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Environmental Benefits

Benefit 1: Stormwater Management

0 Retains and filters 98% of stormwater runoff through multifaceted green
stormwater infrastructure improvements including 3 rain gardens with a combined
area of 4,822 sf and over 700 trees planted on site.

Background:

Rainier Beach Urban Farm & Wetland is located next to Lake Washington, a 34 square mile freshwater
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stormwater from reaching and disrupting aquatic ecosystems, protecting vital habitats and utilizing
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n.d.) The design of the site incorporates rain gardens, infiltration fields, hundreds of planted trees, and



the original drainage ditch to help capture and filter stormwater runoff before it reaches Lake
Washington.

Method:

To evaluate stormwater management-gite, secondary source analysis was performed using drainage
reports from the engineering firm contracted by the City of Seattle to evaluate the site. Due to ongoing
stormwater drainage monitoring of the site by theyGitf Seattle, the 2019 drainage report reflects the
landscape performance of the site paeginstruction.The drainage report evaluates the percent of
stormwater stored and filtered on a site over a-Bdur period at a .25 inch per hour infiltration rate.

The researchers referred to the drainage report to determine the percentage of total stormwater stored
and filtered on site.

Tree count was provided by City of Seattle Green Stormwater Infrastructure to Maximum Extent

Feasible spreadsheet published within the 2019 Drainage Report. Within the spreadsheet, assessors cite
over 700 trees planted as mitigation for hardscaped elementsite, resulting in 104% mitigation for

total site area (positive offset). Researchers directly referenced the published spreadsheet to report the
number of trees planted in the reported benefit.
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Fig.1: City of Seattle GSI to MEF Calculator Spreadsheet, 2019.




Calculations:

Per the AnchorQEA report, the site grading directs stormwater from impervious areas on site to
dispersal through vegetated fields, the restored wetland buffer, and crushed rock surfaces (2019 p. 5).
Stormwater runoff that is not dispersed drains into tHeanel, which connects to Lake Washington.

The initial construction included one rain garden on the west side of the site, and additional rain gardens
were constructed to accommodate more stormwater runoff from impervious surfaces on the north side
of the site.

A tree count provided by City of Seattle GSI to MEF spreadsheet published within the 2019 Drainage
Report estimates a minimum number of trees planted on site; the ongoing adaptive management of the
wetland buffer by site managers is not incorporated irtttstnumber, and does not account for ongoing
planting and stewardship since the Drainage Report was published in 2019. Within the spreadsheet,
assessors cite over 700 trees (358 evergreen, 371 deciduous) planted as mitigation for hardscaped
elements on si. The total area of pollution generating impervious surface mitigated by tree coverage is
12,403 sf

Per the GSI to MEF spreadsheet, the total area of pollution generating impervious surface mitigated by
dispersion through vegetated or permeable surface20i©88 sf

Additionally, three bioretention ponds (rain gardens) with a combined area of 928 sq. feet have ponding
depths of 6 inches and an infiltration rate of .25 inches/hour, resultirigib60 sf of impervious
polluting surfaces mitigated by bioretention areas on site.

The total stormwater runoff pollution mitigation provided by green stormwater infrastructure on site is
calculated to be over 100% of the site area, vilif#.7% mitigation of potential polluting stormwater
runoff for the total site area(positive offset) shown in the GSI to MEF spreadsheet.

The total amount of stormwater captured and infiltrated on site was determined through secondary

source analysis of the AnchorQEA report, which cites and analyzes calculations by the Washington State
Department of Ecology Western Washington Hydrology M@6&éP (WWHM2012). In the report, the
A02NXgoF GSNI Ay TAL O Nan hiftrgtiorNAtaioSQ525 iadk ges HBOR, appfoXiniately

99 percent of the runoff that flows to the northwest rain garden will be captured, treated, and

infiltrated; 96 percent of the runoff that flows to the rain garden north of Greenhouse 2 will be

captured, treated, and infiltrated; and 99 percent of the runoff that flows to the rain garden in the

northeast corner of the demonstration garden will be captured, treated, amdfiltrated.¢ ¢! Y OK2 NJ v 9 !
2019 page 12)

To calculate the total percentage of runoff captured, treated, and infiltrated on site, the individual
percentages were averaged assuming percentage of infiltration as points out of 100 total points.

(99)% infiltration by northwest rain garden + (96)% infiltration by rain garden North of Greenhouse 2 +
(99)% infiltration by northeast demonstration garden rain garden = (295)/3 total percenta@8s38i
total average infiltration.



Total surfacing details provided by the Drainage Calculations in Appendix F of the 2019 Anchor QEA
Drainage Report reports the total area of rain garden landscaping on site4@3b2 sf.

Relevant Excerpts from the Anchor QEA Drainage Report, 2019

G¢KS 2FakKAy3adz2y {GFGS 5SLI NIYSYyG 2F 902f238 060902f
(WWHM2012), a continuous simulation rairfalhoff model, was used to complete a hydrologic

analysis of the site. The WWHM2012 was used to estimate surface muatdf, compare the pre

existing conditions of the Project to the developed conditions, and estimate the effectiveness of the

selected GSI BMP. Each drainage area was evaluated to estimate peak recurrence interval runoff rates.
Water quality flow rates ashvolumes were also estimated for the purpose of sizing the bioretention

treatment facility. Pervious surfaces were modeled using outwgaass land cover parameters. Roads,

sidewalks, parking, and rooftops were modeled as impervious surface. The dasa@ards utilized are

FNRBY | O2YoAylGAz2y 2F GKS /AGe 2F {SIaidtS {G2N¥gl
Management Manual for Western Washington (SMMWW).

The WWHM2012 computes simulatedi&ough 100year flow recurrence interval discharge estimates

for the point of compliance of each drainage basin. The results of the hydrologic analysis are summarized
in Table 2. These discharge rates represent ruffraffn surfaces within Basin 1 to and from the rain

garden within that basin, runoff from surfaces within Basins 2 and 3 to and from the proposed rain
gardens that will be constructed within the basin, and the total runoff from the site with the proposed
drainage improvementsThe model indicates that at an infiltration rate of 0.25 inch per hour,

approximately 99 percent of the runoff that flows to the northwest rain garden will be captured,

treated, and infiltrated; 96 percent of the runoff that flows to the rain garden norti Greenhouse 2

will be captured, treated, and infiltrated; and 99 percent of the runoff that flows to the rain garden in

the northeast corner of the demonstration garden will be captured, treated, and infiltratdthese

results exceethe minimum requirement of treating 91 percent of the runoff that flows from PGIS at the
AAGSD® | AdzYYFNE NBLRNI ¢6A0K RSGIFIATSR 22l annmu NBa

G¢KS AyidSyd 2F GKS RSaA3dy GKFG ¢l & O2yaidNMzOGSR g1
sheet flow to adjacent vegetated or crushed rock surfaces and would be dispersed through planted
areas, fields, or the vegetated wetland buffer. The adjaptanted areas and vegetated wetland buffer

were intended to meet the requirements for basic filter strips to treat runoff from adjacent impervious
surfaces. Runoff from rooftops would be collected and dispersed through adjacent fields. The site was
graded so that all runoff that does not infiltrate drains to the-site drainage ditch at the center of the

site, which discharges directly to Lake Washington. As noted previously, prior to Project construction the
stormwater system included six catch basind associated piping located in the northern portion of the

site that conveyed concentrated stormwater runoff to thesite drainage ditch. Most of the existing
stormwater system was removed or abandoned. However, two existing catch basins that served the
existing greenhouse at the northeast corner of the site remained to provide drainage for watering in the
relocated greenhouse. The discharge from this catch basin system is intercepted and routed to the
FR2FOSyid ¢6SiftlyR o0dzFFSNX®» a o6wAaAOS HAmMpL
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Bioretention has been provided in the form of a rain garden that captures runoff from the driveway and
paved surfaces in the northwest quarter of the sAdditional rain gardens are proposed to be added to
capture runoff from the driveway and other PGIS in the northeast quarter of the site. One rain garden

will be located north of Greenhouse 2 and will capture runoff from the east driveway entrance and
surfaces adjacent to Greenhouse 2. Another rain garden will be located in the northeast corner of the
demonstration garden, which is east of the wetland buffer and south of the driveway loop. It will capture
runoff from the south half of the driveway, eadtthe ditch, and from surfaces adjacent to the driveway

and office. The rain gardens will not have underdrains but are designed to infiltrate the collected
stormwater to the maximum extent possible and reduce the amount of stormwater that discharges
through the onsite drainage ditch to Lake Washington. Based on the geotechnical report,-gieon

soils likely have low infiltration rates, and the groundwater is fairly shallow, especially near the drainage
ditch in the middle of the property. The rain dan areas each include an overflow berm surfaced with
qguarry spalls that will discharge excess runoff to the wetland buffer adjacent to thigeotrainage

ditch. The rain garden in the northwest quarter of the site has a ponding depth of 8 inchedawii¢tl p

side slopes of 3 horizontal to 1 vertical. The rain gardens to be added to the northeast quarter of the site
will have ponding depths of 6 inches, with planted side slopes of 3 horizontal to 1 vertisaé Smls

will be excavated, and a layef lbioretention soil mix at least 18 inches thick will be added, as shown on
the design drawings included in Appendix H. Downspout and sheet flow dispersion BMPs were also
incorporated to disperse runoff from impervious surfaces not tributary to the raftega. Runoff from
impervious surfaces not adjacent to the rain gardens, including rooftops, pathways, and sidewalks, sheet
flows to adjacent crushed surfacing, landscape areas, cultivated fields, or the wetland buffer adjacent to
the onsite drainage dith. Water infiltrates in the landscape areas, fields, or the wetland buffer to the
extent possible based on the infiltration capacity ofsite soils. Excess runoff is collected and conveyed
bytheorda A 1S RNIAYyIl3S RAGOK® ¢ && Inffadgtrichure 2GBI)ththd G G f SQ& DN
Maximum Extent Feasible (MEF) calculator was used to determine the suitability of the BMPs to meet
this minimum requirement. A copy of the spreadsheet is included in Appendix F. The calculator indicates
that the rain garderalong with tree credits and dispersion achieve the GSI MEF requirements. More than
700 trees were planted as part of the Project. The calculator indicates that the rain garden should have a
maximum ponding depth of 6 inches at a long term infiltratiorbQrizh per hour so that it drains within

24 hours. The rain garden in the northwest quarter of the site was constructed with 8 inches of ponding
depth to provide some additional ponding volume. The rain garden in the northeast quarter of the site
will be ©@nstructed with 6 inches of ponding depth. Based on discussions with the design team and
{SFGGtS ¢AfOKET a2YS LRYRAYy3I f2y3aASNI GKIY Hn K2dzNE&
(Rice 2019)

Sources:

WAOSST 51 GARD HaAMPP awlAYASNI . SFOK ! NBFYy CIFNY FyR

GLF1S 2FaKAYy3d2y p 2FakKAy3aadz2y 5SLINIYSYyd 2F CAaK
https://wdfw.wa.gov/fishing/locations/lowlandlakes/lakewashington.
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https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/SPU/Documents/Reports/GSI
ProgressReport2019.pdf.

Limitations:

Using secondary data limits the scope of listed benefits to existent and available information,
which can limit creativity and flexibility in reporting metrics.

Limited time and skill in stormwater management research madsittexperiments difficult
to execute within the allotted research period.

Benefit 2: Wetland Habitat Restoration

Improves wetland habitat function by 160%, enhancing the formerly degraded
wetland with over 23 species of native wetland plants, increasing key wetland
habitat indicator features from O pre  -construction to 5 post -construction and
maintaining a fully shaded waterway embankment corridor to support diverse
wildlife habitat throughout the site.

Background:

Rainier Beach Urban Farm & Wetlands is located within feet of Lake Washington. Designers prioritized
connecting and restoring the wetland corridor that bisects the site to the lake, supporting the creation

of wildlife habitat corridors and restoring ecologl functioning to the pre&onstruction drainage ditch.

Today, the restored wetland is managed by Tilth Alliance, which hosts wetland planting events and
maintains wetland habitat conditionsonsi@.ad wl A YA SNJ . S| OK '-Beméry CI NXY
Partnersth LI H A mMmc U

Method:

Researchers evaluated the quality of the restored wetland habitat according to the Western Washington
Wetland Rating Form (2004, updated 2008), specifically evaluating wetland habitat function and
potential to provide habitat within Rainier Beach Urbanrr& Wetlands.

The habitat assessment checklist was completed by researchers and compared to the habitat function
section of the same wetland rating form completed by city contractors for the Atlantic City Nursery (pre
construction Rainier Beach Urban Farm & Wetlanddylarch 19, 2010.

The assessor determined habitat function through direct observation via site visits and by referencing
site information noted in the 2010 habitat assessment checklist.

The Wetland Rating Habitat Quality rating is numeric, influenced by the presence of habitat indicators,
site context, and management strategies. There is a clear difference between the 2010 habitat quality
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value and the 2025 habitat quality value, which was quantified as a ratio to determine percent change in
habitat quality score.

Fig.2: Site photo looking North, showing hoophouse, signage, and flooded wetland channel, 2012.
(City of Seattle)



City of Seattie - DPD Ref# 3014619

Fig.3: Site photo, 2012. Drainage ditch in wet conditions (City of Seattle)



City of Seattle - DPD Refé 3014619

Fig.4: Site photo, 2012. View across site looking East (City of Seattle)
Calculations:

The wetland rating habitat assessment scores from the 2025 evaluation reflect the increased overall
vegetation and special habitat features present on site; the scores increased significantly in habitat
interspersion, special habitat features, and in watauffer ranking.

Wetland Rating Habitat assessment results from 2010: 13/36 total possible points. (SeB)Fig.
Wetland Rating Habitat assessment results from 2025: 22/36 total possible points. (Se6)Fig.

Difference in score: 22 points (2025 habitat score) divided by 13 points (2010 habitat score)= 1.7 (ratio
of change), indicating that theverall habitat score increased by 170#6m 2010 to 2025.

Major changes in habitat features and vegetation due to wetland buffer restoration are responsible for
the changes in habitat quality score. Additionally, the presence of over 23 species of native plants and
trees within the wetland buffer increases theitbility of the landscape for wetland habitat.
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Native wetland plants observed on site:

Malus fusca

Oregon Crabapple

Vaccinium ovatum

Evergreen Huckleberry

Spirea douglasii

Spirea

Ribes sanguineum

Red Flowering Curran

Physocarpus capitatus

Pacific Ninebark

Cornus sericea

RedOsier Dogwood

Oemleria cerasiformis | Osoberry
Symphoricarpos albus | Snowberry
Rhamnus purshiana Cascara

Salix hookeriana

Hookers willow

Fraxinus latifolia

Oregon ash

Salix lasiandra

Pacific willow

Corylus cornuta

Beaked Hazelnut

Mahonia nervosa

Low Oregon Grape

Lysichiton americanum | Skunk Cabbage
Polystichum munitum Sword Fern
Tellima grandiflora Fringecup

Scirpus acutus

Hardstem bulrush

Juncus balticus

Baltic Rush

Gaultheria shallon

Salal

Rubus parviflorus

Thimbleberry

Lonicera involucrata

Twinberry

Carex obnupta

Slough Sedge

11



Fig. 5 (Below): 2010 Wetland Rating Foriivestern Washington. Pr€onstruction Rainier Beach

Urban Farm and Wetlands, site of former Atlantic City Nursery at 5513 S. Cloverdale St. Seattle, WA.
Completed March 19, 2010 by Seattle Public Utilities for Effftiter, Project Manager, Seattle Parks
Department.
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H 1. Does the wetland unit have the potential tn'pmvidt habitat for many species?
H 1.) Vegetation stuictues fsee . 72} [Figuro __
Cleeck the np'.r tf vegetation classes gresent fas defimed by Cowending= Size tkresiivle for each '
class i % acre vr mnre than 103 of the erva if wnit is smatler than 2.3 acres.
Agqantic bed
vLm:rz,:m plants
—Scrub/shrub tancax where shrubs hive >30% cover)
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—_ Lake-fringe wetfand = 2 points
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H 1.3, Richress of Plom Species free p. 73) )

Cuount the numiber of plant species in the wetland that cover at'leost 10 {7, (differcm patckes
of the same sprecics cun be combined 10 nvet the sice.dhreshndd)” '

Yow do nat have to aame the spesies,

U0 pot include Evrusian Milfeil, reed conarrygrass. purple Ieescestrife. Conodian Thisede

1Fyou counted: 19 1{_} paints =2 3
Lesr speciex belfmy Jf Vo wenr to 3- IQ Species points = | L
=5 species points =0
Tosal for page 2
Wetland Rating Form — westam Washington 1k August 2004

wemion 2 Updated with new WDFW definitions Oct, 2008
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Add the scores from HE1 HI2, HI.3:H14, H13
Comments, '

"Wetland Rating Form = wessern Washington 4. Augiss 24
version 2 Updared wilh fiew WDFW definitioms Ove. 2008
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H 2. Does the wetland onit have the opportunity to provide habitat for many species?

-~

H 21 Buffers (see p. 80)
Chnase the d‘ﬂa‘np?rmt thot best rupresents condition of bufler of vwitond unit. The hrghecucarwg
criterion that upplies (o the wetland is 10 be used in the rezing. See text for definition of
“srdixturbed. ™
-00 m (3301) of relztively undisturbed vepetated arcax, rocky areis. or open water >95%
of circumfcrence. No Structures are within the undisturbed part of but¥er. (relatively
undistarbed olso menns no-grozing, no Jundscaping. no daily humon use)  Polats =5
B 00 o (320 0 of refatively undisturbed vegrtated arens, rocky ares. ur open witer >
50% cucumference. Points = 4
0 m €170R) of relatively undisturbed vegetted zreas. rocky mreas. or open waler >95%
circurnference, Points= 4
-00 61 (3300) of relatively undisturbed v area, rocky areus, or open witer > 25%
“circumnference, . Poiats = 3
0 m {1700y of refatively undisturbed vegetated zreas, mch ureay, or open waler for >
$0%% circumferenice. Polnh 3
I bulfer does not meet any of the criteria above
o poved arcas (except paved trails) or bmldmgs within 25 m (801} of wettend > 95%
“circumference. Light 10 moderate prazing, ur kewns are OK. Points=2
‘o paved areas of boildingw within 50 of wetland for >30% circumference, i
Light to moderate grazing. of Lswns are OK. {Points =2 )
lcavy gruzing in buffer. . Po!ats =1
ege!aled bisllers are <2m wile (6.601) for more than 95%ef she circumference (e.g. tilled
fields, paving. basalt bedrock-extend 1o edge of \u-dznd Pointy =0,
uffer does not meet any of the criteria sbove. Points =1

E

[Figuro ~_

Aerial photo showing buflers
H 2.2 Comiders and Connections (see p. 8/)
H 2:2.1 1< the wettand part of @ relatively undistabed and unbroken wepetated corrider
(cither riparian or upkmd) that is ot least 150 A wide, has ut least 30% cover of shrubs, forest:
or nutive undisturbed prairie. that connects fo eshuries. other wetlunds or undisturbed
uplands that are wt keast 250 ucres in size? (doms in riparien corridors. keavily used gruvel
roads, paved roads, are considered breoks in the corrdor).
YES = 4 paints (g0 10 H 2.3) NO=ygot0H22.2
H 2.2.2 Is the wetland part of o relatively undisturbed und unbsoken vegetated comider
(cither riparian or upland) that is of beast SO wide, has at lexst 30% cover of shrubs ot
‘foress, tnd connects to estuaries, other wetlands or undisturbed uplands thas e 31 teast 25
ocres in size? OR o lec-l'ringt wetlend. if it does not have =n undisturbed corridor 25 in
the question nbov:" )
Yl.S 2 polaw(gn mH.’.‘h NO=H 22
H 223 15 the wetlund:
within S'ni (8km) of o brackish or salt vr.m-rmum) OR
mthxn}nnofalu;c ficld ar.pasture (>40 ceres) OR
mj of o lake grester than 20 ucres?
t.S I polat NO = 0 polnts

3 =
Total for page_=='__

Wetland - Rating Form ~ western Washington 5. August 2005
tension 2. Updaed with new WDFW (e fmitions On, 2008
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H 24 Wellapd Lind=mpe fcfmave the eredesoripine of the (vedscupe aeound the werlaed that
Fret Jiesy faer p.. Hj
There are at least 3:other wethinuds within % mihe. and the conneehions betwen thanan
re lntivedy. undmlmhﬂ {light wruzing between wetlmds OK. ax'is'luke shore with some
hmung. but connections should NOT be biscéted by puved rosds ill, ficlds, ar ofher

Mﬁupmenl pmnl-. =5
The wetlend is- ‘Loke-fringe on n lake mth little distorbance und there ore 3 ather loke- -fringe
wtlinds within % mile wints = 3
There ure a1 kst Y other wetlands within: % mile. BUT the consections between them are
disturbed Ipoints =31 e
The-wethzend is Lake-fringe on a like with Jisturbence und there are. Em!'uerl:elu-f:mgt —
wetland within ¥ mile points = 3
There s kast Fwetlars! within 35 mile, pcrml-t =2

- There ane po wellands within ¥ 'mile: . points =

S H 2, TOTAL Searc'- apporunity for praviding habitat
Add the scores from H2.1.H2.2:H2.3. H2 4
- TOTAL for H 1 froin page 1

- Total Score for Habitat Funcilons —add the points:ior H |, H 2'and recond the result on
pd

Weﬂa.m!. Ratting Foryn ~ western Wishinglons 17 Auguse 2004
verslon 2 Umdmed with rew WDFW definitions Qo 2008
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Fig.6 (Below) 2025 Wetland Rating Habitat Quality Assessme@ompletedJune ¥, 2025 by Piper

Sallquist
These questions apply to wetlands of all HGM classes. Plo:mlts
only 1 scome
HABITAT FUNCTIONS - Indicators that unit functions to provide important habitat per box)
H 1. Does the wetland unit have the potential to provide habitat for many species?
H 1.1 Vegetation structure {see p. 72) Figure 2
Check the types of vegetation classes present (as defined by Cowardin)- Size threshold for each
class is % acre or more than 10% of the area if unit is smaller than 2.5 acres.
___Aquatic bed
__ X Emergent plants
__ % Scrub/shrub (areas where shrubs have >30% cover)
__ X Forested (areas where trees have >30% cover)
If the unit has a forested class check if*
____The forested class has 3 out of 5 strata (canopy, sub-canopy, shrubs, herbaceous,
moss/ground-cover) that each cover 20% within the forested polygon
Add the number of vegetation structures that qualify. If you have:
4 structures or more points = 4
Map of Cowardin vegetation classes 3 structures points = 2
2 structures points = 1
1 structure points =0
Figure 2

H 1.2. Hydroperiods (see p. 73)

Check the types of water regimes (hydroperiods) present within the wetland. The water
regime has to cover more than 10% of the wetland or % acre to count. (see text for

descriptions of hydroperiods)
_* Permanently flooded or inundated 4 or more types present  points = 3
__%_Seasonally flooded or inundated 3 types present  points =2
__ Occasionally flooded or inundated 2 types present  point = 1
__* Saturated only 1 type present  points =0

___ Permanently flowing stream or river in, or adjacent to, the wetland

__ Seasonally flowing stream in, or adjacent to, the wetland
_%_ Lake-fringe wetland = 2 points
____Freshwater tidal wetland = 2 points Map of hydroperiods

H 1.3. Richness of Plant Species (see p. 75)
Count the number of plant species in the wetland that cover at least 10 ft*. (different patches

of the same species can be combined to meet the size threshold)

You do not have to name the species.
Do not include Eurasian Milfoil, reed canarygrass, purple loosestrife, Canadian Thistle
If you counted: > 19 species points = 2

5 - 19 species points = 1

< 5 species points =0

List species below if you want fo:

TED ADDITIONAL POST SITE VISIT
Red osier dogwood

Salix sp.

Populus trichocarpa

Juncus balticus

Oemleria cerasiformis

Total for page _6

Wetland Rating Form — western Washington 13 August 2004
version 2 Updated with new WDFW definitions Oct. 2008
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H 1.4. Interspersion of habitats (see p. 76)

Decide from the diagrams below whether interspersion between Cowardin vegetation

None = 0 points

Low =1 point

-

[riparian braided channels]
High = 3 points

NOTE: If you have four or more classes or three vegetation classes and open water
the rating 1s always “high”.

Use map of Cowardin vegetation classes
H 1.5. Special Habitat Features: {see p. 77)

Moderate = 2 points

classes (described in H 1.1), or the classes and unvegetated areas (can include open water or
mudflats) is high, medium, low, or none.

Figure 5

Check the habitat features that are present in the wetland. The number of checks is the
number of points you put into the next column

¥ Large, downed, woody debris within the wetland (>4in. diameter and 6 ft long)
X Standing snags (diameter at the bottom > 4 inches) in the wetland

X _Undercut banks are present for at least 6.6 ft (2m) and/or overhanging vegetation extends at
least 3.3 ft (1m) over a stream (or ditch) in, or contiguous with the unit, for at least 33 fi
(10m)

* Stable steep banks of fine material that might be used by beaver or muskrat for denning

(=30degree slope) OR signs of recent beaver activity are present {cut shrubs or trees that
have not yet turned grey/brown)

* At least ¥ acre of thin-stemmed persistent vegetation or woody branches are present in areas

that are permanently or seasonally inundated. (structures for egg-laying by amphibians)
Invasive plants cover less than 25% of the wetland area in each stratum of plants

NOTE: The 20 % stated in early printings of the manual on page 78 is an error

H 1. TOTAL Score -
Add the scores from HI.1, H1.2 H1.3 HI.4 HI
Comments

potential for providing habitat |

Wetland Rating Form — western Washington 14

August 2004
version 2 Updated with new WDFW definitions Oct. 2008

5 1
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H 2. Does the wetland unit have the opportunity to provide habitat for many species?
H 2.1 Buffers (see p. 80) Figure 7
Choose the description that best represents condition of buffer of wetland unit. The highest scoring
criterion that applies to the wetland is to be used in the rating. See text for definition of
“undisturbed.”

— 100 m (330f1) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky areas, or open water =95%
of circumference. No structures are within the undisturbed part of buffer. (relatively
undisturbed also means no-grazing, no landscaping, no daily human use)  Points = 5

— 100 m (330 ft) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky areas, or open water =
50% circumference. Points = 4

— 50 m (170ft) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky areas, or open water >95%
circumference. Points = 4

— 100 m (330ft) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky areas, or open water > 25%

; circumference, . Points = 3

— 50 m (170ft) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky areas, or open water for =

50% circumference. Points = 3
If buffer does not meet any of the criteria above

— No paved areas (except paved trails) or buildings within 25 m (80ft) of wetland = 95%
circumference. Light to moderate grazing, or lawns are OK. Points = 2

— No paved areas or buildings within 50m of wetland for =50% circumference.

Light to moderate grazing, or lawns are OK. Points = 2

— Heavy grazing in buffer. Points = 1

— Vegetated buffers are <2m wide (6.6{t) for more than 95% of the circumference (e.g. tilled
fields, paving, basalt bedrock extend to edge of wetland Points = 0.

— Buffer does not meet any of the criteria above. Points = 1

Aerial photo showing buffers
H 2.2 Corridors and Connections (see p. 81)
H 2.2.1 Is the wetland part of a relatively undisturbed and unbroken vegetated corridor
(either riparian or upland) that is at least 150 ft wide, has at least 30% cover of shrubs, forest 2
or native undisturbed prairie, that connects to estuaries, other wetlands or undisturbed
uplands that are at least 250 acres in size? (dams in riparian corridors, heavily used gravel
roads, paved roads, are considered breaks in the corridor).
YES =4 points (go to HZ2.3) NO=gotoH222
H 2.2.2 Is the wetland part of a relatively undisturbed and unbroken vegetated corridor
(either riparian or upland) that is at least 50ft wide, has at least 30% cover of shrubs or
forest, and connects to estuaries, other wetlands or undisturbed uplands that are at least 25
acres in size? OR a Lake-fringe wetland, if it does not have an undisturbed corridor as in
the question above?
YES = 2 points (go (0 H2.3) NO=H223
H 2.2.3 Is the wetland:
within 5 mi (8km) of a brackish or salt water estuary OR
within 3 mi of a large field or pasture (=40 acres) OR
within 1 mi of a lake greater than 20 acres?
YES = 1 point NO = 0 points
Total for page______
Wetland Rating Form — western Washington 15 August 2004

version 2 Updated with new WDFW definitions Oct. 2008
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H 2.4 Wetland Landscape (choose the one description of the landscape around the wetland that
best fits) (see p. 84)

3
There are at least 3 other wetlands within ‘2 mile, and the connections between them are
relatively undisturbed (light grazing between wetlands OK, as is lake shore with some
boating, but connections should NOT be bisected by paved roads, fill, fields, or other
development. points =5
The wetland is Lake-fringe on a lake with little disturbance and there are 3 other lake-fringe
wetlands within % mile points = 5
There are at least 3 other wetlands within ¥ mile, BUT the connections between them are
disturbed - points = 3
The wetland is Lake-fringe on a lake with disturbance and there are 3 other lake-fringe
wetland within % mile points = 3
There is at least 1 wetland within ‘2 mile. points = 2
There are no wetlands within ¥ mile. points =0
H 2. TOTAL Score - opportunity for providing habitat 1 8 |
Add the scores from H2.1,H2.2, H2.3, H2.4 } ° |
TOTAL for H 1 from page 14 14
Total Score for Habitat Functions — add the points for H 1, H 2 and record the result on 22
p. 1
Wetland Rating Form — western Washington 17 August 2004

version 2 Updated with new WDFW definitions Oct. 2008
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Sources:
G!' Gt Fy4dAO /Ad8 bdZNESNE tNep2SOG 2SGflyR 5StAYySHOAZ
Science and Strategy Section, Utilities System Management Branch.

. FETROAYZI YAYD HAMHD G{AdGS tK2d2adpe [/ AlGe 2F {SFddf

Gwlk AYASNI . SIF OK ! NISINyH SO NM NI y2SNBIKIAVLRPE Hnamcd® . SNHSN
2016. https://www.bergerpartnership.com/work/rainiebeachurbanfarm-wetland/.

Gwlk GAyI-2ff@axKi§yads 2y {GFdS 5SLINIYSYyld 2F 902t 238 dé y
https://ecology.wa.gov/WateiShorelines/Wetlands/Tooleesources/Ratingystems.

G2SGft YR bl YS 2NJ bdzyoSNWdésignp Washingteri OVERADL WETLAND w |
/1 ¢9Dhw, YyYyYy oO.FASR 2y CdzyOdA2yaypyy 2N { LISOALT /
https://apps.ecology.wa.gov/publications/parts/2306009part1.pdf.

Limitations:

The evaluation of overall wetland habitat quality is a single part of the Western Washington
Wetland Rating form, which limits the 2025 findings to wetland habitat quality specifically and
does not evaluate the landscapegardingoverall wetland quality rating.

Benefit 3: Pollinator Habitat Quality

Increases the quality of pollinator habitat by 550%, includia@00% increase in positive

habitat indicators and60% reduction of known pollinator stressors on site.

Background:

Pollinators are vital for both agricultural and wetland systems, supporting crop production and
sustainable biodiverse habitats for plants and wildlife (The Xerces Society 2021). Hoagrection
landscape of the former Atlantic City Nursery fosterag)é tracts of weedy plants, a wetland channel
overrun with reed canary grasBlifalaris arundinacgaand fields covered with weeslippressing plastic
(Hoffer 2025). Designers included many pollinagapportive elements throughout the landscape to
enhancewild pollinator habitat, including large tracts of wetland planted with native trees and shrubs as
well as pollinator borders around site buildings containing native flowers known to support native
pollinators. Additionally, the flexible and adaptablesidg of the site allowed site managers to build

and sustain a honeybee apiary adjacent to the orchard and wetland. The ongoing management of the
site promotes habitat for native pollinators, which includes allowing areas of bare soil to remain
undisturbed,creating areas where clean water and mud are available for insects to access, planting
native species that support larval hosts, and using organic agricultural management practices to prevent
pesticide introduction into the landscape.
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Method:

¢2 RSOGSNN¥AYS GKS FINY FYyR ¢SifFyRQa 2@0SNItf LRffA
Earthcorps Pollinator Habitat Assessment for the site. This resource was developed by Earthcorps, an
organization in Seattle that promotes ecological restmmatthroughout the Puget Sound region, as a

tool for site designers to determine the quality of the pollinator habitat in both existing and potential
landscapes. The habitat assessment is specifically developed for native pollinators of western

Washingtonand is applicable to sites of varying sizes, ecosystems, and uses in both urban and rural

areas. Rainier Beach Urban Farm and Wetland is a uniquely situated landscape; encompassing both
agricultural and wetland ecosystems within an urban context requiredssessment that was relevant

to both elements of the site.

This assessment determines the site suitability for pollinator habitat by considering site size, habitat
connectivity, total cover of native plants on site, native plant species richness, native evenness,
structural complexity of the vegetation, and plasilboming season redundancy. Additionally, the
assessment accounts for the presence of habitat enhancing features and habitat stressors on site to
determine the overall site design score, referencing the quality of habitat as determined by the
numerical scee out of 62 total points.

Researchers conducted site visits to observe built landscape conditions, create a list of plant species on
site, and observe habitat enhancing features such as presence of brush piles, undisturbed areas of soil,
and clean water.

Aerial image analysis determined habitat connectivity and overall area of the site, used to complete the
Earthcorps Pollinator Habitat Assessment.

Researchers completed the Earthcorps Pollinator Habitat Assessment for Western Washington two
times to determine the change in habitat quality pasinstruction, once referencing past site conditions
as noted in the 2010 Wetland Rating Report and arcipikiatographs from 2012, and once referencing
site conditions as observed in 2025 through direct observation.

To complete the native richness score for the 2025 landscape assessment, researchers compiled a plant
fAdald OGKNRBJAK aAldS QAarAda yR 20aSNBFGA2yE NBEFSNBY
.SYSTFAOALE LyaSoday adl Nii ARSI SONAMIVISs 3 (IGK  tafLISYOR S[aiQ
habitat. The past native richness score was determined by referencing the 2010 Wetland Rating Report

and archival photographs from 2012.

Calculations:

Current Landscape Conditions Habitat Quality Assessment

Site visis determined the presence of habitat enhancement indicators on site. Additionally, native
plants, vegetation strata and general habitat diversity surveys inform the assessment answers for the
current landscape.
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Fig.10: Wetland channel facing South, July 2025. (Piper Sallquist)
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Plant Observation List (2025)

This list notes plant species observed on site in the wetland, rain gardens, pollinator planting bed (next
to the staff office), and agricultural fields. This list is not exhaustive, but reflects a moment in time; the
plants observed on this list were nat®n site in June and July 2025 or referenced by Rainier Beach
Urban Farm & Wetlands in educational signage.

Botanic Name Common Name Native | Pollinator Host | Bloom Season
(Y/N) | Species (Y/N) Early(FekJun)/Mid

(May-Aug)/Late (Jun
Oct)

Malus fusca Oregon Crabapple Y Y Early

Vaccinium ovatum Evergreen Huckleberr| Y Y Mid

Spirea douglasii Spirea Y N Mid

Ribes sanguineum Red Flowering Curran| Y Y Early

Physocarpus capitatus | Pacific Ninebark Y Y Mid

Cornus sericea RedOsier Dogwood | Y N Early

Oemleria cerasiformis | Osoberry Y N Early

Symphoricarpos albus | Snowberry Y Y Mid

Rhamnus purshiana Cascara Y Y Early

Salix hookeriana Hookers willow Y Y Early

Fraxinus latifolia Oregon ash Y N Early

Salix lasiandra Pacific willow Y Y Early

Corylus cornuta Beaked Hazelnut Y N Early

Mahonia nervosa Low Oregon Grape Y N Early

Achillea millefolium Yarrow Y N Mid

Lysichiton americanum | Skunk Cabbage Y N Early

Polystichum munitum Sword Fern Y Y N/A- Host Plant

Tellima grandiflora Fringecup Y N Mid

Scirpus acutus Hardstem bulrush Y N Mid
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Botanic Name Common Name Native | Pollinator Host | Bloom Season
(Y/N) | Species (Y/N) Early(FebJun)/Mid
(May-Aug)/Late (Jun
Oct)

Juncus balticus Baltic Rush Y N Mid
Gaultheria shallon Salal Y Y Mid
Rubus parviflorus Thimbleberry Y Y Early
Thuja plicata Western Red Cedar | Y N Early
Lonicera involucrata Twinberry Y Y Mid
Equisetum arvense Horsetail N N N/A
Convolvulus arvensis Field bindweed N N Mid
Ranunculus occidentali§ Buttercup N N Early
Rubus armeniacus Himalayan Blackberry| N N Mid
Symphyotrichum Douglas Aster Y N Late
subspicatum
Chamerion Fireweed Y N Late
angustifolum
Lupinus polyphyllus BigLeaf Lupine Y Y Late
Carex obnupta Slough Sedge Y N N/A
Vaccinium sp. Blueberry N N N/A
Ribes uvearispa Gooseberry N N N/A
Helianthus annuus Sunflower N N N/A
Daucus carota Carrot N N N/A
Malus pumila Apple N N N/A
Fragaria sp. Strawberry N N N/A
Solanum lycopersicum | Tomato N N N/A
Cucurbita sp. Pumpkin N N N/A

Sweet potato N N N/A
Ipomoeabatatas

Purslane N N N/A
Portulaca oleracea

Okra N N N/A
Abelmoschus esculentu
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Botanic Name

Common Name

Native

Pollinator Host

Bloom Season

(Y/N) | Species (Y/N) Early(FebJun)/Mid
(May-Aug)/Late (Jun
Oct)
Teff N N N/A
Eragrostis tef
Molokhia N N N/A
Corchorus olitorius
Papalo N N N/A
Porophyllum ruderale
Ashwaganda N N N/A
Withania somnifera
Epazote N N N/A

Dysphania ambrosioideq
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POLLINATOR
HABITAT

GREENSPACE

Fig.11: Aerial Photograph analysis of pollinator habitat area and greenspace proximity to site
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Fig.12 (Below) Earthcorps Habitat Assessment: Rainier Beach Urban Farm and Wetland, 2025

Site Design

Positive Indicators Score
Size: 1 2 3 4 5 5
<01 acre 0.1-0.5 acre  0.5-1 acre 1-2 acres =2 aeres
Determine and rank overall size of pollinator habitat
Connectivity: 1 2 3 4 5
=2 miles  0.5-2miles  0.1-0.5 miles <500 feet adjacent 5
Indicate and rank based on general proximity fo relatively nafural or intact habitat
Native Cover: 1 2 3 4 5
<25% 26-50% 51-F5% 76-90% =90% g
Estimate and rank the total cover of native plant species across the site
Native Richness 1 2 3 4 5
<50% 51-T0% 71-80% 81-90% =90% 2
Determine and rank native species richness on site (# native /total # of species)
Native Evenness 1 2 3 4 5 a
=60% 51-60% 41-50% 31-40% <30%
Determine if any single species dominates the site and rank based on above criteria
Structural Complexity 1 3 5
one two-three  four or more 3
Identify vertical strata and rank based on vegetative complexity
Redundaney: 1 2 3 4 5
ohe two three four five or more 3

Rank based on the number of native plants present that will bloom during each of
the three seasons (early, mid, late) - see plant list for details

Total Positive Indicator Score (from 7 to 35): 25

Habitat Enhancement Indicators

Shelter: None Low Med High
[C] Areas of undisturbed or un-manicured habitat 0 1 2 J 3
[ Dead wood 0 1 2 3 2
! Compost or brush piles 0 1 2 3 3
[ Large rocks or rock piles 0 1 2 3
[ Areas of bare soil 0 1 2 3 2
[ Pithy or hollow stems 0 1 2 3 2
[ Larval host plants (see plant list) 0 1 2 3 3
[} Native bunchgrass or sedge species 0 1 2 3 1
L] Clean water or wet, muddy areas 0 1 2 3 2
Indicate and quantify each feature present on 19
your site and tally points (from 0 to 27):
Habitat Stressor Indicators
Invasive Cover: 0 -1 -2 -3 -4 -5 3
<1% 1-5% 6-10% 11-30% 30-50% =50%
Estimate and cirele the total cover of invasive plant species across the site
Other Stressors None Low Med High
0 Known pesticide use on or adjacent to site 0 -1 -2 -3 0
[0 Mowing (esp. large scale or during bloom periods) 0 -1 -2 -3 0
[J Excessive human impacts or disturbance 0 -1 -2 -3 0
[J Presence of artificial light 0 -1 -2 -3 -1
Total Stressor Indicator Score (from 0 to -17): -4
OVERALL SITE DESIGN SCORE (from 0 to 62): 40
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To complete the habitat assessment, researchers referenced aerial photographs to determine the size of
pollinator habitat and connectivity to undisturbed habitat areas. (E&).These observations resulted in
scores of 5 for both size and connectivity.

Researchers ranked the native cover of the site through general observations of vegetation during site
visits (reference F&y7-10for examples of vegetation documentation) and referencing Earthcorps
Pollinator Handbook plant lists to determine native plant presence and density throughout areas of the
site. The vegetated wetland encompasses approximately®@ of the site (determirgeby visual

estimate of aerial photograph), and the vast majority of the vegetation in the wetland area is composed
of nativespecies. Therefore, native cover was ranked as a-35%4 of the site.

Native richness was determined through assembling a plant list of observed species on site. The number
of native species is 28 of a total 48 species observed, resulting in 58% native species cover. This resulted
in a score of 2 for native richness, whistsignificantly influenced by the large number of diverse

agricultural plants cultivated on site. Calculation: (28/48=58.3)

Native evenness and structural complexity were determined through researcher observations on site,
identifying the estimated proportion of native species within view at several points on site (reference
Fics. 79 for examples of vegetation observation areas) as well as identifying the structural layers of
vegetation present in those areas. Native evenness received a score of 4, reflecting that no single
species dominated the landscape. The landscape received@aaic® for structural complexity,

reflecting the upper canopy of the tallest trees, malel canopy of larger shrubs, and groundcover
present in some areas of the wetland and wetland buffer.

The habitat enhancement indicators were ranked by researcher observation on site visits; examples of
the indicator in question were noted and ranked by relative frequency of occurrence within the
landscape.

Habitat stressor indicators were ranked by researcher observations on site visits; the adaptive
management of the site by Tilth Alliance incorporates organic farming practices and permaculture
principles into the stewardship of the landscape, and afteeagsher observations the site received
scores of 0 (none present) for pesticides, mowing, and excessive human disturbance. The landscape
received a score ofl for artificial light due to the location of the landscape within an urban context.
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PreConstruction Landscape Conditions Habitat Quality Assedsmen

POLLINATOR
HABITAT

GREENSPACE

1000 ft

Fig.13: Aerial Photograph analysis of pollinator habitat area and greenspace proximity to site (Google
Earth, Piper Sallquist)

32



Fig.14: Site photo, 2012. Shows presence of bare soil, wet/muddy areas, stands of deciduous trees,
and piles of branches on site. (City of Seattle)

Estimated Plant List 2012

This list includes plant species observed by researchers in archival photographs of the-site pre
construction (Figl4). Additional species referenced by Chris Hoffer, Tilth Alliance Director of
Community Agriculture & Ecology, are also included. (Hoffer, 2025.) This is a general reference limited
by analysis of secondary archival data and should not be considered wdigentative of all plants

on site in 2012.

Botanic Name Common Name | Native Pollinator
Host Specied

Phalaris arundinacea Reed canarygrasq N N

Malus fusca Oregon Crabapplqd Y Y

Equisetum arvense Horsetail N N

Convolvulus arvensis Field bindweed N N
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Ranunculus occidentali§ Buttercup N N

Rubus armeniacus Himalayan N N
Blackberry

Fig.15: Earthcorps Habitat Assessment: Atlantic City Nursery/A&enstruction (c. 2012, completed

2025)

Site Design

Positive Indicators

Size: 1 2 3 @ 5

<0.1 acre 0.1-0.5acre  0.5-1 acre I-2 acres =2 acres
Determine and rank overall size of pollingtor habitat
Connectivity: 1 2 4 5

=2 miles  0.5-2 miles  0.1-0.5 miles <500 feet adjacent
Indicate and rank based on general proximity to relatively natural or intact habitat
Native Cover: 2

3 1 il
<25% 26-50% 51-T5% 76-90% =801%
Estimate and rank the total cover of native plant species across the site
Native Richness @ 2 3 4 5
<50% 51-70% 71-80% 81-90% =90%
Determine an E native species richness on site (# native /total # of species)
Native Evenness @ 2 3 4 5
=61 51-60% 41-50% 31-40% <30%

Structural Complexity 3 5
ane twa-three  four or more
Identify vertical strata and rank based on vegetative complexity
Redundancy: @ 2 3 4 5
one two three four five or more

Determine if any single spff:'es; dominates the site and rank based on above criteria

Rank based on the number of native plants present that will bloom during each of
the three seasons (early, mid, late) - see plant list for details

Total Positive Indicator Score (from 7 to 35): 12

Habitat Enhancement Indicators
Shelter: None Loy Med High
Areas of undisturbed or un-manicured habitat 3
Dead wood 3
Compost or brush piles 3
Large rocks or rock piles 3
Areas of bare soil
Pithy or hollow stems
Larval host plants (see plant list)
Native bunchgrass or sedge species
Clean water or wet, muddy areas

©*
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oa.'aeo :@@o

HHHH@@HH

Indicate and quantify each feature present on
vour site and tally points (from 0 to 27):

o @L\:-L\;L\:-L\;L\:—ML\:-L\;
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Site Indicator Notes
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Habitat Stressor Indicators H

Invasive Cover: 0 -1 -2 -3 -4
<=1% 1-5% 6-10% 11-30% 30-50% =>50% -5
Estimate and circle the total cover of invasive plant species across the site
Other Stressors None Low Med High
[J Known pesticide use on or adjacent to site -1 -2 -3 0
[J Mowing (esp. large scale or during bloom periods) 0 -1 a -3 -2
[J Excessive human impacts or disturbance 0 -1 (2) -3 -2
[J Presence of artificial light 0o (-1 | -2 -3 -1
Total Stressor Indicator Score (from 0 to -17): -10
OVERALL SITE DESIGN SCORE (from 0 to 62): 7

Habitat quality score, 2025: 40/62
Positive Habitat indicators: 25
Habitat Enhancement indicators91
Stressors:4
Habitat quality score, 2012: 7/62
Positive Habitat indicators: 12
Habitat Enhancement indicators: 5
Stressors:10
Overall change in scoré(5.5)=40,a550% increase in habitat quality score point value.

Change in positive habitat indicator scores: 12&2%,a200% increase in positive habitat indicator
score.

Change in stressor scorgstO]x 4 = [-4], showing a60% decrease in habitat stressor scores, total
reduced by6 points or60% of 10 total points.

Sources:

Gl atryGAd /AGE bdNESNE t NRP2SOG 28GtFyR 58t AySH A2
Science and Strategy Section, Utilities System Management Branch.

Fft RGAYS YAY®D HnmuH® G{A(GS tK2G2ade /AGe 2F {Sradat

7

| 2FFSNE / KNAad [SGGSNI G2 tALISNI {lffljdAaldd Hnupd 6
Email, April 30, 2025.
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{lfAa0dNEEZ bStazysz IyR aliKSs {OKgl NIGT & yOPRD 64¢ |
.Sa40 alyr3asSySyid tNIOGAOSa F2NJ GKS tdz3Sd {2dzyR [ 26
content/uploads/TheNative-PollinatorHabitatRestorationGuide EarthCorpsdf.

¢CKS - SNOS&a {20ASi&8® HAumMd a.dAfRAYI t2ffAYyFG2N I}
YouTube. January 19, 2021. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NS0iM4uyNC8.

Limitations:

Ewlving plant communities on sithift dependent on Tilth managemerdnd theresults of
current habitat quality are a snapshot and not necessarily reflectiVengfterm trends.

A fullycomprehensive plant surveyas not possible to completdue tothe maintenance
structure of the site and the ongoing expectation of seasonally shifting plant species on working
farms.

Benefit4: Waste Reduction (+ Operations & Maintenance Savings)

Creates 832 cu ft of compost mulch per year through on -site composting
practices such as compost windrows, diverting 2,709 cu of organic waste from
landfill and saving $1,185 annually in compost acquisition cost  s.

Background:

Rainier Beach Urban Farm & Wetlands practicesittncomposting, preventing organic matter and food

waste from entering landfills while also supporting soil health byteducing nutrients to planting

beds in a closetbop system. Compost windrows dmng and narrow heaps of organic matter that

at2gfte RSO2YLIasS 20SNI GAYST ONBIGAYy3d O02YLRAGD 6aY
wetlands maintains three compost windrows within easy walking distance of the production fields and

wetland, providihg compost for the farm as well as an educational opportunity for visitors to learn about

the benefits of passive composting.a CI £ £ / 2Y L2 adAy3 t Ny OGAOS&a¢ yoOR
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Hg. 16: Compost windrow #2 (left)

Fig.17: Compost windrow #3 (right)
Method:

Researchers calculated the total area of compost windrows by noting their locations on site, drafting
each windrow onto a site plan in Rhino assuming a consistent average width of 3 feet, and using Rhino
Area commands to determine the total windrow areasijuare feet. The volume of each windrow was
calculated by multiplying the area (sq. ft.) of each windrow base by 3 feet, the average height of each
windrow. (Volume= Area (sq. ft.) x Height (ft.)) Researchers extrapolated the total volume of each
windrowto be the volume of organic matter diverted from landfills and reincorporated into the soil as
compost.

To calculate the total area (sq ft) supplemented by finished compost, the total windrow volume was
multiplied by a shrink factor of 60%, estimated by the Vermont Department of Natural Resources
Compost Sizing GuiddcSweeney n.d.According to the McGill Compost Calculator, the ideal
compost amendment ratio is approximately 2 inches of compost per square foot of planting area.
0a/ 2YLIRad [/ I Théalatfihished dblmpbst vilWmR @ubic feet) was multiplied by a factor
of 6 to convert units of ampost from cubic feet to 2 inch layer of compost per square foot as per the
following equation: 1 cubic foot of compost x 6i{2h deep compost/foot) = 6 sq ft ofidch deep
compost.
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