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Executive Summary 
King County Department of Parks and Natural Resources (DNRP) is proposing to 
improve flow conditions and fish passage along approximately 1,500 feet of May Creek 
between River Mile (RM) 4.3 and 4.8 in the May Valley located in southeastern King 
County near the cities of Renton and Newcastle.  One large riverine wetland, referred to 
as May Creek #5 in the King County Wetland Inventory (1990), is located in the project 
study area.  This wetland is approximately 140 acres in total size, and approximately 25 
acres of it is contained in the project study area and was delineated for this report.  The 
purpose of this wetland delineation was to identify the wetland boundary on the 
properties adjacent to May Creek where potential project impacts may occur.  Wetland 
area was delineated on multiple site visits using the definitions, methods, and standards 
established in  Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland 
Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region (U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineer 2008) and the Washington State Wetlands Identification and Delineation 
Manual (WDOE 1997). 
 
May Creek #5 is a Category II riverine wetland with a 110 foot buffer, located in the 
natural 100-year floodplain of May Creek.  While the wetland still received a high rating, 
it has been degraded over the years by adjacent farming and agricultural uses. Many areas 
of the wetland are actively mowed and used for grazing horses and other livestock.  On 
the north side of the wetland, the wetland boundary closely follows a line of fill that 
appears to have been placed in wetland areas over the years to facilitate farm use.  On the 
south side of the wetland, the wetland boundary more closely follows the natural valley 
topography. 
 
The hydrology source to the wetland is a combination of overbank flooding from May 
Creek and a high groundwater table.  Numerous groundwater seeps were identified on the 
valley walls.  The wetland is primarily palustrine emergent with some scrub-
shrub/forested components that are concentrated near May Creek.  The vegetation in this 
wetland has been degraded by the adjacent farming and agricultural uses.  Many areas of 
the wetland are actively mowed and used for grazing, and therefore contain pasture 
grasses that could not be accurately identified given the season (late January) and regular 
mowing.  In a majority of the wetland areas not regularly mowed, the dominant 
vegetation was reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea), which grew in thick blankets 
with almost 100 percent coverage.  The only unmowed areas without reed canarygrass 
were in the scrub-shrub/forested components of the wetland where the reed canarygrass 
was shaded out.   
 
This wetland, while fairly degraded due to adjacent land use practices, still received a 
Category II rating due to its high flood storage potential and opportunity, high 
opportunity to improve water quality, and its moderate potential to provide habitat to a 
variety of species.  Any impacts to this wetland (permanent or temporary) resulting from 
this project will require mitigation as defined in the King County Critical Area Code 
(21A.24.340).  Those impacts will be quantified later in the project design process in a 
separate report. 



1 Introduction 
 
King County Department of Parks and Natural Resources (DNRP) is proposing to 
improve flow conditions and fish passage along approximately 1,500 feet of May Creek 
between River Mile (RM) 4.3 and 4.9 in the May Valley (Sections 2 and 3, Township 
23N, Range 5E) located in southeastern King County near the cities of Renton and 
Newcastle (Figure 1-1).  Active horse pastures and farmland adjacent to May Creek are 
seasonally flooded and unusable due partially to ineffective flow capacity in this reach of 
May Creek.  The reach of stream being investigated for potential improvement begins on 
the south side of SE May Valley Road approximately 0.1 mile downstream of 148th 
Avenue SE in Renton and includes the main stem of May Creek extending approximately 
3,200 feet to a point just upstream from the confluence of May Creek with Indian 
Meadow Creek.  Any project activities proposed in the stream will be completed in 
coordination with the adjacent property owners.  One large riverine wetland, May Creek 
#5, is located in the study area, and is described in this report. 

1.1 Study Objectives 
The purpose of this wetland delineation was to identify the wetland boundary on the 
properties adjacent to May Creek where potential project impacts may occur.  Wetland 
area was identified and flagged during multiple sites visits using the definitions, methods, 
and standards established in  Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers 
Wetland Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region (U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineer 2008) and the Washington State Wetlands Identification and 
Delineation Manual (WDOE 1997).  This study was undertaken to meet permitting 
requirements for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), Washington State 
Department of Ecology (Ecology), and King County Department of Development and 
Environmental Services (DDES). 

1.2 Study Area 
The study area is located in the Cedar River - Lake Washington Watershed, Water 
Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) 8.  The study area includes the properties on the north 
and south sides of May Creek starting approximately 0.1 mile downstream of 148th 
Avenue SE (RM 4.3) and continuing upstream to approximately RM 4.9 (Figure 1-1).  
The wetland described in this report continues to the east and west outside of the project 
study area and is identified as May Creek #5 in the King County Wetland Inventory 
(King County 1990).  According to the King County Wetland Inventory, the entire 
wetland is approximately 140 acres.  The full 140 acre wetland boundary was not 
delineated as part of this study.  The boundary was delineated only in the area where 
potential impacts may occur from the proposed project activities.  
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Figure 1-1: May Creek Channel Restoration Project Vicinity

The information included on this map has been compiled by
King County staff from a variety of sources and is subject to
change without notice.
King County makes no representations or warranties, express
or implied, as to accuracy, completeness, timeliness, or rights
to the use of such information. 
This document is not intended for use as a survey product.
King County shall not be liable for any general, special,
indirect, incidental, or consequential damages including, but
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Any sale of this map or information on this map is prohibited
except by written permission of King County.
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2 Methods 
The methods used to delineate and characterize the May Creek #5 wetland are described 
in this chapter. 

2.1 Existing Literature Review 
Prior to visiting the wetland site, ecologists carried out a review of relevant literature, 
surveys, studies and other works encompassing the cultural and ecological characteristics 
of the project vicinity and the wetland.  Findings from historical topographic maps, aerial 
photographs, and other documents were incorporated into this report.   
 
The following existing documentation was reviewed as part of this study: 
 
 May Creek Basin Action Plan (King County 2001) 
 May Creek Drainage and Restoration Plan (GeoEngineers Inc. 2008) 
 May Creek Erosion Stabilization Draft Report – May Creek Sediment Transport 

Study Phase 3 (Anchor QEA LLC 2010) 
 King County Wetland Inventory (1990) 
 Washington State Department of Natural Resources Natural Heritage Program (2009) 
 U.S. Geologic Service (USGS) Topographic maps (1921)  
 U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) National Resources Conservation Service 

(NRCS) Web Soil Survey for King County (2009)  
 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetland Inventory (USFWS 2010a) 

2.2 Wetland Classification 
Wetlands were classified using both the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
Cowardin habitats (Cowardin et al. 1979), and Washington State’s hydrogeomorphic 
systems (Brinson 1993 and Hruby et al. 1999).   

2.2.1 USFWS Cowardin Classification 
The USFWS Cowardin classification system (Cowardin et al. 1979) was developed as 
part of the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) and used aerial photographs to identify 
and map wetlands to the greatest extent possible.  This classification system identifies, 
gathers, and summarizes information on hydrologic, geomorphic, chemical and biological 
wetland characteristics.  Specifically, water flow, water chemistry, substrate types, 
vegetation types, and dominant plant species are identified and characterized.  Wetlands 
and their habitats are then classified based on the system (palustrine or estuarine, etc.), 
class (dominant life form of vegetation or physiography and composition of the substrate) 
and by the dominant vegetation stratum and physiographic modifiers present (Cowardin 
et al. 1979).  

2.2.2 Hydrogeomorphic (HGM) Classification 
The hydrogeomorphic (HGM) classification system (Brinson 1993 and Hruby et al. 1999) 
identifies and stratifies wetlands into hierarchical classes according to their differences or 
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similarities in wetland functions (Brinson 1993).  The HGM classification system 
complements the USFWS Cowardian system by identifying and categorizing wetlands 
based on their geomorphic setting (e.g., position of the wetland in the landscape), the 
source of water for the wetland (e.g., river, lake), and on the flow and fluctuation of the 
water in the wetland (e.g., hydrodynamics).   

2.3 Wetland Rating 
The wetland within the project area was first characterized by its HGM class and then 
rated by the degree of hydrologic service, water quality enhancement, and habitat 
functions it provides using the wetland rating criteria referenced in the King County 
Critical Area Code (KCC 21A.318).  King County adopts the Washington State’s 
Department of Ecology: Washington State Wetland Rating System for Western 
Washington (Hruby 2004).  In King County, wetlands are classified into Category I 
through IV based on the combination of each wetland’s HGM class, rarity and sensitivity, 
and the cumulative point scores of specific, actual and/or potential, physiobiological 
functions they may provide based on the wetland characteristics and its surrounding 
landscape context. Category I wetlands provide the highest wetland function and are 
difficult to replace, while Category IV wetlands are degraded and disturbed wetlands 
providing limited function.  The completed wetland rating form for May Creek #5 can be 
found in Appendix A. 

2.4 Wetland Buffers 
A fixed buffer width was subsequently assigned to the wetland based on the wetland’s 
score in the rating system as defined in the King County Critical Area Code (KCC 
21A.24.325).  These buffer widths are further modified based on the wetland’s location 
with respect to the Urban Growth Boundary, habitat functions performed, and the 
intensity of disturbance from adjacent land use (KCC 21A.24.325).  Buffer widths are 
measured horizontally from the edge of the wetland boundary.  Although King County 
Code stipulates specific fixed buffer widths, the code also allows incremental variations, 
buffer averaging and other variances from fixed standards based on site-specific features 
or the type of action anticipated.  King County DDES is responsible for officially 
implementing the required buffer protection and/or approving variances from fixed 
widths. 

2.5 Delineation Methods 
King County ecologists visited the project site on five separate days (January 21, 26, and 
28, 2010, February 24, 2010 and March 1, 2010) to delineate the wetland described in 
this report.  They used the guidance provided in the Interim Regional Supplement to the 
Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and 
Coast Region (U.S. Army Corps of Engineer 2008) and the Washington State Wetlands 
Identification and Delineation Manual (WDOE 1997) to delineate and characterize the 
wetland.  Potential wetlands were first identified on the dominance of hydrophytic 
vegetation and both surface and subsurface hydrology.  Then, a more detailed analysis of 
hydrology, soil, and vegetation were performed to confirm the presence of the wetland 
and its boundary.  This analysis is described in more detail later in this section. 
 



The information collected during these investigations was recorded on the Wetland 
Determination Data Form from the Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps of 
Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 
(U.S. Army Corps of Engineer 2008).  Completed data forms are attached in Appendix B. 
 
Based on information from the three wetland field indicators (hydrology, soils, and 
vegetation), the boundaries of the wetland were flagged in the field (when possible) and 
the flag locations were recorded with a GPS unit (Trimble GeoXT Explorer).  It was not 
possible to hang flags along the entire wetland boundary because some wetland areas 
extended into pastures with active horse use.  When it was possible to enter a horse 
pasture, the GPS unit was used to note the wetland boundary points but no flags were 
hung.   

2.5.1 Hydrology 
Permanent or periodic inundation (where soil is saturated within the rooting zone at least 
seasonally) is the hydrologic force behind wetland formation.  The presence of water for 
12.5 percent or more of the growing season typically creates an anaerobic condition in 
the soil, which affects the types of plants that grow and the types of soils that develop 
(WDOE 1997). 
 
Hydrological characteristics of the area were assessed to determine the hydrologic control 
(i.e., the determinants of inflow and outflow of water to and from the area) and the 
capability of the area to pond surface water.  The presence of surface water, depth to 
groundwater, and depth to saturation was recorded at each soil pit location and can be 
found in the data forms in Appendix B.  Other indicators of wetland hydrology included 
signs of lengthy inundation, unique drainage patterns, drift lines, watermarks on 
vegetation and other structures, sediment deposits, water-stained leaves, and hydrophytic 
vegetation (i.e., plants with morphological adaptations [e.g., adventitious roots] for 
survival in saturated soils). 

2.5.2 Soil 
Hydric soils are defined as soils that are flooded, ponded, or saturated long enough during 
the growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in the upper part of the soil profile 
(WDOE 1997).  Anaerobic conditions are created when flooding, ponding, or saturation 
is of sufficient duration to result in the absence of oxygen.  These soils usually support 
hydrophytic vegetation.   
 
A common indicator of hydric soil in this part of Washington is a “Depleted [Gray] 
Matrix” (U.S. Army Corps of Engineer, 2008).  Hydric soil meeting this criteria must 
have a layer at least 6 inches thick starting within 10 inches of the mineral soil surface, 
and that has a depleted matrix with at least 60 percent of that layer having a chroma less 
than or equal to 2. 
 
Soil pits were dug in representative locations throughout the wetland to characterize the 
soil and to determine the presence of hydric soil which helped identify the wetland 
boundary.  The soil pits were dug to at least 18 inches in depth and the characteristics 
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were recorded on the data forms found in Appendix B.  Soil auger holes, typically dug to 
at least 16 inches, were used in between soil pits to help establish the presence or absence 
of hydric soil indicators and to help identify or confirm wetland boundaries.  Soil auger 
holes were also used in the pasture areas with active horse use, where large soil pits were 
not permitted.  
 
The soil profile was described using the standard USDA NRCS Soil Conservation 
Service (1981) system.  Soil texture and color was described using Munsell Soil Color 
charts assessed for hydric condition (Munsell 2009).   

2.5.3 Vegetation 
Hydrophytic vegetation is defined as plant life growing in water or soil, or on a substrate 
that is at least periodically deficient in oxygen as a result of excessive water content 
(WDOE 1997).  Vascular plants can be classified in five groups according to the plant's 
affinity for wetland areas (Reed 1988).  These groups are described as follows: 
 
 Obligate Wetland (OBL):  Occur almost always (estimated probability > 99 percent) 

under natural conditions in wetlands. 
  
 Facultative Wetland (FACW):  Usually occur in wetlands (estimated probability 67 

to 99 percent), but occasionally found in nonwetlands. 
  
 Facultative (FAC):  Equally likely to occur in wetlands and nonwetlands (estimated 

probability 34 to 66 percent). 
  
 Facultative Upland (FACU): Usually occur in nonwetlands (estimated probability 

67 to 99 percent), but occasionally found in wetlands (estimated probability 1 to 33 
percent). 

  
 Obligate Upland (UPL):  Occur in wetlands in another region, but occur almost 

always (estimated probability < 99 percent) under natural conditions in nonwetlands 
in the region specified. 

 
An area has hydrophytic vegetation when more than 50 percent of the dominant species 
from all strata are OBL, FACW, and/or FAC species, which are on lists of plant species 
that occur in wetlands.  When either all considered species are FAC or the number of 
species wetter than FAC equals the number of species drier than FAC, the wetland 
determination is based on soil and hydrology parameters.  Other indicators of 
hydrophytic vegetation can also be considered in difficult situations.  These include 
observed morphological adaptations of plants to an inundated or flooded environment or 
review of technical literature. 
 
The dominance and locations of hydrophytic vegetation assisted in delineating the 
wetland boundaries.  Vegetation plots were created and analyzed at the soil test pit 
locations and the vegetation at these locations was recorded on the data forms in 
Appendix B.  The common and scientific plant names and indicator status (OBL, FACW, 

May Creek Channel Restoration 9 March 2010 
Wetland Delineation 



etc.) used in this report are consistent with A Field Guide to the Common Wetland Plants 
of Western Washington and Northwestern Oregon (Cooke et al. 1997) unless updated by 
other works as noted. 
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3 Wetland Description 
This section describes the existing conditions of the wetland located in May Valley, 
referred to as May Creek #5 in the King County Wetland Inventory (1990).  The King 
County Wetland Inventory indicates that this wetland is approximately 140 acres.  
Approximately 25 acres of this wetland are contained within the project study area. 

3.1 Landscape Setting 
May Creek #5 is a riverine wetland located in the mapped 100-year floodplain of May 
Creek (WRIA Stream #08.0282).  May Creek is a 7-mile stream in the Lake Washington 
Watershed (WRIA 8).  The stream originates in the steep forested slopes of Cougar and 
Squak Mountains, and flows northwesterly eventually draining into the southern portion 
of Lake Washington.  In the project study area May Creek flows through May Valley, a 
natural floodplain that has historically been prone to flooding.  The May Creek #5 
wetland covers the majority of the May Valley. 
 
According to the May Creek Current and Future Conditions Report (King County 1995) 
May Creek has been channelized and dredged throughout the May Valley since at least 
1936.  King County continued to dredge May Valley in the 1940’s and deposited the 
material onto the surrounding properties.  This dredging reduced the duration and extent 
of flooding in the May Valley and allowed property owners to use the land for agriculture 
and grazing livestock.  Regular dredging appears to have ceased sometime after the 
1940’s due to increasing protection of sensitive areas.  Today, the majority of the 
properties in the May Valley are rural residential with active agriculture and grazing; 
however, the lack of dredging activities over the last 50 years means that May Valley is 
once again experiencing prolonged periods of flooding during the wet season.  This 
flooding limits the amount of area that residents can use for agriculture and grazing.  
During the wet season, horses and other livestock are either moved to areas located on the 
higher valley slopes or to areas that appear to have been raised out of the floodplain (over 
many years) with fill.  While the current extent of the flooding limits horse pasture use, it 
is likely that it is closer to natural historical conditions pre-development. 
 
In the northeast quadrant of the study area, where farm use is the most pronounced, the 
wetland boundary closely follows the fence line associated with the horse pastures.  Over 
the years, fill appears to have been placed in the wetland to increase usable farm area.  
The wetland boundary in the southeast quadrant of the study area is also located in horse 
pastures, but more closely follows the natural valley topography (Figure 3-1). 
 
In the undeveloped area in the northwest quadrant of the study area, the wetland 
boundary extends into the scrub-shrub/forested areas located at the toe of the valley wall, 
with one exception; In the most northwestern quadrant of the study area it appears that 
fill was placed in the wetland many years ago to accommodate a home that no longer 
exists (Figure 3-2).  Remnants of the old buildings can be seen in this area. 
 
The wetland boundary in the undeveloped areas in the southwestern quadrant of the study 
area, closely follows the topography and is easily visible by a change in vegetation (reed 



canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea) to Himalayan blackberry (Rubus procerus).  In a 
small area directly west side of 148th Avenue NE it appears that fill was placed in the 
wetland. The boundary in this area is irregular (it does not follow the natural topography) 
and is demarcated by large patches of scotch broom (Cytisus scoparius) and an unknown 
pasture grass (Figure 3-2). 

3.2 Hydrology 
The primary source of hydrology to the May Creek #5 wetland is a combination of 
overbank flooding and a high groundwater table.  Multiple groundwater seeps were 
visible on the valley walls at higher elevations.  Two tributaries flow south off the 
northern hillside and one tributary flows north from the southern side of the project area, 
providing additional sources of hydrology.   Many areas of this wetland are frequently 
flooded (at least once every 2 years) by May Creek, and therefore May Creek #5 would 
be classified as a riverine wetland using HGM system (Hruby 2004).  It should be noted 
that riverine wetlands also commonly receive significant amounts of water from other 
sources such as groundwater and slope discharges (Hruby 2004) as is the case in the May 
Valley.  
 
A wetland hydroperiod is the period of time during which the wetland is covered by 
water.  Hydroperiods in this wetland include areas that are seasonally flooded and areas 
that appear to be only occasionally flooded at higher elevations.  At even higher 
elevations along the valley walls, soil is saturated and hydrology is driven by primarily 
groundwater seeps. Overbank flooding in these higher areas is limited.   
 
Wetland Soil Pit #1 (Figure 3-2) was located on the south side of May Creek on the east 
side of 148th Avenue SE approximately 35 feet from the stream.  Indicators of hydrology 
at this location included visible observation of surface water (within 10 feet of the soil 
pit) high water table (present at 8 inches below the surface), soil saturated to the surface, 
water marks, and water stained leaves.  Based on the strong hydrology indicators at this 
location, it was assumed that hydrology would be present at this location and in locations 
at a similar elevation throughout the growing season. 
 
Wetland Soil Pit #3 (Figure 3-1) was located on the south side of May Creek on the 
eastern side of the study area at a higher elevation than the first pit.  This area does not 
appear to receive regular overbank flooding due to its elevation; however other indicators 
of hydrology included a high water table (present 5.5 inches below the ground surface), 
and soil saturated to the surface.  Groundwater seeps were also identified nearby at 
similar elevations. 
 
Wetland Soil Pit #4 (Figure 3-2) was located on the north side of May Creek on the east 
side of 148th Avenue SE.  Indicators of hydrology in this area included a high water table 
(present 4.5 inches below the ground surface), soil saturation to the surface, water marks, 
algal mat, water-stained leaves, a hydrogen sulfide odor, and oxidized rhizospheres along 
living roots.  
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Wetland Soil Pit #6 (Figure 3-2) was located on the north side of May Creek and on the 
west side of 148th Avenue SE.  This area is probably too far from the stream to receive 
regular overbank flooding, but indicators of hydrology in this location include a high 
water table (present 9 inches below the ground surface) and soil saturated to the surface. 
 
Wetland Soil Pit #7 (Figure 3-2) was located on the south side of May Creek and on the 
west side of 148th Avenue SE.  This area probably receives overbank flooding from May 
Creek during annual storm events.  Indicators of hydrology on the field day included a 
high water table (present 12 inches below the surface) and saturated soil to the surface.  
 
A soil pit was not dug in the northeastern quadrant of the study area because the wetland 
area extended into active horse pastures (Figure 3-1).  In these areas hydrology indicators 
included visual observation of surface water (seeps), water marks, water stained leaves, 
and a high water table that was observable using a soil auger.  
 
Upland Soil Pits #2 and #5 (Figure 3-2), near Wetland Soil Pits #1 and #5 respectively, 
did not contain any hydrology indicators.  The water table was not present at 18 inches 
below the surface, and the soil was not saturated.   

3.3 Soils 
The NRCS Web Soil Survey (2009) indicates that Bellingham silty loam (Bh) is found at 
the lower elevations in the May Valley (Figure 3-3). The Ragnar-Indianola association 
(RdC) is found on the higher elevations on the south side of the May Valley, and 
Alderwood gravelly sandy loam (AgC and AgD) is found on the north side of May 
Valley.  Alderwood gravelly sand loam (AgC) and Bellingham silty loam (Bh) are both 
on the NRCS hydric soil list for Washington State.  Field visits confirmed the presence of 
these hydric soils in the May Valley.  In addition, the field visits found a thick layer of 
clay in the western half of the study area. 
 
Wetland Soil Pit #1 contained one uniform soil horizon from 0 to 18 inches below the 
surface.  The soil was a black clay (10YR 2/1) with redoximorphic (redox) features (soil 
mottling) that were too small to color. Redox features are soil properties, associated with 
wetness, which results from the reduction and oxidation of iron and manganese 
compounds in the soil after water saturation and desaturation, respectively. Soil mottles 
are commonly identified redox features.  The redox features were concentrations 
covering about 1 percent of the matrix.  This soil meets the criteria F3 for hydric soil 
(depleted matrix with a layer at least 6 inches thick starting within 10 inches of the 
mineral soil surface). 
 
Wetland Soil Pit #3 contained three soil horizons.  The first horizon (from 0 to 6.5 
inches) was a black loamy sand (5YR 2.5/1) without redox features.  This soil meets the 
criteria F3 for hydric soil (depleted matrix with a layer at least 6 inches thick starting with 
10 inches of the mineral soil surface).  The second horizon (from 6.5 to 11.5 inches) was 
a yellowish brown silty loam (10YR 5/4) with redox features in approximately 10 percent 
of the matrix.  The third horizon (11.5 inches to 18 inches) was a dark yellowish brown 
silty loam (10YR 4/6) without any redox features.  The second two horizons did not meet 
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the criteria for hydric soil; however, since the first horizon met the criteria for hydric soil, 
this sampled area was determined to be inside the wetland. 
 
Wetland Soil Pit #4 also contained three soil horizons. The first horizon (0 to 8.5 inches) 
was a black clay (10 YR 2/1) without any redox features.  The second horizon (8.5 to 
13.5 inches) was also a black clay (2.5 YR 2.5/1) with 50 percent coverage of redox 
features.  The third horizon (13.5 to 18 inches) was again a black clay (10YR 2/1) 
without any redox features.  This soil meets the criteria F3 for hydric soil (depleted 
matrix with a layer at least 6 inches thick starting with 10 inches of the mineral soil 
surface). 
 
Wetland Soil Pit #6 contained two soil horizons. The first horizon (0 to 5 inches) was the 
same black clay (10 YR 2/1) without redox features that was observed in Soil Pit #4.  The 
second horizon (5 to18 inches) was the same black clay but it contained faint redox 
feature in about 20 percent of the matrix.  This soil meets the criteria F3 for hydric soil 
(depleted matrix with a layer at least 6 inches thick starting with 10 inches of the mineral 
soil surface). 
 
Wetland Soil Pit #7 had a two inch duff layer that was followed by one uniform horizon 
(2 to 18 inches).  This horizon was a very dark grayish brown (10YR 3/2) clay layer with 
yellowish red redox features (5 YR 5/8) in 20 percent of the matrix.  This soil meets the 
criteria F3 for hydric soil (depleted matrix with a layer at least 6 inches thick starting with 
10 inches of the mineral soil surface). 
 
Soil pits were not dug in the northeastern quadrant of the study area because the wetland 
area extended into active horse pastures.  In these areas, the soil was sampled using a soil 
auger and examined for hydric indicators.  The soil in this area had similar characteristics 
as what was recorded for Soil Pit #3. 
 
Upland Soil Pits #2 and #5, near Wetland Soil Pits #1 and #5 respectively, did not contain 
any indicators of hydric soil.  The soil chroma (3 and 4) was too high to meet the criteria 
for a depleted matrix, and the soil did not exhibit any other hydric indictors.  

3.4 Vegetation 
According to the NWI, May Creek #5 is a palustrine wetland with primarily emergent 
vegetation.  This is consistent with what was found in the field; however, in addition, 
many portions of the wetland immediately adjacent to May Creek also contain a scrub-
shrub vegetation component.  A smaller portion of the wetland could be considered 
forested (Figure 3-4).   
 
The vegetation in this wetland has been degraded by adjacent farming and agricultural 
uses.  Many areas of the wetland are actively mowed and used for grazing, and therefore 
contain pasture grasses that could not be accurately identified given the season (late 
January) and regular mowing.  In a majority of the wetland areas not regularly mowed, 
the dominant vegetation was reed canarygrass which grew thick blankets with almost 100 
percent coverage.  On the western side of the wetland, hardhack (Spirea douglasii) out-
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competed the reed canarygrass is some areas.  The only unmowed areas without reed 
canarygrass were in the scrub-shrub/forested components of the wetland where the reed 
canarygrass was shaded out.  The dominant vegetation in the scrub-shrub/forested 
portions of the wetland were willow species (Salix spp.), red alder (Alnus rubra), and 
Oregon ash (Fraxinus latifolia).  A portion of the scrub-shrub vegetation along May 
Creek was planted in the past 10 years by King County DNRP to improve riparian 
coverage and shade out the reed canarygrass.  A complete list of the vegetation identified 
in the wetland is shown in Table 3-1 with its Latin name, common name, wetland 
indicator status, and whether or not it was a dominate species in any of the areas 
surveyed.  A species was considered dominant if it had at least 20 percent absolute 
coverage within its stratum. 
 
Table 3-1:  Wetland Vegetation Identified in May Creek #5 
Latin Name Common Name Dominant Indicator Status 
Herb Stratum    
Carex obnupta slough sedge  No OBL 
Equisetum telmateia giant horsetail No FACW 
Juncus effusus soft rush Yes FACW 
Lysichitum americananum skunk cabbage No OBL 
Phalaris arundinacea reed canarygrass Yes FACW 
Polystichum munitum sword fern No FACU 
Ranunculus repens creeping buttercup No FACW 
unknown moss Yes unknown 
unknown various pasture grasses Yes unknown 
Shrub/Vine Stratum    
Amelanchier alnifolia Saskatoon serviceberry Yes FACU 
Cornus sericea red-osier dogwood No FACW 
Oemleria cerasiformis Indian plum Yes FACU 
Physocarpus capitatus Pacific ninebark No FACW 
Rosa pisocarpa peafruit rose Yes FAC 
Rubus procerus Himalayan blackberry Yes FACU 
Rubus spectabilis Salmonberry Yes FAC 
Salix hookeriana Hooker’s willow Yes FACW 
Salix lasiandra Pacific willow Yes FACW 
Salix scouleriana Scouler’s willow Yes FAC 
Salix sitchensis sitka willow Yes FACW 
Spirea douglasii hardhack Yes FACW 
Symphoricarpos albus snowberry No FACU 
Tree Stratum    
Alnus rubra red alder Yes FAC 
Fraxinus latifolia Oregon ash Yes FACW 
Picea sitchensis Sitka spruce No FAC 
Prunus spp. Cherry Yes FACU 
Pseudotsuga menziesii Douglas fir Yes FACU* 
Thuja pliclata Western red cedar Yes FAC 
unknown ornamental fruit trees No unknown 
*Identifies a tentative assignment based on conflicting reviews 
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Upland vegetation in the wetland buffer included ornamental maple (Acer sp.), Indian 
plum (Oemleria cerasiformis), beaked hazelnut (Corylus cornuta), unknown fruit trees, 
Himalayan blackberry, sword fern (Polystichum munitum), bracken fern (Pteridium 
aquilinum), tall fescue (Festuca arundinacea), orchard grass (Datctylis glomerata), 
bentgrass (Agrostis sp.), scotch broom, and unknown thistle species. 

3.5 Wetland Rating 
The wetland in the study area was rated  as one unit using the Washington State Wetland 
Rating System for Western Washington (Hruby 2004).  According to the guidance in the 
rating system, when a stream that is less than 50 feet wide bisects a contiguous vegetated 
wetland, wetland area on both sides of the stream should be treated as a single unit 
(Hruby 2004).  Additionally, even though the wetland is divided by 148th Avenue SE, 
the wetland was not divided into separate units for the purposes of the rating system 
because there is a level surface-water connection (May Creek) between the two parts of 
the wetland (Hruby 2004). 
 
Under the Washington State Wetland Rating System for Western Washington, May Creek 
#5 is a Category II riverine wetland scoring 61 out of 100 points (Appendix A).  The 
wetland provides moderate water quality function (scoring 14 points).    
 
The wetland has high opportunity to improve water quality due to the close proximity of 
grazing, roadways, and residential development; however, its potential to improve water 
quality is only moderate due to a lack of ungrazed herbaceous vegetation and trees/shrubs 
in the wetland.   
 
The wetland provides high hydrologic function (scoring 26 points).  The wetland has the 
opportunity to reduce flooding and erosion due to the roads and bridges downstream, as 
well as potential salmon habitat.  In addition, due to the large amount of available flood 
storage it also has a high potential to reduce flooding and erosion.   

The wetland provides moderate habitat function (scoring 21 points).  The wetland has 
high potential to provide habitat for many species because it is large enough (over 140 
acres) to contain multiple vegetation classes, hydroperiods, and a richness of plant 
species.  On the other hand, the opportunity that this wetland has to provide habitat is 
limited due to disturbed buffers and active grazing adjacent to much of the wetland, as 
well as disturbed connections to other vegetated corridors or wetlands. Wildlife 
observations in the study area during the wetland survey included over 25 species of 
birds, including great blue heron (Ardea herodias) and red-tailed hawk (Buteo 
jamaicensis), as well as Columbia black-tailed deer (Odocoileus hemionus columbianus),  
raccoon (Procyon lotor) and coyote (Canis latrans). 
 
This wetland rating is preliminary and should not be considered final until King County 
DDES has reviewed and approved this report. 
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3.6 Wetland Buffer 
The buffer for this wetland would be 110 feet according King County Code 21A.24.325.  
The wetland buffer is determined by using the wetland rating (Category II), in 
conjunction with the wetland habitat score (21 points), and the adjacent land use 
(moderate impact).  Moderate adjacent impact land use is assumed due to agricultural use 
on some of the adjacent properties without an approved farm management plan. Two of 
the farms adjacent to the wetland have farm management plans, but the other farms and 
properties do not.  In addition, the majority of the wetland buffer contains paved areas, 
buildings, and pastures.  These areas provide limited wetland buffer function. 
 
This wetland buffer is preliminary should not be considered final until King County 
DDES has reviewed and approved this report. 

3.7 Wetland Mitigation Ratios 
King County Code 21A.24.340 defines mitigation replacement ratios to compensate for 
adverse effects to a wetland or its buffer.  The mitigation replacement ratio is based on 
the wetland category of the impacted wetland and the type of mitigation proposed to 
compensate for the impact.  King County Code also adjusts mitigation replacement ratios 
based on the type of impact (permanent or temporary).  A permanent impact would be 
placing permanent fill in the wetland or permanently dewatering a portion of wetland.  A 
temporary impact would be conversion of a scrub-shrub/forested wetland to an emergent 
wetland, or temporary vegetation removal associated with construction activities.  
Alterations to a wetland buffer require compensation at a simple 1:1 ratio (i.e., 1 acre of 
mitigation for every 1 acre of impact). 
 
Table 3-2 summarizes the mitigation replacement ratios for Category II wetlands 
according to King County Code 21A.24.340. 
 
The impacts resulting from the project activities, as well as any required mitigation will 
be analyzed in a separate report. 
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Table 3-2:  Mitigation Ratios for Category II Wetlands in King County (KCC 21A.24.340) 

Impact Type Mitigation Type 

 
Wetland 
reestablishment 
or creation 

Wetland 
rehabilitation 

1:1 Wetland 
reestablishment or 
wetland creation (R/C) 
and wetland 
enhancement (E) 

Wetland 
enhancement 
only 

Permanent fill or 
dewatering 

3:1 8:1 1:1 R/C and 4:1 E 12:1 

Conversion  of 
forested/scrub-
shrub to 
emergent 

1.5:1 2:1 N/A 3:1 

Temporary 
construction 
impacts 

0.75:1 1:1 N/A 1.5:1 
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Figure 3-5: USGS Topographic Map of May Valley (1921)
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 
 

Project Site: May Creek Valley - DNRP City/County: King Sampling Date: 1-21-2010 

Applicant/Owner: King County DNRP State: WA Sampling Point: Soil Pit #1 

Investigator(s): Miller, Martin, Clark Section, Township, Range: S2, T23N, R5E 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Valley Local relief (concave, convex, none): flat Slope (%): 0.5 

Subregion (LRR):       Lat: 47.51495 Long: -122.14239 Datum:       

Soil Map Unit Name: RdC, Bh NWI classification: PEM/PSS 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes   No      (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation , Soil , Or Hydrology , significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes   No   

Are Vegetation , Soil , Or Hydrology , naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes   No   

Hydric Soil Present? Yes   No   

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes   No   

Is the Sampling Area within a Wetland? Yes  No   

Remarks:  

 

SP #1 south of creek just west of barbed wire fence (probably 1st property east of 148th) – about 30-35 feet south of creek. 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants 

Tree Stratum (Plot Size: 10m) 
Absolute 
% Cover 

Dominant 
Species? 

Indicator 
Status 

Dominance Test Worksheet: 

1. Prunus spp. 30 Y FACU 

2.                         

Number of Dominant Species That Are 
OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

3 (A) 

3.                         

4.                         

Total Number of Dominant Species Across 
All Strata: 

4 (B) 

 30 = Total Cover 

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot Size: 10m)    

Percent of Dominant Species That Are 
OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

75 (A/B) 

5. Oemleria cerasiformis 5 N FACU Prevalence Index worksheet:  

6. Salix sitchensis 30 Y FACW Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 

7. Salix scouleriana 30 Y FAC OBL species       x1 =       

8.                    FACW species       x2 =       

9.                         FAC species       x3 =       

 65 = Total Cover FACU species       x4 =       

Herb Stratum (Plot Size: 5m)    UPL species       x5 =       

10. Phalaris arundinacea 30 Y FACW Column Totals:       (A)       (B) 

11. Unknown grass 5 N ? Prevalence Index = B/A =       

12. Unknown grass Trace N ? Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

13.                         X Dominance Test is >50% 

14.                               Prevalence Index is <3.01  

15.                         

16.                         
      

Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting data in 
Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

17.                               Wetland Non-Vascular Plants1 

18.                               Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 

19.                           

20.                         

 35 = Total Cover 

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present, 
unless disturbed or problematic. 

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot Size:      )    

1.  Rubus procerus Trace N FACU 

2.                           

 130 = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 65    
Hydrophytic Vegetation 
Present? Yes  No  

Remarks:  
Starting to see buds.  This is a forested/scrub-shrub portion of the wetland along the stream. 

 

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains, Valley, and Coast – Interim Version 



 

Project Site: May Creek Valley - DNRP     

SOIL Sampling Point: #1 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix  Redox Features  

(inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (Moist)  %  Type1  Loc2  Texture  Remarks 

0-18” 10YR 2/1 100 Too small color 1 C M clay       

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      
1Type: C= Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.   2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 

 Histosol (A1)  Sandy Redox (S5)  2 cm Muck (A10) 

 Histic Epipedon (A2)  Stripped Matrix (S6)  Red Parent Material (TF2) 

 Black Histic (A3)  Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)  Other (Explain in Remarks) 

 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)   Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)   

 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  Depleted Matrix (F3) 

 Thick Dark Surface (A12)  Redox Dark Surface (F6) 

 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)  Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 

 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8) 

3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland 
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or 
problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type:       

Depth (Inches):       Hydric Soils Present? Yes  No  

Remarks: Very uniform matrix, all one horizon within 18 inches. Contains live roots. 

 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)  Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 

 Surface Water (A1)  Water-Stained Leaves (B9)   Water-Stained Leaves (B9)  

 High Water Table (A2)  (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B)  (MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 

 Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11)  Drainage Patterns (B10) 

 Water Marks (B1)  Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)  Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

 Sediment Deposits (B2)  Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

 Drift Deposits (B3)  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)  Geomorphic Position (D2) 

 Algal Mat or Crust (B4)  Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)  Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

 Iron Deposits (B5)  Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)  FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

 Surface Soil Cracks (B6)  Stunted or Stresses Plants (D1) (LRR A)  Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)  Other (Explain in Remarks)  Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)     

Field Observations:      

Surface Water Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches):       

Water Table Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches): 8 inches 

Saturation Present? 
(includes capillary fringe) 

Yes  No  Depth (inches): 0 inches 

 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present? 

 
 
 
Yes 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
No 

 
 
 

 

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

Remarks: About 35 feet from stream in an area with less reed canarygrass.  Some standing water present within about 10 feet. Assuming hydrology would also be 
present later in the growing season. 

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains, Valley, and Coast – Interim Version 
 



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 
 

Project Site: May Creek Valley - DNRP City/County: King Sampling Date: 1-21-2010 

Applicant/Owner: King County DNRP State: WA Sampling Point: Soil Pit #2 

Investigator(s): Miller, Martin, Clark Section, Township, Range: S2, T23N, R5E 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Valley Local relief (concave, convex, none): flat Slope (%): 0.5 

Subregion (LRR):       Lat: 47.51495 Long: -122.14239 Datum:       

Soil Map Unit Name: RdC, Bh NWI classification: PEM/PSS 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes   No      (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation , Soil , Or Hydrology , significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes   No   

Are Vegetation , Soil , Or Hydrology , naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes   No   

Hydric Soil Present? Yes   No   

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes   No   

Is the Sampling Area within a Wetland? Yes  No   

Remarks:  

 

Too many grasses were present that we could not identify given the time of year for us to feel confident about the vegetation analysis; however, 
we are comfortable in saying this sample area is not within a wetland because the hydric soil and hydrology are not present. 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants 

Tree Stratum (Plot Size: 10m ) 
Absolute 
% Cover 

Dominant 
Species? 

Indicator 
Status 

Dominance Test Worksheet: 

1. None                   

2.                         

Number of Dominant Species That Are 
OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

1 (A) 

3.                         

4.                         

Total Number of Dominant Species Across 
All Strata: 

2 (B) 

 0 = Total Cover 

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot Size: 10m )    

Percent of Dominant Species That Are 
OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

50 (A/B) 

5. Cytisus scoparius (scotch broom) Trace N ? Prevalence Index worksheet:  

6.     Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 

7.     OBL species 0 x1 = 0 

8.     FACW species 15 x2 = 30 

9.                         FAC species 42 x3 = 126 

 0 = Total Cover FACU species 42 x4 = 168 

Herb Stratum (Plot Size: 5 m)    UPL species 0 x5 = 0 

10. Thistle species Trace N ? Column Totals: 99 (A) 324 (B) 

11. Festuca arundinacea 42 Y FAC Prevalence Index = B/A = 3.2 

12. Datctylis glomerata 42 Y FACU Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

13. Phalaris arundinacea 15 N FACW No Dominance Test is >50% 

14. Unknown grasses                   No Prevalence Index is <3.01  

15.                         

16.                         
      

Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting data in 
Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

17.                               Wetland Non-Vascular Plants1 

18.                               Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 

19.                           

20.                         

 99 = Total Cover 

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present, 
unless disturbed or problematic. 

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot Size: 10m )    

1.  Rubus procerus Trace N FACU 

2.                           

 99 = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 0%    
Hydrophytic Vegetation 
Present? Yes  No  

Remarks:  
      

 

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains, Valley, and Coast – Interim Version 



 

Project Site: May Creek Valley - DNRP 

SOIL Sampling Point: #2 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix  Redox Features  

(inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (Moist)  %  Type1  Loc2  Texture  Remarks 

0-8” 7.5YR 2.5/3 100 2.5YR 5/8 1 C M Sandy loam       

8-18” 10YR ¾ 100                         Loamy sand Contains large gravels 

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      
1Type: C= Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.   2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 

 Histosol (A1)  Sandy Redox (S5)  2 cm Muck (A10) 

 Histic Epipedon (A2)  Stripped Matrix (S6)  Red Parent Material (TF2) 

 Black Histic (A3)  Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)  Other (Explain in Remarks) 

 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)   Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)   

 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  Depleted Matrix (F3) 

 Thick Dark Surface (A12)  Redox Dark Surface (F6) 

 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)  Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 

 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8) 

3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland 
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or 
problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type:       

Depth (Inches):       Hydric Soils Present? Yes  No  

Remarks: This soil is dry as a bone and very bright. 

About 10 feet north of this soil pit (towards the wetland), another hole has a grayish transition (Gley1 5/10Y) at 10-11 inches at approximate boundary 
between reed canarygrass and blackberry.  About 5 feet north of this soil pit the color is 2.5Y 5/2 in bottom of the pit. 

 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)  Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 

 Surface Water (A1)  Water-Stained Leaves (B9)   Water-Stained Leaves (B9)  

 High Water Table (A2)  (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B)  (MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 

 Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11)  Drainage Patterns (B10) 

 Water Marks (B1)  Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)  Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

 Sediment Deposits (B2)  Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

 Drift Deposits (B3)  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)  Geomorphic Position (D2) 

 Algal Mat or Crust (B4)  Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)  Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

 Iron Deposits (B5)  Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)  FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

 Surface Soil Cracks (B6)  Stunted or Stresses Plants (D1) (LRR A)  Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)  Other (Explain in Remarks)  Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)     

Field Observations:      

Surface Water Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches):       

Water Table Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches):       

Saturation Present? 
(includes capillary fringe) 

Yes  No  Depth (inches):       

 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present? 

 
 
 
Yes 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
No 

 
 
 

 

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

Remarks: No groundwater within 18 inches of surface. 

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains, Valley, and Coast – Interim Version 
 



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 
 

Project Site: May Creek Valley - DNRP City/County: King Sampling Date: 1-26-2010 

Applicant/Owner: King County DNRP State: WA Sampling Point: Soil Pit #3 

Investigator(s): Martin, Clark Section, Township, Range: S2, T23N, R5E 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Valley Local relief (concave, convex, none): flat Slope (%): 0.5 

Subregion (LRR):       Lat: 47.51495 Long: -122.14239 Datum:       

Soil Map Unit Name: RdC, Bh NWI classification: PEM/PSS 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes   No      (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation , Soil , Or Hydrology , significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes   No   

Are Vegetation , Soil , Or Hydrology , naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes   No   

Hydric Soil Present? Yes   No   

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes   No   

Is the Sampling Area within a Wetland? Yes  No   

Remarks:  

 

Soil Pit #3 is located on Colasurdo property, just east of the tributary along the access road.  Chose this location because there are horses south 
of the fence. The vegetation in this area is mowed and grazed. 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants 

Tree Stratum (Plot Size: 10m ) 
Absolute 
% Cover 

Dominant 
Species? 

Indicator 
Status 

Dominance Test Worksheet: 

1. None                   

2.                         

Number of Dominant Species That Are 
OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

? (A) 

3.                         

4.                         

Total Number of Dominant Species Across 
All Strata: 

2 (B) 

 0 = Total Cover 

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot Size: 10m )    

Percent of Dominant Species That Are 
OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

? (A/B) 

5. None                   Prevalence Index worksheet:  

6.                         Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 

7.                         OBL species       x1 =       

8.                         FACW species ? x2 = ? 

9.                         FAC species       x3 =       

 0 = Total Cover FACU species       x4 =       

Herb Stratum (Plot Size: 5m )    UPL species       x5 =       

10. Juncus effusus 51 Y FACW Column Totals:       (A)       (B) 

11. Unknown pasture grasses 42 Y ? Prevalence Index = B/A ? 

12. Ranunculus repens Trace N FACW Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

13. Moss species 5 N ? ? Dominance Test is >50% 

14.                         ? Prevalence Index is <3.01  

15.                         

16.                         
      

Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting data in 
Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

17.                               Wetland Non-Vascular Plants1 

18.                         Yes Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 

19.                           

20.                         

 98 = Total Cover 

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present, 
unless disturbed or problematic. 

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot Size:      )    

1.  Rubus procerus Trace N FACU 

2.                           

 98 = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum          
Hydrophytic Vegetation 
Present? Yes  No  

Remarks:  
Vegetation may be marginal, but it is difficult to determine because the area is highly disturbed with previous horse use.  Some of the 
dominant grass types cannot be determined due to the season and mowing.  Based on the large amount of juncus effusus, and the obvious 
indicators of hydrology and hydric soil we are assuming that the vegetation would be hydric if given an opportunity to naturally grow. 

 

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains, Valley, and Coast – Interim Version 



 

Project Site: May Creek Valley - DNRP 

SOIL Sampling Point: #3 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix  Redox Features  

(inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (Moist)  %  Type1  Loc2  Texture  Remarks 

0-6.5” 5YR 2.5/1 100                         Loamy sand Saturated to the surface 

6.5-11.5” 10YR 5/4 90 10YR 4/6 10 C M Silty loam       

11.5-16” 10YR 4/6 100                         Silty loam       

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      
1Type: C= Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.   2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 

 Histosol (A1)  Sandy Redox (S5)  2 cm Muck (A10) 

 Histic Epipedon (A2)  Stripped Matrix (S6)  Red Parent Material (TF2) 

 Black Histic (A3)  Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)  Other (Explain in Remarks) 

 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)   Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)   

 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  Depleted Matrix (F3) 

 Thick Dark Surface (A12)  Redox Dark Surface (F6) 

 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)  Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 

 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8) 

3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland 
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or 
problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type:       

Depth (Inches):       Hydric Soils Present? Yes  No  

Remarks: At line between A/B horizons, contained charcoal-like organic material. <1 cm band of mottles between A/B horizons. 

 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)  Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 

 Surface Water (A1)  Water-Stained Leaves (B9)   Water-Stained Leaves (B9)  

 High Water Table (A2)  (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B)  (MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 

 Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11)  Drainage Patterns (B10) 

 Water Marks (B1)  Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)  Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

 Sediment Deposits (B2)  Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

 Drift Deposits (B3)  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)  Geomorphic Position (D2) 

 Algal Mat or Crust (B4)  Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)  Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

 Iron Deposits (B5)  Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)  FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

 Surface Soil Cracks (B6)  Stunted or Stresses Plants (D1) (LRR A)  Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)  Other (Explain in Remarks)  Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)     

Field Observations:      

Surface Water Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches):       

Water Table Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches): 5.5” 

Saturation Present? 
(includes capillary fringe) 

Yes  No  Depth (inches): surface 

 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present? 

 
 
 
Yes 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
No 

 
 
 

 

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

Remarks:       

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains, Valley, and Coast – Interim Version 
 



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 
 

Project Site: May Creek Valley - DNRP City/County: King Sampling Date: 1-26-2010 

Applicant/Owner: King County DNRP State: WA Sampling Point: Soil Pit #4 

Investigator(s): Martin, Clark Section, Township, Range: S2, T23N, R5E 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Valley Local relief (concave, convex, none): flat Slope (%): 0.5 

Subregion (LRR):       Lat: 47.51495 Long: -122.14239 Datum:       

Soil Map Unit Name: RdC, Bh NWI classification: PEM/PSS 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes   No      (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation , Soil , Or Hydrology , significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes   No   

Are Vegetation , Soil , Or Hydrology , naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes   No   

Hydric Soil Present? Yes   No   

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes   No   

Is the Sampling Area within a Wetland? Yes  No   

Remarks:  

 

Soil Pit #4 is located just southeast of SE May Valley Rd/148th Avenue SE intersection. Pit dug at the northern extent of the Spirea near 148th. 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants 

Tree Stratum (Plot Size: 10m ) 
Absolute 
% Cover 

Dominant 
Species? 

Indicator 
Status 

Dominance Test Worksheet: 

1. Fraxinus latifolia 60 Y FACW 

2. Fruit tree 5 N ? 

Number of Dominant Species That Are 
OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

3 (A) 

3.                         

4.                         

Total Number of Dominant Species Across 
All Strata: 

3 (B) 

 65 = Total Cover 

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot Size: 10 m)    

Percent of Dominant Species That Are 
OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

100% (A/B) 

5. Spirea douglasii 15 N FACW Prevalence Index worksheet:  

6. Rosa pisocarpa 20 Y FAC Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 

7.                         OBL species       x1 =       

8.                         FACW species       x2 =       

9.                         FAC species       x3 =       

 35 = Total Cover FACU species       x4 =       

Herb Stratum (Plot Size: 5m )    UPL species       x5 =       

10. Phalaris arundinacea 100 Y FACW Column Totals:       (A)       (B) 

11.                         Prevalence Index = B/A =       

12.                         Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

13.                         Yes Dominance Test is >50% 

14.                               Prevalence Index is <3.01  

15.                         

16.                         
      

Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting data in 
Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

17.                               Wetland Non-Vascular Plants1 

18.                               Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 

19.                           

20.                         

 100 = Total Cover 

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present, 
unless disturbed or problematic. 

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot Size:      )    

1.                          

2.                           

 200 = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 0    
Hydrophytic Vegetation 
Present? Yes  No  

Remarks:  
      

 

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains, Valley, and Coast – Interim Version 



 

Project Site: May Creek Valley - DNRP 

SOIL Sampling Point: #4 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix  Redox Features  

(inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (Moist)  %  Type1  Loc2  Texture  Remarks 

0 - 8.5” 10YR 2/1 100                         Clay Oxidized roots 

8.5 – 13.5” 2.5Y 2.5/1 50 10YR 5/6 50             Clay Bottom 1/3 of layer has mottles 

13.5 – 18 10YR 2/1                               Clay Organic pieces, oxidized roots 

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      
1Type: C= Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.   2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 

 Histosol (A1)  Sandy Redox (S5)  2 cm Muck (A10) 

 Histic Epipedon (A2)  Stripped Matrix (S6)  Red Parent Material (TF2) 

 Black Histic (A3)  Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)  Other (Explain in Remarks) 

 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)   Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)   

 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  Depleted Matrix (F3) 

 Thick Dark Surface (A12)  Redox Dark Surface (F6) 

 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)  Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 

 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8) 

3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland 
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or 
problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type:       

Depth (Inches):       Hydric Soils Present? Yes  No  

Remarks: The soil in the third layer is actually darker than the color noted, but there was not a good match in the Munsell. 

 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)  Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 

 Surface Water (A1)  Water-Stained Leaves (B9)   Water-Stained Leaves (B9)  

 High Water Table (A2)  (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B)  (MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 

 Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11)  Drainage Patterns (B10) 

 Water Marks (B1)  Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)  Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

 Sediment Deposits (B2)  Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

 Drift Deposits (B3)  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)  Geomorphic Position (D2) 

 Algal Mat or Crust (B4)  Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)  Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

 Iron Deposits (B5)  Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)  FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

 Surface Soil Cracks (B6)  Stunted or Stresses Plants (D1) (LRR A)  Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)  Other (Explain in Remarks)  Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)     

Field Observations:      

Surface Water Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches):       

Water Table Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches): 4.5” 

Saturation Present? 
(includes capillary fringe) 

Yes  No  Depth (inches): surface 

 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present? 

 
 
 
Yes 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
No 

 
 
 

 

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

Remarks:       

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains, Valley, and Coast – Interim Version 
 



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 
 

Project Site: May Creek Valley - DNRP City/County: King Sampling Date: 1-28-2010 

Applicant/Owner: King County DNRP State: WA Sampling Point: Soil Pit #5 

Investigator(s): Miller, Clark Section, Township, Range: S2, T23N, R5E 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Valley Local relief (concave, convex, none): flat Slope (%): 0.5 

Subregion (LRR):       Lat: 47.51495 Long: -122.14239 Datum:       

Soil Map Unit Name: RdC, Bh NWI classification: PEM/PSS 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes   No      (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation , Soil , Or Hydrology , significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes   No   

Are Vegetation , Soil , Or Hydrology , naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes   No   

Hydric Soil Present? Yes   No   

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes   No   

Is the Sampling Area within a Wetland? Yes  No   

Remarks:  

 

Soil Pit #5 is located slightly east and just upslope of Soil Pit #4 (SE of May Valley Rd/148th Ave  SE intersection). Selected spot within the change 
from reed canarygrass to blackberry. 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants 

Tree Stratum (Plot Size: 10m) 
Absolute 
% Cover 

Dominant 
Species? 

Indicator 
Status 

Dominance Test Worksheet: 

1. Acer sp.* 25 Y FACU 

2. Prunus sp.* 15 Y FACU 

Number of Dominant Species That Are 
OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

1 (A) 

3.                         

4.                         

Total Number of Dominant Species Across 
All Strata: 

9 (B) 

 40 = Total Cover 

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot Size: 10m)    

Percent of Dominant Species That Are 
OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

10 (A/B) 

5. Oemlaria cerasiformis 20 Y FACU Prevalence Index worksheet:  

6. Corylus cornuta* 33 Y FACU Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 

7.                         OBL species 0 x1 = 0 

8.                         FACW species 20 x2 = 40 

9.                         FAC species 0 x3 = 0 

 53 = Total Cover FACU species 178 x4 = 712 

Herb Stratum (Plot Size: 5m)    UPL species 0 x5 = 0 

10. Polystichum munitum 20 Y FACU Column Totals: 198 (A) 752 (B) 

11. Pteridium aquilinum 20 Y FACU Prevalence Index = B/A = 3.8 

12. Phalaris arundinacea 20 Y FACW Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

13.                         No Dominance Test is >50% 

14.                         No Prevalence Index is <3.01  

15.                         

16.                         
No 

Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting data in 
Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

17.                         No Wetland Non-Vascular Plants1 

18.                         No Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 

19.                           

20.                         

 60 = Total Cover 

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present, 
unless disturbed or problematic. 

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot Size:      )    

1.  Rubus procerus 45 Y FACU 

2.                           

 198 = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum          
Hydrophytic Vegetation 
Present? Yes  No  

Remarks:  
*Vegetation was hard to identify. The cherry tree appears to be ornamental – it is next to an ornamental cedar and the maple appears to be a 
sugar maple and not a native maple, but it is hard to tell this time of year.   

 

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains, Valley, and Coast – Interim Version 



 

Project Site: May Creek Valley - DNRP 

SOIL Sampling Point: #5 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix  Redox Features  

(inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (Moist)  %  Type1  Loc2  Texture  Remarks 

0 – 18” 7.5YR 3/3 100 5YR 5/8 5             Clay Small mottles throughout 

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      
1Type: C= Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.   2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 

 Histosol (A1)  Sandy Redox (S5)  2 cm Muck (A10) 

 Histic Epipedon (A2)  Stripped Matrix (S6)  Red Parent Material (TF2) 

 Black Histic (A3)  Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)  Other (Explain in Remarks) 

 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)   Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)   

 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  Depleted Matrix (F3) 

 Thick Dark Surface (A12)  Redox Dark Surface (F6) 

 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)  Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 

 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8) 

3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland 
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or 
problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type:       

Depth (Inches):       Hydric Soils Present? Yes  No  

Remarks:       

 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)  Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 

 Surface Water (A1)  Water-Stained Leaves (B9)   Water-Stained Leaves (B9)  

 High Water Table (A2)  (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B)  (MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 

 Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11)  Drainage Patterns (B10) 

 Water Marks (B1)  Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)  Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

 Sediment Deposits (B2)  Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

 Drift Deposits (B3)  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)  Geomorphic Position (D2) 

 Algal Mat or Crust (B4)  Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)  Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

 Iron Deposits (B5)  Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)  FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

 Surface Soil Cracks (B6)  Stunted or Stresses Plants (D1) (LRR A)  Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)  Other (Explain in Remarks)  Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)     

Field Observations:      

Surface Water Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches):       

Water Table Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches):       

Saturation Present? 
(includes capillary fringe) 

Yes  No  Depth (inches):       

 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present? 

 
 
 
Yes 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
No 

 
 
 

 

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

Remarks: No indicators of hydrology are present here. 

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains, Valley, and Coast – Interim Version 
 



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 
 

Project Site: May Creek Valley - DNRP City/County: King Sampling Date: 2-24-2010 

Applicant/Owner: King County DNRP State: WA Sampling Point: Soil Pit #6 

Investigator(s): Miller, Clark Section, Township, Range: S2, T23N, R5E 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Valley Local relief (concave, convex, none): flat Slope (%): 0.5 

Subregion (LRR):       Lat: 47.51495 Long: -122.14239 Datum:       

Soil Map Unit Name: RdC, Bh NWI classification: PEM/PSS 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes   No      (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation , Soil , Or Hydrology , significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes   No   

Are Vegetation , Soil , Or Hydrology , naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes   No   

Hydric Soil Present? Yes   No   

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes   No   

Is the Sampling Area within a Wetland? Yes  No   

Remarks:  

 

      

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants 

Tree Stratum (Plot Size: 10m) 
Absolute 
% Cover 

Dominant 
Species? 

Indicator 
Status 

Dominance Test Worksheet: 

1. Thuja plicata 20 Y FAC 

2. Pseudotsuga menziesii 30 Y FACU* 

Number of Dominant Species That Are 
OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

3 (A) 

3. Alnus rubra 35 Y FAC 

4. Fraxinus latifolia 
  5.   Prunus spp. 

5 
5 

N 
N 

FACW 
FACU 

Total Number of Dominant Species Across 
All Strata: 

5 (B) 

 95 = Total Cover 

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot Size: 10m)    

Percent of Dominant Species That Are 
OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

60 (A/B) 

5. Oemleria cerasiformis 5 N FACU Prevalence Index worksheet:  

6. Rubus spectabilis 30 Y FAC Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 

7. Symphoricarpos albus 5 N FACU OBL species  x1 =  

8. Amelanchier alnifolia 20 Y FACU FACW species  x2 =  

9.                         FAC species  x3 =  

 60 = Total Cover FACU species  x4 =  

Herb Stratum (Plot Size: 5m)    UPL species  x5 =  

10. Polystichum munitum 2 N FACU Column Totals:  (A)  (B) 

11. moss species** 60 Y ? Prevalence Index = B/A = 3.4 

12.                         Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

13.                         Yes Dominance Test is >50% 

14.                          Prevalence Index is <3.01  

15.                         

16.                         
      

Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting data in 
Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

17.                               Wetland Non-Vascular Plants1 

18.                               Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 

19.                           

20.                         

 2 = Total Cover 

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present, 
unless disturbed or problematic. 

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot Size:      )    

1.  Rubus procerus 10 N FACU 

2.                           

 167 = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum          
Hydrophytic Vegetation 
Present? Yes  No  

Remarks:  
*The indicator status of douglas fir is still being studied. One of the fir trees in this plot was growing in standing water.  **We did not include 
the moss in the dominance calculations.  We also saw a trace of the native blackberry but did not include that because the amount was <1%. 
 
This area passes based on the dominance test, so based on this finding hydrophytic vegetation is determined to be present. 

 

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains, Valley, and Coast – Interim Version 



 

Project Site: May Creek Valley - DNRP 

SOIL Sampling Point: #6 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix  Redox Features  

(inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (Moist)  %  Type1  Loc2  Texture  Remarks 

0 – 5 “ 10YR 2/1 100                         Clay Almost to black to match the Munsell 

5 – 18” 10YR 2/1 100 Too small, faint 20 C M Clay Texture is even more sticky than top layer 

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      
1Type: C= Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.   2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 

 Histosol (A1)  Sandy Redox (S5)  2 cm Muck (A10) 

 Histic Epipedon (A2)  Stripped Matrix (S6)  Red Parent Material (TF2) 

 Black Histic (A3)  Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)  Other (Explain in Remarks) 

 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)   Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)   

 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  Depleted Matrix (F3) 

 Thick Dark Surface (A12)  Redox Dark Surface (F6) 

 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)  Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 

 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8) 

3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland 
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or 
problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type:       

Depth (Inches):       Hydric Soils Present? Yes  No  

Remarks: Both layers are clay, but the top layer is more crumbly and contains small gravels. 

 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)  Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 

 Surface Water (A1)  Water-Stained Leaves (B9)   Water-Stained Leaves (B9)  

 High Water Table (A2)  (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B)  (MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 

 Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11)  Drainage Patterns (B10) 

 Water Marks (B1)  Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)  Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

 Sediment Deposits (B2)  Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

 Drift Deposits (B3)  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)  Geomorphic Position (D2) 

 Algal Mat or Crust (B4)  Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)  Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

 Iron Deposits (B5)  Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)  FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

 Surface Soil Cracks (B6)  Stunted or Stresses Plants (D1) (LRR A)  Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)  Other (Explain in Remarks)  Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)     

Field Observations:      

Surface Water Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches):       

Water Table Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches): 9” 

Saturation Present? 
(includes capillary fringe) 

Yes  No  Depth (inches): surface 

 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present? 

 
 
 
Yes 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
No 

 
 
 

 

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

Remarks:       

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains, Valley, and Coast – Interim Version 
 



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 
 

Project Site: May Creek Valley - DNRP City/County: King Sampling Date: 2-24-2010 

Applicant/Owner: King County DNRP State: WA Sampling Point: Soil Pit #7 

Investigator(s): Miller, Martin, Clark Section, Township, Range: S2, T23N, R5E 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Valley Local relief (concave, convex, none): flat Slope (%): 0.5 

Subregion (LRR):       Lat: 47.51495 Long: -122.14239 Datum:       

Soil Map Unit Name: RdC, Bh NWI classification: PEM/PSS 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes   No      (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation , Soil , Or Hydrology , significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes   No   

Are Vegetation , Soil , Or Hydrology , naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes   No   

Hydric Soil Present? Yes   No   

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes   No   

Is the Sampling Area within a Wetland? Yes  No   

Remarks:  

 

This pit is located on the southwest side of May Creek near fence posts.  The hole was pre-existing – it appears it may be leftover from when the 
fence was installed.  

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants 

Tree Stratum (Plot Size: 10m) 
Absolute 
% Cover 

Dominant 
Species? 

Indicator 
Status 

Dominance Test Worksheet: 

1. None                   

2.                         

Number of Dominant Species That Are 
OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

2 (A) 

3.                         

4.                         

Total Number of Dominant Species Across 
All Strata: 

2 (B) 

 0 = Total Cover 

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot Size: 10m)    

Percent of Dominant Species That Are 
OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

100 (A/B) 

5. Spirea douglasii 25 Y FACW Prevalence Index worksheet:  

6.                         Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 

7.                         OBL species       x1 =       

8.                         FACW species       x2 =       

9.                         FAC species       x3 =       

 25 = Total Cover FACU species       x4 =       

Herb Stratum (Plot Size: 5m )    UPL species       x5 =       

10. Phalaris arundinacea 75 Y FACW Column Totals:       (A)       (B) 

11.                         Prevalence Index = B/A =       

12.                         Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

13.                         Yes Dominance Test is >50% 

14.                               Prevalence Index is <3.01  

15.                         

16.                         
      

Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting data in 
Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

17.                               Wetland Non-Vascular Plants1 

18.                               Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 

19.                           

20.                         

 75 = Total Cover 

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present, 
unless disturbed or problematic. 

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot Size: 10m )    

1.  None                   

2.                           

 100 = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 0    
Hydrophytic Vegetation 
Present? Yes  No  

Remarks:  
Some riparian plantings at edge of plot were recently installed, and are too small to provide any coverage.  We excluded those plantings from 
this plot. 
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Project Site: May Creek Valley - DNRP 

SOIL Sampling Point: #7 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix  Redox Features  

(inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (Moist)  %  Type1  Loc2  Texture  Remarks 

0 – 2” Duff layer                                     Mostly reed canarygrass roots 

2 – 18” 10 YR 3/2 80 5YR 5/8 20% C PL, M clay       

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      
1Type: C= Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.   2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 

 Histosol (A1)  Sandy Redox (S5)  2 cm Muck (A10) 

 Histic Epipedon (A2)  Stripped Matrix (S6)  Red Parent Material (TF2) 

 Black Histic (A3)  Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)  Other (Explain in Remarks) 

 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)   Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)   

 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  Depleted Matrix (F3) 

 Thick Dark Surface (A12)  Redox Dark Surface (F6) 

 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)  Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 

 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8) 

3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland 
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or 
problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type:       

Depth (Inches):       Hydric Soils Present? Yes  No  

Remarks:       

 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)  Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 

 Surface Water (A1)  Water-Stained Leaves (B9)   Water-Stained Leaves (B9)  

 High Water Table (A2)  (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B)  (MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 

 Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11)  Drainage Patterns (B10) 

 Water Marks (B1)  Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)  Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

 Sediment Deposits (B2)  Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

 Drift Deposits (B3)  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)  Geomorphic Position (D2) 

 Algal Mat or Crust (B4)  Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)  Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

 Iron Deposits (B5)  Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)  FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

 Surface Soil Cracks (B6)  Stunted or Stresses Plants (D1) (LRR A)  Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)  Other (Explain in Remarks)  Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)     

Field Observations:      

Surface Water Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches):       

Water Table Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches): 12” 

Saturation Present? 
(includes capillary fringe) 

Yes  No  Depth (inches): surface 

 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present? 

 
 
 
Yes 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
No 

 
 
 

 

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

Remarks:       

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains, Valley, and Coast – Interim Version 
 



May Creek Channel Restoration 28 March 2010 
Wetland Delineation 

Appendix C – Wetland Photos 



 



  
Photo 1: Typical May Valley flooding looking south from SE May 
Valley Road in central portion of study area (January 26, 2010) 

 

 
Photo 2: Looking south at an undeveloped portion of the wetland 

just east of 148th Avenue SE (January 21, 2010) 

 
Photo 3:  Scrub-shrub portion of the wetland near Soil Pit #1 in 

southwestern quadrant of the study area (January 21, 2010) 
 

 
Photo 4:  Hydric soil at Soil Pit #4 in the northwestern quadrant of 

the study area (January 26, 2010) 

May Creek Channel Restoration 29 March 2010 
Wetland Delineation 



 
Photo 5: Southern extent of the wetland near Soil Pit #3 in the 

southeastern quadrant of the study area (January 26, 2010) 

 
Photo 6: May Creek in the central portion of study area where less 
overbank flooding occurs due to floodplain fill (January 21, 2010) 

 

 
Photo 7: May Creek in the eastern portion of the study area where 

prolonged overbank flooding occurs (January 26, 2010) 

 
Photo 8:  Flooded pasture areas within the wetland in the central 

portion of the study area (January 21, 2010) 
 

May Creek Channel Restoration 30 March 2010 
Wetland Delineation 



 
Photo 9: Hydric soil in Soil Pit #6 in the northwestern quadrant of 

the study area (February 24, 2010) 

 
Photo 10: Fill area at the northwestern side of the study area 

outside the wetland boundary (February 24, 2010) 
 

 
Photo 11: Wetland area on the south side of May Creek on the 

west side of 148th Avenue SE (March 1, 2010) 

 
Photo 12: Wetland boundary on the south side of May Creek on 
the west side of 148th Avenue SE where the blackberry begins to 

grow into the reed canarygrass (March 1, 2010) 

May Creek Channel Restoration 31 March 2010 
Wetland Delineation 
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	ADP34.tmp
	Remarks: 
	SP #1 south of creek just west of barbed wire fence (probably 1st property east of 148th) – about 30-35 feet south of creek.
	Remarks: 

	ADP3C.tmp
	Remarks: 
	Too many grasses were present that we could not identify given the time of year for us to feel confident about the vegetation analysis; however, we are comfortable in saying this sample area is not within a wetland because the hydric soil and hydrology are not present.
	Remarks: 

	ADP44.tmp
	Remarks: 
	Soil Pit #3 is located on Colasurdo property, just east of the tributary along the access road.  Chose this location because there are horses south of the fence. The vegetation in this area is mowed and grazed.
	Remarks: 

	ADP4C.tmp
	Remarks: 
	Soil Pit #4 is located just southeast of SE May Valley Rd/148th Avenue SE intersection. Pit dug at the northern extent of the Spirea near 148th.
	Remarks: 

	ADP54.tmp
	Remarks: 
	Soil Pit #5 is located slightly east and just upslope of Soil Pit #4 (SE of May Valley Rd/148th Ave  SE intersection). Selected spot within the change from reed canarygrass to blackberry.
	Remarks: 

	ADP5C.tmp
	Remarks: 
	     
	Remarks: 

	ADP64.tmp
	Remarks: 
	This pit is located on the southwest side of May Creek near fence posts.  The hole was pre-existing – it appears it may be leftover from when the fence was installed. 
	Remarks: 




