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I. Proposal Description  

The applicant is requesting a Critical Areas Land Use Permit Request to restore an 

eroding stream bank along Coal Creek with a soft stabilization measure including rock, 

soil, and native vegetation.  The proposal calls for the excavation of an area 

approximately 6 feet by 10 feet within the top of bank just above ordinary high water to 

remove the rocks and soil surrounding the cavity created by the stream erosion.  The 

excavated area is proposed to be filled with large rocks and topsoil then covered with a 

geotextile fabric.  Plantings will be placed along the streambank side of the 

stabilization.   

 

Coal Creek is classified as a Type F stream.  The activity is an permitted per LUC 

20.25H.055, performance standards for allowed uses- Stabilization Measures however 

because the work is proposed within a critical area and critical area buffer a Critical 

Areas Land Use permit is required.   

 

II. Site Description, Zoning, Land Use and Critical Areas 

 

A. Site Description 

The property is located at 5 Skagit Key along the banks of Coal Creek.  The site is 

developed with a single family residence constructed in 1972.   

 

Coal Creek runs in a northwesterly direction along the southwester property line.   The 

site is relatively flat although the rear portion of the site sits lower than the rest and is 

protected from the stream by a low, grass-covered berm.  See Figure 1: property aerial 

below. 

 

 
Figure 1: Property aerials 

Approximate location of 
proposed work 
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B. Zoning 

The properties are in the R-2.5 land use zoning district and the critical area overlay 

district, due to the presence of Coal Creek and its associated critical area buffer. 

 

 
 

C. Land Use Context 

The properties are in a single-family residential neighborhood.  Nothing in the proposal 

will change the current use of the property or its impact on the neighboring properties 

in the same land use district. 

 

D. Critical Areas Functions and Values  

 

i. Streams and Riparian Areas 

A healthy aquatic environment relies on processes sustained by a dynamic 

interaction between the stream and the adjacent riparian area. Riparian vegetation 

in floodplains and along stream banks provides a buffer to help mitigate the 

impacts of urbanization. Riparian areas support healthy stream conditions. 

 

Riparian vegetation, particularly forested riparian areas, affect water temperature 

by providing shade to reduce solar exposure and regulate high ambient air 

temperatures, slowing or preventing increases in water temperature. Vegetated 

riparian areas also provide a source of large woody debris that helps create and 

maintain diverse in-stream habitat, as well as create woody debris jams that store 

sediments and moderate flood velocities. 

 

Vegetated upland and wetland riparian areas ameliorate the negative effects of 
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large rain events by infiltrating storm water, desynchronizing peak crests and 

reducing flood flow rates.  These areas then release this water to the stream at a 

later time as stream base flow.   

 

Sparsely vegetated or vegetated buffers with non-native species may not perform 

the needed functions of stream buffers.  In cases where the buffer is not well 

vegetated, it is necessary to either increase the buffer width or require that the 

standard buffer width be restored or revegetated.  Until the newly planted buffer is 

established the near term goals for buffer functions may not be attained, but as 

long as the buffer is kept undeveloped with structures or hardscape improvements, 

the potential exists for the functions to be provided. 

 

ii. Floodplains 

The value of floodplains can be described in terms of both the hydrologic and 

ecological functions that they provide. Flooding of occurs when either runoff 

exceeds the capacity of rivers and streams to convey water within their banks, or 

when engineered stormwater systems become overwhelmed. Studies have linked 

urbanization with increased peak discharge and channel degradation (Dunne and 

Leopold 1978; Booth and Jackson 1997; Konrad 2000). Floodplains diminish the 

effects of urbanization by temporarily storing water and mediating flow to 

downstream reaches. The capacity of a floodplain to buffer upstream fluctuations in 

discharge may vary according to valley confinement, gradient, local relief, and flow 

resistance provided by vegetation. Development within the floodplain can 

dramatically affect the storage capacity of a floodplain, impact the hydrologic 

regime of a basin and present a risk to public health and safety and to property and 

infrastructure.  

 

 

III. Consistency with Land Use Code Requirements: 

 

A. Zoning District Dimensional Requirements: 

The site is located in the R-2.5 land use zoning district.  The applicant is proposing 

restoration of the stream bank to the preexisting configuration and native plant 

restoration of the bank.  This development will be occurring within the stream critical 

area and stream critical area buffer of a Type F stream.  LUC 20.20.025 states, “In any 

event, the critical area buffer and structure setbacks of LUC 20.25H.035 apply.”  No 

modification of the stream critical area buffer and critical area structure setback is 

proposed. 

 
B. Consistency with Critical Areas Performance Standard: 

 

i. Performance Standards for Stabilization Measures LUC 20.25H.055.C.3.m 

The proposed activity is a stabilization measure within a stream critical area buffer.  
In order to approve the proposed technique the applicant must demonstrate the 
following performance standards are met: 
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(A)    Hard Stabilization Measures. As used in this part, “hard stabilization 

measures” include: rock revetments, gabions, concrete groins, retaining walls, 

bulkheads and similar measures which present a vertical or nearly vertical 

interface with the water.  

(B)    Soft Stabilization Measures. As used in this part, “soft stabilization 

measures” include: biotechnical measures, bank enhancement, anchor trees, 

gravel placement, stepped back rockeries, vegetative plantings and similar 

measures that use natural materials engineered to provide stabilization while 

mimicking or preserving the functions and values of the critical area. 

(C)    Avoidance Measures. As used in this part, “avoidance measures” refer to 

techniques used to minimize or prevent erosion or slope collapse that do not 

involve modification of the bank or slope. “Avoidance measures” include 

vegetation enhancement, upland drainage control, and protective walls or 

embankments placed outside of the critical area and critical area buffer. 

(D)    Technically Feasible. The determination of whether a technique or 

stabilization measure is “technically feasible” shall be made by the Director as 

part of the decision on the underlying permit after consideration of a report 

prepared by a qualified professional addressing the following factors: 

(1)    Site conditions, including topography and the location of the primary 

structure in relation to the critical area;  

(2)    The location of existing infrastructure necessary to support the proposed 

measure or technique; 

(3)    The level of risk to the primary structure or infrastructure presented by 

erosion or slope failure and ability of the proposed measure to mitigate that 

risk; 

(4)    Whether the cost of avoiding disturbance of the critical area or critical 

area buffer is substantially disproportionate as compared to the environmental 

impact of proposed disturbance, including any continued impacts on functions 

and values over time; and 

(5)    The ability of both permanent and temporary disturbance to be mitigated. 

 
Response: The site contains an existing single family residence 
separated from the creek by a low grass-covered berm.  The berm is 
approximately 2 feet in height and 18 feet wide at the top.  The stream 
runs bankfull to near the top of the berm and the yard and lower story of 
the house are prone to flooding.  A section of the berm stream bank has 
experience erosion and a cavity has formed that extends more than three 
feet into the bank leaving the area susceptible to collapse and further 
erosion.  The risk to the primary structure is great should the berm fail.  
Moving the structure to another location is not feasible because of the lot 
size.  The cost of avoiding the critical area buffer is substantially 
disproportionate compared to the proposed disturbance.  The failing berm 
area will be excavated and rock and soil will be placed in its location.  
Native vegetation and a geotextile fabric will be installed to stabilization 
the restored area.  Areas of temporary disturbance will be restored to the 
prior grass condition.  The newly stabilized area will be planted with 
native vegetation.  Alternatives to the proposed approach were 
considered including the use of large woody debris in the several stream 
locations.  However, wood was not included in the design because of the 
potential for additional scour and the flow constriction that could result in 
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further exacerbating the flooding condition in the vicinity of the project.  
Harder stabilization measures were likewise not feasible and would have 
had a greater impact on the riparian functions.  The project is the 
minimum necessary to limit impacts to the site while addressing the short 
term concerns about site erosion.     

 
ii. Performance standards for floodplains LUC 20.25H.180 

The applicant is proposing to restore an eroding stream bank along Coal Creek 

with a soft stabilization measure including rock, soil, and native vegetation.  Coal 

Creek is known to contain an Area of Special Flood Hazard as mapped by the 

Federal Emergency Management Agency “Flood Insurance Rate Map.” 

 

The proposal is an allowed use pursuant to LUC 20.25H.055 and must comply with 

the performance standards set for in the LUC 20.25H.180.  The proposed 

developed does not meet the definition of a “structure” contained in LUC 20.25H, 

relative to areas of special flood hazard.  No adverse impacts to habitat and no rise 

in the Base Flood Elevation (BFE) will result from the proposed project. No native 

vegetation will be removed.  

 

IV. Public Notice and Comment 

 

Application Date: December 10, 2013 

Public Notice (500 feet):  January 16, 2014 

Minimum Comment Period: January 30, 2014 

 

The Notice of Application for this project was published in the City of Bellevue weekly 

permit bulletin on January 16, 2014.  It was mailed to property owners within 500 feet 

of the project site.  Two comments were received from outside agencies, the 

Muckleshoot Tribe and WA Department of Fisheries.  

 

The comments are provided as Attachment to this staff decision.  A summary of the 

comments is as follows: 

 

 Concern-planting plan does not provide for full riparian functions and does not 

include native trees. 

Response-The scale of the project is less than 100 square feet in size.  The 

site access issues and overall budget limited the scale of solution for the site.  

The applicant has agreed to add trees to the planting plan which will provide 

additional riparian function absent in the existing condition.  

 

 Concern-the existing rockery (berm) erosion is likely due to poor construction 

and the proposed application will not resolve likely future failure or  

Response- The project engineer provided a response in Attachment 4.  The 

bank erosion appears to be limited in extent.  Additionally, there appears to be 

no ongoing toe erosion observed.  The project designs will be amended to 

include only rounded rather than angular rocks such that it would not be 
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problematic if some portion of the rocks did end up in the stream in the future.  

 

V. Summary of Technical Reviews 

 

Clearing and Grading: 

The Clearing and Grading Division of the Development Services Department reviewed 

the proposed development for compliance with Clearing and Grading codes and 

standards.  The Clearing and Grading staff found no issues with the proposal. 

 

 

VI. State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) 

 

The environmental review indicates no probability of significant adverse environmental 

impacts occurring as a result of the proposal.  The Environmental Checklist submitted 

with the application adequately discloses expected environmental impacts associated 

with the project. The City codes and requirements, including the Clear and Grade 

Code, Utility Code, Land Use Code, Noise Ordinance, Building Code and other 

construction codes are expected to mitigate potential environmental impacts. 

Therefore, issuance of a Determination of Non-Significance (DNS) is the appropriate 

threshold determination under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) 

requirements.  

 

VII. Changes to proposal as a result of City review 

The applicant has agreed to include two additional trees in the planting plan as part of 

a required change to the proposal (See Section X for Conditions of Approval).  

 

VIII. Decision Criteria 

 

A. Critical Areas Land Use Permit Decision Criteria 20.30P 

The Director may approve or approve with modifications an application for a critical 

areas land use permit if: 

 

1. The proposal obtains all other permits required by the Land Use Code;  

 

Finding:  The proposal is required to obtain a clearing and grading permit.  The 

proposal may also be required to obtain a Hydraulic Project Approval from the 

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

 

2. The proposal utilizes to the maximum extent possible the best available 

construction, design and development techniques which result in the least 

impact on the critical area and critical area buffer; 

 

Finding:  Through the use of soft-stabilization techniques the applicant is utilizing the 

best available construction, design and development techniques.  The work will occur 

just above the top of bank of the stream and temporary impacts will be limited.  
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Because the rock fill will be covered in soil and geotextile fabric with native planting, 

there will be no visible or physical obstructions.  The project will be constructed with 

hand and small machinery positioned above the top of bank to minimize construction 

disturbance.   

 

3. The proposal incorporates the performance standards of Part 20.25H to the 

maximum extent applicable, and ; 

 

Finding:  As discussed in Section III of this report, the proposal complies with all 

applicable performance standards of the Critical Areas Overlay District section of the 

Land Use Code. 

 

4. The proposal will be served by adequate public facilities including street, fire 

protection, and utilities; and; 

 

Finding:  The property is currently served by adequate public facilities.  The proposed 

development will not change the need for public services. 

 

5. The proposal includes a mitigation or restoration plan consistent with the 

requirements of LUC Section 20.25H.210; and  

 

Finding:  The proposal includes a restoration plan consistent with the requirements of 

LUC 20.25H.210.  A total of 2 additional native trees shall be planted along with the 

proposed planting plan. The applicant will be required to finalize the plan with 

performance standards for monitoring and submit assurance devices for review and 

approval of the required subsequent clearing and grading permit. See Section X for 

condition.  

 

6. The proposal complies with other applicable requirements of this code. 

 

Finding:  As discussed in Section III of this report, the proposal complies with all other 

applicable requirements of the Land Use Code.  

 

 

IX. Conclusion and Decision 

After conducting the various administrative reviews associated with this proposal, including 

Land Use Code consistency, SEPA, City Code and Standard compliance reviews, the 

Development Services Director does hereby approve with conditions the proposal to restore 

an eroding stream bank along Coal Creek with a soft stabilization measure including rock, soil, 

and native vegetation.  

  

Note- Expiration of Approval: In accordance with LUC 20.30P.150 a Critical Areas 

Land Use Permit automatically expires and is void if the applicant fails to file for a 

Clearing and Grading Permit or other necessary development permits within one year 

of the effective date of the approval.   
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X. Conditions of Approval 

 

The applicant shall comply with all applicable Bellevue city codes and ordinances 
including but not limited to: 
 

Applicable Ordinances Contact Person 

Clearing and Grading Code- BCC 23.76 Janney Gwo, 425-452-6190 

Land Use Code- BCC 20.25H Heidi M. Bedwell, 425-452-4862 

Noise Control- BCC 9.18 Heidi M. Bedwell, 425-452-4862 

 
The following conditions are imposed under the Bellevue City Code or SEPA authority 
referenced: 
 
1. Clearing and Grading Permit Required:  In order to ensure the sensitive stream 

resource is protected from degradation and that applicable codes and regulations are 

met, a Clearing and Grading Permit must be obtained from the City of Bellevue before 

any work can begin.   

 

Authority: Bellevue City Code 23.76 

Reviewer: Savina Uzunow, Clear and Grade 

 

2. Applicable State and Federal Permits: Before the underlying clearing and 
grading permit can be issued and work can proceed, all applicable state and federal 
permits must be presented to the Development Services Department. 
 
Authority: Land Use Code 20.25H.180.C.2 
Reviewer: Heidi M. Bedwell, Land Use 

 

3. Restoration Planting Plan for Areas of Disturbance:  In addition to the 
proposed planting plan (Attachment 3), the application shall also install 2 native trees 
per the Critical Areas Handbook at the edge of the proposed stabilization area.  A 
revised planting plan shall be submitted as part of the required clearing and grading 
permit. 
Authority:  Land Use Code 20.25H.220 

Reviewer:  Heidi M. Bedwell, Land Use 

 

4. Performance and Monitoring Plan: The applicant has proposed a 

performance and monitoring plan (See Attachment 3).  To ensure the installed 

plant material successfully establishes and can perform the functions and values 

necessary for riparian vegetation, the following applicant shall submit the plan as part 

of the required clearing and grading permit and provide the city with an annual report 

performance standards shall be reported on annually: 

 

Performance Standards    

Monitoring Year after installation Year One Year Two Year Three 

Shrub and Sapling Tree Survival 100% 90% 80% 

Percent Invasive Species Coverage <20% <20% 20% 
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Authority: Land Use Code 20.25H.210 
Reviewer: Heidi M. Bedwell, Land Use 
 

5. Maintenance Assurance Device:  In order to ensure the required landscape 
restoration successfully establishes, a maintenance assurance device in an amount 
equal to 25% of the cost of labor and materials for the landscape installation shall be 
held for a period of three years from the date of successful installation.  The 
maintenance assurance device will be released to the applicant upon receipt of 
documentation of reporting successful establishment in compliance with the 
performance standards stated in condition 4 above. 
 

Authority: Land Use Code 20.25H.210 

Reviewer: Heidi M. Bedwell, Land Use 

 

 

6. Rainy Season restrictions: Due to the proximity to a Type F stream, no clearing 

and grading   activity may occur during the rainy season, which is defined as 

November 1 through April 30 without written authorization of the Development 

Services Department.   

 

Authority:  Bellevue City Code 23.76.093.A,  

Reviewer: Savina Uzunow, Clearing and Grading 

 

7. Pesticides, Insecticides, and Fertilizers: The applicant must submit as part of 

the required Clearing and Grading Permit information regarding the use of pesticides, 

insecticides, and fertilizers in accordance with the City of Bellevue’s “Environmental 

Best Management Practices”. 

 

Authority: Land Use Code 20.25H.220 

Reviewer: Heidi M. Bedwell, Land Use 

 

8. Noise Control: Noise related to construction is exempt from the provisions of BCC 

9.18 between the hours of 7 am to 6 pm Monday through Friday and 9 am to 6 pm on 

Saturdays, except for Federal holidays and as further defined by the Bellevue City 

Code. Noise emanating from construction is prohibited on Sundays or legal holidays 

unless expanded hours of operation are specifically authorized in advance.  Requests 

for construction hour extension must be done in advance with submittal of a 

construction noise expanded exempt hours permit. 

 

Authority:  Bellevue City Code 9.18 

Reviewer: Heidi M. Bedwell, Land Use 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
12/21/00 

Thank you in advance for your cooperation and adherence to these procedures.  If you need assistance in 

completing the checklist or have any questions regarding the environmental review process, please visit or call 

the Permit Center (425-452-6864) between 8 a.m. and 4 p.m., Monday through Friday (Wednesday, 10 to 4).  

Our TTY number is 425-452-4636. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Purpose of the 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 Bellevue identify impacts from your 

proposal (and to reduce or avoid impacts from the proposal, if it can be done) and to help the City decide whether an 

EIS is required. 

 

 

Instructions for Applicants: 

 

This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal.  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."  Complete 

answers to the questions now may avoid unnecessary delays later. 

 

Some questions ask about governmental regulations, such as zoning, shoreline, and landmark designations.  

Answer these questions if you can.  If you have problems, the Planner in the Permit Center 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.  Include references to any reports or studies that you are aware of which are relevant to the answers you 

provide.  The City may ask you to explain your answers or provide additional information reasonably related to 

determining if there may be significant adverse impacts. 

 

 

Use of a Checklist for Nonproject Proposals:  A nonproject proposal includes plans, policies, and programs 

where actions are different or broader than a single site-specific proposal. 

For nonproject proposals, complete the Environmental Checklist even though you may answer "does not apply" to 

most questions.  In addition, complete the Supplemental Sheet for Nonproject Actions available from Permit 

Processing. 

 

For nonproject 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. 

 

 

Attach an 8½” x 11” vicinity map which accurately locates the proposed site. 

 

hbedwell
Text Box
Checklist reviewed by Heidi M. Bedwell (HMB) January 14, 2014
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City of Bellevue Submittal Requirements 27a 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
12/21/00 

If you need assistance in completing the checklist or have any questions regarding the environmental review 

process, please visit or call the Permit Center (425-452-6864) between 8 a.m. and 4 p.m., Monday through Friday 

(Wednesday, 10 to 4).  Our TTY number is 425-452-4636. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Property Owner:   Mark and Jennifer Spatz 

  5 Skagit Key 

  Bellevue, WA 98006 

 

Contact Person:  Kenny Booth, The Watershed Company 

(If different from the owner.  All questions and correspondence will be directed to the individual listed.) 

Address: 750 6th Street South, Kirkland, WA 98033 

Phone:  (425) 822-5242 

Proposal Title:   Spatz Streambank Stabilization 

Proposal Location (Street address and nearest cross street or intersection) Provide a legal description if available: 

 

Street Address: 

5 Skagit Key  

Bellevue, WA 98006 

 

Parcel: 

6065301040 

 

Legal Description:  

NEWPORT DIV # 2  

Plat Block: 3  

Plat Lot: 48 

 

Please attach an 8½“ X 11” vicinity map that accurately locates the proposal site. See last page. 

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

General description:  

The project site is located within the Newport Shores neighborhood at 5 Skagit Key in Bellevue, WA (tax 

parcel 6065301040).  The site is surrounded by single-family residences on all sides with Coal Creek 

flowing in a northwesterly direction along the southwestern property line.  The site includes a two-story 

residence constructed in 1972.  The parcel is 15,118 square feet in size with the residence situated 

approximately 25 feet from the top of the Coal Creek streambank.   

 

The site is relatively flat although the majority of the rear portion of the lot sits lower than the rest and is 

protected from the stream by a low, grass-covered berm.  The berm is approximately 2 feet in height and 

18 feet wide at the top.  The stream channel adjacent to the site is approximately 12 feet wide with steep, 

primarily ivy-covered banks.  The yard area, including the berm, is mostly lawn with landscaping shrubs 

around the perimeter.  Dense small trees and shrub vegetation borders the yard on the upstream, 
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southeast side.   

 

About half way across the site, a section of streambank approximately 10 feet long, 3 feet high, and 

extending approximately 6 feet into the yard area has experienced erosion along the upper portions of the 

bank.  Old sandbags are present in this location having been placed as temporary protection. The lower 

bank appears to be relatively stable, with erosion occurring primarily near the top of the bank along what 

would be considered the face of the berm.  During high flows the grass covered portion of the upper bank 

has been undermined, creating a large cavity.  The cavity extends more than three feet into the bank, 

leaving the area susceptible to collapse and further erosion.  

 

Continued erosion in this area would eliminate the entire top of bank, which serves as a low berm, and 

high flows would have a direct path to the house.  To remedy this, the proposed plan calls for an area of 

excavation within the top of the bank just above the ordinary high water mark to remove much of the area 

where the cavity currently exists.  This area would be filled with large rocks and topsoil then covered with 

a geotextile fabric.  Plantings would then be placed along the streambank side through the fabric both to 

cover it and also to further stabilize the bank.  Grass would be re-planted in the disturbed yard area above 

the top of bank. 

 

 

1. Acreage of site: The entire parcel is 15,118 square feet (.347 acre)  

2. Number of dwelling units/buildings to be demolished: None.    

3. Number of dwelling units/buildings to be constructed: None. 

4. Square footage of buildings to be demolished: None.      

5. Square footage of buildings to be constructed: None.   

6. Quantity of earth movement (in cubic yards): 3.7 cy cut / 8.7 cy fill  

7. Proposed land use: No changes are proposed to the existing land use.   

8. Design features, including building height, number of stories, and proposed exterior materials: Not 

applicable.    

 10.  Other 

 

 

Estimated date of completion of the proposal or timing of phasing: 

Construction would begin immediately following permit issuance subject to any WDFW required 

work windows.   

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

If yes, explain.   

None at this time. 

hbedwell
Text Box
HMB 1.15.14
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List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be prepared, directly related to 

this proposal.  

None.  

 

Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other proposals directly affecting the 

property covered by your proposal?  If yes, explain.  List dates applied for and file numbers, if known. 

No other applications are pending for government approvals of other proposals directly affecting the 

subject property. 

 

List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known.  If permits have been 

applied for, list application date and file numbers, if known. 

-Critical Areas Land Use Permit, City of Bellevue 

-Clearing and Grading Permit, City of Bellevue 

-Hydraulic Project Approval, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 

Please provide one or more of the following exhibits, if applicable to your proposal. 

(Please check appropriate box(es) for exhibits submitted with your proposal): 

 Land Use Reclassification (rezone)  

Map of existing and proposed zoning 

 Preliminary Plat or Planned Unit Development 

Preliminary plat map 

 Clearing & Grading Permit 

Plan of existing and proposed grading 

Development plans 

 Building Permit (or Design Review) 

Site plan 

Clearing & grading plan 

 Shoreline Management Permit 

Site plan 

hbedwell
Text Box
HMB 1.15.14
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A.  ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS 

1.   EARTH 

a. General description of the site (circle one):  Flat   Rolling   Hilly   Steep slopes   Mountains   Other:   

b. What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)? 

The site is relatively flat with the exception of the berm and streambanks.              

c. What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, gravel, peat, muck)?  If you 

know the classification of agricultural soils, specify them and note any prime farmland. 

According to Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) soil maps, the property contains 

Briscot silt loam. 

 

d.  Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity?  If so, describe.   

Portions of the existing berm along the top of bank have been eroded by high stream flows.   

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

source of fill. 

 Cut:  3.7 CY, soil 

 Fill:  8.7 CY, angular rock, topsoil 

f.  Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use?  If so, generally describe. 

Some minor erosion could occur during excavation of the berm.  However, BMPs would be 

incorporated to minimize impacts during all clearing and grading activities.  

 

g. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project construction (for 

example, asphalt or buildings)? 

No new impervious surfaces are proposed.    

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

All clearing and grading construction would be in accordance with City of Bellevue Clearing 

& Grading Code (Chapter 23.76), permit conditions, and all other applicable codes, 

ordinances, and standards. As needed, the applicant will install temporary erosion and 

sedimentation control measures such as silt fencing.  A silt fence would be installed around 

exposed soils as necessary to prevent silt-laden water from leaving the site during rainfall 

events.   

hbedwell
Text Box
HMB 1.15.14
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2. AIR 

a.  What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal (i.e., dust, automobile, odors, 

industrial wood smoke) during construction and when the project is completed?  If any, generally 

describe and give approximate quantities if known. 

Emissions from vehicle trips and construction equipment would occur for a short period of 

time during site construction.  After project completion, there would be no change in emissions 

from existing conditions.   

b. Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect your proposal?  If so, generally 

describe. 

No off-site sources of emissions or odor would affect the proposal. 

c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any: 

Vehicles and construction equipment would be kept in good working order. 

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)?  If yes, describe type and provide names.  If 

appropriate, state what stream or river it flows into. 

Coal Creek. 

2)  Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within 200 feet) the described waters?  If yes, 

please describe and attach available plans. 

The entirety of the proposed project will occur within 200 feet of Coal Creek.   

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. 

None.   

4)  Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions?  Give general description, purpose, 

and approximate quantities if known. 

The proposal would not require surface water withdrawals or diversions. 

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

Yes, the proposal lies within a 100-year floodplain. 

6)  Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters?  If so, describe the 

type of waste and anticipated volume of discharge. 

The proposal does not involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters. 
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b. Ground 

1. Will ground water be withdrawn, or will water be discharged to ground water?  Give a general 

description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known. 

No withdrawal of ground water or discharge of water to ground water would occur as part of 

this project. 

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. 

No waste material from septic tanks or other sources would be discharged into the ground as 

part of this project. 

c.  Water runoff (including stormwater): 

1. Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of collection and disposal, if any 

(include quantities, if known).  Where will this water flow?  Will this water flow into other waters?  If so, 

describe. 

Runoff from the immediate project site is not expected except at natural, near pre-project 

rates.  In general, precipitation is expected to infiltrate into vegetated soils. 

2) Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters?  If so, generally describe. 

 Waste materials would not enter ground or surface waters due to water runoff. 

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water impacts, if any: 

The erosion control measures described under question 1h would be implemented as 

necessary.  

4.   PLANTS 

a. Check or circle types of vegetation found on the site: 

deciduous tree:  alder, maple, aspen, other 

evergreen tree:  fir, cedar, pine, other  

shrub:   

pasture 

crop or grain 

wet soil plants:  cattail, buttercup, bulrush, skunk cabbage, other:   

water plants:  water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other 

other types of vegetation: grass 

b. What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered? 

Lawn grass will be removed as part of the project.    
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c. List threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the site. 

No threatened or endangered plant species are known to be on or near the site. 

d.  Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or enhance vegetation on 

the site, if any: 

The proposal involves the planting of approximately 65 square feet of native vegetation on 

the project site.  Proposed plantings will include pacific ninebark, pea-fruited rose, evergreen 

huckleberry, red-osier dogwood, and sand strawberry.   

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, heron, eagle, songbirds, other: 

 mammals:  deer, bear, elk, beaver, other:   

 fish:  bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other 

b. List any threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the site. 

Adult and juvenile Chinook salmon and steelhead trout (listed as Threatened under the Federal 

Endangered Species Act) migrate through Coal Creek.  Adults migrate upstream to reach 

spawning grounds; juveniles migrate downstream from their natal streams to reach the ocean.  

Coal Creek also contains coho salmon (Species of Concern under the Federal Endangered 

Species Act).   

 

c.  Is the site part of a migration route?  If so, explain. 

As described above, adult and juvenile salmon migrate up and downstream, respectively, 

through Coal Creek.   

d. Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any: 

The proposed project will enhance wildlife habitat through the installation of approximately 

65 square feet of native plantings adjacent to the stream.   

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. 

There is no proposed change in the existing forms of energy currently used for the residence. 

b.  Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties?  If so, generally 

describe. 

The project would not affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties. 

c. 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 changes to energy features are proposed.   
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7.   ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH 

a. Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals, risk of fire and 

explosion, spill, or hazardous waste, that could occur as a result of this proposal?  If so, describe. 

Typical environmental hazards associated with residential construction work (e.g. risk of fire, 

spills) could occur as part of this proposal.   

1)  Describe special emergency services that might be required. 

Special emergency services are not anticipated at the site.  In the unlikely event that a serious 

accident (e.g. fire or spill) occurs during construction, local fire department or emergency 

medical services might be required.  After project completion, no special emergency services, 

other than those typically associated with residential uses, might be required.    

2)  Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, if any: 

During construction, standard precautions would be taken to ensure the safety of the work 

crew.  Safety and accident response supplies would be on site.  The construction manager 

would be contacted by a crew member immediately upon discovery of a spill.  The 

construction manager would then ensure that the spill is cleaned up in the appropriate 

manner and would contact the appropriate authorities. 

b. Noise 

1) What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example:  traffic, equipment, 

operation, other)? 

Typical noise associated with adjacent traffic exists in the project area.   

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. 

Noise associated with project construction would be restricted to use of excavating and 

hauling equipment.  Construction noise would be limited to normal daytime working hours.  

There would be no long-term noise associated with the completed project, other than that 

associated with a typical shoreline residential property.    

3)  Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any: 

As mentioned above, construction noise would be limited to daylight weekday hours. No other 

noise-control measures are necessary. 

8.   LAND AND SHORELINE USE 

a. What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? 

The site and adjacent properties are currently in single-family residential use. 

b.  Has the site been used for agriculture?  If so, describe. 

The site has not been used for agriculture in recent history.   
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c.  Describe any structures on the site. 

The project site includes a single-family residence. 

d.  Will any structures be demolished?  If so, what? 

No.   

e.  What is the current zoning classification of the site? 

The current zoning classification is R-2.5 (Single-Family Residential). 

f.  What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site? 

The current comprehensive plan designation is SF-M (Single-family Medium-density).  

g. If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site? 

N/A 

h.  Has any part of the site been classified as an "environmentally sensitive" area?  If so, specify. 

Coal Creek has been classified as an “environmentally sensitive” area.  Additionally, the stream 

is within the mapped 100-year floodplain.   

i.  Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project? 

The project would not change the number of people who reside on the property.   

j.   Approximately how many people would the completed project displace? 

No people would be displaced as a result of this project. 

k.  Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any: 

No such measures are necessary. 

l. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected land uses and 

plans, if any: 

The proposal would comply with all applicable regulatory plans and codes. 

9. HOUSING 

a.  Approximately how many units would be provided, if any?  Indicate whether high, middle, or low-income 

housing. 

The property currently features one single-family residence.  This proposal would not affect the 

number of housing units on the property. 

   b. Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated?  Indicate whether high, middle, or low-

income housing. 

None.  
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c.   Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any: 

No such measures are necessary.   

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? 

No new structures are proposed.   

b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed? 

Views will not be affected by the proposed project.   

c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any: 

No such measures are necessary. 

11.  LIGHT AND GLARE 

a. What type of light or glare will the proposal produce?  What time of day would it mainly occur? 

Light or glare will not be produced by the finished project.   

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.  

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

No such measures are necessary.   

12.   RECREATION 

a. What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate vicinity? 

In the immediate vicinity, Lake Washington provides recreational activities such as 

swimming, boating, and fishing.  Newcastle Beach Park is located approximately 0.5 mile to 

the southwest.   

b.   Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses?  If so, describe. 

The proposed project would not displace any existing recreational uses. 

c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreation opportunities to be 

provided by the project or applicant, if any: 

No such measures are necessary. 
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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. 

No such places or objects are known to be on or next to the site. 

b. Generally describe any landmarks or evidence of historic, archaeological, scientific, or cultural 

importance known to be on or next to the site. 

No such landmarks or evidence is known to be on or next to the site.  

c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts, if any: 

Should historic, archeological, scientific or culturally significant items be encountered during 

implementation of this project, work would be temporarily stopped while the appropriate 

agencies are notified. 

14. TRANSPORTATION 

a. Identify public streets and highways serving the site, and describe proposed access to the existing 

street system.  Show on site plans, if any. 

The property takes access from Skagit Key.  Site access would not be changed as a result of 

the proposed project. 

 

b.  Is site currently served by public transit?  If not, what is the approximate distance to the nearest transit 

stop? 

The nearest King County Metro transit stop is located approximately 0.3 mile feet to the 

southeast of the subject parcel, at the junction of Coal Creek Parkway and Interstate-405.   

c. How many parking spaces would the completed project have?  How many would the project eliminate? 

The proposed project would not affect parking on the property. 

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).   

The proposal would not require any new roads, or improvements to existing roads. 

e.  Will the project use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air transportation?  If so, 

generally describe. 

Water, rail, or air transportation would not be utilized by the completed project.   

f.   How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project?  If known, indicate 

when peak volumes would occur. 

Traffic generation would not change as result of the proposed project.  

g.  Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any: 

No such measures are necessary. 
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Spatz Residence – Bank Stabilization 

Critical Areas Land Use Permit 

Narrative Description 

November 2013 

 

Description of the project site, including landscape features, existing development, and 

site history as applicable.   

 

Response:  The project site is located within the Newport Shores neighborhood 

at 5 Skagit Key in Bellevue, WA (tax parcel 6065301040).  The site is surrounded 

by single-family residences on all sides with Coal Creek flowing in a 

northwesterly direction along the southwestern property line.  The site includes 

a two-story residence constructed in 1972.  The parcel is 15,118 square feet in size 

with the residence situated approximately 25 feet from the top of the Coal Creek 

streambank.   

 

The site is relatively flat although the majority of the rear portion of the lot sits 

lower than the rest and is protected from the stream by a low, grass-covered 

berm.  The berm is approximately 2 feet in height and 18 feet wide at the top.  

The stream channel adjacent to the site is approximately 12 feet wide with steep, 

primarily ivy-covered banks.  The yard area, including the berm, is mostly lawn 

with landscaping shrubs around the perimeter.  Dense small trees and shrub 

vegetation borders the yard on the upstream, southeast side.   

 

About half way across the site, a section of streambank approximately 10 feet 

long, 3 feet high, and extending approximately 6 feet into the yard area has 

experienced erosion along the upper portions of the bank.  Old sandbags are 

present in this location having been placed as temporary protection. The lower 

bank appears to be relatively stable, with erosion occurring primarily near the 

top of the bank along what would be considered the face of the berm.  During 

high flows the grass covered portion of the upper bank has been undermined, 

creating a large cavity.  The cavity extends more than three feet into the bank, 

leaving the area susceptible to collapse and further erosion.  Because the berm in 

this area protects the lower-lying areas of the back yard and the home from 

flooding, further erosion to the top of the bank would result in flooding to the 

home.   

  

Coal Creek is classified as a Type F (fish-bearing) stream and eventually flows 

into Lake Washington, approximately 0.5 mile downstream from the site.  Type F 
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streams on sites with existing primary structures require standard buffer widths 

of 50 feet.  No additional critical areas are found on-site or in the immediate 

vicinity.  

 

A description of how the design constitutes the minimum necessary impact to the 

critical area.  

 

Response:  As mentioned, the toe of the bank appears to be in a stable condition 

with the bulk of the erosion occurring along the top of the ivy-covered bank.  

Continued erosion in this area would eliminate the entire top of bank, which 

serves as a low berm, and high flows would have a direct path to the house.  To 

remedy this, the proposed plan calls for an area of excavation within the top of 

the bank just above the ordinary high water mark to remove much of the area 

where the cavity currently exists.  This area would be filled with large rocks and 

topsoil then covered with a geotextile fabric.  Plantings would then be placed 

along the streambank side through the fabric both to cover it and also to further 

stabilize the bank.  Grass would be re-planted in the disturbed yard area above 

the top of bank. 

 

The proposed work constitutes the minimum necessary impact, as project 

components will fortify an existing eroded area and therefore will not result in 

any measurable increase in the base flood elevation or cause further channel 

constriction.  Once complete, the project site will be returned to a near pre-

existing condition, with the addition of native plantings along a section of the 

streambank in place of existing non-native ivy.   

 

Further, all proposed components of the project will be positioned above the 

OHWM and will be installed from areas also above the OHWM.  No permanent 

impacts below the OHWM would occur as a result of the project.  Impacts have 

been minimized to the greatest extent feasible by minimizing the area of 

stabilization and conducting all portions of the work above the stream’s OHWM.  

Further, standard BMPs will be followed to minimize disturbance during 

construction. 

 

A description of why there is no feasible alternative with less impact to the critical 

area, critical area buffer, or critical area structure setback.  

 

Response:  Past site history and the presence of the low berm indicates that the 

site is prone to flooding.  The creek runs bankfull to near the top of the berm on 

occasion and the yard and lower story of the house are prone to flooding during 

these occurrences.    

 



 

 
Spatz Residence:  Critical Areas Land Use Permit – Narrative Description 

November 2013 

Page 3 

  

 

A natural in-stream remedy to the bank erosion, including the use of large 

woody debris, was studied.  However, wood was not included in the design for 

two primary reasons - 1) large wood installed near the toe of the bank could 

cause additional scour, not only downward but possibly into the bank towards 

the berm and residence as well; and 2) placing wood in the channel would result 

in some level of flow constriction (the existing channel appears to have little or 

no excess capacity to pass high flows), thereby potentially worsening flooding.  

For these reasons large woody debris was not included in the proposal.  

However, despite the lack of wood, the project does include soft stabilization 

measures including placement of the material above the OHWM and extensive 

vegetative plantings.  Additional alternatives considered consisted of hard 

stabilization measures including the placement of exposed rock or concrete 

above and below the OHWM.  While these alternatives would have remedied the 

erosion problem, they were not proposed as they constitute stabilization 

techniques ‘harder’ than the selected alternative.   

 

A description of alternatives considered and why the alternative selected is preferred.  

 

Response:  The alternatives considered as described above either cause 

unintended consequences or constitute design techniques with greater critical 

area impact than the selected alternative.  Specifically, the use of large woody 

debris could cause additional scour, not only downward but possibly into the 

bank towards the berm and residence as well.  In addition, placing wood in the 

channel would result in some level of flow constriction (the existing channel 

appears to have little or no excess capacity to pass high flows), thereby 

potentially worsening flooding in the immediate vicinity.  The more impactful 

alternatives (placement of exposed rock or concrete) would have resulted in 

greater impact to the functions of the stream by preventing or inhibiting 

vegetation growth along the treated bank sections.  Vegetation provides shade 

and organic stream inputs, helps stabilize banks, and produces terrestrial insects 

as food for fish. 

 

A summary of how the proposal meets each of the decision criteria contained in Land 

Use Code Section 20.30P. 

A.    The proposal obtains all other permits required by the Land Use Code; 

 

Response:  The project applicant has applied for a Critical Areas Land Use 

Permit (LO) to conduct an allowed activity (stabilization measures) within a 

stream critical area and area of special flood hazard.  No other City of Bellevue 

land use permits are required of the project at this time.   
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B.    The proposal utilizes to the maximum extent possible the best available construction, design 

and development techniques which result in the least impact on the critical area and critical area 

buffer; 

 

Response:  The proposed streambank stabilization project will occur just above 

the OHWM of Coal Creek.  Locating all work above the OHWM will limit 

temporary impacts to the stream and result in no permanent stream impacts.  

Rock placement will include a full wrapping in geotextile fabric and the 

placement of native vegetation within soil-filled voids between the rocks.  This 

design technique results in no visible or physical obstruction presented by the 

rocks.  Rather, the proposed physical interface will consist solely of native 

plantings along the upper streambank.  Finally, the project will be constructed by 

hand and small machinery positioned above the OHWM with standard BMPs 

followed to minimize disturbance during construction.  Therefore, the project has 

utilized the best available construction, design, and development techniques to 

limit impacts to the critical area and critical area buffer.   

 

C.    The proposal incorporates the performance standards of Part 20.25H LUC to the maximum 

extent applicable; 

 

Response:  See below for stream critical area (LUC 20.25H.080.A) and areas of 

special flood hazard (LUC 20.25H.180.C) performance standard compliance.   

 

D.    The proposal will be served by adequate public facilities including streets, fire protection, 

and utilities; 

 

Response:  The existing site is served by adequate public facilities.  No increase 

in demand for public services will result from the proposed streambank 

stabilization project.   

 

E.    The proposal includes a mitigation or restoration plan consistent with the requirements of 

LUC 20.25H.210; except that a proposal to modify or remove vegetation pursuant to an approved 

Vegetation Management Plan under LUC 20.25H.055.C.3.i shall not require a mitigation or 

restoration plan; 

 

Response:  A restoration plan has been prepared in accordance with the 

requirements of LUC 20.25H.210.  The plan has been submitted concurrently 

with this project narrative.     

 

F.    The proposal complies with other applicable requirements of this code.  

 

http://www.codepublishing.com/wa/bellevue/LUC/BellevueLUC2025H.html#20.25H
http://www.codepublishing.com/wa/bellevue/LUC/BellevueLUC2025H.html#20.25H.210
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Response:  The proposed project complies with all other applicable City of 

Bellevue Land Use Codes. 

 

A summary of how the proposal meets each of the criteria and performance standards 

contained in Land Use Code Section 20.25H associated with the critical area you are 

modifying.    

 

Response:  Stabilization measures within stream critical areas and areas of 

special flood hazard are allowed pursuant to LUC 20.25H.055.C.3.m, so long as 

compliance with LUC 20.25H.080.A and LUC 20.25H.180.C is shown.  A 

discussion of compliance with these sections is presented below.   

20.25H.055.C.3.m.    Stabilization Measures.  

See LUC 20.25E.080.E for standards regulating shoreline stabilization measures. Proposed 

stabilization measures within a critical area or critical area buffer to protect against streambank 

erosion or steep slopes or landslide hazards may be approved in accordance with this subsection. 

i.    When Allowed. New or enlarged stabilization measures shall be allowed only to protect 

existing primary structures and infrastructure, or in connection with uses and development 

allowed pursuant to subsection B of this section. Stabilization measures shall be allowed only 

where avoidance measures are not technically feasible.  

 

Response:   The proposed stabilization measures are intended to stabilize an 

existing berm that is protecting the existing residence at 5 Skagit Key.  The 

residence is situated approximately 25 feet from the stream channel but less than 

10 feet from the top of the bank/berm.  Floodwaters along this section of Coal 

Creek have eroded portions of the top of the bank/berm, resulting in a large 

cavity beneath the berm.  With continued high water flows, the cavity is likely to 

increase in size and the berm will no longer be able to protect the structure from 

floodwaters.  Therefore, in order to stabilize portions of the top of bank/berm 

and to protect the residence, the placement of large rock and native plantings is 

proposed.  Avoidance measures are not technically feasible, in that avoidance 

would lead to further bank erosion, resulting in continued loss of property and 

threats to the existing residence. 

 

ii.    Type of Stabilization Measure Used. Where a stabilization measure is allowed, soft 

stabilization measures shall be used, unless the applicant demonstrates that soft stabilization 

measures are not technically feasible. An applicant asserting that soft stabilization measures 

are not technically feasible shall provide the information relating to each of the factors set forth 

in subsection C.3.m.iii.(D) of this section for a determination of technical feasibility by the 

Director. Only after a determination that soft stabilization measures are not technically 

feasible shall hard stabilization measures be permitted. 

iii.    Definitions. 
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(A)    Hard Stabilization Measures. As used in this part, “hard stabilization measures” 

include: rock revetments, gabions, concrete groins, retaining walls, bulkheads and similar 

measures which present a vertical or nearly vertical interface with the water.  

(B)    Soft Stabilization Measures. As used in this part, “soft stabilization measures” 

include: biotechnical measures, bank enhancement, anchor trees, gravel placement, stepped 

back rockeries, vegetative plantings and similar measures that use natural materials 

engineered to provide stabilization while mimicking or preserving the functions and values 

of the critical area. 

(C)    Avoidance Measures. As used in this part, “avoidance measures” refer to techniques 

used to minimize or prevent erosion or slope collapse that do not involve modification of the 

bank or slope. “Avoidance measures” include vegetation enhancement, upland drainage 

control, and protective walls or embankments placed outside of the critical area and critical 

area buffer. 

(D)    Technically Feasible. The determination of whether a technique or stabilization 

measure is “technically feasible” shall be made by the Director as part of the decision on the 

underlying permit after consideration of a report prepared by a qualified professional 

addressing the following factors: 

(1)    Site conditions, including topography and the location of the primary structure in 

relation to the critical area;  

(2)    The location of existing infrastructure necessary to support the proposed measure 

or technique; 

(3)    The level of risk to the primary structure or infrastructure presented by erosion or 

slope failure and ability of the proposed measure to mitigate that risk; 

(4)    Whether the cost of avoiding disturbance of the critical area or critical area buffer is 

substantially disproportionate as compared to the environmental impact of proposed 

disturbance, including any continued impacts on functions and values over time; and 

(5)    The ability of both permanent and temporary disturbance to be mitigated. 

  

Response:  The proposed design represents a combination of hard and soft 

stabilization measures.  Large rock would be considered ‘hard’ while the 

proposed plantings are a ‘soft’ technique.  However, the use of large rock is 

somewhat ‘softened’ by its placement above the OHWM and also by the fact the 

rock will be packed with topsoil, covered by geotextile fabric, and further hidden 

by native plantings.  A ‘softer’ technique was considered and would have 

included the use of large woody debris.  However, due to the nature of the 

constricted channel in the project area, the use of wood would likely have 

contributed to additional scour, not only downward but possibly into the bank 

towards the berm and residence as well.  In addition, placing wood in the 

channel would result in some level of flow constriction (the existing channel 

appears to have little or no excess capacity to pass high flows), thereby 

potentially worsening flooding in the immediate vicinity.   
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20.25H.180.C – Development in the area of special flood hazard: General Performance 

Standards  

 

4.    No Rise in the Base Flood Elevation (BFE). Any allowed use or development shall not result 

in a rise in the BFE. 

 

Response:  The proposed project includes the placement of rock within a large 

cavity that has developed within the top of the bank along Coal Creek.  Because 

the cavity has been eroded during recent flood events, the placement of rock 

within these areas will not result in an increase in the height or width of the 

existing berm or a decrease in the cross-sectional area of the stream channel.  

Rather, rock placement will return the berm and its associated upper streambank 

to their pre-existing dimensions, albeit with a more solid substructure.  

Therefore, there will be no rise in the base flood elevation of Coal Creek within 

the project vicinity.   

 

7. Compensatory Storage. Development proposals must not reduce the effective base flood storage 

volume of the area of special flood hazard. Grading or other activity that would reduce the 

effective storage volume must be mitigated by creating compensatory storage on the site. 

 

Response:  As explained in the above response, there is anticipated to be no net 

change in streambank or berm dimensions and no rise in the base flood elevation 

over pre‐existing conditions due to the proposed actions. Therefore, no reduction 

in the effective base flood storage volume of the area is expected. 

 

20.25H.080.A Performance Standards. 

Development on sites with a type S or F stream or associated critical area buffer shall incorporate 

the following performance standards in design of the development, as applicable: 

1. Lights shall be directed away from the stream. 

 

Response:  No lights are proposed as part of the streambank stabilization project.   

 

2. Activity that generates noise such as parking lots, generators, and residential uses shall 

be located away from the stream or any noise shall be minimized through use of design 

and insulation techniques. 

 

Response:  The streambank stabilization project will not result in any new long-

term noise generating activities.   

 

3. Toxic runoff from new impervious area shall be routed away from the stream. 
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Response:  No new impervious surfaces are proposed as part of the project.  

 

4. Treated water may be allowed to enter the stream critical area buffer. 

 

Response:  No change in on-site runoff patterns or drainage facilities is 

proposed.   

 

5. The outer edge of the stream critical area buffer shall be planted with dense vegetation to 

limit pet or human use. 

 

Response:  New plantings are proposed to help stabilize the streambank.  

Plantings include pacific ninebark, pea-fruited rose, evergreen huckleberry, red-

osier dogwood, and sand strawberry.   

 

6. Use of pesticides, insecticides and fertilizers within 150 feet of the edge of the stream 

critical area buffer shall be in accordance with the City of Bellevue’s “Environmental Best 

Management Practices,” now or as hereafter amended. 

 

Response:  Generally, weed control efforts in the stream buffer will employ 

manual removal.  If any persistent weed or pest problems require pesticide 

control, the City would be contacted to verify compliance with City of Bellevue 

BMPs and, if allowed, a licensed pesticide applicator would be hired. 
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March 5, 2014 

Heidi Bedwell 

City of Bellevue 

450 110th Avenue NE  

Bellevue, WA 98004 

Via email:  hbedwell@bellevuewa.gov 

 

Re:  Spatz Streambank Stabilization - Coal Creek: 13-135274-LO 

The Watershed Company Project No: 130833 

 

Dear Heidi, 

 

Thank you for your email dated February 12, 2014 summarizing comments regarding 

the Spatz Streambank Stabilization project.  In addition to City of Bellevue comments, 

your email included comments from the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 

(WDFW) and the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe.  I’d like to take this opportunity to respond 

to each of the comments received.  Presented below is a detailed response to each 

comment.     

WDFW 

For context, I’ve attached the email correspondence that I had with Larry Fisher.  It 

includes our rationale for the current design as well as his short response.  However, I 

will note that following receipt of Larry’s response I had a phone conversation with him 

where we discussed in more detail the difference in our opinions about appropriate 

design.  Specifically, Larry understands the constraints involved, including limited 

access and budget, which are preventing us from implementing a larger stream bank 

restoration project.  He has reservations about the long-term success of our current 

proposal but won’t go so far as to deny the project.  Rather, he’s making his concerns 

known at this point.   

 

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe 

Karen Walter has requested native trees be added to the planting plan.  Therefore, in 

addition to the currently proposed shrubs and groundcover species, we will add two 

native trees.   

 

City of Bellevue   

Below is a response to each of your comments presented in the February 12 email:  

mailto:hbedwell@bellevuewa.gov
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 The level of risk to the primary structure or infrastructure presented by erosion or slope 

failure and ability of the proposed measure to mitigate that risk; 

 

The existing single-family residence is separated from the stream by a low, 

grass-covered berm.  The berm is approximately 2 feet in height and 18 feet 

wide at the top.  The yard area between the house and the stream, including 

the berm, is mostly lawn with landscaping shrubs around the perimeter.  The 

stream runs bankfull to near the top of the berm on occasion and the yard and 

lower story of the house are prone to flooding during these occurrences.   

 

About half way across the site, a section of streambank approximately 10 feet 

long, 3 feet high, and extending approximately 6 feet into the yard area has 

experienced erosion along the upper portions of the bank.  The lower bank 

appears to be relatively stable, with erosion occurring primarily near the top of 

the bank along what would be considered the face of the berm.  During high 

flows the grass covered portion of the upper bank has been undermined, 

creating a large cavity.  The cavity extends more than three feet into the bank, 

leaving the area susceptible to collapse and further erosion.  Because the berm 

in this area protects the lower-lying areas of the back yard and the home from 

flooding, further erosion to the top of the bank would result in flooding to the 

home. 

Continued erosion in this area would eliminate the entire top of bank, which 

serves as a low berm, and high flows would have a direct path to the house.  To 

remedy this, the proposed plan calls for an area of excavation within the top of 

the bank just above the ordinary high water mark to remove much of the area 

where the cavity currently exists.  This area would be filled with large rocks 

and topsoil and then covered with a geotextile fabric.  Plantings would then be 

placed along the streambank side through the fabric both to cover it and also to 

further stabilize the bank.  Overall, the plan is intended to reduce the risk of 

bank erosion and subsequent flooding of the residence.  

 Whether the cost of avoiding disturbance of the critical area or critical area buffer is 

substantially disproportionate as compared to the environmental impact of proposed 

disturbance, including any continued impacts on functions and values over time; and 

Avoiding disturbance to the critical area buffer would result in continued 

erosion along the top of the bank, as well as an increased threat of flooding to 

the residence.  Meanwhile, the impact that will result from disturbance to the 

buffer is minimal.  Specifically, all areas of disturbance will be temporary and 

will be restored with vegetation following construction.  Disturbed areas of the 
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bank will be planted with native shrubs and live stakes, as well as two trees.  

Upland areas of lawn that are disturbed will be replanted with lawn.  

Therefore, impacts to buffer functions and values will cease following 

implementation of the restoration plan and over time the project area will 

provide an overall lift to the stream and buffer through the addition of native 

vegetation in areas currently covered with lawn.  Therefore, the temporary 

impact caused by implementation of the project is minimal compared to the 

risk of flooding to the residence under a no-action scenario.   

 

 The ability of both permanent and temporary disturbance to be mitigated. 

All areas of temporary disturbance will be restored with vegetation.  Those 

areas along the bank that are disturbed will be planted with native shrubs and 

groundcover.  Upland areas of lawn that are disturbed will be replanted with 

lawn following construction.  As mitigation for impacts associated with 

temporary construction activities, two native trees will be planted along the 

streambank (see below).   

 

 Planting Plan- I have a concern that the live stakes will survive in the rock material.  In 

addition to what you have provided please revise the planting plan to include at least 2 

trees installed on the edge of the stabilization project area.  Select appropriate native 

vegetation from our critical areas handbook as necessary. 

 

Two native trees can be added to the edges of the project area.  However, we’d 

like to request that this minor revision be a condition of approval and the plans 

would therefore be revised at the time of submittal for a Clearing and Grading 

Permit.   

 

Please let me know if you have any questions or wish to discuss any of these items in 

more detail.   

 

Sincerely,        

 
Kenny Booth, AICP 

Associate Planner 

 

cc:  Mark and Jennifer Spatz 

 

Enc.  
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From:   Fisher, Larry D (DFW) <Larry.Fisher@dfw.wa.gov>
Sent:   Wednesday, February 19, 2014 9:13 AM
To:     Kenny Booth
Cc:     Greg Johnston
Subject:        RE: File No. 13-135274 Spatz Streambank Stabilization/5 Skagit Key/Coal 
Creek

Hi Kenny:

I understand that, but  I don’t see the proposed project as a solution to the problem of the failing bank.

Larry Fisher
WDFW Area Habitat Biologist
1775 12th Ave NW Suite 201
Issaquah, WA 98027
425-313-5683
FAX 425-427-0570
Cell: 425-449-6790
<'){{}}><   <'){{}}><

From: Kenny Booth [mailto:KBooth@watershedco.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2014 2:24 PM 
To: Fisher, Larry D (DFW) 
Cc: Greg Johnston 
Subject: FW: File No. 13-135274 Spatz Streambank Stabilization/5 Skagit Key/Coal Creek

Hi Larry, 

Heidi Bedwell at the City of Bellevue passed along your comments on the Spatz Streambank Stabilization 
project on Coal Creek.  I’ve had Greg Johnston provide his thoughts on your concerns below.  

I’d also like to add an additional perspective that also drove the design for this particular 
project.  Specifically, site access issues and the overall budget for this project kept us from pursuing a 
large scale solution that might have involved the entire bank.  In large part due to the inability to readily 
access the problem area with heavy equipment, we steered away from solutions that involved large 
woody debris.  Further, the addition of large woody debris or additional rock below the OHWM would 
have included the need for a detailed hydraulic analysis to ensure that flood levels would be unchanged 
and that upstream and downstream properties would not be affected by a channel 
constriction.  Widening of the channel cross section could be needed to compensate for constrictions 
due to wood or rock in order to prevent such flooding impacts.  Instead, in keeping with the budgetary 
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constraints of the client we are seeking to alleviate the problem (threat of flooding to the residence) by 
concentrating our efforts along the top of the bank.  

Please let me know if you’d like to discuss further.  

Thanks, 

KENNY BOOTH, AICP
Associate Planner
(425) 822-5242 x209

 
750 Sixth Street South
Kirkland, WA 98033
watershedco.com

From: Greg Johnston  
Sent: Monday, February 17, 2014 5:43 PM 
To: Kenny Booth 
Subject: FW: File No. 13-135274 Spatz Streambank Stabilization/5 Skagit Key/Coal Creek

Larry:

At the Spatz site, there is some angular rock along the toe of the bank, which is largely obscured by ivy, 
but little or no ongoing toe erosion which was evident to us.  It is not clear from our knowledge or 
observation that a formal rockery was ever built here or that the placed rock ever extended to near the 
top-of slope.  Granted our history with the site is limited, and ivy obscures much of the bank.  Some 
angular rock could have been placed along the toe of the creek bank without stones being fitted 
together individually to form a rockery.  In any case, as you pointed out, a few angular rocks have 
worked their way out into the channel.

The bank erosion observed is very limited in extent and is also quite unusual in our experience.  A more 
“normal” or at least usual mode of bank failure would be for the toe to erode first, creating a more 
vertical bank, and then for portions of the upper bank to fall or slide into the creek, and so on resulting 
in a widened or migrating channel.  As mentioned, in this case, however, there appears to be little or no 
active toe erosion, and the erosion noted is unusually high on the bank, extending upwards from 
approximately the OHWM.   Erosion occurring only that high up would have to be caused by fairly 
infrequent flow events.  Furthermore, the erosion has taken the unusual form of a couple of cavities 
under a grassy lawn area extending no more than 8 feet along the top-of-bank and 4 feet in under the 
grass.  Overall, the bank is not particularly unstable in terms of its slumping or caving into the creek, 
which could result in the channel widening or migrating towards the Spatz residence.  Yet, these cavities 
have formed high up on the bank and in doing so have narrowed the effective top width of a soil 
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structure serving as a berm protecting the Spatz residence from flooding during times of unusually high 
creek flows.

Your primary concern seems to be adding more angular rock to the bank, which could end up in the 
creek if the project is not successful in arresting erosion.  To address this concern, we propose to alter 
the materials specifications for the project to include only rounded, rather than angular, rock such that 
it would not be problematic if some portion of it did, eventually, end up in the creek.  As seen below, 
we’ll also be working with Karen Walter and Heidi Bedwell to address some planting concerns, so it’s 
likely that several native tree specimens may be added to the planting plan.  

Let us know if these revisions would be sufficient to allow approval by WDFW or otherwise, if we are on 
the right track for arriving at a solution.

Thanks, 

Greg Johnston

From: HBedwell@bellevuewa.gov [mailto:HBedwell@bellevuewa.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, February 12, 2014 2:25 PM 
To: Kenny Booth 
Subject: FW: File No. 13-135274 Spatz Streambank Stabilization/5 Skagit Key/Coal Creek

Kenny,
I just realized I hadn’t sent these comments on to you for your response (see messages below).    In 
addition to these questions I have the following comments:
1.      Performance standards 20.25H.055.m- In addition to the information you provided as part of 
the application, please provide a response to the following standards:
*       The level of risk to the primary structure or infrastructure presented by erosion or slope failure 
and ability of the proposed measure to mitigate that risk;
*       Whether the cost of avoiding disturbance of the critical area or critical area buffer is 
substantially disproportionate as compared to the environmental impact of proposed 
disturbance, including any continued impacts on functions and values over time; and
*       The ability of both permanent and temporary disturbance to be mitigated.
2.      Planting Plan- I have a concern that the live stakes will survive in the rock material.  In addition 
to what you have provided please revise the planting plan to include at least 2 trees installed on 
the edge of the stabilization project area.  Select appropriate native vegetation from our critical 
areas handbook as necessary.

Please submit this additional information as a revision to the permit using the following 
revisions/additions form http://www.bellevuewa.gov/pdf/PCD/forms_revadd.pdf 
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Sincerely,
Heidi M. Bedwell
Senior Planner, Land Use Division
Development Services Department
425-452-4862
www.bellevuewa.gov 

 

From: Karen Walter [mailto:KWalter@muckleshoot.nsn.us]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 28, 2014 5:15 PM 
To: Fisher, Larry D (DFW); Bedwell, Heidi 
Subject: RE: File No. 13-135274 Spatz Streambank Stabilization/5 Skagit Key/Coal Creek

Larry and Heidi,
In addition to the issues that Larry raised in his email below, the planting plan needs modification too as 
the plants proposed are fairly low growing and will not provide for full riparian functions.  Native trees 
conducive to the soil types would be better and would likely provide more bank stability over the long 
term than what is proposed.  I didn’t see any rationale for the species proposed to be planted or 
alternatively, why trees cannot be planted in the project area. 

Thank you,
Karen Walter
Watersheds and Land Use Team Leader

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe Fisheries Division
39015 172nd Ave SE
Auburn, WA 98092
253-876-3116

From: Fisher, Larry D (DFW) [mailto:Larry.Fisher@dfw.wa.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, January 23, 2014 10:41 AM 
To: Heidi Bedwell 
Cc: Karen Walter 
Subject: File No. 13-135274 Spatz Streambank Stabilization/5 Skagit Key/Coal Creek

Hi Heidi:

Here are my comments on the DNS for this proposed project.

I am mainly concerned about this project because I don’t believe it will stabilize the streambank.  The 
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consultant’s documentation indicates there is erosion above the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) and 
proposes to rebuild that area with large rock, soil, and plantings.  There was a lack of discussion of the 
failing rockery at the site, which was not shown on the project plans.

I believe the bank has suffered some erosion due to failure of the toe of the poorly constructed 
rockery.  The base rocks were not set low enough in elevation to prevent them from being undermined 
due to scour which resulted from natural stream processes.  The rockery has been failing over the years, 
which is readily evident from the rocks adjacent to it that have fallen into the creek.  This rockery needs 
to be rebuilt or replaced with a properly designed and constructed streambank stabilization project.  If 
the project is constructed as designed, the bank is likely to continue to fail, which may cause the 
proposed project to fail, resulting in even more riprap in the creek.

It may be that the work proposed is entirely above the OHWM to avoid obtaining a permit from the 
Army Corps of Engineers.  The scope and design of the project may also be due in part to the limited 
access to the site for equipment.

I am not sure how WDFW will handle this issue, but it seems to warrant more discussion between the 
permitting agencies.

Larry Fisher
WDFW Area Habitat Biologist
1775 12th Ave NW Suite 201
Issaquah, WA 98027
425-313-5683
FAX 425-427-0570
Cell: 425-449-6790
<'){{}}><   <'){{}}><
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