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ATTACHMENT 22

May 2, 2014

Jon Regala

City of Kirkland Planning
123 5t Avenue

Kirkland, WA 98033

Re: Kirkland Astronics Property, Wetland Boundary and Rating Review
The Watershed Company Reference Number: 120622.27

Dear Jon:

On April 28, 2014, I visited the Astronics property located on 141%t Avenue NE in
Kirkland (Parcels #222605-9042, -9053, & 9080). The purpose of the visit was to review
and compare wetland ratings and boundaries determined by Talasaea Consultants
(August 7, 2013; reporting March 31, 2014) with those determined by The Watershed
Company (TWC) (May 14, 2013). This letter addresses relevant discrepancies and a
review of wetland boundaries and ratings not included in the May 2013 TWC scope of
work.

Findings

Upon reviewing the delineation and rating for Wetland D, which is located outside of the
original TWC study area (Parcel #2226059080), we agree with the delineated wetland
boundary and the classification as a Type 3 wetland. Comparisons between the two
studies for features included in the original TWC study area are discussed below.

Wetland Boundaries

Direct comparisons between all wetland boundaries was not feasible. The wetland
boundary flags placed by TWC were never surveyed, and very few flags remain in
place. The wetland sketch provided by TWC is only intended to be used as a guide to
help surveyors locate the flags in the field. The sketch is not intended to substitute for a
delineation figure; therefore, comparing the sketched wetland boundaries with those
depicted on the surveyed Talasaea figure is not reliable. General observations of the
accuracy of the boundaries as delineated by Talasaea were conducted.

Wetland names discussed in this report will be consistent with those provided in the
2013 TWC report unless otherwise indicated. Letters in italics represent the
identification provided in the 2014 Talasaea report.
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The most substantial boundary discrepancy between the two studies relates to Wetland
C (C, E, F), which occupies much of Parcel #2226059053 and a small portion of Parcel
#2226059080. TWC delineated this feature as one continuous wetland unit, while
Talasaea delineated it as three separate wetland units. It was determined during the
April 2014 review inspection that Wetland C (C, E, F) is one contiguous wetland unit.
Shallow ground saturation, hydric soils and a hydrophytic plant community is present
continuously between the units delineated by Talasaea as Wetlands C, E, and F.
Groundwater monitoring well #7 (installed by Talasaea) is located in an area delineated
as non-wetland by Talasaea between Wetlands C and E. Direct observations of
monitoring well #7 showed the groundwater level at the soil surface. Similarly, Wetland
E was delineated as separate from Wetland C by a narrow strip (<10 feet) that presently
contains shallow ponding and was supporting Pacific tree frog tadpoles and algae. Both
these observations are strong, evidence of prolonged inundation (See Figure 1). Soils
saturated within 12 inches of the soil surface for two consecutive weeks during the
growing season (beginning on or around March 1) are considered to have positive
wetland hydrology. Based on this information, we believe it is accurate to consider
Wetlands C, E, and F as one wetland unit. The areas in question are only seasonally
saturated, and wetland hydrology was likely not evident during Talasaea’s August 2013
delineation study. The area should be re-delineated this spring to include the areas
connecting Wetlands C, E, and F.

The southeastern boundary of Wetland C excluded an area that contained a high
groundwater table, which could be observed in the form of shallow sheet flow, and a
prevalence of American brooklime — an obligate wetland plant species. This area should
be included within the revised wetland boundary.

Wetland Ratings

Several discrepancies were noted between the wetland ratings provided by TWC and
Talasaea. As with any wetland rating systems, some questions on the Kirkland Wetland
Field Data Form (Rating Form) are open to different interpretations, and qualified users
will often come up with differing scores. Therefore, we will not attempt to address
every minor discrepancy, particularly where discrepancies do not result in a different
wetland type.

Of all the wetlands delineated and rated on the subject property, only Wetland B (B)
resulted in a different wetland type. TWC study determined Wetland B to be a Kirkland
Type 2 wetland, while the Talasaea study determined it to be a Type 3. The following
questions are those in which discrepancies were noted between the two studies. The
numbers listed correspond with the enumerated questions on the Rating Form.

2. Determine the number of wetland vegetation classes present in the wetland unit.
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TWC determined that the wetland unit contained two wetland classes —
forested and emergent. Talasaea concluded that the unit contained only one
wetland class - forested. Upon further investigation, we maintain our
conclusion that the wetland contains forested and emergent vegetation
communities. A large emergent community dominated by reed canarygrass
is present in an area with no overhanging tree canopy (See Figure 2). We
estimate that this area represents approximately half of the total wetland
area. Question 2 should receive a total of three points.

3. Plant species diversity: Determine the number of plant species present in each
wetland class.

TWC quantified a total of four points based on three to four species present
in each of the forested and emergent plant communities. Talasaea quantified
a total of one point, noting that red alder and black cottonwood make up the
forested community. Since it has been determined that Wetland B contains
two vegetation communities, both communities must be taken into account.
Furthermore, all species within each plant community must be quantified,
not just species that are identified for the particular plant stratum. For
example, a forested wetland does not receive credit for only the tree species,
as that neglects the value of the structural diversity present in a typical
forested wetland. Instead, all species in the forest — tree, shrub, and emergent
—should be quantified. The forested component of Wetland B contains red
alder, black cottonwood, and Himalayan blackberry, for a total of two points.
The emergent component contains reed canarygrass, giant horsetail,
catchweed bedstraw, and American brooklime, for a total of three points.
The cumulative score for Question 3 should be five points.

4. Structural diversity: Quantify attributes of the forested class.

TWC determined a total of two points based on trees 20-49 feet tall and
shrubs present in the forest community. Talasaea concluded a total of three
points. We were not provided with the completed Rating Forms from
Talasaea, instead receiving only a summary of each rating. It is assumed,
based on information provided for other questions, that Talasaea assigned
points for trees 20-49 feet tall, shrubs, and herbaceous groundcover. Since it
has been determined that the herbaceous/emergent community constitutes a
separate vegetation community, it should not be included as a structural
component of the forested area. Himalayan blackberry dominates the
understory of the forested community, reducing the herbaceous component
to insignificant. The cumulative score for Question 4 should be two points.
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Despite being an invasive weed, blackberry qualifies for this question as it
provides food resources (berries) and perching/cover resources to wildlife.

6. Habitat features: Add points for each special habitat feature present.

TWC did not observe any special habitat features in Wetland B during our
initial study. Talasaea noted that the wetland contained more than three
downed logs per acre. After reviewing the site again, we agree with Talasaea
that Wetland B does satisfy the criteria for downed logs. The cumulative
score for Question 6 should be one point.

8. Buffers: Estimate the extent of each buffer type or adjacent land use to the nearest 5%
and quantify score according to the formula provided on the Rating Form.

TWC determined that Wetland B contains a forest or shrub buffer for 100% of
the circumference at an average width of 50-100 feet. According the
applicable formula, this calculates to a score of 800 points, equal to three
cumulative points on the Rating Form. Talasaea concluded that the forested
buffer is less than 50 feet wide, arriving at a score of 400 points (presumably),
equal to two cumulative points on the Rating Form.

The buffer exercise is often challenging and relies on a combination of field
estimates and mapping estimates using GIS data. In order to improve upon
the accuracy of this important question, we divided the wetland
circumference into four equal quadrants — north, south, east, and west, and
measured the approximate width of the forested buffer for each quadrant.
The buffers for each quadrant were of relatively consistent widths, except for
the northern quadrant. We estimate that approximately 40% (10% total) of
the northern quadrant (northwest portion) has a forest/shrub buffer width of
approximately 180 feet. The remaining 60% (15% total) (northeast portion)
has a forest/shrub buffer width of approximately 35 feet. This provides an
average width of 93 feet for the northern quadrant. The eastern quadrant has
a forest/shrub buffer width of approximately 50 feet. The southern quadrant
has a forest/shrub buffer width of approximately 30 feet. The western
quadrant has a forest/shrub buffer width of approximately 125 feet
(including all of Wetland A). The average width of the four quadrants is,
therefore, approximately 75 feet, equal to a width factor of two. When
applying the noted formula, this equates to 800 points, for a total of three
cumulative points on the Rating Form.

9. Connection to other habitat areas: Determine the quality of any corridors to adjacent
wetlands or other habitats.
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TWC determined a total of five points for Question 9. Talasaea concluded a
total of one point for Question 9, noting that the habitat corridor is less than
100 feet wide and contains low cover. However, the first option on Question
9 asks, “Is there a riparian corridor to other wetlands within 0.25 of a mile, or
a corridor >100" wide with good forest or shrub cover to any other habitat area.”
There is a forested, riparian corridor along Stream A that connects directly to
Wetland A, approximately 100 feet northwest of Wetland B. The question
requires no qualitative assessment of the riparian corridor or the connected
wetlands, nor does it require a minimum width. The cumulative score for
Question 9 should be five points.

After reviewing the Rating Form for Wetland B and tallying the adjusted scores, it is the
opinion of TWC that the total score for Wetland B is 25 points, equivalent to a Type 2
wetland.

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

Sincerely,

Ryan Kahlo, PWS
Ecologist

Enclosures
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