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PART A:  IMPACT PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

 

1. Project Description 

 

The Belfair Area Widening & Safety Improvements (BAWSI) project is located on State Route 

(SR) 3 through Belfair from milepost (MP) 25.32 to 26.86.  The project is located entirely within 

Mason County and spans Township 23 North, Range 01 West, Sections 28, 29, & 32.  

 

Figure 1.  Vicinity Map 
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The BAWSI project is a safety and mobility project that will help relieve the congested 

downtown Belfair area and provide easier and safer access to businesses. 

 

The project provides for improvements on a stretch of SR 3 in Mason County by widening 

asymmetrically to the west from Sweetwater Creek (MP 25.32) to Romance Hill Road (MP 

26.13) and symmetrically from Romance Hill Road to Ridgepoint Boulevard (26.86).  The 

project includes clearing, grubbing, grading, drainage, surfacing, paving with hot mix asphalt, 

constructing retaining walls, installing box culverts, permanent signing, pavement markings, 

storm water ponds, roadside planting, erosion control, and traffic control. 

 

The project also includes a stream realignment.  An unnamed tributary to Mindy Creek flows 

down Romance Hill Road and makes a 90 degree turn at SR 3 and flows in a roadway ditch for 

some length.  It then crosses SR 3 in multiple culverts before connecting with Mindy Creek.  

This tributary has several fish barriers identified.  WSDOT is proposing to install a large four-

sided box culvert, approximately 12 feet in width, at the intersection of SR 3 and Romance Hill 

Road.  WSDOT will also realign the stream to eliminate all the barriers downstream of SR 3.  

This stream realignment is located based on recommendations from WSDOT’s 

geomorphologists which place the stream where it will be the most conducive to the success and 

longevity of the stream. 

 

 

2.  Existing Conditions of Aquatic Resources and Wetlands 

 
Streams within the project are an unnamed stream at Romance Hill Road, Mindy Creek, and 

Belfair Creek.  Belfair Creek crosses SR 3 and will be slightly modified to maintain its flow 

through the culvert.  The Belfair Creek culvert will be modified on the east side to eliminate a 

pipe that is not properly attached to the box culvert.  The box culvert will be extended in kind to 

replace this pipe.  The Mindy Creek culvert has been inspected and found to be structurally 

unsound.  This culvert will be replaced with another culvert that meets capacity requirements.  If 

and when the downstream barriers are removed, WSDOT will program a fish barrier removal 

project.   

 

At the Romance Hill Road stream crossing, in addition to upgrading the crossing beneath SR 3 to 

provide for fish passage, a new stream channel will be constructed downstream between SR 3 

and Mindy Creek. This new channel will be approximately 1000 feet in length. 

 

Nine palustrine forested, scrub-shrub, and emergent wetlands were identified in the vicinity of 

the project.  One of these is an Ecology Category I wetland, three are Category II wetlands, four 

are Category III wetlands, and one is a Category IV wetland.  Hydrogeomorphic classes 

represented include riverine, slope, and depressional.  Varied wetland functions from Ecology’s 

broad categories (Water Quality, Hydrologic & Habitat) are provided by the wetlands in the 

project area.  According to assessment results using the Wetlands Functions Characterization 

Tool for Linear Projects functions assessment tool (BPJ Tool) (Null et al. 2000), the most 

commonly provided functions by wetlands in the project corridor include Nutrient and Toxicant 

Removal (Water Quality), Production of Organic Matter and its Export (Habitat), General 
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Habitat Suitability (Habitat), Habitat for Aquatic Invertebrates (Habitat), and Native Plant 

Richness (Habitat) (Null et al. 2000). 

Table 1 below contains general wetland information.  Figure 1 (Page 4) is a wetland location 

map.  Tables 2 through 5 are summary tables of the impacted wetlands (Wetlands C, E, F, and 

N).  Information for other wetlands in the project area (wetlands with no impacts) can be 

obtained from the wetland biology report for the project (Dreisbach 2013). 

Table 1  General Wetland Information 

Wetland Wetland Classification 
Buffer 
Width 
(feet) 

Cowardin HGM Ecology Mason 

C PEM Riverine IV IV 50 

D PFO/PEM Riverine II II 100 

E PEM Riverine III III 80 

F PFO Depression III III 80 

J PSS/PEM Slope III III 150 

K PFO/PSS Riverine I I 250 

L PFO/PSS Slope III III 150 

N PFO Slope II II 150 

S PFO Depression II II 100 



 

4 

 

 

 
 
Figure 2 Wetland Location Map
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Table 2  Wetland C Summary  
 

Wetland C 

 

Local Jurisdiction Mason County 

WRIA Kitsap - 15 

Ecology Rating  IV 

Mason County Rating  IV 

Mason County Buffer Width 50 feet 

Cowardin Classification PEM 

HGM Classification Riverine 

Wetland Data Sheet(s) Wetland C – DP1 

Hydrology 

Wetland C is a small riverine wetland located east of SR 3 on Belfair Creek south of 
Clifton Lane. Wetland hydrology is generally supported by hyporheic flow near the creek 
channel.  In November 2007, soils were saturated throughout most of the wetland area 
with all wetland areas saturated within 12 inches of the soil surface.  Secondary 
hydrology indicators included drainage patterns, geomorphic position, and a positive 
FAC-neutral test.  The strength of the hydrophytic vegetation and hydric soils parameters 
also suggest this wetland is saturated for sufficient time in the growing season to meet 
wetland criteria. 

Vegetation 
 

Wetland C is dominated by an emergent habitat type dominated by mowed hydrophytic 
forbs and grasses.  Dominant plant species include sawbeak sedge (OBL), and creeping 
buttercup (FACW).  Also present within the wetland boundary were soft rush (FACW+), 
water parsley (OBL), water cress (OBL), reed canarygrass (FACW), velvet grass (FAC), 
bluegrass, knotweed, and curley dock (FAC+).  All of these species are considered 
hydrophytes indicating the wetland vegetation parameter has been met.   

Soils 

Soils within the wetland range from silt loam to sandy loam.  Soils were very dark grayish 
brown (10YR 3/2) from 0 to 8 inches and dark gray (10YR 4/1) from 8 to 16+ inches.  
Common, medium, prominent iron/manganese redoximorphic concentrations were 
present below 8 inches.  This profile description meets NRCS hydric soils indicator A11 
(Depleted Below Dark Surface) therefore achieving the hydric soils criteria. 

Rationale for 
Delineation 

The western wetland boundary is formed by the road prism of SR 3.  The northern and 
southern wetland boundaries were flagged where wetland vegetation and soils 
transitioned to upland grasses and soils lacking hydric characteristics.  Upstream to the 
east, the wetland boundary was flagged where the creek becomes slightly incised and is 
bordered only by low upland terraces. 

Ecology Rating / 
BPJ Functions 

Wetland C is a low functioning Category IV riverine wetland with higher scores for 
Hydrologic and Habitat in the broad categories of functions (Water Quality-0; Hydrologic-
18; Habitat-10).  This wetland provides little function due to its mowed vegetation, lack of 
depressions to store and/or treat water, and due to its urban setting.  Results from the 
BPJ suggest that functions provided include Nutrient and Toxicant Removal and 
Production of Organic Matter and its Export.   
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Table 3  Wetland E Summary 

 

Wetland E 

  
 

Local Jurisdiction Mason County 

WRIA Kitsap - 15 

Ecology Rating  III 

Mason County Rating  III 

Mason Co. Buffer Width 80 feet 

Cowardin Classification PEM 

HGM Classification Riverine 

Wetland Data Sheet(s) Wetland E – DP1 

Hydrology 

Wetland E is a small wetland east of SR 3 across from NE Belfair Street.  Hydrology is 
supported by groundwater as well as surface runoff from the adjacent parking lot to the 
east and SR 3 to the west.  Water exits the site via the roadside ditch before passing 
through a cross culvert to the west side of SR 3 and eventually into Hood Canal.  In 
November 2007, the wetland was saturated to the soil surface throughout most of the 
wetland area.  Secondary hydrology indicators observed included drainage patterns, and 
a positive FAC-neutral test.  The strength of the hydrophytic vegetation and hydric soils 
parameters also suggest this wetland is saturated for sufficient time in the growing 
season to meet wetland criteria. 

Vegetation 
 

Wetland E is comprised of emergent vegetation and includes a portion of the SR 3 
roadside ditch.  Dominant plant species include soft rush (FACW+), slough sedge (OBL), 
and a bluegrass species.  Other species observed within the wetland boundary include 
bird’s-foot trefoil (FAC), white sweet clover (FACU), and common cattail (OBL).  All of 
the dominant species are considered hydrophytes indicating the wetland vegetation 
parameter has been met.   

Soils 

Soils within the wetland were silt loam in texture.  The soil color was black (10YR 2/1) 
from 0 to 12 inches and grayish brown (10YR 5/2) from 12 to 16+ inches.  
Redoximorphic concentrations (10YR 4/4) and depletions (5B 7/1) were observed below 
12 inches.  This profile description meets NRCS hydric soils indicator A11 (Depleted 
Below Dark Surface) therefore achieving the hydric soils criteria. 

Rationale for 
Delineation 

The western boundary of Wetland E is formed by the toe of the highway road prism.  To 
the north, east, and south, the wetland is surrounded by pavement from adjacent parking 
lots and associated fill.   

Ecology Rating / 
BPJ Functions 

Wetland E ranked is a Category III riverine wetland with a slightly higher score for 
Hydrologic Functions in the broad categories of functions (Water Quality-10; Hydrologic-
16; Habitat-8).  The wetland provides moderate hydrologic functions due to its ability to 
provide some water storage during flood events.  Water Quality and Habitat functions 
are limited due to the wetland’s lack of depressions for water treatment and urban 
landscape position.  Results from the BPJ Tool suggest that low levels of Flood Flow 
Alteration and Nutrient and Toxicant Removal are provided. 
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Table 4  Wetland F Summary 

 

Wetland F 

 
 

Local Jurisdiction Mason County 

WRIA Kitsap - 15 

Ecology Rating  III 

Mason County Rating  III 

Mason County Buffer Width 80 feet 

Cowardin Classification PFO 

HGM Classification Depression 

Wetland Data Sheet(s) Wetland F – DP1 

Hydrology 

Wetland F is small ditch-like depression just south of the Masonic Temple.  Hydrology is 
supported primarily by groundwater with overland flow also providing water from the 
adjacent highway to the east and from the parking lot to the west.  Wetland F outflows at 
its southern end.  During winter months, flow continues through an upland swale west to 
Wetland S.  During the June 2012 site investigation, soils were saturated to the surface 
throughout most of the flagged wetland area.  These observations suggest the wetland 
hydrology criteria have been met.  

Vegetation 
 

Wetland F is comprised of forested vegetation.  Dominant plant species include black 
cottonwood (FACW), Douglas spirea (FACW), salmonberry (FAC), and bleeding heart.  
Other species observed within the wetland boundary include Himalayan blackberry 
(FACU) and Sitka willow (FACW).  Most of these species are considered hydrophytes 
indicating the wetland vegetation parameter has been met.   

Soils 

Soils within the wetland were gravelly sandy loam in texture.  The soil color was dark 
gray (10YR 4/2) from 0 to 5 inches and gray (10YR 5/1) from 5-16 inches.  
Redoximorphic features were present throughout the soil profile (10YR 4/4; 10YR 4/6).  
This profile description meets NRCS hydric soils indicator F3 (Depleted Matrix) therefore 
achieving the hydric soils criteria. 

Rationale for 
Delineation 

The boundary of Wetland F coincided with an obvious topographic change at the 
perimeter of a depressed ditch-like feature.  There were obvious differences between the 
vegetation, soils, and hydrology between the wetland and upland areas.  Plants in the 
adjacent upland included Himalayan blackberry (FACU), sweet vernal grass (FACU), 
velvet grass (FACU), and Scotch broom (FACU). 

Ecology Rating / 
BPJ Functions 

Wetland F ranked as a Category III depressional wetland with higher scores for Water 
Quality and Hydrologic across the broad categories of functions (Water Quality-22; 
Hydrologic-16; Habitat- 8).  Results from the BPJ Tool suggest that Nutrient and Toxic 
Removal is the only significant function provided. 
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Table 5  Wetland N Summary 

 

Wetland N 

 
 

Local Jurisdiction Mason County 

WRIA Kitsap - 15 

Ecology Rating  II 

Mason County Rating  II 

Mason County Buffer Width 150 feet 

Cowardin Classification PFO 

HGM Classification Slope 

Wetland Data Sheet(s) Wetland N – DP1 

Hydrology 

Wetland N is a large gently sloping wetland ranging between 200 and 500 feet west of 
SR 3 from the vicinity of the Masonic Temple northward to an area directly across the 
highway from Romance Hill Road.  Drainage is to Mindy Creek.  Hydrology is primarily 
supported by groundwater.  Surface water also enters the wetland from the south and 
east.  During a May 2010 site investigation, soils were saturated to the surface 
throughout the wetland area.  In a soil test pit, standing water was observed at 8” inches 
immediately after digging.  These observations suggest the wetland hydrology criteria 
have been met. 

Vegetation 
 

Wetland N is comprised of a forested vegetation class.  In a vegetation data plot, 
dominant plant species included red alder (FAC), western red cedar (FAC), Indian plum 
(FACU), and a Tiarella species.  Other plant species observed within the wetland 
boundary included black cottonwood (FAC), salmonberry (FAC), devil’s club (FACW), 
lady fern (FAC), skunk cabbage (OBL), Pacific waterleaf (NL), stinging nettle (FAC+), 
giant horsetail (FACW), and sword fern (FACU).  Most of these species are considered 
hydrophytes indicating the wetland vegetation parameter has been met. 

Soils 

In a test pit, soils were gravelly sandy loam in texture.  The soil color was black (10YR 
2/1) from 0 to 6 inches and dark grayish brown (10YR 4/2) from 6 to 20 inches.  
Redoximorphic concentrations (7.5YR 3/6) were present below 6 inches.  This profile 
description meets NRCS hydric soils indicator F3 (Depleted Matrix) therefore achieving 
the hydric soils criteria. 

Rationale for 
Delineation 

The eastern boundary of Wetland N coincides with a topographic break where upland 
plants and soils abruptly transition to an area with distinct hydric soils and a hydrophytic 
plant community.  The wetland area was also visibly saturated at the time of the May 
soils investigation whereas upland areas were dry.  Dominant plants in the adjacent 
uplands include big leaf maple (FACU), western red cedar (FAC), Himalayan blackberry 
(FACU), and stinging nettle (FAC+). 

Ecology Rating / 
BPJ Functions 

Wetland N ranked as a Category II slope wetland with a higher score for Habitat 
Functions in the broad categories of functions (Water Quality-22; Hydrologic-10; Habitat-
27).  Results from the BPJ Tool suggest Flood Flow Alteration, Sediment Removal, 
Nutrient and Toxicant Removal, Production of Organic Matter and its Export, General 
Habitat Suitability, Habitat for Aquatic Invertebrates, Habitat for Amphibians, and Native 
Plant Richness are the primary functions.  Functions provided to a lesser extent include, 
Erosion Control and Shoreline Stabilization, Habitat for Wetland-Associated Mammals, 
and Fish Habitat are provided at lower levels. 
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3.  Avoidance and Minimization of Impacts to Aquatic Resources 

 

Avoidance and minimization of wetlands or other aquatic resources were not major design 

factors in determining the final construction footprint of this widening project.  Without 

exception, the larger, higher functioning, higher category wetlands in the project area are located 

far enough away from the existing highway that there were no potential impacts to those 

resources.  There are several low category, low functioning wetlands immediately adjacent to the 

highway (Wetlands C, D, E, & F).  Design analysis revealed that alternative alignments, whether 

symmetrical or asymmetrical, all resulted in minimal and comparable impacts to low category 

wetland areas.  Due to the prevalence of wetlands in the low-lying areas throughout the project 

area, careful consideration was given to placement of project stormwater detention ponds.  Ponds 

were located on suitable sites where there would be no impacts to wetlands.  Design factors that 

did have substantive influence on the project footprint included 1) construction efficiency, 2) 

efforts to reduce impacts to the travelling public, and 3) efforts to reduce impacts to adjacent 

property owners. 

 

Where wetland impacts were unavoidable, impacts were minimized to the extent possible 

through the use of steeper slopes (i.e. 2:1 instead of 4:1) and other geometric techniques.  

Applicable measures and other comments as they relate to avoidance and minimization of 

individual wetlands are included in Table 6 below.   
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Table 6  Avoidance and Minimization Measures 
 

 

Wetland  
Total 

Wetland Area 
(ft

2
/acres) 

Permanent 
Wetland Impact 

(ft
2
/acres) 

Temporary Wetland 
Impact 

(ft
2
/acres) 

Permanent Wetland 
Buffer Impact 

(ft
2
/acres) 

Temporary Wetland 
Buffer Impact 

(ft
2
/acres) 

Avoidance and Minimization 
Steps Taken 

C 871 / 0.02 436 / 0.01 436 / 0.01 871 / 0.02 3,920 / 0.09 

Wetland C at this location is Belfair Creek as a channelized and 
mowed wetland ditch intersecting SR 3.  Impacts were 
unavoidable but steeper side slopes and other geometric 
techniques were used to minimize impacts. 

D 3,920 / 0.09 0 / 0 0 / 0 871 / 0.02 0 / 0 
Although Wetland D is close to the existing highway and proposed 
project, impacts to Wetland D from facility widening were avoided. 

E 871 / 0.02 871 / 0.02 0 / 0 0 / 0 0 / 0 
Due to the small size and proximity of Wetland E to the highway, 
a total impact of Wetland E was unavoidable.   

F 436 / 0.01 436 / 0.01 0 / 0 0 / 0 0 / 0 

Due to the small size proximity of Wetland F to the highway, a 
total impact of Wetland F was unavoidable.  Even an 
asymmetrical widening to the east would have resulted in a 
complete impact of Wetland F. 

J 
Wetland extends 

outside project area 
0 / 0 0 / 0 9,7583 / 0.22 6,970 / 0.16 

The location of Pond A to the east totally avoids direct impacts to 
Wetland J.   

K 
Wetland extends 

outside project area 
0 / 0 0 / 0 24,830 / 0.57 19,166 / 0.44 

The location of Pond C to the north totally avoids direct impacts to 
Wetland K.   

L 
Wetland extends 

outside project area 
0 / 0 0 / 0 11,761 / 0.27 17,860 / 0.41 

The location of Pond C to the southeast totally avoids direct 
impacts to Wetland J.   

N* 
Wetland extends 

outside project area 
0 0 

Buffer impacts from 
N and S combined 
total 23,522 / 0.54 

0 
Achieving the goals of 1) realigning the unnamed tributary for 
successful longevity of the stream and 2) removing the fish 
barriers unavoidably result in minor impacts to Wetland N. 

N2* 
Wetland extends 

outside project area 
1,742 / 0.04  0 22,651 / 0.52 60,548 / 1.39  

S 1,742 / 0.04 0 0 
Buffer impacts from 
N and S combined 
total 23,522 / 0.54 

0 
No avoidance or minimization efforts were necessary to totally 
avoid Wetland S. 

TOTALS  3,485 / 0.08 436 / 0.01 94,089 / 2.16 108,464 / 2.49  

 
*Impacts to Wetland N are divided and shown on two separate Corps drawings (Sheets 3 of 11 & 4 of 11). 
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4.  Unavoidable Wetland Impact Acreage 
 

Unavoidable impacts to wetlands are shown in Tables 7 & 8 below. 
 

 
Table 7  Expected Impacts to Wetlands* 

 

Wetland 
Identifier

Total 
Wetlan
d Area 
(acres) 

Proposed 
Fill in 

Wetland 
After 

Avoiding 
and 

Minimizing 
(acres) 

Temporarily 
Impacted 
Wetland 

Area (acres) 

Buffer 
Impact 
Area 

(acres)** 

Cowardin 
Classificatio

n 
Ecology 
Rating 

Local 
Jurisdiction 

Rating 

HGM 
Classificatio

n 

C 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.11 PEM IV IV Riverine 

E 0.02 0.02 0 0 PEM III III Riverine 

F 0.01 0.01 0 0 PFO III III Depressional 

N Unkn*** 0.04 0 2.45 PFO II II Slope 

TOTALS  0.08 0.01 2.56     
 

*Only wetlands with wetland impacts are included in Table 7.  Wetlands with wetland buffer impacts only are excluded from table. 
**Buffer impact acreage includes both permanent and temporary impacts. 
***Wetland N extends a great distance outside project area.  The total area is unknown. 

 

Table 8  Wetland Impact Summary by Classification* 

 
*Only wetlands with wetland impacts are included in Table 8.  Wetlands with wetland buffer impacts only are excluded from table. 

 

 

Classification 
System Class 

Area of 
Permanent  

Wetland 
Impacts 
(acres) 

Area of  
Temporary  

Wetland  
Impacts 
(acres) 

Area of  
Permanent 

Buffer  
Impacts 
(acres) 

Area of  
Temporary 

Buffer  
Impacts 
(acres) 

Washington State 
And Local 

Jurisdiction 
Wetland Rating 

I - - - - 

II 0.04 - 1.06 1.39 

III 0.03 - - - 

IV 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.09 

USFWS (Cowardin) 
PFO 0.05 - 1.06 1.39 

PSS - - - - 

PEM 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.09 

Hydrogeomorphic 

Depressional 0.01 0 0 0 

Riverine 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.09 

Slope 0.04 0 1.06 1.39 
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5.  Impacted Wetland Functions 

 

Wetland functions for impacted wetlands were assessed (Appendix C) using the Wetlands 

Functions Characterization Tool for Linear Projects (BPJ) (Null et al. 2000).  The Ecology 

rating system (Hruby 2004) results are also used as a supplementary source of information about 

the impacted wetland functions.  Project activities will result in minor reduction of wetland 

functions in the area due to unavoidable permanent impacts to Wetlands C, E, F, and N.  The 

broad categories of functions reduced are primarily Water Quality and Hydrologic functions.  

There will be almost no reduction in Habitat functions.  A discussion of impacted functions is 

provided below.  A Wetland Function Impact Summary (Credit-Debit Method) is provided in 

Table 9 and a Wetland Functions Characterizations Tool (BPJ) is provided in Table 10. 

 

Water Quality:  

BPJ Tool: Project activities will result in a minor reduction in Water Quality functions as a result 

of the total impacts of Wetlands C and E, and partial impacts of Wetlands F and N.  Although 

not considered a primary function, Nutrient and Toxicant Removal was considered provided by 

Wetlands C, E, and F.  These wetlands do not impound water for long periods of time, they don’t 

have clay or organic soils, and they generally lack dense sediment trapping vegetation. However, 

these wetlands are located where there is a high opportunity for pollutants to be entering the 

wetlands and they have some potential for trapping pollutants and sediments.  Project impacts 

will result in minor reductions of Water Quality function in Wetlands C, E, and F.  Nutrient and 

Toxicant Removal is a primary function of Wetland N.  A greater amount per unit area of Water 

Quality Function may be lost at Wetland N with the conversion of vegetated wetland area to 

stream.  Water quality functions will be reduced as a result of impacts to the above wetlands, 

however, it should also be noted that this widening project will include stormwater treatment 

throughout.  Whereas the current highway condition results in untreated stormwater entering 

these wetlands, the post-project highway facility will include treatment for all water leaving the 

roadway in this area thereby mitigating loss of this function separately and in addition to 

compensatory wetland mitigation measures.   

 

Ecology Rating System: Water Quality score results for the Ecology rating system for these 

wetlands vary but generally support the above discussion (Wetland C=0; Wetland E=10; 

Wetland F=22; Wetland N=22).  All of these wetlands have opportunity to provide Water 

Quality functions, but Wetlands C and E have low potential due to the topography and lack of 

supporting physical characteristics.  The higher Water Quality score for Wetland F, a small ~500 

square foot ditch, is attributed to dense vegetation and a partially constricted outlet resulting in 

intermittent shallow water retention over most of its area. 

 

Hydrologic: 

BPJ Tool: Project activities will result in a minor reduction in Hydrologic functions as a result of 

the total impacts of Wetlands E and F, and partial impacts at Wetland C and N.  Wetlands C, E, 

and F were all considered to have very low Hydrologic Functions.  Wetland C is a mowed ditch 

that conveys rather than retains water, and Wetland F is a depression that holds water that would 

otherwise flow to Mindy Creek.  Wetland E also provides a very small amount of water storage 

during periods of high rainfall.  None of these wetlands provide substantive Erosion Control and 

Shoreline Stabilization.  Wetland N provides Flood Flow Alteration as a primary function.  The 
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impacts from the stream reconnection in Wetland N may result in a minor reduction in this 

function.   

 

Ecology Rating System: Wetlands C, E, and F have moderate Ecology rating system Hydrologic 

functions scores (18, 16, 16).  Due to the very small size of these wetlands and their general lack 

of characteristics that would slow flood flows or store water, the Hydrologic function provided 

and thus lost in these wetlands is best described as low and minor.  The Ecology rating 

Hydrologic score for Wetland N is low (10).  Wetland N is large, has many characteristics that 

would support Hydrologic functions, and should probably be considered to have high hydrologic 

functions.  The low Hydrologic score can be largely attributed to the HGM class (slope), usually 

resulting in a relatively lower Hydrolgic score. 

 

Habitat: 

BPJ Tool: Project impacts to overall Habitat Functions in Wetlands C, E, F, and N are negligible. 

Wetlands C, E, and F are very small low functioning wetlands immediately adjacent to SR 3.  

Due to their small size and proximity to the highway, almost no habitat functions are provided by 

these wetlands.  Wetland C was considered somewhat likely to perform the function of Organic 

Matter Transport to down gradient-habitats.  Wetland N is a large complex forested wetland that 

includes habitat characteristics that support nearly all the individual habitat functions evaluated 

by the BPJ tool.  Production of Organic Matter and its Export, General Habitat Suitability, 

Habitat for Aquatic Invertebrates, Habitat for Amphibians and Native Plant Richness are all 

considered primary functions.  Other functions provided included Fish Habitat and Aquatic 

Mammal Habitat. Only Wetland-associated Bird Habitat function was not considered to be 

provided due to the lack of open water in Wetland N.  However, the 0.04 acre impact to Wetland 

N resulting from the stream re-alignment and stream reconnection to Mindy Creek could be 

considered a net benefit to Wetland N with regard to overall habitat functions.   

 

Ecology Rating System: Results from the Ecology ratings system support the above discussion.  

Habitat scores for Wetlands C, E, and F were correspondingly low (10, 8, 8), while the habitat 

score for Wetland N was high (27). 
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Table 9  Wetland Function Impact Summary (Credit-Debit Method) 

 

Wetland Function 
Improving Water 

Quality 
Hydrologic Habitat 

 Rating of Site Potential L M L 

C Rating of Landscape Potential H M L 

 Rating of Value H M L 

 Score for Wetland 7 6 3 

 Rating of Site Potential L M L 

E Rating of Landscape Potential H H L 

 Rating of Value H M L 

 Score for Wetland 7 7 3 

F 

Rating of Site Potential M M L 

Rating of Landscape Potential H H L 

Rating of Value H M L 

Score for Wetland 8 7 3 

 Rating of Site Potential M L M 

N Rating of Landscape Potential M M H 

 Rating of Value H L H 

 Score for Wetland 7 4 8 
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Table 10  Wetlands Functions Characterization Tool (BPJ) Summary  

 

Function
*
 

Wetland 

Wetland C Wetland E Wetland F Wetland N 

Water Quality Functions    

Sediment Removal - - - X* 

Nutrient and Toxicant 
Removal 

X X X X* 

Hydrologic Functions    

Flood Flow Alteration - X - X* 

Erosion Control & Shoreline 
Stabilization 

- - - X 

Habitat Functions    

Production & Export of 
Organic Matter 

X - - X* 

General Habitat Suitability - - - X* 

Habitat for Aquatic 
Invertebrates 

- - - X* 

Habitat for Amphibians - - - X* 

Habitat for Wetland-
Associated Mammals 

- - - X 

Habitat for Wetland-
Associated Birds 

- - -  

General Fish Habitat - - - X 

Native Plant Richness - - - X* 

Special Characteristics    

Educational or Scientific 
Value 

- - -  

Uniqueness and Heritage - - -  
 

*
:  “-“ means that the function is not present, “X” means that the function is present, and an asterisk indicates a principal function of the 
wetland. 
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6.  Unavoidable Impacts to Non-Wetland Aquatic Areas and Buffers  
 

Table 11 below summarizes the amount of unavoidable impacts to non-wetland aquatic resources 

expected.  Resource 1 below relates to the regrade of the area east of the culvert at the Unnamed 

Tributary to Mindy Creek (Romance Hill Creek).  The modifications are necessary for the integrity of 

the stream and transportation facility. A separate jurisdictional ditch memo has been prepared and 

submitted to the Corps documenting impacts to one jurisdictional ditch within the project area 

(Resources 3 below).  The jurisdictional ditch will be replaced “in-kind” at a 1 to 1 ratio.  

 

A discussion of project impacts and enhancement activities associated with wetland buffers is 

provided in section 7 below. 
 
Table 11 Expected Impacts to Streams and other Aquatic Resources  

 

Resource 
Identifier 

Name 
Affected 

Area (ac, lf, 
or sf) 

Permanently 
Altered 

Area (ac, lf, or 
sf) 

Temporarily 
Altered 

Area (ac, lf, 
or sf) 

Indirect Impact 
Area (ac, lf, or sf) 

State and 
Local 

Classification 

1 

Romance Hill 
Ck & regrade 
of the stream 

east of the 
culvert 

(Sheet 4 of 
11) 

435 ft
2
 - 435

2
 ft - F* 

2 
Romance Hill 
Ck (Sheet 4 

of 11) 
1742 ft

2
 1742 ft

2
** - - F 

3 
Jurisdictional 
Ditch (Sheet 
5 of 11) ** 

350 ft
2
 350 ft

2
 - - F 

Totals  4355 ft
2
 3920 ft

2
 435

2
 ft - F 

 
*F = fish bearing stream according to the WSDNR stream typing system. 
**The jurisdictional ditch will be replaced “in-kind” just east of the existing ditches. 

 

 

7.  Impacted Non-Wetland Aquatic Area and Buffer Functions  

 

No non-wetland aquatic area functions are expected to be lost or altered. The temporary impacts to 

the area east of the culvert (Resource 1 above) are a necessary component of the stream realignment.  

The stream re-alignment (Resource 2) will re-establish a natural drainage pattern at this location, 

provide fish passage, and provide conditions conducive to long-term success and viability of the 

stream.  The conveyance function provided by the jurisdiction ditch (Resources 3) will be replaced 

“in-kind” as part of the project. 

 

Wetland buffer impacts from the project (Tables 6-8) generally occur in degraded and low-

functioning buffers. A narrow strip of wetland buffer between Wetland D and SR 3 will be 

permanently impacted from road widening at that location. Buffer impacts at Wetland C will occur in 

a mowed, very low functioning buffer partly on the SR 3 road prism.  As shown in Table 6, most of 

the buffer impacts from the project are associated with stormwater treatment in the degraded buffers 
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of Wetlands J, K, L, and N.  Currently, the buffers are generally void of woody vegetation and 

dominated by invasive and/or non-native plants (i.e. Scotch broom; Himalayan blackberry). The 

temporary buffer impact areas for Wetlands J, K, L, and N will be planted with a mix of native trees 

and shrubs and maintained in a weed free condition for three years.  Buffer enhancement in the above 

areas thus provides a substantial net functional benefit to the associated wetlands.  It is considered 

compensation for both temporary and permanent buffer impacts from the project.  
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PART B: JUSTIFICATION FOR USING IN-LIEU FEE PROGRAM 
 

1.  Description of Mitigation Options Considered  
Compensatory Mitigation is required for permits authorized by the CWA Section 404 and other 

Department of the Army permits. The 1990 Section 404 Mitigation Memorandum of Agreement 

(MOA) signed by the USEPA and USACE established procedures for implementing existing Section 

404 regulatory requirements. In particular, the MOA set forth the process by which USACE will 

comply with the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines when considering impacts and mitigation within the 

context of Standard Permit (Individual Permit) applications. Only when USACE is satisfied that an 

applicant has taken all steps to first avoid the impact altogether and second to minimize impacts, will 

USACE consider mitigation. When determining the level of appropriate mitigation, USACE 

considers the type of aquatic resource impacted and its functions. The type of mitigation proposed to 

compensate for the project impact should be ecologically appropriate and consistent with guidance 

issued in the form of the federal rule on compensatory mitigation titled Compensatory Mitigation for 

Losses of Aquatic Resources; Final Rule (Federal Rule) 33 CFR Section 332.3(b). The Federal Rule 

emphasizes the use of a watershed approach to compensatory mitigation. The watershed approach 

involves consideration of several factors to assure proper implementation:  

Watershed needs and Compensatory Mitigation projects to address those needs, 

Landscape scale, 

Historic and potential aquatic resource conditions, 

Past and projected aquatic resource impacts, and 

Terrestrial connections between aquatic resources. 

 

The Federal Rule provides for improved review of mitigation and anticipates enhanced mitigation 

success based on: 

The use of effective standards based on best available science that should increase the 

success rate of mitigation projects, 

Increased public participation that should lead to more input and ideas for proposed 

projects, and 

More uniform standards that should increase the viability of mitigation banks and ILF 

programs compared to the more traditional permitee-responsible mitigation. 

 

In addition, the federal rule on compensatory mitigation titled Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of 

Aquatic Resources; Final Rule (Federal Rule) 33 CFR Section 332.3(b) specifies that when 

considering options for successfully providing the required compensatory mitigation, the district 

engineer shall consider the type and location options in the following order: 

 

a. Wetland Mitigation Banks, 

b. In-Lieu Fee Programs, and lastly 

c. Permittee-Responsible Mitigation. 
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In accordance with this guidance, WSDOT first took all possible steps to first avoid and then 

minimize wetland impacts resulting from the project as documented in Part A, Section 3.  After 

avoidance and minimization, an unavoidable permanent wetland impact of 0.08 acre remained.  

WSDOT considered the three potential means for wetland mitigation beginning with mitigation 

banking.  Mitigation banking is not a possibility since the project is outside the service area of any 

existing mitigation bank in the region.  Subsequently, WSDOT approached the newly established 

Hood Canal Coordinating Council (HCCC) In-Lieu-Fee (ILF) program about the mitigation need 

resulting from SR 3 BAWSI project impacts.   

 

 

2.  In-Lieu Fee Program Selection Rationale 
The mitigation need from the SR 3 BAWSI project was determined an appropriate fit within the 

HCCC ILF program due to the service area location and nature of the freshwater wetland impacts.  

The use of the HCCC ILF Program became the preferred compensatory mitigation option.  The ILF 

program was approved by the IRT and the USACE Seattle District in July 2012. The ILF program 

has the ability to provide credits for the anticipated freshwater wetlands impacts within WRIA 15 and   

the program has credits available to fulfill the mitigation requirements of the proposed action. 

 

ILF Program Goal and Objectives 

 

The Goals and Objectives have been developed by the ILF program sponsor and are included in the 

Final Instrument (HCCC 2012). The primary goal of the HCCC ILF Program for Hood Canal is to 

ensure no net loss of aquatic resource functions in the Hood Canal watershed. This can be 

accomplished by improving existing mitigation requirements and by rigorous site assessment and 

selection processes that fully support priorities for conserving and restoring Hood Canal. While 

mitigation seeks to generally offset the impacts of development projects resulting in no net loss, this 

ILF Program will add value to mitigation processes by implementing projects in a coordinated 

manner, consistent with existing regulations and legal limitations relating to mitigation. To 

accomplish this goal, the HCCC has incorporated the following additional goals into the ILF 

Program: 

Provide a viable option to ensure the availability of high-quality mitigation for unavoidable, 

site-specific impacts to freshwater wetlands, streams, lakes, buffers, and marine/nearshore 

aquatic resources in the Hood Canal watershed to ensure at a minimum no net loss of 

aquatic functions and values in Hood Canal. 

Meet the goals and aspirations of the Hood Canal Integrated Watershed Management Plan 

(IWMP). 

Develop, in cooperation with environmental regulatory and tribal partners, an ecologically 

based site selection process and associated tools to identify the most appropriate freshwater 

and marine/nearshore mitigation options(e.g. aquatic resource type, amount, location, and 

mitigation strategy) that result in greater ecological benefit to the Hood Canal watershed  

than could be achieved through permittee-responsible mitigation. 

Utilize scale efficiencies by combining the impacts from individual projects within a 

service area into mitigation at larger sites. 

Meet federal, state, tribal, and local regulatory requirements by creating an efficient 
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mechanism for fulfilling compensatory mitigation requirements. 

Select the best mitigation receiving sites for the HCCC ILF Program through a rigorous 

analysis by a group of professional resource managers and local experts, drawing from 

local knowledge and best available science and analyses for a particular basin, watershed, 

or marine area. 

Develop a self-sustaining HCCC ILF Program that identifies, prioritizes, and completes 

mitigation projects that collectively produce ”no net loss” of aquatic functions and values 

at appropriate scales (e.g. drift cell, assessment and mitigation unit (AMU), sub-basin, 

watershed, and service areas) over time, and strives for “net resource gains”. 

Provide an effective and transparent accounting structure for collecting in-lieu fees, 

disbursing project funds, and compliance reporting, as required under 33 CFR § 332.8. 

Work in an efficient and transparent manner with the IRT, co-chaired by the Corps and 

Ecology, to review, analyze, and implement mitigation projects and enact amendments to 

the HCCC ILF Program Instrument. 

Ensure “difficult-to-replace” habitats are conserved and restored by working with the IRT 

and with regulatory agencies at local, state, federal, and tribal levels. 

 

The HCCC has four mitigation strategies to accomplish its goal and objectives. These strategies are 

to: restore aquatic resource functions; enhance existing aquatic resources; establish new functions 

where they no longer exist; and, under certain circumstances, preserve intact or fully functioning 

aquatic resource functions. Compensatory mitigation can take one of these four forms, in order of 

preference: 

 

a. Restoration: returning a damaged aquatic resource to its original condition through 

restoration of habitat forming processes; 

b. Creation: converting an area that has no significant aquatic resources into an aquatic 

resource 

area with all of the physical and biological characteristics to replace the area lost or damaged; 

c. Enhancement: making changes or improvements to an aquatic resource to replace the 

functions or values performed by the resources lost or damaged; and 

d. Preservation: protecting aquatic resources in an area that is equivalent to the area damaged, 

and that might otherwise be impacted or lost. 

 

The mitigation strategy selected for each permitted impact will be based upon an assessment of type 

and degree of disturbance at the landscape and/or drift cell scales. Restoration generally will be the 

first mitigation option considered because the likelihood of success is greater and the impacts to 

potential ecologically important uplands are reduced compared to enhancement or creation. 

Restoration also has potential to produce more substantial gains in aquatic resource functions 

compared to enhancement and preservation. 
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Hood Canal ILF Operating and Service Area Applicable to this Project 

 

The operating area for the Hood Canal ILF Program encompasses those portions of Water 

Resource Inventory Area 15 draining to Hood Canal.  This freshwater Service Area generally 

includes areas landward of the marine riparian zone including freshwater and estuarine wetlands and 

streams up to and excluding any National Park or National Forest Lands. 

 

The HCCC ILF Program, within the WRIA 15 Service Area, was awarded 20 advanced credits each 

for water quality, hydrology and habitat.  Currently (September 2013), the program has a balance of 

17.6 credits each for water quality and hydrology, and 16.4 credits for habitat.  More information on 

this program can be found on the HCCC website: http://hccc.wa.gov/. 

 

 

3. Wetland Functions Provided by the ILF program.   

 
All projected compensatory mitigation needs for all functions and values lost as a result of the 

proposed action can be fulfilled by the approved HCCC ILF program. The ILF program is capable of 

providing a mitigation project(s) to replace wetland functions lost in the service area watershed. 

Roster sites and site selection will ensure projects are compatible with the functions lost in the 

environment. The evaluation of the impact site provides sufficient information to analyze the 

requirements for the replacement of functions. Freshwater wetlands functions lost will be replaced in 

accordance with the Western Washington credit/debit methodology and ensure replacement of all 

freshwater wetland functions. 

 

The program is currently reviewing and developing a list of Roster areas that could be utilized as 

receiving sites.  For the SR 3 BAWSI program staff are pursuing mitigation opportunities within the 

north Belfair area, specifically within the Irene Creek drainage, a tributary to the Union River.  

Important wetlands occur within the area that provide water quality, hydrology and habitat functions.  

These wetlands also have important societal value and are stream-based wetlands. The wetland will 

provide flood storage, water quality (nutrient/ toxic removal), and habitat for fish, amphibians, birds 

and mammals. The targeted mitigation may provide the majority of the credits through preservation 

as they are highly functioning intact wetlands that are at threat. However, some credits will be 

generated through restoration, particularly for water quality (removal of non-functioning or lack of 

appropriate residential septic system) and impaired buffers (encroachment and invasive species).  
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Figure 3.  Anticipated wetland mitigation area in the Irene Creek watershed (outlined in red).  Yellow polygons indicate NWI mapped 

wetlands.  Blue polygon indicates lands in conservation status. 

Irene Creek 

SR 3 

Belfair, WA 

Union River 
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4. Aquatic Resource Functions unlikely to be mitigated by projects implemented through the 

In-lieu Fee Program 

 
There are no aquatic resource functions unlikely to be mitigated by project implemented through the 

In-Lieu-Fee Program. 

 

 

5.  Proposed Use of ILF Credits 

 
Mitigation Requirements and Debits associated with the proposed action were calculated using the 

Calculating Credits and Debits for Compensatory Mitigation in Wetlands of Western Washington or 

Ecology Publication #04-06-025, Washington State Wetland Rating System for Western Washington 

(Hruby 2012).  Table 12 represents WSDOT’s mitigation proposal for the proposed action intended. 

ILF credits will be used to offset debits from the proposed action. 

 

 
Table 12  ILF Credits Proposed for Use by Impact Project 
 

Wetland  

Total 
Wetland 

Area 
(acres) 

Permanently 
Impacted 

Wetland Area 
(acres)

1
 

Ecology 
Rating 

Water 
Quality 
Acre-
Points 

Hydrol
ogy 

Acre-
Points 

Habitat 
Acre-
Points 

Credit 
Needed  

(acre 
pts) 

Credit 
Proposed 
(acre pts)  

C 0.02 0.01 IV 0.21 0.18 0.09 0.48 0.48 

E 0.02 0.02 III 0.42 0.42 0.18 1.02 1.02 

F 0.01 0.01 III 0.32 0.28 0.12 0.72 0.72 

N Unknwn* 0.04 II 1.12 0.64 1.28 3.04 3.04 

TOTAL     2.07 1.52 1.67 5.26 5.26 
*Wetland extends a great distance outside project area.  Total wetland area is unknown. 

 

 

6.  Credit Purchase or Transfer Timing  

 

The SR 3 BAWSI project is currently obtaining permits with the regulatory agencies.  It is anticipated 

that permits for the project will be obtained in late 2013.  The credit sale from the HCCC ILF 

Program can occur as soon as the regulatory agencies have reviewed and approved the assessment of 

the project impacts and the needed credits.  
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