
This letter was written before the City
conceded that the area includes a large
Biofilter needed to treat stormwater.
They are now testing it based on
stormwater standards. Pt #2a

The contemplated "manipulation" was for the expansion of the Biofilter, if
needed, per
other
documents.

Yes, and the parts needed for the Biofilter were bull-dozed

Pt 2a. It is clearly
stated in the Agreed
Order of Remand that
the Biofilter was
REQUIRED to treat
stormwater. And
the permit.

Pt 2a. The
Order/Permit/
etc. prove that
the area is
NOT a
mitigation
wetland - A
Biofilter was
mandated
protect the
Lake

It is not logical that if an owner
refuses to maintain a facility, he
then can get out of having to
maintain it, i.e., he can stop
treating stormwater. Pt #4

No, the court order specifically required a
biofilter be created. There was no merging.
The natural wetland fingers were bull-dozed
and then graded to become a Biofilter. Pt # 2a
and #6

and regraded per court order. The Biofilter cleans the water running into the natural wetlands.

Quotes from the
Permit, but not
the "biofilter
stormwater
drainage
system" created
from the "man-
made
wetlands"?

No. Court order required a "biofilter storm drainage 
system" be created with the "man-made wetlands".  
The permit and DOE's 1988 letter directed the design 
to "delineate this wetland [shoreline] as separate from 
the surrounding wetland area [biofilter]", and it was.

Court order required a "biofilter storm drainage system" be
created with the "man-made wetlands". Permit required the biofilter wetlands be separated from the shoreline wetlands.
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In 1988, the DOE
envisioned
"manipulation" for
the purpose of
expanding the
Biofilter's
capacity if it did
not work well
enough to clean
the water. See
1988 DOE Letter

Pt #2e(ii)2. The Camas SMP
exempts previously approved
projects in Section 1.9.5. This
project use already has a permit

Pt #5a. All
manuals for
stormwater
treament
wetlands
maintenance
requires
periodic removal
of vegetation
(annually or
more often).
Trees are not as
"removable"as
grasses and
plants.

Pt #5b. Trees
hinder the 
growth of
mowable /
easily-
removable
vegetation and
make removing
them difficult,
i.e., they hinder
maintenance.

Airborne? Not the job of a stormwater filter. Canopies
prohibit growth on the floor by blocking sunlight.

with native vegetation.

addresses
"Treatment
Wetlands" too.
Note: the DOE
doesn't have a
problem using
a "Stormwater
Facilities
Manual", only
with the
wetpond
section. The
Treatment
Wetland
section says
basically the
same thing. Pt
#5 a, b

P. 65 of the manual addresses "Treatment Wetlands". Note that for treatment
wetlands, none of the suggested vegetation are trees.

RCW 90.58.030(2)(h) Exempts
wetlands created from non
wetland sites, noting that
mitigation wetlands might not be
exempt, implying that biofilter
wetlands are.

Maintenance is the written into the permit. It is not a "new" use.



Pt #2e(ii)1, and 3.
Stormwater treatment
facilities are not
"critical areas". They
safeguard critical
areas. In this case,
the LS Biofilter's
purpose is to protect
the Shoreline
wetlands in the
Conservancy Zone
and Lacamas Lake.
See 1988 DOE Letter.

An irrelevant
point. There is
no reason
wanting to protect
both property
values AND the
lake water quality
should conflict.

Find the WIN-
WIN-WIN!

Pt # 2e(ii)2. SMP
Section 1.9.5 exempts
the Biofilter from the
Camas SMP

In fact, view purposes are approved "goals" in the Camas SMP, mentioned 40+ times, including:
 - 3.7.1 and 5.5 - The goal of public access includes the ability to "view the water and the shoreline",
 - 3.12.1 - "The goal for views and aesthetics is to assure that the public’s opportunity to enjoy the physical and
aesthetic qualities of shorelines of the state, including views of the water, is protected to the greatest extent feasible."
 - 3.12.2.3 - Under "Policies" states "Encourage development design that minimizes adverse impacts on views enjoyed
by a substantial number of residences."

Pt. 2e(ii)1. in the same section, CMC
16.53.010(C)2b exempts artificial
stormwater facilities from "critical areas"



What is missing from this letter?

- Any mention of the Agreed Order hat mandated the Biofilter to
be built and maintained. Or that the Permit mandated the same. Or the
DOE's role in obtaining and policing he 5 year monitoring

- The exemptions applicable to the Biofilter regarding the SMA, the
Camas SMP, or Camas' Critical Areas regulations.

- The DOE's best practices for stormwater treatment wetlands, which
state that vegetation should be harvested (i.e., cut and removed)
periodically and trees hindering maintenance should be removed.
Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington, p 991, BMP
T10.30. The EPA Manual says the same but more forcefully (p.38-41).

- The fact that "trees" are a type of vegetation. " egetation removal"
does not exclude trees.

- While trees might make better carbon sinks, trees are NOT more
efficiency at contaminant removal from a property because they cannot
be easily and regularly removed. In fact, they return unwanted
chemicals back into the Biofilter through decay of leaves and dying trees.
In other words, ALL chemicals that have entered the biofilter in the last
30 years have either entered the lake or stayed in the biofilter.

Pt # 2e1. Second, 16.53.010(C)2 exempts artificial "wetlands
created from nonwetland sites including, but not limited to, irrigation and
drainage ditches, grass-lined swales, canals, detention facilities,
wastewater treatment facilities, stormwater facilities, farm ponds, and
landscape amenities; provided, that wetlands created as mitigation shall
not be exempted;"

The Biofilter was created from "non-wetland sites", including former
wetland that had been bull-dozed and regraded for the purpose of
protecting the Shoreline wetlands. It is not mitigation or natural
wetlands.

Pt # 2e3. There are at least two reasons the property is exempt from the
"critical areas" designation. First, CMC 16.51.100 (A)(3) exempts the
"Operation, maintenance or repair of existing structures, infrastructure
improvements, utilities, public or private roads, dikes, levees or drainage
systems that do not further alter or increase the impact to, or encroach further
within, the critical area or management;"

The Biofilter is considered a "utility". Camasonions pay a "stormwater utilities
service charge along with their other utlity bills.

The Biofilter was created from 80% non-wetland sites for the purpose 
of protecting the shoreline wetlands.  It is not a natural nor mitigation 
wetland.   Also, the CWA was amended in 2020 to EXCLUDE all 
"stormwater control features" constructed "upland" of a WUSA.

The 1988 letter from Ecology 
that clarifies the intention of 
Ecology to use the entire 
biofiltration property to 
safeguard the quality of 
water going into the Lake.  
Ecology required the 
stormwater to be treated, for 
WQ "triggers" to be set, and 
for continued maintenance of 
the system, under threat of 
requiring an "offsite 
stormwater facility" to be 
created if this facility did not 
work.
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