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REVISED WETLAND DELINEATION REPORT 
WEST BRANCH OF THE LITTLE SPOKANE RIVER  

BETWEEN FERTILE VALLEY ROAD AND HARWORTH ROAD 
PEND OREILLE COUNTY, WASHINGTON 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. was contracted by the Pend Oreille Conservation District (POCD) to 
conduct a wetland delineation of the wetland complex associated with the West Branch of the 
Little Spokane River between Fertile Valley Road and Harworth Road (referred to herein as the 
site) in Pend Oreille County, Washington (Sections 34 and 35, Township 31 North, Range 
43 East).  The purpose of the wetland delineation was to provide a determination of the extent, 
limits, and categories of wetlands associated with the approximately 1.25-mile reach of the West 
Branch of the Little Spokane River to aid in discussions between the POCD, the residents along 
Sacheen Lake, and the residents along the West Branch of the Little Spokane River.  This work 
was authorized by Mr. George Stuivenga of POCD and was performed in accordance with Work 
Order No. 18257 under our State of Washington General Administration Contract No. 30700. 

The scope of services for this project was limited to the following tasks:  

 Review background information available for the site, including the Sacheen Lake 
National Wetland Inventory Map, Soil Survey of Pend Oreille County Area, Sacheen 
Lake U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Topographic Map, and aerial photographs of the 
site provided by the Pend Oreille County Conservation District.   

 Identify and delineate wetlands found on the subject property that meet the three-
parameter jurisdictional definition as established by the Washington State Department of 
Ecology (Ecology) 1997 Wetland Identification and Delineation Manual. 

 Classify the site wetlands using Ecology’s Washington State Wetland Rating System for 
Eastern Washington - Revised (Ecology Publication #04-06-15). 

 Prepare a site map showing the approximate extent of the identified wetlands using 
Global Positioning System (GPS) points of the wetland boundary flags and data plot flags 
located in the field.   

 Prepare a wetland delineation report describing our methods and the results of our 
fieldwork.   
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2.0 SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

The project area includes a broad expanse of wetland located along the West Branch of the Little 
Spokane River, between Fertile Valley Road and Harworth Road, in Pend Oreille County, 
Washington (Figure 1).  The West Branch of the Little Spokane River is tributary to Spokane 
River and part of Water Resource Index Area 55 (WRIA 55) and USGS Hydrologic Unit Code 
(HUC) 17010308.   

The headwaters of the West Branch of the Little Spokane River begin approximately 8 miles 
upstream in Diamond Lake, which drains through Moon Creek and into Sacheen Lake.  Sacheen 
Lake is located immediately upstream (east) of the site and Fertile Valley Road.  Sacheen Lake is 
listed on the 2004 303(d) list of impaired water bodies by Ecology for total phosphorus and fecal 
coliform.  Both of these water quality parameters are commonly associated with residential and 
agriculture land uses, which are present on and upstream of Sacheen Lake.  The outlet for 
Sacheen Lake is via the West Branch of the Little Spokane River.  It flows downstream in a 
southwest to south direction for approximately 14 miles through the project site, then through a 
series of lakes (Trout Lake, Horseshoe Lake, Fan Lake, and Eloika Lake) to its confluence with 
the Little Spokane River. 

The approximate 1.25-mile reach of the West Branch of the Little Spokane River, which was the 
focus of our wetland delineation, is known to have significant beaver activity.  This was evident 
during our wetland delineation; four beaver dens, one beaver dam, active beaver browse, and 
numerous beaver slides were observed.  Local residents have attributed the increasing extent of 
wetland along the river and the increasing water level within Lake Sacheen to beaver activity.   

3.0 METHODS 

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. conducted the wetland delineation fieldwork between September 25 
and 28, 2006.  Wetlands were delineated using methods described in the Ecology 1997 Wetland 
Identification and Delineation Manual.  Site conditions were observed by walking the site to 
identify plant community types and wetland classification types.  Wetland presence and 
boundaries were delineated by routine method delineation.  Appendix A includes a complete 
description of methodology used. 
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Data plots were characterized within identified wetland and upland plant community types to 
help describe general conditions at the site.  Information on vegetation, soils, and hydrology was 
collected at each data plot.  These data plots were located near the upland/wetland interface to 
more accurately determine the boundaries of on-site wetlands, or in areas which exhibited 
conditions similar to wetlands (i.e., drainage patterns and hydrophytic vegetation).  Information 
gathered at these locations is provided in Appendix B. 

Wetland areas were determined using the triple-parameter approach, which considers vegetation 
types, soil conditions, and hydrologic conditions.  For an area to be considered wetland, it must 
display each of the following:  (a) dominant plant species that are considered hydrophytic by the 
accepted classification indicators; (b) soils that are considered hydric under the federal 
definition; and (c) indications of wetland hydrology, in accordance with the federal definition.  
Please see Appendix A for more information and categorization of hydrophytic vegetation, 
hydric soils, and wetland hydrology. 

Identified wetland boundaries were delineated with pink flagging.  Data point locations were 
flagged with florescent green flagging. 

4.0 DOCUMENT REVIEW 

Background information pertaining to the wetland site was collected and reviewed for its 
usefulness.  These information sources included: 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetland Inventory (NWI) Map of 
Sacheen Lake, Washington Quadrangle, accessed through the USFWS Wetland Mapper 
website. 

 USGS Map of Sacheen Lake, Washington Quadrangle, 1:24,000 scale (USGS, 1992). 

 U.S. Soil Conservation Service (SCS) Soil Survey of Pend Oreille County Area, 
Washington – Sheet No. 68 (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1992). 

 Pend Oreille County Resource Lands & Critical Areas Ordinance No. 92-4 (Pend Oreille 
County, revised 1996). 

 Pend Oreille County Shoreline Master Plan (Pend Oreille County, 1974) 

The USFWS NWI map (Figure 2) depicted a wetland complex within the subject property 
comprised of multiple patches of three Cowardin wetland classes, including palustrine emergent, 
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persistent, seasonally flooded (PEM1C); palustrine scrub shrub, persistent, seasonally flooded 
(PSS1C); and palustrine aquatic bed, floating vascular, permanently flooded (PAB4H).  Several 
additional wetlands were mapped in the vicinity of the subject property, including downstream of 
Harworth Road. 

The Pend Oreille County Soil Survey (SCS, 1992) maps the site as containing Borosaprists, 
ponded; Dufort very stony silt loam; Rock outcrop—Moscow complex—30 to 65 percent slopes; 
and Uncus muck (Figure 3).  Of these four soil types, Borosaprists and Uncus muck are very 
poorly drained and are identified as hydric soils on the Pend Oreille hydric soil list.  Rock 
outcrop—Moscow complex—and Dufort very stony silt loam are well-drained soil types and are 
not considered hydric soils.   

5.0 WETLAND AREAS AND STREAM 

One large wetland complex (Wetland A) was identified and delineated along the banks of the 
West Branch of the Little Spokane River, between Fertile Valley Road and Harworth Road.  The 
wetland boundary was primarily established based on the vegetation and topographic changes as 
well as evidence of soil saturation and hydric soil indicators.  While data were recorded at 
19 data plots (8 upland plots and 11 wetland plots), several other soil pits and sites were 
examined to establish the wetland boundaries.  Data sheets are included in Appendix B.   

A summary of the project area wetlands and uplands follows.  Vegetation is described below by 
common name, with the scientific name and indicator status in parentheses.  Soils are described 
with the associated Munsell Color Charts color in parentheses.  Appendix A includes vegetation 
indicator status definitions and Munsell Color Charts information.   

5.1 Wetland A 

Wetland A (approximately 118.7 acres), located within the upper reaches of the Fertile Valley, 
along the banks of the West Branch of the Little Spokane River (Figure 4), is comprised of 
multiple wetland classes as defined by Cowardin, including palustrine aquatic bed (PAB), 
palustrine emergent (PEM), and palustrine scrub shrub (PSS), Figure 5.  Wetland A also is 
comprised of a range of hydrologic regimes, including a permanently flowing stream (West 
Branch of the Little Spokane River) and permanently flooded, seasonally flooded, occasionally 
flooded, and saturated wetlands. 
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The broad expanse of wetland is densely vegetated with both native and non-native species.  In 
portions of the permanently flooded river channel, vegetation (where present) was dominated by 
yellow pond-lily (Nuphar luteum, OBL).  In permanently and seasonally flooded areas along the 
river banks, and in lower depressions where seasonal streams enter the wetland, common cattail 
(Typha latifolia, OBL), yellow flag iris (Iris pseudacorus, OBL), skunk cabbage (Lysichiton 
americanum, OBL), and spirea (Spiraea douglasii, FACW) were dominant.  Pacific willow 
(Salix lucida, FACW+), Scouler willow (Salix scouleriana, FAC), black hawthorn (Crataegus 
douglasii, FAC), red alder (Alnus rubra, FAC), Oregon ash (Fraxinus latifolia, FACW), and 
black cottonwood (Populus balsamifera, FAC), as well as large patches of reed canarygrass 
(Phalaris arundinacea, FACW), were typically dominant in seasonally saturated to occasionally 
flooded areas along the wetland fringe.  The plant indicator status for plant species found within 
the wetland ranged from FAC to OBL, which meets the criterion for hydrophytic vegetation. 

Wetland soils were analyzed for color, texture, and moisture content.  In permanently flooded 
areas, soils consisted of black (10YR 2/1) muck to at least 18 inches.  In seasonally flooded 
areas, soils typically consisted of 10 inches of black (7.5YR 2.5/1 and 10YR 2/1) muck or highly 
organic silt loam over very dark gray (10YR 3/1) to dark gray (5Y 4/1) silty clay loam to loamy 
silt.  In general, water was observed within the top 12 inches of these soils during our site visit. 

In seasonally saturated to occasionally inundated areas, soils were typically disturbed and 
consisted of 1 to 2 inches of black (10YR 2/1) to very dark brown (10YR 2/2) loam over 5 to 
9 inches of brown (10YR 4/3) to olive brown (2.5Y 4/3) gravelly sand.  Subsoils consisted of 
compacted black (7.5YR 2.5/1) to dark gray (2.5Y 4/1) silty loam/silty clay.  Soil saturation was 
typically observed in the top 12 inches of the occasionally flooded areas, and was generally not 
observed (but presumed present in the early spring) in the seasonally saturated areas. 

5.2 Uplands 

The vegetation of the adjacent upland buffer was comprised of Ponderosa pine (Pinus 
ponderosa, FACU-), western red cedar (Thuja plicata, FAC), western larch (Larix occidentalis, 
FACU+), cascara (Rhamnus purshiana, FAC-), red alder (Alnus rubra, FAC), spirea (Spiraea 
douglasii, FACW), common snowberry (Symphoricarpos albus, FACU), dull Oregon grape 
(Berberis nervosa, FACU), red osier dogwood (Cornus sericea, FACW), rose (Rosa spp. – most 
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likely Rosa gymnocarpa, FACU), oceanspray (Holodiscus discolor, NI), bracken fern (Pteridium 
aquilinum, FACU), and a variety of native and introduced grasses. 

The upland soils were dry and typically comprised of 3 to 4 inches of fibrous roots and duff over 
10 to 14 inches of very dark brown (10YR 2/2) to very dark grayish-brown (10YR 3/2) loam or 
sandy loam.  Subsoils consisted of dark grayish-brown (10YR 4/2) to dark yellowish-brown 
(10YR 4/4) sand to silt loam.  Some upland locations around the perimeter of the wetland were 
comprised of exposed granite outcrops.  These areas are not represented in the upland data plots 
because no soil pit could be installed.   

6.0 PROJECT AREA HISTORY AND AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH REVIEW 

6.1 Project Area History 

The following project area history is based on an interview with Jeff Lawlor from Washington 
State Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW). 

A 1957 survey of the project area, conducted by WDFW prior to the installation of the fish 
management structure upstream of Harworth Road, indicated that Sacheen Lake had an elevation 
of 98 feet, and that beaver dams in the project area ranged in elevation from 98 feet (closest to 
Sacheen Lake) to approximately 96 feet (closest to Harworth Road).  During this survey, it was 
noted by the WDFW engineer that the river bed contained gravels.  Following the survey, the 
fish management structure was constructed between 1959 and 1960.   

In 1987, the project area was resurveyed by WDFW due to concerns by residents along Sacheen 
Lake that the fish management structure was reason for a rising lake level.  At that time, Lake 
Sacheen’s elevation was 101 feet, and the beaver dams in the area ranged in elevation from 
101 to 97 feet.  Mr. Lawlor indicated it was WDFW’s determination that beaver dams, 
specifically those dams closest to Sacheen Lake, are responsible for the higher lake levels.  
According to Mr. Lawlor, when beavers are disturbed, they will become increasingly active and 
their dams will become higher than the original dam elevations.  Mr. Lawlor remarked that it is 
WDFW’s opinion that the 3-foot change in elevation from 1957 to 1987 is due to periodic 
destruction and/or disruption of the beaver dams in the project area. 



 

 
 
21-1-12201-001-R1rev.doc/wp/FRWRK 21-1-12201-001 

7 

In the late 1990s, Ecology removed all of the beaver dams in the project area as part of a water 
quality study on Sacheen Lake.  The stated rationale for the beaver dam removal was that the 
dams would create water level fluctuations, which would impact the results of their study.   

In the early part of 2000, residents in the area removed beaver dams that were built subsequent to 
Ecology’s activities in the late 1990s.  Mr. Lawlor indicated that the beaver dam removal in 2000 
significantly reduced the available wetland hydrology, and that turbid water associated with the 
beaver dam removal was reportedly observed at Harworth Road.   

Since 2000, WDFW has permitted the POCD through an approved hydraulic permit approval 
(HPA) to place beaver tubes and beaver deceivers in the existing project area beaver dams, and 
to maintain beaver dam elevations by removing new debris added to dams, to try to lower the 
stream and Sacheen Lake water level to an agreed-upon water level of 7.9 feet, as represented on 
a staff gauge located beneath Fertile Valley Road (the actual elevation of the marker is unknown 
at this time).  During our site visit, the lake water level was measured at 8.4 feet on this staff 
gauge. 

6.2 Aerial Photograph Review 

At POCD’s request, we reviewed aerial photographs from 2002, 1995, 1991, 1970, and 1955 to 
evaluate how the boundary of Wetland A may have changed over time (Figures 4, 6, 7, 8, and 9).  
We overlaid the delineated/approximated wetland boundary onto the historic aerial photographs; 
however, the aerial photographs were not geo-referenced, and distortions in distances are likely 
to have occurred.  We also compared the historical aerial photographs to Jeff Lawlor’s account 
of historical activities that have occurred in the project area (see Section 5.1).  The month in 
which each of the historical aerial photographs was taken was not provided.  Therefore, observed 
or unobserved changes may be the result of seasonal variations. 

In general, it appears that the wetland boundary has not significantly changed since 1955.  It 
appears that the majority of Wetland A has been dominated by herbaceous species, with an open 
water/aquatic bed component along the stream corridor and shrub-scrub vegetation on the fringes 
of the wetland and in areas farther from the stream corridor.  

The 1970 aerial photograph shows a white area within the stream channel immediately 
downstream of Sacheen Lake.  It appears that this white area is exposed sand or gravel within the 
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upper reaches of the stream channel.  If this is the case, it is unknown if the sand/gravel was 
exposed due to removal of the beaver dams, which we understand occurred regularly during this 
time.  However, this sand/gravel is not observable in the other historical aerial photographs.  It is 
also possible that the white area was not sand/gravel but was instead a glare off of the water in 
this area when the photograph was taken.   

In 1991, a large area of open water was observable in Wetland A just east of the large upland 
island in the center of the wetland.  The open-water area is not observable in the other aerial 
photographs.  However, it is unknown at what time during the year the aerial photographs were 
taken, and it may be that the 1991 photograph was taken in the early spring, just after snow melt 
(when the water table is at its highest), and that the other photographs were taken in late fall 
(when the water table is expected to be at its lowest).   

It is our understanding that the stream elevation has increased since 1957 (see Section 5.1).  
However, changes in the wetland boundary and/or wetland vegetation as a result of the water 
level increase were not observable in the aerial photographs reviewed. 

7.0 WETLAND AND STREAM REGULATIONS 

7.1 Local Regulations 

7.1.1 Wetlands 

 Wetlands and streams are currently regulated through the Pend Oreille County’s Interim 
Development Regulations.  These regulations are the compilation of previous development-
focused ordinances, such as Pend Oreille County’s Resource Lands and Critical Areas Ordinance 
No. 92-4 and the Pend Oreille County Shoreline Master Plan.  Based on these interim 
regulations, which are scheduled to be codified in late-June to early-July 2007, wetlands are 
required to be rated using the Washington State Wetland Rating System for Eastern Washington, 
published in 2004 (Ecology Publication No. 04-06-15).  This requirement is the result of a recent 
amendment to the previous Pend Oreille County Resource Lands and Critical Areas Ordinances 
No. 92-4, which had required the use of the original Washington State Wetland Rating System 
for Eastern Washington (Ecology Publication No. 91-058) published in 1991.  Using the 2004 
rating system, Wetland A was rated as a Category II wetland (see Appendix C for the completed 
wetland rating form for Wetland A).   
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 Because the surrounding land use is low intensity (private access roads, local access 
county roads, single-family dwellings at a density less than or equal to one dwelling unit per 
acre), Pend Oreille County will likely require a 25-foot buffer around Wetland A.  If future 
proposed development or activities meet the definition of high intensity, then the buffer around 
the wetland in that area would likely be 100 feet. 

7.1.2 Streams 

 The West Branch of the Little Spokane River is regulated by Pend Oreille County as a 
Type 1 stream, because it is considered a shoreline of the state (see Section 6.1.3).  Pend Oreille 
County requires a 150-foot buffer from the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) of Type 1 
streams. 

7.1.3 Shorelines 

 The West Branch of the Little Spokane River is also regulated by Pend Oreille County as 
a shoreline of the state.  Activities that materially interfere with the normal public use of the 
water or shoreline may require a shoreline substantial development permit.  Required setbacks 
from the OHWM of a shoreline of the state, such as the West Branch of the Little Spokane River, 
vary under the current Pend Oreille County Shoreline Master Plan from 25 to 75 feet depending 
upon the proposed activity.  Wetlands associated with shorelines of the state do not have 
additional setbacks or buffers associated with them.   

 Proposed activities by POCD may be exempt from shoreline regulations if the activities 
are part of a “watershed restoration plan.”  A watershed restoration plan is defined as a plan 
developed or sponsored by a tribe, or a state or local agency (including conservation districts), 
which provides a general program and implementation measures or actions for the preservation, 
restoration, recreation, or enhancement of the natural resources, character, and ecology of a 
stream, stream segment, drainage area, or watershed for which agency and public review has 
been conducted pursuant to Chapter 43.21C of the Revised Code of Washington.   

 POCD will need to coordinate with Pend Oreille County to receive a shoreline exemption 
letter and/or a shoreline substantial development permit prior to any work in or adjacent to the 
West Branch of the Little Spokane River and associated wetlands. 
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7.2 State Regulations 

Washington State, through the Department of Ecology, has the authority to issue Clean Water 
Act Section 401 Water Quality Certifications for most projects that require an U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (Corps) permit under Section 404 (see Section 6.3).  The purpose of the 
certification process is to ensure that federally permitted activities comply with the federal Clean 
Water Act, state water quality laws, and any other applicable state laws.  Some general 
requirements for Section 401, if it is required as part of negotiated actions following discussions 
between the POCD, the residents along Sacheen Lake, and the residents along the West Branch 
of the Little Spokane River, include:  (a) pollution spill prevention and response measures, (b) 
disposal of excavated or dredged material in upland areas, (c) use of fill material that does not 
compromise water quality, (d) clear identification of construction boundaries, and (e) site access 
to the permitting agency for inspection. 

WDFW regulates activities that use, divert, obstruct, or change the natural flow or bed of state 
waters.  Activities that cross streams and/or are conducted below the OHWM of streams would 
likely require another HPA from WDFW. 

7.3 Federal Regulations 

The Corps Section 404 review process is required for projects involving discharges of dredge or 
fill material into the waters of the United States, including non-isolated wetlands and streams.   

Any proposed work located within a jurisdictional wetland and/or below the OHWM of a stream 
will require a nationwide permit (NWP) or an individual permit from the Corps.  The nationwide 
permits were revised and reissued in March 2007. 

8.0 CLOSURE 

The findings and conclusions documented in this report have been prepared for specific 
application to this project, and have been developed in a manner consistent with that level of care 
and skill normally exercised by members of the environmental science profession currently 
practicing under similar conditions in the area, and in accordance with the terms and conditions 
set forth in our agreement.  The conclusions and recommendations presented in this report are 
professional opinions based on interpretation of information currently available to us, and are 
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APPENDIX A 
 

WETLAND DELINEATION METHODOLOGY 
 
 
The triple-parameter approach, as required in the “Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation 
Manual” (March 1987) and the “Washington State Wetlands Identification and Delineation 
Manual” (March 1997), was used to identify and delineate the wetlands on the site described in 
this report.  Under this methodology, vegetation, soils, and hydrology are each evaluated to 
determine the presence or absence of wetlands.  Based on the use of this method, an area is 
considered to be a wetland if each of the following is met:  (a) dominant hydrophytic vegetation 
is present in the area, (b) the soils in the area are hydric, and (c) the necessary hydrologic 
conditions within the area are met.  

Corresponding upland and wetland plots were recorded to more accurately determine the 
boundaries of on-site wetlands. 

A.1 WETLAND VEGETATION 

Hydrophytic plants are plant species specially adapted for saturated and/or anaerobic conditions.  
These species can be found in areas where there is a significant duration and frequency of 
inundation, which produces permanently or periodically saturated soils.  Hydrophytic species, 
due to morphological, physiological, and reproductive adaptations, have the ability to grow, 
effectively compete, reproduce, and thrive in anaerobic soil.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(Corps) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) have assigned indicator status to many 
plant species, based on the estimated probability of the species existing under wetland 
conditions.  Plants are categorized as Obligate (OBL), Facultative Wetland (FACW), Facultative 
(FAC), Facultative Upland (FACU), and Upland (UPL).  Species with an indicator status of 
OBL, FACW, or FAC are considered to be adaptive to saturated and/or anaerobic (i.e., wetland) 
conditions and are referred to as hydrophytic vegetation (Table A-1). 



 
 
21-1-12201-001-R1rev-AA.doc/wp/FRWRK  21-1-12201-001 

A-2 

TABLE A-1 
DEFINITIONS OF PLANT INDICATOR STATUS 

Plant Indicator Status Categories 

Obligate Wetland Plants (OBL) – Plants that occur in wetlands, under natural conditions, approximately 99 percent 
of the time. 
Facultative Wetland Plants (FACW) – Plants that occur in wetlands approximately 67 to 99 percent of the time. 
Facultative (FAC) – Plants that are as likely to be found in wetlands as in non-wetlands; approximately 34 to 66 
percent of the time in either. 
Facultative Upland Plants (FACU) – Plants that occur in non-wetlands approximately 1 to 33 percent of the time. 
Obligate Upland Plants (UPL) – Plants that occur in non-wetlands, under natural conditions, approximately 99 
percent of the time. 
No Indicator (NI) – Species that have not been given an indicator status, and assumed to be upland. 

Source: National List of Plant Species that Occur in Wetlands:  Northwest (Region 9).  U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service Biological Report 88(26.9).  (Revised 1993) 89 p. 

 
 
Trees within a 30-foot radius, shrubs within a 15-foot radius, and herbs within a 5-foot radius of 
each data point were identified and noted.  The approximate percentage of cover for each of the 
different plant species occurring within the tree, shrub, and herb strata were determined.  
Dominant plant species are considered to be those that, when cumulatively totaled in descending 
order of abundance, exceed 50 percent of the aerial cover for each vegetative stratum.  Any 
additional species individually representing 20 percent or greater of the total aerial cover for each 
vegetative strata are also considered dominant. 

The indicator status of the dominant plant species within each of the vegetative strata is used to 
determine the presence of hydrophytic vegetation near each data point.  A data point considered 
to have hydrophytic vegetation is greater than 50 percent of the dominant plant species within 
the area had an indicator statue of OBL, FACW, or FAC. 

A.2 HYDRIC SOILS 

Hydric soils are defined as those that are saturated, flooded, or ponded long enough during the 
growing season to develop anaerobic conditions that favor the growth and regeneration of 
hydrophytic vegetation.  As a result of anaerobic conditions, hydric soils exhibit characteristics 
directly observable in the field, including high organic matter content, greenish or bluish gray 
color (gley formation), accumulation of sulfidic material, spots of orange or yellow color 
(mottling), and dark soil colors (low chromas), Table A-2. 
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TABLE A-2 
HYDRIC SOIL INDICATORS 

Hydric Indicator Diagnostic Criteria 

Organic Content >50 percent by volume (constitutes organic soil) 
Sulfidic Material “Rotten egg” odor 

Matrix Chroma of 2 or less in mottled soils 
Matrix Chroma of 1 or less in unmottled soils Soil Color 
Gleyed colors 

Water Saturation Soil saturated at 0.5, 1.0, or 1.5 feet from the surface (depending on the soil drainage class 
and permeability) for a significant period during the growing season. 
Hue: Indicates the dominant spectral color (i.e., red, yellow, green, blue, and purple).
Value: Measure of degree of darkness or lightness of the color. Soil Color 

Definitions 
Chroma: Measure of the purity or strength of the color. 

Source: Environmental Laboratory, 1987, Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual Technical Report 
Y-87-1, U.S. Army Waterways Experiment Station, Vicksburg, Mississippi. 

 
 
Throughout a large portion of the area delineated as wetland, identification of hydric soils was 
aided through observation of surface hydrologic characteristics and indicators of wetland 
hydrology (e.g., drainage patterns).  The extent of hydric soils was defined through direct soil 
observation within several data points, placed both inside and outside the wetland.  Soil 
observations were completed within soil holes dug with a shovel to a depth of at least 18 inches 
below the existing ground surface.  Soil organic content was estimated visually and texturally.  
Soil colors were determined through analysis of the hue, value, and chroma best represented in 
the Munsell Soil Color Chart.  A soil chroma of 2 in combination with soil mottling or a soil 
chroma of 1 without mottling typically indicates a hydric soil if within 10 inches of the surface, 
or directly below the A horizon. 

A.3 WETLAND HYDROLOGY 

Soils were examined for the presence of hydrology.  Wetland hydrologic characteristics develop 
during periods when the soils are inundated permanently or periodically, or when the soil is 
continuously saturated to the surface for sufficient duration to develop hydric soils and to support 
vegetation typically adapted for life in periodically anaerobic conditions.  Wetland hydrology 
criteria were considered to be satisfied if it appeared that wetland hydrology was present for at 
least 5 to 12 percent (12 to 29 days) of the growing season.  The growing season begins when the 
soil reaches a temperature of 41 degrees Fahrenheit in the zone of root penetration.  The growing 
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season in Newport, Pend Oreille County, Washington, is typically considered to be from May 12 
to September 22 (122 days).  The Seattle District Corps requires 14 consecutive days of 
inundation or saturation for a soil to be a hydric soil.  

The hydrology was evaluated by direct visual observation of surface inundation or soil saturation 
within 18 inches below the existing ground surface in test plots.  According to the 1987 Manual, 
“for soil saturation to impact vegetation, it must occur within a major portion of the root zone 
(usually within 12 inches of the surface) of the prevalent vegetation.”  Therefore, if saturated 
soils or indicators were observed within 12 inches of the surface, positive indicators of wetland 
hydrology were noted. 

The area near each data point was examined for indicators of wetland hydrology.  These 
indicators include dried watermarks, drift lines, sediment deposits, and drainage patterns.  Areas 
where positive indicators of hydrology were noted were assumed to contain wetland hydrology. 
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8612 Fertile Valley Road 
Newport, WA 99156 

 
 
 
December 20, 2006 
 
 
Ms. Katie L. Walter, P.W.S. 
Shannon & Wilson, Inc.   
PO Box 300303   
Seattle, WA 98103 
 
 
RE:        PUBLIC COMMENT 
 West Branch Little Spokane River Wetland Delineation Study 
   
Dear Ms. Walter: 
 
This public comment is sent to you from the undersigned residents of Sacheen Lake. We 
appreciate your efforts in providing this study. While most of us do not profess to 
understand the technical data in the study, we hope it will be used to enhance the 
environment to its fullest capacity. We value our wetland areas and hope to preserve their 
integrity. 
 
We understand that Russell Fletcher of the Pend Oreille County Conservation District 
employed your firm to conduct a wetland delineation study between the Fertile Valley 
Road bridge and Harworth Road barrier dam. The scope of the study was limited to: 
 

1. review of background information consisting of maps, soil surveys, USGS 
information and aerial photographs of the area; 

2. identify and delineate wetlands found in the area as established by the DOE 
1997 Delineation Manual; 

3. classify the wetlands using publication #04-06-15 from the DOE; 
4. prepare a site map showing the approximate boundaries of the wetland areas; 

and 
5. prepare a report describing your methods and field work 

 
Page two of your report states that there are 4 beaver dens and 1 beaver dam but it is well 
established that there are as many as 6 dams in the area, 3 of which have two 20-foot 
tubes within the dams.    
 
Page seven of your report states that the Pend Oreille Conservation District entered the 
permitting process in 2000 when, in fact, that did not occur until 2006.  Before 2006, the 
Sacheen Sewer and Water District, in its capacity as a junior taxing district and 
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using lake-resident tax dollars, applied for all permits for placing beaver tubes and 
keeping them cleaned. 
  
We are pleased to see that the previous work done to keep water flowing out of Sacheen 
Lake and down the West Branch of the Little Spokane River has not reduced or 
significantly changed the wetland boundaries according to aerial photographs from 1955 
through 2006. However, concern remains about the numerous dead trees along the 
boundary of the wetland which may indicate that too much water suffocated their roots 
after an undetermined number of years of growth. We are also concerned by the recent 
increase in the number of dead trees along Sacheen Lake’s shoreline, which seemingly 
indicates higher water levels in both the lake and the wetland. Are there any comments 
from your firm relating to dead trees in the area? 
 
Of further concern is the process for public comments, which apparently are being 
funneled through the Conservation District before being forwarded to Shannon & Wilson. 
Is there a reason this procedure was requested? Is it a method used on other studies your 
firm has completed?   
 
It appears that water could be released from Sacheen Lake without significant or adverse 
changes to the wetland boundaries. Enclosed are photographs from the late 1950s and a 
comparison from 2006 for your comment. These photographs show that at least 3 to 4 
feet of water times several hundred acres, has gone down the river in the period since 
1955 and 2006, yet the boundaries have not changed. How could this be possible?  Your 
comments on this question would be appreciated and we look forward to your reply.  
 
 
Kindest regards, 
 
 
 
Jason Sargent,  
President - SOS 
 
Encl: Resident signatures 
 Photographs 
  
Cc: Bruce H. Erickson, attorney for SOS 
 Russell Fletcher, POCD 
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December 21, 2006 
 
To:   Shannon & Wilson Inc. 
         c/o  Russ Fletcher, Pend Oreille Conservation District Administrator 
 
From: West Branch RiverSight Board of Directors 
 
Re:   Wetland Delineation Report 
        West Branch of the Little Spokane River  
         Between Fertile Valley Road & Harworth Road 
         Pend Oreille County, Washington 
 
Dear Shannon & Wilson, 
 
We are pleased that the opportunity for an initial wetland delineation of this section of the West Branch of 
the Little Spokane River could occur. 
 
However, there are certain areas of your report that we found were incomplete; specifically the 
Categorization Based on Special Characteristics found on pages 18 thru 20 of Appendix C: Wetland 
Rating Form.  It is not clear how this section was evaluated, since it was not filled out and  “Table 3” 
referred to in Section SC 4.3 was not included.  
 
There is a known bog in a part of this wetland unit that has been verified by both Department of Ecology’s 
Wetland Specialist Chris Merker as well as DNR’s Natural Heritage Program Biologist Rex Crawford. 
There may be other portions of this wetland with those same characteristics.  For example, there are 
definitely areas where the presence of Uncas Muck exists greater than 16 inches in depth.  
 
Bald Eagle, Golden Eagle, Great Blue Heron and Goshawk have been observed as well as the Pileated 
Woodpecker both recently and historically. These species at risk were not included in your report. 
 
For these reasons, we feel the information contained in this initial delineation is not sufficient to establish 
whether this is a Category I or II Wetland. We would be happy to provide documentation by Chris Merker 
and Rex Crawford regarding their evaluations, as well as assistance to locate areas of Uncas muck and 
areas where peat was historically known to be present. 
 
We do feel this initial study is a step in the right direction, and since accurate categorization of this 
wetland is crucial to future development and water management decisions, it is important for the public to 
understand how your conclusion of a Category II was determined. 
 
Although wetland parameters have remained consistent since 1955 aerial photographs, it should be 
noted that water quality coming into this wetland complex from Sacheen Lake remains a concern. Beaver 
dam removal activities have often caused extreme fluctuations of water levels in the river and adjacent 
wetlands, especially in the summertime. This has compromised the natural habitat and possibly also 
impaired wetland functions that serve to mitigate human development upstream, as well as affected fish 
populations. Since it is most cost effective to maintain existing wetlands to provide water storage and 
water quality functions, it is important to protect and conserve this valuable wetland resource.  
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment. We can be contacted for information on locations noted above 
at 509-447-3959 or 509-447-4551. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
West Branch RiverSight Board Members 
 
Mary Sterling 
Darrell Johnson 
John Werr 
Kathleen Werr 

















From: WIMTHOM@aol.com [mailto:WIMTHOM@aol.com]  
Sent: Friday, December 08, 2006 10:42 AM 
To: russ@pocd.org 
Subject: Re: Public comment 
 
Russ, 
  
The CD was blank too.  Finally got it downloaded. 
Comments: 
Page 5- Boika Lake should probably be Eloika Lake. 
Page 8- Yellow Flag Iris is a non-native invasive weed, funny how it is used to categorize 
wetlands. 
Wish I got paid for handwritten notes.  Hopefully the notes are more readable in the written form 
than on the computer. 
  
Tom 



From: Jim Morris [mailto:jamesmo@uidaho.edu]  
Sent: Thursday, December 14, 2006 5:32 PM 
To: russ@pocd.org  
Subject: Comments on Wetland Delineation 
 
Hi Russ, 
 
You may remember me, in that I was with Jeff Storms this fall and 
met with you at the bridge over the outlet to Sacheen Lake.  We had been showing  
your son and Pat what our problems are downstream with the beaver dams.  We  
also spoke with the couple who was to start the wetland delineation study  
the following day. 
 
I have been coming to Sacheen Lake since 1960.  My wife's parents 
bought their lot in l947 and the place has been in our family since then.  I  
submitted pictures of our beach that were taken in the l960's and l970's  
when our children were small and were depicted playing in the sand on our  
beach in front of our cabin.  These pictures were sent to accompany our  
comments about the high water levels, and was a part of comments and  
pictures you should have received last winter from many Sacheen Lake  
property owners.  As you know, our beach has disappeared under the higher  
water conditions we have experienced for a number of years now.  Last  
summer, when our grandchildren were visiting, we had to be by their sides  
constantly when they were in the water because the depth of the water was  
over their heads about three feet from dry land.  When our children were  
young, this same area had a number of feet of exposed beach so the children  
could play safely in the sand without getting wet.  Of course we, as well  
as all of our neighbors, have had erosion because of the high water, and  
have lost land all along the fronts of our properties.  In addition to the  
loss of land, we now have mud instead of clean sand in front of our places  
due to the soil erosion from the bank. 
 
In reading the report from the contractors, it appears that they 
could not find a significant difference in the size of the wetland when they compared  
aerial photos taken over a number of years.  We can see that a number of  
trees close to the water have died in recent years from higher water levels  
downstream from the lake outlet.  We know that the water level is higher in  
the lake and in the West Branch of the Little Spokane River now than it was  
in the 1970's and into the 1990's due to the beaver dams and the loss of a  
clear channel in the river that extends from the Fertile Valley Bridge to  
the large beaver dam that is a few hundred yards north of the barrier dam  
near Harworth Road.  If the wetland has not increased significantly with  
these higher water levels, then it should not decrease significantly if  
more water was allowed to drain from the lake and river above Harworth Road. 
  
The report writers noted that they could see a line in the earlier aerial photos that appeared to be 
a channel in the river or some other anomaly in  the photographs.  I can attest to the fact that the 
West Branch of the Little Sacheen River had a distinguishable channel with a white sandy  
bottom that extended from the Fertile Valley Bridge at least as far as Mary  
and Darrel's home.  I used to flyfish the river with my wife's uncle, Mike  
Runje, in the l970's.  Unfortunately Mike died this November at the age of  
94, and therefore cannot comment on his historical perspective of the lake  
and stream.  Fishing was very good and the stream ran cleanly and  
clearly.  We used to catch and release many Rainbow and Brook Trout in the  
above mentioned stretch of river.  I can also attest to the fact that  
hardly a trout is to be found in this same stretch of river.  I would  





believe that the aerial photographs that they were looking at showed a  
distinguishable channel with a sandy bottom in this part of the river. 
 
The placing and maintaining of tubes through the beaver dams does work to  
reduce the water level in Sacheen Lake, but as you know, the work of  
keeping the tubes cleaned requires constant and difficult physical  
labor.  The permitting process that we have had to go through for this work  
to be allowed is complicated and difficult and seems almost to be designed  
to discourage even the most dedicated from making the effort to secure the  
necessary permit.  I would recommend that the permit process be streamlined  
and the permits issued for longer periods, in order for us to continue to  
do the work that most of the lake property owners know needs to be done to  
insure a reasonable water flow and a healthy lake and stream. 
  
Permits to trap beavers in the stream and around the lake are 
necessary to reduce the beaver population.  This permitting process should be  
streamlined and the life of the permit extended as well.  I believe that  
the success of the beaver trapping helped to reduce the amount of dam  
building in the stream during the early parts of last summer.  We know that  
the habit is too attractive for beavers to totally eradicate them from the  
area, but a sustainable trapping process might be a great asset to  
maintaining better stream flows. 
 
The permits that allow for the placement of tubes in the dams and 
the maintenance of the tubes that we are currently working under do not allow  
for the tubes to be placed deep enough in the dams to return the level of  
the lake to the summer levels that I have spoken of above.  I would like to  
see us be able to place the tubes deeper within the dams to allow a lower  
lake level than the current permit provides.  We are not currently able to  
lower the lake to the 7.9 level that was previously agreed upon, and those  
of us who have submitted pictures know that the 7.9 level is quite a bit  
higher than previous summer lake levels. 
 
Overall, I want to be clear that I do not want to see the lake or 
the downstream habitat damaged or destroyed.  I believe that a less impeded  
flow of water in the West Branch of the Little Spokane River will not  
destroy or significantly decrease the wetland downstream from the lake.  A  
greater and consistent flow of water in the West Branch of the Little  
Spokane River is good for the health of the stream and for the downstream  
land owners who suffer from a lack of water during the summer months.  The  
lake property owners that I know do not want to see damage done to the  
properties of the downstream land owners, but something must be done to  
provide support and permission to open the channel and maintain the stream  
flows at least as far downstream as Harworth Road.  It would seem to me  
that a cleaner and consistent flowing stream would be of benefit to the  
downstream land owners as well. 
 
I would appreciate it if you would forward my comments to the 
appropriate authority.  Thank you.       James D. Morris 
 



Wetland Delineation Public Comment 
From: Jeff and Debby Storms 
8682 Fertile Valley Road  
Newport Wa. 99156 
To:  Russ Fletcher 
Shannon & Wilson Inc. 
Jamie Short (DOE) 
Jeff Lawlor (WDFW) 
 
 
Here are our public comments on the wetland delineation of the West Branch of 
the Little Spokane River from the Fertile Valley Bridge to Harworth Road. 
  
On page 3 starting with chapter 4.0 (Document Review). We would like to point 
out that you have missed a very important document. In November, 1989 
Sacheen Lake Sewer  District applied for a Centennial Clean Water Grant from 
Washington Department of Ecology. The project title was Sacheen Lake Phase 1 
Diagnosis/Feasibility Study. This grant was approved (Grant No.TAX 90045) and 
the project title changed to Sacheen Lake Phase 1 Restoration Study. The grant 
study was completed by the Kennedy Engineers, Spokane Wa. and by Eastern 
Washington University Biology Department with the cooperation of the 
Washington Department of Ecology. Here are a few of the chapter names that 
we think are significant to this delineation. 
Hydrogeology, Hydrologic Budget, Lake Stage Recordings, Lake Evaporation 
Calculations, Precipitation, Groundwater. 
The Appendix include: Sacheen Lake Betterment Association Reports (lake level 
/beaver problem from 1990). Sacheen Lake Betterment Association and 
Sacheen Lake Sewer and Water District Public Meeting Minutes (includes more 
documented minutes of lake level / beaver problems at Sacheen Lake Outlet on 
the West Branch). We would like to question if some of this documented, dated 
and recorded minutes could be referenced in your final delineation report as 
documented ‘public comment’. This study also includes the Water Level Study-
Final Report which includes backgroud information like a review of lake level data 
collected from USGS from 1954 to 1974, lake level adjudication methods, 
determinations of desired lake levels, lake level control options, recommended 
options of beaver dam drains, dredging, wetland considerations.                                                      
 
In March of !993  Sacheen Sewer and Water District was awarded a Phase 2 
Cenntennial Clean Water Grant #(G9300167). This grant study was prepared by 
the Department of Biology and Department of Geology at Eastern Washington 
University and The Lambert Group Inc and Washington Department of Ecology. 
 
Here are a few of the items listed under List Of Figures. General Location map of 
Sacheen Lake Wa. showing major regional drainage networks, map of Sacheen 
Lake showing locations of monitoring station, precipitation stations and lake’s 
staff gauge. Discharge (cfs) at the outlet of the West Branch of Sacheen Lake. 



Sacheen Lake Level Recordings, several different hydrographs of creeks 
entering Sacheen Lake and hydrographs of outflow of the West Branch. Inflow 
and Out Flow Budgets for Sacheen Lake and Total In Flows and Outflows of 
Sacheen Lake. Many maps of Sacheen Lake are included they are maps of sub-
drainage areas, maps of beaver dams, elevations of Sacheen Lake and the 
barrier dam located at Harworth Road from WDFW. As I read through the 
volumes of this study I also see in the contents listed Water, Sediments and 
Aquatic Plants, Emergent Wetland Plants, Wetland Plant Populations, Wetland 
Areas, Beaver Dam Locations and Wetland Monitoring Sites on the West Branch 
of the Little Spokane River below Sacheen Lake, Wa. These items were listed in 
the Sacheen Lake Phase 2 Restoration Project. Volume lV- Milfoil Treatment 
Report. But this still offers vegetation identification, vegetation comparisons from 
1990-1994, wetland plant populations with aerial components and ground 
components. 
 
We realize that these studies were essentially water quality reports and that 
Shannon and Wilson Inc. would have no way of knowing that these studies 
included such important information for their delineation. We feel that the 
information in those reports is both valuable and important to the ongoing health 
and wellness of our lake.  Much time and money was spent on the study and the 
information within those reports is of great significance to both the past and the 
future of our lake and the wetlands downstream.  With all the documentation that 
is at hand regarding the rising lake levels, beaver dam issues and property 
damage and destruction we are wondering if the summary of your report is 
looking at a piece of very complex puzzle – one would have to look at the entire 
puzzle to have a clear and complete understanding of the wetlands, and we don’t 
think you looked at the Big Picture at all.  Your report references ONE beaver 
dam and not the entire network of up to 10 that are actually on the river.  For over 
30 years Jeff has been going downstream and seen firsthand the dramatic 
change of the entire area that you studied and saw NO change since the 1950’s, 
how is this possible?  Are these truly wetlands or just flooded out areas from the 
beaver dams downstream and exploding beaver populations?   
 
On the original Centennial Clean Water Grant Application form dated November 
11, 1989 under project description it states: 
“A phase1 diagnostic/feasibility study is needed to determine the extent of water 
quality problems at Sacheen Lake, the study will assist the Sacheen property 
owner’s association and the Sacheen Sewer district to determine 
recommendations and remedial action that should be followed to prevent further 
deterioration. Five specific problem areas will be addressed. First, a 
determination needs to made of a proper and appropriate lake level. Over the 
past decade, the lake level has risen steadily, affecting recreation uses and lake 
level property (see attached comparison photographs). A second and related 
problem to be examined is the obstruction of the lake outflow by beaver dams, 
previous action taken by the Department of Wildlife has had no effect on the 
problem. Third, Milfoil infestation of the lake is increasing. Fourth, Hydrogen 



Sulfide concentrations indicate a nutrient build-up on the lake bottom. The 
concern is that a cattle pasture near the primary inlet could contribute to the 
increase in nutrients. Both the milfoil problem and the nutrient build-up will affect 
the fishery and recreation use of the lake. Fifth, property owners are concerned 
about septic tank leaching into the lake, since 85% of the adjoining land area has 
been residentially developed, the septic tank age and downslope location may 
contribute to this problem.   No sewer lines have been installed. Many residents 
use filtered lake water for domestic purposes.”  
The next paragraph concludes. “ The proposed project will include a historical 
background study. A fisheries and limnological assessment, A feasibility study 
and recommendations on how to deal with the five major problem areas, 
Remedial action that can be taken to prevent further deterioration, and to solicit 
input, documentation of project results will be provided through a project 
completion report. The project will be completed in 24 months”.  
 
Please review these very important documents. We also would like to include an 
article named ‘The Trouble With Beavers” written by Jani Gilblert, 
Communication & Education ERO from Ecolink ( Ecology Newsletter), dated 
October 6 2005. This will have to come as another email from us to be included 
with this public comment.  
 
 
Thanks for you work on this project and considering our public comments 
 
Merry Christmas, 
 
Jeff and Deb Storms 
8682 Fertile Valley Road 
Newport, WA  99156 
509-447-3706 



The trouble with beavers, or 
Is the “beaver deceiver” the only 
way? 
By Jani Gilbert, Communication & Education – ERO  (from Ecolink, Oct 6, 2005) 

We have a problem with beavers in the 
Eastern Regional Office. Not right here at 
the office, but up north, in Pend Oreille 
County.  

It seems the beavers, with no regard for n
cabin-dwelling retirees, and with no 
building permits, have continued their habit 
of building homes in the west branch of the 
Little Spokane River for miles, between 
Diamond, Sacheen, Trout and Eloika lakes.  

ew 

roperty 

ers instant, 

But for most, this apparent surplus of water 

.  

Let me point out, right off the bat, that beavers do good things. They reduce channel 

Coincidentally, they even out the stream-flow rate over the course of a year, which is 

But all these good deeds are not resulting in blue ribbons or positive press for the busy, 

They’ve confounded the commissioners. They’ve rattled the residents. They’ve offended 

Now, for the relatively new human p
owners in the area, this is both good and 
bad news. For some, the water in the river 
has backed up, giving homeown
charming, “lakefront” property.  

has prompted a flurry of rip rap and rock 
wall installation to protect the shorelines 

from flooding. Sacheen Lake is a foot or so above normal because of backed-up water

scouring and stream bank erosion. They reduce sediment loading and develop new 
wetlands.  

helpful during drought cycles. Their structures act as pseudo water-storage facilities.  

oblivious, tenacious little mammals.  

the officials. They’ve befuddled the biologists!  



While some residents were dealing with flooding, Ecology was re-recording its toll-free, 
hotline drought message to say, “STOP irrigating with river or lake water – there’s a 
drought on!”  

The beavers’ unique style of building has had a confusing effect on junior water-right 
holders who are being told they must curtail irrigating with surface water until the 
drought subsides. The river is still dangerously low, but it’s hard to tell when you’re 
vacuuming water out of your basement – water that wouldn’t be there if not for the 
beavers.  

So, while some sit on their decks, sipping on 
cosmos and looking out over their new lake 
and wetland, others are fighting the onslaught 
of water backing up over their beaches.  

“They told us the water is flooding their yards 
and basements,” said Keith Holliday, the 
Ecology lead for the “Little-Middle” Spokane 
River watershed planning effort.  

However unintentionally, the beavers are 
unwittingly getting into the act of watershed 
planning – or, I should say, watershed plan 
undoing. And the timing couldn’t be more … 
interesting.  

Just after the plan had gone through its public comment period, the issue seemed to 
explode and residents complained to the county commissioners, who now hesitate to sign 
the plan at all.  

“They feel the watershed plan should fix the beaver issue now,” Holliday said. “They 
want specific solutions — ways to take the beaver dams out, an engineered fix, or 
adjudication of the lake level. The plan does contain general recommendations that 
address the problem, but we wanted to get the plan approved first.”  

Now the Pend Oreille County Commissioners are asking the Departments of Ecology and 
Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) to work together to get new legislation passed to legalize 
trapping. Problem is, trapping and moving a beaver is like moving teenagers into new 
apartments across town. They always find their way back into your basement.  

As far as I or anyone sitting near me knows, Ecology has never been in the rodent-
trapping business, either.  

A joint session of three boards of county commissioners – Spokane, Pend Oreille and 
Stevens – to consider adopting the watershed plan, has been postponed.  



“There are legal ways to trap beavers right now,” said Jeff Lawlor, a habitat biologist 
with WDFW. “But residents have not had luck getting licensed trappers to come to their 
aid.”  

Trapping a beaver is a cumbersome, difficult and often ineffective exercise.  

Add to this conundrum an antiquated Supreme Court decision that supposedly makes a 
criminal of anyone who trespasses on the streambed of the Little Spokane River, and you 
have a problem with no apparent solution.  

If you can’t step on the streambed, how can you dismantle or move a beaver dam? 
(Whether or not you would WANT to do this is another matter.)  

The Supreme Court ruled in 1900 that no one may touch the streambed of a certain 10-
mile stretch of the Little Spokane. You can float on the water, but you can’t step out of 
your canoe.  

It’s all because one Mr. F.J. Holman was once floating down the Little Spokane River, 
dropping a hook here and there, and happened into a barbed-wire fence that obstructed 
his travels. So Mr. F.J. Holman saw fit to cut the fence, an act that sent him straight to the 
Washington Territorial Supreme Court.  

It took 10 pages of language such as that below, to say, “don’t get out of your fishing 
boat.”  

…The complaint alleges in the usual manner that the trespass and the catching of the 
fish, the ownership of the land and that said stream had never been meandered…[sic] 
…No part of said river has ever been used as a navigable stream or highway for any 
purpose whatever, except that said river has been used to a limited extent for the 
purposes of pleasure by the running of rowboats up and down said river by persons 
desiring to fish for pleasure in said river.  

There’s a lot of pleasure going on in that river, and if you’ve never meandered it, well, 
just make sure you slide on by and don’t get a notion to cut any fences or step out onto 
the streambed for any of your pleasuring.  

To make matters more confounding, the old law doesn’t specify clearly where this 
particular 10-mile stretch happens to be.  

“We need an AG’s opinion on this old case,” said Lawlor. “The issue comes up 
constantly and even says the landowner owns the fish. We know that’s never been true.”  

Assuming that the old case decision was still valid and the landowners own the creek bed, 
the Sacheen Lake Sewer and Water District commissioners have decided to take action so 
they could get into the stream and take out the dams.  



The commissioners sent a letter to property owners in late September, saying they were 
placing an initiative on the November ballot to purchase, for $200,000, 120 acres of land 
adjacent to the river where the beavers have built their community.  

The letter says, “The Little Spokane River is one of two rivers in the state, in which the 
land owners actually own the streambed, therefore owning all beaver dams and structures 
which are currently obstructing our lake level and stream flow.  

“By purchasing the adjacent land, the property owners of Sacheen lake will have the 
ability to obtain permits and manage the obstructions without depending on other 
landowners,” the letter from the commissioners goes on to say.  

The initiative will create a bond levy, assessed to the sewer district’s 300 property owners 
over a 10-year period.  

Meanwhile, a variety of schemes have 
been discussed and scrapped, or tried 
and scrapped over the years. As N
Miner reporter Janelle Atyeo writes, 
“Lake Sacheen residents have already 
installed 1-and 2-foot wide tubes below 
the beaver dams to allow water to flow 
through.  

ewport 

ubes,” “There never seems to be enough t
she writes, “and they often become 
clogged or move out of place with the 
water flow. And the tubes don’t stop the 
beavers from building.  

“As soon as we put those in, they go to 
the next best place and build there,” 

resident Darrel Johnson is quoted as saying.  

“It takes a beaver about 10 minutes to plug up one of those pipes,” Lawlor said.  

A big culvert, redirecting the water below the dams down to an open portion of the Little 
Spokane has been suggested. And, as we’ve pointed out, trapping the little construction 
workers may only postpone their building project for a few days while they find their 
way home.  

The beaver “situation” has been going on for 50 years. This is no fly-by-night operation. 
Lawlor says there is documentation to show the beaver community has been building 
dams along this stretch of the river since at least 1959.  



“An old guy in his 80s used to go out there every year to blow up the dams so he could 
farm his land,” Lawlor said. “But one year he used too much dynamite and blew the 
windows out of some of the homes. So he gave it up.”  

So why do beavers build dams, anyway? It’s not what you think, if you were thinking 
about it. Not all beavers do it just those on streams. They do it for peace and quiet, 
according to the 2005 Waterman & Hill-Traveller’s Companion Natural Events Almanac.  

Researchers have found that the sound of rushing water is “as annoying to a beaver as the 
sound of fingernails on a blackboard is to humans. And that beavers will pile up sticks 
and mud in any spot they hear that sound until they can no longer hear it,” according to 
Waterman & Hill.  

This is why, they say, beavers always pick the narrowest and most shallow section of 
stream to build their dams. That’s where they can do the best noise-abatement work. Of 
course they also get the benefit of protection from their structures. After all, they’ve 
learned over the decades that they have many predators, not the least of which are homo-
sapiens.  

So what is the solution? According to Lawlor, the solution is to install pipe in such a way 
that the beavers can’t tell it’s there moving water. It’s actually called a beaver deceiver. 
This could correct lake-level problems, but the pipe needs to be cleaned out and 
maintained regularly. It’s expensive.  

No crystal clear road ahead is apparent when it comes to the beaver situation.  

They do good work. That’s clear. We moved into their neighborhood. That’s clear. 
Beaver habits are disconcerting to some. That’s evident.  

It looks like we all just need to learn to live together.  

 



From: Pam Zarko [mailto:kpzb@povn.com]  
Sent: Monday, December 18, 2006 1:41 PM 
To: Russ Fletcher 
Subject: Wetland delineation public comments 
 
Below are the public comments on the wetland delineation of the West Branch from Pam Zarko, a 
Sacheen Lake property owner since 1999, although the house on this property has been here for 
37 years: 
  
On page 2 the consultants cited only one beaver dam in the West Branch between Fertile Valley 
and Harworth roads. Most people count more, in fact, eight was the number stated in the 1990-
1991 in-kind service report for the Sacheen Lake Phase I Restoration Study. Citing only one 
downplays the problems significantly. Also, on this page it should read "Eloika Lake," rather than 
"Boika." 
  
On page 6 the lake level and beaver dam elevations from Jeff Lawlor of WDFW were from 1955 
and 1987. Were more recent ones done as part of the delineation? It would be useful to know 
current dam elevations on the same measuring scale. 
  
On page 7 please note that Pend Oreille Conservation District did not enter the "permit picture" 
until 2006. Sacheen Sewer and Water received the prior permits to place and maintain beaver 
tubes. It was concluded on this page that no appreciable change in wetland boundaries shows on 
photographs from 1955 to 2006. 
My conclusion would be that all the work done since 1955 to maintain flow down the West Branch 
has caused no permanent reduction of the wetland boundaries. I would also conclude that 
flooding and related problems at Sacheen are still likely, since they occurred in January 2006, 
and  no change is visible. It appears that enough water could be released from Sacheen through 
the wetlands to prevent flooding without reducing wetland boundaries.   
  
I wish Ecology and WDFW had been able to comment on the delineation prior to the deadline for 
public comment. A longer period for comment might have allowed more agencies to evaluate and 
convey its meaning to us, the public. 
  
It concerns me that public comments are going through Russ at the Conservation District and 
may be edited before being sent to the consultants for inclusion in the final report. Is that the 
usual procedure for public comments on other delineations? It would be useful to know how many 
people commented, even if their comments aren't in the final report, just as an indication of 
participation in the process during a very busy time of year. 
  
Thank you.  
 



From: Richard [mailto:rlshort@povn.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 19, 2006 8:50 PM 
To: russ@pocd.org 
Cc: rlshort@povn.com 
Subject: wetland delineation response 
  
Below are the public comments on the wetland delineation of the West Branch 
from Richard (Luke) and Jill Short, Sacheen Lake property owners since 1989. 
  
Comment to Wetland Delineation report of Nov. 18, 2006 
  
This is an important issue that includes all the Lakes and Rivers in the 
whole watershed. We appreciate the opportunity to comment. 
  
The report is difficult to understand due to the verbiage, which for all 
intents and purposes, eliminates any comprehensive understanding without 
significant research by the layman. We, the tax payers, should be able to 
read and understand any report that is paid for by public funds. The 
government agencies contracting this type of work should be responsible to 
ensure that the public is adequately informed and that the contractor write 
a report that can be read, and understood by the public. 
  
Paragraph 7.1.1, was confusing regarding the rating system for rating the 
wetland. 
  
Could someone define the parameters of the buffer as it relates to publics 
recreational use of the subject 1.25 miles of the river. Could this buffer 
eliminate public use? 
  
In paragraph 7.1.3, Shorelines,  A shoreline substantial development permit 
would need some explanation, would that include property owners of the shore 
lines "activities that materially interfere with normal public use of the 
water or shoreline" seems to fall into that category? If not that statement 
is confusing.  
  
  
Richard (Luke) and Jill Short 
7966 Fertile Valley Road 
Newport Washington 99156 
  
  
 



From:  "Russ Fletcher" <russ@pocd.org> 
To: "Becki Kniveton" <bsk@shanwil.com> 
Date:  12/7/2006 3:40 PM 
Subject:  Comment 
 
Hi Becki I just finished going through the Draft Delineation. Looks good to 
me. There is a lake spelled wrong on page 2 Paragraph 2 second line from the 
bottom. Boika should read Eloika. Other than that it's nice and clean. I 
haven't received any comments so far from the public. 
  
Russ 
  
Russell N. Fletcher, III 
District Administrator, 
Pend Oreille Conservation District 
(509) 447-4217 
(509) 447-0371 Fax 
  



DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
Shorelands and Environmental Assistance Program 

 
 
 
DATE: January 23, 2006 
 
TO:  Jaime Short, ERO   
 
FROM: Catherine Reed, CRO 
   
SUBJECT: Review of Wetland Delineation Report for West Branch of the Little 

Spokane River Between Fertile Valley Road and Harworth Road  Pend 
Oreille County, WA submitted by Shannon and Wilson, Inc. to Mr. Russ 
Fletcher of the Pend Oreille Conservation District (November 17, 2006) 

 
Per your request, I have reviewed the wetland delineation report mentioned above.  The 
site appears to be rather complex and the report is very brief.  I believe that more detail is 
needed on what the delineators observed and researched to allow for a level of confidence 
that the conclusions are correct.   It is also my opinion that more text description is 
needed to make the document useful for further research and the application of 
management strategies on the ground.  The following are my thoughts about these topics: 
 
Field methodology appendices should include more than just generic references to how 
information is collected, or additional information on the topic that is specific to this site 
should be included in the text.  A description/rationale of how and why data points were 
chosen at this site and what kinds of observations were made in between data points 
should be included. 
   

Because the area is so large, is there a difference in vegetation community within 
the interior of the wetland as opposed to the edges of the wetlands where the 
wetland boundary was determined?  There is a description in the report text on 
pages 5 and 6 that is a good start, but when the maps are viewed, no data points 
were recorded on the eastern and much of the western wetland boundary lines. (Is 
this because of an extreme topographic break which precluded the need for 
observation holes at these locations?)  Interior upland areas were not evaluated by 
data plot pairs.  Were field observations conducted in these areas?  If not, is there 
a particular reason why they were not evaluated?  
 
 Also, I would suggest that the study area boundaries be defined on a map in order 
to assure clear communication.  There is a pond /wetland complex shown in 
section 26 on the wetland delineation map – is this wetland being shown simply to 
identify an additional water source for the wetland?  What is the significance of 
its relationship to the wetland system (wildlife corridor or water input, etc.)? 

 



More information on the hydrologic regime of the last five years is needed in the text to 
place the (apparently) one time observations of wetland field conditions at the data points 
into perspective.  
 

There is not enough detail in the text to understand whether the area is currently 
or recently in a drought, normal condition or high precipitation season.  Is the 
primary driver of wetland hydrology coming from the river system or is 
precipitation also a significant source?  Are there impoundments (natural or man-
made) which are controlling the entire system or only portions of the system? (For 
instance, is the beaver den located about 600 feet east of Harworth Road creating 
an impoundment, and if so, how much higher is that impoundment than 
downstream waters? Is there a culvert across Harworth Road which influences 
wetland/river water levels?)  
 
Also, although there are some references in the text to marked water levels in the 
lake, it is unclear how the water levels in the Lake affect the field observations 
that were made.  (Where is that gauge located?)  For instance, how does the 3-foot 
difference in lake water levels translate to observations of wetland boundaries in 
the field?  (Is the 3-foot difference the result of a change in the installation of the 
gauge?) Is abrupt topography driving the wetland delineation results or are the 
lake and wetland fringes very gradual? 
 
How were the seasonally saturated areas determined and what is the relationship 
between that area and the wetland delineation line? The delineation authors 
probably understand these issues, but the information needs to be presented in the 
text or on maps.  

 
Given the large size of the wetland, details should be presented in the text which would 
represent those areas that are in contention right now, or which are expected to have 
development pressure or other activity in the future.   
 

For example, a detailed topographic map (LIDAR imagery, if available) or an 
actual survey of selected transects should be included in the report which show a 
cross sectional area of the transition zone between wetland and upland and where 
the delineated wetland boundary is located.  If the elevations of select wetland 
boundary points can be documented, then the information can be used as a 
baseline in future wetland studies. 
 
Selected delineation flag markers could be made permanent (fence posts, etc.) if it 
is not practical to do a survey.   Selected photo points along the transect and of the 
delineated boundary should also be included and marked permanently in the field.  
(If there is a reason why this kind of information would really not be appropriate 
for this site, then there should be a discussion in the text about why this kind of 
information wouldn’t be useful.) 

 



There were references to other documents and activities regarding water levels in the 
wetland report in the project history area.  Pertinent to the delineation there should be 
additional discussion on how or whether these activities/report conclusions, etc.  relate to 
the wetland delineation results at this time.   A discussion on hydrologic and possible 
plant community differences (if any) between spring and fall should also be included, 
since all data point information was taken in September 2006. 
 
The rating that was done for the wetland (found in appendix C) does not appear to have 
been completed, as pages 18, 19 and 20 were not filled out.  These items should be 
answered, even if all the answers are NO or Not Applicable.   
 
In section 7.0 there is a description of the likelihood that a 25-foot wetland buffer would 
be imposed by Pend Oreille County.  This seems odd (is this a typo?), given that this is a 
wetland with high function (Category II) and at least moderate development pressure 
(residential/recreational?) that is associated with a large stream system that is a shoreline 
of the state.  Wetlands that are associated with Type I streams are also subject to 
shoreline regulations when they fall within the 200-foot setback area.  Also within the 
wetland interior (even if outside of the 200-foot boundary), they are subject to shoreline 
regulations.  If the edge of the wetland system is the same as the edge of the 
river/OHWM, then the 200-foot shoreline regulations would extend out from the 
delineated wetland boundary.  A 25-foot buffer is generally not considered to be 
protective of most wetland functions and is not consistent with information presented in 
Best Available Science literature.  Appendix 8-D (guidance on buffers and ratios in 
Eastern Washington) of Ecology’s guidance document (Freshwater Wetlands in 
Washington State, Vol 2 – Managing and Protecting Wetlands) provides information on 
how to apply appropriate buffers using the results of our recent Rating System 
categorization. This guidance is based on a review of Best Available Science. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions about this memo.  It is always a challenge 
to review a wetland delineation report for an area that I have not yet viewed in the field.  I 
can be reached at (509) 575-2616. 
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APPENDIX E 
 

SHANNON & WILSON, INC. 
RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 
 
The following comments were consolidated from letters and e-mail correspondence 
(Appendix D) submitted to Russ Fletcher with the Pend Oreille Conservation District (POCD) 
and provided to Shannon & Wilson for response.  Shannon & Wilson has followed up with some 
of the Commenters when necessary and possible to clarify the intent of their comments.  Where 
appropriate, the comments or responses provide references to additional information referenced 
within the comment.  There was no systematic order of response to these comments.  Some of 
the comments have been reformatted to provide greater clarity to the reader.  Each comment is 
provided in bold and Shannon & Wilson’s response is in italics.  Each comment received and its 
attachments are provided in their entirety and original formatting in Appendix D.   

A.1 COMMENTS BY JASON SARGENT, PRESIDENT OF SAVE OUR SACHEEN 
LAKE, AND ITS MEMBERS 

Comment 1.1:  This public comment is sent to you from the undersigned residents of 
Sacheen Lake.  We appreciate your efforts in providing this study.  While most of us do not 
profess to understand the technical data in the study, we hope it will be used to enhance the 
environment to its fullest capacity.  We value our wetland areas and hope to preserve their 
integrity. 

We understand that Russell Fletcher of the Pend Oreille County Conservation District 
employed your firm to conduct a wetland delineation study between the Fertile Valley 
Road Bridge and Harworth Road barrier dam.  The scope of the study was limited to: 

1. Review of background information consisting of maps, soil surveys, U.S. Geological 
Survey (USGS) information and aerial photographs of the area. 

2. Identify and delineate wetlands found in the area as established by the DOE 1997 
Delineation Manual. 

3. Classify the wetlands using publication #04-06-15 from the DOE. 
4. Prepare a site map showing the approximate boundaries of the wetland areas. 
5. Prepare a report describing your methods and fieldwork. 
 
Page two of your report states that there are four beaver dens and one beaver dam but it is 
well established that there are as many as six dams in the area, three of which have two 
20-foot tubes within the dams. 
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Response 1.1:  It is our understanding that numerous beaver dams are present throughout the 
West Branch of the Little Spokane River (hereafter referred to as the “West Branch”), between 
the Fertile Valley Road bridge and Harworth Road barrier dam (hereafter referred to as the 
“project site”).  Mr. Russ Fletcher of the POCD provided us with an aerial photograph of the 
site with the approximate location of the six beaver dams you reference.   
 
In Section 2.0 (page 2) of the report, we state that “…during our wetland delineation; four 
beaver dens, one beaver dam, active beaver browse, and numerous beaver slides were 
observed.”  The intent of this statement on page two was to illustrate the extent of beaver activity 
we observed along the wetland boundary (see Photographs 1 to 3 in Appendix F).  Since the 
purpose of our wetland delineation was to locate the wetland/upland boundary of the wetland 
system associated with the project site, a complete beaver survey was not conducted and was not 
part of our scope of work.   
 
Comment 1.2:  Page 7 of your report states that the Pend Oreille Conservation 
District entered the permitting process in 2000 when, in fact, that did not occur until 
2006.  Before 2006, the Sacheen Sewer and Water District, in its capacity as a junior taxing 
district and using lake-resident tax dollars, applied for all permits for placing beaver tubes 
and keeping them cleaned. 
 
Response 1.2:  Comment noted. 
 
Comment 1.3:  We are pleased to see that the previous work done to keep water flowing out 
of Sacheen Lake and down the West Branch of the Little Spokane River has not reduced or 
significantly changed the wetland boundaries according to aerial photographs from 1955 
through 2006.  However, concern remains about the numerous dead trees along the 
boundary of the wetland, which may indicate that too much water suffocated their roots 
after an undetermined number of years of growth.  We are also concerned by the recent 
increase in the number of dead trees along Sacheen Lake’s shoreline, which seemingly 
indicates higher water levels in both the lake and the wetland.  Are there any comments 
from your firm relating to dead trees in the area? 
 
Response 1.3:  Tree mortality along shorelines and within wetlands can occur from a rapid rise 
or fall of the water table, such that the species is unable to adapt to the changing hydrologic 
regime.  Our report was not intended to dispute the documented rising water level of Sacheen 
Lake and the West Branch, but rather document the wetland conditions within the project site, as 
observed at the time of our site visit.  Additionally, we attempted to generally assess the change 
in wetland area and classification between 1955 to present through reviewing historical aerial 
photographs.   
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In response to your concerns that the dead trees presumably reflect higher water levels within 
Sacheen Lake, West Branch, and associated wetland system, we have these responses to offer:  
  

 Rising water levels within Sacheen Lake and the West Branch are well documented and 
not disputed.  Section 6.1 (page 6) of the report states that the Washington Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) conducted a survey of the project area in 1957 and in 1987, 
documenting a 3-foot rise in water level within the stream.   

 
 Section 6.1 of the report (page 7) documented that the water level of Sacheen Lake was 

agreed to be maintained at 7.9 feet relative to a staff gauge on the Fertile Valley Road 
Bridge.  The report also states in Section 6.1 (page 7) that the water level at the time of 
our site visit was 8.4 feet, which is approximately ½ foot higher than the agreed-upon 
water level.   

 
 It was not possible for us to determine when tree mortality occurred and/or the cause of 

mortality.  For instance, had the trees died of a rising water level, we were unable to 
determine if those trees died of recent water level fluctuations or if tree mortality 
occurred during historical management activities.  Local residents would be more 
equipped to determine when tree mortality occurred.  It is very possible that those trees 
that have been observed dying along the shoreline are from recent water level changes.  
As previously mentioned, these water level changes are not disputed. 

 
 It is not clear whether or not concerns regarding tree mortality along the wetland 

boundary and Sacheen Lake, presumably due to ‘too much water,’ imply that the lake 
and stream systems are not functioning properly.  Lake and stream water level rises are 
natural in undisturbed lake and stream systems, especially when beaver activity is as 
abundant as it is throughout the Sacheen Lake and Little Spokane River system.   
 
Tree mortality can be healthy for both streams and lakes.  These dead trees (known as 
“snags”) provide habitat for perching and cavity-nesting bird species.  When dead trees 
fall into the lake and stream, these trees (known as ‘large woody debris’) create cover 
opportunities for juvenile fish and habitat for amphibians and reptiles; can increase 
stream complexity through the formation of pool-riffle complexes, meanders, and 
undercut banks; and provide other important functions for these ecosystems. 
 
Complications arise when water level fluctuations adversely affect private property and 
difficult management decisions are required.  It is our understanding that this report is 
intended to be used by the POCD to work with the residents in the project area; local, 
state, and federal agencies; and other concerned parties to establish a balance between 
these ecological functions and the inconveniences to those who live near and/or use 
Sacheen Lake.   
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 In our historical aerial photograph review (Section 6.2 of the report), we were unable to 
quantify wetland area loss or gain from 1955 to 2002 because of a number of factors.  In 
Section 6.2 (page 7) of the report, we state, “In general, it appears that the wetland 
boundary has not significantly changed since 1955.”  We concede that the phrase “not 
significantly changed” is ambiguous and does not clearly describe our findings.  The 
phrase “not significantly changed” was intended to mean that no definitive, measurable 
changes to the wetland boundary (i.e., the perimeter of the wetland) were observed that 
could not be explained by seasonal variation.   
 
Two factors have likely aided in maintaining a seemingly unchanged wetland boundary 
even when beaver management was occurring.  First, the wetland is located within the 
floodplain of the West Branch, generally surrounded on all sides by relatively steep rock 
outcrops.  Therefore, during over-bank flooding from heavy rain events and snowmelt, 
the floodwater would likely have hydrologically supported the wetland system in the 
absence of beaver dam-influenced flooding.  These landscape features have likely helped 
maintain a relatively unchanged wetland boundary since 1955. 
 
Secondly, downstream of the project site is an abundant beaver population.  As those 
current residents along Lake Sacheen and the West Branch of the Little Spokane River 
have observed, beaver will quickly establish an area that they find suitable.  Although 
historical beaver management occurred successfully enough to create a more defined 
channel and lower water levels, it is likely that the beaver quickly re-established 
themselves within the project site.   
 
Wetlands and streams are not static ecosystems but are constantly changing from 
external influences.  Based on the project area history (Section 6.1 of the report), known 
beaver management, and well-documented rise in water level within the project site, it 
can be safely assumed that the wetland hydro period (i.e., the vertical fluctuation and 
duration of water through the wetland over time) has changed over time.  This would 
likely have had some impact on wetland area functions and vegetation communities.  For 
example, the degree of open water and the vegetation composition could have changed, 
resulting in changes to the Cowardin classification of the wetland (see Figure 5 of the 
report).  For example, this could have created a permanently flooded wetland dominated 
by cattail (Typha latifolia) where previously a grass pasture, which met the definition of 
a wetland, once existed and supported cattle.  See Response 3.4 for the State’s definition 
of wetland. 
 

Comment 1.4:  Of further concern is the process for public comments, which apparently 
are being funneled through the Conservation District before being forwarded to 
Shannon & Wilson.  Is there a reason this procedure was requested?  Is it a method used 
on other studies your firm has completed?   
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Response 1.4:  The public comment process is carried out through the lead agency, which in this 
case is the POCD.  The POCD collects all public comments and forwards them to us as you have 
described.  In our experience, it is typical that the lead agency accept and forward public 
comments to us.  
 
Comment 1.5:  It appears that water could be released from Sacheen Lake 
without significant or adverse changes to the wetland boundaries.  Enclosed are 
photographs from the late 1950s and a comparison from 2006 for your comment.  These 
photographs show that at least 3 to 4 feet of water times several hundred acres, has gone 
down the river in the period since 1955 and 2006, yet the boundaries have not changed.  
How could this be possible?  Your comments on this question would be appreciated and we 
look forward to your reply.  
 
Response 1.5:  The photographs provided along with your comment (Appendix D) depict a rise 
in the lake water level over the years, which we are not disputing.  Those photographs and your 
comment illustrate historic conditions (circa 1959 and 1961) that occurred based the historical 
management of the project site (i.e., when management of the beaver dams and water level was 
occurring, and around the time the WDFW fish management structure was installed near 
Harworth Road).  This presumably had an impact on the wetland hydro period (see Response 1.3 
above). 
 
Although our aerial photograph review did not show a definitive, measurable change in the 
wetland boundary that cannot be explained by seasonal variation, it is important to note that the 
aerial photograph review of the historical wetland boundary is only a qualitative assessment and 
cannot accurately quantify the wetland area.  More importantly, changes to the wetland hydro 
period have most likely altered the vegetation communities of the wetland and changed the 
functions and values that the wetland provides, such as water quality functions, habitat 
functions, and flood storage capacity (see Response 1.3 above).   
 

A.2 COMMENTS BY THE WEST BRANCH RIVERSIGHT BOARD MEMBERS, 
INCLUDING MARY STERLING, DARRELL JOHNSON, JOHN WERR, AND 
KATHLEEN WERR 

Comment 2.1:  “…there are certain areas of your report that we found were incomplete; 
specifically the Categorization Based on Special Characteristics found on pages 18 thru 20 
of Appendix C:  Wetland Rating Form.”  It is not clear how this section was evaluated, 
since it was not filled out and “Table 3” referred to in Section SC 4.3 was not included.  
 
Response 2.1:  Pages 18 through 20 of Appendix C:  Wetland Rating Form were inadvertently 
left incomplete.  The completed pages have been added to Appendix C:  Wetland Rating Form in 
the revised report.  Note that the wetland did not qualify as a vernal pool (Section SC 1.0), Alkali 
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wetland (Section SC 2.0), Natural Heritage Wetland (Section SC 3.0), Bog (Section SC 4.0), or 
Forested Wetland (Section SC 5.0).   
 
For a description of how these categories were evaluated, please reference the Washington State 
Department of Ecology’s (Ecology’s) Washington State Wetland Rating System for Eastern 
Washington (Publication No. 04-06-015).  This document can be found on the World Wide Web 
at http://www.ecy.wa.gov/pubs/0406015.pdf.  Table 3, which is referenced in Section 4.3 is 
located on pages 85 to 86 of this publication. 
 
Comment 2.2:  There is a known bog in a part of this wetland unit that has been verified by 
both Ecology’s Wetland Specialist Chris Merker as well as DNR’s (Department of Natural 
Resource’s) Natural Heritage Program Biologist Rex Crawford.  There may be other 
portions of this wetland with those same characteristics.  For example, there are definitely 
areas where the presence of Uncas Muck exists greater than 16 inches in depth.  We would 
be happy to provide documentation by Chris Merker and Rex Crawford regarding their 
evaluations, as well as assistance to locate areas of Uncas muck and areas where peat was 
historically known to be present. 
 
Response 2.2:  We are unaware of a bog in this wetland unit that has been verified by both the 
Ecology’s Wetland Specialist Chris Merker and the Washington State Department of Natural 
Resource’s (DNR’s) Natural Heritage Program Biologist, Rex Crawford.  Furthermore, we were 
not aware of any portion of this wetland that has previously been delineated, classified, or 
documented in any way that identifies a part of the wetland system as a bog.   
 
Chris Merker, formerly of the Ecology’s Eastern Regional Office Shorelands and Environmental 
Assistance Division, no longer works for Ecology.  Therefore, we were unable to discuss this 
with him.  However, on February 26, 2007, we spoke with Catherine Reed, who is currently 
covering Mr. Merker’s responsibilities while Ecology fills Mr. Merker’s position.  Ms. Reed was 
also unaware of any portion of the wetland verified to be a bog.   
 
According to our February 27, 2007, conversation with Rex Crawford with the (DNR) Natural 
Heritage Program, the wetland unit within our project site does not contain a bog.  
Mr. Crawford did confirm that a bog, which satisfies the criteria as a Natural Heritage Wetland, 
is located on the Werr Property (see Photograph 4 in Appendix F).  Based on our conversation 
with the Werr Family on February 26, 2007, this bog is the portion of approximated wetland 
located north of the delineated wetland boundary on Figure 4 of the report and is outside the 
project limits.  According to our conversations with Mr. Crawford, the Werr Family, and a letter 
from Mr. Crawford (DNR, 2003) provided by the Werr Family and attached to your comment 
(Appendix D), this bog contains typical bog species such as sphagnum, slender sedge, and bog 
birch.  It is our understanding, following our discussions with Mr. Crawford, that this “bog” is 
technically a “fen” system since it has a restricted outlet.  Fens are considered bogs for the 
purpose of wetland classifications.   
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Under Title 222 of the Washington Administrative Code (WAC) and Chapter 76.09 of the 
Revised Code of Washington (RCW), the DNR is mandated to protect the state’s forest resources 
through the Forest Protection Act (FPA).  Within the FPA, aquatic areas, such as streams and 
wetlands, have management buffers to restrict the harvest of timber within and adjacent to these 
areas.  These management buffers are known as riparian management zones and wetland 
management zones.  The width of these management zones is based on the stream type and 
wetland class.  The FPA considers two types of wetlands:  Type A and Type B.  “Bogs” are 
classified under the FPA as a Type A wetland and are defined under WAC 222-16-010 as 
follows: 
 

“…wetlands which have the following characteristics: Hydric organic soils (peat 
and/or muck) typically 16 inches or more in depth (except over bedrock or 
hardpan); and vegetation such as sphagnum moss, Labrador tea, bog laurel, bog 
rosemary, sundews, and sedges; bogs may have an overstory of spruces, western 
hemlock, lodgepole pine, western red cedar, western white pine, Oregon 
crabapple, or quaking aspen, and may be associated with open water.  This 
includes nutrient-poor fens.” 

 
This definition and these management zones are specific to DNR and have not been adopted by 
Ecology or the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), which regulate wetlands.  However, 
Ecology has incorporated this definition into their bog key (Section SC 4.0) within the Wetland 
Rating Form – Eastern Washington (see Appendix C).  Although much of the wetland is 
comprised of Uncas Muck and other organic soils (see Section 5.1 and Figure 3 of the Report), 
none of the observed wetland conditions satisfied the bog criteria within Section SC 4.0 of the 
Wetland Rating Form – Eastern Washington or WAC 222-16-010.   
 
Comment 2.3:  Bald Eagle, Golden Eagle, Great Blue Heron, and Goshawk have been 
observed as well as the Pileated Woodpecker both recently and historically.  These species 
at risk were not included in your report. 
 
Response 2.3:  The purpose of the report was to document the extent of current wetland 
associated with the West Branch of the Little Spokane River, between Fertile Valley Road and 
Harworth Road.  The presence of these species and potentially other species of concern is not 
addressed within this report, although their presence was noted on page 2 within the Wetland 
Rating Form – Eastern Washington (see Appendix C). 
 
Comment 2.4:  For these reasons (Comments 2.1 – 2.3), we feel the information contained 
in this initial delineation is not sufficient to establish whether this is a Category I or II 
Wetland.  We would be happy to provide documentation by Chris Merker and Rex 
Crawford regarding their evaluations (Attached to comment in Appendix D), as well as 
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assistance to locate areas of Uncas muck and areas where peat was historically known to be 
present. 
 
Response 2.4:  We have reviewed the documentation provided to the West Branch RiverSight 
Board Members by Chris Merker and Rex Crawford pertaining to the “known” bog.  
Additionally, we have spoken to Mr. Crawford regarding his findings.  Based on our site visit, 
the provided documentation, and our conversation with Mr. Crawford, we have found no basis 
for changing the category of wetland determined through the Wetland Rating Form – Eastern 
Washington (Appendix C).   
 
Comment 2.5:  Although wetland parameters have remained consistent since 1955 aerial 
photographs, it should be noted that water quality coming into this wetland complex from 
Sacheen Lake remains a concern.  Beaver dam removal activities have often caused 
extreme fluctuations of water levels in the river and adjacent wetlands, especially in the 
summertime.  This has compromised the natural habitat and possibly also impaired 
wetland functions that serve to mitigate human development upstream, as well as affected 
fish populations.  Since it is most cost-effective to maintain existing wetlands to provide 
water storage and water quality functions, it is important to protect and conserve this 
valuable wetland resource.  
 
Response 2.5:  Rising water levels throughout the years of both Sacheen Lake and the West 
Branch are well documented.  The water level rise has presumably had an impact on the wetland 
hydro period and possibly the wetland boundary.  However, our aerial photograph review 
concluded that generally, there were no definitive, measurable changes to the wetland boundary 
which cannot be explained by seasonal variation.  As previously described, this should not be 
interpreted to mean that wetland parameters have remained consistent (see Responses 1.3 
and 1.5). 
 
In regard to the water quality of Sacheen Lake, which flows through the wetland system, please 
refer to Section 2.0 (page 2) of the report where Sacheen Lake is noted as being on Ecology’s 
2004 303(d) list of impaired water bodies for both total phosphorus and fecal coliform.  
 

A.3 COMMENTS BY JIM PETERSON 

Comment 3.1:  Since purchasing this property five years ago, my family has consistently 
opened our property for community projects such as beaver trapping and dam level 
reduction to help our neighbors concerns.  Each time, there were meetings to discuss the 
problem, solutions presented, and an action plan requested by all stakeholders, with the 
County taking the lead.  Each time we were well informed and included in the plan, and 
agreements to use our property were always written documents with a very specific and 
limited scope of work to be performed, by whom, and with liabilities such as insurance and 
cleanup delineated.  
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Now comes this Wetland Delineation Report.  Twenty thousand dollars of public, 
taxpayer’s funds were used to delineate wetlands with nearly 50% of the total focus being 
our property.  Never were we notified of this project in advance.  No permission was ever 
given to enter our lands, and as a matter of record no one even asked.  This survey was 
done by illegally trespassing onto our property.  I would request this report be stricken 
from any and all public records until those landowners involved are clearly informed and 
have given their consent.  I doubt that these rights can be usurped under the “Public 
Domain” laws. 
 

 Who determined this to be Pend Oreille County’s primary watershed issue? 

 Of all the lake, river, and total watershed issues being looked at by many diverse 
groups, why was this prioritized to seek public grant funds?  Why were our lands 
targeted without our knowledge? 

 What was the purpose of gathering this information? 

 Who or what will gain from this project? 
Response 3.1:  We regret that you initially felt insufficient notification and/or description was 
provided regarding the activities that would be occurring on the properties of those who reside 
along the West Branch, between the Fertile Valley Road bridge and Harworth Road, including 
your property.  It is our understanding, following multiple conversations with you and Russ 
Fletcher with the POCD, that the misunderstanding has been resolved.  Additionally, it is our 
hope that by responding to your questions and concerns regarding the ultimate purpose of this 
wetland delineation and who or what will gain from this project, you will understand that no 
harm was meant to your property and that ultimately your rights on your property are protected.   
 
Comment 3.2:  The comment period has two problems:  

1. The comment period is very short to get outside expert opinion to review, observe, 
test, and render a second opinion. 

2. The chosen time period to review this study is during the time of year when our 
county is frozen solid and snow covered, and is hardly a time to be reviewing work 
in the middle of wetlands, not to mentioned the holiday season delays.   

The comment period should be extended. 
 
Response 3.2:  Comment noted. 
 
Comment 3.3:  The field studies included extensive on-the-ground observations of the 
current status of the lands that now are wetland or emerging wetlands.  (No definition of 
“freshwater Emergent Wetland” was given.)   
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Response 3.3:  The term “emergent wetland” does not mean a wetland that is newly forming, but 
rather refers to the vegetative structure of that wetland.  Emergent wetlands are dominated by 
herbaceous vegetation (e.g., non-woody species such as grasses or cattail).   
 
Comment 3.4:  Then a sweeping statement was made both in the report and by the District 
Administrator, at a public meeting concerning the report that the early black and white 
photos indicated that these lands had always been wetlands.  No scientific reasoning was 
given to explain how black and white photos from 1955 yielded this conclusion.  It is clear 
there was a definite line between conifer growing lands and lands without trees.  The 
delineated lines follow the tree lines in the photos.  However our historical data from 
previous owners and neighbors report much of what now is wetlands was once grasslands 
producing cattle pasture and hay crops, not necessarily wetlands forever.  Some cattle 
fencing on our property and adjacent properties indicate this activity.   
 
Response 3.4:  Aerial photograph interpretation is commonly used to locate and qualitatively 
assess wetland shape, size, and vegetative structure.  From aerial photographs, features such as 
landforms, topography, and vegetation complexes are used to approximate the presence of 
wetlands and their surficial features.  This technique used in conjunction with other available 
supporting information, such as soil types and potential water sources, provides a relatively 
accurate, qualitative assessment of wetland features.  This process has been essential in the 
development of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetlands 
Inventory (NWI) maps (see Figure 2).   
 
We do not dispute the reports that portions of the wetland were once grassland used as cattle 
pastures and hay crops.  Emergent wetlands (see Response 3.3) are commonly used by ranchers 
or farmers for cattle pasture or crop production.  It is important to note that wetlands are not 
always obvious and may include areas that are saturated for only part of the year.  Title 
173.22.030 of the WAC and Chapter 90.58 of the Revised Code of Washington defines wetlands 
as 
 

“…areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a 
frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal 
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in 
saturated soil conditions.  Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, 
and similar areas.”  
 

Comment 3.5:  It has been our own observation that water levels have definitely risen in 
the five years of our ownership.  A minimum of three clear, freshwater, running streams on 
our property have now disappeared into the black, murky, swamp pools now covering 
these streams, with the vegetation changing from grasses to a new population of cattails.  
Lands we could easily walk across are now water flooded and impassable.  Old roadways 
are now under water.   
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Response 3.5:  Comment noted. 
 
Comment 3.6:  Upon purchasing this land five years ago we hired two separate forestry 
consultants and a legal investigator to research our property, look at wetlands, streams, 
roads, etc.  Much on the ground work was done and information gathered.  Had we been 
notified previous to the completion of this project, we could have shared their findings.  
This would have given some insight into the changes that have taken place at least over the 
past five years.   
 
Response 3.6:  Following conversations with you, it is our understanding that you decided this 
information may not be as helpful for our purposes as once thought.   
 
Comment 3.7:  One of these roads now being flooded, had been the access road to our 
property used by previous owners.  The County of Pend Oreille had actually supplied the 
rock for this road.  Our neighbors have since blocked this road to our use, declaring this 
not to be our legal access any longer.  This is a private matter between neighbors, which we 
have made efforts to resolve over the last five years.  The reason I reluctantly bring this to 
your attention in this public forum is that a very curious phenomenon has occurred in the 
scientific gathering of data for this wetland delineation.  Of the 19 (nineteen) data points 
taken, you will discover that 13 (thirteen) of these data points are clustered along this very 
same road!  Beginning at Fertile Valley Rd., following this road, they cease once the road is 
well into our property.  Only 6 (six) other data points were collected over the entire areas 
studied with hundreds of acres, multiple stream systems, water bodies, and roads.  What 
possible scientific methods could have produced these results? 
 
Response 3.7:  The dispute referenced between you and your neighbor was not known prior to or 
during our fieldwork.  The reason for the numerous data points located along the road was 
coincidental.  Our fieldwork began along the northeast corner of the wetland system beginning 
from Fertile Valley Road.  Numerous data plots were examined and documented during the 
beginning of our fieldwork to familiarize ourselves with the existing subsurface conditions and 
the variation along the wetland boundary.  Although only six additional data pits are 
documented along the remainder of the wetland boundary, many other soil pits were observed.  
See Response 10.1 for greater detail pertaining to our methodology. 
 
Comment 3.8:  The report speaks of both man-made and beaver dams being constructed 
that have obviously extended the amount of land covered with water because they stop and 
hold back water flows.  These are recent changes taking place on these lands.  The Little 
Spokane River is no longer a free-flowing river with stream bank delineation in this area.  
No argument that there now exists an extensive wetland system, but its historical 
configuration still remains unproven.   
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Response 3.8:  Comment noted. 
 
Comment 3.9:  Sometime in 2005 the formation of a West Branch of the Little Spokane 
River committee was conceived.  In early 2006 an organizing sub-committee gathered and 
began its work to form this official committee.  In mid 2006 word went out across the entire 
county of this new committee, and interested stakeholders began to gather.  This committee 
would give local input to existing WRIA’s now operating on Little Spokane and Spokane 
River watersheds.  I became an active member of this committee at that time.  The mission 
statement:  
 

“The mission of the West Branch Watershed Committee is to form a 
respectful and productive relationship amongst property owners and 
governmental entities with jurisdiction in the West Branch of the Little 
Spokane River Watershed.  This collaborative effort will work to:  address 
water resource issues, secure funding for future planning, and implement 
agreed-upon solutions, incorporating responsible stewardship and best 
management practices.”   

 
Senator Morton heard the community plea and helped fund the start-up with a grant, 
determining the Conservation District as lead agency.  Dept of Ecology, Fish and Wildlife, 
and many other agencies are giving input.  The important piece was that all of this 
watershed in Pend Oreille County is represented and works together as we look at this 
valued asset.   
 
From the very beginning the idea of “consensus” amongst stakeholders became a theme, a 
goal, and finally a mandate.  This committee is still formulating operating procedures, who 
votes, how, membership, etc., making progress but anxious to address real watershed issues 
to be brought before the community, studied, action plans developed and hopefully funding 
to implement.  (Others may summarize this committee better or more accurately, but I 
believe I have capsulated the intent of this group.) 
 
What does this have to do with commenting on the wetland delineation project now before 
us?  Since the committee as a whole was never informed, included, or asked to participate, 
I would conclude we have nothing to do with this project.  While we’re still deciding who 
brings donuts, Russ Fletcher of the Conservation District announces at the last meeting, 
another small group of landowners along the river had formed in this very small area of 
the total watershed, this project had been prioritized, funded, and in fact was now 
completed.  We could comment by e-mail if we wished.  So much for consensus, 
communities working together and collaborative effort.  This was a huge slap in the face to 
members of this committee who believe in the mission statement.   
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Response 3.9:  We again regret that you have felt uninformed about this project and the process 
that it has followed.  It is our understanding through our conversations with both you and Russ 
Fletcher that this misunderstanding has been resolved.   
 
Comment 3.10:  A final conclusion announced by Mr. Fletcher, was that this wetland 
delineation would certainly stop any development in this area.  We have gotten a final clue 
as to the real purpose of this secretive project.   
 
Response 3.10:  We are not aware of this comment, and it does not reflect the intent that we 
understand of Mr. Fletcher, the POCD, or the West Branch Watershed committee.  It has been 
our understanding from conversations with Mr. Fletcher and others that this wetland delineation 
report will serve as a baseline to assist with discussion and cooperation amongst residents and 
regulators and potential management strategies that may follow. 
 

A.4 COMMENTS BY TOM (NO LAST NAME PROVIDED) 

Comment 4.1:  Page 5 – Boika Lake should probably be Eloika Lake. 
 
Response 4.1:  Corrected in the revised report.   
 
Comment 4.2:  Page 8 – Yellow Flag Iris is a non-native invasive weed, funny how it is used 
to categorize wetlands. 
 
Response 4.2:  It is unclear what this comment references.  The commenter appears to be 
questioning the use of yellow flag iris (Iris pseudacorus, OBL), a Class C noxious weed on the 
Washington State Noxious Weed List, within the report.  However, page 8 of the report does not 
discuss yellow flag iris.  There are two locations within the report and appendices that the 
commenter may be potentially referring to.   
 
Section 5.1 of the report (page 5) describes the vegetation that generally comprises the 
permanently and seasonally flooded portions of the wetland system.  Yellow flag iris is one of the 
species commonly found within this wetland type.  The commenter may be curious why the 
facultative indicator status of the plant (OBL) was used to “categorize” the wetland type 
(Cowardin classification).   
 
The facultative indicator status of a vegetative species is the probability of that plant to be 
growing within a wetland.  This facultative indicator status was developed and defined by the 
USFWS NWI and modified by the National Plant List Panel in 1988 
(http://www.fws.gov/nwi/plants.htm).  An updated list for Region 9, in which Washington State is 
located, was compiled in 1993.  The following are the facultative indicator status definitions as 
described within the Washington State Wetlands Identification and Delineation Manual 
(Ecology, 1997).   
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Indicator 
Category 

Indicator 
Symbol Definition 

Obligate Wetland 
Plants  OBL 

Plants that almost always occur (estimated probability >99%) 
in wetlands under natural conditions, but which may also 
occur rarely (estimated probability <1%) in nonwetlands.  
Examples: Typha latifolia, Lysichitum americanum. 

Facultative 
Wetland Plants FACW 

Plants that almost always occur (estimated probability 67% to 
99%) in wetlands under natural conditions, but which may 
also occur rarely (estimated probability 1% to 33%) in 
nonwetlands.  Examples: Fraxinus latifolia, Cornus 
stolonifera. 

Facultative Plants FAC* 
Plants with a similar likelihood (estimated probability 34% to 
66%) of occurring in both wetlands and nonwetlands.  
Examples: Alnus rubra, Rubus spectabilis 

Facultative 
Upland Plants FACU 

Plants that sometimes occur (estimated probability 1% to 
<33%) in wetlands, but occur more often (estimated 
probability 67% to 99%) in nonwetlands.  Examples: Acer 
macrophyllum, Rubus discolor 

Obligate Upland 
Plants  UPL 

Plants that rarely occur (estimated probability <1%) in 
wetlands, but occur almost always (estimated probability 
>99%) in nonwetlands under natural conditions. 

* The three facultative categories are subdivided by (+) and (-) modifiers.  FAC+ species are 
considered to have a somewhat greater estimated probability of occurring in wetlands than FAC 
species, while FAC- species are considered to have a somewhat lesser estimated probability of 
occurring in wetlands than FAC species.   
 
Yellow flag iris (Iris pseudacorus, OBL), is considered an Obligate Wetland Plant (OBL).  There 
is no qualitative or quantitative value or function implied by the facultative indicator status.   
 
Additionally, the Cowardin classification of a wetland type is a categorization of wetland based 
on vegetation structure, hydrology, and soil structure.  Those wetlands where yellow flag iris 
was commonly present are classified under the Cowardin classification system as palustrine 
emergent, persistent vegetation, seasonally flooded, mineral soils (PEM1Cn) or palustrine 
emergent, persistent vegetation, permanently flooded, organic soils (PEM1Hg).   
 
The second location where the Commenter may have intended to question the use of yellow flag 
iris to “categorize” the wetland is on page 13 of Appendix C.  Since pages 7 to 12 of the Rating 
Form are used for other Hydrogeomorphic (HGM) Classes, such as riverine, slope, and lake-
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fringe wetlands, those pages were left out.  Therefore, Appendix C jumps from page 6 to 13.  On 
page 13, Question H1.4, we counted the number of species that cover at least 10 square feet.  
The instructions note that we are to not include certain non-native species during this count, one 
of which is yellow flag iris.  As a result, we were able to count at least nine species, other than 
yellow flag iris, and gave full points to the wetland system for that question.   
 

A.5 COMMENTS BY JIM MORRIS 

Comment 5.1:  You may remember me, in that I was with Jeff Storms this fall and met 
with you at the bridge over the outlet to Sacheen Lake.  We had been showing your son and 
Pat what our problems are downstream with the beaver dams.  We also spoke with the 
couple (Becki Kniveton and Per Johnson) who were to start the wetland delineation study 
the following day. 
 
I have been coming to Sacheen Lake since 1960.  My wife's parents bought their lot in l947, 
and the place has been in our family since then.  I submitted pictures of our beach that 
were taken in the l960s and l970s when our children were small and were depicted playing 
in the sand on our beach in front of our cabin (Attached to original comment in 
Appendix F).  These pictures were sent to accompany our comments about the high water 
levels, and were part of comments and pictures you should have received last winter from 
many Sacheen Lake property owners.  As you know, our beach has disappeared under the 
higher water conditions we have experienced for a number of years now.  Last summer, 
when our grandchildren were visiting, we had to be by their sides constantly when they 
were in the water because the depth of the water was over their heads about three feet from 
dry land.  When our children were young, this same area had a number of feet of exposed 
beach, so the children could play safely in the sand without getting wet.  Of course we, as 
well as all of our neighbors, have had erosion because of the high water, and have lost land 
all along the fronts of our properties.  In addition to the loss of land, we now have mud 
instead of clean sand in front of our places due to the soil erosion from the bank. 
 
Response 5.1:  Comment noted.  The pictures of your beach-front property are included with 
your unformatted comment in Appendix D.   
 
Comment 5.2:  In reading the report from the contractors, it appears that they (Shannon & 
Wilson) could not find a significant difference in the size of the wetland when they 
compared aerial photos taken over a number of years.   
 
Response 5.2:  Please refer to Responses 1.3 and 1.5.   
 
Comment 5.3:  We can see that a number of trees close to the water have died in recent 
years from higher water levels downstream from the lake outlet.   
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Response 5.3:  Please refer to Response 1.3.   
 
Comment 5.4:  We know that the water level is higher in the lake and in the West Branch 
of the Little Spokane River now than it was in the 1970s and into the 1990s due to the 
beaver dams and the loss of a clear channel in the river that extends from the Fertile Valley 
Bridge to the large beaver dam that is a few hundred yards north of the barrier dam near 
Harworth Road.  If the wetland has not increased significantly with these higher water 
levels, then it should not decrease significantly if more water were allowed to drain from 
the lake and river above Harworth Road. 
 
Response 5.4:  Neither a hydrologic assessment of historical; water levels nor a study of the 
impacts to the wetlands from altering the current hydrology was part of this wetland delineation 
report.   
 
Comment 5.5:  The report writers noted that they could see a line in the earlier aerial 
photos that appeared to be a channel in the river or some other anomaly in the 
photographs.  I can attest to the fact that the West Branch of the Little Sacheen River had 
a distinguishable channel with a white sandy bottom that extended from the Fertile Valley 
Bridge at least as far as Mary and Darrel's home.  I used to fly-fish the river with my wife's 
uncle, Mike Runje, in the l970s.  Unfortunately Mike died this November at the age of 94, 
and therefore cannot comment on his historical perspective of the lake and stream.  Fishing 
was very good and the stream ran cleanly and clearly.  We used to catch and release many 
Rainbow and Brook Trout in the above-mentioned stretch of river.  I can also attest to the 
fact that hardly a trout is to be found in this same stretch of river.  I would believe that the 
aerial photographs they were looking at showed a distinguishable channel with a sandy 
bottom in this part of the river. 
 
Response 5.5:  Comment noted. 
 
Comment 5.6:  The placing and maintaining of tubes through the beaver dams does work 
to reduce the water level in Sacheen Lake, but as you know, the work of keeping the tubes 
cleaned requires constant and difficult physical labor.  The permitting process that we have 
had to go through for this work to be allowed is complicated and difficult and seems almost 
to be designed to discourage even the most dedicated from making the effort to secure the 
necessary permit.  I would recommend that the permit process be streamlined and the 
permits issued for longer periods, in order for us to continue to do the work that most of 
the lake property owners know needs to be done to ensure a reasonable water flow and a 
healthy lake and stream. 
 
Permits to trap beavers in the stream and around the lake are necessary to reduce the 
beaver population.  This permitting process should be streamlined and the life of the 
permit extended as well.  I believe that the success of the beaver trapping helped to reduce 
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the amount of dam building in the stream during the early parts of last summer.  We know 
that the habit is too attractive for beavers to totally eradicate them from the area, but a 
sustainable trapping process might be a great asset to maintaining better stream flows. 
 
The permits that we are currently working under, which allow for the placement of tubes 
in the dams and the maintenance of the tubes, do not allow for the tubes to be placed deep 
enough in the dams to return the level of the lake to the summer levels that I have spoken 
of above.  I would like to see us be able to place the tubes deeper within the dams to allow a 
lower lake level than the current permit provides.  We are not currently able to lower the 
lake to the 7.9 level that was previously agreed upon, and those of us who have submitted 
pictures know that the 7.9 level is quite a bit higher than previous summer lake levels. 
 
Response 5.6:  Comment noted. 
 
Comment 5.7:  Overall, I want to be clear that I do not want to see the lake or the 
downstream habitat damaged or destroyed.  I believe that a less-impeded flow of water in 
the West Branch of the Little Spokane River will not destroy or significantly decrease the 
wetland downstream from the lake.  A greater and consistent flow of water in the West 
Branch of the Little Spokane River is good for the health of the stream and for the 
downstream land owners who suffer from a lack of water during the summer months.  The 
lake property owners that I know do not want to see damage done to the properties of the 
downstream land owners, but something must be done to provide support and permission 
to open the channel and maintain the stream flows at least as far downstream as Harworth 
Road.  It would seem to me that a cleaner and consistent flowing stream would be of benefit 
to the downstream land owners as well. 
 
Response 5.7:  Comment noted. 
 

A.6 COMMENTS BY JEFF AND DEBBY STORMS 

Comment 6.1:  On page 3 starting with chapter 4.0 (Document Review).  We would like to 
point out that you (Shannon & Wilson, Inc.) have missed a very important document.  In 
November 1989, Sacheen Lake Sewer District applied for a Centennial Clean Water Grant 
from Ecology.  The project title was Sacheen Lake Phase 1 Diagnosis/Feasibility Study.  This 
grant was approved (Grant No. TAX 90045) and the project title changed to Sacheen Lake 
Phase 1 Restoration Study.  The grant study was completed by the Kennedy Engineers, 
Spokane, WA, and by Eastern Washington University Biology Department with the 
cooperation of the Ecology.  Here are a few of the chapter names that we think are 
significant to this delineation. 
 

 Hydrogeology, 
 Hydrologic Budget 
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 Lake Stage Recordings 
 Lake Evaporation Calculations 
 Precipitation 
 Groundwater 

 
The Appendix includes:  
 

 Sacheen Lake Betterment Association Reports (lake level /beaver problem from 
1990)  

 Sacheen Lake Betterment Association and Sacheen Lake Sewer and Water District 
Public Meeting Minutes (includes more documented minutes of lake level/beaver 
problems at Sacheen Lake Outlet on the West Branch). 

 
We would like to question if some of this documented, dated, and recorded minutes could 
be referenced in your final delineation report as documented “public comment.  This study 
also includes the Water Level Study-Final Report, which includes background information, 
like a review of lake level data collected from USGS from 1954 to 1974, lake level 
adjudication methods, determinations of desired lake levels, lake level control options, 
recommended options of beaver dam drains, dredging, and wetland considerations.   
 
In March 1993, Sacheen Sewer and Water District was awarded a Phase 2 Centennial 
Clean Water Grant #(G9300167).  This grant study was prepared by the Department of 
Biology and Department of Geology at Eastern Washington University and The Lambert 
Group, Inc. and Ecology. 
 
Here are a few of the items listed under List of Figures.  
 

 General Location map of Sacheen Lake, WA, showing major regional drainage, a 
networks map of Sacheen Lake showing locations of monitoring station, 
precipitation stations, and lake’s staff gauge.  

 Discharge (cubic feet/second) at the outlet of the West Branch of Sacheen Lake.  

 Sacheen Lake Level Recordings, several different hydrographs of creeks entering 
Sacheen Lake and hydrographs of outflow of the West Branch.  

 Inflow and Out Flow Budgets for Sacheen Lake and Total Inflows and Out Flows of 
Sacheen Lake.  

 
Many maps of Sacheen Lake are included.  They are maps of sub-drainage areas, maps of 
beaver dams, elevations of Sacheen Lake and the barrier dam located at Harworth Road 
from WDFW.  As I read through the volumes of this study, I also see in the contents listed 
Water, Sediments and Aquatic Plants, Emergent Wetland Plants, Wetland Plant 
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Populations, Wetland Areas, Beaver Dam Locations and Wetland Monitoring Sites on the 
West Branch of the Little Spokane River below Sacheen Lake, WA.  These items were 
listed in the Sacheen Lake Phase 2 Restoration Project, Volume lV – Milfoil Treatment 
Report.  But this still offers vegetation identification, vegetation comparisons from 1990-
1994, wetland plant populations with aerial components, and ground components. 
 
We realize that these studies were essentially water quality reports and that Shannon and 
Wilson, Inc. would have no way of knowing that these studies included such important 
information for their delineation.  We feel that the information in those reports is both 
valuable and important to the ongoing health and wellness of our lake.  Much time and 
money was spent on the study, and the information within those reports is of great 
significance to both the past and the future of our lake and the wetlands downstream.  
With all the documentation that is at hand regarding the rising lake levels, beaver dam 
issues, and property damage and destruction, we are wondering if the summary of your 
report is looking at a piece of a very complex puzzle – one would have to look at the entire 
puzzle to have a clear and complete understanding of the wetlands, and we don’t think you 
looked at the Big Picture at all.  Your report references ONE beaver dam and not the 
entire network of up to 10 that are actually on the river.  For over 30 years Jeff (Storms) 
has been going downstream and has seen firsthand the dramatic change of the entire area 
that you studied and saw NO change since the 1950s; how is this possible?  Are these truly 
wetlands or just flooded-out areas from the beaver dams downstream and exploding 
beaver populations?   
 
Response 6.1:  Prior to receiving your comment, we were unaware of the Centennial Clean 
Water Grants awarded for research on the Sacheen Lake and West Branch of the Little Spokane 
River water quality and aquatic ecosystems.  The referenced documents appear as though they 
would be relevant and useful for supporting discussions and potential management decisions in 
regard to water level management.  It is our understanding that the POCD is currently in the 
process of having these documents put into an electronic file for access over the internet. 
 
Although we recognize the importance and value of these studies and associated documents, and 
agree that the information within them is “valuable and important to the ongoing health and 
wellness of our lake,” the West Branch, and associated wetlands, we do not believe that they 
would further assist us in delineating and classifying the wetland complex of the project site.  
Our wetland delineation is only intended to provide a baseline from which discussions and 
management decisions can be based.   
 
Additionally, although we only referenced one beaver dam, we do not dispute the presence of 
numerous beaver dams and dens throughout the project limits (see Response 1.1).  However, the 
purpose of our report was to provide a baseline of the wetland area and category, in which the 
beavers have played a role.   
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Comment 6.2:  On the original Centennial Clean Water Grant Application form dated 
November 11, 1989, under project description it states: 
 

“A phase 1 diagnostic/feasibility study is needed to determine the extent of 
water quality problems at Sacheen Lake.  The study will assist the Sacheen 
property owners’ association and the Sacheen Sewer district to determine 
recommendations and remedial action that should be followed to prevent 
further deterioration.  Five specific problem areas will be addressed.  First, a 
determination needs to be made of a proper and appropriate lake level.  Over 
the past decade, the lake level has risen steadily, affecting recreation uses and 
lake level property (see attached comparison photographs).  A second and 
related problem to be examined is the obstruction of the lake outflow by 
beaver dams; previous action taken by the Department of Wildlife has had 
no effect on the problem.  Third, Milfoil infestation of the lake is increasing.  
Fourth, hydrogen sulfide concentrations indicate a nutrient build-up on the 
lake bottom.  The concern is that a cattle pasture near the primary inlet 
could contribute to the increase in nutrients.  Both the milfoil problem and 
the nutrient build-up will affect the fishery and recreation use of the lake.  
Fifth, property owners are concerned about septic tanks leaching into the 
lake.  Since 85% of the adjoining land area has been residentially developed, 
the septic tank and downslope location may contribute to this problem.  No 
sewer lines have been installed.  Many residents use filtered lake water for 
domestic purposes.”  

 
The next paragraph concludes.  
 

“The proposed project will include a historical background study.  A 
fisheries and limnological assessment, a feasibility study, and 
recommendations on how to deal with the five major problem areas.  
Remedial action that can be taken to prevent further deterioration and to 
solicit input, documentation of project results will be provided through a 
project completion report.  The project will be completed in 24 months.”  

 
Please review these very important documents.  We also would like to include an article 
named, “The Trouble With Beavers,” written by Jani Gilbert, Communication & 
Education ERO from Ecolink (Ecology Newsletter), dated October 6 2005 (Attached to 
your comments in Appendix F).  This will have to come as another e-mail from us to be 
included with this public comment.  
 
Response 6.2:  Comment noted.  The article, “The Trouble with Beavers,” by Jani Gilbert is 
attached to your unformatted comment in Appendix D.   
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A.7 COMMENTS BY PAM ZARKO 

Comment 7.1:  Below are the public comments on the wetland delineation of the West 
Branch from Pam Zarko, a Sacheen Lake property owner since 1999, although the house 
on this property has been here for 37 years: 
 
On page 2 the consultants cited only one beaver dam in the West Branch between Fertile 
Valley and Harworth roads.  Most people count more, in fact, eight was the number stated 
in the 1990-1991 in-kind service report for the Sacheen Lake Phase I Restoration Study.  
Citing only one downplays the problems significantly. 
 
Response 7.1:  Please refer to Response 1.1. 
 
Comment 7.2:  Also, on this page (page 2 of the report) it should read "Eloika Lake," 
rather than "Boika." 
 
Response 7.2:  Comment noted.  The correction has been made in the revised report. 
 
Comment 3:  On page 6, the lake level and beaver dam elevations from Jeff Lawlor of 
WDFW were from 1955 and 1987.  Were more recent ones done as part of the delineation? 
It would be useful to know current dam elevations on the same measuring scale. 
 
Response 7.3:  Studying the beaver dams was not the purpose of the report (see Response 1.1).  
To our knowledge, no additional survey of the dams occurred as part of this project. 
 
Comment 7.4:  On page 7, please note that Pend Oreille Conservation District did not enter 
the "permit picture" until 2006.  Sacheen Sewer and Water received the prior permits to 
place and maintain beaver tubes.  
 
Response 7.4:  Comment noted. 
 
Comment 7.5:  It was concluded on this page (page 7 of the report) that no appreciable 
change in wetland boundaries shows on photographs from 1955 to 2006.  My conclusion 
would be that all the work done since 1955 to maintain flow down the West Branch has 
caused no permanent reduction of the wetland boundaries.  I would also conclude that 
flooding and related problems at Sacheen are still likely, since they occurred in January 
2006, and no change is visible.  It appears that enough water could be released from 
Sacheen through the wetlands to prevent flooding without reducing wetland boundaries.   
 
Response 7.5:  Please refer to Responses 1.3 and 1.5. 
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Comment 7.6:  I wish Ecology and WDFW had been able to comment on the delineation 
prior to the deadline for public comment.  A longer period for comment might have 
allowed more agencies to evaluate and convey its meaning to us, the public. 
 
Response 7.6:  Ecology did comment on the delineation, and their comments are included in our 
responses (see 10.0 – Comments by Catherine Reed of Ecology).  Although WDFW was notified 
of the project and had the opportunity to comment, we did not receive any comments from them.  
As WDFW does not have direct regulatory authority on wetlands within Washington State, this is 
likely the explanation.   
 
Comment 7.7:  It concerns me that public comments are going through Russ at the 
Conservation District and may be edited before being sent to the consultants for inclusion 
in the final report.  Is that the usual procedure for public comments on other delineations? 
It would be useful to know how many people commented, even if their comments aren't in 
the final report, just as an indication of participation in the process during a very busy time 
of year. 
 
Response 7.7:  It is our understanding that all comments, e-mailed or sent via the postal service, 
were forwarded to Shannon & Wilson for inclusion in the final report.  These comments and 
attached photographs and/or articles have been included (see Response 1.4).   
 

A.8 COMMENTS BY RICHARD (LUKE) AND JILL SHORT 

Comment 8.1:  The report is difficult to understand due to the verbiage, which for all 
intents and purposes, eliminates any comprehensive understanding without significant 
research by the layman.  We, the tax payers, should be able to read and understand any 
report that is paid for by public funds.  The government agencies contracting this type of 
work should be responsible to ensure that the public is adequately informed and that the 
contractor writes a report that can be read, and understood by the public. 
 
Response 8.1:  We apologize if the report was too technical in nature.  We hope that our 
responses to your comments below help clarify these issues. 
  
Comment 8.2:  Paragraph 7.1.1, was confusing regarding the rating system for rating the 
wetland. 
 
Response 8.2:  Under the Pend Oreille County Municipal Code (POMC) (Chapter 36: 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas), the County requires that all wetlands be rated (i.e., 
categorized based on functions and values) using the 1991 Washington State Wetland Rating 
System (Ecology Publication No. 91-058).  This wetland rating system has since been revised in 
2004 by Ecology to reflect current Best Available Science (Ecology Publication No. 04-06-15).   
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At the time of our wetland delineation, Mr. Mike Lithgow of Pend Oreille County told us to use 
the revised 2004 rating system instead of the original 1991 rating system.  Following an 
additional conversation with Mr. Lithgow on May 16, 2007, the County had amended 
Chapter 36 on December 12, 2006, to require the revised 2004 rating system within the County’s 
Interim Development Regulations.  These Interim Development Regulations are currently 
available on the County’s website at http://w.co.pend-
oreille.wa.us/COMPPLAN/Dev%20Regs/Development%20Regulations.htm.  The Interim 
Development Regulations are set to be codified in late June or early July, 2007.  
 
Comment 8.3:  Could someone define the parameters of the buffer as it relates to public 
recreational use of the subject 1.25 miles of the river?  Could this buffer eliminate public 
use?   
 
Response 8.3:  The buffers referred to in Section 7.1.1 (page 8) only pertain to land use changes 
within the buffer.  Land use changes typically include new construction of things such as roads 
and structures.  The buffer would not hinder public use or recreational uses on the river.   
 
Comment 8.4:  In paragraph 7.1.3, Shorelines, a shoreline substantial development permit 
would need some explanation, would that include property owners of the shorelines 
"activities that materially interfere with normal public use of the water or shoreline" seems 
to fall into that category?  If not that statement is confusing.  
 
Response 8.4:  Under state regulations, Sacheen Lake and the West Branch downstream of 
Sacheen Lake are considered “shorelines of the State.”  Therefore, these waters are protected 
under the State’s Shoreline Management Act (SMA) and Pend Oreille’s Shoreline Master Plan 
(SMP).  Under the State’s SMA, a 200-foot shorelines setback area is designated from the 
ordinary high water mark of a shoreline of the State or the edge of a wetland associated with the 
“shoreline of the State.”  Within this 200-foot shoreline area, activities are subject to review 
under the State’s SMA and the County’s SMP.  In Pend Oreille County, their SMP was adopted 
in 1974 and has since been included as Chapter 34 in the County’s recently approved Interim 
Development Regulations.   
 
Regulations within the SMP pertain to any actions by state, local, or private parties that propose 
“activities that materially interfere with normal public use of the water or shoreline.”  However, 
there are certain activities, especially for single-family residences, that are exempt from a 
shoreline substantial development permit.  Those specific activities that are either exempt or 
require a shoreline substantial development permit are described within Chapter 34 of the Pend 
Oreille County Interim Development Regulations (http://w.co.pend-
oreille.wa.us/COMPPLAN/Dev%20Regs/id.pdf).   
 



 
 

21-1-12201-001-R1rev AE.doc/wp/FRWRK  21-1-12201-001 
E-24 

A.9 COMMENT BY RUSS FLETCHER OF THE PEND OREILLE COUNTY 
CONSERVATION DISTRICT 

Comment 9.1:  I just finished going through the Draft Delineation.  Looks good to me.  
There is a lake spelled wrong on page 2, paragraph 2, second line from the bottom.  Boika 
should read Eloika.  Other than that it's nice and clean.  
 
Response 9.1:  Comment noted.  The correction has been made in the revised report. 
 

A.10 COMMENTS BY CATHERINE REED OF THE WASHINGTON STATE 
DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 

Comment 10.1:  Per your (Pend Oreille County Conservation District’s) request, I have 
reviewed the wetland delineation report mentioned above.  The site appears to be rather 
complex and the report is very brief.  I believe that more detail is needed on what the 
delineators (Shannon & Wilson) observed and researched to allow for a level of confidence 
that the conclusions are correct.  It is also my opinion that more text description is needed 
to make the document useful for further research and the application of management 
strategies on the ground.  The following are my thoughts about these topics: 
 
Field methodology appendices should include more than just generic references to how 
information is collected, or additional information on the topic that is specific to this site 
should be included in the text.  A description/rationale of how and why data points were 
chosen at this site and what kinds of observations were made between data points should be 
included. 
 
Response 10.1:  In response to your concerns that more information is necessary “to make the 
document useful for further research and the application of management strategies on the 
ground,” please refer to Responses 2.3 and 5.4.   
 
Although the methodology described within Appendix A of the report was followed and 
accurately summarizes our efforts to identify the wetland boundary, additional information 
pertaining to our methodology is presented below, which is intended to supplement Section 3.0 
and Appendix A of the report.  
 
Prior to beginning our fieldwork, we met with Russ Fletcher with the POCD near the Fertile 
Valley bridge on September 24, 2006, to review the project boundaries and discuss the 
expectations of the wetland delineation.  During our discussion with Mr. Fletcher, we informally 
met with residents along Sacheen Lake, who were returning from maintaining the upper beaver 
dams to the permitted elevation within the approved Hydraulic Permit Activity (HPA) permit 
(see Section 6.1).  These residents summarized the beaver activity throughout the project limits 
for our benefit.   
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Our fieldwork was performed during a three-day period between September 25 and 28, 2006.  
We began our fieldwork along the right bank of the West Branch as it exits Sacheen Lake under 
the Fertile Valley bridge.  The water level at the beginning of our wetland delineation was 
documented at 8.4(+) feet (relative elevation) (see Photographs 5 of Appendix F).  Using the 
methodology described within Appendix A, we delineated the wetland boundary in a 
counterclockwise direction.   
 
Several inlets into the wetland system were observed with associated wetland systems as we 
proceeded around the wetland perimeter.  These inlets and their wetland systems were 
delineated as part of Wetland A, where they appeared to be directly hydrologically influenced by 
the West Branch.  Where these inlets and associated wetlands appeared to be solely influenced 
by other hydrologic sources, their boundaries were approximated.  The majority of the inlets 
observed were along the north and northwest wetland boundary; however, smaller inlets were 
observed in other areas of the wetland boundary as well. 
 
Nineteen data plots (8 upland plots and 11 wetland plots) were documented throughout the three 
days of fieldwork.  These data plots were to characterize the wetland and upland areas 
bracketing the wetland boundary.  Thirteen of these data plots were documented along the 
northeastern wetland boundary, although two data plots were located along the western 
boundary and four were located along the southern boundary.  Most of the data plots were 
located along the northeast corner of the wetland for two reasons.  First, the route of our 
wetland delineation began in this area and numerous data plots were documented to thoroughly 
understand and characterize the conditions specific to the wetland system.  Secondly, rock 
outcrops and steep slopes are common along portions of the north and south ends of the wetland 
boundary (see Photographs 6 and 7 of Appendix F).  As a result, the wetland boundary was well 
defined and many sections of the wetland boundary in these areas were not conducive to 
documenting.  While most of the documented data plots were located along the northeast 
wetland boundary, numerous soil pits and sites were examined along the wetland boundary 
throughout the course of the delineation to capture changing subsurface characteristics and 
ensure that the wetland boundary remained accurate.   
 
Due to the large project area and expansive wetland system, the wetland boundary was located 
using a resource grade Global Positioning System (GPS).  This system consisted of a Trimble® 
XC GPS and a Juniper Systems Archer Field PC™ with ArcPad 7.0 and Trimble® 
GPScorrect™ software (see Photograph 8 of Appendix F).  This system allows the collected data 
to be post-processed using known base station locations to achieve a horizontal accuracy of 2 to 
5 meters.   
 
Not all of the large, upland islands were accessible by foot.  Therefore, the boundaries of some 
of these upland islands were approximated by aerial photograph and digitized into the wetland 
delineation boundary.  Those approximated upland islands are identified in Figure 4 of the 



 
 

21-1-12201-001-R1rev AE.doc/wp/FRWRK  21-1-12201-001 
E-26 

report.  Through the comparison of the surface conditions observed in the field and on recent 
aerial photography, we believe these approximated boundaries to be relatively accurate.  
Furthermore, since the wetland delineation is not intended for a proposed project on a specific 
parcel or parcels, but rather to provide a baseline for management strategies and decisions, we 
believe the wetland perimeter boundary along those approximated upland islands is sufficient.   
 
Comment 10.2:  Because the area is so large, is there a difference in vegetation community 
within the interior of the wetland as opposed to the edges of the wetlands where the 
wetland boundary was determined?   
 
Response 10.2:  A thorough analysis of the wetland system’s interior was not performed as part 
of this project, since the intent of the project was to determine the wetland boundary (see 
Responses 2.3 and 2.5).  However, wetland vegetation did differ along the perimeter, where the 
19 data plots were located, in comparison to the interior.  Vegetation that comprised the 
majority of the interior of the wetland was dominated by herbaceous species, such as broad-leaf 
cattail (Typha latifolia, OBL), yellow flag iris (Iris pseudacorus, OBL), yellow skunk-cabbage 
(Lysichiton americanum, OBL), and yellow pond-lily (Nuphar lutea, OBL) (see Photograph 9 of 
Appendix F).  These species are typical of most of the wetland interior, where the West Branch of 
the Little Spokane River was either immediately adjacent or the ground surface elevation was 
low enough to result in inundation during much of the year.  However, in one area of the wetland 
interior along the western portion of the wetland, west of the largest upland island, the ground 
surface elevation was higher, and subsequently, bentgrass (Agrostis spp., FAC) and reed 
canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea, FACW) were dominant (see Data Plot 13).   
 
Along the perimeter of the wetland, vegetation was dominated by both herbaceous and shrub 
species, including small-fruited bulrush (Scirpus microcarpus, OBL), slough sedge (Carex 
obnupta, OBL), reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea, FACW), hardhack (Spirea douglasii, 
FACW), red-osier dogwood (Cornus sericea, FACW), and thin-leaf alder (Alnus tenuifolia, 
FACW) (see Photograph 10 of Appendix F).   
 
Comment 10.3:  There is a description in the report text on pages 5 and 6 that is a good 
start, but when the maps are viewed, no data points were recorded on the eastern and 
much of the western wetland boundary lines.  (Is this because of an extreme topographic 
break which precluded the need for observation holes at these locations?)   
 
Response 10.3:  See the supplemental methodology provided in Response 10.1 above. 
 
Comment 10.4:  Interior upland areas were not evaluated by data plot pairs.  Were field 
observations conducted in these areas?  If not, is there a particular reason why they were 
not evaluated?  
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Response 10.4:  Although most of the interior upland areas were not documented with data plots, 
Data Plots 5 through 9 were documented to evaluate the conditions of one of the interior upland 
areas and the variation to that of the exterior upland area.  This particular interface was 
thoroughly documented since it was the first of such areas encountered.   
 
The remaining interior upland areas were not documented for three reasons.  First, not all of the 
upland areas were accessible.  The wetland boundary around those upland areas that were not 
accessible was approximated by aerial photograph (see Response 10.1 and Figure 4).  Secondly, 
several of the upland areas, or portions of those interior upland areas that were accessible and 
delineated, were essentially vegetated “rock outcrops” and were not suitable for documenting 
soil conditions (see Photograph 7 of Appendix F).  Subsequently, the wetland boundaries around 
these “rock outcrop” upland areas were well defined.  Lastly, the soil, hydrology, and vegetation 
conditions along the wetland boundary of those remaining interior upland areas that were 
accessible and not essentially “rock outcrops,” were similar to the documented boundary (see 
Data Plots 7, 8, and 9). 
 
Comment 10.5:  Also, I would suggest that the study area boundaries be defined on a map 
in order to assure clear communication.  There is a pond/wetland complex shown in 
section 26 on the wetland delineation map – is this wetland being shown simply to identify 
an additional water source for the wetland?  What is the significance of its relationship to 
the wetland system (wildlife corridor or water input, etc.)? 
 
Response 10.5:  The study area is large and we can see that there could be some confusion about 
where and why the wetland boundary started and stopped where it does.   
 
There is a wetland/pond complex (Wetland B) to the north of Wetland A, which was not part of 
the study area.  Wetland B and the wetland associated with the small stream exiting it were not 
included in this study since they are considered separate hydrologic units.  That is, the hydrology 
supporting the two wetland systems is not the same.  The wetland unit delineated is 
hydrologically supported by the West Branch, since this is the wetland unit that is directly 
influenced by fluctuating water levels and potential management strategies.   
 
Wetland B was included on the figures to show known hydrologic sources that contribute to 
Wetland A.  According to my conversation with Rex Crawford, Vegetation Ecologist with the 
DNR Natural Heritage Program, this wetland has been classified by the DNR as a natural 
heritage wetland, although he has not yet officially updated the Natural Heritage Wetland 
Database with its status (see Response 2.2).  Therefore, this detail was left out of the draft 
report.  The corridor connecting Wetland B and Wetland A would likely be used as a wildlife 
corridor, although the evaluation of wildlife within these wetland systems was not part of the 
scope of work (see Response 2.3 and 2.5).   
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Comment 10.6:  More information on the hydrologic regime of the last five years is needed 
in the text to place the (apparently) one-time observations of wetland field conditions at the 
data points into perspective.  
 
Response 10.6:  The water level of the lake has been agreed to be maintained at 7.9 feet.  As 
previously mentioned, the water level at the time of our site visit was approximately ½ foot 
higher (8.4 feet) than the agreed 7.9 foot level.  According to Russ Fletcher, water levels have 
not fallen below 8.06 feet.  During the winter of 2005/2006, water levels within the lake reached 
9.3 feet following an early meltwater event when the tubes had not been maintained.  Based on 
this information, we believe sufficient hydrologic information was available to put the 
observation into perspective.  In addition, the wetland/upland interface was clearly defined in 
most areas by different vegetation communities and a clear break in topography. 
 
Comment 10.7:  There is not enough detail in the text to understand whether the area is 
currently or recently in a drought, normal condition or high precipitation season.   
 
Response 10.7:  During the site visit, weather conditions were dry and sunny.  Using the 
Combined Methodology as described within the Technical Standard for Water Table Monitoring 
of Potential Wetland Sites (Army Corps of Engineers Publication ERDC TN-WRAP-05-2) and in 
“Accessing and Using Meteorological Data to Evaluate Wetland Hydrology” (Spechner and 
Warne, 2000), the site is considered within a dry climactic condition (see Appendix G).  
Additionally, according to monthly precipitation totals for the Newport, Washington, weather 
station (Station #455844) as provided by the Western Regional Climate Center, the region has 
experienced a drier than normal annual precipitation during recent years.  However, because of 
the persistent sources of wetland hydrology (see Response 10.8 below), the climactic condition is 
not expected to significantly affect the wetland boundary. 
 
Comment 10.8:  Is the primary driver of wetland hydrology coming from the river system 
or is precipitation also a significant source?  Are there impoundments (natural or man-
made) that are controlling the entire system or only portions of the system?  (For instance, 
is the beaver den located about 600 feet east of Harworth Road creating an impoundment, 
and if so, how much higher is that impoundment than downstream waters?  Is there a 
culvert across Harworth Road that influences wetland/river water levels?)  
 
Response 10.8:  The West Branch is the primary source of hydrology to Wetland A.  There were 
four beaver dens observed during our site visit (see Photographs 1 – 3 of Appendix F).  None of 
these dens had any controlling impact on the water level of the stream or wetland.  However, it is 
our understanding that there are numerous beaver dams between Fertile Valley Road and 
Harworth Road.  It is our opinion that all of these beaver dams restrict flow through most, if not 
all, of the system.  A fish management structure installed upstream of Harworth Road may also 
be restricting flow (see Photograph 11 of Appendix F).  Culverts under Harworth Road do not 
appear to be undersized (see Photograph 12 of Appendix F).   
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Comment 10.9:  Also, although there are some references in the text to marked water levels 
in the lake, it is unclear how the water levels in the Lake affect the field observations that 
were made.  (Where is that gauge located?)  For instance, how does the 3-foot difference in 
lake water levels translate to observations of wetland boundaries in the field?  (Is the 3-foot 
difference the result of a change in the installation of the gauge?)  
 
Response 10.9: The water level gauge is located on the side of one of the support pilings for the 
Fertile Valley Road bridge (see Photographs 5 of Appendix F).  The elevations referenced are 
relative to that water level gauge.   
 
The purpose of this study was to perform a wetland delineation to serve as a baseline for similar 
questions.  A thorough hydrologic study of Lake Sacheen, the West Branch, and the potential 
impacts to the wetland system from elevated or lowered water levels may be completed at a later 
date.   
 
Comment 10.10:  Is abrupt topography driving the wetland delineation results or are the 
lake and wetland fringes very gradual? 
 
Response 10.10:  Many parts of the wetland boundary are driven by abrupt topography and or 
rock outcrops (see Photographs 6 and 7 of Appendix F).  However, there are some parts of the 
wetland boundary that are more gradual.  The documented data plots are generally located in 
the vicinity of the more gradual slopes, where the wetland boundary was less defined. 
 
Comment 10.11:  How were the seasonally saturated areas determined and what is the 
relationship between that area and the wetland delineation line?  The delineation authors 
probably understand these issues, but the information needs to be presented in the text or 
on maps.  
 
Response 10.11:  There were no seasonally saturated areas identified in Figure 5 of the report.  
However, Cowardin classifications identified in Figure 5 were approximated to show general 
vegetation communities and to assist the POCD, the members of the West Branch Watershed 
Committee, and potential regulators to develop management strategies.  In general, these areas 
were identified as permanently flooded, seasonally flooded, and intermittently flooded based on 
vegetation and hydrology observed in the field.  In general, if areas were flooded during our site 
visit, it was assumed that these areas are permanently flooded, since our fieldwork occurred 
during the driest time of the year.  Seasonally and intermittently flooded areas were determined 
based on water levels observed in soil pits and the facultative statuses of plant communities 
observed in these areas. 
 
Comment 10.12:  Given the large size of the wetland, details should be presented in the text 
that would represent those areas which are in contention right now, or that are expected to 
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have development pressure or other activity in the future.  For example, a detailed 
topographic map (LIDAR imagery, if available) or an actual survey of selected transects 
should be included in the report which shows a cross-sectional area of the transition zone 
between wetland and upland and where the delineated wetland boundary is located.  If the 
elevations of select wetland boundary points can be documented, then the information can 
be used as a baseline in future wetland studies. 
 
Selected delineation flag markers could be made permanent (fence posts, etc.) if it is not 
practical to do a survey.  Selected photo points along the transect and of the delineated 
boundary should also be included and marked permanently in the field.  (If there is a 
reason why this kind of information would really not be appropriate for this site, then there 
should be a discussion in the text about why this kind of information wouldn’t be useful.) 
 
Response 10.12:  The purpose of this wetland delineation was not to respond to development 
pressures, but rather to provide a baseline for discussions on strategies of beaver and water 
level management throughout Sacheen Lake and along the West Branch between Fertile Valley 
Road and Harworth Road.  There are no isolated areas of contention, based on our 
understanding.  Therefore, it is our opinion that transects of the transition between upland and 
wetland at specific locations would not be useful for these discussions.  Additionally, the vertical 
data collected are not sufficient to provide reliable elevations of the wetland boundary.   
 
Comment 10.13:  There were references to other documents and activities regarding water 
levels in the wetland report in the project history area.  Pertinent to the delineation there 
should be additional discussion on how or whether these activities/report conclusions, etc. 
relate to the wetland delineation results at this time.   
 
Response 10.13:  Since the wetland delineation was performed to document current wetland 
conditions within the project area, most of the historical activities do not directly influence the 
current wetland system.  The only activity described within Section 6.1, Project History, of the 
report that does have an impact is the on-going beaver dam elevation maintenance within the 
project area under an approved HPA permit. 
 
Comment 10.14.  A discussion on hydrologic and possible plant community differences 
(if any) between spring and fall should also be included, since all data point information 
was taken in September 2006. 
 
Response 10.14:  According to the United States Department of Agriculture’s (USDA’s) Natural 
Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), the growing season for the project site (WETS Station: 
53051 – Boundary Dam, Pend Oreille County) is 178 days (April 2 to September 27).  During 
this period, wetland hydrology within the wetland system is not expected to significantly change, 
since the water level of Sacheen Lake and that reach of the West Branch are predominantly 
driven by fluctuating water levels resulting from continuous beaver activity and on-going 
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maintenance of the existing beaver dams.  Seasonal fluctuation on Sacheen Lake and that reach 
of the West Branch of the Little Spokane River is not significant (see Response 10.7).  
Additionally, vegetation communities within Wetland A are not expected to change between 
spring and fall.  
 
Comment 10.15:  The rating that was done for the wetland (found in appendix C) does not 
appear to have been completed, as pages 18, 19, and 20 were not filled out.  These items 
should be answered, even if all the answers are NO or Not Applicable.   
 
Response 10.15:  Please refer to Response 2.1. 
 
Comment 10.16:  In section 7.0 there is a description of the likelihood that a 25-foot 
wetland buffer would be imposed by Pend Oreille County.  This seems odd (is this a typo?), 
given that this is a wetland with high function (Category II) and at least moderate 
development pressure (residential/recreational?) that is associated with a large stream 
system which is a shoreline of the state.  Wetlands that are associated with Type I streams 
are also subject to shoreline regulations when they fall within the 200-foot setback area.  
Also within the wetland interior (even if outside the 200-foot boundary), they are subject to 
shoreline regulations.  If the edge of the wetland system is the same as the edge of the 
river/ordinary high water mark (OHWM), then the 200-foot shoreline regulations would 
extend out from the delineated wetland boundary.  A 25-foot buffer is generally not 
considered to be protective of most wetland functions and is not consistent with 
information presented in Best Available Science literature.  Appendix 8-D (guidance on 
buffers and ratios in Eastern Washington) of Ecology’s guidance document (Freshwater 
Wetlands in Washington State, Vol. 2 – Managing and Protecting Wetlands) provides 
information on how to apply appropriate buffers using the results of our recent Rating 
System categorization.  This guidance is based on a review of Best Available Science. 
 
Response 10.16:  Under the current Pend Oreille County Municipal Code – Chapter 36 of the 
Interim Development Regulations: Environmentally Sensitive Areas, Category II wetlands have 
standard buffers of 25 and 100 feet for low and high land uses, respectively.  Since this study was 
to provide a baseline for potential management strategies, the buffer associated with the low 
impact land use was provided.  We are aware that these buffers do not conform to current Best 
Available Science literature or Appendix 8-D of Ecology Publication No. 05-06-008, 
“Freshwater Wetlands in Washington State, Vol. 2 – Managing and Protecting Wetlands” 
(Ecology, 2005).   
 
In regard to the statement pertaining to a 200-foot shorelines setback, this is correct.  Sacheen 
Lake and the West Branch are considered “shorelines of the State” under WAC 173-18 and 
173-20 respectively (see Response 8.4).  The shorelines setback area extends 200 feet 
perpendicularly from the OHWM of both Sacheen Lake and the West Branch.  Where wetlands 
are associated with “shorelines of the State,” such as Wetland A, the shorelines setback area 
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extends 200 feet from the edge of the associated wetland, under WAC 173-22.  This 200-foot 
shorelines setback area is a state designation that requires activities within the shorelines 
setback area to comply with the State’s SMA.     
 
Within Pend Oreille County, activities adjacent to “shorelines of the State” must also comply 
with Chapter 34 of the Interim Development Regulations: SMP.  Under this County’s SMP, the 
shorelines building setback ranges from 25 to 75 feet depending upon the activity.  According to 
our conversation with Mike Lithgow with the Pend Oreille County Planning Department, the 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas regulations and SMP will likely be updated around 2009.    
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Beaver 
Den 

Photograph 1:  Beaver den observed during the wetland delineation. 
 

 

Beaver 
Den 

Photograph 2:  Beaver den observed during the wetland delineation. 
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Beaver 
Den 

Photograph 3:  Beaver den observed during the delineation. 
 

 
Photograph 4:  The fen (Wetland B) located on the Werr property, north of the project site. 
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SHANNON & WILSON, INC. 

 
Photograph 5:  Water level gauge located on a piling under the Fertile Valley 
Road bridge.  Photograph represents the water level at the beginning of the 
wetland delineation on September 25, 2006.  The water level gauge read 8.4(+) 
feet.   

 

 
Photograph 6:  Rock outcrops and steep slopes are 
common in areas around the wetland boundary.  These 
rock outcrops and steep slopes provided a well-defined 
boundary in areas and limited the locations of data plots.   
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Well-defined 
wetland 

boundary 

Photograph 7:  Rock outcrops and steep slopes are common along the wetland 
perimeter, including along the perimeter of the upland islands, creating a well-
defined wetland boundary in areas. 

 

 
Photograph 8:  Documenting a wetland boundary 
point using the Trimble® XC GPS and a Juniper 
Systems Archer Field PC™ with ArcPad 7.0 and 
Trimble® GPScorrect™ software. 
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Photograph 9:  Vegetation typical of the wetland interior includes emergent 
species.  Those species pictured include broad-leaf cattail (Typha latifolia, OBL), 
yellow flag iris (Iris pseudacorus, OBL), and yellow pond-lily (Nuphar luteum, 
OBL). 

 

 

 

Photograph 10:  Vegetation typical of the wetland perimeter includes both 
herbaceous and shrub species.  Those species pictured include lady-fern 
(Athyrium filix-femina, FAWC), slough sedge (Carex obnupta, OBL), thin-leaf 
alder (Alnus tenuifolia, FACW), western red cedar (Thuja plicata, FAC), and 
largeleaf avens (Geum macrophyllum, FACW-). 
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Photograph 11: WDFW fish management structure located upstream of Harworth Road. 

 

 
Photograph 12:  Culverts under Harworth Road do not appear to be undersized.   
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