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Public Comment Summary: City of Bothell Locally Adopted SMP Amendment 
Ecology Public Comment Period, April 14 – May 16, 2025 

Prepared by Matthew Evinger, WA Dept. of Ecology, May 20, 2025 
 

Comment 
Number 

Comment Topic 
and Section 

Number 
(Citation) 

Commenter Comment Local Government Response 
and Rationale 

1 

General 
Comments 

 
 

Michael 
Ross, 
Deputy 
Executive 
Director, 
Government 
Affairs and 
Special 
Projects, 
Snoqualmie 

Tribe 

We appreciate 
and support 
the City of 
Bothell’s 
revisions to 
provide more 
clarity and 
consistency in 
regulations, 
assessments, 
and reporting 
requirements 
and the 
requirement  
of mitigation 
sequencing 
and measures 
to ensure no 
loss of 
ecological 
function by 
prioritizing 
avoidance. 
We encourage 
the continued 
use of best 

Bothell will be evaluating the inclusion of BAS analysis and inclusion 
and SPTH within the required Critical Area Ordinance update in 2025 
(deadline to update December 31, 2025). Future updates to the SMP 
will follow established schedule and guidelines. 
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available 
science (BAS) 
and 
indigenous 
knowledge (IK) 
to protect and 
conserve 
ecological and 
hydraulic 
function and 
habitat of 
shoreline 
areas, which 
are essential 
for 
maintaining 
important fish, 
wildlife, and 
plant species. 
These species 
and places are 
not only 
ecological 
resources but 
are important 
cultural 
resources for 
the 
Snoqualmie 
Tribe.  
We suggest 
that the City 
could improve 
its inclusion of 
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BAS and its 
protection of 
water quality 
by linking 
buffers (or, 
“management 
zones”) 
around water 
bodies 
explicitly to 
Site Potential 
Tree Height 
(SPTH), as 
recommended 
by the most 
recent 
guidance 
provided by  
Washington 
Department of 
Fish and 
Wildlife 
(Quinn et al. 
2020, Rentz et 
al. 2020). The 
SPTH for 
western 
Washington 
ranges from 
100 feet to 240 
feet and does 
not distinguish 
between non-
fish and fish-
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bearing 
streams, as 
intact riparian 
areas are vital 
to protecting  
ecological 
function for all 
streams. We 
recommend 
the adoption 
of the BAS and 
thus the 
utilization of 
the SPTH for 
determining 
buffer width. 
The adoption 
of this 
approach is 
consistent 
with 
protections 
passed by 
other Western 
Washington 
jurisdictions 
(See City of  
Stanwood 
SMC 18.804 
(August 2024), 
City of 
Woodinville 
WMC 
21.51.120 
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[January 
2025]).  
We 
acknowledge 
the difficulty in 
balancing 
protecting 
critical areas 
with providing 
for 
sustainable 
development, 
however, 
intact riparian 
forests help 
preserve 
water quality 
and reduce 
flooding by 
increasing 
hydrologic 
connectivity 
and filtering 
capacity, and 
their 
protection is 
necessary for 
healthy 
streams and 
fish 
populations.  
We have 
several 
additional 
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comments 
that we have 
summarized 
in the table 
below along 
with the 
corresponding 
sections of the 
code 
amendments. 
These updates 
to the 
amendment 
language are 
critical to 
provide 
protection for 
critical areas 
and the 
shoreline 
environment, 
and to support 
sustainable 
development 
the City of  
Bothell that 
does not 
compromise 
the character 
of the City and 
the quality of 
life for those 
who live there. 
We ask the 
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City of Bothell 
to take the 
Snoqualmie 
Tribe’s 
ancestral 
relationship 
with the lands 
of the region 
into account 
when making 
decisions that 
affect people, 
wildlife, and 
the shape of 
the landscape 
now and far 
into the future. 
Lastly, 
Snoqualmie 
Tribe DAHP 
reserves the 
right to submit 
additional 
comments, 
and the 
comments 
above are not 
intended to 
limit or 
contradict any 
comments 
from 
Snoqualmie  
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Tribe DAHP. 
Thank you for 
your 
consideration. 

2 
Section 1. BMC 

13.03.010. 
Enhancement 

Michael 
Ross, 
Deputy 
Executive 
Director, 
Government 
Affairs and 
Special 
Projects, 
Snoqualmie 

Tribe  

We are 
concerned 
about the 
removal of the 
text “without 
degrading 
other existing 
functions” 
and the 
addition of 
“may also 
lead to decline 
in other 
aquatic 
resource 
function(s)” in 
this definition. 
This definition 
should 
express that 
existing 
function 
should be 
retained to the 
highest extent 
possible and 
enhancement 
actions may 
only result in 
the temporary 

Comment noted. Bothell update to this definition following Ecology’s 
Wetland Mitigation in Washington State Part 1: Agency Policies and 
Guidance, Version 2 (2021). 
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loss in some 
function(s) as 
deemed 
necessary by 
an ecological 
professional 
to result in a 
long-term and 
overall net 
gain. 

3 

Section 6. BMC 
13.13.010.C. 

Mitigation 
Sequencing 1. 

Applicants shall 
demonstrate that 

all reasonable 
efforts have been 

examined with the 
intent to avoid and 
minimize adverse 
impacts to critical 

areas. 

Michael 
Ross, 
Deputy 
Executive 
Director, 
Government 
Affairs and 
Special 
Projects, 
Snoqualmie 

Tribe 

Examining 
avoidance and 
minimization 
is not 
sufficient, it 
must be 
practiced. 
Revise to state 
“Applicants 
shall 
demonstrate 
that all 
reasonable 
efforts have 
been 
examined with 
the intent to 
made to avoid 
and minimize 
adverse 
impacts to 
critical areas.” 

Bothell was not proposing to make any changes as noted, following 
previous guidance. 

4 Section 6. BMC 
13.13.010.C.1.c(3). 

Michael 
Ross, 

Are habitat 
conservation 

Yes. Bothell follows the 36.70A RCW definition for critical areas, 
which includes fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas. 
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Compensating for 
the adverse impact 

to wetlands, 
critical aquifer 

recharge areas, 
frequently flooded 

special flood 
hazard areas, and 

habitat 
conservation areas 

by replacing, 
enhancing, or 

providing 
substitute 

resources or 
environments; 

Deputy 
Executive 
Director, 
Government 
Affairs and 
Special 
Projects, 
Snoqualmie 

Tribe 

areas the 
same as fish 
and wildlife 
habitat 
conservation 
areas? The 
terminology is 
not consistent 
throughout 
the proposed 
amendment. 

5 

Section 6. BMC 
13.13.010.H.4.d. 
Areas Adjacent to 

Critical Areas 
Subject to 
Regulation 

Michael 
Ross, 
Deputy 
Executive 
Director, 
Government 
Affairs and 
Special 
Projects, 
Snoqualmie 

Tribe 

Why were 
floodways and 
floodplains 
removed from 
the list of 
Areas 
Adjacent to 
Critical Areas 
Subject to 
Regulation? 
Floodplains 
are critical 
river habitats 
for fish that 
drive aquatic 
function and 
hydraulic 
connectivity, 

Inclusion of frequently flooded areas (or special flood hazard area) 
regulations is not necessary for consistency with RCW 90.58 or the 
Washington Department of Ecology Shoreline Master Program (SMP) 
guidelines. Accordingly, special flood hazard areas regulations are 
not included in the SMP; uses and developments within special flood 
hazard areas in shoreline jurisdiction will be regulated by the SMP and 
Chapter 14.04 BMC, Article XIII (Special Flood Hazard Areas). This 
reference does not incorporate those regulations into the SMP. Flood 
hazard regulations are necessary for National Flood Insurance 
Program (NFIP) certification, not Shoreline Management Act 
compliance. If these regulations are retained in the SMP, any 
applicant that needs to deviate from these would need to obtain a 
Shoreline Variance, which may be difficult to obtain considering the 
Variance criteria. Further, any amendments to the flood hazard 
regulations that may be required by the NFIP would then need to go 
through the SMP amendment process. 
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even if they 
are regulated 
under the 
flood hazard 
area code 
(BMC 
14.04.700). 

6 

Section 6. BMC 
13.13.010.Q.4. 
Mitigation Plan 
Requirements - 

Monitoring 
Program 

Michael 
Ross, 
Deputy 
Executive 
Director, 
Government 
Affairs and 
Special 
Projects, 
Snoqualmie 

Tribe 

In addition to 
a protocol for 
data 
collection and 
evaluation, 
the monitoring 
program 
should 
include a 
maintenance 
plan to ensure 
monitoring 
performance 
standards are 
being met, a 
contingency 
plan if it is 
determined 
that mitigation 
fails to meet 
success 
criteria, as 
well as a bond 
posted to pay 
for any 
additional 
work needed 

Current and unaffected sections of 13.13.010.Q establish 
contingency plan requirements, financial guarantees, and other 
measures to ensure performance standards are satisfied. 
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to reach 
performance 
standards. 

7 

Section 7. BMC 
13.13.020.F.5.e.(2) 

The wetland 
contains variations 
in sensitivity due to 

existing physical 
characteristics or 
the character of 

the buffer varies in 
slope, soils, or 

vegetation, and the 
wetland would 
benefit from a 
wider buffer is 

increased adjacent 
to the higher-

functioning area of 
habitat or more-

sensitive portion of 
the wetland in 

places and 
decreased would 
not be adversely 

impacted by a 
narrower buffer 
adjacent to the 

lower-functioning 
or less-sensitive 

portion of the 
wetland in other 

places; 

Michael 
Ross, 
Deputy 
Executive 
Director, 
Government 
Affairs and 
Special 
Projects, 
Snoqualmie 

Tribe 

Is this 
intended to 
state that the 
buffer area is 
“increased 
adjacent to 
the higher-
functioning 
area of 
habitat…”? 
Please clarify. 

The intent here is to expand upon the previous code wording, which 
simply indicated that “in places” buffer widths may be increased or 
decreased. The amendment intends to make clear that the averaging 
should take into consideration higher or lower functioning areas 
adjacent to the wetland, following recommendation from a qualified 
professional and peer reviewed by a third party. Amendments to 
wetland buffer width averaging below reflect the 2016 Ecology model 
code and updated buffer widths which are based on best available 
science.z 
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8 

Section 7. BMC 
13.13.020.G.11. 

Table 13.13.020-4 
Standard 

Compensation 
Ratios for 

Permanent 
Impacts 

Michael 
Ross, 
Deputy 
Executive 
Director, 
Government 
Affairs and 
Special 
Projects, 
Snoqualmie 

Tribe 

Forested 
Category I 
wetlands 
provide 
critical 
functions that 
are difficult to 
replace, the 
compensation 
ratio of 6:1 
should be 
retained for 
Category I 
forested 
wetlands. 

Amendments to wetland table related to preservation were taken 
from Ecology’s 2021 Wetland Mitigation in Washington State Part 1: 
Agency Policies and Guidance: Version 2 
(https://apps.ecology.wa.gov/publications/documents/2106003.pdf). 
Ecology explained the increased focus on preservation as follows: 
“We have made the preservation ratios on par with the existing 
enhancement ratios as a way to incentivize preservation of high 
quality wetland habitats. Though Ecology has not conducted another 
wetland mitigation evaluation study, observations from our wetland 
mitigation compliance monitoring program have indicated that 
enhancement of “degraded” wetlands as compensation for impacts 
still has issues with failure for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, high 
quality wetland habitats that remain in urban and urbanizing areas 
are being chipped away at from small unavoidable impacts. 
Protecting these areas, and the buffers and habitat corridors 
necessary to ensure their continued high functioning, seemed like a 
better bang for the buck.” 

9 
Section 10. BMC 

13.13.060.E.4. 
Stream buffers 

Michael 
Ross, 
Deputy 
Executive 
Director, 
Government 
Affairs and 
Special 
Projects, 
Snoqualmie 

Tribe 

Stream 
buffers should 
reflect the 
BAS, using 
SPTH for 
buffer width 
(Quinn et al. 
2020, Rentz et 
al. 2020). 

Amendments to SMP were proposed to align with the same changes 
previously made in Chapter 14.04 BMC, Critical Area Ordinance. 
Future updates will consider next stage requirements and alignment 
with CAO 2025 update.-+ 

 


