Oak: Woodlands Siands of pure oak or oak/coniter associations where canopy
coverage of the oak component is important {ful] descriptions in WDFW PHS report p. 138)

Riparian: The area adjacent to aquatic systems with {lowing water that contains elements of both
aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems which mutually influence each other.

Westside Prairies: Herbaceous, non-forested plant communities that can either take the form of a
dry prairvie or a wel praivie {fil! descriptions in WDFW PHS report p. 161)

Instream: The combination of physical, biological, and chemical processes and conditions that
interact to provide functional life history requirements for instream fish and wildlife resources.

Nearshore: Relatively undisiurbed nearshore habitats. These include Coastal Nearshore, Open
Coast Nearshore, and Puget Sound Nearshore. (full descriptions of habitats and the definition of
refatively undisturbed are in WDFW report; pp. 167-169 and glossary in Appendix A.)

Caves: A naturally occurring cavity, recess, void, ar system of interconnected passages under the
earth in soils, rock, ice, or other geological formations and is large enough to contain a human.

Cliffs: Greater than 7.6 m (25 1t) high and occuwrring below 5000 fi.

Talus: Homogenous areas of rock rubble ranging in average size 0.15 - 2.0 m (0.5 - 6.5 fi),
composed ol basalt, andesite, and/or sedimentary rock, including riprap slides and mine tailings.
May be associated with cliffs.

Snags and Logs: Trees are considered snags if they are dead or dying and exhibit sufficient decay
characteristics to enable cavity excavation/use by wildlife. Priority snags have a diameter at breast
height of >51 em (20 in) in western Washington and are > 2 m {6.5 fi} in height. Priority logs are >
30cm {12 in) in diameter at the largest end, and > 6m (20 A) long.

If wetland has 3 or more priority habitats = 4 points

If wetland has 2 priority habitats = 3 points

If wetland has 1 priority habitat = 1 point

No habitats = 0 points

Note: All vegetated wetland are by definition a priority habitat but are not included in this list. Nearby
wetlands are addressed in question H2.4,
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H 2.4 Wetland Landscape (choose the one description of the landscape around the wetland that best fits)
(see p. 84)
There are at least 3 other wetlands within ¥ mile, and the connections between them are
relatively undisturbed (light grazing between wetlands OK, as is lake shore with some
boating, but connections should NOT be bisected by paved roads, fill, fields, or
Other dEVELOPIMENL. ....cviiiiiiicriiieiicrert et ettt ettt en e s e sas points =5
The wetland is Lake-fringe on a lake with little disturbance and there are 3 other 0
lake-fringe wetlands Within Y2 MILE ......cecieiiiiiinirceee et nes points =5
There are at least 3 other wetlands within %2 mile, BUT the connections between them
ATE QIStUIDEA ..ottt et e n e et nes points = 3
The wetland is Lake-fringe on a lake with disturbance and there are 3 other lake-fringe
wetland within %2 mile.....cccooovvvvniinniceene points =3
There is at least 1 wetland within Y2 mile. ...c.ccccoovvenirvivnnnnnee. points =2
There are no wetlands Within Y2 MIle.........covoveiierreciicrieeiieieeccecerieriseeeresereresreesseereassessnasneesnes points = 0
H 2. TOTAL Score - opportunity for providing habitat 6
Add the scoves from H2.1, H2.2, H2.3, H2.4
TOTAL for H1 from page 14 9
Total Score for Habitat Functions — add the points for H 1, H 2 and record the result on p. 1 15
H 2.4 — No known wetlands within % mile
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CATEGORIZATION BASED ON SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS
Please determine if the wetland meets the attributes described below and circle the appropriate
Category.

Wetland Type , Category
Check off any criteria that apply to the wetland. Circle the Category when the
appropriate criteria are met.

SC 1.0 Estuarine wetlands (see p. 86)
Does the wetland unit meet the following criteria for Estuarine wetlands?
L] The dominant water regime is tidal,
L] Vegetated, and
(] With a salinity greater than 0.5 ppt.
YES=GotoSC 1.1 NO X

SC 1.1 Is the wetland unit within a National Wildlife Refuge, National Park,
National Estuary Reserve, Natural Area Preserve, State Park or Educational, Cat. I
Environmental, or Scientific Reserve designated under WAC 332-151?

L] YES = Category I NO=gotoSC1.2

SC 1.2 Is the wetland unit at least 1 acre in size and meets at least two of the Cat. 1
following three conditions?
U] YES = Category 1 ] NO = Category II

U] The wetland is relatively undisturbed (has no diking, ditching, filling,
cultivation, grazing, and has less than 10% cover of non-native plant Cat. II
species. If the non-native Spartina spp. are the only species that cover
more than 10% of the wetland, then the wetland should be given a dual
rating (I/II) The are aof Spartina would be rated a Category II while the
relatively undisturbed upper marsh with native species would be a Dual rating
Category 1. Do not, however, exclude the area of Spartina in determining U1l

the size threshold of 1 acre.

L] At least % of the landward edge of the wetland has a 100 ft buffer of
shrub, forest, or un-grazed or un-mowed wetland.

00 The wetland has at least 2 or the following features: tidal channels,
depressions with open water, or contiguous freshwater wetlands.
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SC 2.0 Natural Heritage Wetlands (see p. 87)

Natural Heritage wetlands have been identified by the Washington Natural Heritage
Program/DNR as either high quality undisturbed wetlands or wetlands that support
state Threatened, Endangered, or Sensitive plant species.

SC 2.1 Is the wetland being rated in a Section/Township/Range that contains a
Natural Heritage wetland? (this question is used to screen out most sites
before you need to contact WNHP/DNR)

S/T/R information from Appendix D X or accessed from WNHP/DNR web
site
YES [ — contact WNHP/DNR (see p. 79) and go to SC 2.2 NO

SC 2.2 Has DNR identified the wetland as a high quality undisturbed wetland or as
or as a site with state threatened or endangered plant species?
YES = Category I NO [ Not a Heritage Wetland

Cat. 1

SC 3.0 Bogs (seep. 87)

Does the wetland (or any part of the unit) meet both the criteria for soils and
vegetation in bogs? Use the key below to identify if the wetland is a bog. If you
answer yes, you will still need to rate the wetland based on its functions.

1. Does the wetland have organic soils horizons (i.e. layers of organic soil),
either peats or mucks, that compose 16” or more of the first 32 inches of
the soil profile? (See Appendix B for a field key to identify organic soils.)
Yes-goto Q.3 NO -gotoQ.2

2. Does the wetland have organic soils, either peats or mucks, that are less
than 16 inches deep over bedrock or an impermeable hardpan such as clay
or volcanic ash, or that are floating on top of a lake or pond?

Yes-goto Q.3 NO X is not a bog for purpose of rating

3. Does the wetland have more than 70% cover of mosses at ground level,
AND other plants, if present, consist of the “bog” species listed in Table 3
as a significant component of the vegetation (more than 30% of the total
shrub and herbaceous cover consists species in Table 3)?

Yes — Is a bog for purpose of rating NO- goto Q.4
NOTE: If you are uncertain about the extent of mosses in the understory,
you may substitute that criterion by measuring the pH of the water that
seeps into a hole dug at least 167 deep. Ifthe pH is less than 5.0 and the
“bog” plant species in Table 3 are present, the wetland is a bog.

4, Is the wetland forested (>30% cover) with sitka spruce, subalpine fir,
western red cedar, western hemlock, lodgepole pine, quaking aspen,
Englemann’s spruce, or western white pine, WITH any of the species (or
combination of species) on the bog species plant list in Table 3 as a
significant component of the ground cover (>30% coverage of the total
shrub/herbaceous cover)?

YES = Category 1 NO [ is not a bog for purpose of rating

Cat. I

Wetland Rating Form — western Washington 13
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Wetland name or number: A

SC 4.0 Forested Wetlands (see p. 90)
Does the wetland have at least 1 acre of forest that meet one of these criteria for
the Department of Fish and Wildlife’s forests as priority habitats? If you answer
ves you will still need to rate the wetland based on its functions.

[ Old growth forests: (west of Cascade crest) Stands of at least two tree
species, forming a multi-layered canopy with occasional small openings; with
at least 8 trees/acre (20 trees/hectare) that are at least 200 years of age OR
have a diameter at breast height (dbh) of 32 inches (81 cm) or more.

Note: The criterion for dbh is based on measurements for upland forests.

Two hundred year old trees in wetlands will often have a smaller dbh because
their growth rates are often slower. The DFW criterion is and “OR” so old-
growth forests do not necessarily have to have trees of this diameter.

0] Mature forests: (west of the Cascade crest) Stands where the largest trees are
80-200 years old OR have average diameters (dbh) exceeding 21 in (53 cm);
crown cover may be less than 100%; decay, decadence, numbers of snags, and
quanitity of large downed material is generally less than that found in old-growt}

YES = Category ]  NO X not a forested wetland with special characteristics

Cat. I

SC 5.0 Wetlands in Coastal Lagoons (see p. 91)
Does the wetland meet all of the following criteria of a wetland in a coastal lagoon?

0] The wetland lies in a depression adjacent to marine waters that is wholly or
partially separated from marine waters by sandbanks, gravel banks, shingle,
or, less frequently, rocks.

0J The lagoon in which the wetland is located contains surgace water that is
saline or brackish (> 0.5 ppt) during most of the year in at least a portion of
the lagoon (needs to be measured near the bottom)

YES -GotoSC5.1 NO X not a wetland in a coastal lagoon

SC 5.1 Does the wetland meet all of the following three conditions?

0] The wetland is relatively undisturbed (has no diking, ditching, filling,
cultivation, grazing), and has less than 20% cover of invasive plant species
(see list of invasive species on p. 74).

0J At least % of the landward edge of the wetland has a 100 ft buffer of shrub,
forest, or un-grazed or un-mowed grassland.

0] The wetalnd is larger than 1/10 acre (4350 square feet)

YES = Category | NO = Category II

Cat. I

Cat. II

Wetland Rating Form — western Washington 14
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Wetland name or number: A

SC 6.0 Interdunal Wetlands (see p. 93)
Is the wetalnd unit west of the 1889 line (also called the Westarn Boundary of
Upland Ownership or WBUO)?
YES - go to SC 6.1 NO X not an interdunal wetland for rating
If you answer yes you will still need to rate the wetland based on its functions.
In practical terms that means the following geographic areas:
— Long Beach Peninsula — lands west of SR 103
— Grayland-Westport — lands west of SR 105
— Ocean Shores-Copalis — lands west of SR 115 and SR 109
SC 6.1 Is the wetland 1 acre or larger, or is it in a mosaic of wetlands that is 1 acre
or larger?
YES = Category II NO —-goto SC6.2 Cat. II
SC 6.2 Is the unit between 0.1 and 1 acre, or is it in a mosaic of wetlands that is
between 0.1 and 1 acre?

YES = Category 1II Cat. III
NA
Wetland Rating Form — western Washington 15 August 2004

Version 2 Updated with new WDFW definitions Oct. 2008
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Compliant with All Appropriate Inquiry
Final Rule: 40 CFR Part 312
PHASE 1
ENVIRONMENTAL
SITE ASSESSMENT
Subject Property:
MERCER ISLAND CENTER FOR THE ARTS
Southwest Corner of 78" Avenue Southeast and Southeast 32™ Street
Mercer Island, Washington 98040

Prepared for:
Mercer Island Center for the Arts
Post Office Box 1702
Mercer Island, Washington 98040

Prepared by:

AEROTECH
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.
13925 Interurban Avenue South, Suite No. 210
Seattle, Washington 98168
Fax (206) 402-3872
(360) 710-5899
www.AerotechEnvironmental.com



Compliant with All Appropriate Inquiry
Final Rule: 40 CFR Part 312

PHASE I
ENVIRONMENTAL
SITE ASSESSMENT

Clients: MERCER ISLAND CENTER FOR THE ARTS
Post Office Box 1702
Mercer Island, Washington 98040

Point of Contact: Mr. Benjamin S. Pariser
Mercer Island Center for the Arts
(206) 963-4818
Property: MERCER ISLAND CENTER FOR THE ARTS

Southwest Comner of 78 Avenue Southeast and Southeast 32™ Street
Mercer Island, Washington 98040

County: King County, Washington
Parcel Number: 122404-9068

S.I.C. Code: Not provided

Commercial Activity: Recreational Park

Environmental

Assessor: Ms. Tiffany A. Chaussee
Project Number: No. 215 - 5266
Report Date: December 18, 2015

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
Mercer Island Center for the Arts - Mercer Island, Washington Page 2



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The subject of this Phase I Environmental Site Assessment is a rectangular-shaped
approximately 12.26-acre Parcel of land located on the southwest corner of the intersection of
Southeast 78" Avenue and Southeast 32™ Street in Mercer Island, Washington.

The subject Property occupies Mercerdale Park. The majority of the land consists of a large
open lawn that is bordered by a paved footpath that encircles the entire Site. Along the footpath are
exercise stations. A playground is located along the southeastern side of the Site and a skatepark is
located on the southwestern. On the west side of the park is an access point to trails that lead up the
hillside into seven-acres of natural open space. The northeast corner of the park houses a paved
picnic area with a covered pergola that faces the intersection of Southeast 32* Street and 78™ Avenue
Southeast. On the northwestern side of the Property is an approximately 1,120 square foot, single
story structure. This building houses two public restrooms located in the north side of the building
and a separate storage room occupies the southern portion of the building. Qutdoor sinks are located
along the west exterior wall of the building and an attached canopy is located along the southeastemn
side of the building and covers a paved area.

The subject Property was originally developed in 1975 with the construction of the single
story, 1,120 square foot building on the northwestem side of the Property. The building was used
as a small recycling center by a “Committee To Save The Earth” and the Mercer Island High School.
Around the 1970s, the Property was land was cleared as a field. The pedestrian pathways were added
in the mid to late 1990s. In 2002, the present-day playground and skate park were constructed.
Today, the northwest building appears to only be utilized as a maintenance storage shed for the park
and the northern side of the building houses public restrooms. The Mercer Island Center for the Arts
is anticipated to occupy the northwestern shop building in the near future.

The Property is located in downtown Mercer Island. To the north is Southeast 32™ Street
followed by a retail strip building and Rite Aid. To the south is Mercer Island Thrift Shop ,a parking
lot, and residences to the southwest. To the east is 78™ Avenue Southeast followed by the Mercerdale
Professional Center. To the west is heavily wooded land.

Upon completion of the Site investigation, historical research, document file review, and
other tasks as stipulated in the Scope of Work, the following Recognized Environmental Conditions,
potential environmental concems, or recommended actions were identified:

® Recommendation: No Further Action Indicated. As a result of the on-site
Reconnaissance, records rcsearch, historical investigation, and review of Federally reported
environmental information, this Assessment has revealed no obvious evidence of potential
environmental risks or Recognized Environmental Conditions indicating the presence of
hazardous or other conditions. It is reasonable and prudent to believe that the risk of
contamination is so minimal that no further investigation is warranted.

Upon the completion of this Assessment, no further investigation, remediation, or response
actions are indicated, suggested, or recommended relative the potential environmental conditions at
the subject Property other than those previously discussed. Based upon this Phase I Environmental
Site Assessment, with those exceptions, it is reasonable and prudent for the Client to believe there
is no other significant risk of contamination.

Phase | Environmental Site Assessment
Mercer Island Center for the Arts - Mercer Island, Washington Page 3



ASTM PROTOCOL CONCLUSION

We have performed a Phase ! Environmental Site Assessment in conformance with the scope and limitations
of ASTM Practice 1527 (Revision 2013) for Southwest Corner of 78" Avenue Southeast and Southeast
32" Street in Mercer Island, Washington, the property. Any exceptions to, or deletions from, this practice
are described in Possible Report Exceptions To All Appropriate Inquiry Rule Section' of this report.

This Assessment has no revealed evidence of recognized environmenal conditions® in
connection with the properry.

This Assessment has no revealed evidence of an historical recognized environmental
condition in connection with the properry’.

This Assessment has no revealed evidence of a controlled recognized environmental
conditions® in connection with the praperty.

! Refer to page S of this Assessment.

2 Recognized Environmental Condition - the presence. of likely presence of any hazardous
substances or petroleum products in, on, or at a property under conditions that indicate an existing
release, a past release, or a material threat of a release of any hazardous substances or petroleum
products into structures on the property or into the ground, ground water, or surface water of the
property. The term includes hazardous substances or petroleum products even under conditions in
compliance with laws. The tern is not intended to include de minimis conditions that generally do not
present a threat to human health or the environment and that generally would not be the subject of an
enforcement action if brought to the attention of appropriate governmental agencies. Conditions
determined to be de minimis are not recognized environmental conditions.

3 Historical Recognized Envirommental Condition - a past release of any hazardous substance or
petroleum product that has occurred in connection with the property and has been addressed to the
satisfaction of the applicable regulatory agency or meeting the unrestricted residential use criteria
established by a regulatory authority, without subjecting the property to any required controls such as
property use restrictions, activity and use limitations, institutional controls, or engineering controls - at
the time of the completion of the Environmental Site Assessment.

* Controlled Recognized Environmental Condition - a past release of hazardous substances or
petroleum products that has been addressed to the satisfaction of the applicable regulatory authority
with hazardous substances or petroleum products allowed by remain in place subject to the
implementation of required controls. A condition identified as a Controlled Recognized Environmental
Condition does not imply that the Assessment has evaluated or confirmed the adequacy,
implementation, or continued effectiveness of the required control that has been, or is intended to be
implemented.

Phase I Environmenial Site Assessment
Mercer Island Center for the Arts - Mercer Island, Washingron Page 4



This Phase I Environmental
Site Assessment was performed in
Compliance with the
All Appropriate Inquiry (AAI)
Final Rule: 40 CFR Part 312°

POTENTIAL REPORT EXCEPTIONS TO ALL APPROPRIATE INQUIRY RULE:

§ 40 CFR Part 312.25 Searches for recorded environmental cleanup liens. (a)
All appropriate inquiry must include a search for the existence of environmental
cleanup liens against the subject property that are filed or recorded under federal,
tribal, state, or local law.

§ 40 CFR Part 312.28 Specialized knowledge or experience on the part of the
defendant. (a) Persons to whom this part is applicable per § 312.1(b)® must take into
account, their specialized knowledge of the subject property, the area surrounding the
subject property, the conditions of adjoining properties, and any other experience
relevant to the inquiry, for the purpose of identifying conditions indicative of releases
or threatened releases at the subject property, as defined in § 312.1(c).

§ 40 CFR Part 312.29 The relationship of the purchase price to the value of the
property, if the property were not contaminated. (a) Persons to whom this part
is applicable per § 312.1(b) must consider whether the purchase price of the subject
property reasonably reflects to fair market value of the property, if the property were
not contaminated.

5 A copy of excerpts from the Standards and Practices for All Appropriate Inquiries; Final Rule
U.S. EPA, 40 CFR Part 312, 70 FR 66070, November 1, 2005, in included in the Appendix of this
Report, in the Section entitled Supplemental Documents.

® § 312.1(b). Applicabiliry. The requirements of this part are applicable to: (1) Persons seeking
to establish: (i) The innocent landowner defense pursuant to CERCLA sections 101(35) and 197(b)(3);
(ii) The bona fide prospective purchaser liability protection pursuant to CERCLA sections 101(40) and
107(r); (iii) The contiguous property owner liability protection pursuant to CERCLA section 107(q);
and (2) persons conducting site characterization and assessments with the use of a grant awarded under
CERCLA section 104(k)(2)(B).

Phase | Environmental Site Assessment
Mercer Island Center for the Arts - Mercer Island, Washington Page 5



ASSESSMENT OVERVIEW

Purpose:

The purpose of this Assessment is to comply with selected sections of the standards and practices
for “all appropriate inquiry” for the purposes of CERCLA sections 101(35)(B)(i)(I) and 101(35)(B)(ii) and
(ii1), asdefined in Standards and Practices for All Appropriate Inquiries; Final Rule, U.S. EPA, 40 CFR Part
312 (70 FR 66070). Some of the requires contained in Part 312 are excluded from this Assessment, as
delineated in the preceding Section entitled “Report Exceptions to All Appropriate Inquiry Rule.”

The business purpose of this Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was to investigate, review,
assess, and evaluate — through historical research, document and record review, generally available
environmental data, visual or physical observations, and inspection by a trained assessor — the presence or
likely existence of:

B Contamination by hazardous materials, generally recognized environmental contaminants, visible
pollutants, underground contaminants, and asbestos-containing materials.

® The possibility that these materials arc or may have been introduced — by internal generation,
external introduction, or unknown sources — into the structure or subject Property.

m A brief overview, evaluation, and assessment of the severity of the current potential environmental
risk based upon known standards or applicable regulations.

Unless specifically noted within the text of this Report, this Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
does not include or address groundwater, soil, or extraneous material contamination upon or under the
surface soils, with respect to testing, coring, or sampling analysis.

Protocol:

The procedure for this Environmental Site Assessment was to perform in practical and reasonable
steps--employing currently available technology, existing regulations, and generally acceptable engineering
practices — an investigation to ascertain the possibility, presence, or absence of environmental releases,
threatened releases, or Recognized Environmental Conditions, as limited by the Scope of Work. As such,
this Assessment was performed in substantial compliance with the ASTM Standard Practice for
Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process (Designation E 1527-13).

Objectives: :

® To antempt to acconiplish all appropriate inquiry into ownership and uses of the Property consistent
with good commercial or customary practice, in an effort to minimize liability.

w To conduct an investigation of the Property that will assist ownership's positioning within the “safe
harbor” section of the Federal Superfund liability in 42 U.S.C. §9601(35), the Lender Liability Final
Rule, and 1he CERCLA amendments enacted as part of the 2002 Brownfields Act.

w To provide environmental information that will assist in evaluating ownership's risk of potential
loss or value impairment of the security interest due to environmental defects; and information for
decisions and operational limitations concerning the National Pollution Contingency Plan.

While this Phase | Assessment cannot absolutely quantify and qualify every possible pastand present
environmental risk, the Assessment does provide a partial information basis for reasonable decision making
regarding the potential for environmental liabilities and risk, based upon the current Site-specific situation,
Assessment limitations, and methods of evaluation.

Phase [ Environmental Site Assessment
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