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Wetland name or number

RATING SUMMARY - Western Washington

~ #
Name of wetland (or ID #): For <25 wWetHamd =7 Date of site visit: J I 29 !,;(c,’wa
Rated by JeFF S es Trained by Ecology? ¥ Yes ___No Date of training

HGM Class used for rating ﬂ/’lﬁe—rfké Wetland has multiple HGM classes? Y |/N

NOTE: Form is not complete without the figures requested (figures can be combined).
Source of base aerial photo/map __Z ey

OVERALL WETLAND CATEGORY b (based on functions___ or special characteristics__)
1. Category of wetland based on FUNCTIONS
Category | — Total score = 23 - 27

Score for each
Category Il = Total score =20-22 function based
_ on three
Category lll - Total score = 16-19 ratings
Category IV — Total score =9 - 15 fg;‘i‘gtr of ratings
FUNCTION Improving Hydrologic Habitat important)
Water Quality 9=H,H,H
. - Circle the approprfatg_.:atfngs 8=HHM
Site Potential HML (W) m L [H (ML 7=HHL
Landscape Potential ) M L ((H) M L [H (M) L 7=HMM
Value (HYy M L JM L((H) M L [ToTAL 6=HM.L
Score Based on B -)—7 =LA
: 7 2 5=H,LL
Ratings 5‘ g 5= M,M,L
4=M,L,L
3=LLL
2. Category based on SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS of wetland
CHARACTERISTIC CATEGORY
Estuarine I 11
Wetland of High Conservation Value I
Bog I
Mature Forest I
Old Growth Forest |
Coastal Lagoon I 1|
Interdunal I m v
""" o~
( None of the above 3
e —
Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update 1

Rating Form - Effective January 1, 2015
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Maps and figures required to answer questions correctly for
Western Washington

Depressional Wetlands

Map of: To answer questions: Figure #
Cowardin plant classes D13,H1.1,H1.4

Hydroperiods D14,H1.2

Location of outlet (can be added to map of hydroperiods) D1.1,D4.1

Boundary of area within 150 ft of the wetland (can be added to another figure) | D2.2,D5.2

Map of the contributing basin D4.3,D5.3

1 km Polygon: Area that extends 1 km from entire wetland edge - including H21,H22,H23

polygons for accessible habitat and undisturbed habitat

Screen capture of map of 303(d) listed waters in basin (from Ecology website) D3.1,D3.2

Screen capture of list of TMDLs for WRIA in which unit is found (from web) D33

Riverine Wetlands

Map of: To answer questions: Figure #
Cowardin plant classes H11,H14
Hydroperiods H1.2

Ponded depressions R1.1

Boundary of area within 150 ft of the wetland (can be added to another figure) R2.4

Plant cover of trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants R1.2,R4.2
Width of unit vs. width of stream (can be added to another figure) R4.1

Map of the contributing basin R2.2,R2.3,R5.2
1 km Polygon: Area that extends 1 km from entire wetland edge - including H21,H22,H23
polygons for accessible habitat and undisturbed habitat

Screen capture of map of 303(d) listed waters in basin (from Ecology website) R3.1

Screen capture of list of TMDLs for WRIA in which unit is found (from web) R3.2,R3.3

Lake Fringe Wetlands

Map of: To answer questions: Figure #
Cowardin plant classes L1.1, L41,H1.1,H14
Plant cover of trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants L1.2

Boundary of area within 150 ft of the wetland (can be odded to another figure) | L2.2

1 km Polygon: Area that extends 1 km from entire wetland edge - including H21,H22,H23
polygons for accessible habitat and undisturbed habitat

Screen capture of map of 303(d) listed waters in basin (from Ecology website) L3.1,L32

Screen capture of list of TMDLs for WRIA in which unit is found (from web) L3.3

Slope Wetlands

Map of: To answer questions: Figure #
Cowardin plant classes H11,H14
Hydroperiods H1.2

Plant cover of dense trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants 513

Plant cover of dense, rigid trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants $4.1

(can be added to figure above)

Boundary of 150 ft buffer (can be added to another figure) 52.1,551

1 km Polygon: Area that extends 1 km from entire wetland edge - including H21,H22,H23
polygons for accessible habitat and undisturbed habitat

Screen capture of map of 303(d) listed waters in basin (from Ecology website) $3.1,53.2

Screen capture of list of TMDLs for WRIA in which unit is found (from web) $3.3

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update 2

Rating Form - Effective January 1, 2015
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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?

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

Ifyour 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.

goto3 YES - The wetland class is Flats
If your wetland can be classified as a Flats wetland, use the form for Depressional wetlands.

3. Does the entjre 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) atleast 20 ac (8 ha) in size;
__Atleast 30% of the open water area is deeper than 6.6 ft (2 m).

NQ)goto 4 . YES - The wetland class is Lake Fringe (Lacustrine Fringe)

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

goto5 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?

_Wfhe unitisina 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 3
Rating Form - Effective January 1, 2015
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NO-goto6 ES -)The wetland class is Riverine
NOTE: The Riverine unit can contain depressions that are filled with water when the river is not
flooding

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

NO¥goto7 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 goto8 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 HGM class to
being rated use in rating
Slope + Riverine Riverine
Slope + Depressional Depressional
Slope + Lake Fringe Lake Fringe
Depressional + Riverine along stream Depressional
within boundary of depression
Depressional + Lake Fringe Depressional
Riverine + Lake Fringe Riverine
Salt Water Tidal Fringe and any other Treat as
class of freshwater wetland ESTUARINE

If you are still unable to determine which of the above criteria apply to your wetland, or ifyou 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 4
Rating Form - Effective January 1, 2015
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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.
iLarge, 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)
KStable 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 (_,d
where wood is exposed)
5t least % 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 forH 1 Add the points in the boxes above /?)
Rating of Site Potential If scoreis:___15-18=H _i/7-14 =M __ 0-6=L 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).
Calculate: /5‘ % undisturbed habitat___ + [(% moderate and low intensity land uses)/2]__ = /O %
If total accessible habitat is: ‘5-?0 O
>1/5(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 m
—_—
H 2.2. Undisturbed habitat in 1 km Polygon around the wetland.
Calculate: % undisturbed habitat___ + [(% moderate and low intensity land uses)/2] = %
Undisturbed habitat > 50% of Polygon points =3 O
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 =
H 2.3. Land use intensity in 1 km Polygon: If éﬁ—e Wa‘_‘,{/}o D e
> 50% of 1 km Polygon is high intensity land use points = (- 2) /
< 50% of 1 km Polygon is hi§h intensity points =0
Total forH 2 Add the points in the boxes above 74
Rating of Landscape Potential If scoreis:___ 4-6=H m-a =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: @
It has 3 or more priority habitats within 100 m (see next page) 2_
— 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 points =0
Rating of Value If score is:Z_Z =H __1=M __ _0=1L Record the rating on the first page
Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update 14

Rating Form - Effective January 1, 2015
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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).

Cat. |

Yes = Category | Not a forested wetland for this section
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—Goto SC5.1 Cl\lya\' 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 % of the landward edge of the wetland has a 100 ft buffer of shrub, forest, or un-grazed or un-
mowed grassland.

— The wetland is larger than l,fm ac (4350 ftzl
Yes = Category | No = Category Il

Cat. |

Cat. Il

$C 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 SC6.1 @ not an interdunal wetland for rating

SC6.1. 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 | 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 Il No-GotoSC6.3
SC6.3. Is the unit between 0.1 and 1 ac, or is it in @ mosaic of wetlands that is between 0.1 and 1 ac?
Yes = Category lil No = Category IV

Catl

Cat. Il

Cat. Il

Cat. 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 17
Rating Form - Effective January 1, 2015
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November 29, 2016

Sean LeRoy

City of Kirkland

Planning & Community Development
123 Fifth Avenue

Kirkland, WA 98033

Re:  HGL Investments Project/Larson Property — Wetland Buffer Modification Plan
Review. The Watershed Company Reference Number: 140622.21

Dear Sean:

This letter presents the findings of a buffer modification and buffer setback review. The
delineated boundary and Type 2 classification of the wetland was verified by The
Watershed Company in November 2015. This proposed buffer modification would
support a short plat of parcel number 6639900250 into three separate lots. Modification
through buffer enhancement is proposed and would reduce the standard 75-foot buffer
by 1/3 to 50-feet, the minimum width allowed for Type 2 wetlands in Kirkland
(Primary Basin).

Stormwater dispersion within the buffer setback is also proposed.

A site visit was conducted on November 28, 2016 to evaluate the proposed buffer
enhancement area. Additionally, the following documents were reviewed:

e Request for Buffer Modification report and mitigation plans. Prepared by JS Jones
and Associates, Inc. (JS]) March 31, 2016.

e Request for Dispersion Trenchesat Edge of Wetland Buffer. Prepared by JS]
September 12, 2016.

e Larson/Zhang Revised Site Plan. Prepared by Core Design, Inc. September 22,
2016.

o Arborist Report for Parcel # 6639900250 Kirkland, WA. Prepared by American
Forest Management (AFM) March 11, 2016.
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Findings

Buffer modification

The proposed buffer modification appears to satisfy most of the code requirements with
a few exceptions. Additionally, several changes are needed to the mitigation plan to
maximize the enhancement of the buffer and ensure the proposal does not result in
adverse effects to water quality, wildlife habitat or drainage functions. Comments are as
follows:

1.

There is a discrepancy in the restoration area numbers. The notes on mitigation
plan sheets 1 and 4 list 16,002 square feet while the four restoration areas listed in
the plan view drawing on sheet 2 total 16,302.

The proposed planting density appears low. The existing native vegetation is not
mapped and therefore, an accurate number of needed plants cannot be
determined. Most of the native plants are salmonberry, a few other shrubs and
alders in poor condition. These areas are almost completely overgrown with
invasive Himalayan blackberry, English holly and ivy. It is likely that many of
the existing native shrubs will be damaged during the weed removal effort.
Therefore, the site should be considered almost entirely open for replanting with
native species. Per past successful mitigation sites in Kirkland, a completely
open site of this size should be planted with 196 trees and 456 shrubs. These
numbers follow King County recommendations for forested buffer restorations.

No large woody debris or other habitat structures are proposed. Habitat
structures should be proposed to more effectively improve wildlife habitat.

Seeding bare soil areas is proposed but not recommended. Seeding tends to
compete with native woody species. A more cost efficient and effective soil
stabilizing method is to use a blanket application of woodchip mulch. This has
consistently improved mitigation success on Kirkland mitigation sites.

Performance standards for native cover are insufficient to provide suitable buffer
functions. Past successful Kirkland mitigation efforts have routinely proposed
and met cover standards of 60% in year 3 and 80% in year 5.

Per Chapter 90 monitoring is required to take place twice per year in each of the
five monitoring years. In addition, the plan should require an as-built or year-0
report be submitted to Kirkland prior to acceptance of the installation.

For flexibility and efficiency, the monitoring plan should allow for line-intercept
transects as a means for measuring cover.
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8. The monitoring report section mentions site hydrology measurements and
reporting. This is not needed for a buffer-only plan.

9. The plan offers water trucks as an irrigation alternative. Water trucks would not
have access to these areas behind the new houses. Also, water trucks have been
unreliable on past mitigation sites. The preferred irrigation method is a
temporary, above-ground system with zones set to automatic timers for
reliability.

10. No financial security estimate was provided for review. Past projects have used
the King County Bond Quantity Worksheet to determine installation,
monitoring, inspection and reporting costs.

Stormwater outfall

From discussions with Core Design, the stormwater plan is conceptual at this time and
shows both level spreaders and energy dissipation splash blocks as options. Provided
they meet all other engineering requirements and won’t result in erosive point-
discharges, the splash blocks are preferred. The infiltration trenches are within or very
close to the root zones of several buffer trees and their installation could be detrimental
to the long-term tree viability.

If splash blocks are insufficient, the spreaders should be minimized and located as far
from buffer trees as possible. Regardless of the selected option, a performance standard
is needed to ensure the blocks or trenches are installed correctly, do not lead to point-
discharge of stormwater and do not cause erosion within the buffer areas. Trenches
should be inspected as part of the mitigation monitoring schedule (twice/year for 5 year
duration).

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

Sincerely,

Hugh Mortensen, PWS
President
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January 16, 2017

Susan Lauinger

City of Kirkland

Planning & Community Development
123 Fifth Avenue

Kirkland, WA 98033

Re:  HGL Investments Project/Larson Property — Revised Wetland Buffer
Modification Plan Review. The Watershed Company Reference Number:
140622.21

Dear Susan:

This letter presents the findings of a revised buffer modification proposal review. The
initial review of buffer modification plans and report was summarized in our November
29, 2016 letter to Sean LeRoy. Based on those review comments, a bond quantity
worksheet and revised mitigation plan were submitted. Both documents are dated
December 6, 2016.

Findings

Buffer modification

The November review recommended the following corrections be incorporated.
Comments on the new plan set follow each correction in italics:

1. There is a discrepancy in the restoration area numbers. The notes on mitigation
plan sheets 1 and 4 list 16,002 square feet while the four restoration areas listed in
the plan view drawing on sheet 2 total 16,302. The plans are now consistently using
16,302 square feet for the total enhancement area.

2. The proposed planting density appears low. The existing native vegetation is not
mapped and therefore, an accurate number of needed plants cannot be
determined. Most of the native plants are salmonberry, a few other shrubs and
alders in poor condition. These areas are almost completely overgrown with
invasive Himalayan blackberry, English holly and ivy. It is likely that many of
the existing native shrubs will be damaged during the weed removal effort.
Therefore, the site should be considered almost entirely open for replanting with
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native species. Per past successful mitigation sites in Kirkland, a completely
open site of this size should be planted with 196 trees and 456 shrubs. These
numbers follow King County recommendations for forested buffer restorations.
Density has been increased. Plan sheet 2 contains the following note: “The standard
planting density requirement of 196 trees and 456 shrubs. The contractor will be
required to meet the plant the standard planting density totals for trees and
shrubs. If not met the contractor will be required to add plants. Existing native
plants, in good condition, will be allowed to be counted in the plant totals to
meet the standard planting density requirement.” The first sentence is unclear since
it is incomplete and also does not reflect the proposed number of trees on the plan (168).
The second sentence was suggested to give the contractor an incentive to avoid over-
clearing and is appropriate.

No large woody debris or other habitat structures are proposed. Habitat
structures should be proposed to more effectively improve wildlife habitat. A
Woody debris requirement has been added to mitigation plan sheet 2, note number 3.
However, debris should also be shown on the plan so the contractor can better understand
the distribution and approximate locations of individual pieces. For instance, the
southern buffer enhancement area should not have any debris proposed since it would
require traversing either private property or the wetland to access that area.

Seeding bare soil areas is proposed but not recommended. Seeding tends to
compete with native woody species. A more cost efficient and effective soil
stabilizing method is to use a blanket application of woodchip mulch. This has
consistently improved mitigation success on Kirkland mitigation sites. Seeding
has been removed from the plan; mulch is now proposed in cleared and planted areas.

Performance standards for native cover are insufficient to provide suitable buffer
functions. Past successful Kirkland mitigation efforts have routinely proposed
and met cover standards of 60% in year 3 and 80% in year 5. The performance
standards have been revised as recommended.

Per Chapter 90 monitoring is required to take place twice per year in each of the
five monitoring years. In addition, the plan should require an as-built or year-0
report be submitted to Kirkland prior to acceptance of the installation. The
monitoring section has been revised as recommended.

For flexibility and efficiency, the monitoring plan should allow for line-intercept
transects as a means for measuring cover. This has been revised as recommended.
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8. The monitoring report section mentions site hydrology measurements and
reporting. This is not needed for a buffer-only plan. This has been revised as
recommended.

9. The plan offers water trucks as an irrigation alternative. Water trucks would not
have access to these areas behind the new houses. Also, water trucks have been
unreliable on past mitigation sites. The preferred irrigation method is a
temporary, above-ground system with zones set to automatic timers for
reliability. This has been revised as recommended.

10. No financial security estimate was provided for review. Past projects have used
the King County Bond Quantity Worksheet to determine installation,
monitoring, inspection and reporting costs. The bond quantity worksheet was
submitted. The following comments apply and recommended changes are needed:

a. The plant numbers do not agree with the plant schedule on sheet 2 of the revised
mitigation plans. Please revise both the plant numbers and sizes to match the
plan set.

b. There is no cost included for the woodchip mulch. Note the King County form
uses 2 inches of mulch in its calculation and the plan (correctly) requires 4
inches. Therefore, the calculated mulch quantity should be doubled to accurately
reflect the cost.

c. The as-built documentation cost is not included. The number of monitoring
visits should be increased from ten to eleven to account for the year zero/as-built
report.

Stormwater outfall
No additional or revised stormwater plans were submitted for review. The following
comments were supplied during the prior review:

From discussions with Core Design, the stormwater plan is conceptual at this time
and shows both level spreaders and energy dissipation splash blocks as options.
Provided they meet all other engineering requirements and won’t result in erosive
point-discharges, the splash blocks are preferred. The infiltration trenches are
within or very close to the root zones of several buffer trees and their installation
could be detrimental to the long-term tree viability.

If splash blocks are insufficient, the spreaders should be minimized and located as
far from buffer trees as possible. Regardless of the selected option, a performance
standard is needed to ensure the blocks or trenches are installed correctly, do not
lead to point-discharge of stormwater and do not cause erosion within the buffer
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areas. Trenches should be inspected as part of the mitigation monitoring schedule
(twice/year for 5 year duration).

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

Sincerely,

Hugh Mortensen, PWS
President
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NATURAL GREENBELT PROTECTIVE EASEMENT

Grantor: , owner of the hereinafter described real property, hereby grants to

Grantee: The City of Kirkland, a municipal corporation.

A natural greenbelt protective easement over and across the following described real property
to wit ("Easement Area™):

No tree trimming, tree topping, tree cutting, tree removal, shrub or brush-cutting or removal of
native vegetation, application of pesticides, herbicides, or fertilizers; construction; clearing; or
alteration activities shall occur within the Easement Area without prior written approval from the
City of Kirkland. Application for such written approval to be made to the Kirkland Department
of Planning and Community Development who may require inspection of the premises before
issuance of the written approval and following completion of the activities. Any person
conducting or authorizing such activity in violation of this paragraph or the terms of any written
approval issued pursuant hereto, shall be subject to the enforcement provisions of Chapter 1.12,
Kirkland Municipal Code. In such event, the Kirkland Department of Planning and Community
Development may also require within the immediate vicinity of any damaged or fallen
vegetation, restoration of the affected area by planting replacement trees and other vegetation
as required in applicable sections of the Kirkland Zoning Code. The Department also may require
that the damaged or fallen vegetation be removed.

It is the responsibility of the property owner to maintain critical areas and their buffers by
removing non-native, invasive, and noxious plants in a manner that will not harm critical areas
or their buffers and in accordance with Kirkland Zoning Code requirements for trees and other
vegetation within critical areas and critical area buffers.

The City shall have a license to enter the Easement Area (and the property if necessary for
access to the Easement Area) for the purpose of monitoring compliance with the terms of this
easement.

Development outside of this Natural Greenbelt Protective Easement may be limited by codified
standards, permit conditions, or movement of the critical area.

Document4\06-14-07\PT:th Page of Official City Document
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Each of the undersigned owners agree to defend, pay, and save harmless the City of Kirkland,
its officers, agents, and employees from any and all claims of every nature whatsoever, real or
imaginary, which may be made against the City, its officers, agents, or employees for any
damage to property or injury to any person arising out of the existence of said Natural Greenbelt
Protective Easement over said owner's property or the actions of the undersigned owners in
carrying out the responsibilities under this agreement, including all costs and expenses, and
recover attorney's fees as may be incurred by the City of Kirkland in defense thereof; excepting
therefrom only such claims as may arise solely out of the negligence of the City of Kirkland, its
officers, agents, or employees.

This easement is given to satisfy a condition of the development permit approved by the City of
Kirkland under Kirkland File/Permit No. , for construction of upon the following
described real property:

This easement shall be binding upon the parties hereto, their successors and assigns, and
shall run with the land.

DATED at Kirkland, Washington, this day of ,

Document4\06-14-07\PT:th Page of Official City Document
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(Sign in blue ink)
(Individuals Only)
OWNER(S) OF REAL PROPERTY (INCLUDING SPOUSE)

(Individuals Only)
STATE OF WASHINGTON )

) SS.
County of King )
On this day of , , before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for the State of Washington, duly commissioned and sworn,
personally appeared

and
to me known to be the
individual(s) described herein and who executed the Public Ingress and Egress
Easement and acknowledged that
signed the same as
free and voluntary act and

deed, for the uses and purposes therein mentioned.
WITNESS my hand and official seal hereto affixed the day and
year first above written.

Notary's Signature

Print Notary's Name
Notary Public in and for the State of Washington,
Residing at:
My commission expires:
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(Partnerships Only)
OWNER(S) OF REAL PROPERTY

(Name of Partnership or Joint Venture)

By General Partner

By General Partner

By General Partner

(Partnerships Only)
STATE OF WASHINGTON )
) SS.
County of King )
On this day of before me, the

undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the State of Washlngton

duly commissioned and sworn, personally appeared
and

to me, known

to be general partners of
the partnership that executed the Public Ingress and Egress
Easement and acknowledged the said instrument to be the free
and voluntary act and deed of each personally and of said
partnership, for the uses and purposes therein set forth, and on
oath stated that they were authorized to sign said instrument.

WITNESS my hand and official seal hereto affixed the day and
year first above written.

Notary's Signature

Print Notary's Name
Notary Public in and for the State of Washington,
Residing at:
My commission expires:
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(Corporations Only)
OWNER(S) OF REAL PROPERTY

(Name of Corporation)

By President

By Secretary

(Corporations Only)
STATE OF WASHINGTON )
) SS.
County of King )
On this day of , before me, the

undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the State of Washington,
duly commissioned and sworn, personally appeared
and
to me, known
to be the President and Secretary, respectively, of
, the corporation
that executed the Public Ingress and Egress Easement and
acknowledged the said instrument to be the free and voluntary
act and deed of said corporation, for the uses and purposes
therein set forth, and on oath stated that they were authorized to
sign said instrument and that the seal affixed is the corporate seal
of said corporation.

WITNESS my hand and official seal hereto affixed the day and year first above
written.

Notary's Signature

Print Notary's Name
Notary Public in and for the State of Washington,
Residing at:
My commission expires:
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" S
5‘&%% SAVE HARMLESS AGREEMENT -WETLAND
"%N&")

The undersigned, being all of the owners of the hereinafter described real property, hereby
agree to indemnify, defend, and save harmless the City of Kirkland, its officers and employees
from any claim, real or imaginary, filed against the City of Kirkland, its officers, or employees,
alleging damage or injury caused by fault on the part of the undersigned, their employees or
agents, and/or the City of Kirkland, its officers, or employees and arising out of maintenance,
flooding, damming or enlargement of the wetland existing on the hereinafter described real
property; provided, however, this agreement shall not include damage resulting from the sole
fault of the City of Kirkland, its officers, or employees. Fault as herein used shall have the same
meaning as set forth in RCW 4.22.01. This Agreement shall also include all reasonable cost and
expense, including attorney's fees, incurred by the City of Kirkland in investigation and/or
defense of any such claim.

This Agreement shall be binding upon the heirs, successors, and assigns of the parties hereto
and shall run with the land.

The real property subject to this Agreement is situated in Kirkland, King County, Washington,
and described as follows:

DATED at Kirkland, Washington, this day of ,
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(Sign in blue ink)
(Individuals Only)
OWNER(S) OF REAL PROPERTY (INCLUDING SPOUSE)

(Individuals Only)
STATE OF WASHINGTON )
) SS.
County of King )
On this day of , before me, the

undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the State of Washington,
duly commissioned and sworn, personally appeared
and
to me known to
be the individual(s) described herein and who executed the Save
Harmless Agreement for a Wetland and acknowledged that
signed the same as free and voluntary act and
deed, for the uses and purposes therein mentioned.
WITNESS my hand and official seal hereto affixed the day and
year first above written.

Notary's Signature

Print Notary's Name
Notary Public in and for the State of Washington,
Residing at:
My commission expires:
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(Partnerships Only)
OWNER(S) OF REAL PROPERTY

(Name of Partnership or Joint Venture)

By General Partner

By General Partner

By General Partner

(Partnerships Only)
STATE OF WASHINGTON )
) SS.
County of King )
On this day of before me, the

undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the State of Washlngton

duly commissioned and sworn, personally appeared
and

to me, known

to be general partners of
the partnership that executed the Save Harmless Agreement for
a Wetland and acknowledged the said instrument to be the free
and voluntary act and deed of each personally and of said
partnership, for the uses and purposes therein set forth, and on
oath stated that they were authorized to sign said instrument.

WITNESS my hand and official seal hereto affixed the day and
year first above written.

Notary's Signature

Print Notary's Name
Notary Public in and for the State of Washington,
Residing at:
My commission expires:
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(Corporations Only)
OWNER(S) OF REAL PROPERTY

(Name of Corporation)

By President

By Secretary

(Corporations Only)
STATE OF WASHINGTON )
) SS.
County of King )
On this day of , before me, the

undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the State of Washington,
duly commissioned and sworn, personally appeared
and
to me, known
to be the President and Secretary, respectively, of
, the corporation
that executed the Save Harmless Agreement for a Wetland and
acknowledged the said instrument to be the free and voluntary
act and deed of said corporation, for the uses and purposes
therein set forth, and on oath stated that they were authorized to
sign said instrument and that the seal affixed is the corporate seal
of said corporation.

WITNESS my hand and official seal hereto affixed the day and
year first above written.

Notary's Signature

Print Notary's Name
Notary Public in and for the State of Washington,
Residing at:
My commission expires:
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