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Comments – May 25, 2023 Public Hearing (PC) Meeting
(As Of: 25 May 2023) 

Good evening, Planning Commissioners and City Officials.  

I have hired a certified Professional Wetland Scientist (which is the gold standard of approval for wetland 
scientists) with a Ph.D. and 34 years of experience working in wetlands.  He is a full professor of biology at 
Gonzaga University where he has worked for 27 years.  Dr. Lefcort has also published 31 scientific studies; 22 
of which concern wetlands.  

Please remember this is one wetland with two owners. Wetlands are active, living entities so changes are to be 
expected over time.
 
I would like to point out to the Commissioners at least four crucial issues with this Notice of Application which 
is clearly explained by my attorney and Dr. Lefcort in the documents you have received.    I have summarized 
some of their comments into four problem areas of:  1) reasonable use exception, 2) wetland category rating, 3) 
boundary delineation, and 4) mitigation.  
 
1) Applicant’s request for a reasonable use exception does not excuse the scientific and technical failings of the 

submission nor has the applicant met the requirements for issuance of a reasonable use exception. 
 

a) The Code’s requirements are designed to set the minimum requirements for permit applications and 
mitigation plans. It is precisely the fact that the applicant is requesting special treatment – a relaxation of 
the rules – that means that the applicant must actually address and consider the specific requirements of 
the Code before seeking to be excused from them. 

b) The use of the word “and” in the requirements, shows that the applicant must demonstrate that all seven 
requirements in the Code must have been met to be eligible for a reasonable use exception.  At least 
three of these criteria are unmet. 
 (#2) Applicant has asserted, but not supported or explained why the regulation denies the property 

“all reasonable economic use” unless the applicant can build a house.  This burden has not been met.  
The applicant has not analyzed any other means of producing income from the land.  For example, 
the applicant could potentially operate an apiary (a collection of bee hives) on the property.  Many 
commercial beekeepers migrate their colonies to provide pollination services to farmers while at the 
same time providing their bees with abundant nectar sources for honey production. The application 
makes no attempt to consider alternative land uses and thereby assumes without evidence that 
building a house is the only economic activity available. 

 (#3) Applicant does not seem to have considered means of moving the disturbance further away 
from the wetland.  Applicant has not sought permission to move the building further away from the 
wetland by having the lot and front yard setbacks reduced. 

 (#6) Applicant has not complied with or even addressed the mitigation ratio requirements contained 
in MLMC.  The applicant has failed to demonstrate that the proposal “mitigates for the loss of 
critical area functions to the greatest extent feasible.” 

 
2) Dr Lefcort has showed that the wetland is now a Category II (scored 20 points) due to the hydrological 

conditions changing from a Category III when the wetland rating report was done in July 2020. This means 
the wetland is entitled to a higher level of protection today.  Since the Code and state law requires “best 
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available science” to be used, the applicant’s documents do not represent this since the hydrological 
conditions have changed.   

 
3) The 2020 boundary delineation is likely wrong due to these changing hydrologic conditions. 
 

a) The site contains wooden stakes that may have been placed there in 2000.  If those are indeed the 
assessed wetland delineation markers (which is consistent with the Notice of Application), then their 
placement may be in error again due to these hydrological changes. 

b) According to the Professor, he believes that the wetland extends further to the east than is marked in the 
mitigation plan and that there is a serious risk that the proposed building site is partially within the 
wetland itself.  This means there is significant risk that the project will inadvertently allow work, to 
occur within a wetland without SEPA requirements being met. 

 
The Wetland Buffer Mitigation Plan does not meet the minimum requirements set for migration activities IAW 
MLMC 17.10.090 (H) (4).  This is apparent from the fact that the applicant’s submission is based on a version 
of Chapter 17.10 which is no longer effective. 
 
NOTE:  The planting of any plants will use up water and water is self-leveling or it seeks its own level.  So, any 
water reduced on the north side will also be reduced on the south side which is owned by someone else. 
 

a) The Staff Report (Zoning Code Approval Criteria D) states, “No Net Loss.  The proposal protects the 
critical area functions and values and results in no net loss of critical area functions and values.” 
According to Dr Lefcort, reducing the footprint of the wetland – by definition – results in a net loss of 
critical area functions and values.  This wetland is very small.  A larger wetland may be able to absorb 
such an insult, but not a small wetland. 

b) Application proposes to permanently eliminate approximately 2700 square feet of Category II wetland 
buffer.  To compensate for this, the applicant proposes to engage in compensatory mitigation but fails to 
state what kind of mitigation action (replacement, rehabilitation, etc) will be employed – therefore, 
application is not complete. 

c) Since the type of mitigation action is not explained, I believe that the applicant intends to engage in 
enhancement mitigation.  This kind of mitigation imposes specific requirements, including informational 
requirements on the applicant which has not been met.  

d) Plan calls for coyote willows and cottonwoods which uses a great deal of water and will alter the 
hydrologic balance of this small wetland according to Dr. Lefcort. 
 These plantings do not “mitigate” any ecological function of the wetland that is lost due to 

development.  True mitigation would require reducing street runoff to the wetland and attempting to 
create a wetland where one does not currently exist.  

 Per the Professor, adding more plants will not add to the value of the wetland, Ecological theory 
would suggest that in a stable ecosystem, adding new species will simply result in the local 
extinction of other species.  Adding fill negatively impacts the wetland and additional plant species 
will increase competition and alter the current hydrologic status. 

e) Dr Lefcort has studied the plan and determined that it is likely to harm or provide no benefit to the 
wetland given its already high level of biological diversity and dense vegetation and it does not conform 
with the best available science requirement.  Nor is the site suitable for other mitigation strategies – 
please refer to Dr Lefcort’s letter dated 23 May 2023. 

f) Please note that the buffer that the applicant proposes to build on is healthy and well-vegetated. It is not 
in need of new plantings.  Existing local species are already present and flourishing at the site to include 
a long-toe salamander. 
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g) Application package fails to engage with the requirements regarding mitigation ratios. The Code is 
specific about just how much compensation is required for mitigation to be legally acceptable.  The 
development proposal does not even attempt to address these requirements, let alone meet them.   

h) In truth, this proposal suggests that the developer can disturb 2700 square feet of a functioning, healthy 
wetland buffer without replacing or otherwise compensating for the loss.  The result will be a reduction 
in wetland functions. (Dr. Lefcort) 

i) According to the MLMC, critical areas applicants who request a mitigation plan must submit detailed 
construction plans which include grading and excavation details in the application package. Not 
complied with.  

 
For these reasons to include also the ones I have stated in the documents provided, the Commission should 
recommend denial to the City Council.  This Commission has a duty to protect the precious environmental 
resources of Medical Lake.  The best way for this Commission to fulfill this duty is to require applicants to 
conform to the letter of the law.  This is the standard that the applicant has not met.
 
 
 
We are a City of Wetlands.  May God’s grace and protection be with our wetlands and the future of Medical 
Lake. 
 
 

Tammy M. Roberson 
424 W Brooks  
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STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
Eastern Region Office 

4601 North Monroe St., Spokane, WA 99205- -329-3400 

June 14, 2023 

Elisa Rodriguez 
City Planner 
City of Medical Lake 
P.O. Box 369 
Medical Lake, WA  99022 

Re: N Martin Street Critical Area Review 
File: LU 2023-005 CA 

Dear Elisa Rodriguez: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Determination of Nonsignificance regarding the N 
Martin Street Critical Area Review project (Proponent: Vince Barthels). After reviewing the documents, 
the Department of Ecology (Ecology) submits the following comments: 

Water Quality Program 

Ecology requires Best Management Practices (BMPs) such as routine inspections and 
maintenance of all erosion and sediment during construction activities related to the N Martin 
Street Critical Area Review project. 

For more information or technical assistance, please contact Suman Paudel at (509) 601-2124 or 
via email at suman.paudel@ecy.wa.gov. 

State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) 

Ecology bases comments upon information submitted for review. As such, comments made do 
not constitute an exhaustive list of the various authorizations you may need to obtain, nor legal 
requirements you may need to fulfill in order to carry out the proposed action. Applicants 
should remain in touch with their Local Responsible Officials or Planners for additional guidance. 

For information on the SEPA Process, please contact Cindy Anderson at (509) 655-1541 or via 
email at Cindy.Anderson@ecy.wa.gov.  

For more guidance on, or to respond to the comments made by a specific Ecology staff member, please 
contact the appropriate program staff listed above at the phone number or email provided.   

Department of Ecology 
Eastern Regional Office 
(Ecology File: 202302635) 

Ec: Vince Barthels 
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The wetland rating is procedurally flawed and cannot legally be accepted by the city. 
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Notice of Public Hearing and
Determination of Non-Significance (DNS)

Description of Proposal: The applicant is proposing a 1,248 square foot building for a single-
family residence in the northeast corner of the subject site. The site is 21, 960 square feet and is 
composed of two tax parcels. Approximately 80% of the site contains a wetland. The remainder 
of the site is a required buffer for this wetland. However, MLMC Section 17.10.100 allows an 
applicant to pursue a reasonable use exception. To prepare for the building, the applicant 
proposes to bring in fill. The total disturbance area will be approximately 2,700 square feet. A 
silt fence will be placed at the disturbance limits prior to construction. Prior to the removal of the 
silt fence, a fence or wall will be built to mark the edge of the protected area. To mitigate the 
impact of clearing vegetation, bringing in fill, and the creation of impervious surfaces, the 
applicant proposes to add vegetation in the wetland buffer. These plantings will be monitored 
and replaced, if necessary, over a period of five years.

Proponent: Vince Barthels, Ardurra, 1717 S Rustle, Suite 201, Spokane, WA 99224

Location of Proposal: N Martin Street, Parcels 14073.0253 & 14182.0402

Lead Agency: City of Medical Lake, Planning Department

Threshold Determination: The lead agency has determined that this proposal does not have a 
probable significant adverse impact on the environment. An environmental impact statement 
(EIS) is not required under RCW 43.21C.030(2)(c). This decision was made after review of a 
completed environmental checklist and other information on file with the lead agency. This DNS 
is issued under WAC 197-11-340(2); the City of Medical Lake will not act on this proposal for 
14 days from the date of this notice. Written comments on this threshold determination must 
be submitted on or before 2:00 p.m., June 15, 2023 to the project contact listed below.

Appeals: Appeals of this environmental determination may be made per the procedures outlined 
in MLMC 16.10.420.

To View Documents: Documents associated with this proposal can be viewed on the City of 
Medical Lake website, at: www.medical-lake.org, or may be reviewed at the City of Medical
Planning Department.

Contact Person: Please direct any comments concerning this threshold determination to:
Elisa Rodriguez, City Planner P.O. Box 369, Medical Lake, WA 990022; 509-565-5019;
erodriguez@medical-lake.org.

SEPA Responsible Official: Sonny Weathers, City Administrator

Date of Issuance: June 1, 2023

Signature 
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SEPA Environmental checklist (WAC 197-11-960) January 2023 Page 1 of 9

SEPA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Purpose of checklist
Governmental agencies use this checklist to help determine whether the environmental impacts of your 
proposal are significant. This information is also helpful to determine if available avoidance, 
minimization, or compensatory mitigation measures will address the probable significant impacts or if an 
environmental impact statement will be prepared to further analyze the proposal.

Instructions for applicants 
This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal. Please 
answer each question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge. You may need to consult 
with an agency specialist or private consultant for some questions. You may use “not applicable” or 
"does not apply" only when you can explain why it does not apply and not when the answer is 
unknown. You may also attach or incorporate by reference additional studies reports. Complete and 
accurate answers to these questions often avoid delays with the SEPA process as well as later in the 
decision-making process.

The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a period of 
time or on different parcels of land. Attach any additional information that will help describe your 
proposal or its environmental effects. The agency to which you submit this checklist may ask you to 
explain your answers or provide additional information reasonably related to determining if there may 
be significant adverse impact.

Instructions for lead agencies
Please adjust the format of this template as needed. Additional information may be necessary to 
evaluate the existing environment, all interrelated aspects of the proposal and an analysis of adverse 
impacts. The checklist is considered the first but not necessarily the only source of information needed to 
make an adequate threshold determination. Once a threshold determination is made, the lead agency is 
responsible for the completeness and accuracy of the checklist and other supporting documents.

Use of checklist for nonproject proposals 
For nonproject proposals (such as ordinances, regulations, plans and programs), complete the applicable 
parts of sections A and B, plus the Supplemental Sheet for Nonproject Actions (Part D). Please completely 
answer all questions that apply and note that the words "project," "applicant," and "property or site" 
should be read as "proposal," "proponent," and "affected geographic area," respectively. The lead agency 
may exclude (for non-projects) questions in “Part B: Environmental Elements” that do not contribute 
meaningfully to the analysis of the proposal.
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SEPA Environmental checklist (WAC 197-11-960) January 2023 Page 2 of 9

A. Background 
1. Name of proposed project, if applicable: LU 2023-005 CA N Martin Street Wetland
2. Name of applicant: Vince Barthels
3. Address and phone number of applicant and contact person: Ardurra, 1717 S Rustle, Suite 

201, Spokane, WA 99224. Cell: (509) 951-9564.
4. Date checklist prepared: 6/30/2023
5. Agency requesting checklist: City of Medical Lake
6. Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable): Approximately 9 months for 

construction of a single-family residence.
7. Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or 

connected with this proposal? If yes, explain. No.
8. List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be 

prepared, directly related to this proposal. Wetland Buffer Mitigation Plan prepared by 
Vince Bartels, dated July 2020. Review of the plan by Jacob MacCann, Department of 
Ecology, dated July 21, 2020. Review of the plan by Towey Ecological Services, dated May 
4, 2023.
Note from City Staff:
The following, additional documents are relevant to this proposal: Wetland Rating Summary 
prepared by Dr. Hugh Lefcort, dated May 25, 2023. TDML information prepared by Robynn Sleep, 
dated May 24, 2023. Wetland Evaluation prepared by Dr. Robert Quinn, dated May 7, 2020. 
Wetland Buffer Mitigation Plan Review prepared by Bill Towey, dated July 4, 2023. All of these 
documents are available at www.medical-lake.org in the City Government tab.

9. Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other 
proposals directly affecting the property covered by your proposal? If yes, explain. None 
known.

10. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known. 
An approved critical area review is required before building permits may be applied for.

11. Give a brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the 
size of the project and site. There are several questions later in this checklist that ask you to 
describe certain aspects of your proposal. You do not need to repeat those answers on this 
page. (Lead agencies may modify this form to include additional specific information on 
project description.) The proposal is for a single-family residence with a footprint of 1,248 
square feet to be located in the buffer of a Category III wetland. The 21,960 square foot 
site has wetland covering approximately 80% of the site, therefore, development cannot 
be located outside of the required buffer. The reasonable use exception is being pursued 
to disturb approximately 2,700 square feet of the site. This disturbance area will include 
fill brought in to create a level building site. Native plantings are being proposed to 
mitigate the impact of development in the buffer.

12. Location of the proposal. Give sufficient information for a person to understand the precise 
location of your proposed project, including a street address, if any, and section, township, 
and range, if known. If a proposal would occur over a range of area, provide the range or 
boundaries of the site(s). Provide a legal description, site plan, vicinity map, and 
topographic map, if reasonably available. While you should submit any plans required by 
the agency, you are not required to duplicate maps or detailed plans submitted with any 
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SEPA Environmental checklist (WAC 197-11-960) January 2023 Page 3 of 9

permit applications related to this checklist. The site is located on the west side of North 
Martin Street, just to the north of West Brooks Road in the city of Medical Lake. The site 
consists of the tax parcels 14073.0253 and 14182.0402.

B. Environmental Elements
1. Earth 
a. General description of the site: Circle or highlight one: Flat, rolling, hilly, steep slopes, mountainous, 

other: Shallow slope from northeast corner into a depressional wetland.
b. What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)? 15%
c. What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, gravel, peat, 

muck)? If you know the classification of agricultural soils, specify them, and note any agricultural land 
of long-term commercial significance and whether the proposal results in removing any of these 
soils. Rocky-fourmound complex.

d. Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity? If so, 
describe. None known.

e. Describe the purpose, type, total area, and approximate quantities and total affected area of any 
filling, excavation, and grading proposed. Indicate source of fill. The proposal includes 
approximately 30 cubic yards of fill. The fill will be sourced from local quarries.

f. Could erosion occur because of clearing, construction, or use? If so, generally describe. Erosion could 
occur from stormwater while soils are exposed. The proposal includes a silt fence to be installed to 
protect the wetland from any runoff.

g. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project 
construction (for example, asphalt or buildings)? Approximately 7% of the site will be impervious 
surfaces.

h. Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the earth, if any. Prior to any 
ground disturbing activities a silt fence will be installed to protect the wetland. Prior to final 
occupancy all exposes soil will be reseeded.

2. Air 
a. What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal during construction, operation, 
and maintenance when the project is completed? If any, generally describe and give approximate 
quantities if known. No extraordinary air emissions will be present during construction.
b. Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect your proposal? If so, generally 
describe. None known.
c. Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any. None.

3. Water 
a. Surface Water: 
1. Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of the site (including year-round and 

seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes, ponds, wetlands)? If yes, describe type and provide names. If 
appropriate, state what stream or river it flows into. There is an isolated basin category III wetland 
on the site.

2. Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within 200 feet) the described waters? If 
yes, please describe and attach available plans. Yes, the proposed single-family residence is less than 
200 feet from the wetland. The residence is proposed to be as far away from the wetland as 
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SEPA Environmental checklist (WAC 197-11-960) January 2023 Page 4 of 9

possible, but there is no area outside of the buffer on the site.
Note from City Staff:
Please see documents listed under A.8. and Revised Site Plan, dated May 16, 2023.

3. Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed in or removed
from surface water or wetlands and indicate the area of the site that would be affected. Indicate the 
source of fill material. There will be no fill or dredging in the wetland.

4. Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions? Give a general description, 
purpose, and approximate quantities if known. None known.

5. Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain? If so, note location on the site plan. No.
6. Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters? If so, 

describe the type of waste and anticipated volume of discharge. No.
b. Ground Water: 
1. Will groundwater be withdrawn from a well for drinking water or other purposes? If so, give a 

general description of the well, proposed uses and approximate quantities withdrawn from the 
well. Will water be discharged to groundwater? Give a general description, purpose, and 
approximate quantities if known. No.

2. Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks or other sources, if 
any (domestic sewage; industrial, containing the following chemicals…; agricultural; etc.). Describe 
the general size of the system, the number of such systems, the number of houses to be served (if 
applicable), or the number of animals or humans the system(s) are expected to serve. None.

c. Water Runoff (including stormwater):

a) Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of collection and disposal, if any 
(include quantities, if known). Where will this water flow? Will this water flow into other waters? If 
so, describe. Stormwater from impervious surfaces will be directed into the soil immediately 
adjacent to the impervious surface.

b) Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters? If so, generally describe. None known.
c) Does the proposal alter or otherwise affect drainage patterns in the vicinity of the site? If so, 

describe. No.
d) Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water, and drainage pattern 

impacts, if any. None.

4. Plants 
a. Check the types of vegetation found on the site:

 deciduous tree: alder, maple, aspen, other
 evergreen tree: fir, cedar, pine, other
 shrubs
 grass
 pasture
 crop or grain
 orchards, vineyards, or other permanent crops.
 wet soil plants: cattail, buttercup, bullrush, skunk cabbage, other
 water plants: water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other
 other types of vegetation
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SEPA Environmental checklist (WAC 197-11-960) January 2023 Page 5 of 9

b. What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered? Three pine trees and grasses will 
be removed in the disturbance area. The proposal includes plantings to mitigate for the loss of 
this vegetation. (see mitigation plan)

c. List threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site. None known.
d. Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or enhance vegetation on 

the site, if any. Mitigation plantings are proposed at the edge of the wetland. (see mitigation plan)
e. List all noxious weeds and invasive species known to be on or near the site. 
       Knapweed and creeping thistle. 

5. Animals 
a. List any birds and other animals that have been observed on or near the site or are known to be on 

or near the site. 

Examples include: 
Birds: hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other: ducks
Mammals: deer, bear, elk, beaver, other: 
Fish: bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other: no fish in wetland

b. List any threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site. None known.
c. Is the site part of a migration route? If so, explain. None known.
d. Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any. Proposed mitigation plantings 

will enhance the wildlife habitat.
e. List any invasive animal species known to be on or near the site. None known.

6. Energy and Natural Resources Find help answering energy and natural resource questions
1. What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stove, solar) will be used to meet the completed 

project's energy needs? Describe whether it will be used for heating, manufacturing, etc. Electricity 
and natural gas for a single-family residence.

2. Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties? If so, generally 
describe. No.

3. What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the plans of this proposal? List other 
proposed measures to reduce or control energy impacts, if any. Proposed residence will meet the 
Washington State Energy Code.

7. Environmental Health Find help with answering environmental health questions
a. Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals, risk of fire and 
explosion, spill, or hazardous waste, that could occur because of this proposal? If so, describe. None 
known.

1. Describe any known or possible contamination at the site from present or past uses. 
None known.
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2. Describe existing hazardous chemicals/conditions that might affect project 
development and design. This includes underground hazardous liquid and gas 
transmission pipelines located within the project area and in the vicinity. None known.

3. Describe any toxic or hazardous chemicals that might be stored, used, or produced 
during the project's development or construction, or at any time during the operating 
life of the project. Fuels and chemicals associated with construction equipment may 
be stored or used on site. 

4. Describe special emergency services that might be required. Normal services needed 
for a single-family residence.

5. Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, if any. None.

b. Noise

1. What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example: traffic, 
equipment, operation, other)? None known.

2. What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the project on a short-
term or a long-term basis (for example: traffic, construction, operation, other)? Indicate what 
hours noise would come from the site)? Only typical noises created by a single-family residence.

3. Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any. None other than working during 
normal day-light hours.

8. Land and Shoreline Use 
a. What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? Will the proposal affect current land 

uses on nearby or adjacent properties? If so, describe. The subject site is vacant and it is 
surrounded by single-family residences. The proposal will create a new single family residence. 

b. Has the project site been used as working farmlands or working forest lands? If so, describe. How 
much agricultural or forest land of long-term commercial significance will be converted to other 
uses because of the proposal, if any? If resource lands have not been designated, how many acres 
in farmland or forest land tax status will be converted to nonfarm or non-forest use? Not for many 
decades.

1. Will the proposal affect or be affected by surrounding working farm or forest land normal 
business operations, such as oversize equipment access, the application of pesticides, tilling, 
and harvesting? If so, how? No

c. Describe any structures on the site. None.
d. Will any structures be demolished? If so, what? No.
e. What is the current zoning classification of the site? Single-Family Residential (R-1)
f. What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site? Single-Family Residential
g. If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site? None.
h. Has any part of the site been classified as a critical area by the city or county? If so, specify. 

Yes, a wetland.
i. Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project? One 

family; an estimated 4-6 people.
j. Approximately how many people would the completed project displace? None.
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k. Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any. None.
l. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected land 

uses and plans, if any. A single-family residence is compatible with the single-family residential 
neighborhood.

m. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts to agricultural and forest lands of long-term 
commercial significance, if any. None.

9. Housing 
a. Approximately how many units would be provided, if any? Indicate whether high, middle, or low-

income housing. One, middle to high-income unit.
b. Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate whether high,

middle, or low-income housing. None.
c. Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any. None.

10. Aesthetics 
a. What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas; what is the 

principal exterior building material(s) proposed? Maximum height 35 feet is allowed in an 
R-1 Zone. No specific building is proposed.

b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed? None known.
c. Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any. None.

11. Light and Glare 
a. What type of light or glare will the proposal produce? What time of day would it mainly occur? Only 

typical light and glare from a single-family residence.
b. Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere with views? No.
c. What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal? None known.
d. Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any. None.

12. Recreation 
a. What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate vicinity? 

Medical Lake trail and Peper Park.
b. Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses? If so, describe. No.
c. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreation opportunities to 

be provided by the project or applicant, if any. None.

13. Historic and Cultural Preservation 
a. Are there any buildings, structures, or sites, located on or near the site that are over 45 years old 

listed in or eligible for listing in national, state, or local preservation registers? If so, specifically 
describe. None known.

b. Are there any landmarks, features, or other evidence of Indian or historic use or occupation? This 
may include human burials or old cemeteries. Are there any material evidence, artifacts, or areas of 
cultural importance on or near the site? Please list any professional studies conducted at the site to 
identify such resources. None known. 
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c. Describe the methods used to assess the potential impacts to cultural and historic resources on or 
near the project site. Examples include consultation with tribes and the department of archeology 
and historic preservation, archaeological surveys, historic maps, GIS data, etc. DAHP was consulted 
by the City of Medical Lake.

d. Proposed measures to avoid, minimize, or compensate for loss, changes to, and disturbance to 
resources. Please include plans for the above and any permits that may be required. An 
Inadvertent Discovery Plan (IDP) will be developed per the request by DAHP.

14. Transportation 
a. Identify public streets and highways serving the site or affected geographic area and describe 

proposed access to the existing street system. Show on site plans, if any. N Martin Street.
b. Is the site or affected geographic area currently served by public transit? If so, generally describe. If 

not, what is the approximate distance to the nearest transit stop? The nearest bus stop is 
approximately 1,000 feet from the site.

c. Will the proposal require any new or improvements to existing roads, streets, pedestrian, bicycle, 
or state transportation facilities, not including driveways? If so, generally describe (indicate 
whether public or private). No.

d. Will the project or proposal use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air 
transportation? If so, generally describe. No.

e. How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project or proposal? If 
known, indicate when peak volumes would occur and what percentage of the volume would be 
trucks (such as commercial and non-passenger vehicles). What data or transportation models were 
used to make these estimates? Typical for a single-family residence.

f. Will the proposal interfere with, affect, or be affected by the movement of agricultural and forest 
products on roads or streets in the area? If so, generally describe. No.

g. Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any. None.

15. Public Services 
a. Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example: fire protection, police 

protection, public transit, health care, schools, other)? If so, generally describe. The increased need 
will be negligible.

b. Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, if any. None.

16. Utilities 
a. Circle utilities currently available at the site: electricity, natural gas, water, refuse service, telephone, 

sanitary sewer, septic system, other:
b. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing the service, and 

the general construction activities on the site or in the immediate vicinity which might be 
needed. All of the above, minus septic.
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C. Signature 
The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge. I understand that the lead 
agency is relying on them to make its decision.

X

Type name of signee: Vince Barthels

Position and agency/organization: Ardurra, Environmental Services Manager

Date submitted: 7/12/2023
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City of Medical Lake Planning Department 
124 S. Lefevre St. 

Medical Lake, WA 99022 
509-565-5000 

www.medical-lake.org 
 

STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT 
 

Revised Determination of Non-Significance 

July 14, 2023 

Lead agency: City of Medical Lake 

Agency Contact: Elisa Rodriguez, City Planner, erodriguez@medical-lake.org, 509-565-5019 

Agency File Number: LU 2023-005 CA 

Description of proposal: The applicant is proposing a 1,248 square foot building for a single-family residence 
in the northeast corner of the subject site. The site is 21, 960 square feet and is composed of two tax parcels. 
Approximately 80% of the site contains a wetland. The remainder of the site is a required buffer for this wetland. 
However, MLMC Section 17.10.100 allows an applicant to pursue a reasonable use exception. To prepare for 
the building, the applicant proposes to bring in fill. The total disturbance area will be approximately 2,700 square 
feet. A silt fence will be placed at the disturbance limits prior to construction. Prior to the removal of the silt 
fence, a fence or wall will be built to mark the edge of the protected area. To mitigate the impact of clearing 
vegetation, bringing in fill, and the creation of impervious surfaces, the applicant proposes to add vegetation in 
the wetland buffer. These plantings will be monitored and replaced, if necessary, over a period of five years. 

Location of proposal: N Martin Street, north of W Brooks Road, Parcels 14073.0253 & 14182.0402 

Applicant: Vince Barthels, Ardurra, 509-951-9564, vbarthels@ardurra.com 

The City of Medical Lake has revised its SEPA threshold determination of Non-Significance issued on June 1, 
2023 in consideration of the following changes: The applicant has submitted a revised SEPA checklist, using the 
Department of Ecology template that went into effect in January 2023.  

The original DNS was based on the SEPA Checklist submitted by the applicant using the questions on 
Department of Ecology template dated July 2016. A new checklist became effective in January 2023 and the 
applicant submitted a revised checklist that answered questions on the updated version. This application is also 
going through a Critical Area Review for the impact to the wetland and buffer on the subject and neighboring 
sites. Much information provided in the SEPA Checklist has also been evaluated through the Critical Area 
Review. During the comment period for the original DNS, the City received comment from three parties 
representing the owner of the parcel to the south of the subject site. These comments questioned the accuracy 
of the applicant s wetland rating form. Specifically, the answer to question D3.3 regarding TDML and H1.4 
regarding the richness of plant species. 

The City of Medical Lake has reaffirmed that this proposal will not have a probable significant adverse impact 
on the environment. An environmental impact statement (EIS) is not required under RCW 43.21C.030(2)(c). 
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This determination is based on the following findings and conclusions: 

This proposal is concurrently receiving a critical area review. The critical area review is a rigorous evaluation of the 
impacts to the earth, water, plants, and animals in relation to this site. The Planning Commission is recommending 
eight (8) conditions to further mitigate the impacts of the proposal. In response to comments from the Department 
of Archeology and Historic Preservation, the Planning Commission included an additional condition requiring an 
Inadvertent Discovery Plan to protect any possible historic or cultural artifacts. 

The City hired a qualified wetland professional, Bill Towey, to evaluate the wetland report submitted by the 
applicant, Vince Barthels, the rating worksheet submitted by Dr. Hugh Lefcort, and the wetland evaluation written 
by Dr. Robert Quinn found in City records. All three indviduals are qualified wetland specialists. Mr. Towey also 
reviewed all of the comments submitted that reference the particular wetland rating and application of the Medical 
Lake critical areas ordinance. Mr. Towey concluded that because the proposed development is in the buffer and 
the mitigation is based on the function and value of the wetland, the same mitigation would apply to any category 
of wetland. 

Outside of the above factors, the proposal is a single-family residence that will have minimal impact on all the other 
environmental categories described in the SEPA Checklist. 

For the above reasons, the City believes all impacts of the proposal are being mitigated. 

issued under WAC 197-11-340(2)(f) and does not include additional notice and 
comment. 

Signature: Sonny Weathers, City Administrator 

Date: July 14, 2023  

DECISION APPEAL PROCEDURE:  Any appeal of a procedural or substantive determination under SEPA 
shall be filed within twenty-one (21) days from the date of the last newspaper publication of the decision 
pursuant to RCW 43.21C.080.  Any appeal must be commenced in the Spokane County Superior Court, 
Spokane County, Washington in accordance with RCW 36.70C.040.  Such an appeal shall contain, at a 
minimum, those elements set forth in RCW 36.70C.070.  Appeal Deadline Date: August 17, 2023. 

A copy of this SEPA determination has been provided to the Department of Ecology Olympia, other 
reviewing agencies, the project applicant, and interested parties. 

Exhibits: 

A. Previous Determinations 
1. SEPA DNS, dated June 1, 2023 

B. SEPA Checklists 
1. Revised SEPA Checklist, dated July 10, 2023 
2. SEPA Checklist, dated May 31, 2023 

C. Environmental Documents 
1. Wetland Mitigation Plan prepared by Vince Barthels, dated July 2020 
2. Revised Site Plan, dated May 16, 2023 
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3. Review of the Plan by Jacob MacCann, Department of Ecology, dated July 21, 2020 
4. Review of the Plan by Bill Towey, dated May 4, 2023 
5. Wetland Rating Summary prepared by Dr. Hugh Lefcort, dated May 25, 2023 
6. TDML information prepared by Robynn Sleep, dated May 24, 2023 
7. Wetland Evaluation prepared by Dr. Robert Quinn, dated May 7, 2020 
8. Wetland Buffer Mitigation Plan Review prepared by Bill Towey, dated July 4, 2023 

D. Public Comment 
1. Department of Ecology, dated June 14, 2023 
2. Trevor Matthews comments, dated June 14, 2023 
3. Dr. Hugh Lefcort comments, dated June 13, 2023 
4. Robynn Sleep comments, dated June 15, 2023 

E. Public Hearing 
1. Staff Report to Planning Commission, dated May 17, 2023 
2. Additional Information for Public Hearing, dated May 25, 2023 
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Date: July 4, 2023

RE: Wetland Buffer Mitigation Plan Review-14073.0253 14182.0402

The City of Medical Lake requested a review of available information related to the 
proposed project.  The review was conducted by William T. Towey, Towey Ecological 
Services (TES) (Spokane County Qualified Wetland Specialist, WA Dept. of Ecology 
Trained-E. WA Wetland Rating System- 20+ years of conducting wetland assessments 
and wetland buffer mitigation plans in Eastern Washington).  A site visit was conducted 
on June 30, 2023 to assess the habitat conditions and recommendations presented by T-O
Engineers- Wetland Buffer Mitigation Plan, dated July, 2020.  Information provided in 
the three reports and the site visit was utilized in the review towards the TES evaluation 
and conclusions.

Proposed Project Description:

The proposed project is for a single-family dwelling  (1,248 square feet) and related 
infrastructure (1,452 square feet).  The proposed project is located in the northeastern 
portion of the property.  The project is proposed utilizing guidance provided by minimum 
lot setbacks and the critical areas (wetland) sections within 17.10.090-Wetlands of the 
CMLO.

Review of Existing Information:

Prior to the field site assessment, TES reviewed three wetland assessments conducted for 
the project parcel and adjacent parcel.  Materials reviewed included:

Vincent Barthels, (Spokane County Qualified Wetland Specialist, WA Dept. of
Ecology Trained-E. WA Wetland Rating System ) T-O Engineers, July 2020
Wetland Buffer Mitigation Plan
Dr. Hugh Lefcort (PWS Wetland Scientist)- E. WA Wetland Rating Summary,
May 17, 2023
Dr. Robert Quinn (Spokane County Qualified Wetland Specialist, WA Dept. of
Ecology Trained- E. WA Wetland Rating System)- Wetland Evaluation, May 7,
2020

The determinations of the three Wetland Assessment yielded:
:

Vincent Barthels- Category 3 Wetland (Water Quality 5, Hydrologic 7, Habitat 5)
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Dr. Lefcort- Category 2 Wetland (Water Quality 7, Hydrologic 7, Habitat 6)
Dr. Quinn- Category 4 Wetland (Water Quality 4, Hydrologic 5, Habitat 4)

Existing Habitat Conditions:

Habitat species were identified in all three wetland assessments. TES conducted a site 
assessment on June 30, 2023. Intact wetland and upland plant species, as described in all 
three wetland assessments, were observed within a majority of the wetland area and 
perimeter.  However, within the proposed project vicinity, the habitat was observed with 
relatively low function and value (minimal vegetation diversity, low habitat structural 
diversity, low composition of native plant (majority invasive/noxious weeds), presence of 
imported concrete material and an adjacent single-family dwelling).

The wetland area, in close proximity to the proposed project, is clearly of the lowest 
function and value and is fragmented from the remainder of the wetland habitat. The
wetland vegetation in the proposed enhancement area is characterized by reed canary 
grass (Phalaris arundinacea) and transitions to thistle (Cirsium spp.) and bedstraw
(Galium aparine), all three invasive/noxious weeds.  The wetland area transitions to 
mostly intact snowberry (Symphoricarpos albus) and wild rose (Rosa spp.) vegetation.  
The proposed project disturbance area is characterized by pine (Pinus ponderosa),
chokecherry (Prunus virginiana), snowberry and wild rose.

Proposed Compensatory Mitigation:

The proposed T-O mitigation plan recommends a suite of actions to increase the function 
and value of the wetland and wetland buffer, while providing perpetual protection for 
those enhanced conditions.  The proposed mitigation actions include1:

Native vegetation planting (960 square feet)
Maintenance and monitoring of mitigation actions
Noxious weed removal
Installation of protective fencing
Wetland protection signage
Perpetual deed restriction or conservation easement
Removal of discarded concrete material

1 Mitigation approach utilized guidance provided in the City Medical Lake Ordinance 
(CMLO) No.1108 Table 17.10.090 (5)-Measures to minimize impacts to wetlands
Mitigation actions guided by CMLO 17.10.090 (Section F-Performance Standards), 
(Section G-Signs and fencing of wetlands) and (H- Compensatory Mitigation).
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The actions are targeting increased native plants within the wetland area, increased 
function and value over current conditions, and perpetual protection by deed restriction or 
conservation easements.  The approximate disturbance of 2,700 square feet of wetland 
buffer will be compensated by the successful implementation of the recommended 
measures. 

Comments received by the City of Medical Lake regarding the proposed project, included 
references for the need to increase compensatory mitigation within the proposed 
mitigation plan.  The comments refer to Table 17.10.090 (6) that define Wetland
mitigation ratios.  The ratios outlined in the table are for Wetland mitigation not Wetland 
Buffer mitigation. Rather, wetland buffer mitigation is guided by Table 17.10.090 (5) and 
Sections F, G and H outlined in 17.10.090.

Discussion:

The three-wetland assessment reports reviewed relative to the proposed project area had 
three different determinati wetland buffer-medium intensity), a
Category 2 -medium intensity) and a Category 4 -medium
intensity) were presented in the Barthels, Lefcort and Quinn assessments, respectively.
Regardless of the category of wetland, a total area of 2,700 sq. ft of disturbance is being 
proposed.  Given the proposed action would be within both the Category 3 and Category 
2 wetland buffer, the enhancement and protection to the wetland area would be 
considered similarly based on guidance provided in the CMLO.  If hypothetically, the 
Quinn rating was utilized, the project would be within reduced portions of the required 
wetland buffer, however, compensatory mitigation/protection measures would also be 
considered equally with a Category 2 or 3 wetland.

Therefore, for purposes of this review for consistency with the CMLO guidance, the 
analysis is based on protection and no net loss of the wetlands functions and values and 
does not address the disparities of the three different assessments. The T-O
recommendations, applied to the protection and no net loss of function and value of the 
identified wetland, would be consistent when applied to any Category of wetland buffer.

Conclusion:

Based on the review of the available field wetland assessments (Barthels, Lefcort and 
Quinn) information, review of the proposed project and associated wetland buffer 
mitigation plan and conducting a field site visit, the proposed T-O Wetland Mitigation 
Plan sufficiently addresses the proposed project impacts.

The plan outlines an approach for enhancing and protecting wetland functions and values 
by implementing a suite of actions consistent with guidance from the CMLO. Due to the 
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low function and value of the proposed enhancement/protection area, the proposed area 
affords the highest opportunity on the parcel for increasing function and values of both 
the wetland and wetland buffer.  The enhancement will provide continuity with the well-
established vegetation structure and higher functions and values that currently exists in
the wetland and buffer areas outside of the proposed enhancement/protection area.
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CITY OF MEDICAL LAKE 
SPOKANE COUNTY, WASHINGTON 

RESOLUTION NO. 23-612 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF MEDICAL LAKE ESTABLISHING A RECORDS 
MANAGEMENT POLICY AND INCORPORATING IT INTO THE FINANCIAL 

POLICIES FOR THE CITY OF MEDICAL LAKE, WASHINGTON 
 

 WHEREAS, the City of Medical Lake (“City”) has identified a need to establish a records 
management policy to implement guidelines and procedures for the management, retention, and 
disclosure of public records in compliance with the Revised Code of Washington (RCW); and 

WHEREAS, City staff have reviewed records management policies adopted by other 
Washington State municipalities and RCWs related to the Public Records Act; and 

WHEREAS, City staff recommends the adoption of a records management policy, as 
detailed in Exhibit “A”; 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of the City of Medical Lake, 
Washington as follows: 

Section 1. Cash Management Policy Amended. The Council hereby amends the City of 
Medical Lake’s Records Management Policy, attached hereto as Exhibit “A”, and incorporated 
herein by this reference, to be added to the City’s Financial Policies and assigned policy number 
14.105. 

Section 2.  Severability. If any section, sentence, clause, or phrase of this Resolution shall 
be found to be invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction, such invalidity shall not affect the 
remainder of said Resolution. 

Section 3. Effective Date. This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon 
passage by the Medical Lake City Council.

Adopted this __ day of ______, 2023.

________________________________
Terri Cooper, Mayor

ATTEST:

  
Koss Ronholt, Clerk/Treasurer
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

  
Sean P. Boutz, City Attorney 
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City of Medical Lake
POLICY & PROCEDURES

Records Management 
Financial Policy 14.105 

Policy Purpose 
This policy is established to implement guidelines and procedures for the management, retention, and disclosure of 
public records in compliance with the Revised Code of Washington (RCW), and to ensure transparency, accountability, 
and accessibility of public records. 

 
Definitions 

Public Records - As defined in RCW 42.56.010(3), public records include any written, electronic, or recorded 
information maintained by the municipality, regardless of physical format or characteristics, that is prepared, 
owned, used, or retained by the municipality. 

 Public Records Officer - The designated official(s) responsible for the management, maintenance, and retrieval 
of public records within the municipality.  

 Identifiable Record – An identifiable record is one in existence at the time the records request is made and that 
City staff can reasonably locate. 

 
Compliance and Oversight 

1. The municipality will appoint a designated Public Records Officer responsible for overseeing the implementation 
and enforcement of this policy. The City Clerk shall be designated as the Public Records Officer. The City Clerk, or 
designee, shall have the authority to fulfill all responsibilities listed in this policy or otherwise required by state 
law. 

2. The Public Records Officer will periodically review the policy and procedures to ensure compliance with 
applicable laws, regulations, and best practices. 

3. The municipality will maintain documentation of public records management activities, including record 
requests received, responses provided, and any related correspondence, in accordance with RCW 40.14.070. 
 

Public Records Requests 
1. Requests - Any individual may request access to public records of the municipality. Requests are recommended 

to be made in writing and submitted to the Public Records Officer, but oral requests are accepted as well.  
2. Form – Any person who wants to inspect or receive a copy of identifiable public records of the City is 

encouraged to make the request using the City’s Public Records Request Form (Attachment A) or in writing in 
one of the following ways: 

a. By using the City’s request form, available for pickup at City Hall or, by downloading it from the City’s 
website. 

b. By letter, fax or e-mail addressed to the City’s public records email: records@medical-lake.org
3. Included Information – The following information should be included in the request: 

a. Name and address of requestor; 
b. Other contact information, including telephone number and email address; 
c. Identification of the requested records adequate for the Public Records Officer to locate the records; 

and 
d. The date and time of the request 

4. Prioritization of Requests – The Public Records Officer may ask a requestor to prioritize the records that are 
requested so that the most important records may be provided first. 
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5. Request Confirmation - The municipality will respond to public records requests promptly, as required by RCW 
42.56.520. If additional time is needed to gather and review the requested records, the requester will be 
notified within five (5) business days of the receipt of the request, as per RCW 42.56.520.  

6. Fees - Fees for public records will be assessed in accordance with RCW 42.56.120 and Section 8 of the City’s 
Administrative Fee Schedule. The municipality will provide an estimate of the applicable fees, if any, to the 
requester before proceeding with the record production. 

7. Exemption - In the event that a requested record is exempt from disclosure under RCW 42.56, the municipality 
will provide a written explanation of the exemption(s) cited as the basis for denying access. The Washington 
State Legislature has enacted numerous laws which prohibit or exempt the disclosure of other classes of 
information. MRSC maintains and publishes a list of these exemptions in Appendix C of the Public Records Act 
guide, as seen in Attachment B. 

8. Providing “fullest assistance” – These rules and any related policies or procedures identify how the City will 
provide fullest assistance to requestors and provide timely as possible action on public records requests, while 
preventing excessive interference with other essential functions of the agency. All assistance necessary to help 
requestors locate particular responsive records shall be provided by the Public Records Officer, provided that 
the giving of such assistance does not unreasonably disrupt the daily operations of City Hall or other duties of 
any assisting employee(s) in other City departments. Due to staffing capabilities and the other essential duties of 
administrative staff, the time allocated by City Staff for the fulfillment of public records requests shall be a 
maximum of sixteen (16) hours per month or four (4) hours per week. The City Clerk will keep an accurate and 
current monthly log of such hours. 

9. Good Faith Compliance – The City, and its officials or employees are not liable for loss or damage based on 
release of public records if the City, official or employee acted in good faith in attempting to comply with the 
Public Records Act. 

10. Installments – When the request is for a large number or scope of records, the Public Records Officer may 
provide access for inspection and copying in installments if he or she reasonably determines that it would be 
practical to provide the records in that manner. If the requestor fails to inspect the entire set of records of one 
of the installments within thirty (30) days, the Public Records Officer may stop searching for the remaining 
records and close the request. The Public Records Officer will provide the requestor with a description of what 
documents are included in each installment and notice when each installment is available. 

11. Overbroad Requests – The City may not deny a request for identifiable public records solely because the 
request is overbroad. However, the City may seek clarification, ask the requestor to prioritize the request so that 
the most important records are provided first, and/or communicate with the requestor to limit the size and 
complexity of the request. When a request uses an inexact phrase such as “all records related to”, the Public 
Records Officer may interpret the request to be for records which directly and fairly address the topic. When the 
requestor has found the records he or she is seeking, the requestor should advise the Public Records Officer that 
the requested records have been provided and the remainder of the request may be cancelled. 

12. Withdrawn or Abandoned Requests – If the requestor withdraws the request, fails to fulfill the requestor’s 
obligations to inspect records, fails to respond to a request for clarification from the Public Records Officer 
within thirty (30) days, or fails to pay the fee or final payment for the requested copies, the Public Records 
Officer will document closure of the request and the conditions that led to closure. 

 
Public Record Request Procedures 

1. Receive request for public records. If request is oral, provide written confirmation to requestor. 
2. Date Stamp the request, then log it in the Public Records Request Log. Information shall include the request 

number, date of receipt, records requested/request description, date of initial response, date the request is due, 
date completed, notes about communication with the requestor and details regarding the completion of the 
request. 

3. Estimate cost of providing the records request, based on the City’s fee schedule and/or RCW 42.56.120, as 
applicable. 

4. Within five (5) business days of receipt of the request, do one or more of the following: 
a. Make the records available for inspection or copying; 

167



Updated __________ 

b. Acknowledge the request and provide to the requestor a reasonable estimate of when the City will 
respond to the request. For requests that estimate longer than thirty (30) days, the City will provide a 
breakdown of records requested along with estimates for each record; 

c. Acknowledge the request and ask for clarification of a request that is unclear or overbroad, and provide, 
to the greatest extent possible, a reasonable estimate of the time needed to respond to the request if it 
is not clarified; or 

d. Deny the request, notify the requestor of the denial, and provide a written statement of the specific 
reasons for the denial, with reference to the policy or law on which the denial was based. 

5. If applicable, provide notice to third parties whose rights may be affected by the disclosure. 
6. Identify and collect responsive records, and document steps taken.  
7. If applicable, identify any requests related to email or other correspondence from or to City officials, staff, or 

officers, perform the following applicable procedure: 
a. If the requested correspondence is from or to a City email or device, request that the City’s IT perform 

an email search for the key words or phrases included in the request. The Public Records Officer may 
then prepare the records produced from the email search for review, using his or her best judgment to 
consolidate records that truly pertain to the request; or 

b. If the requested correspondence is from or to a personal email or device, notify the official, staff, or 
officer of the request and request that they complete and sign an Affidavit of Search and Response to 
Public Records Request (Attachment B). 

8. Identify exemptions, if any, and redact or withhold exempt documents. Consult the City’s legal team, if 
necessary. 

 
Retention and Destruction of Public Records 

1. Retention - The municipality will adhere to the retention schedules established by the Washington State 
Archives and the Local Government Common Records Retention Schedule (CORE). Records will be retained for 
the required periods as specified in the applicable schedules. 

2. Destruction - The destruction of records will be conducted in accordance with RCW 40.14, including any specific 
procedures or requirements outlined in the retention schedules. 

3. Destruction Logs - The municipality will maintain an up-to-date inventory of records destroyed, including the 
dates of destruction, authorized individuals, and the disposal method employed. 
 

Training and Education 
1. The municipality will provide regular training and education programs to employees involved in the creation, 

maintenance, and disclosure of public records. The training will cover the requirements of RCW 42.56 and any 
updates or changes to the law. 

2. Employees will be educated on the proper classification, retention, and disposition of public records, as well as 
the importance of maintaining the integrity and accessibility of these records. 
 

 

168



Please submit this completed form to Medical Lake City Hall or email to records@medical-lake.org 

      
City of Medical Lake
124 S Lefevre St  
Medical Lake, WA 99022  
(509) 565-5000 

REQUESTOR INFORMATION: 

Name: ______________________

Address: ______________________ Phone: _________________ 

  ______________________ Email:  _________________ 

Description of Documents Requested: 

Document Date(s) _________ to ___________ 

Location (If Applicable): _______________ 

Please review back of form for laws, policies, and procedures related to public records requests 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

Date Received:_________________ Estimated Date of Completion:______________ 

Received By:    _________________ Date Responded to Request:  ______________ 

Request #:   _________________ Date Request Closed:   ______________ 

Notes/Reason for Closure

Public Records Request 
Form
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Please submit this completed form to Medical Lake City Hall or email to records@medical-lake.org 

Public Records Requests  

Applicable laws, policies, and procedures

1. Prioritization of Requests - The City’s Public Records Officer may ask a 
requestor to prioritize the records that are requested so that the most important 
records may be provided first.

2. Request Confirmation - The City shall respond to public records requests within 
five (5) business days of receipt of the request, as required by RCW 42.56.520.

3. Request Clarification – The City may ask a requestor to clarify the details of a 
request if the request is overbroad. If the requestor does not respond to the 
request for clarification from the City for thirty (30) days, the Public Records 
Officer may determine the request abandoned and close the request.

4. Fees – Fees for public records will be assessed in accordance with RCW 
42.56.120 and Section 8 of the City’s Administrative Fee Schedule. The 
municipality will provide an estimate of the applicable fees, if any, to the 
requester before proceeding with the record production.

5. Exemption - In the event that a requested record is exempt from disclosure under 
RCW 42.56, the municipality will provide a written explanation of the exemption(s) 
cited as the basis for denying access.

6. Staff time – The time allocated by City staff for the fulfillment of public records 
request is a total of four (4) hours per week. Staff’s timeliness of completing or 
estimating time of completion for public records requests will be dependent on 
the time allocated for the fulfillment of such requests. 

7. Installments – For large public records requests, the City may provide access to 
installments of the records request for inspection. If the requestor fails to respond 
to or inspect an installment for thirty (30) days, the Public Records Officer may 
stop searching for the remaining records and close the request.

8. Good Faith Compliance – The City, and it’s officials or employees are not liable 
for loss or damage based on release of public records if the City, official or 
employee acted in good faith in attempting to comply with the Public Records 
Act.
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City of Medical Lake Use Only 
PRR Tracking # ____________________ Date Search Requested _____________  
Response Received ___________________ 

AFFIDAVIT OF SEARCH AND RESPONSE TO PUBLIC RECORDS REQUEST

I, _____________________________________, do state that: 

I am ________________________________[title/position] of the City of Medical Lake.  

I was asked by the Medical Lake Public Records Officer to perform a search of my personal electronic 
devices, including but not limited to my personal computer, cellular telephone, and personal email 
account for: 

[insert description of request] 

I have searched my personal computer, cellular telephone, personal email account, and any other 
personal electronic devices as requested, and the results of my search are as follows (please take 
screenshots of the responsive records and provide printed copies of the screenshots to the City.  Keep copies for your 
records.): 

Check applicable boxes:

 I found _______ (Insert number) responsive text messages on my personal cell phone, 
which are attached. 

 I found _______ (Insert number) responsive emails in my personal email account, 
which are attached.

 I found no records responsive to the requested search. 

 I decline to perform the requested search of my personal devices for the City of 
Medical Lake. 

For any additional records not covered above:

I found _______ (Insert number) responsive ____________________________ in my 
personal _________________________________, which are attached.  

 

The information in this statement is truthful to the best of my knowledge and understanding and I make 
this statement based on personal knowledge. 

 

______________________________________________________ ________________________ 
Signature Date Signed 
 
 
______________________________________________________ 
Printed Name 
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