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INTRODUCTION
In August 1998 the City of Redmond purchased the Sammamish Valley Park site from Benaroya
with impact fees and King County Open Space funding. The City of Redmond “Parks, Arts, Recreation, Culture & Conservation (PARCC) Plan”, updated in March 2010, identifies Sammamish Valley
Park as a 32-acre undeveloped “resource park” located in the Sammamish Valley neighborhood in
the north part of the city. The MacLeod Reckord design team was hired in April 2009 to assist the
City with the development of a master plan to guide future development of the Sammamish Valley
Park. At the beginning of the master planning process, Sammamish Valley Park was identified as a
“community park” with the goal of developing athletic facilities on the site. The design direction
shifted towards a natural resource emphasis following a wetland delineation that showed 65 percent
of the site as a class 2 wetland. This master plan design evolved in response to city and neighborhood needs and goals as established in the Comprehensive Plan and the PARCC Plan, and identified during the planning process.
The purpose of this document is to summarize key components of the master planning process and
provide recommendations for improvements to Sammamish Valley Park, which may then be
adopted by the Redmond City Council.
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Figure 1 – Vicinity Aerial
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SITE ANALYSIS
Existing Conditions, Opportunities and Constraints
SITE CONTEXT AND HISTORY

Sammamish Valley Park is located in Redmond’s Sammamish
Valley neighborhood at the north east corner of the intersection of
Willows Road and NE 116th Street adjacent to the northern Sammamish River
boundary of the city. The site is approximately 3.2 miles north of
downtown Redmond. Unincorporated King County borders the
north edge of the park. The Sammamish River runs in a northerly
direction about 1300 feet east of the park. See Figure 1 – Vicinity
Aerial. Currently there are no developed parks and approximately
three miles of trails within the Sammamish Valley neighborhood.
Sixty Acres Park, a 94.3 acre community park in unincorporated
King County, is located within walking distance of Sammamish
Valley Park and the Sammamish River Trail, both on the east and
west sides of the Sammamish River.
60 Acres Park

The property directly to the north of the Sammamish Valley Park
site changed ownership during the master planning process. It
was previously owned by the Lake Washington Youth Soccer Association (LWYSA), and is now owned by Full Circle Farm. It is
currently being developed for agricultural use. See Figure 2 –
Context Aerial. Undeveloped privately owned (Button) property
borders the east side of the site. This site is being developed as a
tree farm with a possible future residence. There are visible signs
of an old river oxbow on the Button property near the east edge
of the park site. The privately run Willows Run Golf Course faces
the south edge of the property across NE 116th Street. A 100 foot Sammamish River Trail
wide linear property to the west of the park separates the site
from Willows Road. The property, which is the former Burlington
Northern Santa Fe Railroad right of way, is currently owned by
the Port of Seattle. The City of Redmond is in the process of purchasing the abandoned line for use as a multi-purpose trail, a
number of capital projects and for light rail. Several business
parks occupy the hillside across Willows Road to the west. A residential neighborhood lies farther up the hill to the west of the
business parks.
Dirt road on Full Circle Farm site

Wetland at west side of Button
Property
Sammamish Valley Park Master Plan

View of Mount Rainier across Willows
Run Golf Course

View north along BNSF Railroad
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Figure 2 – Context Aerial
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Historically the Sammamish River Valley was used for agricultural purposes. Some parts of the river
valley are still farmed. The park site has not been in agricultural use for at least five years.
REGULATORY ASSESSMENT

Land Use Codes
The current Redmond Comprehensive Plan identifies the Sammamish Valley Park site as “Urban
Recreation” (UR). During the 2011 zoning code update, zoning for the Sammamish Valley Park and
the Button Property will change from “Agricultural” (A) to “Urban Recreation” (UR) in accordance
with the previous changes to the Comprehensive Plan. The properties west of Willows Road are
defined as “Business Park” (BP) in both the Zoning Code and the Comprehensive Plan. The King
County Zoning Code and Comprehensive Plan define the Full Circle Farm property to the north of
the park as “Agricultural” (A).
The zoning code restricts location of buildings on properties between the Sammamish River and
Willows Road to within 200 feet of the property line adjacent to the BNSF railroad right of way.
Building heights on the park property are restricted to 35 feet. The front and side yard building setbacks are 30 feet, and the rear yard setback is 40 feet. See Figure 3 – Site Analysis. No easements
encumber the site.
Legal Limitations
Legal factors limiting uses on the park site include:
• Purchase & Sale Agreement for the park site included a Special Warranty Deed that restricts
uses of the land
• The Green Valley case restricts impacts on adjacent agricultural land ( City of Redmond vs.
Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings Board State of WA)
• Impacts fees used to acquire the property limit land use to community, neighborhood or resource park
• King County Open Space Bond funding used to acquire the property must be used to preserve wetland and wetland buffer areas
Environmentally Critical Areas
The City of Redmond Critical Areas Map series, dated 5/28/05, identifies the following critical areas:
• Seismic Hazard Area occupies the entire site except a narrow area along the west edge.
• 100 Year Flood Plain occupies the entire site except a narrow area along the west edge
• Mixed Wetland / Upland occupies the entire site except a narrow area along the west edge
• A Class 3 Stream is mapped along the southwest and south edge of site
• The Fish & Wildlife Habitat map identifies the site as “Transfer Development Rights Easements”.
• No Erosion Hazard Areas, Landslide Hazard Areas or wildlife corridors are mapped on the
site.
According to the FEMA FIRM flood map for the site area, the 100 year floodplain is at an elevation
of approximately 31.9 feet on the survey at the south side of the site and 31.7 feet near the north
side of the site. The 500 year flood elevation is approximately 1 foot above the 100 year flood plain
level. See Appendix B – Site Survey. Buildings should be located above the 500 year flood line.
A wetland delineation report was completed in June 2009 near the beginning of the master planning
process. See Appendix A– Wetland Delineation Report. The report identifies a 20.95 acre category
2 wetland that occupies most of the site. The Watershed Company’s wetland report (Appendix 1)
references the Redmond Community Development Guide (RCDG) Chapter 20D to determine po-
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tential wetland buffer widths on the Sammamish Valley Park site. The potential buffer widths for a
category 2 wetland are 100 feet for high impact uses, 75 feet for medium impact uses and 50 feet
for low impact uses. Standard buffer widths may be altered on a case by case basis through buffer
reduction or buffer averaging. According to the RCDG (20D.140.30-020), high impact includes uses
such as residential (more than 1 unit / AC), industrial, institutional or retail sales, and high intensity
recreation such as ball fields. Medium impact includes uses such as residential development (1
unit / AC or less) and paved trails. Low impact includes such uses as unpaved trails, natural resource preservation. The RCDG references the Washington State Department of Ecology (DOE)
document “Wetlands in Washington State – Volume 2: Guidance for Protecting and Managing Wetlands”. In this document, table 8C-3 on page 5 of Appendix 8-C lists examples of high, moderate
and low impact uses. Relevant examples that are not specifically listed in the RCDG include crops
that require annual tilling and a greenhouse as high impact uses; orchards, crops that do not require tilling and utility corridors with a maintenance road as moderate impact uses; and bird watching, and utility corridors without a maintenance road as low impact uses. Based upon the examples
given in the RCDG and DOE documents, it is the opinion of the design team that a recreational
building or community center would most likely be considered a high impact use, picnic shelters
would most likely be considered a medium impact use, and boardwalks with a low impact structural
support system would likely be considered a low impact use. The final decision on any of these designations would be made by the City of Redmond.
In addition to the mapped class 3 stream, the design team identified another class 3 stream within
the BNSF railroad right of way adjacent to the northwest edge of the site. Both of the class 3
streams require a 100 foot development setback. Class 3 stream buffers may be altered through
buffer averaging if certain conditions are met. There is no evidence of endangered species fish in
streams on or adjacent to the park. See Appendix C– Stream & Fish Report.
The City of Redmond Critical Areas Map series, dated 5/28/05, identifies the nearby Sammamish
River as a Class 1 Stream and a FEMA Floodway, and the King County Critical Areas Ordinance
(CAO) maps the River as “Chinook Distribution”. Wildlife corridors are shown along the Sammamish River and crossing the Full Circle Farm site. These critical areas do not directly affect development on the park site.
Permit Requirements
Several environmental permits may be required to develop this site. These permit requirements and
considerations are described below.
The US Army Corps of Engineers Clean Water Act, Section 404, NWP 27, requires a biological assessment per the federal Endangered Species Act for work within the wetland and the Class 3
stream. Section 401 Water Quality Certification and Construction Stormwater General Permits will
be required from Washington Department of Ecology. A Hydraulic Project Approval (HPA) is required per the Washington Dept of Fish & Wildlife for any over water structures and realignment of
the class 3 stream. This requires a Joint Aquatic Resource Permit Application (JARPA).
A SEPA checklist has been submitted for review for the Sammamish Valley Park Master Plan. Any
future development applications for this site will require a SEPA Determination.
The City of Redmond will require Critical Areas Review (including floodplain certification), a Building
Permit and a Clear & Grade Permit for each phase of this project. City of Redmond will review the
plans for conformance with their goals regarding water efficient planting & irrigation. The City will
review the project for frontage improvements as well as a right of way use permit. The city will also
review water and sewer design and provide a water availability certificate to assess fire flow requirements for the park.
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View of park site from southeast corner

EXISTING PARK USES

The park is currently undeveloped. The north western quadrant of
the site is mowed grass that may be used for informal recreation.
Most of the site is protected wetland and wetland buffer. Remnants of a building foundation remain at the central west side of
the site. A dirt road located within the BNSF right of way at the
northwest edge of the site leads to the old foundation.

Dirt road along northwest edge of site

North edge of site

South edge of site

EXISTING ACCESS, CIRCULATION AND PARKING

Vehicular Access & Parking
Located to the west of the site and the BNSF railroad is Willows
Road, a “collector arterial”. The south side of the site is bordered
by NE 116th Street, a “minor arterial”. Currently there is no direct
vehicular access to the site from either Willows Road or NE 116th
Street. An existing dirt road crosses the railroad right of way to
the Full Circle Farm property about 600 feet north of the park site
and follows the railroad right of way to connect to the northwest
corner of the site.

NE 116th St Bridge across
Sammamish River

NE 116th St at Willows Road

The design team initially considered three options for vehicular
access: 1. Future city ownership of the BNSF railroad right of way
allows for potential direct vehicular access across the future multipurpose trail from Willows Road to the northwest portion of the
site. Conformance to traffic safety requirements such as offset or
alignment with driveway and road intersections would be re-
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quired. If located directly across from the Physio Control driveway on Willows Road, the Sammamish Valley Park driveway would cross a class 3 stream that is on the west side of the tracks. 2. A
second alternative would provide vehicular access to the northwest corner of the site via the existing dirt road within the BNSF right of way. Since this access would be shared with the property to
the north, the city would like to have a joint use agreement with Full Circle Farm prior to including it
in the design as an option. In addition, this option parallels and crosses a stream and, based on
available wetland and topography maps, would probably impact wetlands and be within the 100
year floodplain. Additional study would be needed to determine exact impacts. 3. Vehicular access
from NW 116th Street to the southwest (non-wetland) sector of the site is impeded by the need to
cross a large expanse of wetland and wetland buffer. Wetland/stream impacts and high cost would
make this choice the least acceptable of the three.
Bicycle Circulation & Access
Designated bike routes with bike lanes are located on both sides of Willows Rd and NE 116th Street.
The Sammamish River Trail that runs along the east side of the river is a primary north-south bike
route. A multi-purpose trail is planned for the BNSF right of way adjacent to the site that will connect
downtown Redmond with points north.
Primary bicycle access to the park will be from the future multipurpose trail on the railroad right of
way. The park could provide some parking and a rest stop for trail users. Improvements could be
made along NE 116th Street to enhance the non-motorized connection to the Sammamish River
Trail and 60 Acres Park. Bike racks should be included on site.
Pedestrian Circulation & Access
No designated pedestrian walkways or trails connect to the site at this time. Currently there are no
street frontage improvements along 116th or Willows Road next to the project site. The only sidewalk near the site is on the west side of Willows Road between the NE 116th Street intersection and
the Physio Control property. Pedestrians who want to walk along the east side of Willows Road
must use the roadway shoulder or they could walk along the BNSF railroad tracks. Pedestrians
walking on NE 116th Street would use the road shoulders or the designated bike lanes. The only
available informal pedestrian access to the site is along the existing dirt road connecting to the
northwest corner of the site from Willows Road or the railroad right of way. A barbed wire fence,
steep slopes, vegetation and a stream all deter direct pedestrian access to the site from the railroad
right of way or NE 116th Street.
Primary pedestrian access to the park could be similar to that for bicycles. Increased demand for
pedestrian crossings of adjacent streets may indicate improvements at the Willows Rd & NE 116th
Street intersection. Walking and interpretive trails with viewing platforms could loop through the site.
Explore potential for an off-road pedestrian trail connecting to/across the Sammamish River.
Public Transportation
King County Metro bus routes are currently available along Willows Road. Route 244 connects to
Kenmore P&R and Kingsgate P&R to the north and Overlake Transit Center to the south. Route
291 connects to Kingsgate P&R to the north and downtown Redmond to the south. Both bus routes
are limited to peak commuting hours.
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EXISTING UTILITIES

Electrical Power, Telephone and Fiber Optic
Underground power and telephone lines follow the north side of
NE 116th Street. Overhead power is located on the west side of
Willows Road. There is a fiber optic cable on the east side of Willows Road.
Natural Gas
Puget Sound Energy maps indicate 4 inch natural gas main on
the east side of Willows Road and a 4 inch gas line that ends just
east of the intersection of Willows Road and NE 116th Street.
Water
The City of Redmond is the purveyor of water for the site. A
twelve inch water main located on the west side of Willows Road
extends to a point approximately 750 feet north of the NE 116th
Street intersection. The water main has fire hydrants on the west
side of the Willows Road spaced at about 250 feet apart. The site
is currently not metered.
Sanitary Sewer/Septic
An eight inch sanitary sewer main is located on the west side of
Willows Road. Twelve inch and 14 inch sanitary sewer mains are
located on the south side of NE 116th Street. There is a section of
sewer main the extends up the east side of Willows Road to approximately 400 feet north of the NE 116th Street intersection.

Bioswale along Willows Road

Storm Drainage
The Sammamish Valley Park site generally drains from the west
to the east. There is one drainage basin and no storm water facilities within the park site. Existing off site storm water facilities include a 200 foot long bio-filtration swale located parallel to Willows Road, and about 100 feet north of the large culvert crossing
between the road and the railroad tracks. The swale treats storm
water from Willows Road. The water from the swale discharges
into a culvert that crosses the tracks. The water follows the existing class 3 stream to the south east corner of the park site and
ultimately discharges storm water to the Sammamish River.
EXISTING NATURAL SYSTEMS

Hydrology
A ditched “Class III” stream enters the west side of site under the
railroad tracks through a 36” concrete culvert. See Appendix A –
Wetland Delineation Report. There is approximately 12” of standing water in front of the culvert. The stream then flows south
within the BNSF right of way, then east along the NE 116th St
right of way. It exits the site at the southeast corner and follows a
ditch through the Button property along the north side of NE 116th
Street to the Sammamish River. Prior to entering the river, the
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stream passes through the levee in a 36-inch CMP to be discharged down a steep, rocky riverbank, typically 4 to 5 feet vertically above the river surface. The height of the perched outfall is
the primary factor preventing fish access to the park site from the
river. A second class 3 stream was identified near the northwest
edge of the site within the BNSF right of way.
The wetland delineation indicates that Wetland A is a “Category
II” wetland and encompasses most of the site. The primary
source of hydrology for Wetland A comes from a high ground wa- Class 3 stream west of BNSF railroad
ter table. Hydrology is supplemented by precipitation and water tracks near northwest edge of site
from a culvert carrying the class III stream. The wetland occupies
larger area than identified in the 1990 wetland report by David
Evans & Assoc. This is most likely due to changes in wetland delineation guidelines as well as changes resulting from additional
impervious areas in surrounding development created since
1990.
The water table on site is approximately three feet below ground
surface.
The entire site is within the 100 year floodplain (below the 31.7 to
31.9 contour), except for a narrow area along the west side of the Wetland Buffer signage
site. The site area within the 500 year flood zone could experience very shallow flooding during a 100 year storm.
Vegetation
The site is vegetated by some native field grasses and meadow
foxtail. Invasive reed canary grass dominates the wetland. Himalayan blackberry was observed at the edges of the site. Mowed
lawn occupies most of the northwest quadrant of the site. Intermittent groups of native trees, including one ornamental Hawthorn tree, line the railroad right of way to the west of the site.
Young eagle on Button Property
Wildlife
Wildlife that has been observed within and near the park includes
a bald eagle, ducks and a variety of native songbirds. No fish
were observed in the stream.

Topography
The site is generally flat with a slight rise in grade at the west side
of the site. Slopes are mostly less than 3% and do not exceed 8%
in the steepest areas. See Figure 4 - Topography
Soils
The Natural Resources Conservation Service maps the native Mallard Ducks
soils on the site as:
• 23.2% Indianola Loamy Fine Sand (west side & south
west corner of site)
• 65.3% Tukwila Muck (most of the wetland area)
• 7.6% Alderwood Gravelly Sandy Loam (northwest corner
of site)
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Figure 4 – Topography
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•
•

2.1% Earlmont Silt Loam (northeast corner of site)
Snohomish Silt Loam (southeast corner of site)

According to the wetland delineation report, the existing wetland
soils are very dark brown silt with high organic content. A sulfidic
odor detected at several locations is an indicator of prolonged
inundation.
Prior to purchase of the site in 1998, a Phase I and II Environmental Site Assessment was conducted. The study revealed no
conditions that require remediation or concern for human or ecological health. The report warned of the possible existence of underground storage tanks near the remains of an old barn foundation.
EXISTING VIEWS

There are open expansive views to, from and within the site due
to the relatively flat topography and low vegetation on site and on
adjacent properties to the north and east. Important views from
the higher, non-wetland areas on the west side of the site include
Mt Rainier to the south, and across the river valley to the east to a
forested hillside. The Sammamish River is not directly visible from
the site as its banks are heavily vegetated. Large office buildings
look out over the park site from the hillside to the west. Trees
along the railroad right of way screen office views to/from the developable non-wetland area on the west side of the park site. Picturesque farm buildings and agricultural uses can be seen to the Mount Rainier view from site
north, as well as NE 124th Street, a “primary arterial”. Views into
the site from Willows Road are broken by existing vegetation
along the railroad right of way.

City Staff Recommendations
The consultants presented a proposed project process and
schedule to City of Redmond staff on April 1, 2009 for their input.
The city shared information and ideas about related regulatory
issues, city and neighborhood needs and values, and programming ideas for the park. Key issues addressed include:
• Site zoning is to be updated from agricultural to urban recreation to agree with the comprehensive plan
• Move public meetings from August to September to avoid
summer vacations
• The city needs indoor recreation facilities
• Outdoor recreational facility needs include women’s fast
pitch softball with basketball and volleyball as potential off
season activities. Soccer fields are a lower priority.
• Provide trailhead for future multipurpose trail along the
BNSF corridor
• Explore agricultural uses such as p patches
• Preserve Mt Rainier view
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•

•

Create a sense of mystery that draws in visitors with variation in topography, vegetation and open water and other
visual features.
Enhance wetland for potential wetland banking for city
transportation projects

On May 15, 2009 the design team met with city staff on the site to
discuss knowledge and ideas for the park in the context of new
information from the wetland delineation and site survey. Key issues addressed in addition to existing conditions observations
include:
• The extent and distribution of the wetland limits possibilities for sports fields and the necessary support facilities
on the site.
• A biologist from the design team will evaluate the existing
stream for presence of fish.
A meeting with city staff was held on June 18, 2009. The purpose
of the meeting was to discuss the preliminary site analysis, site
potentials / constraints, and potential program elements / alternatives and receive city direction in preparation for the first Sammamish Valley Park Master Plan public meeting. Key site analysis issues addressed include:
• Staff was surprised at the large size of the wetland
• Refer to “UR”, not “A”, zoning for building restrictions on
this site.
The consultants met with city staff on July 18, 2009 with updated
“final” graphics to receive further city comment in preparation for
the first Sammamish Valley Park Master Plan public meeting. See
Appendix F for meeting minutes.

Public Response
An overview of the project and analysis of the site were presented to the first public meeting on July 16, 2008 for their input.
Citizens asked that location of bus routes, bike lanes and site relationship to downtown be added to the presentation graphics.
See Program Development chapter for discussion about park programming that took place at this meeting. See Appendix F for
meeting minutes.

Public Meeting No. 1
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PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
Park Program Development
The Sammamish Valley Park property was originally purchased by the city in 1998 for development
as a community park. The 2004 Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan identifies recreation
needs for the park within a 1 to 3 mile radius as follows:
• Baseball – 2 Fields
• Youth Baseball/Softball – 2 Fields
• Adult Softball – 2 Fields
• Multi-purpose (Lacrosse/Rugby/Soccer) – 4 Fields
• Tennis – 4 Courts
• Indoor Tennis – 7 Courts
• Gyms - 2
Due to the city’s need for athletic facilities, it was determined that at least one design option would
explore incorporation of athletic facilities on the site. Based upon results of the wetland delineation
report showing a larger than expected wetland, the city realized that that the park may more appropriately be developed with uses compatible with a natural resources park. Early discussions by the
design team with city staff as well as the site inventory and analysis resulted in a list of potential
program elements for three distinct design directions. Each of the three design directions would develop a significant portion of the site as a natural resource park.

City Staff Recommendations
Programming and related design preferences were discussed at the April 1, June 18 and July 18
meetings with staff. Staff recommended inclusion of community gathering space, an indoor recreation facility, a large group picnic shelter, a small boat rental facility associated with open water, bicycle rental associated with the trailhead, an interpretive center and flexible lawn space. The city
would like the site to be accessible to a broad spectrum of people. Uses that limit access to a select
group of people, such as a golf course, were discouraged. The city’s goal is to make the park 100
percent sustainable design meeting the highest LEED standards. See Appendix F for meeting
notes.

Public Response
The public was given the opportunity to weigh in on the facilities and activities they would like to see
in the park at the public meeting held on July 16, 2009. Figure 5 – Potential Program Elements illustrates the list of program elements presented to the public. The following is a summary of the comments heard:
• Would like to see soccer fields on the site. Frustrated that the site is encumbered with the
large wetland
• The park should have uses that welcome the entire community
• Provide a place for community gathering
• Enhance wildlife habitat and provide places to watch birds and other wildlife
• Interest in keeping bees on site
• Desire to have the entire site accessible to walk in
• Coordinate agricultural concept with nearby agricultural uses.
• Several citizens liked idea of combining the agricultural and natural resources concepts
• Like sustainable features such as green building / roof
• Incorporate places to teach wilderness awareness
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•
•
•
•
•

Willows Road could be an agriculturally themed gateway to the city
Provide viewpoints for Mt Rainier and the river valley
Create strong relationship to future multipurpose trail
Include artworks
Buffer views of business park to west part of site especially for natural resource concept

See Appendix F for meeting minutes.
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Figure 5 – Potential Program Elements
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MASTER PLAN ALTERNATIVES
Preliminary Alternatives
Preliminary sketches of three design alternatives were developed based upon input received from
city staff and the public. Restoration of the wetland was a primary feature in all of the designs. Development of the non-wetland areas took three distinct directions: maximizing athletic facilities, emphasis on agriculturally related uses, and facilities that reinforced natural resource restoration and
education

Meeting with Full Circle Farm
A meeting with Andrew Stout of Full Circle Farm was held on September 17, 2009 to gain a better
understanding of Full Circle Farms (FCF) vision for their land and potential opportunities for complimentary development. Key outcomes of this meeting were:
• FCF would like to provide interpretive trails on their property that could connect with the park
trail system. They would like to provide hay rides, demonstrations and / or a self guided tour
of the farm.
• FCF has a parking lot in the north-west corner of their site which they would be willing to
share with the city for SVP overflow parking for special / joint events and uses that relate to
FCF goals such as P patches, a farmers market and organic farming / cooking classes.
• FCF would like to have access to the potential classroom / meeting space in the park to
teach about organic gardening.
• FCF would like to assist the city in constructing the P patch gardens.
See Appendix F for meeting minutes.

City Staff Recommendations
A meeting was held with city staff on September 17, 2009. The purpose of the meeting was to present and receive city comment on the three draft alternative designs for Sammamish Valley Park
Master Plan in preparation for the second public meeting. Key results of the meeting held earlier
today with Full Circle Farms were summarized. Staff had the following comments:
General
• This neighborhood could handle a larger recreational building better than some other
neighborhoods
• Add a kiosk with a message board to all schemes.
• Use of sustainable design and materials is a priority.
Comments on Alt 1 -Athletic Emphasis
• Locate the play area farther away from the field
• The building should incorporate flexible space. The sides of the building should open onto
the adjacent outdoor spaces.
• De-emphasize locker rooms
• Add tall fencing to prevent balls from going into wetlands.
• Consensus at this meeting was that the athletic alternative is not a natural fit for this site
• Add a basketball court if possible.
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Comments on Alt 2 -Agricultural Emphasis
• Consolidate classrooms into picnic buildings.
• Design the picnic shelters with flexible space to be used as covered farmers market, classrooms, and performance space.
• Possible additions to the building program are storage space, a café, kitchen facilities and
spaces for special events, a pre-school or summer camp.
• Include common storage buildings in the P patch area.
• Provide vehicular access between the P patches and the parking lot.
• Make this alternative less formal at the north end.
• Increase amount of parking. Experiment with a linear parking scheme for the preliminary
master plan.
• Add potting shed with gathering areas for gardeners.
Comments on Alt 3 –Natural Resource Emphasis
• There are too many buildings shown in this draft alternative. Consolidate the buildings. Delete the concessions building or consolidate it with the restrooms. Delete the bike and boat
rental building.
• Provide space at the dock to store boats for rent
• The stream from the pond to the backwaters should be navigable. Possibly extend the navigable water to the north part of the site.
• Stock the pond with fish and provide places for the public to fish.
• Reduce the amount of parking.
• Put more emphasis on viewpoints and various ways to access the water.
• Add more landscaping and significant trees. Like a big open field.
• Locate play area close to picnic area.
See Appendix F for meeting minutes.
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Master Plan Design Alternatives
The design team advanced the three alternatives based upon from city staff comments. See Figures 6, 7 and 8 depicting Alternatives 1, 2 and 3. The three alternatives share the following common
characteristics:
• The most intensive types of park development, such as buildings and parking, are limited to
the north west corner of the site to avoid vehicular crossings of the streams and wetland
area
• A future multi-purpose trail is shown within the existing BNSF Railroad right of way at the
west edge of the park site. All alternatives would accommodate trailhead functions once the
multi-purpose trail is built.
• Vehicular access off of Willows Road is shown at the center west side of the site. The location is within a narrow zone that is not restricted by existing streams, wetlands or the existing
bio-swale and has adequate setbacks from existing driveways and intersections.
• All three schemes contain a small (39 to 41 car) parking lot with auto/bus drop-off areas located close to the vehicular access zone.
• All intensively developed areas are outside the wetlands and a 75 foot wetland buffer area.
Wetland buffer averaging is assumed to compensate for some overlap of development
within the 100 foot wetland buffer zone.
• Trails and boardwalks with interpretive viewpoints encourage enjoyment of the wetland.
• A children’s play area is associated with picnic and/or community plaza areas
• Picnic and community plaza areas are located with views and easy access to parking
• Restoration of the entire wetland and wetland buffer areas are included in all schemes using
a variety of approaches. The existing stream is enhanced and re-aligned in a natural configuration within the park. The open water areas within the wetland would be supplied primarily from ground water table that currently lies close to the surface.
• All park features and pathways are ADA accessible
• Views of Mt Rainier, the Sammamish Valley and the restored wetland are maintained from
various locations within the park. Taller vegetation is carefully located to preserve important
views.
• A connection to Full Circle farm is maintained form the northwest corner of the site.
• The city would like to maximize the use of sustainable design in this project.
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Figure 6 – Alternative 1 Athletic Emphasis
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Alternative 1- Athletic Emphasis
Alternative 1 has the following distinguishing characteristics:
• A two story, 80 ft by 170 ft. multipurpose recreation building occupies the central portion of the developed area of
the site. The building could accommodate functions such
as a large multiuse room for sports practice or special
events, an indoor running track, meeting space, small
locker rooms, weight or exercise room(s), restrooms, and
a lobby.
• A fenced natural turf softball field with a 200 foot outfield
occupies the north part of the developed area
• A 41 car parking lot is associated with the multipurpose
building
• The boardwalk and pathway system connects to two viewpoints with interpretive signage. The pathway system
does not cross the stream or connect with NE 116th
Street. The north path has a small loop.
• Pedestrian access to Full Circle Farm is maintained
• Wetland restoration work incorporates “depressions” at
the north part of the wetland and “backwater” areas along
the realigned stream. The open water areas would be
supplied primarily from ground water table that currently
lies close to the surface. The “depressions” would hold
shallow water during the wet seasons and would dry up
during the summer. The “backwater” areas would hold
some water year round.
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Figure 7 – Alternative 2 Agricultural Emphasis
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Alternative 2- Agricultural Emphasis
Alternative 2 has the following distinguishing characteristics:
• P patch gardens occupy the north part of the developed
area of the park and near Full Circle Farm. Two small
storage buildings serve the gardens.
• Pedestrian and farm vehicle access are maintained to Full
Circle Farm to the north. Gardeners may use this vehicular access to deliver large items to the P patches. Vehicular access to the gardens from the parking lot, controlled
by lockable removable bollards, is available across the
community plaza.
• A restroom building with classroom space and a small
kitchen is associated with the main community plaza /
picnic area as well as the P patch gardens
• A large, centrally located community plaza could accommodate activities such as performances, a farmers market, outdoor classes, and picnicking. Picnic / performance / classroom structures surround the west end of the
community plaza. A viewpoint with interpretive signage
anchors the east end of the plaza. A small herb or demonstration garden separates the plaza from the parking lot. A
play area on the north edge of the plaza is visible from the
P patch gardens.
• A 39 car parking lot located to the south of the community
plaza
• Wetland restoration work incorporates an open water
(pond) area at the north part of the wetland and
“depressions” along the realigned stream. The
“depressions” would hold shallow water during the wet
seasons and may dry up during the summer. The open
water pond would hold water year round. Some parts of
the pond would be up to 6 feet deep.
• The boardwalk and pathway system creates a large loop
through the wetland that crosses the stream and connects
to NE 116th Street near the south east and southwest corners of the site. A viewpoint with interpretive signage is
located along the loop trail in the upland area at the east
side of the site.
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Figure 8 – Alternative 3 Natural Resource Emphasis
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Alternative 3- Natural Resources Emphasis
Alternative 3 has the following distinguishing characteristics:
• The 39 car parking lot is centrally located within the developed area at the west side of the site.
• A large open lawn area north of the parking lot could accommodate picnicking and passive recreational games
such as Frisbee, crocket, badminton and volleyball.
• The community plaza to the south of the parking lot accommodates small community events, picnicking and special events such as weddings and small performances.
Beyond a trellis, the adjacent elevated viewpoint and interpretive site is oriented towards the views of Mt Rainier, the
river valley and the restored wetland. A 105 x 40 foot community center at the west side of the plaza contains meeting rooms, an interpretive center, restrooms and a small
kitchen to serve special events. A 45 x 40 foot picnic shelter borders the north side of the plaza. A play area at the
east side of the plaza overlooks the wetland.
• Wetland restoration work incorporates “depressions” at
the north part of the wetland, a large mostly navigable
open water (pond) area with an island at the central part
of the site and “backwater” areas along the realigned
stream. The “depressions” and “backwater” areas would
hold shallow water during the wet seasons. The
“depressions” may dry up during the summer. Some parts
of the pond would be up to 8 feet deep. The public could
rent small, human powered boats at the dock. The pond
would include a water oriented interpretive trail.
• The boardwalk and pathway system creates a large loop
through the wetland that crosses the stream, follows open
water edges and connects to NE 116th Street near the
south east corner of the site. A large viewpoint with picnic
tables, a shelter and interpretive signage is located along
the loop trail in the upland area at the east side of the site.
The pathway system passes a variety of environments
including the various wetland features and some upland
wooded areas.
• Pedestrian access to Full Circle Farm is maintained
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Public Response
The second public meeting was held on September 24, 2009. (See Appendix F for complete meeting notes.) Following a brief review of the site analysis and park programming, the three alternative
designs were presented to the public. Members of the public attended the Parks & Trails Commission meeting on October 1 as well. The following is a summary of public comments made at both of
these meetings:
Likes
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Preference for Alternative 2 or a combination of Alternatives 2 and 3
Keep P patches in the design if there is a demand for them
Trail connections to NE 116th Street
Classroom space in a natural setting
Facilities for teaching and sharing
Donation of crops from P patches
Preservation of historical agricultural and natural resource uses in the Sammamish River
Valley
Possibility of partnership with Full Circle Farm including shared use of parking lot for overflow and classes
Emphasis on sustainable design
Proximity to restored of natural environment would attract events

Dislikes and Concerns
• The softball field seems too small and squeezed onto the site
• Concern about adequacy of parking in Alternative 1
• Dead end trails shown in Alternate 1 are not desirable
• A boat dock in the floodplain could be a problem
• The pond in Alternative 3 is too small for kayaks
• Concern about impact of a big building on this site
• Question the need for a large recreational building
• Mosquitoes and algae possible in open water areas
• Concern that wetlands look man made.
• Duplication of P patches elsewhere in the vicinity
• P patches are not close to houses
Suggestions
• Make wetland look natural, not man made
• If possible, add a parking lot in the south west corner of the site
• Provide places for outdoor classes
• Include other forms of agriculture besides P patches
• Provide paddle boats in the pond instead of kayaks.
• Create a place for controlled teaching of boating to children
th
• Consider crossing improvements at the 116 / Willows intersection
• Include a demonstration garden
• A farm stand or farmers market would compliment agricultural uses
• Keep park open and bright in winter. Limit trees over trails.
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Parks & Trails Commission Response
Alternatives 1 through 3 were presented to the Parks & Trails Commission on October 1, 2009. Following public comment and discussion of the three alternatives, the Commission commented in favor of developing the design as a combination of Alternatives 2 and 3. They felt that wildlife would
benefit from minimal disturbance to natural site amenities. See Appendix F for meeting minutes.

Staff Response
The design team discussed the results of the public meeting and Parks & Trails Committee meeting
with staff. Staff instructed the consultant to proceed with a design that combines Alternatives 2 and
3 for the preliminary master plan. See Appendix F for meeting minutes.

Budget Cost Estimate
A budget cost estimate for a preliminary master plan that would combine Alternatives 2 and 3 was
completed by the design team. The budget costs are summarized below:
Wetland area (20.95 AC, 912,582 SF)
Wetland buffer area (4.89 AC, 213,008 SF)
Developed area (6.38 AC, 277,913 SF)

$3,421,565
$436,666
$3,021,478

Subtotal
20% Contingency

$6,879,709
$1,375,942

Total

$8,255,651
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PRELIMINARY MASTER PLAN
Draft Preliminary Master Plan
Based upon city staff, public and Parks & Trails Commission comments, the consultant team developed a draft preliminary Master Plan. See Figure 9 for the Draft Preliminary Master Plan Enlargement presented to staff.

Staff Response
A draft of the Preliminary Master Plan was presented to city staff on November 12, 2009. Below is a
summary of their comments:
Buildings / Parking / P Patch
• Increase parking if possible
• eliminating boat rental
• Add a small shelter at the west viewpoint location.
• Provide a community building that accommodates a preschool program, restrooms and a
small staff office. Retain the breezeways if possible.
• Provide p-patch compost storage/potting/tool sharpening shed and a small shelter for gardeners
• Provide a connection from parking to p-patch along the west side of the community building.
• Provide a garden gateway in the southwest corner of the p-patch.
• Consider a less rectilinear layout of p-patch. Provide some curved pathways.
• Consider a storytelling areas arranged around a fire pit. The pit could have a lockable lid.
• Details and materials used in plaza should be of a high quality.
• This will be a gateway to the City. Pay attention to the west edge and the character seen
from Willows Road.
Wetland and Trails
• Provide wide spots along boardwalks for benches and interpretive signage
• Raise elevation of viewpoint on east side
• Maintain view corridors
• Maximize habitat diversity.
• Plan for eventual at-grade connection of creek to river through Button property.
• Keep ponds as deep as possible to maintain a layer of cool water.
• Keep the shoreline of ponds as long as possible with peninsulas, woody debris and snags.
• Keep shorelines of ponds shallow.
• Eliminate boat rental as program element.
See Appendix F for meeting minutes.
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Figure 9 – Draft Preliminary Master Plan
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Preliminary Master Plan
The draft preliminary master plan design was refined based upon
input received from city staff. No changes were made to the design between the Preliminary Master Plan and the Final Master
Plan. The preliminary plan illustrations and description are the
same as for the Final Master Plan. See Figures 10 and 11 and a
description in the Final Master Plan chapter of this report.

Public Response
Public comment on the Preliminary Master Plan was received at
the December 3, 2010 Parks & Trails Commission meeting. The
following is a summary of public comments heard:
Likes
•
•
•

The pond is a beautiful idea
Wetland restoration reflects the land use prior to agricultural uses
Excited about accommodating salmon on site in the
future.
Public Meeting #2

Dislikes and Concerns
• Concern about algae growth and aesthetics if the pond
goes dry
• Potential conflicts where the driveway crosses the future
bike trail
• Size and depth of the open water areas may not be
acceptable to permitting agencies
Suggestions
• Create varying water depths similar to Magnuson Park
th
• Improve crosswalks at NE 116 Street and Willows Road
See Appendix F for complete meeting notes.

Parks & Trails Commission Response
The Preliminary Master Plan was presented to the Parks & Trails
Commission on December 3, 2010. Following public comment
and discussion, the Commission voted unanimously to recommend the plan to the City Council without changes.

Parks & Human Services Committee Response
City staff presented the Preliminary Master Plan to the Parks &
Human Services Committee on December 8, 2010. No changes
to the plan resulted from this meeting.
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Preliminary Master Plan Cost Estimate
A cost estimate for the Preliminary Master Plan was completed by the design team. Because there
were no design changes between the preliminary and final master plans, the preliminary plan costs
are the same as for the final master plan. The costs are summarized below. See Appendix E for the
detailed preliminary master plan cost estimate.
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Art
Mobilization (7%)
TESC
Site Preparation
Earthwork & Grading
Storm Drainage
Sewer
Water
Paving & Surfacing
Walls, Curbs & Stairs
Buildings
Site Furnishings
Irrigation
Planting
Site Lighting & Electrical

$25,000
$590,163
$30,000
$142,800
$1,389,801
$110,000
$28,850
$26,000
$936,150
$71,314
$1,242,000
$138,400
$42442
$4,189,146
$60,000

Subtotal
20% Contingency

$9,021,065
$1,804,213

TOTAL

$10,825,278
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Figure 10 – Final Master Plan Enlargement
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FINAL MASTER PLAN
Final Master Plan
The Final Master Plan design is the same as the Preliminary Master Plan. The Final Master Plan
description is divided into eight general categories: Vehicular Access and Parking; Pedestrian /
Non-motorized Access and Circulation; Community Plaza; Buildings; P-Patch; Shelters and Viewpoints; Wetland Restoration; Utilities; and Planting. See Figures 10 and 11.
Vehicular Access and Parking
• Vehicular access to the site is on the east side of Willows Road approximately 670 feet
north of the intersection of Willows Rd and NE 116th Street, approximately300 feet south of
the Physio Control driveway and north of the existing bio-swale on the east side of Willows
Rd. The driveway avoids conflict with existing streams and wetlands.
• The parking lot accommodates 43 cars and an 80 foot long drop off area. Possible shared
use parking may be available at the adjoining property, Full Circle Farm.
• Planted areas within the parking lot provide shade and visual relief. The view to the wetland
from the parking lot entrance driveway is not blocked by tall vegetation.
• Vehicular access from the parking lot to the community plaza for delivery of large items is
possible between the herb garden and the building. This access is blocked with a removable
bollard.
• Vehicular access from the parking lot to the P patch gardens for delivery of large / heavy
items, soils, etc. is possible from the north west corner of the parking lot along the west side
of the community building. Secondary vehicular access to the P patch gardens is also available from Full Circle Farms. Both of these access points are blocked with removable bollards. A pathway wide enough to accommodate vehicles loops through the P patch area.
• Vehicle crossings at the multipurpose trail will need to be controlled once the trail is built.
Stop signs and/or other traffic control devices may be required for exiting vehicles and trail
users.
Pedestrian / Non-motorized Access and Circulation
• Non-motorized access to the park would be available from the south, west and north edges
of the site. The park would, in part, function as a trailhead for the future multimodal trail in
the BNSF right of way at the west edge of the park. Three pathways connect to the park
from the future trail. Bike racks are located west of the Community Building.
th
• Pedestrian access points to NE 116 Street occur at the south west and south east corners
th
of the site. Bike lanes along 116 connect with the Sammamish River Trail to the east.
• A narrow roadway connects to Full Circle Farm to the north. A future pedestrian trail to Full
Circle Farm would branch off to the north from the wetland loop trail.
• All park features and trails would be ADA accessible. The few locations where stairs are required would be accessible from a different direction.
• A boardwalk and pathway system creates a large loop through the restored wetland crossing the stream several times. The loop path passes through a variety of environments including the various wetland features and some upland wooded areas. Three boardwalk interpretive viewpoints bring the park user close to the wetland depressions, the backwater
areas and the open water pond.
• An at-grade trail with steps leading down from the east picnic / viewpoint brings the park
user close to the wetland edge.
Community Plaza
• The community plaza is centrally located in the most intensively developed portion of the
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•

•

•
•

park site. The plaza is 130 x 70 feet with a +/-25 foot radius half circle viewpoint at the east
end.
The viewpoint overlooks the restored wetland. Openings in the tall vegetation allow for views
to the south of Mt Rainier and views of the Sammamish River Valley to the east and southeast beyond the wetland. Low seat walls surround the viewpoint. Interpretive signage is set
on the wall in selected locations designed not to block the view from the plaza. The planted
area to the east of the plaza slopes down. ADA ramps provide access down around each
side of the viewpoint.
The plaza could accommodate such activities as a farmers market, outdoor teaching, picnicking, and informal seating. Movable table and chairs could humanize the space. Seat wall
around the plaza add informal seating. Performances could take place on the viewpoint or
within the community building where it opens onto the plaza.
A 35 x 45 foot children’s play area borders the north side of the plaza. Benches to the east
of the area provide a place for parents to watch their children.
An herb garden (or demonstration organic garden with interpretive signage) borders the
south side of the community plaza. The garden provides some separation between the parking lot and the plaza. Low walls protect the plantings and offer informal places to sit.

Buildings
• All of the buildings have an agricultural character and are built with sustainable design features. Associated interpretive signage will incorporate information about sustainable building
design.
• A +/- 8064 square foot community building anchors the west end of the community plaza.
The building has transparent garage type doors that open onto the plaza on the east side of
the community room. A central stone fireplace warms the large activity room from the west
side. The building also includes a small kitchen that opens onto a large meeting space, a
small meeting room, an office, small men’s and women’s restrooms, chase / storage space
and two picnic shelters that are open on three sides. Shed roof peak centers on fireplace
with slope to north and south and clearstory windows to add light in main activity room.
• A restroom / shelter building located to the north of the community plaza contains men’s and
women’s restrooms, a chase with storage, and a garden shelter for potting and P patch
gatherings. The shelter has transparent garage type doors that open onto a small P patch
entry plaza.
• A 10 x 20 foot storage shed for gardeners is located at the north end of the P patch gardens.
• An information kiosk
• The park has two arc shaped picnic shelters, one at the west side and the other on the east
side of the park (within the floodplain). A limited number of columns reduce potential for
catching floating items during a flood.
P-Patch
• The P patch contains (77) 10 x 20 foot garden plots.
• The entire P patch area is surrounded by a rabbit fence. Gates allow pedestrian and vehicular access to the gardens. Artwork could be integrated into the design of the gates and fence
posts.
• Several fruit trees are located near common seating areas and garden entrances.
• Three tall art pieces, visible from Willows Road, accent the west edge of the garden area.
• A hand cart storage area is located to the north of the restroom / shelter building across the
pathway. The carts would be available to bring items to and from the parking lot.
• Composting bins are located at the north side of the restroom / shelter building.
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Shelters and Viewpoints
• The west picnic shelter is convenient to parking and the future multipurpose trail. Trees and
a plant bed with low seat walls helps to give it some privacy from the parking lot.
• The western viewpoint is on a promontory that overlooks the restored wetland to Mt Rainier
and the Sammamish River Valley. Low seat walls partially surround the viewpoint. Interpretive signage is set on the wall in selected locations designed not to block key views from the
shelter or fire pit area. A seat wall partially surrounds a fire pit. The fire pit is covered with a
lockable, removable cast iron ornamental lid.
• The eastern viewpoint has a shelter, picnic tables, and interpretive signage. It is located in
the upland area at the east side of the site. The loop trail is separated from the viewpoint
and passes in back of the shelter.
Wetland Restoration
• The entire wetland is restored incorporating a variety of native plant communities. The existing invasive reed canary grass would be removed from some areas of the site and shaded
out with a diverse assemblage of native riparian and wetland plantings. Open water areas
would be created by excavating below the water table. The length of the open water edges
is maximized to increase wildlife habitat. Excavated wetland soils could be used to build low
mounds within the wetland and in the wetland buffer areas for additional microclimates and
habitat diversity.
• Wetland restoration work incorporates “depressions” in the north part of the wetland. The
“depressions” would hold shallow water during the wet seasons. Surface water would disappear as the water table lowers during the dry summer months.
• A large open water (pond) area with an island extends through most of the wetland. Some
parts of the pond would be up to 8 feet deep to preserve cooler water at depth for potential
fish habitat during the warmer times of the year. The pond edges would be designed with a
shallow shelf at the shoreline to maximize wildlife habitat.
• The “backwater” areas located along the realigned stream would hold some water year
round. Some parts of the backwaters would be up to 6 feet deep. Connections from the
backwater areas to the restored stream could allow migratory fish refuge in the deeper,
cooler water during the warmer months if and when the stream can be made accessible to
fish from the Sammamish River.
• Snags, habitat logs and other large woody debris located in and around the wetland provide
homes and perches for birds and wildlife as well as visual interest fro park visitors.
• Taller vegetation is located so as not to block key views to Mt Rainier and the Sammamish
Valley from the various viewpoints around the park. Tree groves at the north side of the site
would help to screen views of 124th Street without blocking sun to agricultural areas at Full
Circle Farm.
Utilities
• All utilities are available from existing lines in the Willows Road right of way. Sustainable utility design will be used where possible. Associated interpretive signage will explain sustainable ways to design and use various utilities.
• An underground cistern will collect storm water from building roofs and clean paved areas to
store it for reuse to in the P patch gardens. This water will be supplemented with water from
the city system as needed during the dry season.
• An automatic irrigation system would be limited to the western, developed part of the site to
establish new plants and water as needed during dry spells.
• A 150 foot long bio-swale located east of the parking lot and community plaza will clean water from the vehicular areas prior to releasing it into the wetland.
• Domestic water will connect to the city water main on the west side of Willows Road. The
connection will be near the parking area entrance. One fire hydrant is proposed in the parking area.
Sammamish Valley Park Master Plan
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•

Sanitary sewer will connect to the city sewer main on the west side of Willows Road. Because the city sewer main is located at a higher elevation than the community building and
restrooms, a grinder pump station will be installed to lift the sewer waste to the sewer main.
Site lighting will be designed to respect preservation of a dark night sky. Lighting will be limited to the western, developed part of the site.

Planting
• Plant material will be drought tolerant or drought resistant to conserve water.
• Ornamental varieties (mixed with natives) would be limited to the developed area at the west
side of the site. Other areas would be planted with native varieties.
• Plants that offer habitat and food for wildlife would be favored in the wetland and wetland
buffer areas.

Park & Trails Commission and Public Response
The final master plan was presented to the Parks & Trails Commission by city staff on December 3,
2009. There were no public comments on the plan. The Commission voted to recommend the plan
to the City Council without changes.

City Council Response
The design consultants and city staff presented the final master plan to the City Council on January
26, 2010. No changes to the plan resulted from this meeting. The final plan, including a phasing
plan and final cost estimate, will be put on the Council consent agenda this spring.

Phasing Plan
The park master plan may be implemented all at once or in phases. The plan could logically be divided into three potential construction phases. Figure 12 indicates the approximate scope and limits
each phase.
PHASE 1

Phase 1 construction will include construction of the P patch gardens, including rough and fine
grading, the pedestrian and vehicular pathways, fencing and gates surrounding the entire garden
area, imported soil for the gardens, the small storage shed, and any wetland buffer and wetland
restoration work that is required to mitigate for impacts of the other park improvements in this
phase. Large buildings and the major art pieces are not included in this phase.
PHASE 2

Phase 2 construction will include the remaining improvements in the upland area at the west side of
the park site, including all buildings, the driveway and parking lot, the western viewpoint and shelter,
all utilities, major art pieces, stairs /ramps and pathways connecting the developed area with the
future loop trail system, planting and irrigation in the developed area, and any wetland buffer and
wetland restoration work that is required to mitigate for impacts of the other park improvements in
this phase.
PHASE 3

Phase 3 construction will include the remainder of the park improvements including all remaining
wetland and wetland buffer restoration, the loop boardwalk and pathway system, and the eastern
viewpoint and shelter.
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Final Cost Estimate
The final cost estimate is summarized below. Some cost savings would be realized if the project
was not phased, or if phases 1 and 2 or 2 and 3 were combined into one phase. See Appendix E
for detailed phased final cost estimate.
Phase 1 Cost Summary
Art
Mobilization (7%)
TESC
Site Preparation
Earthwork & Grading
Paving & Surfacing
Buildings
Site Furnishings
Planting
Subtotal
20% Contingency

$227,192
$45,438

Total Phase 1

$272,630

Phase 2 Cost Summary
Art
Mobilization (7%)
TESC
Site Preparation
Earthwork & Grading
Storm Drainage
Sewer
Water
Paving & Surfacing
Walls, Curbs & Stairs
Buildings
Site Furnishings
Irrigation
Planting
Site Lighting& Electrical

44

$6,250
$10,383
$2,400
$7,020
$62,650
$37,170
$64,000
$9200
$23,639

$112,500
$286,005
$19,200
$57,120
$593,303
$114,500
$27,850
$50,000
$262,530
$60,796
$1,999,550
$166,300
$159,442
$402,696
$60,000

Subtotal
20% Contingency

$4,371,791
$874,358

Total Phase 2

$5,246,149
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Phase 3 Cost Summary
Art
Mobilization (7%)
TESC
Site Preparation
Earthwork & Grading
Paving & Surfacing
Walls, Curbs & Stairs
Buildings
Site Furnishings
Planting

$6,250
$378,426
$26,400
$91,500
$659,285
$636,315
$10,518
$180,000
$33,000
$3,762,811

Subtotal
20% Contingency

$5,784,505
$1,156,901

Total Phase 3

$6,941,406

Sammamish Valley Park Master Plan

45

Figure 10 – Final Master Plan
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Figure 10 – Final Master Plan Enlargement
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Appendix A: Wetland Delineation Report

June 9, 2009
Ed MacLeod
MacLeod Reckord
91 Marion Street
Seattle, Washington 98102

Re: Sammamish Valley Park Wetland Delineation Report
The Watershed Company Reference Number: 080906
Dear Ed:
In April and June 2009, staff from The Watershed Company visited Sammamish Valley
Park in Redmond, Washington. The purpose of the visit was to conduct a wetland
delineation on the subject property. This letter summarizes the findings of this study
and details applicable federal, state, and local regulations. The following attachments
are included:
•
•
•

Wetland Delineation Map
Wetland Determination Data Forms
Wetland Rating Form

Methods
The study area was evaluated for wetlands using methodology from the Washington
State Wetlands Identification and Delineation Manual (Manual) (Washington Department of
Ecology [Ecology] 1997) and the Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers
Wetland Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region (Regional
Supplement) (US Army Corps of Engineers [Corps] April 2008). Wetland boundaries
were determined on the basis of an examination of vegetation, soils, and hydrology.
Areas meeting the criteria set forth in the Manual and Regional Supplement were
determined to be wetland. Soil, vegetation, and hydrologic parameters were sampled at
several locations along the wetland boundaries to make the determination. We recorded
data at six of these locations. Data points on-site are marked with yellow- and blackstriped flags. On-site wetland boundaries are marked with pink- and black-striped
flags. Only those wetland areas on-site were delineated as a part of this study.
Delineated wetlands were classified using the Western Washington Wetland Rating System
(Ecology, Aug 2004, version 2).
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Findings
Sammamish Valley Park is located at the intersection of NE 116th Street and Willows
Road NE in the City of Redmond. The property is a relatively flat field that lies within
the 100-year floodplain of the Sammamish River. Surrounding the park are agricultural
areas to the north, residential areas to the west, a golf course to the south, and an
undeveloped field containing wetland and non-wetland areas to the east. The subject
property contains one wetland, Wetland A (see below), which encompasses the majority
of the property. There is one stream, Stream A (see below), located just off-site, adjacent
to the southwestern and southern property borders. The dominant vegetation in the
non-wetland areas, located in the northwest, northeast and southwest portions of the
property (see sketch), are field grasses, meadow foxtail, and reed canarygrass, with
some Himalayan blackberry present along the edges of the property.

Wetland A
Wetland A is a depressional wetland with an emergent vegetation class. The wetland
encompasses the entire center portion of the subject property and extends north and east
on to the neighboring properties. The primary source of hydrology for Wetland A
comes from a high groundwater table. Hydrology is supplemented by precipitation and
by a culvert carrying Stream A (see below) in the southwest portion of the property
along Willows Road that discharges into Wetland A. The approximately three-foot
wide, concrete culvert extends westward beneath Willows Road and connects to a ditch
that parallels the west side of the road. Some of the drainage from the culvert
discharges into Wetland A, while the remainder is carried along a ditched Stream A
channel southward along the east side of Willows Road then eastward along the north
side of NE 116th Street (see below). During flood events, Wetland A likely drains
directly into Stream A along NE 116th Street, near the southeast corner of the subject
property. A large ponded area, in the form of an old oxbow that is hydrologically
connected to Wetland A, is located on the parcel to the east of the subject property.
The soil of Wetland A is a very dark brown (10YR 2/2) silt with a high organic content.
A sulfidic odor was detected at several locations, an indicator of prolonged inundation.
The vegetation of Wetland A is a reed canarygrass monoculture. There are some field
grasses and meadow foxtail also present throughout Wetland A.

Stream A
Stream A originates from the confluence of several Class IV drainages originating on the
slopes extending upwards west of Willows Road. Downstream of the Sammamish
Valley Park site, the stream continues eastward along an artificial, ditch-like channel
along the north side of NE 116th Street past an adjoining parcel to join the Sammamish
River on its west bank immediately downstream of NE 116th Street. Stream flow was
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very low at the time of our April 2009 visit and completely dry by the time of our June 1,
2009 visit. It is likely that Stream A has no flow during all or nearly all of the peak dry
season. Where it flows southward in a roadside ditch along the west side of Willows
Road, the stream appears as though it could carry a low level of flow perennially from
springs along the toe of the slope, based on observations of the flows and the types of
aquatic vegetation present. During our June 1, 2009 site visit, this flow was discharged
to the site, passing first through a culvert under Willows Road and then through a
second culvert under some railroad tracks. On that date, all of the flow, less than 0.1
cubic foot per second, dispersed into Wetland A, extending eastward across the site, and
none of it remained within or re-entered the ditched channel extending first southward
along Willows Road then eastward along NE 116th Street to the Sammamish River. This
artificial channel was dry along its entire length on June 1, 2009, consisting primarily of a
reed canarygrass-choked swale with evidence of flow or at least standing water having
been present during wetter periods. At the river, any flow would pass through a 36-inch
CMP through the levee along the river to be discharged down a steep, rocky riverbank,
typically 4 to 5 feet vertically above the river surface under low or base flow conditions.
Since Stream A is located outside the subject property, it was not flagged as a part of this
study.
Local Regulations
Streams and wetlands in Redmond are regulated under Chapter 20D of the Redmond
Community Development Guide (RCDG). Under the guide, wetlands are rated as one
of four categories based on water quality functions, hydrologic functions, and habitat
functions. Wetland A scored 30 points for water quality functions, 16 points for
hydrologic functions, and 13 points for habitat functions for a total of 59 points. This
score qualifies Wetland A as a Category II wetland. Buffer widths for Category II
wetlands are dependent upon the habitat score, the water quality score, and the
intensity of the proposed land use. Potential buffer widths are described in the table
below.

Wetland Category and
Characteristics
Category II with a score of
24-32 points for water
quality; score of less than 20
points for habitat.
Table 1. Per RCDG 20D.140.30-020

Per RCDG 20D.140.30-020(2)

Standard Buffer Width (feet) by Impact of Land Use

High: 100

Medium: 75

Low: 50
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a) High impact land uses include: commercial, industrial, institutional, retail
sales, high intensity recreation (golf courses, ball fields), and residential uses
with a density of more than one dwelling unit per acre.
b) Medium impact land uses include: residential uses with a density of one
unit per acre or less, moderate-intensity open space (parks), and paved trails.
c) Low impact land uses include: low-intensity open space (such as passive
recreation and natural resource preservation) and unpaved trails.
Standard buffer widths may be altered through buffer reduction or buffer averaging.
Buffer reduction can be used to reduce the standard buffer width associated with high
impact land use to that required for moderate impact land use. In the case of Wetland
A, which scored less than 20 points for habitat functions, buffer reduction may be
allowed on a case by case basis if measures to reduce the impacts on the wetland are
applied. Measures such as focusing lights and noise away from buffer areas, removing
invasive vegetation and installing native vegetation, installing habitat features such as
standing snags and woody debris, and installing grass swales around buffer edges can
all help increase the function of buffers, thus reducing the impacts to the wetland
[RCDG 20D.140.30-020(5)]. Due to the presence of a monotypical vegetation class
dominated by an invasive species (reed canarygrass), there are extensive opportunities
for enhancing both the buffer and the wetland itself.
Buffer averaging may be approved if all of the following are met [RCDG 20D.140.30020.(6)]:
a) It is determined that averaging will not reduce wetland functions.
b) The wetland contains areas of higher sensitivity that will benefit from increased
buffer widths and areas of lower sensitivity that will not be adversely impacted
by reduced buffer widths.
c) The averaged buffer area is not less than the standard buffer.
d) No portion of the buffer is reduced more than 25 percent or 50 feet, whichever is
less.
Buffer reduction and buffer averaging may be used in combination. However, no
individual or combined use may result in a buffer width of less than 75 percent of the
standard buffer width [RCDG 20D.140.30-020(7)].
The City of Redmond Critical Areas Map, Streams Classification, 2005, depicts Stream A as
a Class III stream. Class III streams are those that are not Class I or II and have non-
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salmonid fish use or the potential for non-salmonid fish use or are headwater streams
with a surface water connection to salmon bearing or potentially salmon bearing
streams. Class III streams are required to have a standard buffer width of 100 feet
[RCDG 20D.140.20-020(3)]. Per RCDG 20D.140.20.020(6), Class III stream buffers may be
altered through buffer averaging provided all of the following conditions are met:
a) Stream or habitat functions are not reduced.
b) Additional habitat protection is provided.
c) The averaged buffer area is not less than the standard buffer area.
d) No part of the buffer is reduced more than 25 percent or 25 feet, whichever is
greater.
Activities that are exempt from the provisions of RCDG 20D include normal and routine
maintenance of existing landscaping and construction of pedestrian trails which are
permeable, have a maximum width of six feet, and are located in the outer 25 percent of
the buffer. Existing and ongoing agricultural activities are allowed in critical areas and
their buffers provided no alteration of flood storage capacity or conveyance occurs and
the activity does not adversely affect critical areas. This exemption would likely not
apply to the subject property, since agricultural activities have not occurred for more
than five years and is therefore not ongoing [RCDG 20D.140.10-030(1)]. Additionally,
stormwater management facilities including bio-infiltration swales and outfalls, but not
including stormwater ponds, may be located in the outer 25 percent of the buffer,
provided no other location is feasible and wetland functions will not be degraded
[RCDG 20D.140.020(8)].
State and Federal Regulations
Wetlands are also regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) under section
404 of the Clean Water Act. Any filling of Waters of the State, including wetlands
(except isolated wetlands), would require notification and permits from the Corps.
Wetland A would likely not be considered isolated, due to its connection to the
Sammamish River, a "Water of the State". Federally permitted actions that could affect
endangered species (i.e. salmon or bull trout) may also require a biological assessment
study and consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or the National
Marine Fisheries Service. Application for Corps permits may also require an individual
401 Water Quality Certification and Coastal Zone Management Consistency
determination from Ecology.
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In general, neither the Corps nor Ecology regulates wetland buffers, unless direct
impacts are proposed. When direct impacts are proposed, mitigated wetlands may be
required to employ buffers based on Corps and Ecology joint regulatory guidance.
Please note that the findings of this letter, including wetland classification and resulting
buffer width predictions, are subject to the verification and agreement of local, state
and/or federal regulatory authorities.
Please call if you have any questions or if we can provide you with any additional
information.
Sincerely,

Ryan Kahlo
Ecologist

Greg Johnston
Sr. Fisheries Biologist, CFP
Enclosures

Wetland name or number ________

WETLAND RATING FORM – WESTERN WASHINGTON

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

Name of wetland (if known): Sammamish Valley Park
Rated by: RMK, MKM
SEC: 27

Trained by Ecology? Yes

TWNSHP: 26N

RNGE: 5E



Date of site visit: 4/18/09
No


Date of Training

Is S/T/R in Appendix D? Yes


3/2009
No


SUMMARY OF RATING
Category based on FUNCTIONS provided by wetland
I  II  III  IV 
Category I = Score >70
Category II = Score 51-69
Category III = Score 30-50
Category IV = Score < 30

Score for Water Quality Functions
Score for Hydrologic Functions
Score for Habitat Functions
TOTAL score for functions

30
16
13
59

Category based on SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS of wetland
I


II


Does not Apply


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

II

Check the appropriate type and class of wetland being rated.
Wetland Type
Estuarine
Natural Heritage Wetland
Bog
Mature Forest
Old Growth Forest
Coastal Lagoon
Interdunal
None of the above

Wetland Rating Form – western Washington
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Wetland Class
Depressional
Riverine
Lake-fringe
Slope
Flats
Freshwater Tidal
X Check if unit has multiple
HGM classes present

August 2004

Wetland name or number ________

Does the wetland unit being rated meet any of the criteria below?
If you answer YES to any of the questions below you will need to protect the wetland according
to the regulations regarding the special characteristics found in the wetland.
Check List for Wetlands That May Need Additional Protection (in addition to the
protection recommended for its category)
SP1. Has the wetland unit been documented as a habitat for any Federally listed
Threatened or Endangered animal or plant species (T/E species)?
For the purposes of this rating system, “documented” means the wetland is on the
appropriate state or federal database.
SP2. Has the wetland unit been documented as habitat for any State listed
Threatened or Endangered animal species?
For the purposes of this rating system, “documented” means the wetland is on the
appropriate state database. Note: Wetlands with State listed plant species are
categorized as Category I Natural Heritage Wetlands (see p. 19 of data form).
SP3. Does the wetland unit contain individuals of Priority species listed by the
WDFW for the state?
SP4. Does the wetland unit have a local significance in addition to its functions?
For example, the wetland has been identified in the Shoreline Master Program, the
Critical Areas Ordinance, or in a local management plan as having special
significance.

YES

NO
X

X

X
X

To complete the next part of the data sheet you will need to determine the
Hydrogeomorphic Class of the wetland being rated.
The hydrogeomorphic classification groups wetlands into those that function in similar ways.
Classifying the wetland first simplifies the questions needed to answer how it functions. The
Hydrogeomorphic Class of a wetland can be determined using the key below. See p. 24 for more
detailed instructions on classifying wetlands.
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Wetland name or number ________

Classification of Wetland Units in Western Washington
If the hydrologic criteria listed in each question do not apply to the entire unit being rated,
you probably have a unit with multiple HGM classes. In this case, identify which hydrologic
criteria in Questions 1-7 apply, and go to Question 8.
1. Are the water levels in the wetland unit usually controlled by tides (i.e. except during floods)?
 NO – go to 2
 YES – the wetland class is Tidal Fringe
If yes, is the salinity of the water during periods of annual low flow below 0.5 ppt (parts per
thousand)? YES – Freshwater Tidal Fringe NO – Saltwater Tidal Fringe (Estuarine)
If your wetland can be classified as a Freshwater Tidal Fringe use the forms for Riverine
wetlands. If it is Saltwater Tidal Fringe it is rated as an Estuarine wetland. Wetlands that
were called estuarine in the first and second editions of the rating system are called Salt Water
Tidal Fringe in the Hydrogeomorphic Classification. Estuarine wetlands were categorized
separately in the earlier editions, and this separation is being kept in this revision. To maintain
consistency between editions, the term “Estuarine” wetland is kept. Please note, however, that
the characteristics that define Category I and II estuarine wetlands have changed (see p. ).
2. The entire wetland unit is flat and precipitation is only source (>90%) of water to it.
Groundwater and surface water runoff are NOT sources of water to the unit
 NO – go to 3
 YES – The wetland class is Flats
If your wetland can be classified as a “Flats” wetland, use the form for Depressional
wetlands.
3. Does the entire wetland unit meet both of the following criteria?
 The vegetated part of the wetland is on the shores of a body of open water (without
any vegetation on the surface) at least 20 acres (8 ha) in size;
 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?
NOTE: Surface water does not pond in these types of wetlands except occasionally in very
small and shallow depressions or behind hummocks (depressions are usually <3ft diameter
and less than a foot deep).
 NO

– go to 5

 YES
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– The wetland class is Slope

August 2004

Wetland name or number ________

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 two years
NOTE: The riverine unit can contain depressions that are filled with water when the river is not
flooding.
 NO - go to 6
 YES – The wetland class is Riverine
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 your
wetland. NOTE: Use this table only if the class that is recommended in the second column represents 10%
or more of the total area of the wetland unit being rated. If the area of the class listed in column 2 is less
than 10% of the unit, classify the wetland using the class that represents more than 90% of the total area.

HGM classes within the wetland unit being rated
Slope + Riverine
Slope + Depressional
Slope + Lake-fringe
Depressional + Riverine along stream within boundary
Depressional + 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
Treat as ESTUARINE under
wetlands with special
characteristics

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

D
D
D

D

D

D

D
D

D

Points

Depressional and Flats Wetlands
WATER QUALITY FUNCTIONS - Indicators that wetland functions to improve water quality
D 1. Does the wetland have the potential to improve water quality?
D 1.1 Characteristics of surface water flows out of the wetland:
Unit is a depression with no surface water leaving it (no outlet)...................................... points = 3
Unit has an intermittently flowing, or highly constricted permanently flowing outlet..... points = 2
Unit has an unconstricted, or slightly constricted, surface outlet (permanently flowing). points = 1
Unit is a “flat” depression (Q.7 on key), or in the Flats class, with permanent surface outflow and
no obvious natural outlet, and/or outlet is a man-made ditch ...................................... points = 1
(If ditch is not permanently flowing treat unit as “intermittently flowing”)
D 1.2 The soil 2 inches below the surface (or duff layer) is clay or organic (use NRCS definitions).
YES points = 4
NO points = 0
D 1.3 Characteristics of persistent vegetation (emergent, shrub, and/or forest Cowardin class):
Wetland has persistent, ungrazed, vegetation > = 95% of area ........................................ points = 5
Wetland has persistent, ungrazed, vegetation > = 1/2 of area .......................................... points = 3
Wetland has persistent, ungrazed vegetation > = 1/10 of area ......................................... points = 1
Wetland has persistent, ungrazed vegetation <1/10 of area.............................................. points = 0
D1.4 Characteristics of seasonal ponding or inundation.
This is the area of the wetland unit that is ponded for at least 2 months, but dries out sometime
during the year. Do not count the area that is permanently ponded. Estimate area as the
average condition 5 out of 10 yrs.
Area seasonally ponded is > ½ total area of wetland........................................................ points = 4
Area seasonally ponded is > ¼ total area of wetland........................................................ points = 2
Area seasonally ponded is < ¼ total area of wetland........................................................ points = 0
NOTE: See text for indicators of seasonal and permanent inundation.
Total for D 1
Add the points in the boxes above
D 2. Does the wetland unit have the opportunity to improve water quality?
Answer YES if you know or believe there are pollutants in groundwater or surface water coming
into the wetland that would otherwise reduce water quality in streams, lakes or groundwater
downgradient from the wetland? Note which of the following conditions provide the sources of
pollutants. A unit may have pollutants coming from several sources, but any single source would
qualify as opportunity.
 Grazing in the wetland or within 150 ft
 Untreated stormwater discharges to wetland
 Tilled fields or orchards within 150 ft of wetland
 A stream or culvert discharges into wetland that drains developed areas, residential
areas, farmed fields, roads, or clear-cut logging
 Residential, urban areas, golf courses are within 150 ft of wetland
 Wetland is fed by groundwater high in phosphorus or nitrogen
 Other_____________________________________
YES multiply score in D 1. by 2
NO multiply score in D 1. by 1
TOTAL - Water Quality Functions Multiply the score from D1 by D2
Add score to table on p. 1
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(see p. 38)

2

4

5

4

15
(see p. 44)

multiplier
2

30
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Wetland name or number ________

D
D

D

D

D
D

D

Depresssional and Flats Wetlands
HYDROLOGIC FUNCTIONS - Indicators that wetland functions to reduce flooding and stream degradation
D 3. Does the wetland have the potential to reduce flooding and erosion?
(see p. 46)
D 3.1 Characteristics of surface water flows out of the wetland unit
Unit is a depression with no surface water leaving it (no outlet)...................................... points = 4
Unit has an intermittently flowing, or highly constricted permanently flowing outlet..... points = 2
Unit is a “flat” depression (Q.7 on key), or in the Flats class, with permanent surface outflow and
2
no obvious natural outlet, and/or outlet is a man-made ditch ...................................... points = 1
(If ditch is not permanently flowing treat unit as “intermittently flowing”)
Unit has an unconstricted, or slightly constricted, surface outlet (permanently flowing). points = 0
D 3.2 Depth of storage during wet periods
Estimate the height of ponding above the bottom of the outlet For units with no outlet measure from
the surface of permanent water or deepest part (if dry).
Marks of ponding are at least 3 ft or more above the surface or bottom of outlet................ points = 7
The wetland is a “headwater” wetland” ............................................................................... points = 5
3
Marks of ponding between 2 ft to < 3 ft from surface or bottom of outlet........................... points = 5
Marks are at least 0.5 ft to < 2 ft from surface or bottom of outlet ...................................... points = 3
Unit is flat (yes to Q.2 or Q.7 on key) but has small depressions on the surface that
trap water ...................................................................................................................... points = 1
Marks of ponding less than 0.5 ft......................................................................................... points = 0
D 3.3 Contribution of wetland unit to storage in the watershed
Estimate the ratio of the area of upstream basin contributing surface water to the wetland to the
area of the wetland unit itself.
3
The area of the basin is less than 10 times the area of the unit ............................................ points = 5
The area of the basin is 10 to 100 times the area of the unit ................................................ points = 3
The area of the basin is more than 100 times the area of the unit ........................................ points = 0
Entire unit is in the FLATS class ......................................................................................... points = 5
Total for D 3
Add the points in the boxes above
8
(see p. 49)
D 4. Does the wetland unit have the opportunity to reduce flooding and erosion?
Answer YES if the unit is in a location in the watershed where the flood storage, or reduction in
water velocity, it provides helps protect downstream property and aquatic resources from flooding
or excessive and/or erosive flows. Answer NO if the water coming into the wetland is controlled
by a structure such as flood gate, tide gate, flap valve, reservoir etc. OR you estimate that more than
90% of the water in the wetland is from groundwater in areas where damaging groundwater
flooding does not occur.
Note which of the following conditions apply.
 Wetland is in a headwater of a river or stream that has flooding problems
multiplier
 Wetland drains to a river or stream that has flooding problems
 Wetland has no outlet and impounds surface runoff water that might otherwise flow into
2
a river or stream that has flooding problems
 Other ____________________
 YES multiplier is 2
 NO multiplier is 1
TOTAL - Hydrologic Functions Multiply the score from D 3 by D 4
16
Add score to table on p. 1
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Wetland name or number ________

These questions apply to wetlands of all HGM classes.
HABITAT FUNCTIONS - Indicators that wetland functions to provide important habitat
H 1. Does the wetland have the potential to provide habitat for many species?
H 1.1 Vegetation structure (see p. 72)
Check the types of vegetation classes present (as defined by Cowardin) if the class is ¼ acre or covers
more than 10% of the area of the wetland if unit smaller than 2.5 acres.
 Aquatic bed
 Emergent plants
 Scrub/shrub (areas where shrubs have >30% cover)
 Forested (areas where trees have >30% cover)
 Forested areas have 3 out of 5 strata (canopy, sub-canopy, shrubs, herbaceous, moss/groundcover) that each cover 20% within the forested polygon
Add the number of vegetation types that qualify. If you have:
4 structures or more ....................... points = 4
3 structures ................................... points = 2
2 structures ................................... points = 1
1 structure ..................................... points = 0
H 1.2. Hydroperiods (see p. 73)
Check the types of water regimes (hydroperiods) present within the wetland. The water regime has to
cover more than 10% of the wetland or ¼ acre 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 types 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

0

1

H 1.3. Richness of Plant Species (see p. 75)
Count the number of plant species in the wetland that cover at least 10 ft2. (different patches of the
same species can be combined to meet the size threshold)
You do not have to name the species.
Do not include Eurasian milfoil, reed canarygrass, purple loosestrife, Canadian thistle
If you counted:
> 19 species............................. points = 2
List species below if you want to:
5 - 19 species............................ points = 1
< 5 species ............................... points = 0
1
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Wetland name or number ________

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

None = 0 points

Low = 1 point

Moderate = 2 points
1

[riparian braided channels]
High = 3 points
NOTE: If you have four or more vegetation types or three vegetation types and open water the rating is
always “high”.
H 1.5. Special Habitat Features: (see p. 77)
Check the habitat features that are present in the wetland. The number of checks is the number of
points you put into the next column.
 Large, downed, woody debris within the wetland (>4in. diameter and 6 ft long).
 Standing snags (diameter at the bottom > 4 inches) in the wetland
 Undercut banks are present for at least 6.6 ft (2m) and/or overhanging vegetation extends at least 3.3 ft
(1m) over a stream for at least 33 ft (10m)
 Stable steep banks of fine material that might be used by beaver or muskrat for denning (>30degree
slope) OR signs of recent beaver activity are present
 At least ¼ acre of thin-stemmed persistent vegetation or woody branches are present in areas that are
permanently or seasonally inundated.(structures for egg-laying by amphibians)
 Invasive plants cover less than 25% of the wetland area in each stratum of plants
Note: The 20% stated in early printings of the manual on page 78 is an error.
H 1. TOTAL Score - potential for providing habitat
Add the scores from H1.1, H1.2, H1.3, H1.4, H1.5
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Wetland name or number ________

H 2. Does the wetland have the opportunity to provide habitat for many species?
H 2.1 Buffers (see p. 80)
Choose the description that best represents condition of buffer of wetland. The highest scoring criterion that
applies to the wetland is to be used in the rating. See text for definition of “undisturbed.”
 100 m (330ft) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky areas, or open water >95% of
circumference. No developed areas within undisturbed part of buffer.
(relatively undisturbed also means no-grazing) ...................................................................... Points = 5
 100 m (330 ft) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky areas, or
open water > 50% circumference.......................................................................................... Points = 4
 50 m (170ft) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky areas, or
open water >95% circumference............................................................................................. Points = 4
 100 m (330ft) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky areas, or
open water > 25% circumference............................................................................................ Points = 3
 50 m (170ft) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky areas, or
open water for > 50% circumference. ..................................................................................... Points = 3
If buffer does not meet any of the criteria above
 No paved areas (except paved trails) or buildings within 25 m (80ft)
of wetland > 95% circumference. Light to moderate grazing, or lawns are OK.................... Points = 2
 No paved areas or buildings within 50m of wetland for >50% circumference.
Light to moderate grazing, or lawns are OK........................................................................... Points = 2
 Heavy grazing in buffer. ......................................................................................................... Points = 1
 Vegetated buffers are <2m wide (6.6ft) for more than 95% of the circumference
(e.g. tilled fields, paving, basalt bedrock extend to edge of wetland ...................................... Points = 0
Buffer does not meet any of the criteria above.
Points = 1
H 2.2 Corridors and Connections (see p. 81)
H 2.2.1 Is the wetland part of a relatively undisturbed and unbroken vegetated corridor (either
riparian or upland) that is at least 150 ft wide, has at least 30% cover of shrubs, forest or native
undisturbed prairie, that connects to estuaries, other wetlands or undisturbed uplands that are at least
250 acres in size? (dams in riparian corridors, heavily used gravel roads, paved roads, are
considered breaks in the corridor).
YES = 4 points (go to H 2.3)
NO = go to H 2.2.2
H 2.2.2 Is the wetland part of a relatively undisturbed and unbroken vegetated corridor (either riparian
or upland) that is at least 50ft wide, has at least 30% cover of shrubs or forest, and connects to
estuaries, other wetlands or undisturbed uplands that are at least 25 acres in size? OR a Lake-fringe
wetland, if it does not have an undisturbed corridor as in the question above?
YES = 2 points (go to H 2.3)
NO = H 2.2.3
H 2.2.3 Is the wetland:
within 5 mi (8km) of a brackish or salt water estuary OR
within 3 mi of a large field or pasture (>40 acres) OR
within 1 mi of a lake greater than 20 acres?
YES = 1 point
NO = 0 points
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Wetland name or number ________

H 2.3 Near or adjacent to other priority habitats listed by WDFW (see new and complete descriptions of
WDFW priority habitats, and the counties in which they can be found, in the PHS report
http://wdfw.wa.gov/hab/phslist.htm)
Which of the following priority habitats are within 330ft (100m) of the wetland?
(NOTE: the connections do not have to be relatively undisturbed)

Aspen Stands: Pure or mixed stands of aspen greater than 0.4 ha (1 acres).
Biodiversity Areas and Corridors: Areas of habitat that are relatively important to various species
of native fish and wildlife (full description in WDFW PHS report p. 152)
Herbaceous Balds: Variable size patches of grass and forbs on shallow soils over bedrock.

Old-growth/Mature forests: (Old-growth west of Cascade crest) Stands of at least 2 tree species,
forming a multi-layered canopy with occasional small openings; with at least 20 trees/ha (8
trees/acre) > 81 cm (32 in) dbh or > 200 years of age. (Mature forests.) Stands with average
diameters exceeding 53 cm (21 in) dbh; crown cover may be less that 100%; crown cover may be
less that 100%; decay, decadence, numbers of snags, and quantity of large downed material is
generally less than that found in old-growth; 80 - 200 years old west of the Cascade crest.

Oregon white Oak: Woodlands Stands of pure oak or oak/conifer associations where canopy
coverage of the oak component is important (full descriptions in WDFW PHS report p. 158.)

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

Westside Prairies: Herbaceous, non-forested plant communities that can either take the form of a
dry prairie or a wet prairie (full descriptions in WDFW PHS report p. 161)
Instream: The combination of physical, biological, and chemical processes and conditions that
interact to provide functional life history requirements for instream fish and wildlife resources.
Nearshore: Relatively undisturbed nearshore habitats. These include Coastal Nearshore, Open
Coast Nearshore, and Puget Sound Nearshore. (full descriptions of habitats and the definition of
relatively undisturbed are in WDFW report: pp. 167-169 and glossary in Appendix A.)

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

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

Talus: Homogenous areas of rock rubble ranging in average size 0.15 - 2.0 m (0.5 - 6.5 ft),
composed of basalt, andesite, and/or sedimentary rock, including riprap slides and mine tailings.
May be associated with cliffs.
Snags and Logs: Trees are considered snags if they are dead or dying and exhibit sufficient decay
characteristics to enable cavity excavation/use by wildlife. Priority snags have a diameter at breast
height of >51 cm (20 in) in western Washington and are > 2 m (6.5 ft) in height. Priority logs are >
30cm (12 in) in diameter at the largest end, and > 6m (20 ft) long.
If wetland has 3 or more priority habitats = 4 points
If wetland has 2 priority habitats = 3 points
If wetland has 1 priority habitat = 1 point
No habitats = 0 points
Note: All vegetated wetland are by definition a priority habitat but are not included in this list. Nearby
wetlands are addressed in question H2.4.
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Wetland name or number ________

H 2.4 Wetland Landscape (choose the one description of the landscape around the wetland that best fits)
(see p. 84)
There are at least 3 other wetlands within ½ mile, and the connections between them are
relatively undisturbed (light grazing between wetlands OK, as is lake shore with some
boating, but connections should NOT be bisected by paved roads, fill, fields, or
other development. ................................................................................................................. points = 5
The wetland is Lake-fringe on a lake with little disturbance and there are 3 other
lake-fringe wetlands within ½ mile ........................................................................................ points = 5
There are at least 3 other wetlands within ½ mile, BUT the connections between them
are disturbed ........................................................................................................................... points = 3
The wetland is Lake-fringe on a lake with disturbance and there are 3 other lake-fringe
wetland within ½ mile ............................................................................................................ points = 3
There is at least 1 wetland within ½ mile. ................................................................................... points = 2
There are no wetlands within ½ mile........................................................................................... points = 0
H 2. TOTAL Score - opportunity for providing habitat
Add the scores from H2.1, H2.2, H2.3, H2.4
TOTAL for H1 from page 14
Total Score for Habitat Functions – add the points for H 1, H 2 and record the result on p. 1
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Wetland name or number ________
CATEGORIZATION BASED ON SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS

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

Wetland Type

Category

Check off any criteria that apply to the wetland. Circle the Category when the
appropriate criteria are met.
SC 1.0 Estuarine wetlands (see p. 86)
Does the wetland unit meet the following criteria for Estuarine wetlands?
The dominant water regime is tidal,
Vegetated, and
With a salinity greater than 0.5 ppt.
YES = Go to SC 1.1
NO
SC 1.1 Is the wetland unit within a National Wildlife Refuge, National Park,
National Estuary Reserve, Natural Area Preserve, State Park or Educational,
Environmental, or Scientific Reserve designated under WAC 332-151?
YES = Category I
NO = go to SC 1.2
SC 1.2 Is the wetland unit at least 1 acre in size and meets at least two of the
following three conditions?
YES = Category I
NO = Category II
The wetland is relatively undisturbed (has no diking, ditching, filling,
cultivation, grazing, and has less than 10% cover of non-native plant
species. If the non-native Spartina spp. are the only species that cover
more than 10% of the wetland, then the wetland should be given a dual
rating (I/II) The are aof Spartina would be rated a Category II while the
relatively undisturbed upper marsh with native species would be a
Category I. Do not, however, exclude the area of Spartina in determining
the size threshold of 1 acre.
At least ¾ of the landward edge of the wetland has a 100 ft buffer of
shrub, forest, or un-grazed or un-mowed wetland.
The wetland has at least 2 or the following features: tidal channels,
depressions with open water, or contiguous freshwater wetlands.
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Cat. I

Cat. I

Cat. II

Dual rating
I/II

August 2004

Wetland name or number ________

SC 2.0 Natural Heritage Wetlands (see p. 87)
Natural Heritage wetlands have been identified by the Washington Natural Heritage
Program/DNR as either high quality undisturbed wetlands or wetlands that support
state Threatened, Endangered, or Sensitive plant species.
SC 2.1 Is the wetland being rated in a Section/Township/Range that contains a
Natural Heritage wetland? (this question is used to screen out most sites
before you need to contact WNHP/DNR)
S/T/R information from Appendix D
or accessed from WNHP/DNR web
site
YES – contact WNHP/DNR (see p. 79) and go to SC 2.2
NO

Cat. I

SC 2.2 Has DNR identified the wetland as a high quality undisturbed wetland or as
or as a site with state threatened or endangered plant species?
YES = Category I
NO
Not a Heritage Wetland
SC 3.0 Bogs (see p. 87)
Does the wetland (or any part of the unit) meet both the criteria for soils and
vegetation in bogs? Use the key below to identify if the wetland is a bog. If you
answer yes, you will still need to rate the wetland based on its functions.
1. Does the wetland have organic soils horizons (i.e. layers of organic soil),
either peats or mucks, that compose 16” or more of the first 32 inches of
the soil profile? (See Appendix B for a field key to identify organic soils.)
Yes - go to Q.3
NO - go to Q.2
2. Does the wetland have organic soils, either peats or mucks, that are less
than 16 inches deep over bedrock or an impermeable hardpan such as clay
or volcanic ash, or that are floating on top of a lake or pond?
is not a bog for purpose of rating
Yes - go to Q.3
NO
3. Does the wetland have more than 70% cover of mosses at ground level,
AND other plants, if present, consist of the “bog” species listed in Table 3
as a significant component of the vegetation (more than 30% of the total
shrub and herbaceous cover consists species in Table 3)?
Yes – Is a bog for purpose of rating
NO - go to Q.4
NOTE: If you are uncertain about the extent of mosses in the understory,
you may substitute that criterion by measuring the pH of the water that
seeps into a hole dug at least 16” deep. If the pH is less than 5.0 and the
“bog” plant species in Table 3 are present, the wetland is a bog.
4. Is the wetland forested (>30% cover) with sitka spruce, subalpine fir,
western red cedar, western hemlock, lodgepole pine, quaking aspen,
Englemann’s spruce, or western white pine, WITH any of the species (or
combination of species) on the bog species plant list in Table 3 as a
significant component of the ground cover (>30% coverage of the total
shrub/herbaceous cover)?
is not a bog for purpose of rating
YES = Category I
NO
Wetland Rating Form – western Washington
13
Version 2 Updated with new WDFW definitions Oct. 2008

Cat. I
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Wetland name or number ________

SC 4.0 Forested Wetlands (see p. 90)
Does the wetland have at least 1 acre of forest that meet one of these criteria for
the Department of Fish and Wildlife’s forests as priority habitats? If you answer
yes you will still need to rate the wetland based on its functions.
Old growth forests: (west of Cascade crest) Stands of at least two tree
species, forming a multi-layered canopy with occasional small openings; with
at least 8 trees/acre (20 trees/hectare) that are at least 200 years of age OR
have a diameter at breast height (dbh) of 32 inches (81 cm) or more.
Note: The criterion for dbh is based on measurements for upland forests.
Two hundred year old trees in wetlands will often have a smaller dbh because
their growth rates are often slower. The DFW criterion is and “OR” so oldgrowth forests do not necessarily have to have trees of this diameter.
Mature forests: (west of the Cascade crest) Stands where the largest trees are
80-200 years old OR have average diameters (dbh) exceeding 21 in (53 cm);
crown cover may be less than 100%; decay, decadence, numbers of snags, and
quanitity of large downed material is generally less than that found in old-growth.
YES = Category 1

NO

not a forested wetland with special characteristics

Cat. I

SC 5.0 Wetlands in Coastal Lagoons (see p. 91)
Does the wetland meet all of the following criteria of a wetland in a coastal lagoon?
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 surgace water that is
saline or brackish (> 0.5 ppt) during most of the year in at least a portion of
the lagoon (needs to be measured near the bottom)
YES – Go to SC 5.1
NO
not a wetland in a coastal lagoon
Cat. I
SC 5.1 Does the wetland meet all of the following three conditions?
The wetland is relatively undisturbed (has no diking, ditching, filling,
cultivation, grazing), and has less than 20% cover of invasive plant species
(see list of invasive species on p. 74).
At least ¾ of the landward edge of the wetland has a 100 ft buffer of
shrub, forest, or un-grazed or un-mowed grassland.
The wetalnd is larger than 1/10 acre (4350 square feet)
YES = Category I
NO = Category II
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Cat. II

August 2004

Wetland name or number ________

SC 6.0 Interdunal Wetlands (see p. 93)
Is the wetalnd unit west of the 1889 line (also called the Westarn Boundary of
Upland Ownership or WBUO)?
YES – go to SC 6.1
NO
not an interdunal wetland for rating
If you answer yes you will still need to rate the wetland based on its functions.
In practical terms that means the following geographic areas:
− Long Beach Peninsula – lands west of SR 103
− Grayland-Westport – lands west of SR 105
− Ocean Shores-Copalis – lands west of SR 115 and SR 109
SC 6.1 Is the wetland 1 acre or larger, or is it in a mosaic of wetlands that is 1 acre
or larger?
YES = Category II
NO – go to SC 6.2
SC 6.2 Is the unit between 0.1 and 1 acre, or is it in a mosaic of wetlands that is
between 0.1 and 1 acre?
YES = Category III
Category of wetland based on Special Characteristics
Choose the “highest” rating if wetland falls into several categorie, and record on
p. 1 .
If you answered NO for all types enter “Not Applicable” on p.1.
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Cat. II

Cat. III
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM
Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Supplement to the
1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual
Sammamish Valley Park
City of Redmond
MKM, CS
Sect., Township, Range
S 27
T 26N
R 5E
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc)
flat
Subregion (LRR)
Lat
A

4/15/09
DP- 1
Redmond/King
WA
Local relief (concave, convex, none)
none

Project Site:
Applicant/Owner:
Investigator:

Soil Map Unit Name

DP-1

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

Sampling Date:
Sampling Point:
City/County:
State:
Slope (%)

Long

Tuckwila muck

Datum

PEMC

NWI classification

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?
Are “Normal Circumstances” present on the site?
Are Vegetation , Soil, , or Hydrology
significantly disturbed?
Are Vegetation , Soil, , or Hydrology
naturally problematic?

Yes
Yes

No
No

(If no, explain in remarks.)

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?
Hydric Soils Present?
Wetland Hydrology Present?
Remarks:

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Is this Sampling Point within a Wetland?

Yes

No

slight topographic rise

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.
Tree Stratum (Plot size

5m diam.

)

Absolute %
Cover

Dominant
Species?

Indicator
Status

1.

Dominance Test Worksheet
Number of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

2.
3.

1

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

4.
= Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size

3m diam.

Percent of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

Prevalence Index Worksheet
Total % Cover of
OBL species
FACW species
FAC species
FACU species
UPL species
Column totals

3.
4.
5.
= Total Cover

1m diam.

(A/B)

)

2.

1.

(B)

100

1.

Herb Stratum (Plot size

(A)

1

)

100

Phalaris arundinacea

Y

Multiply by
x1=
x2=
x3=
x4=
x5=
(A)

(B)

FACW

2.

Prevalence Index = B / A =

3.
4.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators
Dominance test is > 50%
Yes

5.
6.

Prevalence test is ≤ 3.0 *
Morphological Adaptations * (provide supporting
data in remarks or on a separate sheet)
Wetland Non-Vascular Plants *
Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation * (explain)

7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

100
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size

= Total Cover

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

)

1.
2.
= Total Cover

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum
Remarks:

Hydrophytic Vegetation
Present?

Yes

No

______

Rubus armeniacus approximately 15 feet east of data point on slight topographic rise.

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Interim Version

SOIL

Sampling Point – DP-1

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth
Matrix
Redox Features
(inches)
Color (moist)
%
Color (moist)
%
Type1
Loc2
Texture
0-16
10YR 4/3
90
10YR 4/6
10
silty clay
loam

Remarks
dry

1

2

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)
Histosol (A1)
Sandy Redox (S5)
Histic Epipedon (A2)
Stripped Matrix (S6)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)
Black Histic (A3)
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)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3
2cm Muck (A10)
Red Parent Material (TF2)
Other (explain in remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:
________________________________________
Depth (inches):

Loc: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix

3

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)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
Water-Stained Leaves (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A & 4B) (B9)
High Water Table (A2)
Saturation (A3)
Salt Crust (B11)
Water Marks (B1)
Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)
Sediment Deposits (B2)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
Drift Deposits (B3)
Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)
Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
Iron Deposits (B5)
Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)
Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
Inundation Visible on Aerial
Other (explain in remarks)
Imagery (B7)
Field Observations
Surface Water Present?
Water Table Present?
Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Yes
Yes

No
No

Depth (in):
Depth (in):

Yes

No

Depth (in):

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):
Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 4A & 4B)
Drainage Patterns (B10)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
Shallow Aquitard (D3)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)
Frost-Heave Hummocks

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes

No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Interim Version

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM
Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Supplement to the
1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual
Sammamish Valley Park
City of Redmond
MKM, CS
Sect., Township, Range
S 27
T 26N
R 5E
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc)
flat
Lat
Subregion (LRR)
A

4/15/09
DP- 2
Redmond/King
WA
Local relief (concave, convex, none)
none

Project Site:
Applicant/Owner:
Investigator:

Soil Map Unit Name

DP-2

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

Sampling Date:
Sampling Point:
City/County:
State:
Slope (%)

Long

Tuckwila muck

Datum

PEMC

NWI classification

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?
Are “Normal Circumstances” present on the site?
Are Vegetation , Soil, , or Hydrology
significantly disturbed?
Are Vegetation , Soil, , or Hydrology
naturally problematic?

Yes
Yes

No
No

(If no, explain in remarks.)

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?
Hydric Soils Present?
Wetland Hydrology Present?
Remarks:

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Is this Sampling Point within a Wetland?

Yes

No

in-pit

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.
Tree Stratum (Plot size

5m diam.

)

Absolute %
Cover

Dominant
Species?

Indicator
Status

1.
2.
3.
4.
= Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size

3m diam.

Dominance Test Worksheet
Number of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

1

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

1

Percent of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

100

Prevalence Index Worksheet

2.

Total % Cover of
OBL species
FACW species
FAC species
FACU species
UPL species
Column totals

3.
4.
5.
= Total Cover

1.

1m diam.

(B)
(A/B)

)

1.

Herb Stratum (Plot size

(A)

)

100

Phalaris arundinacea

Yes

2.

Multiply by
x1=
x2=
x3=
x4=
x5=
(A)

(B)

FACW
Prevalence Index = B / A =

3.
4.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators
Dominance test is > 50%
Yes

5.
6.

Prevalence test is ≤ 3.0 *
Morphological Adaptations * (provide supporting
data in remarks or on a separate sheet)
Wetland Non-Vascular Plants *
Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation * (explain)

7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

100
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size

= Total Cover

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

)

1.
2.
= Total Cover

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum
Remarks:

Hydrophytic Vegetation
Present?

Yes

No

______

monoculture throughout eastern property area

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Interim Version

SOIL

Sampling Point – DP-2

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth
Matrix
Redox Features
(inches)
Color (moist)
%
Color (moist)
%
Type1
Loc2
Texture
0-16
10YR 3/2
100
silty organic
loam

Remarks
slight sulfidic odor

1

2

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)
Histosol (A1)
Sandy Redox (S5)
Histic Epipedon (A2)
Stripped Matrix (S6)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)
Black Histic (A3)
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)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3
2cm Muck (A10)
Red Parent Material (TF2)
Other (explain in remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:
________________________________________
Depth (inches):

Loc: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix

3

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)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
Water-Stained Leaves (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A & 4B) (B9)
High Water Table (A2)
Saturation (A3)
Salt Crust (B11)
Water Marks (B1)
Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)
Sediment Deposits (B2)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
Drift Deposits (B3)
Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)
Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
Iron Deposits (B5)
Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)
Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
Inundation Visible on Aerial
Other (explain in remarks)
Imagery (B7)
Field Observations
Surface Water Present?
Water Table Present?
Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Yes
Yes

No
No

Depth (in):
Depth (in):

1/4
0

Yes

No

Depth (in):

0

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):
Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 4A & 4B)
Drainage Patterns (B10)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
Shallow Aquitard (D3)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)
Frost-Heave Hummocks

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes

No

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

Ponded depressions throughout the area, up to 4" inundation. Surface water present is checked “no” above…is that right? If water table is at
0, isn’t that surface water?

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Interim Version

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM
Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Supplement to the
1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual
Sammamish Valley Park
City of Redmond
MKM, CS
Sect., Township, Range
S 27
T 26N
R 5E
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc)
flat
Lat
Subregion (LRR)
A

4/15/09
DP- 3
Redmond/King
WA
Local relief (concave, convex, none)
concave

Project Site:
Applicant/Owner:
Investigator:

Soil Map Unit Name

DP-3

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

Sampling Date:
Sampling Point:
City/County:
State:
Slope (%)

Long

Tuckwila muck

Datum

PEMC

NWI classification

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?
Are “Normal Circumstances” present on the site?
Are Vegetation , Soil, , or Hydrology
significantly disturbed?
Are Vegetation , Soil, , or Hydrology
naturally problematic?

Yes
Yes

No
No

(If no, explain in remarks.)

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?
Hydric Soils Present?
Wetland Hydrology Present?
Remarks:

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Is this Sampling Point within a Wetland?

Yes

No

Slight depression near north property boundary

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.
Tree Stratum (Plot size

5m diam.

)

Absolute %
Cover

Dominant
Species?

Indicator
Status

1.
2.
3.
4.
= Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size

3m diam.

Dominance Test Worksheet
Number of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

1

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

1

Percent of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

100

Prevalence Index Worksheet

2.

Total % Cover of
OBL species
FACW species
FAC species
FACU species
UPL species
Column totals

3.
4.
5.
= Total Cover

1.
2.

1m diam.

(B)
(A/B)

)

1.

Herb Stratum (Plot size

(A)

)

90
10

Phalaris arundinacea
Alopecurus pratensis

Yes
Yes

FACW
FACW

Multiply by
x1=
x2=
x3=
x4=
x5=
(A)

(B)

Prevalence Index = B / A =

3.
4.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators
Dominance test is > 50%
Yes

5.
6.

Prevalence test is ≤ 3.0 *
Morphological Adaptations * (provide supporting
data in remarks or on a separate sheet)
Wetland Non-Vascular Plants *
Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation * (explain)

7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

100
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size

= Total Cover

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

)

1.
2.
= Total Cover

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum

Hydrophytic Vegetation
Present?

Yes

No

______

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Interim Version

SOIL

Sampling Point – DP-3

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth
Matrix
Redox Features
(inches)
Color (moist)
%
Color (moist)
%
Type1
Loc2
Texture
0-8.5
10YR 3/3
100
silty organic
loam
8.5-11
10YR 7/2
70
10YR 5/8
30
silt
11-16

10YR 2/1

100

organic loam

1

2

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)
Histosol (A1)
Sandy Redox (S5)
Histic Epipedon (A2)
Stripped Matrix (S6)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)
Black Histic (A3)
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)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3
2cm Muck (A10)
Red Parent Material (TF2)
Other (explain in remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:
________________________________________
Depth (inches):

Remarks

Loc: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix

3

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)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
Water-Stained Leaves (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A & 4B) (B9)
High Water Table (A2)
Saturation (A3)
Salt Crust (B11)
Water Marks (B1)
Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)
Sediment Deposits (B2)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
Drift Deposits (B3)
Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)
Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
Iron Deposits (B5)
Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)
Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
Inundation Visible on Aerial
Other (explain in remarks)
Imagery (B7)
Field Observations
Surface Water Present?
Water Table Present?
Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Yes
Yes

No
No

Depth (in):
Depth (in):

8.5

Yes

No

Depth (in):

8.5

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):
Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 4A & 4B)
Drainage Patterns (B10)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
Shallow Aquitard (D3)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)
Frost-Heave Hummocks

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes

No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Interim Version

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM
Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Supplement to the
1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual
Sammamish Valley Park
City of Redmond
RMK, MKM
Sect., Township, Range
S 27
T 26N
R 5E
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc)
none
Lat
Subregion (LRR)
A

4/16/09
DP- 4
Redmond/King
WA
Local relief (concave, convex, none)
none

Project Site:
Applicant/Owner:
Investigator:

Soil Map Unit Name

DP-4

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

Sampling Date:
Sampling Point:
City/County:
State:
Slope (%)

Long

Tuckwila muck

Datum

PEMC

NWI classification

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?
Are “Normal Circumstances” present on the site?
Are Vegetation , Soil, , or Hydrology
significantly disturbed?
Are Vegetation , Soil, , or Hydrology
naturally problematic?

Yes
Yes

No
No

(If no, explain in remarks.)

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?
Hydric Soils Present?
Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Is this Sampling Point within a Wetland?

Yes

No

Remarks:

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.
Tree Stratum (Plot size

5m diam.

)

Absolute %
Cover

Dominant
Species?

Indicator
Status

1.
2.
3.
4.
= Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size

3m diam.

Dominance Test Worksheet
Number of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

1

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

1

Percent of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

100

Prevalence Index Worksheet

2.

Total % Cover of
OBL species
FACW species
FAC species
FACU species
UPL species
Column totals

3.
4.
5.
= Total Cover

1.
2.

1m diam.

(B)
(A/B)

)

1.

Herb Stratum (Plot size

(A)

)

100
10

Phalaris arundinacea
Poa sp.

Yes
No

FACW
FAC

Multiply by
x1=
x2=
x3=
x4=
x5=
(A)

(B)

Prevalence Index = B / A =

3.
4.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators
Dominance test is > 50%
Yes

5.
6.

Prevalence test is ≤ 3.0 *
Morphological Adaptations * (provide supporting
data in remarks or on a separate sheet)
Wetland Non-Vascular Plants *
Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation * (explain)

7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

110
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size

= Total Cover

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

)

1.
2.
= Total Cover

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum

Hydrophytic Vegetation
Present?

Yes

No

______

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Interim Version

SOIL

Sampling Point – DP-4

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth
Matrix
Redox Features
(inches)
Color (moist)
%
Color (moist)
%
Type1
Loc2
Texture
0-8
10YR 2/<2
100
silty organic
8-16

10YR 2/<1

100

organic

Remarks

very black

1

2

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)
Histosol (A1)
Sandy Redox (S5)
Histic Epipedon (A2)
Stripped Matrix (S6)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)
Black Histic (A3)
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)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
2cm Muck (A10)
Red Parent Material (TF2)
Other (explain in remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:
________________________________________
Depth (inches):

Loc: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix
3

3

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)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
Water-Stained Leaves (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A & 4B) (B9)
High Water Table (A2)
Saturation (A3)
Salt Crust (B11)
Water Marks (B1)
Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)
Sediment Deposits (B2)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
Drift Deposits (B3)
Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)
Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
Iron Deposits (B5)
Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)
Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
Inundation Visible on Aerial
Other (explain in remarks)
Imagery (B7)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):
Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 4A & 4B)
Drainage Patterns (B10)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
Shallow Aquitard (D3)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)
Frost-Heave Hummocks

Field Observations
Surface Water Present?
Water Table Present?

Yes
Yes

No
No

Depth (in):
Depth (in):

7

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Yes

No

Depth (in):

7

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes

No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Interim Version

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM
Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Supplement to the
1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual
Sammamish Valley Park
City of Redmond
RMK, MKM
Sect., Township, Range
S 27
T 26N
R 5E
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc)
hillslope
Lat
Subregion (LRR)
A

4/17/09
DP- 5
Redmond/King
WA
Local relief (concave, convex, none)
concave

Project Site:
Applicant/Owner:
Investigator:

Soil Map Unit Name

DP-5

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

Sampling Date:
Sampling Point:
City/County:
State:
10

Slope (%)

Long

Indianola loamy fine sand 0 to 4 percent slopes

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?
Are “Normal Circumstances” present on the site?
Are Vegetation , Soil, , or Hydrology
significantly disturbed?
Are Vegetation , Soil, , or Hydrology
naturally problematic?

Yes
Yes

Datum

none

NWI classification
No
No

(If no, explain in remarks.)

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?
Hydric Soils Present?
Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Is this Sampling Point within a Wetland?

Yes

No

Remarks:

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.
Tree Stratum (Plot size

5m diam.

)

Absolute %
Cover

Dominant
Species?

Indicator
Status

1.
2.
3.
4.
= Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size

3m diam.

Dominance Test Worksheet
Number of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

2

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

2

Percent of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

100

Prevalence Index Worksheet

2.

Total % Cover of
OBL species
FACW species
FAC species
FACU species
UPL species
Column totals

3.
4.
5.
= Total Cover

1.
2.
3.
4.

1m diam.

(B)
(A/B)

)

1.

Herb Stratum (Plot size

(A)

)

50
30
10
<5

Agrostis sp.
Poa sp.
Phalaris arundinacea
Alopecurus pratensis

Yes
Yes
No
No

5.
6.

FAC
FAC
FACW
FACW

Multiply by
x1=
x2=
x3=
x4=
x5=
(A)

(B)

Prevalence Index = B / A =
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators
Dominance test is > 50%
Yes
Prevalence test is ≤ 3.0 *
Morphological Adaptations * (provide supporting
data in remarks or on a separate sheet)
Wetland Non-Vascular Plants *
Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation * (explain)

7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
= Total Cover

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size

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

)

1.
2.
= Total Cover

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum

Hydrophytic Vegetation
Present?

Yes

No

______

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Interim Version

SOIL

Sampling Point – DP-5

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth
Matrix
Redox Features
(inches)
Color (moist)
%
Color (moist)
%
Type1
Loc2
Texture
0-10
10YR 2/2
100
silty organic
10-16

5Y 4/2

60

10YR 4/6

40

silt

Remarks

some organic content

1

2

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)
Histosol (A1)
Sandy Redox (S5)
Histic Epipedon (A2)
Stripped Matrix (S6)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)
Black Histic (A3)
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)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
2cm Muck (A10)
Red Parent Material (TF2)
Other (explain in remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:
________________________________________
Depth (inches):
Remarks:

Loc: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix
3

3

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

Hydric soil present?

Yes

No

_____________________________________

Chroma 2 with redox. Possibly a relic soil.

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required: check all that apply):
Surface water (A1)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
Water-Stained Leaves (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A & 4B) (B9)
High Water Table (A2)
Saturation (A3)
Salt Crust (B11)
Water Marks (B1)
Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)
Sediment Deposits (B2)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
Drift Deposits (B3)
Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)
Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
Iron Deposits (B5)
Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)
Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
Inundation Visible on Aerial
Other (explain in remarks)
Imagery (B7)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):
Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 4A & 4B)
Drainage Patterns (B10)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
Shallow Aquitard (D3)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)
Frost-Heave Hummocks

Field Observations
Surface Water Present?
Water Table Present?

Yes
Yes

No
No

Depth (in):
Depth (in):

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Yes

No

Depth (in):

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes

No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Interim Version

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM
Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Supplement to the
1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual
Sammamish Valley Park
City of Redmond
RMK, MKM
Sect., Township, Range
S 27
T 26N
R 5E
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc)
hillslope
Subregion (LRR)
Lat
A

4/16/09
DP- 6
Redmond/King
WA
Local relief (concave, convex, none)
concave

Project Site:
Applicant/Owner:
Investigator:

Soil Map Unit Name

DP-6

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

Sampling Date:
Sampling Point:
City/County:
State:
~10

Slope (%)

Long

Tuckwila muck

Datum

PEMC

NWI classification

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?
Are “Normal Circumstances” present on the site?
Are Vegetation , Soil, , or Hydrology
significantly disturbed?
Are Vegetation , Soil, , or Hydrology
naturally problematic?

Yes
Yes

No
No

(If no, explain in remarks.)

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?
Hydric Soils Present?
Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Is this Sampling Point within a Wetland?

Yes

No

Remarks:

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.
Tree Stratum (Plot size

5m diam.

)

Absolute %
Cover

Dominant
Species?

Indicator
Status

1.
2.
3.
4.
= Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size

3m diam.

Dominance Test Worksheet
Number of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

1

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

1

Percent of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

Prevalence Index Worksheet
Total % Cover of
OBL species
FACW species
FAC species
FACU species
UPL species
Column totals

3.
4.
5.
= Total Cover

2.

1m diam.

(A/B)

)

2.

1.

(B)

100

1.

Herb Stratum (Plot size

(A)

)

85
15

Phalaris arundinacea
Poa sp.

Yes
No

FACW
FAC

Multiply by
x1=
x2=
x3=
x4=
x5=
(A)

(B)

Prevalence Index = B / A =

3.
4.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators
Dominance test is > 50%
Yes

5.
6.

Prevalence test is ≤ 3.0 *
Morphological Adaptations * (provide supporting
data in remarks or on a separate sheet)
Wetland Non-Vascular Plants *
Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation * (explain)

7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
= Total Cover

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size

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

)

1.
2.
= Total Cover

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum

Hydrophytic Vegetation
Present?

Yes

No

______

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Interim Version

SOIL

Sampling Point – DP-6

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth
Matrix
Redox Features
(inches)
Color (moist)
%
Color (moist)
%
Type1
Loc2
Texture
0-11
10YR 2/2
100
silt with
organic
content
11-16
10YR 4/2
60
organic
11-16

10YR 2/2

40

silty organic

1

2

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)
Histosol (A1)
Sandy Redox (S5)
Histic Epipedon (A2)
Stripped Matrix (S6)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)
Black Histic (A3)
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)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3
2cm Muck (A10)
Red Parent Material (TF2)
Other (explain in remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:
________________________________________
Depth (inches):

Remarks

Loc: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix

3

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)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
Water-Stained Leaves (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A & 4B) (B9)
High Water Table (A2)
Saturation (A3)
Salt Crust (B11)
Water Marks (B1)
Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)
Sediment Deposits (B2)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
Drift Deposits (B3)
Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)
Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
Iron Deposits (B5)
Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)
Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
Inundation Visible on Aerial
Other (explain in remarks)
Imagery (B7)
Field Observations
Surface Water Present?
Water Table Present?
Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Yes
Yes

No
No

Depth (in):
Depth (in):

14

Yes

No

Depth (in):

12

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):
Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 4A & 4B)
Drainage Patterns (B10)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
Shallow Aquitard (D3)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)
Frost-Heave Hummocks

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes

No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Interim Version

Appendix B: Site Survey

Appendix C: Stream and Fish Report

June 9, 2009

Ed MacLeod
MacLeod Reckord
91 Marion Street
Seattle, Washington 98102
Re: Stream Enhancement and Fish Use Possibilities at Sammamish Valley Park
Watershed Company Reference Number: 080906
Dear Ed:
As agreed upon between Jenni Creveling of our office and Lauren Perry of yours, I
visited the Sammamish Valley Park parcel and its environs in Redmond on June 1, 2009
to assess the potential for stream enhancements on and near the site, including the
potential for fish use. My findings are as follows:
Setting:
City of Redmond stream mapping indicates the presence of a Class III stream flowing
southward along the west boundary of Sammamish Valley Park (east side of Willows
Road), then eastward along the south property boundary (north side of NE 116th Street;
see Figure 1, below). This stream, identified as Stream A in the wetland delineation
report, originates from the confluence of several Class IV drainages originating on the
slopes extending upwards west of Willows Road. Downstream of the Sammamish
Valley Park site, the stream continues eastward along an artificial, ditch-like channel
along the north side of NE 116th Street, passing an adjacent parcel to join the Sammamish
River on its west bank immediately downstream of NE 116th Street.
Where it flows southward in a roadside ditch along the west side of Willows Road, the
stream appears as though it could carry a low level of flow perennially from springs
along the toe of the slope, based on observations of the flows and the types of aquatic
vegetation present. Verification of perennial flow would need to occur later in the dry
season, during August or September. During the June 1, 2009 site visit, the flow present
was discharged to the park site, passing first through a culvert under Willows Road and
then through a second culvert under some railroad tracks. On that date, all of the flow
(less than 0.1 cubic foot per second) dispersed into Wetland A extending eastward across
the site. None of it remained within or re-entered the ditched channel extending first
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Sammamish River
Class IV Drainages

Class III Stream

Figure 1. From City of Redmond Streams Classification Mapping.

Photo 1 – View eastward along the Class III drainage channel. Note reed canarygrass
and exposed bed as a sign of previous standing water.
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southward along Willows Road then eastward along NE 116th Street to the Sammamish
River. This artificial channel was dry along its entire length on June 1, 2009, consisting
primarily of a reed-canarygrass-choked swale with evidence of flow or at least standing
water having been present during wetter periods (see Photo 1). At the river, any flow
would pass through a 36-inch CMP through the levee along the river to be discharged
down a steep, rocky riverbank, typically 4 to 5 feet vertically above the river surface
under low or base flow conditions (see Photo 2).

Photo 2 – Facing downstream, northward along the Sammamish River; the culvert
outfall for Stream A is under the reed canarygrass partway up the bank on the left side
of the photo.
Fish Passage and Potential for Fish Habitat Creation and Fish Use:
Given 1) the perched outfall of the culverted stream outlet 4 to 5 feet up a steep bank
above the river, and 2) the long stretches of only seasonally-flowing channel between the
river and the site, it is doubtful that a reliable connection exists, or could be feasibly
made, for fish to access the stream sections on or near the site from the river.
Furthermore, the gradient of the culvert at the outlet is somewhat steeper – estimated at
approximately 4 percent - than would be ideal or acceptable for fish passage. Basically,
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the river would have to be at flood stage to backwater the culvert and provide ease of
passage into the Class III, Stream A system.
Presuming that the stream flow entering the west side of the site from the culverts under
the railroad and Willows Road is perennial, which is still subject to confirmation, it is
possible that a very limited amount of habitat could be provided at and near the west
property boundary for isolated populations of non-salmonid fish such as stickleback and
other small, minnow-like “warm-water” fish. If temperatures could be kept cool enough
(below 65-700 F.) to provide refuge throughout the summer, a very limited amount of
habitat for cutthroat trout, a salmonid fish, might also be provided as well. However,
such a population might not be self-sustaining given the very limited amount of such
habitat that could be provided. Fish would have to be introduced initially and then
perhaps reintroduced from time to time. It is unlikely that fish would be able to colonize
such habitat initially from the river, or to re-colonize it later if they were to die out
locally due to short-term unfavorable habitat conditions or the natural fluctuations of
such small-size populations.
Due to space and gradient constraints, there would be little opportunity to create classic
pool/riffle stream channel sections with a gravel substrate on-site. Rather, it is
envisioned that any creation of fish habitat in conjunction with the wetland and other
habitat enhancements being planned for the site would consist of low-banked channel
sections with slow-moving water and/or ponded or open water wetland areas to be
excavated near the west site boundary. Such features would be supplied with water
from Stream A where it presently disperses into the wetlands on-site (see Photo 3).
From these created ponds or ponded areas, water could continue to disperse eastward
across the site, similarly to what it does now, to supply water (wetland hydrology) to
existing and/or to-be-enhanced or created wetland areas.
An emphasis on native, non-salmonid fish is recommended. Certain of these fish can
generally stand warmer water temperatures and lower dissolved oxygen levels than can
salmonid fish. Examples of potentially-suited species include, but are not limited to,
three-spined stickleback, Olympic mudminnow, and speckled dace. Somewhat of a
curiosity due to their rarity, Olympic mudminnow have been collected locally in Cherry
and Issaquah Creeks (Inland Fishes of Washington, Wydoski and Whitney, Second
Edition, 2003), and may be suited to the type of habitat that would be created.
Numerous other non-native, but endemic, species would also take well to such ponds or
ponded habitat, including brown bullhead catfish and pumpkinseed sunfish.
Cooperation with the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife would be necessary
in order to plant any fish species, native or not, into any habitat created for fish on-site.
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Photo 3 – Area envisioned for the creation of ponds or open water wetlands that will
increase the overall diversity of wildlife habitat, including habitat for amphibians and
the provision of limited fish habitat.

Please call if you have any comments or questions, or if we can otherwise be of further
assistance.
Sincerely,

Gregory P. Johnston
Senior Fisheries Biologist, CFP

Appendix D: SEPA Checklist

Print Form

CITY OF REDMOND
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Purpose of Checklist:
The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), chapter 43.21C RCW, requires all governmental agencies to
consider the environmental impacts of a proposal before making decisions. An environmental impact
statement (EIS) must be prepared for all proposals with probable significant adverse impacts on the quality of
the environment. The purpose of this checklist is to provide information to help you and the City of Redmond
identify impacts from your proposal (and to reduce or avoid impacts from the proposal, if it can be done) and
to help the agency decide whether an EIS is required.
Instructions for Applicants:
This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal. Governmental
agencies use this checklist to determine whether the environmental impacts of your proposal are significant,
requiring preparation of an EIS. Answer the questions briefly, with the most precise information known, or
give the best description you can.
You must answer each question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge. In most cases, you
should be able to answer the questions from your own observations or project plans without the need to hire
experts. If you really do not know the answer, or if a question does not apply to your proposal, write "do not
know" or "does not apply" and indicate the reason why the question “does not apply”. It is not adequate to
submit responses such as “N/A” or “does not apply”; without providing a reason why the specific section does
not relate or cause an impact. Complete answers to the questions now may avoid unnecessary delays later. If
you need more space to write answers attach them and reference.
Some questions ask about governmental regulations, such as zoning, shoreline, and landmark designations.
Answer these questions if you can. If you have problems, the City can assist you.
The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a period of time or
on different parcels of land. Attach any additional information that will help describe your proposal or its
environmental effects. When you submit this checklist the City may ask you to explain your answers or provide
additional information reasonably related to determining if there may be significant adverse impact.
Use of Checklist for Non project Proposals:
Complete this checklist for non-project proposals, even though questions may be answered "does not apply."
IN ADDITION, complete the SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NON PROJECT ACTIONS (part D).
For non-project actions, the references in the checklist to the words "project," "applicant," and "property or site"
should be read as "proposal," "proposer," and "affected geographic area," respectively.
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To be completed by applicant
A.

BACKGROUND
1.

Name of proposed project, if applicable:

Sammamish Valley Park

2.

Name of applicant:

City of Redmond, Parks and Recreation Department

3.

Address and phone number of applicant and Contact person:
City of Redmond,
Parks and Recreation Dept.
PO Box 97010
Redmond, WA 98073-9710
Contact: Carolyn Hope (425) 556-2313

4.

The Watershed Company (agent)
750 Sixth Street South
Kirkland, WA 98033
Contact: Ryan Kahlo or Jenni Creveling
Phone: (425) 822-5242

Date checklist prepared:
January 14, 2010

5.

Agency requesting checklist:
City of Redmond

6.

Give an accurate, brief description of the proposal’s scope and nature:
i.

32.08 acres
Acreage of the site: ____________________________________

ii

0
Number of dwelling units/ buildings to be constructed: ________

iii

0
Square footage of dwelling units/ buildings being added: _______

30,855 square feet
iv. Square footage of pavement being added: ___________________

v.

Public Assembly
Building Activity type: __________________________________

vi. Other information: _____________________________________

Page 2 of 24

Evaluation
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To be completed by applicant
7.

Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable):

The 4-acre active use part of the park to be developed as part of Phase 1, is
scheduled to be completed prior to 2016.

8.

Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further
activity related to or connected with this proposal?
yes, explain

Yes

✔

No If

There are no additional plans at this time. The City may consider future expansion
of the park, if neighboring properties were to become available.

9.

List any environmental information you know about that has been
prepared, or will be prepared, directly related to this proposal.
A wetland delineation was performed in April 2009. The study determined the
presence of a Category II emergent, depressional wetland encompassing much of
the site. The wetland vegetation is dominated by a reed canarygrass
monoculture. A small seasonal stream is adjacent to the southwestern and
southern property boundaries. Redmond mapping identifies the stream as a Class
III stream, meaning it has non-salmonid fish use or the potential for non-salmonid
fish use. See the Sammamish Valley Park Wetland Delineation Report, prepared
by The Watershed Company for further details.

10. Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental
approvals of other proposals directly affecting the property covered by
your proposal?
Yes ✔ No If yes, explain.
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Evaluation
for
Agency Use only

11. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your
proposal, if known.
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Clean Water Act, Section 404, NWP 27(including
Endangered Species Act consultation)
Washington Department of Ecology - Clean Water Act, Section 401 Water Quality
Certification, Construction Stormwater General Permit
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife - Hydraulic Project Approval
City of Redmond - Clear & Grade, Critical Areas Review, SEPA, Building Permit, Land
Use Permit, Redmond Site Plan Entitlement Process

12. Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the
proposed uses and the size of the project and site. There are several
questions later in this checklist that ask you to describe certain aspects
of your proposal. You do not need to repeat those answers on this page.
(Lead agencies may modify this form to include additional specific
information on project description.)

The project includes two primary components at the 32.08 acre site: wetland
enhancement and construction of a community center and community garden.
The wetland enhancement component will involve excavation of several
depressions to create significantly more permanently ponded areas than currently
exists and to add meandering backwaters. Enhancement will also include replacing
the reed canarygrass monoculture with a diverse, native plant assemblage with
emergent, scrub-shrub and forested areas. Habitat features such as large woody
debris and standing snags will also be installed. An interpretive trail and boardwalk
will be meander through and around the wetland areas. The total size of Wetland A
is 20.92 acres. The excavated pond will equal 0.61 acres; the excavated depressions
will equal 1.0 acres; and the excavated backwaters will equal 0.41 acres.
A community center, plaza, picnic shelter and their associated parking lot are
proposed in the northwest portion of the park, outside of the wetland and buffer
areas. A community garden with associated restrooms and garden shelter is
proposed in the northwestern-most corner of the park, outside of the wetland and
buffer areas. The proposed structures will occupy approximately 9,700 square feet.
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Evaluation
for
Agency Use only

ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS
1.

Earth
a.

General description of the site (check one)
✔

Flat
Rolling
Hilly
Steep slopes
Mountainous
Other

b.

What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)?
Describe location and areas of different topography.

The steepest slope is approximately 8%. The property is mostly flat, but
gradually slopes upward towards the northwest portion of the site, where the
proposed structures and impervious surfaces will be located.

c.

What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay,
sand, gravel, peat, mulch)? If you know the classification of
agricultural soils, specify them and note any prime farmland.
According to NRCS soil maps, most of wetland areas on the site contain
Tukwila muck, while most of the non-wetland areas are mapped as Indianola
loamy fine sand.
Soils observed in wetland delineation data pits generally contained silty loam.
Some areas contains silty loam with organic inclusions.
See the Wetland Delineation Report, prepared by The Watershed Company,
for further details.
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To be completed by applicant
d.

Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the
Yes ✔ No If so, describe.
immediate vicinity?

e.

Describe the purpose, type, location and approximate quantities of
any filling or grading proposed. Indicate source of fill.

Evaluation
for
Agency Use only

See attached "Additional Descriptions"

f.

Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use? If
so, generally describe.
There may be some temporary disturbances during construction of the
proposed project that could cause erosion. Given the topography of the site,
most effects would be minor and localized. BMPs will be used to minimize the
extent of any disturbances.

g.

About what percentage of the site will be covered with impervious
surfaces after project construction (for example, asphalt or
buildings)?
Approximately 2.9% of the site.

h.

Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to
the earth, if any.

See attached "Additional Descriptions"

i.

Does the landfill or excavation involve over 100 cubic yards
throughout the lifetime of the project?
Yes. As previously described, approximately 52,000 cubic yards of soil will be
excavated to create the depressions, ponded areas, and backwater channels
associated with the wetland enhancement. Half of that volume will be
placed on-site, and half will be hauled to a permitted receiving site.
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Air
a.

What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal
(i.e. dust, automobile, odors, industrial wood smoke, and
greenhouse gases) during construction and when the project is
completed: If any, generally describe and give approximate
quantities if known.
Any air quality impacts from construction vehicle emissions and associated
dust generation would be temporary and rapidly dissipated. When
construction is complete the proposed park improvements are excepted to
slightly increase vehicle traffic to the area.

b.

Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect
Yes ✔ No If so, generally describe.
your proposal?

c.

Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts
to air, if any:
Standard methods of reducing impacts to air would be utilized and include
keeping all heavy equipment in good operating condition. To reduce dust
generation, exposed soils and soils stockpiles would be covered or watered
during grading or during dry periods when subjected to equipment traffic.

3.

Water
a.

Surface

1.

Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of
the site (including year-round and seasonal streams, saltwater,
lakes, ponds, wetlands)? ✔ Yes
No If yes, describe type,
location and provide names. If appropriate, state what stream or
river it flows into. Provide a sketch if not shown on site plans.
There is a Category II depressional wetland (Wetland A) that encompasses
much of the site . A small seasonal stream (Stream A) emerges from a culvert
on the west side of the property, then flows in an artificial ditch-like channel
along the southwestern and southern property boundary. Stream A
discharges into the Sammamish River approximately 500 yards east of the site.

2.

Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within
200 feet) the described waters: ✔ Yes
No If yes, please
describe and attach available plans. Note approximate distance
between surface waters and any construction, fill, etc..
See attached "additional descriptions."
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3.

Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be
placed in or removed from surface water or wetlands and indicate
the area of the site that would be affected. Indicate the source of
fill material, if from on site.
No fill is proposed for surface waters or wetlands. Impacts from the proposed
boardwalk through the wetland will be limited to the pilings. It is estimated
that 52,000 cubic yards of material will be excavated. Approximately 50% will
be re-used on site and 50% exported. Approximately 29,000 cubic yards of
structural fill material will be imported to be placed outside of the wetland.

4.

Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions?
✔ Yes
No Give general description, purpose, and approximate
quantities if known.
Stream A will be diverted so that all of the flow will enter Wetland A.
Currently, some of the flow enters Wetland A and some is carried south, then
east in a shallow, ditch-like channel that eventually discharges into the
Sammamish River. The purpose of the diversion is to provide hydrology for
the enhancement of Wetland A and possibly provide additional fish habitat.

5.

Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain?
If so, note location on the site plan.

✔

Yes

No

Most of the property lies within the 100-year floodplain of the Sammamish
River. The area where the structures will be constructed is outside of the 100year floodplain (see attached "Preliminary Master Plan").

6.

Does the proposal involve any discharge of waste materials to
surface waters?
Yes ✔ No If so, describe the type of waste and
anticipated volume of discharge.

No discharge of waste materials is anticipated.

b.

Ground

1.

Will ground water be withdrawn, or will water be discharged to
ground water? ✔ Yes
No Give general description, purpose,
and approximate quantities if known.
A small amount of groundwater interflow from the west may be collected and
conveyed to an underground cistern, which will be used to water the gardens,
and in-turn the groundwater will be recharged.
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To be completed by applicant
2.

Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground
from septic tanks or other sources, if any (for example:
Domestic sewage; industrial, containing the following
chemicals...; agricultural; etc.) Describe the general size of the
system, the number of such systems, the number of houses to be
served (if applicable), or the number of animals or humans the
system(s) are expected to serve.

None expected. The sewage system will be connected to the City of
Redmond municipal sewage system.

c.

Water Runoff (including storm water):

1.

Describe the source(s) of runoff (including storm water) and
method of collection, transport/conveyance, and disposal, if any
(include quantities, if known). Where will this water flow?
Will this water flow into other waters? If so, describe.
See attached "Additional Descriptions"

2.

Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters? If so,
generally describe.
There will be no intentional or anticipated discharge of waste materials
into ground or surface waters.

d.

Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and
runoff water impacts, if any:
During construction, efforts will be made to avoid and minimize impacts
to ground and surface water by utilizing Stormwater BMPs as described in
City of Redmond Stormwater Codes and Standards.

4.

Plants
a.

Check and select types of vegetation found on the site:
Deciduous Tree:

Alder

Maple

Evergreen Tree:

Cedar

Fir

Aspen
Pine

Other
Other
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Shrubs
✔

Grass
Pasture
Crop or Grain

✔

Wet soil plants:

Cattail

Buttercup

Skunk cabbage
Water plants:
✔

Water lily

Bullrush
Other

✔

Eelgrass

Milfoil

Other

Other types of vegetation (please list)

Himalayan blackberry

b.

What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or
altered?
Reed canarygrass and Himalayan blackberry will be removed to the
maximum extent possible. A diverse native plant assemblage will replace
the reed canarygrass monoculture.

c.

List threatened or endangered species known to be on or near
the site.
None known.

d.

Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to
preserve or enhance vegetation on the site, if any:
The site is currently dominated by invasive species (reed canarygrass and
Himalayan blackberry). The project enhancement plan calls for the
installation of a diverse, native plant community throughout the site.

5.

Animals
a.

Circle any birds and animals which have been observed on or
near the site or are known to be on or near the site
✔

Birds:

Hawk

Mammals:

Deer

Heron

✔

Bear

Eagle
Elk

✔

Songbirds
Beaver

✔

Other

Other
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Fish:

✔

Bass

✔

Salmon

Shellfish

✔

Trout

Herring

Other

No fish are present on-site, but are present in the Sammamish River.

b.

List any threatened or endangered species known to be on or
near the site
Chinook salmon, steelhead, and bull trout, which are listed as threatened
under the Endangered Species Act, are known to inhabit the Sammamish
River.

c.

Is the site part of a migration route:
explain?

Yes

✔

No If so,

The Sammamish River (off-site) is a migratory route for anadromous fish.

d.

Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any:
See attached "additional descriptions"

6.

Energy and Natural Resources
a.

What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stove,
solar) will be used to meet the completed project's energy
needs:
Describe whether it will be used for heating,
manufacturing, etc.

Electricity will be used for lighting and heating. A wood-burning
fireplace may provide some heat when in use.

b.

Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by
adjacent properties?
Yes ✔ No If so, generally describe.
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What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the
plans of this proposal? List other proposed measures to reduce
or control energy impacts, if any:
No specific kinds of energy conservation features are proposed at this
time. It is the City's goal to build structures that maximize energy
efficiency.

7

Environmental Health
a.

Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure
to toxic chemicals, risk or fire and explosion, spill, or hazardous
waste that could occur as a result of this proposal? ✔ Yes
No. If so, describe.
The only potential hazards would be associated with the operation of
heavy equipment and machinery during the construction phase. Typical
hazards related to heavy equipment fuels are associated.

1.

Describe special emergency services that might be required.
In the event of an emergency, the local fire department hazardous
materials team would respond. Local medical service may also be
required. Standard emergency and response supplies will be on-site.

2.

Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health
hazards, if any:
Standard precautions will be taken to reduce hazards. Refueling will
occur away from the wetland. Construction crew managers will ensure
that potential spills will be cleaned up as required by the chemical use
instructions. Managers will contact the appropriate authorities in the
event of a spill.

b.

Noise

1.

What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your
project (for example: traffic equipment, operation, other)?
Automobile traffic noise from Willows Road and NE 116th Street will be
present, but is not expected to have an impact.

2.

What types and levels of noise would be created by or
associated with the project on a short-term or a long-term basis
(for example: traffic, construction, operation, other)? Indicate
what hours noise would come from the site.
See attached "additional descriptions"
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Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any:

Noise impacts will be limited to standard daytime construction hours.

c.
1.

Describe the potential use of the following:
✔

Flammable liquids

2.

Combustible liquids

3.

Flammable gases

4.

Combustible or flammable fibers

5.

Flammable solids

6.

Unstable materials

7.

Corrosives

8.

Oxidizing materials

9.

Organic peroxides

10.

Nitromethane

11.

Ammonium nitrate

12.

Highly toxic material

13.

Poisonous gas

14.

Smokeless powder

15.

Black sporting powder

16.

Ammunition

17.

Explosives

18.

Cryogenics

19.

Medical gas

20.

Radioactive material

21.

Biological material

22.

High piled storage (over 12’ in most cases)
Diesel fuel and gasoline will be the primary fuel sources for the
construction equipment.
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8.

Land and Shoreline Use
a.

What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties?
See attached "Additional Descriptions"

b.

Has the site been used for agriculture?
describe.

✔

Yes

No If so,

The site was historically used for agriculture, likely as pasture for livestock.

c.

Describe any structures on the site.
There are currently no structures on the site.

Yes

✔

d.

Will any structures be demolished?

No If so, what?

e.

What is the current zoning classification of the site?
A - Agricultural

f.

What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site?
Urban Recreation

g.

If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program
designation of the site?
Not Applicable
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h.

Has any part of the site been classified as an "environmentally
sensitive" area? ✔ Yes
No If so, specify. (If unsure check
with City)
See attached "Additional Descriptions"

i.

Approximately how many people would reside or work in the
completed project.
Zero to two staff people may work at the park site.

j.

Approximately how many people would the completed project
displace?
None.

k.

Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if
any:
Not applicable. No displacement impacts are expected.

l.

Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with
existing and projected land uses and plans, if any:
The City's comprehensive plan designation for the site is "urban
recreation." The planned project is not inconsistent with any land use
regulations, including the City of Redmond Comprehensive Plan and
Community Development Guide.

m.

What percentage of the building will be used for:
Warehousing
Manufacturing
Office
Retail
Service (specify)
✔

Other (specify)

100% community gathering building

Residential

Page 15 of 24

To be completed by applicant
n.

Evaluation
for
Agency Use only

What is the proposed U.B.C. construction type?
Type III, IV or V. To be determined.

o.

How many square feet are proposed (gross square footage
including all floors, mezzanines, etc.)
Approximately 9,700 square feet.

p.

How many square feet are available for future expansion (gross
square footage including floors, mezzanines and additions).
None.

9.

Housing
a.

Approximately how many units would be provided, if any?
Indicate whether high, middle, or low-income housing.
No housing will be provided.

b.

Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated?
Indicate whether high, middle, or low-income housing.
No housing will be eliminated.

c.

Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if
any:
Not applicable. No housing impacts are anticipated.

10.

Aesthetics
a.

What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not
including antennas; what is the principal exterior building
material(s) proposed?
The maximum building height will be 35 feet. Exterior building materials
have not yet been determined.
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To be completed by applicant
b.

Evaluation
for
Agency Use only

What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or
obstructed?
Views of the surrounding landscape, mostly fields will be altered by the
installation of native trees and shrubs. The proposed structures will alter
the views from and towards Willows Road. Distant views, such as Mt.
Rainier will be preserved to the maximum extent possible.

c.

Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if
any:
The planting plan will incorporate shrubs and smaller trees in areas where
views, particularly of Mt. Rainier, could be obstructed.

11.

Light and Glare
a.

What type of light or glare will the proposal produce: What
time of day or night would it mainly occur:
Typical exterior lighting will be used around the proposed building and
plaza. Pole lights will be used in the parking lot. Most lighting would
occur in evening hours. However, some lights may remain on
throughout the night for security purposes.

b.

Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard
or interfere with views:
No.

c.

What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your
proposal?
None are anticipated.

d.

Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts,
if any:

Lighting will be timed and minimized to reduce the effects of light and
glare, while still serving the security and functional needs of the site.
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To be completed by applicant
12.

Evaluation
for
Agency Use only

Recreation
a.

What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in
the immediate vicinity?
See attached "Additional Descriptions"

b.

Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational
uses?
Yes ✔ No If so, describe.

c.

Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation,
including recreation opportunities to be provided by the project
or applicant, if any:
The project is not anticipated to impact any existing recreation.
Recreational opportunities will be increased by providing walking trails,
picnic areas, and community gardens at the completed project site.

13.

Historic and Cultural Preservation
a.

Are there any places or objects listed on, or proposed for,
national, state, or local preservation registers known to be on or
next to the site? If so, generally describe.
None known.

b.

Generally describe any landmarks or evidence of historic,
archaeological, scientific, or cultural importance known to be
on or next to the site.

None known.

c.

Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts, if any:
Should historic, archeological, scientific or cultural significant items be
encountered during implementation of this project, work would be
temporarily stopped while the appropriate agencies are notified.
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14.

Evaluation
for
Agency Use only

Transportation
a.

Identify public streets and highways service the site, and
describe proposed access to the existing street system. Show
on site plans, if any.
Willows Road and NE 116th Street provide service to the site. An
entrance to the proposed parking lot will connect directly to the
northbound lane of Willows Road.

b.

Is site currently served by public transit? ✔ Yes
No If not,
what is the approximate distance to the nearest transit stop.
There is a King County Metro bus stop at the intersection of Willows Road
and NE 116th Street, less than 0.1 miles from the project site.

c.

How many parking spaces would the completed project have?
How many would the project eliminate?
The completed project will contain 43 parking spaces. No parking
spaces will be eliminated.

d.

Will the proposal require any new roads or streets, or
improvements to existing roads or streets, not including
driveways? If so, generally describe (indicate whether public
or private).

No.

e.

How many weekday vehicular trips (one way) per day would
be generated by the completed project? 210
If known, indicate when peak volumes would occur. 7:30 8:30 a.m. & - 430-7 p.m. How many of these trips occur in
the a.m. peak hours?70
How many of these trips occur
70
in the p.m. peak hours?

These numbers are approximate. The final public uses of the community
building have not yet been determined.
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To be completed by applicant
f.

Evaluation
for
Agency Use only

Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts,
if any.
Use of non-motorized transportation modes will be encouraged. Multiple
bicycle racks will be provided adjacent to the multimodal trail near the
west side of the site. During special events, the City plans to provide bus
transportation from remote parking lot(s).

15.

Public Services
a.

Would the project result in an increased need for public
services (for example: fire protection, police protection, health
care, schools, other)? ✔ Yes
No. If so, generally describe.
Some additional fire and police protection may be necessary, since the
site will be converted from no use to low or moderate public use.
Increased services are expected to be minor in scope and only necessary
on rare occasions.

b.

Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on
public services, if any.
None.

16.

Utilities
a.

Select utilities currently available at the site:
Electricity
Natural gas
Water
Refuse service
Telephone
Sanitary Sewer
Septic System
Other
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Evaluation
for
Agency Use only

To be completed by applicant
b.

Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility
providing the service, and the general construction activities on
the site or in the immediate vicinity which might be needed.
All utilities will need to be brought in from Willows Road or NE 116th Street.
City of Redmond would provide water and sewer. Puget Sound Energy
would provide electricity.

C.

SIGNATURE
The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge. I
understand that the lead agency is relying on them to make its decision.
Digitally signed by Ryan Kahlo
DN: cn=Ryan Kahlo, o=The Watershed Company,
ou, email=rkahlo@watershedco.com, c=US
Date: 2010.03.02 16:17:16 -08'00'

Signature:
March 2, 2010

Date Submitted:
Environmental Consultant

Relationship to signer to project:
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To be completed by applicant
D.

Evaluation for
Agency Use only

SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NON-PROJECT ACTIONS

(DO NOT USE THIS SHEET FOR PROJECT ACTIONS)
Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read them in
conjunction with the list of the elements of the environment.
When answering these questions, be aware of the extent the proposal or the
types of activities likely to result from the proposal, would affect the item at a
greater intensity or at a faster rate than if the proposal were not implemented.
Respond briefly and in general terms.
1.

How would the proposal be likely to increase discharge to water;
emissions to air; production, storage, or release of toxic or hazardous
substances; or production of noise:
All increases in discharges to water and emissions to air would be minor. Extra
vehicle trips to and from the park could produce slightly increased automobile
emissions. Increased impervious surfaces from the buildings and parking lots will
slightly increase the amount of discharge into Wetland A.

Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are:
See attached "Additional Descriptions"

2.

How would the proposal be likely to affect plants, animals, fish, or
marine life?
See attached "Additional Descriptions"

Proposed measures to protect or conserve plants, animals, fish or
marine life are:
The overall long-term project serves to protect and conserve plants, animals, and
fish. Additional measures are not necessary.

3.

How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural
resources?
Non-project actions are not anticipated to significantly deplete energy or natural
resources.
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Evaluation for
Agency Use only

Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources
are:
Not applicable.

4.

How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally
sensitive areas or areas designated (or eligible or under study) for
governmental protection; such as parks, wilderness, wild and scenic
rivers, threatened or endangered species habitat, historic or cultural
sites, wetlands, floodplains, or prime farmlands:
The project will have beneficial effects to wetlands by improving water quality,
hyrdology, and wildlife functions of the on-site wetland areas through extensive
enhancement.

Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce
impacts are:
Potential stormwater discharges into the wetland will be filtered and treated in
bioswales prior to discharge. Stormwater will be discharged through a level flow
spreader into the outer 25% of the wetland buffer, which will allow for more
natural dispersion and infiltration prior to runoff entering the wetland.

5.

How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use,
including whether it would allow or encourage land or shoreline uses
incompatible with existing plans?
The proposal is consistent with land use designations and the planned zoning
code change. There are no shorelines on the subject property.

Proposed measures to avoid or reduce shoreline and land use impacts
are:
Not applicable.

6.

How would the proposal be likely to increase transportation or public
services and utilities?
The proposal may increase vehicular traffic to and from the site, which currently
produces little to no traffic. The proposal will require standard utility service. Minor
increases in emergency services could be necessary during public gathering events.

Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demand(s) are:
The City plans to provide bus transportation from remote parking lot(s) during
special events, reducing impacts to transportation. It is the City's goal to construct
buildings that maximize energy efficiency, reducing the impact to utility increases.
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To be completed by applicant
7.

Evaluation for
Agency Use only

Identify, if possible, whether the proposal may conflict with local, state,
or federal laws or requirements for the protection of the environment.
The long-term strategy for the park does not appear to conflict with any local,
state, or federal laws or requirements for the protection of the environment.
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Additional Descriptions for SEPA Checklist.
B. Environmental Elements
1. Earth (e)
Grading will be necessary for habitat enhancement and construction of the
community center and community garden. Most of the existing wetland is
saturated only. Excavation will be used to create significantly more
seasonally/permanently ponded areas. Excavated soils will be primarily silt
loam, some of which contains organic inclusions. Approximately 52,000 cubic
yards of soil will be excavated for the habitat enhancement project.

1. Earth (h)
Standard best management practices (BMPs) will be used before and
during construction to minimize erosion. BMPs include, but are not limited to,
use of silt fences, compliance with a timing restriction to coincide with the
summer low-rain, and storage of materials away from wetlands and streams.
Following grading, disturbed areas will be revegetated with native plants.
Attempts will be made to reuse as much of the excavated soils as possible. The
current estimate is 50 percent of the excavated soils can be reused on-site.

3. Water (a)(2)
Much of the excavation will occur within the boundaries of Wetland A, and
some will occur within 200 feet of Stream A. The trail construction will all take
place within 200 feet of Wetland A, and the boardwalk sections will be
constructed over Wetland A. The community center, community garden, and
associated parking lot will be constructed approximately 75-100 feet west of
Wetland A, outside of the standard wetland buffer.

3. Water (c)(1)
Runoff will be generated primarily by rainwater. Stormwater runoff from
the improvements will be collected via a tightline drainage system and
discharged through a level flow spreader to the outer 25% of the on-site wetland
buffer. Runoff from the parking area will be conveyed through a bioswale for
treatment prior to entering the wetlands. A small amount of groundwater
interflow from the west may be collected and conveyed to an underground
cistern, which will be used to water the gardens, and in-turn the groundwater will
be recharged. The onsite wetland discharges to an existing ditch and flow east
approximately 1,500 feet to the Sammamish River.

4. Plants (b)
The site is currently dominated by invasive species (reed canarygrass and
Himalayan blackberry). The project enhancement plan calls for the removal of
invasive species and the installation of a diverse native plant community
throughout the site. Some ornamental plant varieties will be located near the

buildings and parking lot. The community gardens will be planted primarily with
vegetables and herbs.

5. Animals (d)
The proposed enhancement plan will improve wildlife habitat by increasing
the diversity of habitat types. Areas of open water will be increased, which could
provide habitat for waterfowl and amphibians. A diversity of vegetation
communities will be established including aquatic bed, emergent, scrub-shrub,
and forested areas. Additional habitat features will include meandering
backwaters with overhanging vegetation, large woody debris placement, and the
installation of a number of standing snags.
Stream A will be diverted so that all of its flow enters Wetland A. Stream A is
currently constrained in a shallow ditch-like channel that does not provide quality
fish habitat. Diverting the flow into Wetland A and adding ponded areas with
meandering backwaters could create fish habitat at the site. Further hydrologic
studies will be necessary to determine the types of fish that may utilize the site.

7. Environmental Health (b) Noise (2)
Noise from construction equipment will be present during the construction
phase and limited to standard daytime work hours. Construction will comply with
City of Redmond standards for hours of construction and noise levels. Once the
project is complete, noise will be typical of a low intensity recreational park and
will be limited to park hours.

8. Land and Shoreline Use (a)
The site is currently unused. The property to the north contains one
practice soccer field and agricultural uses. The property to the east is unused.
The property to the south, across SE 116th Street, contains a golf course. The
property to the west contains an abandoned railway, which is to be developed as
a multimodal trail by the city.

8. Land and Shoreline Use (h)
Much of the site contains a Category II wetland, Wetland A. A Class III
stream, Stream A, is adjacent to the site. Most of the site is located within the
100-year floodplain of the Sammamish River. City of Redmond GIS maps
indicate that the site contains a seismic hazard area.

12. Recreation (b)
The Sammamish River Trail follows the Sammamish River 500 yards east
of the proposed project site. There is a practice soccer field to the north that will
be phased out over the next three years as Full Circle Farms establishes
agricultural uses on that site. There is a private golf course to the south. Sixty
Acres Park, on the east side of the Sammamish River, offers 18 soccer fields.

Non-project Actions
1. Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are:
To reduce air emissions, non-motorized transportation options will be
encouraged by providing bicycle racks at the proposal site. To reduce impacts
associated with discharge, bioswales will be installed to treat stormwater runoff
prior to discharge into the outer 25% of the wetland buffer. By discharging into
the outer buffer through a level flow spreader, runoff will be dispersed and
infiltrated in a manner that causes the least amount of impact.

2. How would the proposal be likely to affect plants, animals,
fish or marine life?
The project will have a beneficial effect on plants and animals by replacing
an invasive plant community lacking structural diversity with a diverse, native
plant assemblage that will provide increased cover and forage opportunities for a
number of animal species. The ponded areas and meandering backwaters,
created as part of the proposal, may be able to provide new habitat for small,
warm water fish species.

Appendix E: Cost Estimates
Preliminary Master Plan Cost Estimate
Final Master Plan Cost Estimates (3 Phases)

MacLeod Reckord

Cost Estimate

Landscape Architects

Project: Sammamish Valley Park
Phase: Preliminary Master Plan
Date: 1/13/10
By: JR/LP/EM

ITEM & DESCRIPTION
Mobilization (7%)

QUANTITY

UNIT

UNIT COST

ALLOW

LS

$590,163.15

ITEM TOTAL SUBTOTAL
$590,163.15
$590,163.15

TESC
Erosion control

ALLOW

LS

$30,000.00

$30,000.00
$30,000.00

Site Preparation (not incl frontage)
Clear & grub light brush & strip grasses, haul
Mow wetland area
Remove misc items, haul
Temp construction fence, 6 month rental

20.800
20.8
ALLOW
ALLOW

AC
AC
LS
LS

$6,000.00

$124,800.00

$18,000.00

$0.00
$18,000.00
$142,800.00

Earthwork & Grading (not incl frontage)
Unsuitable Export on-site(strippings to 6")
Unsuitable Export in ROW (strippings to 6")
Cut, haul and place - ex wetland soils
Import, place & compact subgrade soil
Topsoil import - community garden plots
Rough and Fine Grading

24,907
1,126
25,985
28,348
657
78,099

CY
CY
CY
CY
CY
SY

$15.00
$15.00
$12.00
$18.00
$32.00
$2.00

$373,605.00
$16,890.00
$311,820.00
$510,264.00
$21,024.00
$156,198.00
$1,389,801.00

Storm Drainage
Catch Basin
Area Drains
Clean out
Drainage Pipe, 6"
Drainage Pipe, 8"+
Underground Cistern, 20,000 gal
Groundwater Interceptor Trench
Level Flow Spreader Outlet
Storm Basin and Pump (community garden water)
Biofiltration Swale

9
15
5
1,000
600
1
100
100
1
200

EA
EA
EA
LF
LF
EA
LF
LF
EA
LF

$1,500.00
$800.00
$600.00
$25.00
$35.00
$22,000.00
$20.00
$15.00
$5,000.00
$25.00

$13,500.00
$12,000.00
$3,000.00
$25,000.00
$21,000.00
$22,000.00
$2,000.00
$1,500.00
$5,000.00
$5,000.00
$110,000.00

Sewer
Connections
Sewer Saddle Manhole
Clean Out
Pipe, 6" PVC
Grinder Pump Station
Pipe, 2" Poly Force
Pipe, 6" Steel (encase Poly Force across Willows)

1
1
3
180
1
150
50

EA
EA
EA
LF
EA
LF
LF

$2,000.00
$3,500.00
$600.00
$35.00
$10,000.00
$20.00
$25.00

$2,000.00
$3,500.00
$1,800.00
$6,300.00
$10,000.00
$3,000.00
$1,250.00
$27,850.00

Water
Connect to Existing (Wet Tap)
Water Line, 1" Poly
Water Line, 12" DI
Fire Hydrant Assy
12" Gate Valve
Domestic Water Meter

1
500
200
1
3
1

EA
LF
LF
EA
EA
EA

$1,000.00
$15.00
$50.00
$3,000.00
$1,000.00
$1,500.00

$1,000.00
$7,500.00
$10,000.00
$3,000.00
$3,000.00
$1,500.00
$26,000.00

Page 1 of 2

MacLeod Reckord

Cost Estimate

Landscape Architects

Project: Sammamish Valley Park
Phase: Preliminary Master Plan
Date: 1/13/10
By: JR/LP/EM

ITEM & DESCRIPTION
Paving and Surfacing
Asphalt-vehicular
Concrete pavement-pedestrian
Cr rock surface (4" depth)
Wooden Boardwalk
Boardwalk Viewpoint
Pavement markings
Play area surfacing w/ underdrainage

QUANTITY

UNIT

UNIT COST

2,557
4,176
3,552
2,408
3
ALLOW
1,659

SY
SY
SY
LF
EA
LS
SF

$30.00
$42.00
$15.00
$225.00
$27,000.00
$1,000.00
$4.20

ITEM TOTAL SUBTOTAL
$76,710.00
$175,392.00
$53,280.00
$541,800.00
$81,000.00
$1,000.00
$6,967.80
$936,149.80

Walls, Curbs and Stairs
Timber stairs w/ cr rock
Concrete curbs
Concrete curbs @ play area
Concrete walls
Timber Stairs at Boardwalk

162
1,381
165
615
42

LFR
LF
LF
FF
LFR

$16.00
$20.00
$38.50
$55.00
$22.00

$2,592.00
$27,620.00
$6,352.50
$33,825.00
$924.00
$71,313.50

Buildings
Community Building
Restrooms and Garden Shelter
Storage Building
Kiosk
Shelter

ALLOW
ALLOW
ALLOW
ALLOW
2

LS
LS
LS
LS
EA

$450,000.00
$360,000.00
$64,000.00
$8,000.00
$180,000.00

$450,000.00
$360,000.00
$64,000.00
$8,000.00
$360,000.00
$1,242,000.00

Site Furnishings (not incl frontage)
Park entrance gate
Benches
Firepit
Play Equipment
Picnic Tables
Interpretive Signage
Directional signage
Misc.

1
40
ALLOW
ALLOW
8
ALLOW
ALLOW
ALLOW

EA
EA
LS
LS
EA
LS
LS
LS

$6,000.00
$1,400.00
$6,500.00
$40,000.00
$1,800.00
$12,000.00
$3,500.00
$25,000.00

$6,000.00
$56,000.00
$6,500.00
$40,000.00
$14,400.00
$12,000.00
$3,500.00
$25,000.00
$163,400.00

Irrigation
Lawn areas
Plant beds
Controller and POC
Deduct Meter

10,476
23,769
ALLOW
1

SF
SF
LS
EA

$0.50
$0.85
$15,000.00
$2,000.00

$5,238.00
$20,203.65
$15,000.00
$2,000.00
$42,441.65

Planting
Lawn (incl 4" topsoil, fert & mow)
Ornamental Plant beds ( incl 6" topsoil, 2" mulch)
Buffer Planting
Wetland Planting - shrubs, emergents and per.
Wetland Planting - forested areas
Wood chip mulch in wetland areas, 6" depth

1,164
23,769
324,776
418,556
338,690
14,023

SY
SF
SF
SF
SF
CY

$3.68
$5.50
$2.20
$3.50
$4.50
$25.00

$4,283.52
$130,729.50
$714,507.20
$1,464,946.00
$1,524,105.00
$350,575.00
$4,189,146.22

Lighting & Electrical
Parking lot lighting (completed in phase 1)
Misc site lighting

ALLOW
ALLOW

LS
LS

$40,000.00
$20,000.00

$40,000.00
$20,000.00
$60,000.00

Subtotal
Estimating contingency (20%)
Base Bid Total

$9,021,065.32
$1,804,213.06
$10,825,278.39
Page 2 of 2

MacLeod Reckord

Cost Estimate

Landscape Architects

Project: Sammamish Valley Park
Phase: Final Master Plan - PHASE 1
Date: 4/14/10
By: JR/LP/EM

ITEM & DESCRIPTION
Mobilization (7%)

QUANTITY

UNIT

UNIT COST

ALLOW

LS

$14,863.03

ITEM TOTAL SUBTOTAL
$14,863.03
$14,863.03

TESC
Erosion control (incl silt fence 6 mo rental)

ALLOW

LS

$2,400.00

$2,400.00
$2,400.00

Site Preparation (not incl frontage)
Clear & grub light brush & strip grasses, haul

1.170

AC

$6,000.00

$7,020.00
$7,020.00

Earthwork & Grading (not incl frontage)
Unsuitable Export on-site(strippings to 6")
Unsuitable Export in ROW (strippings to 6")
Import, place & compact subgrade soil
Topsoil import - community garden plots
Rough and Fine Grading

944
56
850
657
5,663

CY
CY
CY
CY
SY

$15.00
$15.00
$18.00
$32.00
$2.00

$14,160.00
$840.00
$15,300.00
$21,024.00
$11,326.00
$62,650.00

Storm Drainage
$0.00
Sewer
$0.00
Water
$0.00
Paving and Surfacing
Cr rock surface (4" depth)

2,478

SY

$15.00

$37,170.00
$37,170.00

Walls, Curbs and Stairs
$0.00
Buildings
Storage Building

ALLOW

LS

$64,000.00

$64,000.00
$64,000.00

Site Furnishings (not incl frontage)
Benches
Picnic Tables
Art

4
2
ALLOW

EA
EA
LS

$1,400.00
$1,800.00
$6,250.00

$5,600.00
$3,600.00
$6,250.00
$15,450.00

Irrigation
$0.00
Planting
Buffer Planting

10,745

SF

$2.20

$23,639.00
$23,639.00

Lighting & Electrical
$0.00
Subtotal
Estimating contingency (20%)
Base Bid

$227,192.03
$45,438.41
$272,630.44
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MacLeod Reckord

Cost Estimate

Landscape Architects

Project: Sammamish Valley Park
Phase: Final Master Plan - PHASE 2
Date: 4/14/10
By: JR/LP/EM

ITEM & DESCRIPTION
Mobilization (7%)

QUANTITY

UNIT

UNIT COST

ALLOW

LS

$286,005.00

ITEM TOTAL SUBTOTAL
$286,005.00
$286,005.00

TESC
Erosion control (incl silt fence 6 mo rental)

ALLOW

LS

$19,200.00

$19,200.00
$19,200.00

Site Preparation (not incl frontage)
Clear & grub light brush & strip grasses, haul
Remove oil tank
Remove misc items, haul

4.520
1.0
ALLOW

AC
EA
LS

$6,000.00
$20,000.00
$10,000.00

$27,120.00
$20,000.00
$10,000.00
$57,120.00

Earthwork & Grading (not incl frontage)
Unsuitable Export on-site(strippings to 6")
Unsuitable Export in ROW (strippings to 6")
Import, place & compact subgrade soil
Rough and Fine Grading

3,646
1,013
26,648
21,877

CY
CY
CY
SY

$15.00
$15.00
$18.00
$2.00

$54,690.00
$15,195.00
$479,664.00
$43,754.00
$593,303.00

Storm Drainage
Catch Basin
Area Drains
Clean out
Drainage Pipe, 6"
Drainage Pipe, 8"+
Underground Cistern, 20,000 gal
Groundwater Interceptor Trench
Level Flow Spreader Outlet
Storm Basin and Pump (community garden water)
Biofiltration Swale

9
15
5
1,000
600
1
100
100
1
200

EA
EA
EA
LF
LF
EA
LF
LF
EA
LF

$1,500.00
$800.00
$600.00
$25.00
$35.00
$22,000.00
$30.00
$20.00
$8,000.00
$25.00

$13,500.00
$12,000.00
$3,000.00
$25,000.00
$21,000.00
$22,000.00
$3,000.00
$2,000.00
$8,000.00
$5,000.00
$114,500.00

Sewer
Connections
Sewer Saddle Manhole
Clean Out
Pipe, 6" PVC
Grinder Pump Station
Pipe, 2" Poly Force
Pipe, 6" Steel (encase Poly Force across Willows)

1
1
3
180
1
150
50

EA
EA
EA
LF
EA
LF
LF

$2,000.00
$3,500.00
$600.00
$35.00
$10,000.00
$20.00
$25.00

$2,000.00
$3,500.00
$1,800.00
$6,300.00
$10,000.00
$3,000.00
$1,250.00
$27,850.00

Water
Connect to Existing (Wet Tap)
Water Line, 1" Poly
Water Line, 12" DI
Fire Hydrant Assy
12" Gate Valve
Domestic Water Meter, 1" (incl connect fees)

1
500
200
1
3
1

EA
LF
LF
EA
EA
EA

$1,000.00
$15.00
$50.00
$3,000.00
$1,000.00
$25,500.00

$1,000.00
$7,500.00
$10,000.00
$3,000.00
$3,000.00
$25,500.00
$50,000.00
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MacLeod Reckord

Cost Estimate

Landscape Architects

Project: Sammamish Valley Park
Phase: Final Master Plan - PHASE 2
Date: 4/14/10
By: JR/LP/EM

ITEM & DESCRIPTION
Paving and Surfacing
Asphalt-vehicular
Concrete pavement-pedestrian
Cr rock surface (4" depth)
Pavement markings
Play area surfacing w/ underdrainage

QUANTITY

UNIT

2,557
3,981
710
ALLOW
1,659

SY
SY
SY
LS
SF

UNIT COST
$30.00
$42.00
$15.00
$1,000.00
$4.20

ITEM TOTAL SUBTOTAL
$76,710.00
$167,202.00
$10,650.00
$1,000.00
$6,967.80
$262,529.80

Walls, Curbs and Stairs
Timber stairs w/ cr rock
Concrete curbs
Concrete curbs @ play area
Concrete walls

78
1,381
165
465

LFR
LF
LF
FF

$16.00
$20.00
$38.50
$55.00

$1,248.00
$27,620.00
$6,352.50
$25,575.00
$60,795.50

Buildings
Community Building
Restrooms and Garden Shelter
Kiosk
Shelter

ALLOW
ALLOW
ALLOW
1

LS
LS
LS
EA

$1,271,550.00
$540,000.00
$8,000.00
$180,000.00

$1,271,550.00
$540,000.00
$8,000.00
$180,000.00
$1,999,550.00

Site Furnishings (not incl frontage)
Park entrance gate
Benches
Firepit with ornamental CI cover
Play Equipment
Picnic Tables
Interpretive Signage
Directional signage
Art
Misc.

1
26
ALLOW
ALLOW
13
ALLOW
ALLOW
ALLOW
ALLOW

EA
EA
LS
LS
EA
LS
LS
LS
LS

$6,000.00
$1,400.00
$12,000.00
$50,000.00
$1,800.00
$10,000.00
$3,500.00
$112,500.00
$25,000.00

$6,000.00
$36,400.00
$12,000.00
$50,000.00
$23,400.00
$10,000.00
$3,500.00
$112,500.00
$25,000.00
$278,800.00

Irrigation
Lawn areas
Plant beds
Controller and POC
Deduct Meter, 2" (incl connect fees)

10,476
23,769
ALLOW
1

SF
SF
LS
EA

$0.50
$0.85
$15,000.00
$119,000.00

$5,238.00
$20,203.65
$15,000.00
$119,000.00
$159,441.65

Planting
Lawn (incl 4" topsoil, fert & mow)
Ornamental Plant beds ( incl 6" topsoil, 2" mulch)
Buffer Planting

1,164
23,769
121,674

SY
SF
SF

$3.68
$5.50
$2.20

$4,283.52
$130,729.50
$267,682.80
$402,695.82

Lighting & Electrical
Parking lot lighting (completed in phase 1)
Misc site lighting

ALLOW
ALLOW

LS
LS

$40,000.00
$20,000.00

$40,000.00
$20,000.00
$60,000.00

Subtotal
Estimating contingency (20%)
Base Bid

$4,371,790.77
$874,358.15
$5,246,148.93
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MacLeod Reckord

Cost Estimate

Landscape Architects

Project: Sammamish Valley Park
Phase: Final Master Plan - PHASE 3
Date: 4/14/10
By: JR/LP/EM

Ph 3 includes all of southwestern and eastern areas
outside of wetland
ITEM & DESCRIPTION
Mobilization (7%)

QUANTITY

UNIT

ALLOW

LS

UNIT COST ITEM TOTAL SUBTOTAL
$378,425.56

$378,425.56
$378,425.56

TESC
Erosion control (incl silt fence 6 mo rental)

ALLOW

LS

$26,400.00

$26,400.00
$26,400.00

Site Preparation (not incl frontage)
Clear & grub light brush & strip grasses, haul

15.250

AC

$6,000.00

$91,500.00
$91,500.00

Earthwork & Grading (not incl frontage)
Unsuitable Export on-site(strippings to 6")
Cut, haul and place - ex wetland soils
Import, place & compact subgrade soil
Rough and Fine Grading

12,303
25,985
850
73,810

CY
CY
CY
SY

$15.00
$12.00
$18.00
$2.00

$184,545.00
$311,820.00
$15,300.00
$147,620.00
$659,285.00

Storm Drainage
$0.00
Sewer
$0.00
Water
$0.00
Paving and Surfacing
Concrete pavement-pedestrian
Cr rock surface (4" depth)
Wooden Boardwalk
Boardwalk Viewpoint

195
355
2,408
3

SY
SY
LF
EA

$42.00
$15.00
$225.00
$27,000.00

$8,190.00
$5,325.00
$541,800.00
$81,000.00
$636,315.00

Walls, Curbs and Stairs
Timber stairs w/ cr rock
Concrete walls
Timber Stairs at Boardwalk

84
150
42

LFR
FF
LFR

$16.00
$55.00
$22.00

$1,344.00
$8,250.00
$924.00
$10,518.00

Buildings
Shelter

1

EA

$180,000.00

$180,000.00
$180,000.00

Site Furnishings (not incl frontage)
Benches
Picnic Tables
Interpretive Signage
Art

10
5
ALLOW
ALLOW

EA
EA
LS
LS

$1,400.00
$1,800.00
$10,000.00
$6,250.00

$14,000.00
$9,000.00
$10,000.00
$6,250.00
$39,250.00

Irrigation
$0.00
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MacLeod Reckord

Cost Estimate

Landscape Architects

Project: Sammamish Valley Park
Phase: Final Master Plan - PHASE 3
Date: 4/14/10
By: JR/LP/EM

Ph 3 includes all of southwestern and eastern areas
outside of wetland
ITEM & DESCRIPTION
Planting
Buffer Planting
Wetland Planting - shrubs, emergents and per.
Wetland Planting - forested areas
Wood chip mulch in wetland areas, 6" depth

QUANTITY

UNIT

192,357
418,556
338,690
14,023

SF
SF
SF
CY

UNIT COST ITEM TOTAL SUBTOTAL
$2.20
$423,185.40
$3.50 $1,464,946.00
$4.50 $1,524,105.00
$25.00
$350,575.00
$3,762,811.40

Lighting & Electrical
$0.00
Subtotal
Estimating contingency (20%)
Base Bid

$5,784,504.96
$1,156,900.99
$6,941,405.95
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Appendix F: Meeting Minutes

City Staff Meeting
Site Meeting
City Staff Meeting
City Staff Meeting
Public Meeting #1
Full Circle Farms Meeting
City Staff Meeting
Public Meeting #2
Park & Trails Commission
City Staff Meeting
Parks & Trails Commission
City Council Study Session
City Council (Consent Agenda)

4-1-2009
5-15-2009
6-18-2009
7-14-2009
7-16-2009
9-17-2009
9-17-2009
9-24-2009
10-1-2009
11-12-2009
12-3-2009
12-3-2009
Date to be determined pending
SEPA approval

MacLeod Reckord
Landscape Architecture

Planning

Urban Design

Colman Building
91 Marion Street
Seattle, Washington 98102
P 206-323-7919
F 206-323-9242

MEETING NOTES
April 1, 2009
Present:

Craig Larsen
Gregory Byszeski
Carolyn Hope
B Sanders
Jean Rice
Ed MacLeod
Lauren Perry
Jennifer Creveling

City of Redmond
City of Redmond
City of Redmond
City of Redmond
City of Redmond
MacLeod Reckord
MacLeod Reckord
The Watershed Company

The purpose of today’s meeting was to discuss the Sammamish Valley Park Master Plan project
schedule and to share information and ideas to begin work on the project.
The attached schedule and scope of work were distributed at the meeting.
The following comments and discussion occurred:
1. Contract:
• Contract to be completed in 1 week.
• If significant buildings will be part of the final master plan, city may want to add
an architect back onto the design team. See how programming phase goes
2. Zoning:
• Comprehensive Plan amendment changed site from agricultural to park use.
Growth Management Hearing Board has approved change.
• Zoning Code has not been updated yet. Update will occur prior to park master
plan approval.
• No legal impediment.
• The issue of what the zoning will be still needs to be settled. The master plan
alternatives phase could inform zone choice
• Map takes 3 months
• What is potential for variance for a large recreation building similar to Seahawks
field house on this site?
3. Parks & Recreation Comprehensive Plan Update:
• Parks Plan update meeting was last night. Need for indoor fitness facility
discussed
• Update includes study of recreation facilities. Possibility of improving existing vs
building new facilities.
• City expects to glean ideas for the Plan from this master planning process.
1

4. Master Plan Schedule & Process:
• Explore a range of uses in first phase of process. Get community reaction.
• Council members tend to come to the public meetings. Prior to the public
meetings, and after staff meeting, write a brief executive summary of what we will
present to give to council members before meeting
• Mayor has “3 touch rule” to keep in touch with council
• Decision to move public meeting for park alternatives now set in August to
September due to summer vacations.
• Add study session with city council in Sept or late August to validate direction we
are going.
• Delete the last Park & Trails Commission meeting. City staff will brief them.
• Extend contract 1 month. Master plan adoption in December. Current council
seats last thru Dec.
• City needs lead time to schedule meetings: location, time & publicity.
5. Park Context & Community Values:
• Neighbors to the north (agricultural) considering public access to their site for
community gardens, with possible provision for associated parking/facilities on
the park site. We wouldn’t want to duplicate what they are doing, but rather
compliment it. Invite them to the public meetings.
• Community “looking for a break” from soccer fields.
• Adjacent land owner to the east wants to develop their site as a “tree farm” with
associated large building (variance). Their proposal is currently being reviewed
by city. That owner may be interested in doing something on their land that would
relate to the park? Watershed did a study of this site prior to current ownership.
There was idea to restore an old oxbow there.
• Valley floor is sacred to many
6. Recreation Needs:
• City currently has limited indoor recreation space. Currently City has four indoor
recreation buildings: Community Center, Teen Center, Pool and Senior Center.
Gym programs fill up fast. Need more indoor recreation space.
• Need for women’s fast pitch facility. Currently team travel 40-50 miles. Possible
combination of indoor (training) & outdoor (field). Historically, private facilities w
batting cages etc have gone out of business
• Sports fields, but not soccer
• Basketball and Volleyball potential off season activities
7. Potential Park Uses & Qualities:
• Mount Rainier view is special.
• Wetland banking, enhance wetlands
• Agricultural uses such as community gardens (p patch or larger farming plots),
locally grown food, associated farmers market. High demand for p patches.
• Community gathering place
• Create a sense of mystery with design that draws in visitors. Whole park not
visible from street.
• Create a feature visible from street
• Pond
• Trailhead for future multi-purpose trail adjacent to site (on RR tracks)
• Playing through the wetland similar to the golf course
2

•
•

Trails are an important component of the park. Connections and within park.
Perimeter trail
Explore uses for revenue generation off season & eves

8. Potential Master Plan Alternatives:
• Sports facilities emphasis
• Agricultural / community gathering emphasis
• Wetland restoration / interpretive emphasis
9. Referenced Parks and Agricultural Sites:
• Perrigo Community Park had nearby & adjacent wetlands. Unique circumstance
because it sits on a gravel layer.
• Grass Lawn Community Park is a park with many dimensions. It is not just a
sports park.
• Johnathan Hartman Park (unlike Grass Lawn Park) is perceived as an industrial
sports complex.
• Kirkland had a pea patch that recently closed. It was heavily used.
• Bellevue sold their 100 pea patch plots in one day.
• 47 Acres, a private development down the street, had p patches but is pulling
back from that
• The master plan for Juel Community Park (116th) has a version with a small
agricultural p patch theme
• 21 Acres, owned by a private foundation, plans the full gamut of agricultural
uses, including pea patches, large agricultural uses/farms, buildings for Sat
market & other functions and wind/solar power. It is 1 block from the Sammamish
River Trail in Woodinville. They have raised $6 million for this project. (
www.21acres.com )
• 60 Acres , soccer
10. Wetland Uses, Allowances & Restrictions:
• City receives credit for wetland banking.
• Transportation would like to bank mitigation.
• Tremendous opportunities for enhancement and mitigation banking.
• City policy does not allow under-drained fields in a flood plain. Agricultural uses
are allowed.
• Water periodically inundates the site. Lack of capacity on golf course. Water
backs up along the road & adjacent properties.
• Agricultural uses can occur in a wetland buffer, but not in the wetland. This is
defined by local ordinances.
• Agricultural uses were abandoned on this site more than 5 years ago. Therefore,
the current use is considered the “new normal condition”.
• Possibility to do buffer averaging on this site. Watershed will look into this.
• Buffer width is determined by type of wetland. However, if we do mitigation buffer
requirement may not be the same…more likely reduced buffer.
• Can we shrink wetland/buffer area? Goal of buffer is to protect critical area.
Buffer must be native plantings.
• Trails might be allowed in the buffer area
• A mowed field can’t be within the buffer, but existing use might affect this rule.
Watershed will look into this.

3

•
•
•
•

Storm water detention and treatment within buffer area is possible as a pond.
This could be designed as a wildlife habitat feature. If a storm water swale goes
through the buffer, the water must be clean when it enters the wetland.
Can we return to a prior use? Design must still be in conformance with current
rules. Watershed to look into this.
JARPA needed? Only if there are wetland/buffer issues. Corps requires JARPA if
there is dredging or fill. Hummocks would be considered fill. A boardwalk with pin
piles would not be considered fill.
There may be $ available from public works a natural resources if adjacent owner
wants to restore the oxbow.

11. Design Team Resources:
• City will provide relevant file data about the site to the design team.
• Redmond Historical Society has info about history of the valley, including photos
and info an old river meanders.
We believe the preceding record to be an accurate summary of decisions and related
discussions. Failing notification of exceptions to this record within ten (10) days, we will
consider this a statement of fact in which you concur.
cc:
Craig Larsen
Gregory Byszeski
Carolyn Hope
Jean Rice
B Sanders
Jennifer Creveling
File
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MacLeod Reckord
Landscape Architecture

Planning

Urban Design

Colman Building
91 Marion Street
Seattle, Washington 98104
P 206-323-7919
F 206-323-9242

MEETING NOTES
May 15, 2009
Present:

Carolyn Hope
Ed MacLeod
Lauren Perry
Jennifer Creveling
Ryan Kahlo

City of Redmond
MacLeod Reckord
MacLeod Reckord
The Watershed Company
The Watershed Company

The purpose of today’s meeting was to visit the park site to discuss knowledge and ideas for
the Sammamish Valley Park Master Plan in the context of the new wetland delineation report
and survey.
The following observations and discussion occurred:
1. Site observations:
•

•

•

•

Local Context: The neighboring sites to the east and north, similar to the park
site, are relatively flat with low vegetation. There is an old oxbow on the site to
the east. Proposed development of that site as a tree farm is currently under
review. The golf course to the south has gently rolling topography with open
lawn broken by stands of trees and shrubs. The city will own the BNSF
railroad right of way in the near future. 60 Acres Park is located to the east on
the far side of the Sammamish River.
Vehicular Access: Located to the west of the site and the railroad is Willows
Road, a “collector arterial”. The south side of the site is bordered by NE 116th
Street, a “minor arterial” An existing (deeply potholed) dirt road crosses the
RR to the north of the site, across from Full Circle Farms, and connects to the
northwest corner of the site along the RR right of way. Vehicular access to the
farm and a residence are off of this road.
Bike Access: Designated bike routes with bike lanes are located along both
sides of Willows Rd and NE 116th Street. The Sammamish River Trail that
runs along the east side of the river is a primary north-south bike route. There
is a multi-purpose trail planned for the BNSF right of way adjacent to the site
that will connect downtown Redmond with points north.
Pedestrian Access: No designated pedestrian walkways or trails connect to
the site at this time. Pedestrians currently may walk along Willows Rd, 116th
and the BNSF railroad tracks, and may access the site from Willows Rd along
the existing dirt road. A barbed wire fence surrounds most of the site and
deters direct pedestrian access to the site from the railroad.

•

•

•

•

•

•

Stream: A ditched stream enters the west side of site under the railroad tracks
through a 36” concrete culvert. There is approximately 12” of standing water in
front of the culvert. The stream then flows south within the BNSF right of way,
then east along the NE 116th St right of way. It exits the site at the southeast
corner and follows a ditch along the north side of NE 116th Street to the
Sammamish River. The stream is a “Class III” stream. A 100 ft buffer is
required. Buffer averaging is allowed with restrictions. Various permits, studies
and consultations may be required if proposed development is in or over the
stream.
Wetland: The Watershed Co wetland delineation indicates that Wetland “A” is
a “Category II” wetland and encompasses most of the site. The wetland
occupies larger area than identified in the 1990 wetland report by David Evans
& Assoc. This is most likely due to changes in wetland delineation guidelines
as well as changes resulting from additional impervious areas in surrounding
development created since 1990. Buffer requirements vary depending on the
development proposed. High impact uses require a 100 ft buffer, medium
impact uses require 75 ft and low impact uses require 50 ft. Buffer averaging
and buffer reduction are allowed with restrictions. Various permits, studies and
consultations most likely would be required if proposed development in or
over the wetland.
Floodplain: The entire site is within the 100 year floodplain (below the 31.7 to
31.9 contour), except for a narrow area along the west side of the site. The
site area within the 500 year flood zone could experience very shallow
flooding during a 100 year storm.
Views: There are open expansive views to, from and within the site due to the
relatively flat topography and low vegetation on site and to the north and east.
Valuable views from the non-wetland highpoint on site include Mt Rainier to
the south, and across the river valley to the east to a forested hillside. The
Sammamish River is not directly visible from the site as it is heavily vegetated.
Large office buildings look out over the park site from the hillside to the west.
Trees along the railroad right of way screen office views to/from the
developable non-wetland area on the west side of the park site. Picturesque
farm buildings and agricultural uses can be seen to the north, as well as NE
124th Street, a “primary arterial”.
Vegetation: The site is vegetated by some native field grasses and meadow
foxtail (currently reddish in color). Invasive reed canary grass dominates the
wetland. Some Himalayan blackberry was observed at the edges of the site.
The northwest side of the site is mowed lawn. Native trees line most of the
railroad right of way to the west of the site. One ornamental Hawthorn tree is
at the west edge of the existing mowed lawn area.
Wildlife: We observed a young eagle on neighboring property to the east, two
mallard ducks on the BNSF railroad property and a few songbirds. There is a
possibility that the ditched steam adjacent to the site contains salmonids.

2. Site potentials and constraints:
•
Potential Vehicular Access, 3 basic options: 1. Future city ownership of the
BNSF railroad right of way allows for potential direct vehicular access across
the future multi-purpose trail from Willows Road to the northwest portion of the
site. The access design should conform to traffic safety requirements such as
offset or alignment with driveway and road intersections. If located directly
across from the Phisio Control driveway, the SVP driveway would cross a

•

•

•

•

•

mapped stream that is on the west side of the tracks. 2. A second potential
alternative is to provide vehicular access to the northwest corner of the site via
the existing dirt road on BNSF (future city) property. Since this access would
be shared by the farm and residence, the city may want to discuss this idea
with those parties prior to including it in the design as an option. This option
parallels and crosses the ditched stream and, based on available wetland and
topography maps, would probably impact wetlands and be in the 100 year
floodplain. Additional study would be needed to determine exact impacts. 3.
Vehicular access from NW 116th Street to the northwest (non-wetland) sector
of the site is impeded by the need to cross a large expanse of wetland (+/-280
LF) and wetland buffer. Wetland/stream impacts and high cost would make
this choice the least acceptable of the three.
Bicycle Access: Primary bicycle access to the park will be from the future
multipurpose trail on the railroad right of way. The park could provide some
parking and a rest stop for trail users. Improvements could be made along NE
116th Street to enhance the non-motorized connection to the Sammamish
River Trail and 60 Acres Park. Bike racks should be included on site.
Pedestrian Access: Primary pedestrian access to the park would be similar to
that for bicycles. Increased demand for pedestrian crossings of adjacent
streets may indicate improvements at the Willows Rd & NE 116th Street
intersection. Walking and interpretive trails with viewing platforms could loop
through the site. Explore potential for an off-road pedestrian trail connecting
to/across the Sammamish River.
Views: The park design could establish key viewpoints and enhance views
from the park of Mt Rainier and across the valley. The most undesirable views
of busy roadways could be screened or minimized. The design concept could
enhance or frame views of the park from NE 116th Street/golf course, key
points along Willows Rd, the future multi-purpose trail and residences/offices
on the hillsides to the east and west.
Wetland, Stream and Habitat Enhancement (The following text written by The
Watershed Co): This property provides a tremendous opportunity to greatly
improve habitat as well as aesthetics. The stream entering the site from the
west could possibly be relocated to meander across the south end of the site
with associated backwater depressions, log structures, and re-vegetation with
a diverse assemblage of native riparian and wetland plants. Other wetland
depressions created throughout the field could further increase the complexity
and edge character of the habitat while altering microclimates to discourage
invasive plants. Variable sizes, shapes, slopes, and orientation could be
created in these depressions to provide excellent amphibian habitat.
Installation of snags and brush piles, extensive and diverse re-vegetation, and
screening with trees along the roads would contribute to the overall restoration
and value of this area. Trails, boardwalks, and overlooks could be
incorporated into the restored wetland with interpretive signage.
Utilities: Additional research required.

3. Thoughts on Potential Master Plan Alternatives:
•
Sports facilities emphasis: The extent and distribution of the wetland area
limits the possibilities for fitting sports fields on the site. For example; a small
softball field (200’ outfield), a restroom, a picnic area, a small play area and a
parking lot (+/- 50 spaces) could fit tightly in the northwest sector of the site

•

•

with some major re-grading, walls and buffer averaging. Any facility on this
site would have to withstand potential flooding.
Agricultural / community gathering emphasis: This approach could compliment
the agricultural uses at Full Circle Farms, be an educational opportunity,
compliment the wetland restoration function and possibly provide food for the
community.
Wetland restoration / interpretive emphasis: This feature/function would be
more or less prominent in all of the alternatives. This emphasis responds well
to existing conditions. The city needs wetland banking sites. A smaller scale
community gathering place could be accommodated.

4. Next Steps:
•
Watershed to provide a list of similar successful project sites to visit, photos
illustrating some of the ideas we discussed, and a link to their Issaquah
wetlands report.
•
Watershed will send a biologist to the site to evaluate whether there are fish in
Stream “A”.
•
With input from city staff, the design team will complete the site analysis,
identify site opportunities and constraints, and list potential program elements.
•
Meet with city staff in early to mid June to discuss work to date prior to
finalizing for the public presentation in the last week of June.
•
City to provide an updated list of community/recreational needs based on
more recent data.
We believe the proceeding record to be an accurate summary of observations, decisions and
related discussions. Failing notification of exceptions to this record within ten (10) days, we
will consider this a statement of fact in which you concur.
cc:
Carolyn Hope, City of Redmond
Jennifer Creveling, The Watershed Co
Ryan Kahlo, The Watershed Co
Jeremy Sather, PACE Engineers
File
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MEETING NOTES
June 18, 2009
Present:

Craig Larson
Greg Byszeski
Carolyn Hope
Jon Spangler
Tom Hardy
Jean Rice
Jeff Hagen
Ed MacLeod
Lauren Perry
Jennifer Creveling

City of Redmond, Director P&R
City of Redmond, Deputy Director P&R
City of Redmond, Senior Park Planner
City of Redmond, Director Natural Resources
City of Redmond, Senior Planner, NR
City of Redmond, Financial Analyst, P&R
City of Redmond, Recreation Program Administrator
MacLeod Reckord
MacLeod Reckord
The Watershed Company

The purpose of today’s meeting was to discuss the preliminary site analysis, site potentials /
constraints, and potential program elements / alternatives and receive city direction in
preparation for the first Sammamish Valley Park Master Plan public meeting to be held.
The following presentation and discussion occurred:
1. Site Analysis: MacLeod Reckord, with input from Watershed, presented the
preliminary site analysis to city staff. Included in the presentation was brief discussion
of site context (including adjacent parcels), history of the site and river valley,
regulatory issues affecting the site (comprehensive plan and zoning regulations),
topography, sensitive areas on site (wetland, floodplain, streams, seismic hazard),
utilities (including existing bio-swale along Willows Road), site access, views, sense
of space, and vegetation.
2. Potentials and Constraints: MacLeod Reckord, with input from Watershed, presented
the preliminary site potentials and constraints to city staff. Included in the presentation
was brief discussion of park development limitations and opportunities related to
wetland buffers, wetland enhancement / restoration / creation, stream buffers,
building setbacks and restrictions, pedestrian access and circulation, vehicular /
bicycle access and parking, utilities, views and viewpoints, earthwork and
topography, vegetation, incorporation of the arts, educational opportunities (natural
environment, food and agriculture and Sammamish Valley history), active recreation
(such as softball, tennis, basketball) and passive recreation (such as picnic facilities,
open lawn, boardwalks).

3. Park Programming: MacLeod Reckord presented potential program elements in the
form of photos for a PowerPoint show and three master plan design directions as
indicated below. Due to the extent of the wetland, the site is primarily a natural
resource park. A limited area in the north-western quadrant of the site could be
developed in a variety of ways.
a. Natural Resource: Maximize Athletics
b. Natural Resource: Agricultural Emphasis
c. Natural Resource: Passive Park Emphasis
4. City Comments: The city staff had the following comments and questions:
a. Site Analysis, Potentials and Constraints:
• The preliminary site analysis graphic informative. Staff was surprised
at the large size of the wetland and relatively small developable area.
• If the public has questions about 60 Acres Park, the City will have
back-up information regarding what is happening there. Nine more
soccer fields are planned for that park.
• Wetland is Category 2 with buffers varying from 50 to 100 ft
depending on use intensity.
• Streams are Class 3 with 100 ft buffers.
• See UR zoning for building restrictions and limits for impervious
surfaces. Maximum building height is 35 ft.
• Visit Redmond West, and the wetland restoration at the UW Bothell
campus (where Sammamish River Trail crosses under 405)
b. Park Programming:
• Add more photos of potential program elements. A PowerPoint show
with photos to inspire ideas has worked well at past presentations.
Run images prior to meeting.
• The staff liked the full spectrum of the three alternative plans
represented by the athletic, agricultural and natural resource
emphasis. Each alternative is feasible and could be developed into a
great park.
• A 350 ft softball outfield is preferred.
• It is not in the city’s model to have a single isolated play field that
they are scheduling. It is less desirable and less efficient from an
infrastructure and maintenance standpoint.
• A single field may work if there is an associated indoor softball
practice facility. The indoor facility would be the size of a small gym
with associated support spaces. (Size might be about 180/200 ft x 50
ft?)
• Alternatively, the indoor recreation facility could be court games such
as tennis or basketball. Supply enough courts for a tournament (3
courts minimum).
• The agricultural alternative could be modeled after “21 Acres” in
Woodinville.
• The city needs large group picnic areas. The maximum size now
accommodates 75 people. They need accommodation of at least
200, with 250 or 300 as an ideal.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Paint a picture of the third alternative with more images. Tell a story
with a “model” wetland. The city has Redmond West, a restored
wetland. Examples might include ideas from other cities as well.
The passive park emphasis could include a new oxbow.
Small boat rental. Possible boating in a created open water area.
Bike rental related to the future multipurpose trail.
Flexible lawn and activity space related to picnic facilities.
Environmental education / interpretive center.
The city’s goal is to make the park 100% sustainable. Maximize
sustainability. Meet highest LEED standards. Zero net energy use.
Formal sports activities such as golf and ball fields are accessible
only to select groups of people. Make this park site accessible to a
broad spectrum of citizens. Provide opportunities for all to enter the
space.

5. Next Steps:
a. MacLeod Reckord to develop final graphics to present to city staff for
comment prior to the public meeting.
b. The public meeting will be held in late June or early July (exact date to be
determined) at the Old Redmond Schoolhouse Community Center, Room 101.
It is a double classroom.

cc:
Carolyn Hope, City of Redmond
Jennifer Creveling, The Watershed Co
Jeremy Sather, PACE Engineers
File

POTENTIAL DESIGN EMPHASIS DIRECTIONS:

Natural Resource:
Maximize Athletics

Natural Resource:
Agricultural Emphasis

x

Wetland, Buffer, and Habitat Enhancements

x

Wetland, Buffer, and Habitat Enhancements

x

Interpretive Trails, Signage, Boardwalks,

x

Interpretive Trails, Signage, Boardwalks,

and Viewpoints
x

Pedestrian and Bike Access; Circulation

and Viewpoints
x

(Trailhead)
x

Vehicular Access and Parking

x

Extensive Wetland, Buffer, and Habitat

x

Interpretive Trails, Signage, Boardwalks,

x

Pedestrian and Bike Access; Circulation

Vehicular Access and Parking

Enhancements, Open Water

and Viewpoints

Pedestrian and Bike Access; Circulation
(Trailhead)

x

Natural Resource:
Passive Park Emphasis

(Trailhead)

Vehicular Access and Parking

x

Picnic Facilities with Picnic Shelter(s),

x

> 250 people

x

Picnic Facilities with Picnic Shelter(s),

Restrooms and Small Concession

x

Pea Patch Gardens

x

Small Softball Field, 200´ Outfield

x

Restrooms

x

Small Interpretive Center

x

Small Indoor Recreation Facility

x

Storage

x

Restrooms

x

Court (Basketball or Tennis)

x

Coordination with Full Circle Farms

x

Bridges

x

Community Gathering Space

x

Demonstration Garden

x

Meeting Space

x

Art Incorporation

x

Large Gathering Space and Farmers Market

x

Amphitheater or Small Gathering Space

x

Art Incorporation

x

Art Incorporation

x

Picnic Facilities

x

Play Area

x

ADDITIONAL PROGRAM ELEMENTS SUGGESTIONS:

COMMENTS

City of Redmond

Sammamish Valley Park

POTENTIAL PROGRAM ELEMENTS

<100 People

MacLeod Reckord
Landscape Architecture

Planning

Urban Design

Colman Building
91 Marion Street
Seattle, Washington 98104
P 206-323-7919
F 206-323-9242

MEETING NOTES
July 14, 2009
Present:

Carolyn Hope
Dave Tuchek
Betty Sanders
Jean Rice
Jeff Hagen
Ed MacLeod
Lauren Perry

City of Redmond, Senior Park Planner
City of Redmond, Assistant Manager Operations
City of Redmond, Senior Park Planner
City of Redmond, Financial Analyst, P&R
City of Redmond, Recreation Program Administrator
MacLeod Reckord
MacLeod Reckord

The purpose of today’s meeting was to follow up on the previous staff meeting held on June
18, 2009 with the addition of updated “final” graphics, and to receive further city comment in
preparation for the first Sammamish Valley Park Master Plan public meeting.
The following presentation and discussion occurred:
1. Site Analysis, Potentials and Constraints, and Programming: Ed MacLeod briefly
reviewed the site analysis, site potentials and constraints and potential programming
with new and updated graphics.
2. City Comments: The city staff had the following comments and questions:
a. Site Analysis, Potentials and Constraints:
• Make the font sizes larger on the graphics. Make “Category 2
Wetland” bigger.
• Remove “PSE Trail” from drawing and add “116th Street Trail”. That
trail is not complete.
• Add a bold arrow at the potential vehicular entrance to site
• Remove zoning and comprehensive plan designations from the park
site. Mention in the public presentation that the site zoning will be
updated by 2010 to “Urban Recreation” to conform to the
comprehensive plan.
b. Park Programming:
• Make 3 additional photo boards and delete the PowerPoint show.
• Have we considered a dog park or skate park? Ed responded that a
small skate park could be an option if desired. However, a dog park

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

would take up a larger area and may not be appropriate on this site
due to the limited developable area.
Make extra prints of the sheets for the public to write in programming
ideas.
Currently there is a farmers market in downtown Redmond. A
farmers market on the park site would duplicate this and the site may
be too remote for this activity.
Food grown from pea patches could possibly be sold from roadside /
trailside stands, sold through Full Circle Farms, or donated to food
banks.
There are pea patches at Crossroads Mall.
The pea patch plots at Marymoor Park were expanded. Some are
empty now.
21 Acres is currently building new facilities for a farmers market,
meeting space and educational facilities.
Will we be having the public vote on the program elements? Ed
preferred that we stay away from voting. The Parks & Trails
Commission and the City Council will consider public comments
when making their decisions. Voting can skew results away from
accurately representing the community if attendance is weighted with
special interest groups.
Include open water element.

c. Schedule:
• Revise the Parks & Trails Commission meetings. July meeting did
not happen. Meetings should be set to include review of master plan
alternatives, preliminary master plan, and city council study session
for the final alternative. Take out their programming meeting.
• Revise the City Council meetings. It is difficult to get onto the city
council agenda in December, and sometimes they cancel December
meetings. They should review the final master plan only, after the
Parks & Trails Commission reviews it. Prior to council approval
meeting, Council should look at a preliminary draft of the final master
plan at the committee level.
• City staff needs more time to finalize the schedule. There is a staff
meeting this Thursday.
• If we present a schedule graphic, we should simplify it to include only
the months (not the dates) across and the major headings (yellow
bars) down. Note only which months the public meeting may occur
in.
• It was agreed that the schedule is very tight. Staff will find out if we
could finalize the plan and present to council into early 2010.
3. Next Steps:
a. The public meeting will occur on July 16, 7:00pm at the Old Redmond
Schoolhouse Community Center. City to bring 3 easels and snacks.
b. MacLeod Reckord to provide draft schedule per above discussion. City will
research potential meeting dates and modify schedule accordingly.

c. MacLeod Reckord to visit 21 Acres Farm in Woodinville for photos to include
in presentation.
cc:
Carolyn Hope, City of Redmond
Jennifer Creveling, The Watershed Co
Jeremy Sather, PACE Engineers
File

MacLeod Reckord
Landscape Architecture

Planning

Urban Design

Colman Building
91 Marion Street
Seattle, Washington 98104
P 206-323-7919
F 206-323-9242

SAMMAMISH VALLEY PARK MASTER PLAN
FIRST PUBLIC MEETING
July 16, 2009
7:00 PM – 9:00 PM
Old Redmond Schoolhouse Community Center

The purpose of today’s meeting was to present to the public the Sammamish Valley Park Master
Plan site analysis, site potentials & constraints, and potential program elements, and to receive
public input on the analysis and program for the park.
The following presentation and discussion occurred:
1. Introductions: Carolyn Hope, Senior Planner from the City of Redmond, acknowledged
members of the community who are serving the community in various appointed and elected
positions. She introduced the project and consultants to the public.
2. Overview: Ed MacLeod provided an overview of the project process and schedule.
3. Site Analysis, Potentials and Constraints: MacLeod Reckord presented the site analysis
including discussion of site context, history, regulatory issues, topography, sensitive areas,
utilities, existing site access, views, wildlife and vegetation. Presentation of the site
potentials and constraints included discussion of park development limitations and
opportunities related to wetland buffers, wetland enhancement / restoration / creation,
stream buffers, building setbacks and restrictions, pedestrian access and circulation,
vehicular / bicycle access and parking, location and availability of utilities, views and
viewpoints, earthwork and topography, vegetation, potential locations for active recreation
and passive recreational uses.
Reference Graphics: “Context Aerial”, “Site Analysis”, “Site Topography” and 2 sheets with
“Existing Conditions” photos.
4. Park Programming: MacLeod Reckord presented potential program elements in the form of
three master plan design directions:
a. Natural Resource: Maximize Athletics
b. Natural Resource: Agricultural Emphasis
c. Natural Resource: Passive Park Emphasis
Due to the extent of the wetland, the site is primarily a natural resource park. A limited area
in the north-western quadrant of the site could be developed in a variety of ways.

Reference Graphics: “Potential Program Elements”, 6 sheets with photos illustrating
potential “Athletic Facility Emphasis”.
5. Public Comments: The public had the following comments and questions:
a. Site Analysis, Potentials and Constraints Comments:
• Add bus routes and stops along Willows Road. The city can coordinate with
Sue Stewart, who works for KC Metro, if we think a bus stop needs to be
moved, based on driveway location, etc.
• Add bike lane locations along Willows and 116th.
• Request for clarification on what development could occur in the wetland,
and consequences of developing playfields there.
• Include another (aerial photo) board that shows the proximity to downtown
including driving time, bicycling time and distance, and walking time. Also
include routes such as bike lanes on Willows from downtown, Sammamish
River Trail from downtown, PSE Trail from Education Hill then up
Sammamish River Trail, North Redmond across 116th or 124th to park, PSE
Trail from West side of town up Willows or Sammamish River Trail to park,
and future BNSF trail up to park.
b. Park Programming Comments:
• Would like to see soccer fields on the site. Frustrated that the site is
encumbered by wetlands and can’t do more with the land.
• Desire to expand the park to adjacent sites in order to increase the area
developable as sports fields and support facilities. Specifically, expansion
to the adjacent LWYSA and Button properties. Advantages to acquiring the
Button property include existing direct vehicle access from 116th Street,
enhancement of the old oxbow, potential for fish habitat development
connection to the river, connection to the Sammamish River Trail and public
park adjacency to the river. With acquisition of all the adjacent properties,
the city could combine wetland natural areas, trails, and active recreation.
Stan Konzen has old plans from when LWYSA owned the Button property
and the Full Circle property and designed fields, trails, and park features.
• The park should be a place for the entire community
• Provide a place for community gathering and events
• Enhance site for bird habitat and provide places for bird watching
• Include open water in the design.
• Interest in keeping bees on site. Question about the logistics of keeping
them.
• Desire to have the entire site accessible to walk in, including the wetland
(not just on boardwalks).
• Coordinate agricultural concept with other nearby agricultural facilities such
as “South 47 Farm” and the horse farm. Don’t compete with local farms,
make sure the programming is complimentary.
• Combine agricultural and passive park concepts with a teaching facility.
• Like the willow tent idea on the boards.
• Like green building and green roofs.
• Could be an area where you teach wilderness awareness.
• Could have fruit trees, orchard. This could be a distinguishing characteristic
to Full Circle or other neighbors.

•
•
•
•
•
•

Willows Road could be an agriculturally themed a gateway corridor to the
city. Opportunity to express valley history along the corridor, including on
this park site.
Create a viewpoint with views of Mt. Rainer and the Sammamish River
Valley. Make a public gathering space that takes advantage of the views.
Buffer views of the business park to the west from the park site, especially if
we emphasize a passive natural resource design.
Create a strong relationship to the future multipurpose trail.
Preference for a combination of agricultural and passive park uses.
Include artworks within the site and along Willows Road and the future
multipurpose trail

6. Next Steps:
a. The public will have the opportunity to comment on the master plan design at the
following points in the design process:
• Master Plan Design Alternatives (public meeting and Parks & Trails
Commission meeting)
• Preliminary Master Plan (public meeting and Parks & Trails Commission
meeting)
• Final Master Plan (Parks & Trails Commission meeting andCity Council
meeting)
7. Attendees:
a. The following is a list of people who attended the public meeting:
• Liz Brandigee, resident
• Jeremiah Cox, resident
• Stan Konzen, resident
• Terri Dige, Parks and Trails Commissioner
• Sue Stewart, Parks and Trails Commissioner
• Richard Cole, Council member
• Kim Allen, Council member
• Greg Byszeski, Deputy Director of Parks
• Mary Yelanjian, Arts Administrator
• Carolyn Hope, Park Planner
• Lauren Perry, MR
• Ed MacLeod, MR
• Greg Johnston, Watershed
• Ryan Kahlo, Watershed
cc:
Carolyn Hope, City of Redmond
Jennifer Creveling, The Watershed Co
Jeremy Sather, PACE Engineers
File

MEETING NOTES
Sammamish Valley Park
City Staff Meeting
September 17, 2009
Present:

Craig Larsen
Gregory Byszeski
Carolyn Hope
Dave Tuchek
Betty Sanders
Jean Rice
Jeff Hagen
Tom Hardy
Ed MacLeod
Lauren Perry

City of Redmond
City of Redmond
City of Redmond, Senior Park Planner
City of Redmond, Assistant Manager Operations
City of Redmond, Senior Park Planner
City of Redmond, Financial Analyst, P&R
City of Redmond, Recreation Program Administrator
City of Redmond, Stream & Habitat Planner
MacLeod Reckord
MacLeod Reckord

The purpose of today’s meeting was to present and receive city comment on the three draft
alternative designs for Sammamish Valley Park Master Plan in preparation for the second
public meeting. Key results of the meeting held earlier today with Full Circle Farms were
summarized.
The following presentation and discussion occurred:
1. Site Analysis, Potentials and Constraints, and Programming: Ed MacLeod provided
an overview of the project process and schedule, and briefly reviewed the site
analysis and site programming.
2. Full Circle Farms Meeting: Ed MacLeod summarized the meeting with Andrew Stout
of Full Circle Farms (FCF). Key results of the meeting related to the park design were
as follows:




FCF would like to provide interpretive trails on their property that
could connect with the park trail system. Andrew would like to
provide hay rides, demonstrations and / or a self guided tour of the
farm.
FCF has a parking lot in the north-west corner of their site which
they would be willing to share with the city for SVP overflow parking
for special / joint events and uses that relate to FCF goals such as P
patches, a farmers market and organic farming / cooking classes.




FCF would like to have access to the potential classroom / meeting
space in the park to teach about organic gardening
FCF would like to assist the city in constructing the P patch gardens.
They could help to prepare the land with their farm equipment.

City staff members were excited about the potential for finding mutually beneficial
ways to partner with Full Circle Farms on the Sammamish Valley park site.
3. Alternative Park Designs: Ed Macleod and Lauren Perry presented three draft
alternative park designs. Staff had the following comments:
a. General Comments:





This neighborhood is one that could take a bigger recreational
building better than some other sites under consideration.
Add a kiosk with a message board to all schemes.
Use of sustainable design and materials is a priority.
Discuss driveway location with transportation planner.

b. Alternative 1 – Athletic Emphasis:








Move the play area away from the field
The building should incorporate flexible space. The sides of the
building should open onto the adjacent outdoor spaces so that
activities can expand outside in good weather. These outdoor
spaces could be turf areas as well as paved areas.
If the field fits in this orientation, locate the backstop in the north
corner of the field so the building can open onto the field.
Make the field more flexible by eliminating the infield.
De-emphasize locker rooms in the building.
Label the size of the field. Add tall fencing to prevent balls from
going into wetlands.

c. Alternative 2 – Agricultural Emphasis:
Leave this alternative as is except for the changes stated below.










Switch locations of bike rental building and meetings/classrooms
building. Or consolidate classrooms into picnic buildings.
The storage buildings should be within the allowable building area.
Make the picnic shelters flexible spaces that could be used as
covered farmers market, classrooms, and performance space. The
sides of the building could be large, transparent roll-up doors.
Incorporate spaces for movable table and chairs.
Possible additions to the building program are storage space, a café,
kitchen facilities that could serve special events such as weddings,
catering and cooking classes, and spaces that could accommodate
a pre-school or summer camp.
Include common storage buildings in the P patch area.
Provide vehicular access between the P patches and the parking lot.
Make this alternative less formal at the north end.







The parking lot won’t accommodate the activities shown in this
alternative. Experiment with a linear parking scheme for the
preferred alternative.
Could a basketball court fit in this scheme?
Consensus at this meeting was that the athletic alternative is not a
natural fit for this site. City could achieve more by working with the
school district to upgrade school district athletic facilities.
Label the gardens.
Add potting shed with gathering areas for gardeners.

d. Alternative 3 – Natural Resources Emphasis:









There are too many buildings shown in this alternative. Consolidate
the buildings. Delete the concessions building or consolidate it with
the restrooms. Delete the bike and boat rental building.
Provide space at the dock to store boats for rent
The stream from the pond to the backwaters should be navigable.
Possibly extend the navigable water to the north part of the site.
Stock the pond with fish and provide places for the public to fish.
Reduce the amount of parking.
Put more emphasis on viewpoints and various ways to access the
water.
Add more landscaping and significant trees. Like a big open field.
Locate play area close to picnic area.

4. Next Steps: Carolyn Hope reviewed next steps for the project:




The second public meeting will occur on September 24, 2009 at
7:00pm at in City Council Chambers.
On October 1, 2009 the three alternative designs will be presented
to the Parks & Trails Commission.
Following these meetings, the consultants will develop a Draft
Preliminary Master Plan to present to staff for review in November.

cc:
Carolyn Hope, City of Redmond
Jennifer Creveling, The Watershed Co
Jeremy Sather, PACE Engineers
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MEETING NOTES
SAMMAMISH VALLEY PARK MASTER PLAN
Meeting with Full Circle Farms
September 17, 2009
Present:

Andrew Stout
Carolyn Hope
Craig Larsen
Greg Byszeski
Betty Sanders
Jean Rice
Jeff Hagen
Ed MacLeod
Lauren Perry

Full Circle Farms
City of Redmond, Senior Park Planner
City of Redmond,
City of Redmond,
City of Redmond, Senior Park Planner
City of Redmond, Financial Analyst, P&R
City of Redmond, Recreation Program Administrator
MacLeod Reckord
MacLeod Reckord

Meeting Purpose:
Full Circle Farms (FCF) is currently negotiating purchase of the site to the north of
Sammamish Valley Park (SVP). The purpose of today’s meeting was to gain an
understanding of Full Circle Farms vision for the site and to discuss potential opportunities
for complimentary development. Ed MacLeod began the discussion with a brief review of the
site analysis, potential programming and alternative designs for the park. The following
discussion occurred:
Full Circle Farms Vision:
Andrew Stout summarized the history of Full Circle Farms and his vision for the site as
follows.
1. Full Circle Farms is currently negotiating a purchase agreement with the current
owners, the Lake Washington Youth Soccer Association. The agreement would allow
soccer club use of the site for a period of up to 3 years until the club finds an
alternative location for their activities.
2. FCF is an organic farm that sells directly to it’s members, approximately 8,000
consumers. A three year period of no fertilizer use is required for the land to qualify
as certifiably organic.
3. FCF intends to maintain an ecologically friendly approach to this property just as they
have done on their other properties (i.e. Griffen Farm).
4. Andrew Stout is excited about opportunities to educate the public about organic
farming.

5. The organic farming use will be complimentary to other agricultural uses in the valley
such as wineries and South 47. Andrew coined the word “coopetition” to describe his
vision of complimentary relationships between FCF and other agricultural businesses.
Potential Opportunities for City / FCF Cooperation:
1. FCF would like to provide interpretive trails on their property that could connect with
the park trail system. Andrew would like to provide hay rides, demonstrations and / or
a self guided tour of the farm.
2. FCF has a parking lot in the north-west corner of their site which they would be willing
to share with the city for SVP overflow parking for special / joint events and uses that
relate to FCF goals such as P patches, a farmers market and organic farming /
cooking classes.
3. FCF would like to have access to the potential classroom / meeting space in the park
to teach about organic gardening.
4. FCF would like to assist the city in constructing the P patch gardens. Andrew offered
help to prepare the P patch land with his farm equipment.

cc:
Carolyn Hope, City of Redmond
Andrew Stout, Full Circle Farms
File

SAMMAMISH VALLEY PARK MASTER PLAN
SECOND PUBLIC MEETING
September 24, 2009
7:00 PM – 9:00 PM
City Council Chambers
The purpose of today’s meeting was to present to the public the Sammamish Valley Park
Master Plan Alternative designs and to receive public input on the alternatives.
The following presentation and discussion occurred:
1. Introductions: Carolyn Hope, Senior Planner from the City of Redmond,
acknowledged members of the audience who are serving the community in various
appointed and elected positions. She introduced the project and consultants to the
public. Andrew Stout from Full Circle Farms was in the audience. Carolyn introduced
him and summarized potential ways the city could work with Full Circle Farms to
enhance potential agricultural elements of the park.
2. Project Overview: Ed MacLeod provided an overview of the project process and
schedule, and briefly reviewed the site analysis and site programming that were
presented at the July 16 public meeting.
Reference Graphics: “Context Aerial”, “Site Analysis”, “Site Topography” ,2 boards
with “Existing Conditions” photos, “Potential Program Elements” and 6 boards that
were presented at the July 16th public meeting.
3. Site Design Alternatives: Ed MacLeod presented three design alternatives for the
park that were developed based upon input from city staff and the public. The 3
alternatives illustrate primary concepts and are somewhat diagrammatic.
a. Common Characteristics between the three Alternatives:



The most intensive types of park development, such as buildings
and parking, are limited to the north west corner of the site to avoid
vehicular crossings of the streams and wetland area
A future multi-purpose trail is shown within the existing BNSF
Railroad right of way at the west edge of the park site. All
alternatives would accommodate trailhead functions once the multipurpose trail is built.
















Vehicular access off of Willows Road is shown at the center west
side of the site. The location is within a narrow zone that is not
restricted by existing streams, wetlands or the existing bio-swale and
has adequate setbacks from existing driveways and intersections.
All three schemes contain a small (39 to 41 car) parking lot with
auto/bus drop-off areas located close to the vehicular access zone.
All intensively developed areas are outside the wetlands and a 75
foot wetland buffer area. Wetland buffer averaging is assumed to
compensate for some overlap of development within the 100 foot
wetland buffer zone.
Trails and boardwalks with interpretive viewpoints encourage
enjoyment of the wetland.
A children’s play area is associated with picnic and/or community
plaza areas
Picnic and community plaza areas are located with views and easy
access to parking
Restoration of the entire wetland and wetland buffer areas are
included in all schemes using a variety of approaches. The existing
stream is enhanced and re-aligned in a natural configuration within
the park. The open water areas within the wetland would be supplied
primarily from ground water table that currently lies close to the
surface.
All park features and pathways are ADA accessible
Views of Mt Rainier, the Sammamish Valley and the restored
wetland are maintained from various locations within the park. Taller
vegetation is carefully located to preserve important views.
A connection to Full Circle farm is maintained form the northwest
corner of the site.
The city would like to maximize the use of sustainable design in this
project

b. Alternative 1, Athletic Emphasis – Distinguishing Characteristics:








A two story, 80 ft by 170 ft. multipurpose recreation building
occupies the central portion of the developed area of the site. The
building could accommodate functions such as a large multiuse
room for sports practice or special events, an indoor running track,
meeting space, small locker rooms, weight or exercise room(s),
restrooms, and a lobby.
A fenced natural turf softball field with a 200 foot outfield occupies
the north part of the developed area
A 41 car parking lot is associated with the multipurpose building
The boardwalk and pathway system connects to two viewpoints with
interpretive signage. The pathway system does not cross the stream
or connect with NE 116th Street. The north path has a small loop.
Pedestrian access to Full Circle Farm is maintained
Wetland restoration work incorporates “depressions” at the north
part of the wetland and “backwater” areas along the realigned
stream. The open water areas would be supplied primarily from

ground water table that currently lies close to the surface. The
“depressions” would hold shallow water during the wet seasons and
would dry up during the summer. The “backwater” areas would hold
some water year round.
c. Alternative 2, Agricultural Emphasis – Distinguishing Characteristics:











P patch gardens occupy the north part of the developed area of the
park and near Full Circle Farm. Two small storage buildings serve
the gardens.
Pedestrian and farm vehicle access are maintained to Full Circle
Farm to the north. Gardeners may use this vehicular access to
deliver large items to the P patches. Vehicular access to the gardens
from the parking lot, controlled by lockable removable bollards, is
available across the community plaza.
A restroom building with classroom space and a small kitchen is
associated with the main community plaza / picnic area as well as
the P patch gardens
A large, centrally located community plaza could accommodate
activities such as performances, a farmers market, outdoor classes,
and picnicking. Picnic / performance / classroom structures surround
the west end of the community plaza. A viewpoint with interpretive
signage anchors the east end of the plaza. A small herb or
demonstration garden separates the plaza from the parking lot. A
play area on the north edge of the plaza is visible from the P patch
gardens.
A 39 car parking lot located to the south of the community plaza
Wetland restoration work incorporates an open water (pond) area at
the north part of the wetland and “depressions” along the realigned
stream. The “depressions” would hold shallow water during the wet
seasons and may dry up during the summer. The open water pond
would hold water year round. Some parts of the pond would be up to
6 feet deep.
The boardwalk and pathway system creates a large loop through the
wetland that crosses the stream and connects to NE 116th Street
near the south east and southwest corners of the site. A viewpoint
with interpretive signage is located along the loop trail in the upland
area at the east side of the site.

d. Alternative 3, Natural Resources Emphasis – Distinguishing Characteristics:




The 39 car parking lot is centrally located within the developed area
at the west side of the site.
A large open lawn area north of the parking lot could accommodate
picnicking and passive recreational games such as Frisbee, crocket,
badminton and volleyball.
The community plaza to the south of the parking lot accommodates
small community events, picnicking and special events such as
weddings and small performances. Beyond a trellis, the adjacent
elevated viewpoint and interpretive site is oriented towards the views







of Mt Rainier, the river valley and the restored wetland. A 105 x 40
foot community center at the west side of the plaza contains meeting
rooms, an interpretive center, restrooms and a small kitchen to serve
special events. A 45 x 40 foot picnic shelter borders the north side of
the plaza. A play area at the east side of the plaza overlooks the
wetland.
Wetland restoration work incorporates “depressions” at the north
part of the wetland, a large mostly navigable open water (pond) area
with an island at the central part of the site and “backwater” areas
along the realigned stream. The “depressions” and “backwater”
areas would hold shallow water during the wet seasons. The
“depressions” may dry up during the summer. Some parts of the
pond would be up to 8 feet deep. The public could rent small, human
powered boats at the dock. The pond would include a water oriented
interpretive trail.
The boardwalk and pathway system creates a large loop through the
wetland that crosses the stream, follows open water edges and
connects to NE 116th Street near the south east corner of the site. A
large viewpoint with picnic tables, a shelter and interpretive signage
is located along the loop trail in the upland area at the east side of
the site. The pathway system passes a variety of environments
including the various wetland features and some upland wooded
areas.
Pedestrian access to Full Circle Farm is maintained

Reference Graphics: “Alternative 1-Athletic Emphasis”, “Alternative 2-Agricultural
Emphasis” and “Alternative 3-Natural Resources Emphasis”.
4. Public Comments: The public had the following comments and questions regarding
the alternatives:
a. Q re Alt # 1: Is there a need in the city for a recreational building with
volleyball, basketball, etc? A: Yes, there is a deficit of indoor sports facilities.
b. Q: Could Alt # 3 include a play area? A: A play area is included next to the
plaza.
c. Q re Alt #1: Is the softball field big enough? Regulation size? A: The field will
accommodate regulation fast pitch softball and Little League play.
d. Q: The dead end trails in Alt #1 are not as desirable as the loop trails in the
other Alts. Alt 2 and 3 connect to 116th so trail users could walk from the river
rather than having to access from Willows Rd.
e. Q: A boat dock could be a headache in the floodplain. A: The dock would
have to be engineered for survival and would need to be permitted.
f. Q: Preference for Alt # 2 in general. Observe that patches duplicate the South
47 gardens are in the vicinity. We have the opportunity to do something
different here. A: South 47 did not rent any p patches this summer. We don’t
have any in the city right now. Yes, there is a demand for the p patches.
g. Q: Likes buildings with classrooms as it is tough to find this in a natural
setting. There is a high demand for that kind of space. Possible nature
classes for kids or outdoor first aid classes. The large building would be a big
plus for the community. It offers more indoor activity space for kids.

h. Q: What is the difference between the pond and the depressions? Would
stagnant water cause a problem with mosquitoes? A: The depressions would
be no different from the intermittent standing water on site now. The center
and south part of the site designed for water movement. The design attempts
to create a variety of habitats. The various habitats would encourage more
bats and swallows that would eat the bugs.
i. Q: Would this be similar to the UW Bothell wetland site? A: yes. This site
would have greater access via more, longer pathways.
j. Q: Preference for pathways connecting to 116th.
k. Q: Softball field seems squeezed onto the site. Questions adequacy of
parking for the softball field.
l. Q: The park site is in an Agricultural Production District (APD). Agricultural
uses and natural resource uses don’t come back easily once a site is
developed for something else. There is not much flat bottomed land
remaining in the area for agricultural uses. Full Circle Farm is excited about
partnering with the city on the agricultural alternative. The Button property and
the Full Circle Farm property are both in King County’s agricultural
preservation program. This area is part of a vital natural and agricultural
corridor along the Sammamish River. The park could be an important
connector piece. Full Circle Farm would offer their parking lot as overflow
parking for the Natural Resources or Agricultural Alternatives.
m. Q: The wetland design in Alt #1 looks more manmade while the one in Alt #2
looks more natural. A: The wetland design will be developed to look natural
for the final master plan design.
n. Q: Why is there no parking in the southwest corner of the site? A: The reason
is it’s close proximity to the Willows Rd 116th intersection and this area is
almost entirely within the 100 foot wetland buffer area.
o. Q: How big is the p patch area? A: Approximately 68 10 x 20 foot plots are
included.
p. Q: Can there be other forms of agricultural uses besides p patches? A: Yes,
however there is demand for p patches in the city.
q. Q: Preference for no big buildings on this site.
5. Next Steps: The public will have the opportunity to comment on the Sammamish
Valley Park Master Plan design at the following points in the design process:
a. Master Plan Design Alternatives (Parks & Trails Commission meeting on 101-2009)
b. Preliminary Master Plan (Parks & Trails Commission meeting in December
2009)
c. Final Master Plan (Parks & Trails Commission meeting in January 2010 and
City Council Study Session in January 2010)
cc:
Carolyn Hope, City of Redmond
Jennifer Creveling, The Watershed Co
Jeremy Sather, PACE Engineers
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REDMOND PARKS & TRAILS COMMISSION
Redmond City Hall – Council Conference Room
15670 NE 85th Street, Redmond Washington
Thursday, October 1, 2009
7:00 p.m.
Meeting Convened: 7:02 p.m.
Commissioners:
Peter McDonald, Chair
Cindy Jayne, Vice- Chair
Mary Bourguignon
Terri Dige
Becky Reininger

Adjourned: 10:08 p.m.
Staff:
Craig Larsen, Parks Director
Dave Tuchek, Asst. Maintenance Mgr.
Jean Rice, Parks Analyst
Mary Yelanjian, Arts Administrator
Carolyn Hope, Sr. Parks Planner
Sharon Sato, Dept. Coordinator

Commissioners Absent and Excused:
Ken Bechmann
Polly Kirkpatrick
Youth Advocate Absent and Excused:
Joey DiMarco

I.

Call to order/Welcome to Citizen Guests
Chair McDonald opened the meeting.

II.

Approval of Minutes
Motion to approve minutes of the August, 2009 Parks and Trails Commission meeting.
Motion by Jayne to approve minutes as written
Second by Dige
Unanimous – 5-0
Presentation of Certificate - McDonald presented a Certificate of Appreciation to Terri
Dige on behalf of the Commission. Dige is relocating to Kirkland and will no longer be
serving on the Commission.
McDonald announced that staff is in the process of recruiting for the now vacant
Commission positions.

III.

Items from the Audience
No items.
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IV.

New Business
A.
Arts and Parks - Yelanjian
Mary Yelanjian, Arts Administrator, gave a brief PowerPoint Presentation on art
concepts that might be integrated into future park design as the park planning
process begins. The idea is to change the way park design is approached by
incorporating new concepts and elements to park design throughout the
planning process. Elements that would encourage the park experience to be
more than just a visit. Some concepts/elements of design include – Goals for
park design, Intellectual challenge, Where am I?, Who else is there?, What
should I do there?, It reminds me of….., Should I try?, What Does it mean (space
for you.), Mystery and suspense – different each time (change, journey), What’s
next?, Last time – different., Reminds me of……, Aesthetic intellect and comfort,
Rest and a sense of wonder, Special place, Look what I found!, Encourage
creativity for visitors, Leave something for me behind, Is it quiet so I can reflect, I
am different when I leave the park.
B.

Westside Park – Rice/Berger Associates
Rice gave a brief summary on the previous process for the park; including
community input, consultant briefings, and staff meetings. She noted that
based on public comments at two open houses, three conceptual designs
were created by the consultant. The final draft design was developed from
those public meetings and professional direction by staff and the consultants.
Berger and Associates consultants, Greg Brower and Whitney Summerfield
presented the “draft” design to the audience. The designed uses the natural
contours of the landscape to develop natural play structures using the existing
trees as a backdrop. The open play meadow will remain as well as a new grass
area with picnic structure, restroom, and seat wall. New swings will be added
and the existing sport court would be removed and replaced for safety. A
woodland trail would be added to provide more walking trails and safe
child/toddler corridors for riding bicycles. After reviewing the draft plan
neighbors made the following comments:






Park is surrounded by homes, impact on privacy and concern for over
use by those outside the neighborhood’s community, opposed to new
or second trail.
Concerned about traffic, speeding, increased parking, and vehicles in
and around the park.
Playground equipment facing south may become too hot for children
to play on, creating a berm would cause lack of privacy in houses facing
park, labyrinth type land forms would be expensive to maintain, preserve
habitat, build sustainably, create green roof and use recycled materials
as much as possible.
Thanked consultants for their efforts. Homeowners dues ensure privacy,
concerned about increased traffic, drainage issues.

Redmond Parks & Trails Commission
October 1, 2009
Page 3















Bathroom closer to street, address parking on 156th (front of park), play
equipment and line of sight, use of entire park, higher level of activities,
include rock climbing, add drinking fountain.
Liked natural structure, concern about adding additional trails due to
littering and inappropriate behavior, disrupt wildlife.
Felt that consultant captured essence of what community is looking for,
likes the natural amenities – open space, undeveloped areas, forested
area, no trails in forested area, no lighting.
Create a balance with what the community wants and natural
amenities of the park, likes the designed plan.
Any lights in Park are a concern especially after dark, need restroom,
utilize full area of park, create an island, opportunity for more people
than animals, take advantage of water, water play, small soccer field or
goal backboard for self play.
Good job incorporating community ideas into draft plan.
Some improvements, not much change.
Parking spaces – diagonal
Higher level activities – rock climbing.
Preserve open space, undeveloped and forested areas.
Protect wildlife.
Take advantage of water – water play.
Concern about cars driving on to the park lawn.

Board Comments:
•
•
•
•
•

Bathroom closer to street, water feature, edible elements/pea patch.
Like natural features, composting toilet, long loop trail, concern about
wildlife and limited space.
Excited about change and growth in Redmond, leaving legacy for
future generations, balancing park amenities within the park and
neighborhood, impact of park on surrounding areas.
Current park amenities are deteriorating, restroom closer to street for
visibility and safety, concerns about the wildlife (Red Tail Hawk) and litter
on trail, light on restroom, loop trail.
Concern about safety on the trails on lower part of the park – downhill
to Marymoor.

Consultants will return to give a final presentation for the Park in coming
months. Rice suggested questions and concerns be addressed to her via email.
C.

Sammamish Valley Park Master Plan – Hope/consultant
Hope gave an overview of the past two public meetings which focused on
park concepts and themes. Taking those suggestions, discussion and emails
consultants came up with three alternatives/broad concepts which would take
advantage of the existing natural amenities of the site and then came up with

Redmond Parks & Trails Commission
October 1, 2009
Page 4
ideas to utilize the property in the best way possible and meets the needs of the
community.
The 32 acre property is located on the west side of the Sammamish Valley next
to Willows Road and situated 3 miles from Redmond, in close proximity to the
Sammamish River Trail, PSE Trail and on the future Burlington Northern Railway
right-of-way on the west side of the site. Residential residents on the east side of
the valley site and also some on the west, as well as light industrial. The site has
excellent bike access and is well sited for access. Lake Washington Youth
Soccer Assn. owns the property north of the site.
Consultants presented three emphasis/alternatives – Athletic, Agricultural and
Natural Resource. The plan emphasized - parking, sports field, picnic amenities,
children’s play area, open water areas (small weirs/fingerling lakes), walking
path and trails, boardwalks, community plaza area, some water access
(seasonal depressions to invite natural micro-organisms), storage building,
possible learning/education center/interpretive center, community garden
(herb garden/pea patch), bus parking, small kayaks, small kitchen, restrooms,
classrooms, overflow/shared parking on the adjoining property, active trail use,
demonstration garden, and multi-purpose open space area in varied degrees.
Consultants would like feedback from the Commission so that Commissioners
felt that emphasis two and three utilized the property the best way while
offering a variety of amenities including teaching, sharing and learning
experiences. They also felt that wildlife would benefit most from minimal
disturbance to the natural site amenities.
V.

Old Business
A.

PAARC Plan – Hope
Hope distributed the draft policy handout and noted that the PARCC Plan
would be going before the Planning Commission on October 28th and City
Council on November 10th. She discussed the levels of services necessary to
meet the park standards qualifications per park types. Goals is to fine tune
standards for specific neighborhoods.
Commissioners discussed the
resident/non-resident use of Redmond Park facilities. Park categories/types
were discussed.
Hope noted that the PARCC Plan would be going to the Planning Commission
October 28 and November 4 and requested Commissioners attend the
meeting to show support for the Plan.
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VI.

Project Updates
Handout. No discussion.

VII.

Adjournment
Motion to adjourn by: Dige
Second by: Bourguignon
Unanimous: 5-0
Meeting adjourned at 10:08 p.m.

Next Regular Meeting
November 5, 2009
7:00 p.m.
Redmond City Hall
Council Conference Room

MEETING NOTES
Sammamish Valley Park
City Staff Meeting
November 12, 2009
Present:

Craig Larsen
Gregory Byszeski
Carolyn Hope
Dave Tuchek
Betty Sanders
Jean Rice
Jeff Hagen
Tom Hardy
Ed MacLeod
Lauren Perry

City of Redmond
City of Redmond
City of Redmond, Senior Park Planner
City of Redmond, Assistant Manager Operations
City of Redmond, Senior Park Planner
City of Redmond, Financial Analyst, P&R
City of Redmond, Recreation Program Administrator
City of Redmond, Stream & Habitat Planner
MacLeod Reckord
MacLeod Reckord

The purpose of today’s meeting was to present and receive city comment on the draft preliminary
design for Sammamish Valley Park Master Plan in preparation for the December 3 Park and Trails
Commission meeting.
The following presentation and discussion occurred:
1. Site Analysis, Potentials and Constraints, and Programming: Ed MacLeod provided a brief
overview of the site analysis, programming and the three design alternatives. He reviewed the
public and Parks Commission responses to the alternatives as well as direction from staff
regarding choices for the preliminary master plan.
2. Draft Preliminary Master Plan: Lauren Perry presented the Draft Preliminary Master Plan. Staff
had the following comments:
a. Buildings/Parking/P-Patch
 Increase parking if possible. Shared parking with full-circle farms is a good idea, but
we cannot rely on it for a long-term solution.
 Reduce parking demand by eliminating boat rental and reducing shelter rentals.
 Locate a small shelter at west viewpoint location.
 Plan for a community building to accommodate a preschool/daycare program.
Locate restrooms in community building.
 Provide a small staff office in community building.












Provide p-patch compost storage/potting/tool sharpening sheds and a small shelter
(not for rent).
Not all p-patch renters show up all at once. The parking demand is not that great.
Many users will arrive by bike.
Provide a connection from parking to p-patch along the west side of the community
building.
Provide a garden entry structure in the southwest corner of the p-patch.
The breezeways are a nice feature and should be retained.
Consider a less rectilinear layout of p-patch. Provide some curved pathways.
Consider a storytelling areas arranged around a fire pit. The pit could have a
lockable lid.
Details and materials used in plaza should be of a high quality.
This will be a gateway to the City. Pay attention to the west edge and the character
seen from Willows Road.
Give Park & Trails Commission the task of coming up with a suitable name for the
park. Researching historic ownership in the valley may be a good place to start.

b. Wetland & Trails
 Provide wide spots along boardwalks for benches and interpretive signage or
occasional short “T”s to provide spots off the path for people. (i.e. Foster Island,
University of Washington Arboretum)
 Raise viewpoint on east side to provide true overlook of wetland (multilevel – not
ADA at highest level).
 Maintenance of view corridors is important.Maximize habitat diversity.
 Plan for eventual at-grade connection of creek to river.
 Keep ponds as deep as possible to maintain a layer of cool water.
 Keep the shoreline of ponds as long as possible with peninsulas, woody debris and
snags.
 Keep shorelines of ponds shallow.
 Wetland banking is a possibility, but City needs to develop a policy.
 Eliminate boat rental as program element. Staff may have interpretive program with
a small boat.
Reference Graphics: “Draft Preliminary Master Plan”
3. Next Steps: Carolyn Hope reviewed next steps for the project:
 Following this meeting, the consultants will finalize the Preliminary Master Plan to
present to the Parks and Trails Commission and the Parks and Human Services
Committee in December.
 The Final Master Plan will be developed based upon comments on the Preliminary
Master Plan received from the public, the Parks and Trails Commission, the Parks
and Human Services Committee and city staff. The Final Master Plan will be
presented to the Parks and Trails Commission and at a City Council Study Session
in January 2010.
cc:
Carolyn Hope, City of Redmond
Jennifer Creveling, The Watershed Co
Jeremy Sather, PACE Engineers
File

REDMOND PARKS & TRAILS COMMISSION
Redmond City Hall – Council Conference Room
15670 NE 85th Street, Redmond Washington
Thursday, December 3, 2009
7:00 p.m.
Meeting Convened: 7:01 p.m.
Commissioners:
Peter McDonald, Chair
Cindy Jayne, Co- Chair
Mary Bourguignon
Ken Bechmann
Becky Reininger
Polly Kirkpatrick

Adjourned: 9:50 p.m.
Staff:
Dave Tuchek, Asst. Mgr - MOC
B Sanders, Sr. Parks Planner
Jean Rice, Parks Analyst
Carolyn Hope, Sr. Parks Planner
Sharon Sato, Dept. Coordinator

Student Advocates Absent and Excused:
Joey DiMarco and Adam Mukerjee
Audience: 2

I.

Call to order/Welcome to Citizen Guests
Chair McDonald opened the meeting and welcomed guests.
McDonald thanked the Commission and staff for their hard work and support during
the past year.

II.

Approval of Minutes – November 2009
Carried over to January 2010 meeting.

III.

Items from the Audience
No items.

IV.

New Business
A. BNSF
City Council approved city staff’ and Mayor to negotiate terms for acquisition of
the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad (from East Lake Sammamish Trail the
city limits at 124th Street). Staff’s hope is to finalize the acquisition by the end of
the 2nd quarter of 2010.
B.

2010 Parks and Trails Commission Meetings
Beginning in January 2010 regularly scheduled Parks and Trails Commission
meeting will be held the first Thursday of each month (unless otherwise noted on
the City’s website) at 6:30 p.m.
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V.

Old Business
A.

Perrigo Park – Phase II – Sanders (John Barker, Barker Architects)
Sanders presented the latest plans and drawings for Perrigo Park. The project is a
little more than halfway through the design phase. The consultant has submitted
60% construction drawings.
Plans for expansion on the four acre addition include a larger play area, small
picnic shelter (drop in) and an additional parking area. The old barn on-site will
be converted into a maintenance/storage facility.
King County is currently working on a road project extending from Novelty Hill
Road, creating a new connector down 196th to Union Hill Road, which impacts
Perrigo, Arthur Johnson, and Martin Parks. The road in front of Perrigo Park will
be revised, with the park entry drive raised two feet. The county will provide a
temporary construction access at the south end of the existing parking lot. King
County will begin their bid process during December and start construction in
March 2010. (Note: The bid has been delayed to January, and will push the start

of construction back accordingly.)

If permitting for Perrigo Park is completed as planned, park improvements/
construction will go out to bid in mid-summer 2010; construction will begin end
of summer 2010.
Barker gave an overview of the entire park site. Plans are to blend the two
phases together without differentiating between the projects.
Parking will be increased from 92 spaces to 139 spaces and a new driveway will
be added. A trail will cross a small portion of wetlands to an overlook near the
road. The pasture will provide the site with an open space play lawn, and series
of landforms and berms, sheltering a small spray area. Multiple play areas to
serve different ages are proposed, including sand play, and zip line. Three small to
medium-sized picnic shelters are patterned after the old dairy barn on site.
Commissioners discussed the possibility of swings and wading pools vs. splash
areas. The splash areas are low maintenance and high use, and are the
preferred approach to informal water play nowadays. Commissioners also
discussed their concerns about the pedestrian safety aspect of the existing
parking lot and parking along the street.
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B.

Sammamish Valley Community Park Final Master Plan - Hope
Hope introduced Ed McLeod and Lauren Perry of McLeod Reckord, Consultants,
who would be presenting the final master plan for the Park. Hope is also asking
the Commission’s recommendation to move forward for Council approval.
McLeod gave a short overview and review of the site (location, amenities,
acreage, wetlands, etc.), as it is presently. He noted that after buffers and setbacks
only 15 acres are developable out of the existing 32 acres.

At the last presentation, Commissioners had agreed that the combination of
agriculture, natural resources, and educational aspects would benefit the site and
utilize the site the best way possible.
Amenities suggested for the site includes:
• Community building/educational center/restrooms – larger activity room,
fireplace, roll up doors to plaza area, staff office, small and large meeting
rooms (rental space), kitchen, potential/possible pre-school use
• Fenced community garden/herb garden – separate access for transporting
materials (fertilizers, mulch, compost) to and from the gardens
• Plaza
• Parking area – 43 cars
• Bus parking area
• Viewpoint above wetland
• Trail system through wetland area
• Open water area – creating “edge” water habitat, natural plant materials,
snags
• Ponds – dependant on water table (staff and consultant are investigating
the potential)
• Interpretive shelter
• Picnic shelter
• Small children play area
• Boardwalk – expanded areas to open water or informational/interpretive
areas
• Small storage shed
• Kiosk
• Trail head use – access to Sammamish River Trail, BNSF Trail
• Secure bike parking
• Taller tree grove
• Interpretive signs throughout
• Possible shared parking with the adjoining property – Full Circle Farms
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Motion by Bourguignon to recommend the preliminary master plan to the City
Council with the Commission’s endorsement.
Unanimously approved. 6-0
Hope noted the project is slated for City Council Study Session on January 26.
C.

PARCC Plan – Hope
Hope gave a brief overview of the last presentation given to the Commission.
Since that time the Plan has been reviewed and presented to the Planning
Commission and City Council; both have supported the Plan at this stage.
Hope discussed the changes in level of service approach, results of level of service
analysis (LOS), strategies to meet goal of analysis and methodology for ranking
projects and capital improvement projects (CIP).
LOS measures demand which determines the City’s demands which creates the
capital improvement projects list (CIP). Estimated costs are then determined and
used to again determine parks impact fees for all new development in the City. In
the past, LOS for parks has been based on acres or miles of trail per 1,000
residents, which was the national standard. The recommendation now, by
national and state park agencies, is for cities come up with a more customized
way to determine demands and needs for each city/town (demand, function of
park, walkability of parks and trails, geographic equity by neighborhood, and
need). Hope explained each of the individual categories.
Pertinent information was gathered from a variety of methods: residents,
meetings, and city-wide survey. Hope’s presentation was accompanied by a
PowerPoint presentation explaining categories, impacts, needs (rating/priority
status), statistics, projections, population to existing amenities, definitions,
achieving goals (solutions) and strategies for funding.
2017-2020:
• Renovating Teen Center and performing arts center
2020-2030
• More neighborhood parks
• More fields – Redmond El and Lake Washington Soccer fields
• Parks and East Redmond Corridor
• Possible renovation
• Backbone trails
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Hope will email the list to Commissioners. Hope added that funding in the
coming year will be limited however staff is looking into innovated ways to
partner with other jurisdictions, organizations, and schools to increase the level of
service, as well as look to the city’s park foundation for additional support.
Questions about a bond measure will be discussed further into 2010.

Further discussion will continue at the January Parks & Trails Commission
meeting.
VI.

Project Updates
Handout. No discussion. Questions can be directed to project planners noted on the
project update handout.

VII.

Adjourn
Motion by Bourguignon to adjourn.
Second by Bechmann.
Unanimous – 6-0
Meeting adjourned at 9:50p.m.
Next Regular Meeting
January 7, 2010
6:30 p.m.
Redmond City Hall
Council Conference Room

REDMOND CITY COUNCIL
STUDY SESSION
January 26, 2010
Mayor
John Marchione
Members of the Council
Richard Cole, Council President
Pat Vache, Council Vice-president
Kim Allen
David Carson
Hank Margeson
Hank Myers
John Stilin

Staff
Craig Larsen, Parks and Recreation Director
Carolyn Hope, Parks Senior Planner
B. Sanders, Parks Senior Planner
Chip Cornwell, A/V Program Coordinator
Michelle M. McGehee, CMC, City Clerk

MEETING SUMMARY
Convened: 7:30 p.m.

Adjourned: 10:00 p.m.

Councilmember Cole opened the meeting and overviewed the agenda items. He noted that
Councilmember Myers would be leading the discussion this evening with staff regarding park
issues.
Sammamish Valley Master Plan
Senior Parks Planner, Ms. Carolyn Hope:
• noted that the purpose of the plan is to develop area along Willows Road in the North
end of town as a park; this is the final step in defining the master plan;
• introduced a representative from the MacLeod-Reckord group, the consultants who
worked on the Master Plan;
• stated that the area in question is a 32-acre parcel, with 28 acres being designated as
wetland/wetland buffer;
• reported that two public meetings have been held with residents in the area in order to
receive their feedback on the proposal; and
• noted that if Council is in agreement with staff’s recommendations, then the next steps
would be to move forward with the SEPA process, and then come back to Council in
approximately one month for Council consideration of adoption.
MacLeod-Reckord consultant reported regarding:
• the vicinity around the park;
• site analysis;
• wetland areas on the site;
• developing the park as a resource park; and
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•

the recommendation to install a community garden with a plaza concept offering classes
in connection with the neighboring farm.

Members of the Council commented regarding the ‘pea patch’ feature of the master plan, and
offered their support of the more natural farm concept of the proposed park.
Park Facility Plan
Ms. B. Sanders, Senior Parks Planner, provided a report in conjunction with a consultant from
the SHKS Architects group, to the Mayor and Members of the Council. The presentation
addressed:
• four City facilities: the Old Redmond Schoolhouse Community Center (ORSCC); the
Old Firehouse Teen Center; the Redmond Senior Center (RSC); and the Redmond Pool at
Hartman Park;
• more work that needed to be done in order to finalize the study, including identifying
repair work that must be done right away;
• combined facility uses;
• repair work and the status of the facilities at this time;
• partnering with other entities regarding the Hartman Park pool facility; and
• the current lease of the Old Redmond Schoolhouse Community Center with the Lake
Washington School District.
(The regular meeting recessed at 8:55 p.m. and reconvened at 9:04 p.m.)
PARCC Plan Draft
Councilmember Myers relayed that the parks comprehensive plan (the Parks, Arts, Recreation,
Culture & Conservation/PARCC Plan) is required to be updated every six years.
Mr. Craig Larson, Parks and Recreation Director, spoke regarding the public involvement
process on the update, noting that nine future meetings will be held prior to bringing the matter
back to the Council for consideration of adoption in approximately one month with
recommendations.
Ms. Carolyn Hope spoke regarding:
• the goal of the plan – to preserve the quality of life in Redmond;
• the purpose of the plan;
• changes proposed since the 2004 plan review;
• levels of service policies being added in an effort to balance future growth in the City;
• PARCC Plan components;
• the priorities of the public;
• Capital Improvement Program prioritizing of projects;
• the development of a rating scale; and
• costs being broken down into three phases and funding options.
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Councilmember Vache requested that the plan specifically identify a goal of partnering with user
groups.
Councilmember Cole:
• stated with regard to equity distribution, that emphasis be placed on park lands in the
south and west areas of the City;
• requested the Sammamish Waterfront Park be added to the plan for credit;
• noted the references in the document to the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad will
need updating based on the current status of that project; and
• opined there is a need for further discussion of funding in the future, perhaps, at the
conclusion of the budget discussions.
Council Talk Time
Councilmember Cole noted that the draft Council retreat report has been distributed and that
comments are due back by Sunday evening to the facilitator.
Councilmember Myers spoke regarding the City of Bellevue’s discussions of rerouting the
preferred alignment of light rail through Bellevue, which may have impacts on Redmond.
Councilmember Allen stated that the Code Rewrite Commission will be bringing its first round
of work to the Council for consideration, and asked that any questions from Council be
formulated and sent to staff prior to that discussion.
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