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memorandum 
date June 13, 2016 
 
to Glen Pickus - City of Mukilteo 
 
from Michael Muscari, Professional Wetland Scientist (PWS) 
 
subject Wetland Delineation and Rating Review - ICOM Harbour Pointe Blvd, Mukilteo 
 

This memo provides a brief summary of our review of the wetland delineation and rating conducted by Wetland 
Resources, Inc. at the ICOM Harbour Point Blvd property (Tax Parcel Number 00441200002800) Mukilteo, 
Washington. ESA’s scope includes conducting an on-site review of the wetland delineation, conducting an 
independent rating of the wetland using the Washington Department of Ecology 2014 rating system, commenting 
on any differences found in the delineation or rating, and commenting on the proposed buffer averaging plan.   
 
Background Documents 
The City provided three documents related to the site. 

• Critical Areas Study and Buffer Averaging Plan for ICOM – Harbour Point Blvd (Wetland Resources 
April 11, 2016) 

• Critical Areas Study and Buffer Mitigation Plan for ICOM – Harbour Point Blvd (Wetland Resources 
April 15, 2014) 

• Email memo from Doug Gresham (Ecology) to the City, dated May 11, 2016 
 
Prior to visiting the site, ESA reviewed Sheet 1 in the 2016 report that displays the location and size of the 
wetland delineated on the property.  
 
Site Review of Wetland Delineation 
ESA wetland ecologist (Michael Muscari) and City of Mukilteo Planning Manager (Glen Pickus) met on site on 
June 7, 2016. The purpose of the site visit was to observe the site conditions on the property and review the 
wetland delineation and rating. We observed existing soil, hydrologic, and vegetation conditions in order to 
make a determination whether conditions on the site meet the definition of wetland in the Mukilteo Municipal 
Code (MMC).  No efforts to delineate the boundary of identified wetlands were made during the June site visit. 
 
Site conditions were assessed based on the methodology in the Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coasts Regional 
Supplement to the Corps of Engineers 1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual. The methodology outlined in the 
manual is based upon three essential characteristics of wetlands: (1) hydrophytic vegetation; (2) hydric soils; and 
(3) wetland hydrology.  Field indicators of these three characteristics must all be present in order to determine that 
an area is a wetland (unless problem areas or atypical situations are encountered).  

Based on our observations during the site visit, a small wetland occurs in the northwest corner of the property 
where criteria were met for all three wetland parameters (wetland data sheet attached). The location of the wetland 
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corresponds with the small wetland shown on Sheet 1 of the 2016 report. We found only two flagged wetland 
boundary points during our effort to review the delineated wetland boundary. However, the location and size of 
the wetland shown on Sheet 1 is consistent with the location and general size of the wetland we observed on the 
property. No problem area or atypical conditions were noted during the site visit. 

Wetland Rating 
ESA rated the wetland on site following the Ecology 2014 rating system (rating forms attached). The wetland 
rates as Category IV based on receiving a total of 15 points (5 Improving Water Quality, 5 Hydrologic, and 5 
Habitat). The Mukilteo Municipal Code (MMC17.52B.090) requires 40 foot buffers around all Category IV 
wetlands.  

The Wetland Resources 2016 report also rated the wetland Category IV based on a total of 14 points (5 Improving 
Water Quality, 5 Hydrologic, and 4 Habitat). There were a few differences in answers on ESA rating vs Wetland 
Resource rating, only the Habitat questions affected the final total points. ESA gave two more points for  Habitat 
Functions (H1.1 and H1.4) as a result of the southern portion of the wetland extends out into a scrub-shrub 
vegetation community, and one additional point for H1.5 because of invasive plants cover less than 25% of the 
wetland area. The differences between ESA and Wetland Resources rating points did not result in a different 
rating, and the one point difference for Habitat score does not affect the required buffer width since MCC has the 
same 40 foot buffer for all Category IV wetlands. 

Buffer Averaging Plan 
The 2016 Wetland Resources report includes a plan to use buffer averaging to reduce a portion of the 40 foot 
wetland buffer to allow for driveway access in exchange for greater area added to the buffer along the south side 
of the wetland. The MMC (17.52B.100G) allows for buffer averaging given certain conditions are met. The MMC 
conditions are listed below in italics, followed by ESA comments on the proposed plan. 

2.    Averaging to allow reasonable use of a parcel may be permitted when all of the following are met: 

a.    There are no feasible alternatives to the site design that could be accomplished without buffer averaging.  

As described in the WRI 2016 report, the only available location for an access driveway is the location 
specified that impacts a portion of the buffer on the east side. 

b.    The averaged buffer will not result in degradation of the wetland’s functions and values as demonstrated by a 
report from a qualified wetland professional.  

The WRI 2016 report concludes that the buffer averaging plan will not result in degradation of the 
wetlands functions and values. The plan includes enhancement of disturbed buffer area with native trees, 
weeding, and annual monitoring for five years. If the planted trees are established and self-supporting 
after 5 years, we agree that the plan would protect wetland functions.   

c.    The total buffer area after being averaged is equal to the area required without the averaging.  

The WRI 2016 report shows the area of proposed buffer reduction to be 2,172 SF and the additional 
buffer area to be 2,236 SF; therefore, in total, more area will be dedicated as buffer. 
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d.    The buffer at its narrowest point is never less than fifty percent of the required buffer width.  

Plan Sheet 1 in the 2016 report shows that the buffer will be reduced to 20 ft. at the narrowest point: 50% 
of the required 40 foot buffer. 

e.    Mitigation sufficient to compensate for the impacts as determined by a qualified specialist is provided for all 
buffer averaging proposals.  

Additional buffer area (buffer averaging) and the planting of native trees in the area of the added buffer 
should compensate for the reduction in buffer area. 

In my professional opinion, the buffer averaging plan in the WRI 2016 report appears to meet the requirements in 
MMC 17.52B.100G2. ESA generally agrees with the buffer averaging plan, but we have a few comments on 
details that we feel should be revised.   

Recommendations 
Based upon this review, we have the following recommendations: 

• The plan does not appear to include irrigation of the trees beyond the time of planting, and the planting 
time indicates either fall or spring. If the trees are not to be irrigated, the planting time should be restricted 
to late fall in order to take advantage of fall rains to ensure survival.  

• The plan includes instructions to remove non-native weeds from around each planted tree. Because of the 
presence of Himalayan blackberry (Rubus bifrons) in the added buffer area, the weed removal area should 
include the entire buffer area, to improve the chances of controlling this aggressive invasive non-native 
plant.  

• The number of trees specified (10) was calculated based on 15-foot on-center. We feel this is an 
appropriate density target for this buffer; however, we recommend planting more than 10 trees to allow 
for trees that may die in years after monitoring has been completed. 

Limitations 
Within the limitations of schedule, budget, seasonal constraints, and scope-of-work, we warrant that this study 
was conducted in accordance with generally accepted environmental science practices, including the technical 
guidelines and criteria in effect at the time this study was performed. The results and conclusions of this report 
represent the authors’ best professional judgment, based upon information provided by the project proponent in 
addition to that obtained during the course of this study.  No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made.  The 
wetland boundaries, classifications and ratings should be considered subject to change until reviewed and 
approved by regulatory agencies.   
 

Page 3 of 3 































 

 

 

Figure 1: Cowardin Class, Hydrologic Regime, Location of outlet, 150 foot radius 

 

 

  



 

 

 

Figure 2: Contributing Basin, 1KM radius 

 

  



 

 

 

Figure 3: 303(d) list 

 

 


