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Executive Summary
Project Name: Eno New Dock – 1625 Lake Mount Drive
Location: 1625 Lake Mount Drive, in the city of Snohomish, within the parcel with tax
identification number 00451000000900.
Client:
Kim Eno
1625 Lake Mount Drive
Snohomish, WA 98290
Wetland Resources Staff: Niels Pedersen (Senior Ecologist, PWS)
Critical Areas Determination: One watercourse (Blackmans Lake) was observed on or near
the subject property. Blackmans Lake is a Type S waterbody that has a 15-foot shoreline buffer,
and no designated Habitat Conservation Area (HCA) buffer. One wetland was observed (Wetland
A) on the subject property. Wetland A is a Category III wetland that requires a 105-foot protective
buffer. Identification and discussion of other critical area types is beyond the scope of work for this
report.
Proposed Project: The applicant proposes to construct a new dock within the subject property.
The project will directly impact Wetland A by removing lawn vegetation, will indirectly impact
Wetland A by potentially shading aquatic vegetation, and will result in 12 new steel piles being
driven into the lakebed. Impacts resulting from the dock will be mitigated at a ratio that meets the
mitigation ratio requirements described in Snohomish Municipal Code (SMC) section
14.250.330(D)(5).
The dock is a permitted shoreline modification, an allowed alteration in wetlands, and meets the
bulk and dimensional standards set forth in SMC 14.250.320. A Shoreline Mitigation Plan has
been prepared that meets the standards of the SMC.
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1.0 PROPOSED PROJECT
1.1 INTRODUCTION
The applicant, Lakeside Construction, was hired by the property owner to permit and construct a
new dock within the 0.33-acre property located at 1625 Lake Mount Drive, in the city of
Snohomish. Wetland Resources was hired to document existing site conditions, describe proposed
mitigation in the context of no net loss of ecological functions, and to demonstrate plan compliance
with Chapter 14.250 of the Snohomish Municipal Code (SMC). Wetland Resources staff visited
the site on April 23, 2020 to delineate and classify critical areas on and near the subject property.
1.2 SITE DESCRIPTION
The subject property is located along the shoreline of Blackmans Lake, an approximately 63-acre
waterbody that is located entirely in the city of Snohomish. Blackmans Lake is a relatively shallow,
mesotrophic waterbody with a small contributing basin (511 acres). The basin has seen extensive
residential development in the last few decades, and now consists of a mix of managed vegetation,
mature forest, and impervious surfaces. Blackmans Lake Creek (aka Swifty Creek) is the primary
inflowing surface channel, and the lake drains to the Snohomish River via Swifty Creek, which
flows south through downtown Snohomish.
The subject property is located in a residential setting on the west shore of Blackmans Lake. Access
is from the west via Lake Mount Drive. The property is developed with a single-family residence
and appurtenant structures. A well-manicured lawn with ornamental landscaping is located on an
east-facing slope between the residence and the lake. A dense monoculture of Douglas hardhack is
located along the shoreline in the vicinity of the subject property, and separates the lawn from open
water. The stand is continuous across the property, except for an approximately 10-foot-wide,
historically maintained cleared area that provides physical access to the lake. The ordinary high
water mark (OHWM) of Blackmans Lake is located just downslope of the lawn, within the stand
of hardhack.
A small Category III wetland (Wetland A) originates at the downslope edge of lawn, near the
transition to very dense Douglas hardhack. Wetland A requires a 105-foot protective buffer.
Vegetation within Wetland A consists of maintained lawn, Douglas hardhack, a large willow, and
mixed emergent/aquatic bed vegetation within the lake. Existing site conditions are depicted in
the enclosed Critical Area Report Maps (Sheet 1/3).
1.3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The applicant proposes to construct a new 364 square-foot dock within the subject property. The
new dock will use light-penetrating ThruFlow grated panels to minimize impacts to aquatic habitat.
Construction will occur from the existing lawn. The project will not result in any impacts to upland
areas or buffers due to the existing, continuous grass path between Lake Mount Drive and the
proposed dock.
Due to the presence of Wetland A across the entire subject property, construction of the dock will
require direct and indirect impacts to Wetland A. A detailed site investigation was conducted using
a mix of high-accuracy Trimble GPS and field measurement to quantify the extent of project
impacts to Wetland A. Based on the applicant’s site plan, permanent impacts total 16 square feet,
where shading caused by installation of new decking is expected to eliminate lawngrass. Based on
discussion with the City’s third-party reviewer (ESA), the dock creates indirect impacts to Wetland
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A totaling 350 square feet, where the deck surface may prevent future establishment by desirable
native species. Compensatory mitigation has been designed in accordance with requirements set
forth in the SMC. To offset 364 square feet of impact to Wetland A, the applicant proposes wetland
enhancement totaling 2,912 square feet (8:1 ratio of mitigation to impact). This will be
accomplished through permanent removal of on-site invasive aquatic species (Nymphaea odorata,
fragrant water lily). As a voluntary measure, to ensure long-term success of the project, the
applicant proposes additional invasive species removal totaling 4,286 square feet. No additional
mitigation is proposed.
The applicant’s mitigation proposal exceeds the no net loss standard of the SMC because dock
impacts are limited to regularly maintained lawn and a Class C noxious weed, which provide no
ecological support to the wetland or lake. Compliance with the SMC’s shoreline management
program (SMP) is provided in the following section titled Regulatory Setting. The applicant’s
mitigation plan is provided in the section below titled Shoreline Mitigation Plan. Monitoring is
proposed for a period of five years, and the dock will be constructed within the work window
defined by the WA Dept. of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) as a condition of Hydraulic Project
Approval (HPA).

2.0 REGULATORY SETTING
2.1 ALLOWED ACTIVITIES
The proposed project occurs in the Shoreline Residential environment designation. Piers and
docks are an allowed activity in this environment designation, subject to the requirements
described in SMC 14.250.270 – Table 2, Footnote 4. The dock complies with the conditions of
Table 2 because it supports a water-dependent use (recreation), is the minimum size necessary, and
is accessory to a single-family residence.
Based on discussion with City planning staff, the proposed dock project is accessory to a residential
use and is therefore not subject to the limits on development in the buffer imposed by SMC
14.250.330(F)(1) Table 8.
2.2 SHORELINE SUBSTANTIAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
Fair market value of the project does not exceed the exemption threshold for the requirement to
obtain a Shoreline Substantial Development Permit (SSDP), as defined by WAC 173-27-040. A
SSDP is not required for this project.
2.3 CRITICAL AREA IDENTIFICATION
Blackmans Lake was observed within the subject property. Blackmans Lake is a Type S waterbody
that requires a 15-foot shoreline buffer. Wetland A was observed along the shoreline of Blackmans
Lake. Wetland A is a Category III wetland that requires a 105-foot wetland buffer. No streams,
avian breeding sites, or salmonid spawning habitat were observed on or near the subject property.
This report accurately describes wetlands, shorelines, and fish and wildlife habitat conservation
areas (FWHCAs). Identification and discussion of all other critical areas is beyond the scope of this
report.
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2.4 CRITICAL AREA REPORT AND MITIGATION PLAN REQUIREMENTS
SMC 14.250.330 requires project proponents to provide a critical area report that meets the
minimum requirements of SMC 14.255.060. Due to the presence of Blackmans Lake, a FWHCA,
the report must also comply with the requirements of SMC 14.280.040. Mitigation plans must
meet the requirements of SMC 14.260.080. This report was written in consideration of all
reporting and mitigation requirements.
2.5 COMPENSATORY MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS
The proposed dock requires direct impacts to Wetland A totaling 14 square feet, where lighttransparent decking near the ground surface may eliminate existing lawngrass. Based on discussion
with the applicant’s third-party reviewer, mitigation is also required for indirect impacts to areas
where the dock may inhibit colonization by desirable aquatic vegetation (350 square feet). The
project also increases overwater coverage within the lake. To meet City mitigation requirements
for all impacts resulting from the new dock, the applicant proposes wetland enhancement totaling
2,912 square feet. This proposal serves the dual purpose of ensuring no net loss of ecological
functions, and satisfies the SMC requirement to provide wetland enhancement for impacts to
Category III wetlands at a ratio of 8:1 (enhancement area to impact area). Enhancement will be
achieved by removal of the Class C noxious weed fragrant water lily (Nymphaea odorata). As an
additional voluntary measure, to ensure long-term success of the mitigation plan, the applicant
proposes to remove all on-site fragrant water lily. Areas outside of the 2,912 square-foot removal
area will not be subject to the Performance Standards stated below.
The applicant asserts that it is most practical to provide permittee-responsible mitigation within
the wetland, to meet the on-site, in-kind preference of the SMC. Restoration opportunities are
absent within the subject property. Wetland creation would create additional regulatory burden
placed on adjacent property owners, and would not be considered in-kind mitigation because this
project may eliminate vegetation but not wetland area. For these reasons, wetland enhancement
was chosen as the most appropriate mitigation type. Furthermore, it is most similar to the impact
type (removal of vegetation), and will replace lost functions while allowing for increased native
diversity within the site.
A maintenance surety is required based on SMC 14.255.080(G)(2), which equals 50 percent of the
total cost of the mitigation plan as approved by the City. Due to the very small size of the mitigation
area, and the applicant’s intention to conduct the removal work themselves, the applicant requests
relief from the requirement to provide a maintenance surety.
2.6 HABITAT CONSERVATION AREA BUFFERS
Blackmans Lake is a Type S waterbody because it exceeds 20 acres in total area. Areas within 200
feet of Type S waterbodies are considered to be within shoreline jurisdiction, and must comply
with rules in effect at the time of adoption of the Shoreline Management Program (SMP). Relevant
to this HCA buffer discussion, SMC 14.250.330(E)(2)-(3) provides substantive requirements and
HCA buffer requirements that replace SMC 14.280.050-.060. Specifically, SMC
14.250.330(E)(2)(d) requires buffers of undisturbed native vegetation adjacent to Habitat
Conservation Areas (HCAs) in accordance with SMC 14.250.330(E)(3).
SMC 14.250.330(E)(3) - Table 6 establishes standard HCA buffer widths for Type S waters located
in city limits. Blackmans Lake is notably absent from this table. Table 7, which immediately follows,
is intended to provide HCA buffer widths for other waters located within shoreline jurisdiction that
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are not included in Table 6. Type S streams are notably excluded from Table 7. Therefore, the
SMC does not require a HCA buffer for Blackmans Lake. For this reason, it is apparent that the
SMC does not require a buffer of undisturbed vegetation surrounding Blackmans Lake as
described in SMC 14.250.330(E)(3).
2.7 NON-CONFORMING USE
The 105-foot protective buffer associated with Wetland A encumbers residential landscaping
(ornamental plants, rockeries, lawn), an existing deck, and approximately half of the primary
residence. The 15-foot shoreline buffer for Blackmans Lake encumbers a small portion of
residential landscaping and a portion of a dense patch of Douglas hardhack located along the
shoreline. Residential uses and structures were legally established, and are mostly non-conforming
with regard to current use regulations. The applicant proposes that all legally established uses
within the property be continued and remain in their current form and location. This applies to
all residential landscaping, including the width of the existing (maintained) access point to
Blackmans Lake.
2.8 VEGETATION MANAGEMENT PLAN
The proposed project is located within Blackmans Lake, in the Shoreline Residential environment.
Pursuant to SMC 14.250.080(D), Blackmans Lake requires a 15-foot shoreline buffer in the
Shoreline Residential environment, and a 50-foot shoreline setback.
SMC 14.250.330(G) describes vegetation management plan requirements in shoreline areas.
Specifically, SMC 14.250.330(G)(6) requires applicants to provide a vegetation management plan
as part of a critical areas report. The following narrative re-states all relevant citations from the
SMC as indented, italicized text. The applicant’s response immediately follows as normal, justified
text. The following is taken directly from SMC 14.250.330(G)(6).
Vegetation management plans shall be provided as part of a critical area report for required shoreline buffer
areas. a. Vegetation management plans shall be prepared by a qualified professional.
This vegetation management plan was prepared by Niels Pedersen. Niels Pedersen holds a
Bachelor’s Degree in Environmental Policy and Urban Planning, a post-baccalaureate certificate
in Wetland Science and Management, is a Professional Wetland Scientist, and has been conducting
similar environmental assessments in a professional setting for over seven years. Niels Pedersen is
a qualified professional based on WAC 365-195-905(4).
b. Vegetation management plans shall evaluate the ecological value of existing vegetation in the buffer and
propose actions to ensure that buffer areas provide ecological functions equivalent to a dense native vegetation
community to the extent possible. Required vegetation shall be maintained over the life of the development.
Vegetation management plans are required for shoreline buffer areas. As previously stated,
Blackmans Lake requires a 15-foot shoreline buffer in the Shoreline Residential environment.
Within 15 feet of the OWHM of the lake, vegetation consists of a dense stand of hardhack (native)
along the shoreline, with maintained lawn located immediately landward. Hardhack is cleared
within an approximately 10-foot-wide cleared area that provides physical access to the shoreline.
Figure 1 below depicts the existing vegetated condition within 15 feet of the OHWM, and is based
on a combination of high-accuracy GPS and estimation in the field.
Hardhack is sufficiently dense that it is expected to block noise and light transmission, to provide
thermal and hiding cover, and impedes physical movement to at least the extent of a dense native
Critical Area Report and Shoreline Mitigation Plan
Eno New Dock – 1625 Lake Mount Drive

4

WRI Project #20056
Revision 1: October 30, 2020

vegetation community that existed throughout the entire 15-foot shoreline buffer. It is the
applicant’s assertion that existing vegetation is sufficiently dense that it meets the standards of SMC
14.250.330(G)(6)(b). Beyond conservation of the existing hardhack, no additional measures are
proposed.

Vegetation Conditions Within the Shoreline Buffer
c. For private development, recording of a conservation easement or similar legal restriction may be required
to ensure preservation of vegetation within the buffer.
Noted; no such easement or legal restriction is proposed by the applicant.
d. Where consistent with the intent of buffer functions, vegetation management plans shall minimize
impairment of views of the water body or shoreline from public streets, parks, overlooks, and other adjacent
public places.
Not applicable. The shoreline is not known to be in line-of-sight from Lake Mount Drive, parks,
overlooks, or other adjacent public places.
2.9 REGULATIONS SPECIFIC TO DOCKS
SMC 14.250.320 provides regulations specific to docks. The following narrative re-states all
relevant citations from the SMC as indented, italicized text. The applicant’s response immediately
follows as normal, justified text. The following is taken directly from SMC 14.250.320.
A. Shoreline subdivisions vested with complete application after the effective date of this chapter, temporary
lodging, and multifamily uses shall be served by no more than one (1) joint use dock.
Not applicable. The proposed project is a single-family residence.
B. Docks, piers, long-term moorage, and vehicular boat launches are prohibited on the Pilchuck River.
Not applicable. The proposed project is not located on the Pilchuck River.
Critical Area Report and Shoreline Mitigation Plan
Eno New Dock – 1625 Lake Mount Drive

5

WRI Project #20056
Revision 1: October 30, 2020

C. No dock, pier, moorage, buoy, float or launching facility authorized by this chapter shall interfere with
safe navigation, or normal public use of the water. All such facilities shall be located and managed in a
manner that minimizes impacts to aquatic habitat.
The proposed dock is the minimum length that accomplishes the applicant’s needs, and does not
interfere with safe navigation or normal public use of the water. Impacts to aquatic habitats have
been minimized by proposing a dock that complies with dimensional regulations for freshwater
docks set forth by the WA Dept. of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), and that also meets the dimensional
and setback requirements established by the SMC.
D. Applications for piers and docks on the Snohomish River shall include an assessment of impacts on
anadromous salmon habitat, and a mitigation plan addressing any impacts expected from the project.
Compensatory mitigation shall be provided for impacts that cannot be avoided through design and siting.
Not applicable. The proposed project is not located on the Snohomish River.
E. Prior to issuance of a permit for a pier or dock on the Snohomish River, the applicant shall provide
evidence of all required state and federal permits.
Not applicable. The project does not occur on the Snohomish River.
The proposed project requires Hydraulic Project Approval from WDFW, which will be applied
for and issued prior to construction of the dock. No federal permits are required for this project
because Blackmans Lake is not considered “navigable waters,” and therefore does not require a
federal Section 10 (Rivers and Harbors Act) permit. Despite having regulatory authority over
jurisdictional wetlands, spanning and piers do not constitute “discharge of dredge and fill material
into waters of the United States.” For this reason, the project does not require a federal Section
404 (Clean Water Act) permit.
F. Boat lifts may be approved by conditional use permit with a demonstration that no net loss of ecological
functions or significant impacts to shoreline views will occur.
Not applicable. This project does not include a boat lift.
G. Docks and piers serving residential uses shall be subject to the requirements of subsections F through I of
this section, or shall demonstrate that the project provides an equal or greater degree of protection of ecological
functions and anadromous species habitat. For the purposes of meeting this requirement, the Planning
Director, or designee, may require a critical area report to determine whether the project is adequately
protective.
This project meets all requirements of subsections F through I. This critical area report
demonstrates adequate protection in the context of no net loss. See the sections below titled No Net
Loss of Ecological Functions, and Shoreline Impacts Analysis.
H. Except as otherwise provided in this section, only one (1) dock, pier, moorage, buoy, float, or launching
facility may be permitted for each parcel developed with a single-family dwelling, and only if the applicant
demonstrates there is no other feasible option for shared use facilities.
The applicant proposes one dock for one parcel developed with a single-family dwelling. Shared
use is not an option that meets the applicant’s needs, and is therefore infeasible.
I. New residential development of two (2) or more adjacent lots or two (2) or more residential units shall
have no more than one (1) dock and shall allow for joint use rather than one (1) dock for each unit, unless
demonstrated to be infeasible.
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Not applicable. The proposed project occurs on an existing parcel with single-family residential
use.
J. Skirting is prohibited on any pier or dock.
This project does not include skirting.
K. Water surface coverage by docks (defined by the outside dimensions of all over-water portions of the floats,
ramps, and ells, regardless of surface materials used) shall be limited as follows:
1. A dock serving only one (1) residential waterfront lot shall not exceed four hundred eighty (480) square
feet; 2. A dock serving two (2) residential waterfront lots shall not exceed seven hundred (700) square feet;
and 3. A dock serving three (3) or more residential waterfront lots shall not exceed one thousand (1,000)
square feet.
The proposed project is beneath the 480 square-foot overwater coverage requirement for one
residential waterfront lot, based on total area of the proposed dock.
L. Wood treated with toxic compounds shall not be used for decking, pilings, or other in-water components.
Tires shall not be used on moorage facilities. Foam material may be used if fully encapsulated.
The proposed project uses only non-toxic compounds, including AZCA-treated fir and steel piles.
M. No private moorage or other structure waterward of the ordinary high water mark, including structures
attached thereto, shall be closer than twelve (12) feet to any adjacent property line except when there is a
mutual agreement of adjoining property owners.
The proposed dock is at least 34 feet from any adjacent property. No structures are located closer
than 12 feet to the adjacent property line, and no mutual agreement is required.
N. No covered dock, pier, covered moorage, covered float, or other covered structure is permitted waterward of
the ordinary high water mark.
The proposed project does not include covered structures.
2.10 NO NET LOSS OF ECOLOGICAL FUNCTIONS
SMC 14.250.330(B) provides regulations that protect ecological functions from the negative effects
of development. The following narrative re-states all relevant citations from the SMC as indented,
italicized text. The applicant’s response immediately follows as normal, justified text. The following
is taken directly from SMC 14.250.330(B). Additional discussion of project impacts is included in
the section below titled Shoreline Impacts Analysis.
B. No Net Loss.
3. To ensure there is no net loss in shoreline ecological functions resulting from any individual development
proposal where avoidance of environmental impacts was not feasible, the Director may require applicants to
provide a special analysis that:
a. Describes the options that were considered to avoid impacts but were determined to be not feasible;
The applicant considered a joint-use dock, which was ultimately determined to be not feasible.
b. Demonstrates how the design of the project minimizes the effect of any unavoidable impacts; and
The applicant’s preferred use of the site includes clearing existing Douglas hardhack from much
of the property and installing a new dock in the center of the property. To minimize impacts to
wetlands and the lake, the applicant is willing to construct the dock within a regularly-maintained
area consisting of maintained lawn. This proposal minimizes impacts to aquatic vegetation.
Critical Area Report and Shoreline Mitigation Plan
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c. Shows how proposed mitigation measures will adequately compensate for the negative impacts.
Impacts resulting from the project include vegetation removal within regularly maintained lawn
areas, and indirect shading over aquatic wetland vegetation. Residential lawns do not provide
ecological support functions to wetlands or lakes, and BMPs will be implemented to reduce
negative effects during construction. Fish use within Blackmans lake is dominated by the
recreational fishery. In consideration of the resources being impacted by shading existing
vegetation and temporary impacts, the proposed shoreline mitigation plan is expected to provide
a net ecological benefit.
2.11 MITIGATION SEQUENCING
SMC 14.250.330(C) provides regulations that reduce impacts resulting from shoreline
development. The following narrative re-states all relevant citations from the SMC as indented,
italicized text. The applicant’s response immediately follows as normal, justified text. The following
is taken directly from SMC 14.250.330(C).
1. Adverse environmental impacts shall be avoided if feasible. Where not feasible to completely avoid
environmental impacts, mitigation measures shall be applied in the following sequence of steps, in order of
priority:
a. Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action;
Joint use is not feasible for this project. Wetland A is continuous along the entire on-site shoreline.
Impact avoidance is not possible.
b. Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation by using
appropriate technology or by taking affirmative steps to avoid or reduce impacts;
Impact minimization will be achieved in the following ways:
•
•
•
•
•
•

The dock has been sited within an existing maintained area,
The dock was designed in accordance with state regulations, which incorporate design
standards for the protection of fish and wildlife habitat;
Construction will occur from an existing access path or barge to limit impacts to shoreline
vegetation;
A wood block and bubble curtain will be used to minimize in-water construction noise impacts;
Materials selection does not include wood treated with toxic compounds; and
Adequate space is proposed between adjacent docks, to limit navigational impacts.

c. Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment;
Impacts will be rectified by removing invasive plants, thus improving aquatic and terrestrial habitat
within Blackmans Lake.
d. Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations;
The proposed dock will be regularly maintained and preserved by the property owner, to reduce
the frequency of short-term impacts associated with future repair/replacement actions.
e. Compensating for the impact by replacing, enhancing, or providing substitute resources or environments;
The applicant proposes to provide wetland enhancement to offset the impact associated with the
dock.

Critical Area Report and Shoreline Mitigation Plan
Eno New Dock – 1625 Lake Mount Drive

8

WRI Project #20056
Revision 1: October 30, 2020

f. Monitoring the impact and the compensation projects and taking appropriate corrective measures.
The applicant proposes to monitor and maintain the enhancement planting area for a period of
five years, to ensure the successful establishment of installed plants.
2. Lower priority measures shall be applied only where higher priority measures are determined to be infeasible
or inapplicable.
Higher priority measures are infeasible. No restoration opportunities exist on or near the site.
Creation would create additional regulatory burden for adjacent property owners, and would not
provide in-kind mitigation.
3. Application of the mitigation measures must achieve no net loss of ecological functions for each development
and shall not result in required mitigation in excess of that necessary to assure that the development will result
in no net loss of shoreline ecological functions.
No net loss is demonstrated by providing invasive species removal in exchange for minor impacts
(shading) to maintained lawn area/aquatic plants. Proposed mitigation is at least commensurate
with proposed impacts, and is expected to achieve no net loss of shoreline ecological functions.
4. When compensatory measures are appropriate pursuant to the mitigation priority sequence above,
preferential consideration shall be given to measures that replace the impacted functions directly and in the
immediate vicinity of the impact. However, alternative compensatory mitigation within the watershed that
addresses limiting factors or identified critical needs for shoreline resource conservation based on watershed or
comprehensive resource management plans applicable to the area of impact may be authorized.
Direct impacts to wetlands will be replaced by wetland enhancement, in the immediate vicinity of
the impact.

3.0 CRITICAL AREAS DETERMINATION METHODOLOGY
3.1 LIMIT OF STUDY
The proposed project occurs within one tax parcel. Lack of legal access prevents Wetland
Resources, Inc. (WRI) staff from performing routine wetland and OHWM determinations in
surrounding areas. Critical area boundaries outside of the subject parcel were estimated using best
professional judgment based on visual observation from the edge of legal access. The limits of
delineated and estimated critical area boundaries are clearly defined on the Critical Area Report
Maps, which are provided as Appendix C of this report.
3.2 CRITICAL AREAS CLASSIFICATION
Wetlands are classified in accordance with SMC 14.260, except where superseded by SMC
14.250, which requires use of the Washington Department of Ecology Wetland Rating System
for Western Washington 2014 Update (Ecology Publication 14-06-029).
Streams are classified in accordance with SMC 14.280, except where superseded by SMC 14.250.
All streams that exceed mean twenty cubic feet per second annual flow, lakes greater than 20
acres in total area, and all marine waters are classified as shorelines of the state. Blackmans Lake
is a shoreline of the state and also a FWHCA.
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3.3 WETLAND DELINEATION METHODOLOGY
Wetland boundaries were determined using the routine determination approach described in the
Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987) and the
Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Western
Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region (Version 2.0) (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2010), as
required by MMC 20.05.030. Under the routine methodology, the process for making a wetland
determination is based on three steps:
1.) Examination of the site for hydrophytic vegetation (species present and percent cover);
2.) Examination of the site for hydric soils;
3.) Determining the presence of wetland hydrology
The following criteria must be met in order to make a positive wetland determination.
Vegetation Criteria
The Corps Manual and 2010 Regional Supplement define hydrophytic vegetation as “the assemblage
of macrophytes that occurs in areas where inundation or soil saturation is either permanent or of sufficient frequency
and duration to influence plant occurrence.” Field indicators are used to determine whether the
hydrophytic vegetation criteria have been met. Examples of these indicators include, but are not
limited to, the rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation, a dominance test result of greater than 50%,
and/or a prevalence index score less than or equal to 3.0.
Soils Criteria
The 2010 Regional Supplement (per the National Technical Committee for Hydric Soils) defines
hydric soils as soils “that formed under conditions of saturation, flooding, or ponding long enough during the
growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in the upper part.” Field indicators are used to determine
whether a given soil meets the definition for hydric soils. Indicators are numerous and include,
but are not limited to, presence of a histosol or histic epipedon, a sandy gleyed matrix, depleted
matrix, and redoximorphic depressions.
Hydrology Criteria
Wetland hydrology encompasses all hydrologic characteristics of areas that are periodically
inundated or have soils saturated to the surface for a sufficient duration during the growing season.
Areas with evident characteristics of wetland hydrology are those where the presence of water has
an overriding influence on the characteristics of vegetation and soils due to anaerobic and
chemically reducing conditions, respectively. The strongest indicators include the presence of
surface water, a high water table, and/or soil saturation within at least 12 inches of the soil surface.
3.4 STREAM DELINEATION METHODOLOGY
All aquatic areas observed within the project area were located in the field and are depicted on the
attached maps. The OHWM was delineated using the methodology described in the Washington
State Department of Ecology document Determining the Ordinary High Water Mark for
Shoreline Management Act Compliance in Washington State (Anderson et al. 2016).
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4.0 CRITICAL AREAS DETERMINATION REPORT
WRI was contracted by the applicant to delineate and catalogue wetlands and aquatic areas within
the project area. Field delineation occurred on April 23, 2020. Blackmans Lake was observed in
the eastern portion of the property. Blackmans Lake is a Type S waterbody and requires a 15-foot
shoreline buffer. One wetland was observed within the subject property. Wetland A is a Category
III wetland with a habitat score of five points. Wetland A requires a 105-foot wetland buffer.
Critical Area
Critical Area
Buffer
Name
Classification
(feet)
Blackmans Lake
Type S
15
Wetland A
Category III
105
Critical Areas Located in the Project Area
4.1 REVIEW OF EXISTING INFORMATION
Prior to conducting the on-site investigations, public resources information was reviewed to gather
background information on the project study area and surrounding areas in regards to wetlands
and streams.
USFWS National Wetlands Inventory
NWI depicts a Lacustrine, Limnetic, Unconsolidated Bottom, Permanently Flooded wetland that
encompasses the open-water portion of Blackmans Lake. A large scrub-shrub wetland is located
along the north and south shorelines of Blackmans Lake (several hundred feet from the subject
property. No other wetlands are depicted.
Snohomish County Soils
The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) web soil survey was used to identify soil
types in the project area. The subject property consists of Tokul medial gravelly loam. The
following table describes the hydric component percentages found in this mapped soil type. The
likelihood hydric soils will be found within any given map unit is partly based on the percentage of
hydric components found in the mapped soil type.
Map Unit Name
Hydric Component
Component Percentage
Tokul
gravelly Pastik
5
medial loam
Norma
3
McKenna
2
Hydric Soil Components in the Project Area
Fish Presence
The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), Pacific States Marine Fisheries
Commission (PSMFC), and the Washington Dept. of Natural Resources (WADNR) are the
primary agencies that provide publicly available information used for making fish presence
determinations consistent with the water typing rules set forth in WAC 222-16-031. The following
information represents the findings from each source.
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WDNR Forest Practices Activity Mapping Tool (FPAMT)
FPAMT is an online GIS database that aids the process of submitting a Forest Practices permit
application. The tool is useful for the purposes of this study because WADNR models fish presence.
Blackmans Lake is mapped as a Type S waterbody. Swifty Creek, both in upstream and
downstream reaches are mapped as Type F.
WDFW Lowland Lakes Guide
WDFW maintains fishing guides for many lakes in Washington, which are primarily used to inform
recreational fishing enthusiasts. The WDFW guide for Blackmans Lake states that the following
fish species are likely to be present:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Black bullhead,
Black crappie,
Brown bullhead,
Coastal cutthroat trout (stocked),
Common carp,
Largemouth bass,
Pumpkinseed sunfish,
Rainbow trout (stocked) , and
Yellow perch

WDFW SalmonScape Map Tool
SalmonScape is an online GIS database that contains publicly available resource information for
fish population studies and general species distribution (both documented and modeled presence).
Coho (potential presence, blocked) is the only fish species depicted within Blackmans Lake.
PSMFC StreamNet Map Tool
StreamNet is a fish distribution database maintained by the PSMFC as a regional clearinghouse
for fish data.
No fish species are mapped within Blackmans Lake.
WDFW Priority Habitat and Species (PHS) Maps
Waterfowl concentrations (regular concentration) are the only priority habitats are depicted within
Blackmans Lake in the vicinity of the project.
4.2 WATERCOURSE DETERMINATION FINDINGS
Blackmans Lake
WAC 222-16-030 Classification: Type S
Physical Characteristics: Flows to the Snohomish River via Swifty Creek
Snohomish Shoreline Buffer Requirement: 15 feet
Blackmans Lake is regulated as a shoreline of the state (Type S), and is located along the east
property line of the subject site. The waterbody is drained by Swifty Creek, which flows south
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towards the Snohomish River through downtown Snohomish. Blackmans Lake is described as
potentially containing Coho, and is stocked annually with rainbow trout and cutthroat trout. It is
generally believed that Blackmans Lake has not received a productive anadromous run for many
years. Blackmans Lake, where it is located in the Shoreline Residential environment, requires a
15-foot shoreline buffer and a 50-foot structure setback.
In the vicinity of the subject property, Douglas hardhack is the dominant shrub species.
Unidentified willow is located in the southeast portion of the property, and the aquatic bed class is
dominated by yellow pond-lily with some sedge and rush species interspersed. It appears that
removal of a significant infestation of fragrant water-lily, a Class C noxious weed, occurred at some
point in the past several years. Douglas hardhack is very dense and spans the on-site shoreline,
except for an approximately 10-foot-wide path that is regularly maintained and provides access to
the lake.
The on-site shoreline condition along Blackmans Lake provides thermal and hiding cover
opportunities for avian species, but lacks species diversity due to over-competition by Douglas
hardhack. High stem density along the fringe of the lake provides aquatic habitat value and wave
attenuation functions.
No mammalian species were detected during the on-site investigation, although several species,
including gray squirrels (Sciurus spp.), black-tailed deer (Odocoileus hemionus), raccoon (Procyon lotor),
and potentially coyote (Canis latrans), are expected to occur generally within the area. Some avian
activity was observed near Blackmans Lake and, given the habitat available, it is expected that the
following avian species use the area: American Crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), Steller’s Jay (Cyanocitta
stelleri), Ruby-crowned Kinglet (Regulus calendula), Golden-crowned Kinglet (Regulus satrapa),
Black-capped Chickadee (Poecile atricapilla), Dark-eyed Junco (Junco hyemalis), Red-winged Blackbird
(Agelaius phoeniceus), Spotted Towhee (Pipilo maculatus), Song Sparrow (Melospiza melodia), and Pacific
Wren (Troglodytes pacifica). This is not intended to be an all-inclusive list.
4.3 WETLAND DETERMINATION FINDINGS
Wetland A
DOE Wetland Classification: Category III
DOE Rating Score: 18 total points, 5 habitat points
Cowardin Classification: Lacustrine, Littoral, Emergent
Snohomish Wetland Buffer Requirement: 105 feet
Wetland A is an approximately 6,000 square-foot wetland located along the shoreline of
Blackmans Lake. The wetland extends to off-site areas to the north. The wetland consists of a
dense monoculture of Douglas hardhack (Spiraea douglasii) with reed canarygrass along the fringe,
which transitions to maintained lawngrass (Agrostis sp.), creeping buttercup (Ranunculus repens), and
birdsfoot trefoil (Lotus corniculatus) on the landward side of the lake. Emergent species were
observed on the waterward side of the hardhack stand, and include smallfruit bulrush (Scirpus
microcarpus), soft rush (Juncus effusus), common cattail (Typha latifolia), and yellow-flag iris (Iris
pseudacorus). Aquatic bed vegetation extends to deeper portions of the limnetic zone, and includes
yellow pond-lily (Nuphar lutea) and fragrant water-lily (Nymphaea odorata).
Standing water was observed within the stand of hardhack during the April site visit, and
evidence of wetland hydrology was observed for several feet into the maintained lawn area.
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Moderately steep topography near the edge of lawn/hardhack defines the wetland boundary,
which is supported by the transitional soils found in this area. Wetland A easily met hydrophytic
vegetation, soils, and hydrology criteria. Upland areas immediately upslope contained highchroma soils and did not display wetland hydrology during the April site visit.
Wetland A scored 18 total points and 5 habitat points using the 2014 Update Wetland Rating
Form for Western Washington. Wetlands that score between 16 and 19 points are classified as
Category III wetlands. Based on SMC 14.250.330(D)(3), which replaces SMC 14.260.060,
Category III wetlands that score 5 habitat points require 105-foot wetland buffers.

5.0 SHORELINE MITIGATION PLAN
The applicant proposes to enhance Wetland A in the eastern portion of the property by removal
of the Class C noxious weed fragrant water lily (Nymphaea odorata). Enhancement meeting SMC
ratio requirements (8:1) totals 2,912 square feet. As a voluntary measure, the applicant proposes to
additionally remove all fragrant water lily located on the subject property (total removal equals
7,198 square feet). The dock project will result in removal of maintained lawn and shading of
invasive aquatic bed vegetation, and will create temporary disturbance during construction. No
permanent impacts are proposed landward of the OHWM. Monitoring is proposed for a period
of five years, as required by SMC 14.255.080(G).
5.1 SHORELINE IMPACTS ANALYSIS
The proposed project does not create any impacts within the terrestrial environment; upland
vegetation removal is not necessary, new structures/impervious surfaces are not proposed,
construction will stage from a maintained grassy area near the proposed dock, and existing habitat
features will be protected by placement of the dock over maintained lawn to the extent possible.
Despite the absence of terrestrial impacts, it is commonly understood that docks in the nearshore
littoral zone alter freshwater aquatic communities. Furthermore, the dock will span a portion of a
lake-fringe wetland. Impacts described in this section are a summary of the research performed by
Jose Carrasquero (Herrera Environmental Consultants) for the 2001 White Paper titled Over-Water
Structures: Freshwater Issues. Docks affect aquatic communities through short-term and long-term
changes to habitat structure. Short-term impacts include noise disturbance and water quality
impairment related to construction. Long-term impacts include changes to flora, fauna, and
salmonid behavior disruption, which may alter the food web and increase predation risk.
The assertion that this project limits shoreline ecological function is made in the context of
cumulative impacts resulting from many individual projects along the lakeshore. Despite the low
level of long-term risk associated with the proposed individual dock, alterations caused by
construction and operation could negatively impact aquatic habitat. It is therefore reasonable for
the City to require impact mitigation to offset potential negative effects.
The proposed project is expected to result in shading/loss of 14 square feet of lawn vegetation and
350 square feet of aquatic bed vegetation. Wetland and nearshore functions that occur within the
soil profile and immediately at the ground surface remain intact. No piles are proposed to be
installed within the wetland. The loss of a very small area of lawn and invasive aquatic bed
vegetation is itself an impact that approaches de minimis, due to the absence of functions provided
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by lawn and invasive aquatic vegetation.
However, this project may to some extent limit future establishment of aquatic bed vegetation in
the lake, which provides water quality improvement, habitat, cover, nutrient cycling, and sediment
stabilization functions. To offset this small loss, the applicant proposes to remove invasive fragrant
water lily at a ratio of 8:1. Removal will benefit the aquatic environment by reducing demand for
dissolved oxygen, modestly reducing water temperature, and by providing an opportunity for
diverse, desirable aquatic plants. Overall, the proposed mitigation plan is expected to result in
improved wetland and lake functions relative to the existing condition.
5.2 INVASIVE VEGETATION REMOVAL PLAN
To meet the 8:1 enhancement ratio requirement, the applicant proposes to remove fragrant water
lily from an area totaling 2,912 square feet. Additionally, the applicant proposes to remove all onsite fragrant water-lily (total removal equals 7,198 square feet). This measure will increase the
likelihood of project success by reducing pressure caused by the existence of water lily in off-site
areas that cannot be managed by the applicant.
Based on personal communication with Ecology’s Aquatic Plant Specialist (Jennifer Parsons), and
with Northwest Aquatic Management, LLC, a company that is currently contracted to remove
fragrant water lily from Blackmans Lake, complete removal of fragrant water lily should be possible
in two years or less. To meet SMC monitoring requirements, the site will be monitored for five
years.
Invasive species cover shall be determined in the peak of the growing season (approximately late
June-July). Total observed invasive species cover will be divided by the total enhancement area,
yielding approximate invasive cover. Each monitoring report will establish an approximate percent
coverage of invasive species, which will serve as the basis for maintenance recommendations.
Maintenance shall occur following any report documenting an increase in invasive species cover,
even if cover is reported below five percent.
Removal of fragrant water lily shall be in accordance with guidelines established by WDFW,
Washington Noxious Weed Control Board, and the Washington Dept. of Ecology. Generally,
water lily control conducted by the property shall include only mechanical control; continual
removal of all leaves as they emerge, at least several times per year. Note: cut materials must be
removed and disposed of appropriately.
If mechanical removal by the property owner is deemed ineffective, the applicant shall contract a
licensed company to perform control work. Based on their familiarity with fragrant water lily
control on Blackmans Lake, WRI recommends the applicant hire Northwest Aquatic
Management, LLC to perform the work.
5.3 PROJECT MONITORING PROGRAM
Requirements for monitoring project:
1. Initial compliance/as-built report
2. Annual site inspection (in mid-summer) for years 1-5
3. Annual reports including final report (one report submitted by September 1st of each monitored
year)
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Purpose for Monitoring
The purpose for monitoring this mitigation project shall be to evaluate its success. Success will be
determined if monitoring shows at the end of five years that the performance standards stated
below are being met. The property owners shall grant access to the mitigation area for inspection
and maintenance to the contracted landscaper, project biologist, and City during the period of the
bond or until the project is evaluated as successful.
Monitoring Methodology
During the as-built site visit, two representative photopoints will be selected. Photos shall be taken
from the same location during each monitoring year to establish a record of plant removal
throughout the monitoring period. The location of permanent photopoints shall be depicted
graphically in the as-built report, and Year 0 photographs shall be included in the as-built letter.
Report Contents
Annual monitoring reports shall be submitted by September 1st of each year during the monitoring
period. As applicable, monitoring reports must include descriptions / data for:
1. Site plan and vicinity map,
2. Historic description of project, including date of removal, current year of monitoring,
restatement of mitigation / restoration goals, and performance standards,
3. Plant cover by species,
4. Monitoring methodology in the context of assessing performance standards,
5. Color photographs taken from permanent photopoints.
5.4 PROJECT SUCCESS AND COMPLIANCE
Upon removal of the invasive plants, an inspection by the project biologist will be made to
document correct installation. A compliance letter will be supplied to the City for review within 60
days after successful removal of fragrant water lily. City review and acceptance of the as-built letter
is required prior to commencement of the five-year monitoring period.
A landscape professional or the project biologist will perform monitoring of the plantings annually
in the summer for five years. A written report describing the monitoring results will be submitted
to the City after the summer site inspection of each monitored year, and in any case before
September 1st. Final inspection will occur five years after completion of this project, unless
performance standards are not met in year five. The project biologist will prepare a final report
once all performance standards have been met. If the project does not meet the Performance
Standards below in year five, annual monitoring and maintenance shall continue until the project
meets all performance standards.
City of Snohomish Contact
Certain actions within the mitigation area may require inspection or approval by City staff.
Requests for inspection/approval shall be coordinated with the City.
5.5 GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND PERFORMANCE STANDARDS
The overall goal of this shoreline mitigation plan is to improve ecological functions along the
shoreline of Blackmans Lake. Specific goals, objectives, and performance standards include the
following:
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Goal 1
Improve plant species diversity within Blackmans Lake.
Objective 1a: Provide opportunity for nearshore colonization by diverse native species.
Performance Standard 1a1: The 2,912 square-foot invasive removal area shall contain less
than five percent cover by fragrant water lily during any inspection.
Note: Maintenance shall occur immediately after any finding that exceeds five percent, and a
short memo shall be drafted and submitted within 30 days documenting successful reduction
to below five percent.

6.0 USE OF THIS REPORT
This Critical Area Report and Shoreline Mitigation Plan is supplied to Kim Eno as a means of
determining on-site critical area conditions as required by the City of Snohomish during the
permitting process. This report is based largely on readily observable conditions and, to a lesser
extent, on readily ascertainable conditions. No attempt has been made to determine hidden or
concealed conditions.
The laws applicable to wetlands are subject to varying interpretations and may be changed at any
time by the courts or legislative bodies. This report is intended to provide information deemed
relevant in the applicant's attempt to comply with the laws now in effect.
The work for this report has conformed to the standard of care employed by wetland ecologists.
No other representation or warranty is made concerning the work or this report, and any implied
representation or warranty is disclaimed.
Wetland Resources, Inc.

Niels Pedersen, PWS
Senior Wetland Ecologist
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Appendix A
WA Dept. of Ecology Wetland Rating Form for Western Washington
Wetland A

(this page intentionally left blank)

A
Wetland name or number ______

RATING SUMMARY – Western Washington
Eno Property - Wetland A
4.23.20
Name of wetland (or ID #): _________________________________
Date of site visit: _____
Niels Pedersen
6.14
✔ Yes ___No Date of training______
Rated by____________________________
Trained by Ecology?__
✔
LAKE FRINGE
HGM Class used for rating_________________
Wetland has multiple HGM classes?___Y ____N

NOTE: Form is not complete without the figures requested (figures can be combined).
Snohomish County
Source of base aerial photo/map ______________________________________
✔ or special characteristics___)
OVERALL WETLAND CATEGORY ____
III (based on functions___

1. Category of wetland based on FUNCTIONS
_______Category I – Total score = 23 - 27
_______Category II – Total score = 20 - 22
✔
_______Category
III – Total score = 16 - 19
_______Category IV – Total score = 9 - 15
FUNCTION

Improving
Water Quality

Hydrologic

Score for each
function based
on three
ratings
(order of ratings
is not
important)

Habitat

Circle the appropriate ratings

Site Potential
Landscape Potential
Value

H
H

M
M

L
L

H
H

M
M

L
L

H
H

M
M

L
L

H

M

L

H

M

L

H

M

L

Score Based on
Ratings

8

5

TOTAL

18

5

9 = H,H,H
8 = H,H,M
7 = H,H,L
7 = H,M,M
6 = H,M,L
6 = M,M,M
5 = H,L,L
5 = M,M,L
4 = M,L,L
3 = L,L,L

2. Category based on SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS of wetland
CHARACTERISTIC

CATEGORY

Estuarine

I

II

Wetland of High Conservation Value

I

Bog

I

Mature Forest

I

Old Growth Forest

I

Coastal Lagoon
Interdunal
None of the above
Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update
Rating Form – Effective January 1, 2015

I

II

I II III IV

✔
1

A
Wetland name or number ______

Maps and figures required to answer questions correctly for
Western Washington
Depressional Wetlands
Map of:
Cowardin plant classes
Hydroperiods
Location of outlet (can be added to map of hydroperiods)
Boundary of area within 150 ft of the wetland (can be added to another figure)
Map of the contributing basin
1 km Polygon: Area that extends 1 km from entire wetland edge - including
polygons for accessible habitat and undisturbed habitat
Screen capture of map of 303(d) listed waters in basin (from Ecology website)
Screen capture of list of TMDLs for WRIA in which unit is found (from web)

To answer questions:
D 1.3, H 1.1, H 1.4
D 1.4, H 1.2
D 1.1, D 4.1
D 2.2, D 5.2
D 4.3, D 5.3
H 2.1, H 2.2, H 2.3

Figure #

D 3.1, D 3.2
D 3.3

Riverine Wetlands
Map of:
Cowardin plant classes
Hydroperiods
Ponded depressions
Boundary of area within 150 ft of the wetland (can be added to another figure)
Plant cover of trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants
Width of unit vs. width of stream (can be added to another figure)
Map of the contributing basin
1 km Polygon: Area that extends 1 km from entire wetland edge - including
polygons for accessible habitat and undisturbed habitat
Screen capture of map of 303(d) listed waters in basin (from Ecology website)
Screen capture of list of TMDLs for WRIA in which unit is found (from web)

To answer questions:
H 1.1, H 1.4
H 1.2
R 1.1
R 2.4
R 1.2, R 4.2
R 4.1
R 2.2, R 2.3, R 5.2
H 2.1, H 2.2, H 2.3

Figure #

R 3.1
R 3.2, R 3.3

Lake Fringe Wetlands
Map of:
Cowardin plant classes
Plant cover of trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants
Boundary of area within 150 ft of the wetland (can be added to another figure)
1 km Polygon: Area that extends 1 km from entire wetland edge - including
polygons for accessible habitat and undisturbed habitat
Screen capture of map of 303(d) listed waters in basin (from Ecology website)
Screen capture of list of TMDLs for WRIA in which unit is found (from web)

To answer questions:
L 1.1, L 4.1, H 1.1, H 1.4
L 1.2
L 2.2
H 2.1, H 2.2, H 2.3

Figure #
A1
A5
A1
A2
A3

L 3.1, L 3.2
L 3.3

A4

Slope Wetlands
Map of:
Cowardin plant classes
Hydroperiods
Plant cover of dense trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants
Plant cover of dense, rigid trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants
(can be added to figure above)
Boundary of 150 ft buffer (can be added to another figure)
1 km Polygon: Area that extends 1 km from entire wetland edge - including
polygons for accessible habitat and undisturbed habitat
Screen capture of map of 303(d) listed waters in basin (from Ecology website)
Screen capture of list of TMDLs for WRIA in which unit is found (from web)
Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update
Rating Form – Effective January 1, 2015

To answer questions:
H 1.1, H 1.4
H 1.2
S 1.3
S 4.1

Figure #

S 2.1, S 5.1
H 2.1, H 2.2, H 2.3
S 3.1, S 3.2
S 3.3
2

A
Wetland name or number ______

HGM Classification of Wetlands in Western Washington
For questions 1-7, the criteria described must apply to the entire unit being rated.
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 entire unit usually controlled by tides except during floods?
NO – go to 2

YES – the wetland class is Tidal Fringe – go to 1.1

1.1 Is the salinity of the water during periods of annual low flow below 0.5 ppt (parts per thousand)?
NO – Saltwater Tidal Fringe (Estuarine)
YES – Freshwater Tidal Fringe
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 an Estuarine wetland and is not scored. This method cannot be used to
score functions for estuarine wetlands.
2. The entire wetland unit is flat and precipitation is the only source (>90%) of water to it. Groundwater
and surface water runoff are NOT sources of water to the unit.
YES – The wetland class is Flats
NO – go to 3
If your wetland can be classified as a Flats wetland, use the form for Depressional wetlands.
3. Does the entire wetland unit meet all of the following criteria?
✔
___The
vegetated part of the wetland is on the shores of a body of permanent open water (without any
plants on the surface at any time of the year) at least 20 ac (8 ha) in size;
✔
___At
least 30% of the open water area is deeper than 6.6 ft (2 m).
NO – go to 4

YES – 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.
NO – go to 5

YES – The wetland class is Slope

NOTE: Surface water does not pond in these type of wetlands except occasionally in very small and
shallow depressions or behind hummocks (depressions are usually <3 ft diameter and less than 1 ft
deep).
5. Does the entire wetland unit meet all of the following criteria?
____The unit is in a valley, or stream channel, where it gets inundated by overbank flooding from that
stream or river,
____The overbank flooding occurs at least once every 2 years.

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update
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NO – go to 6
YES – The wetland class is Riverine
NOTE: The Riverine unit can contain depressions that are filled with water when the river is not
flooding
6. 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 – go to 7

YES – The wetland class is Depressional

7. 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 – go to 8

YES – The wetland class is Depressional

8. 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 the
wetland unit being scored.
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 HGM 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
Slope + Riverine
Slope + Depressional
Slope + Lake Fringe
Depressional + Riverine along stream
within boundary of depression
Depressional + Lake Fringe
Riverine + Lake Fringe
Salt Water Tidal Fringe and any other
class of freshwater wetland

HGM class to
use in rating
Riverine
Depressional
Lake Fringe
Depressional
Depressional
Riverine
Treat as
ESTUARINE

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

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update
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LAKE FRINGE WETLANDS
Water Quality Functions - Indicators that the site functions to improve water quality
L 1.0. Does the site have the potential to improve water quality?
L 1.1. Average width of plants along the lakeshore (use polygons of Cowardin classes):
Plants are more than 33 ft (10 m) wide
points = 6
✔ Plants are more than 16 ft (5 m) wide and <33 ft
points = 3
Plants are more than 6 ft (2 m) wide and <16 ft
points = 1
Plants are less than 6 ft wide
points = 0
L 1.2. Characteristics of the plants in the wetland: Choose the appropriate description that results in the highest
points, and do not include any open water in your estimate of coverage. The herbaceous plants can be either
the dominant form or as an understory in a shrub or forest community. These are not Cowardin classes. Area
of cover is total cover in the unit, but it can be in patches. Herbaceous does not include aquatic bed.
Cover of herbaceous plants is >90% of the vegetated area
points = 6
2
Cover of herbaceous plants is > /3 of the vegetated area
points = 4
1
✔ Cover of herbaceous plants is > / of the vegetated area
points = 3
3
2
Other plants that are not aquatic bed > /3 unit
points = 3
1
Other plants that are not aquatic bed in > /3 vegetated area
points = 1
2
Aquatic bed plants and open water cover > /3 of the unit
points = 0
Total for L 1
Add the points in the boxes above
Rating of Site Potential If score is:

8-12 = H

✔ 4-7 = M

0-3 = L

3

3

6

Record the rating on the first page

L 2.0. Does the landscape have the potential to support the water quality function of the site?
L 2.1. Is the lake used by power boats?

Yes = 1 No = 0

L 2.2. Is > 10% of the area within 150 ft of wetland unit on the upland side in land uses that generate pollutants?
Yes = 1 No = 0

Rating of Landscape Potential: If score is: ✔ 2 or 3 = H

1=M

1

Yes = 1 No = 0

1

Add the points in the boxes above

2

L 2.3. Does the lake have problems with algal blooms or excessive plant growth such as milfoil?
Total for L 2

0

0=L

Record the rating on the first page

L 3.0. Is the water quality improvement provided by the site valuable to society?
L 3.1. Is the lake on the 303(d) list of degraded aquatic resources?

Yes = 1 No = 0

L 3.2. Is the lake in a sub-basin where water quality is an issue (at least one aquatic resource in the basin is on the
303(d) list)?
Yes = 1 No = 0
L 3.3. Has the site been identified in a watershed or local plan as important for maintaining water quality? Answer YES
if there is a TMDL for the lake or basin in which the unit is found.
Yes = 2 No = 0
Total for L 3
Add the points in the boxes above
Rating of Value If score is: ✔ 2-4 = H

1=M

0=L

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update
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LAKE FRINGE WETLANDS
Hydrologic Functions - Indicators that the wetland unit functions to reduce shoreline erosion
L 4.0. Does the site have the potential to reduce shoreline erosion?
L 4.1. Distance along shore and average width of Cowardin classes along the lakeshore (do not include Aquatic bed):
Choose the highest scoring description that matches conditions in the wetland.
> ¾ of distance is Scrub-shrub or Forested at least 33 ft (10 m) wide
points = 6
✔
> ¾ of distance is Scrub-shrub or Forested at least 6 ft (2 m) wide
points = 4
> ¼ distance is Scrub-shrub or Forested at least 33 ft (10 m) wide
points = 4
Plants are at least 6 ft (2 m) wide (any type except Aquatic bed)
points = 2
Plants are less than 6 ft (2 m) wide (any type except Aquatic bed)
points = 0
Rating of Site Potential: If score is:

6=M

✔ 0-5 = L

4

Record the rating on the first page

L 5.0. Does the landscape have the potential to support the hydrologic functions of the site?
L 5.1. Is the lake used by power boats with more than 10 hp?

Yes = 1 No = 0

L 5.2. Is the fetch on the lake side of the unit at least 1 mile in distance?

Yes = 1 No = 0

0
0

Add the points in the boxes above

0

Total for L 5
Rating of Landscape Potential If score is:

2=H

1=M ✔ 0=L

Record the rating on the first page

L 6.0. Are the hydrologic functions provided by the site valuable to society?
L 6.1. Are there resources along the shore that can be impacted by erosion? If more than one resource is present,
choose the one with the highest score.
✔
There are human structures or old growth/mature forests within 25 ft of OHWM of the shore in the unit
points = 2
2
There are nature trails or other paths and recreational activities within 25 ft of OHWM
points = 1
Other resources that could be impacted by erosion
points = 1
There are no resources that can be impacted by erosion along the shores of the unit
points = 0
✔
Rating of Value: If score is:
2=H
1=M
0=L
Record the rating on the first page

NOTES and FIELD OBSERVATIONS:
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These questions apply to wetlands of all HGM classes.
HABITAT FUNCTIONS - Indicators that site functions to provide important habitat
H 1.0. Does the site have the potential to provide habitat?
H 1.1. Structure of plant community: Indicators are Cowardin classes and strata within the Forested class. Check the
Cowardin plant classes in the wetland. Up to 10 patches may be combined for each class to meet the threshold
of ¼ ac or more than 10% of the unit if it is smaller than 2.5 ac. Add the number of structures checked.
✔
____Aquatic
bed
4 structures or more: points = 4
✔
____Emergent
3 structures: points = 2
✔
____Scrub-shrub
(areas where shrubs have > 30% cover)
2 structures: points = 1
____Forested (areas where trees have > 30% cover)
1 structure: points = 0
If the unit has a Forested class, check if:
____The Forested class has 3 out of 5 strata (canopy, sub-canopy, shrubs, herbaceous, moss/ground-cover)
that each cover 20% within the Forested polygon
H 1.2. Hydroperiods
Check the types of water regimes (hydroperiods) present within the wetland. The water regime has to cover
more than 10% of the wetland or ¼ ac to count (see text for descriptions of hydroperiods).
____Permanently flooded or inundated
4 or more types present: points = 3
____Seasonally flooded or inundated
3 types present: points = 2
____Occasionally flooded or inundated
2 types present: points = 1
____Saturated only
1 type present: points = 0
____Permanently flowing stream or river in, or adjacent to, the wetland
____Seasonally flowing stream in, or adjacent to, the wetland
✔
____Lake
Fringe wetland
2 points
____Freshwater tidal wetland
2 points
H 1.3. Richness of plant species
2
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 and you do not have to name
the species. Do not include Eurasian milfoil, reed canarygrass, purple loosestrife, Canadian thistle
If you counted: > 19 species
points = 2
5 - 19 species
points = 1
< 5 species
points = 0
H 1.4. Interspersion of habitats
Decide from the diagrams below whether interspersion among Cowardin plants classes (described in H 1.1), or
the classes and unvegetated areas (can include open water or mudflats) is high, moderate, low, or none. If you
have four or more plant classes or three classes and open water, the rating is always high.

2

2

1

3
None = 0 points

Low = 1 point

Moderate = 2 points

All three diagrams
in this row
are HIGH = 3points

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update
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H 1.5. Special habitat features:
Check the habitat features that are present in the wetland. The number of checks is the number of points.
____Large, downed, woody debris within the wetland (> 4 in diameter and 6 ft long).
____Standing snags (dbh > 4 in) within the wetland
____Undercut banks are present for at least 6.6 ft (2 m) and/or overhanging plants extends at least 3.3 ft (1 m)
over a stream (or ditch) in, or contiguous with the wetland, for at least 33 ft (10 m)
____Stable steep banks of fine material that might be used by beaver or muskrat for denning (> 30 degree
slope) OR signs of recent beaver activity are present (cut shrubs or trees that have not yet weathered
where wood is exposed)
____At least ¼ ac of thin-stemmed persistent plants 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 every stratum of plants (see H 1.1 for list of
strata)
Total for H 1
Add the points in the boxes above
Rating of Site Potential If score is:

15-18 = H

✔ 7-14 = M

0-6 = L

1

9

Record the rating on the first page

H 2.0. Does the landscape have the potential to support the habitat functions of the site?
H 2.1. Accessible habitat (include only habitat that directly abuts wetland unit).
8
Calculate:
% undisturbed habitat 1 + [(% moderate and low intensity land uses)/2] 7 = _______%
If total accessible habitat is:
1
0
> /3 (33.3%) of 1 km Polygon
points = 3
20-33% of 1 km Polygon
points = 2
10-19% of 1 km Polygon
points = 1
✔ < 10% of 1 km Polygon
points = 0
H 2.2. Undisturbed habitat in 1 km Polygon around the wetland.
25
Calculate:
% undisturbed habitat 7 + [(% moderate and low intensity land uses)/2] 18 = _______%
Undisturbed habitat > 50% of Polygon
points = 3
1
Undisturbed habitat 10-50% and in 1-3 patches
points = 2
✔ Undisturbed habitat 10-50% and > 3 patches
points = 1
Undisturbed habitat < 10% of 1 km Polygon
points = 0
H 2.3. Land use intensity in 1 km Polygon: If
✔ > 50% of 1 km Polygon is high intensity land use
points = (- 2)
-2
≤ 50% of 1 km Polygon is high intensity
points = 0
-1
Total for H 2
Add the points in the boxes above
Rating of Landscape Potential If score is:
4-6 = H
1-3 = M ✔ < 1 = L
Record the rating on the first page

H 3.0. Is the habitat provided by the site valuable to society?
H 3.1. Does the site provide habitat for species valued in laws, regulations, or policies? Choose only the highest score
that applies to the wetland being rated.
Site meets ANY of the following criteria:
points = 2
 It has 3 or more priority habitats within 100 m (see next page)
 It provides habitat for Threatened or Endangered species (any plant or animal on the state or federal lists)
 It is mapped as a location for an individual WDFW priority species
 It is a Wetland of High Conservation Value as determined by the Department of Natural Resources
 It has been categorized as an important habitat site in a local or regional comprehensive plan, in a
Shoreline Master Plan, or in a watershed plan
✔ Site has 1 or 2 priority habitats (listed on next page) within 100 m
points = 1
Site does not meet any of the criteria above
Rating of Value If score is:
2=H ✔ 1=M

0=L

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update
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WDFW Priority Habitats
Priority habitats listed by WDFW (see complete descriptions of WDFW priority habitats, and the counties in which they can
be found, in: Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2008. Priority Habitat and Species List. Olympia, Washington.
177 pp. http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/00165/wdfw00165.pdf or access the list from here:
http://wdfw.wa.gov/conservation/phs/list/)
Count how many of the following priority habitats are within 330 ft (100 m) of the wetland unit: NOTE: This question is
independent of the land use between the wetland unit and the priority habitat.

 Aspen Stands: Pure or mixed stands of aspen greater than 1 ac (0.4 ha).
 Biodiversity Areas and Corridors: Areas of habitat that are relatively important to various species of native fish and
wildlife (full descriptions in WDFW PHS report).

 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 multilayered canopy with occasional small openings; with at least 8 trees/ac (20 trees/ha ) > 32 in (81 cm) dbh or > 200
years of age. Mature forests – Stands with average diameters exceeding 21 in (53 cm) dbh; crown cover may be less
than 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: Woodland 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 – see web link above).


✔ 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 – see web link above).


✔ 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 –
see web link on previous page).

 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 25 ft (7.6 m) high and occurring below 5000 ft elevation.
 Talus: Homogenous areas of rock rubble ranging in average size 0.5 - 6.5 ft (0.15 - 2.0 m), 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 > 20 in (51 cm) in western
Washington and are > 6.5 ft (2 m) in height. Priority logs are > 12 in (30 cm) in diameter at the largest end, and > 20 ft
(6 m) long.

Note: All vegetated wetlands are by definition a priority habitat but are not included in this list because they are addressed
elsewhere.
Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update
Rating Form – Effective January 1, 2015
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CATEGORIZATION BASED ON SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS
Category

Wetland Type
Check off any criteria that apply to the wetland. Circle the category when the appropriate criteria are met.

SC 1.0. Estuarine wetlands
Does the wetland meet the following criteria for Estuarine wetlands?
 The dominant water regime is tidal,
 Vegetated, and
 With a salinity greater than 0.5 ppt
Yes –Go to SC 1.1

No= Not an estuarine wetland

SC 1.1. Is the wetland within a National Wildlife Refuge, National Park, National Estuary Reserve, Natural Area
Preserve, State Park or Educational, Environmental, or Scientific Reserve designated under WAC 332-30-151?
Yes = Category I
No - Go to SC 1.2
SC 1.2. Is the wetland unit at least 1 ac in size and meets at least two of the following three conditions?
 The wetland is relatively undisturbed (has no diking, ditching, filling, cultivation, grazing, and has less
than 10% cover of non-native plant species. (If non-native species are Spartina, see page 25)
 At least ¾ of the landward edge of the wetland has a 100 ft buffer of shrub, forest, or un-grazed or unmowed grassland.
 The wetland has at least two of the following features: tidal channels, depressions with open water, or
contiguous freshwater wetlands.
Yes = Category I
No = Category II

Cat. I

Cat. I

Cat. II

SC 2.0. Wetlands of High Conservation Value (WHCV)
SC 2.1. Has the WA Department of Natural Resources updated their website to include the list of Wetlands of High
Conservation Value?
Yes – Go to SC 2.2
No – Go to SC 2.3
SC 2.2. Is the wetland listed on the WDNR database as a Wetland of High Conservation Value?
Yes = Category I
No = Not a WHCV
SC 2.3. Is the wetland in a Section/Township/Range that contains a Natural Heritage wetland?
http://www1.dnr.wa.gov/nhp/refdesk/datasearch/wnhpwetlands.pdf
Yes – Contact WNHP/WDNR and go to SC 2.4
No = Not a WHCV
SC 2.4. Has WDNR identified the wetland within the S/T/R as a Wetland of High Conservation Value and listed it on
their website?
Yes = Category I
No = Not a WHCV

Cat. I

SC 3.0. Bogs
Does the wetland (or any part of the unit) meet both the criteria for soils and vegetation in bogs? Use the key
below. If you answer YES you will still need to rate the wetland based on its functions.
SC 3.1. Does an area within the wetland unit have organic soil horizons, either peats or mucks, that compose 16 in or
more of the first 32 in of the soil profile?
Yes – Go to SC 3.3
No – Go to SC 3.2
SC 3.2. Does an area within the wetland unit have organic soils, either peats or mucks, that are less than 16 in 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 – Go to SC 3.3
No = Is not a bog
SC 3.3. Does an area with peats or mucks have more than 70% cover of mosses at ground level, AND at least a 30%
cover of plant species listed in Table 4?
Yes = Is a Category I bog
No – Go to SC 3.4
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 in deep. If the pH is less than 5.0 and the
plant species in Table 4 are present, the wetland is a bog.
SC 3.4. Is an area with peats or mucks forested (> 30% cover) with Sitka spruce, subalpine fir, western red cedar,
western hemlock, lodgepole pine, quaking aspen, Engelmann spruce, or western white pine, AND any of the
species (or combination of species) listed in Table 4 provide more than 30% of the cover under the canopy?
Yes = Is a Category I bog
No = Is not a bog

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update
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SC 4.0. Forested Wetlands
Does the wetland have at least 1 contiguous acre of forest that meets one of these criteria for the WA
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/ac (20 trees/ha) that are at least 200 years of
age OR have a diameter at breast height (dbh) of 32 in (81 cm) or more.
 Mature forests (west of the Cascade Crest): Stands where the largest trees are 80- 200 years old OR the
species that make up the canopy have an average diameter (dbh) exceeding 21 in (53 cm).
Yes = Category I

No = Not a forested wetland for this section

Cat. I

SC 5.0. Wetlands in Coastal Lagoons
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
 The lagoon in which the wetland is located contains ponded 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 – Go to SC 5.1
No = Not a wetland in a coastal lagoon
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 aggressive, opportunistic plant species (see list of species on p. 100).
 At least ¾ of the landward edge of the wetland has a 100 ft buffer of shrub, forest, or un-grazed or unmowed grassland.
 The wetland is larger than 1/10 ac (4350 ft2)
Yes = Category I
No = Category II

Cat. I

Cat. II

SC 6.0. Interdunal Wetlands
Is the wetland west of the 1889 line (also called the Western Boundary of Upland Ownership or WBUO)? If
you answer yes you will still need to rate the wetland based on its habitat 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
Yes – Go to SC 6.1
No = not an interdunal wetland for rating
SC 6.1. Is the wetland 1 ac or larger and scores an 8 or 9 for the habitat functions on the form (rates H,H,H or H,H,M
for the three aspects of function)?
Yes = Category I
No – Go to SC 6.2
SC 6.2. Is the wetland 1 ac or larger, or is it in a mosaic of wetlands that is 1 ac or larger?
Yes = Category II
No – Go to SC 6.3
SC 6.3. Is the unit between 0.1 and 1 ac, or is it in a mosaic of wetlands that is between 0.1 and 1 ac?
Yes = Category III
No = Category IV
Category of wetland based on Special Characteristics
If you answered No for all types, enter “Not Applicable” on Summary Form

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update
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Appendix B
Army Corps Wetland Determination Data Forms
S1-S2
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region
Project/Site: Eno New Dock - 1625 Lake Mount Drive

City/County: Snohomish/Snohomish

Applicant/Owner: Lakeside Construction, Inc./Kim Eno

Sampling Date: 4.23.20

State: WA

Investigator(s): Niels Pedersen

Sampling Point: S1

Section, Township, Range: SEC 7, TWP 28N, RGE 6E, WM

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Lakebed

Local relief (concave, convex, none): none

Subregion (LRR): A

Lat: 47.932283°

Slope (%): ~5%

Long: -122.097210°

Soil Map Unit Name: Tokul gravelly medial loam

Datum: WGS84

NWI classification: LUB

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

No

Are Vegetation

, Soil

, or Hydrology

significantly disturbed?

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes ✔

Are Vegetation

, Soil

, or Hydrology

naturally problematic?

(If no, explain in Remarks.)
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?

Yes ✔ No

Hydric Soil Present?

Yes ✔ No

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes ✔ No

Is the Sampled Area
Yes ✔ No

within a Wetland?

Remarks:

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 5m^2)
)

Absolute Dominant Indicator
% Cover Species? Status

1. None
2.
3.
4.

0
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 3m^2)
)
1. Spiraea douglasii

40

= Total Cover

Y

FACW

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

3

(A)

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

3

(B)

Percent of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

100

(A/B)

Prevalence Index worksheet:

3.

OBL species

Total % Cover of:

Multiply by:
x1= 0

4.

FACW species

x2= 0

FAC species

x3= 0

FACU species

x4= 0

UPL species

x5= 0

Column Totals: 0

(A)

2.

5.

40
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 1m^2)
)

= Total Cover

1. *Agrostis sp.

50

Y

FAC

2. Lotus corniculatus

30

Y

FAC

3. Ranunculus repens

15

N

Prevalence Index = B/A =

N

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

4. Iris pseudacorus

15

0

(B)

Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

5.
6.

✔ Dominance Test is >50%

7.

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0

8.

Morphological Adaptations (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

1

9.

Wetland Non-Vascular Plants

10.

1
1

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation (Explain)

11.

1

110
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 3m^2)
)
1. None

= Total Cover

Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

2.

0
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 0
Remarks:

1

Yes ✔

No

*Agrostis could not be identified to species due to the absence of flowering bodies. For the purpose of this hydrophytic
vegetation assessment, Agrostis shall conservatively be presumed FAC.
US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Version 2.0

SOIL

Sampling Point: S1

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

Matrix
Color (moist)

0-14

10YR 3/2

%

Color (moist)

95

10YR 3/6

Redox Features
1
%
Type

5

C

Loc

2

M

Texture

Remarks

Silt Loam

1

2

Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.
Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
3
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)
Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils :
Histosol (A1)
Sandy Redox (S5)
Histic Epipedon (A2)
Stripped Matrix (S6)
Black Histic (A3)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
✔ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
Redox Depressions (F8)
Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:________________________________

2 cm Muck (A10)
Red Parent Material (TF2)
Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
Other (Explain in Remarks)
3

Depth (inches):________________________

Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic.

Hydric Soil Present?

Yes

✔

No

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)
Surface Water (A1)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA

✔ High Water Table (A2)

1, 2, 4A, and 4B)

✔ Saturation (A3)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,
4A, and 4B)

Salt Crust (B11)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Water Marks (B1)

Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)

Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Drift Deposits (B3)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Iron Deposits (B5)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A)

Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)
✔ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present?

Yes

No ✔

Depth (inches):

Water Table Present?

Yes ✔

No

Depth (inches): 9"+

Wetland Hydrology Present?
Saturation Present?
Yes ✔ No
Depth (inches): 8"-9"
(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Yes ✔

No

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Version 2.0

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region
Project/Site: Eno New Dock - 1625 Lake Mount Drive

City/County: Snohomish/Snohomish

Applicant/Owner: Lakeside Construction, Inc./Kim Eno

Sampling Date: 4.23.20

State: WA

Investigator(s): Niels Pedersen

Sampling Point: S2

Section, Township, Range: SEC 7, TWP 28N, RGE 6E, WM

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Lakebed

Local relief (concave, convex, none): none

Subregion (LRR): A

Lat: 47.932283°

Slope (%): ~5%

Long: -122.097210°

Soil Map Unit Name: Tokul gravelly medial loam

Datum: WGS84

NWI classification: LUB

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

No

Are Vegetation

, Soil

, or Hydrology

significantly disturbed?

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes ✔

Are Vegetation

, Soil

, or Hydrology

naturally problematic?

(If no, explain in Remarks.)
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?

Yes ✔ No

Hydric Soil Present?

Yes

No ✔

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes

No ✔

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

No ✔

Yes

Remarks:

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 5m^2)
)

Absolute Dominant Indicator
% Cover Species? Status

1. None
2.
3.
4.

0
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 3m^2)
)
1. None

= Total Cover

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

4

(A)

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

4

(B)

Percent of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

100%

(A/B)

Prevalence Index worksheet:

3.

OBL species

Total % Cover of:

Multiply by:
x1= 0

4.

FACW species

x2= 0

FAC species

x3= 0

FACU species

x4= 0

UPL species

x5= 0

Column Totals: 0

(A)

2.

5.

0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 1m^2)
)

= Total Cover

1. *Agrostis sp.

50

Y

FAC

2. *Agrostis sp.

20

Y

FAC

3. Lotus corniculatus

20

Y

FAC

Prevalence Index = B/A =

FAC

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

4. Ranunculus repens

20

Y

0

(B)

Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

5.
6.

✔ Dominance Test is >50%

7.

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0

8.

Morphological Adaptations (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

1

9.

Wetland Non-Vascular Plants

10.

1
1

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation (Explain)

11.

1

110
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 3m^2)
)
1. None

= Total Cover

Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

2.

0
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 0
Remarks:

1

Yes ✔

No

*Agrostis could not be identified to species due to the absence of flowering bodies. For the purpose of this hydrophytic
vegetation assessment, Agrostis shall conservatively be presumed FAC.
US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Version 2.0

SOIL

Sampling Point: S2

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

Matrix
Color (moist)

0-18

10YR 3/3

%

Color (moist)

97

10YR 5/8

Redox Features
1
%
Type

3

C

Loc

2

M

Texture

Remarks

Sandy Loam

1

Dry

2

Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.
Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
3
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)
Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils :
Histosol (A1)
Sandy Redox (S5)
Histic Epipedon (A2)
Stripped Matrix (S6)
Black Histic (A3)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
Redox Depressions (F8)
Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:________________________________

2 cm Muck (A10)
Red Parent Material (TF2)
Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
Other (Explain in Remarks)
3

Depth (inches):________________________

Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic.

Hydric Soil Present?

Yes

No

✔

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)
Surface Water (A1)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA

High Water Table (A2)

1, 2, 4A, and 4B)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,
4A, and 4B)

Saturation (A3)

Salt Crust (B11)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Water Marks (B1)

Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)

Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Drift Deposits (B3)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Iron Deposits (B5)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A)

Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present?

Yes

No ✔

Depth (inches):

Water Table Present?

Yes

No ✔

Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present?
Saturation Present?
Yes
No ✔
Depth (inches):
(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Yes

No ✔

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Version 2.0

Appendix C
Critical Area Report Maps
Existing Conditions, Site Plan and Project Impacts, Mitigation Plan
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