
 

  PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING AGENDA 

  June 12, 2023, 6:00 p.m. • City Hall, 2224 104th Avenue E Edgewood  

  (Zoom Meeting ID: 970 6596 9184) 
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These meetings are accessible to persons with disabilities.   

For individuals who may require special accommodations, please contact City Hall at (253) 952-3299, 24 hours in advance. 

 

1. Call to Order 

a. Pledge of Allegiance 

b. Roll Call 

i. Position 1: Carly Guillory 

ii. Position 2: JoAnn Overfield, Chair 

iii. Position 3: Tom Greene 

iv. Position 4: Sarah Wagner 

v. Position 5: Jason Ramirez 

vi. Position 6: Allison Pincas, Vice-Chair 

vii. Position 7: Karla Slate 

 

2. Consent Agenda: Items listed under Consent Agenda will be passed by one motion. Individual discussion 

of these items is not planned. The following items are presented for approval:  

a. Current Meeting Agenda Approval or Modifications 

b. Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of May 8, 2023 

 

3. Citizen Comment Period: Reserved for the public to comment on items not on the agenda. The Planning 

Commission may invite additional public comment on Discussion Items noted below. 

 

4. Public Hearings: 

a. Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment Final Docket 

 

5. Action Items: 

a. Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment Final Docket 

 

6. Discussion Items: 

a. Middle Housing 

b. 2023 Work Plan 

 

7. Additional Informational Items: 

a. May 1, 2023 EDAB Meeting Minutes 

b. May 2023 Development Review Reports 

 

8. Staff Comments 

a. Comprehensive Plan Periodic Update 

b. Planning Commission Appointments 

 

9. Commissioner Comments 

 

10. Adjourn 
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City Of Edgewood  
Council Agenda Summary Sheet 

  

Agenda Item #:     

For Agenda of:     6/12/2023 

Subject:  
Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment Final Docket 

Prepared by:   
 
Attachments (list):  
1. 22-008CODE application report 
2. Application Materials Packet 

 
Expenditure Required:  

Amount Budgeted:  

Approval of Materials: 

Timeline:  
 
  
Summary Statement:   
  
Item History:   
  
Recommended Action:   
  
Fiscal Note/Consideration:  
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Annual Comprehensive Plan 
Amendments (2023)  
Preliminary Docket Planning 
Commission Public Hearing 
EMC 18.60.140 

  

City of Edgewood

SECTION I. INTRODUCTION 
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SECTION II. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
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SECTION III. DOCKETING PROCESS AND CRITERIA 

 
 
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SECTION IV. PUBLIC COMMENTS  

SECTION V. RECOMMENDATION  

 

SECTION VI.  LEGISLATIVE REVIEW PROCEDURE 
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Submitted
12/30/2022

City of Edgewood

22-008CODE
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Submitted
12/30/2022

City of Edgewood

22-008CODE
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Submitted
12/30/2022

City of Edgewood

22-008CODE

Page 14 of 119



Updated 1/1/2021 
 

 
 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT CHECKLIST 
Planning and Land Use 
2224 104th Ave E 
Edgewood, WA 98372 
253.952.3299 
comdev@cityofedgewood.org 

 
 
The Comprehensive Plan Amendment application process is used to verify compliance with Edgewood Municipal 
Code (EMC) Chapter 18.60 . 

 Comprehensive Plan Amendment applications must include a completed Land Use Application. 

 A pre-application conference is required prior to all Comprehensive Plan Amendment applications, per 
EMC 18.40.130. Submit the Comprehensive Plan Amendment Checklist distributed by City staff at the 
pre-application.  

 For site-specific proposals, a Traffic Concurrency Reservation Certificate (CRC) must be processed as a 
separate application prior to submitting a Comprehensive Plan Amendment application per EMC 18.105. 
The resulting CRC shall be submitted with the Comprehensive Plan Amendment application (item #8). 
 

Upload PDF copies of the drawings, reports, and documents to the City’s Permit Portal. If submitting at City Hall, 
make an appointment with Front Counter staff, and provide all documents in PDF format on a USB Drive. 
 
 
Each Comprehensive Plan Amendment application packet shall include the following items as separate pages. 
Each document shall be named consistent with the checklist below. All documents submitted under this section 
shall contain the name of the project and the name and address of the applicant. If an item is not provided, the 
applicant shall specify the reason for omission at the end of this document. Failure to follow these guidelines 
will result in an incomplete application. 
 

Pre-App 
         City 

Verified 

☐ 1 Rationale for the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment (outlined below) ☐ 

☐ 2 Responses to Evaluation Criteria set in EMC 18.60.220 (outlined below) ☐ 

☐ 3 
Proposed amendatory language, shown in “bill” format (i.e., new language 
underlined; language proposed for deletion in strikeouts). 

☐ 

☐ 4 Site Layout Drawing ☐ 

☐ 5 Legal Description ☐ 

☐ 6 Title Report (< 30 days old) ☐ 

☐ 7 Documentation of all Easements and Recorded Restrictions ☐ 

☐ 8  State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) Checklist ☐ 

☐ 9 Traffic Concurrency Reservation Certificate (CRC) (if applicable) ☐ 

☐ 10 Traffic Impact Analysis (if applicable) ☐ 

☐ 11 
Other drawings or documents as required for specific projects to fully demonstrate 
the scope of work and how it complies with EMC and City’s Comprehensive Plan 

☐ 

 
* City staff will use the Pre-App column below to identify all required application materials. If the box is marked with an X the item is required to be submitted. 

 
 
 
 
 

Submitted
12/30/2022

City of Edgewood
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Updated 1/1/2021 
 

 
Document Components 

1. Rationale for the Proposed Amendment- See instructions below. 
2. Responses to Evaluation Criteria- See instructions below. 
3. Proposed Amendatory Language- Please underline new language being proposed, and strikethrough 

language proposed for deletion. 
4. Site Layout Drawing- Drawing illustrating important site information such as lot lines, structures, zoning, 

and potential nuisances. 
5. Legal Descriptions- A geographic description of existing and proposed lots, including information about 

locations and boundaries of lots and any easements.  
6. Title Report- A document containing information about the ownership and title of the properties, as 

well as tax information, sometimes also called a subdivision guarantee. Can be obtained from a title 
company. 

7. Documentation of all Easements- Recorded easement information may be included in the title report as 
hyperlinks to Pierce County records. If it is not, please provide separate document(s) detailing all 
easements that exist on the properties.  

8. SEPA Checklist- This form can be found on the City’s website. It contains list of questions regarding the 
proposed project’s environmental impacts. Fully respond to all questions, and attach any additional 
information that will supplement the description of the proposal. 

9. CRC- A separate application requiring a trip generation report prepared by an engineer or planner. 
10. Traffic Impact Analysis-Evaluation of existing or future transportation infrastructure to serve a proposed 

development. Analysis is performed by a professional planner or engineer.  

 
Preparation of a rationale for the proposal 

1. Explain the reason for this amendment proposal. 
2. Was this proposed amendment denied during a previous Comprehensive Plan Amendment review cycle? If 

so, briefly explain why (if known). 

3. Explain how the proposed amendment advances the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
4. Does the proposed amendment have a relationship to any other City codes or regulations? 
5. What are the cumulative effects of this proposed amendment to the Comprehensive Plan? 

 
Evaluation Criteria per EMC 18.60.220  

1. How does the proposed amendment conform to the Growth Management Act (36.70A RCW)? 
2. Describe how the proposed amendment is consistent with and implements the city’s comprehensive plan, 

including the goals, policies and implementation strategies of the various elements of the plan. 
3. Describe whether circumstances related to the proposed amendment(s) and/or the area in which it is 

located have substantially changed since the adoption of the city’s comprehensive plan. 
4. Explain how the assumptions upon which the city’s comprehensive plan is based are no longer valid, or 

whether new information is available which was not considered during the adoption process or any 
annual amendments of the city’s comprehensive plan. 

5. Does the proposed amendment reflects current, widely held values of the residents of the city? 
 

For Site-Specific Proposals (must be answered in addition to Questions 1-5) 
6. Does the proposed site-specific amendment meet concurrency requirements for transportation and does 

not adversely affect adopted level of service standards for other public facilities and services, e.g., police, 
fire and emergency medical services, parks, fire flow and general governmental services (NOTE: additional 
studies or informative requests from outside agencies may be required in order to fully respond to this 
question)? 

7. Will the proposal result in probable significant adverse impacts to the city’s transportation network, 
capital facilities, utilities, parks, or environmental features that cannot be mitigated? 

8. Is the subject parcel(s) physically suitable for the requested land use designation and the anticipated land 
use development, including, but not limited to, the following:  

a. access;  
b. provision of utilities; and  

Submitted
12/30/2022

City of Edgewood
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c. Compatibility with existing and planned surrounding land uses? 
9. Will the request create pressure to change the land use designation of other properties? 
10. Does the proposed amendment materially affect the land use and population growth projections that are 

the bases of the comprehensive plan? 
11. Does the proposed amendment materially affect the adequacy or availability of urban facilities and 

services to the immediate area and the overall UGA? 
12. Is the proposed amendment consistent with applicable county-wide policies or any other applicable 

interjurisdictional policy or agreement, and all applicable local, state, or federal laws? 
 

 

Applicant shall provide a written description for the reason any item is not provided. 
 

Item Reason for Omission 

1  

2  

3  

4  

5  

6  

7  

8  

9  

10  

11  

 

Submitted
12/30/2022

City of Edgewood

Page 17 of 119



Updated 1/1/2021 
 

 

REZONE CHECKLIST 
Planning and Land Use 
2224 104th Ave E 
Edgewood, WA 98372 
253.952.3299 
comdev@cityofedgewood.org 

 
The Rezone application process is used to verify compliance with Edgewood Municipal Code (EMC) Chapter 
18.40.110-18.40.117 . 

 Rezone applications must include a completed Land Use Application.  

 A pre-application conference is required prior to all Rezone applications, per EMC 18.40.130. Submit the 
Rezone Checklist distributed by City staff at the pre-application. 

 A Traffic Concurrency Reservation Certificate (CRC) must be processed as a separate application prior to 
submitting a Rezone application per EMC 18.105. The resulting CRC shall be submitted with the Rezone 
(item #11). 
 

Upload PDF copies of the drawings, reports, and documents to the City’s Permit Portal. If submitting at City Hall, 
make an appointment with Front Counter staff, and provide all documents in PDF format on a USB Drive. 
 
 
Each Rezone application packet shall include the following items as separate pages. Each document shall be 
named consistent with the checklist below. All documents submitted under this section shall contain the 
name of the project and the name and address of the applicant. If an item is not provided, the applicant shall 
specify the reason for omission at the end of this document. Failure to follow these guidelines will result in an 
incomplete application. 
 

Pre- App  City 
Verified  

☐ 1 Rationale for the proposed Rezone  ☐ 

☐ 2 Responses to Evaluation Criteria set in EMC 18.40.114  ☐ 

☐ 3 
Identification of all sections of the comprehensive plan policies and map proposed to be 
amended 

☐ 

☐ 4 Description of any proposed development of the property ☐ 

☐ 5 Site Layout Drawing ☐ 

☐ 6 Critical Area Report(s) ☐ 

☐ 7 Legal Description(s) ☐ 

☐ 8 Title Report  ☐ 

☐ 9 Documentation of all Easements and Recorded Restrictions ☐ 

☐ 10  State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) Checklist ☐ 

☐ 11 Traffic Concurrency Reservation Certificate (CRC) ☐ 

☐ 12 Traffic Impact Analysis ☐ 

☐ 13 
Other drawings or documents as required for specific projects to fully demonstrate the 
scope of work and how it complies with EMC and the City’s Comprehensive Plan 

☐ 

 
* City staff will use the Pre-App column above to identify all required application materials. If the box is marked with an X the item is required to be submitted. 
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Document Components  

1. Rationale for Proposed Rezone-  
a. Explain the reason for this rezone proposal. 
b. Was this proposed amendment denied previously? If so, briefly explain why (if known). 
c. Explain how the proposed rezone advances the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
d. Does the proposed rezone have a relationship to any other City codes or regulations? 
e. What are the cumulative effects of this proposed amendment to the Comprehensive Plan? 

2. Responses to Evaluation Criteria-  
a. per EMC 18.40.114 

i. There is no presumption of validity favoring the action of rezoning; 
ii. The proponents of the rezone have the burden of proof to demonstrate that conditions 

have changed since the original zoning; and 
iii. The rezone must bear a substantial relationship to the public health, safety, morals or 

welfare. 
b. Implementation of the general rules above involves analysis of the following criteria: 

i. Consistency with the existing comprehensive plan (the comprehensive plan that has 
been approved and is in place at the time the application was submitted); 

ii. Consistency with the purpose of the proposed zoning district; 
iii. Consistency between zone criteria and area characteristics; 
iv. Zoning history and precedential effect. 
v. Gradual transition between zoning categories. 

vi. Zone Boundaries. 
vii. Height Limits.  

viii. Impact Evaluation. 
ix. Changed Circumstances.  
x. Critical Areas. 

3. Amendment Identification- Identification of all sections of the comprehensive plan policies and map 
proposed to be amended. 

4. Development Description- Provide written description of any proposed development.  
5. Site Layout Drawing- Drawing illustrating important site information such as lot lines, structures, zoning, 

and potential nuisances. 
6. Critical Areas Report(s)- If critical areas (such as wetlands or steep slopes) are present on the site, 

please submit any relevant reports performed by a specialist.  
7. Legal Descriptions- A geographic description of existing and proposed lots, including information about 

locations and boundaries of lots and any easements.  
8. Title report- A document containing information about the ownership and title of the properties, as well 

as tax information, sometimes also called a subdivision guarantee. Can be obtained from a title 
company. Title Report must be less than 30 days old.  

9. Documentation of all Easements- Recorded easement information may be included in the title report as 
hyperlinks to Pierce County records. If it is not, please provide separate document(s) detailing all 
easements that exist on the properties. 

10. SEPA Checklist- This form can be found on the City’s website. It contains list of questions regarding the 
proposed project’s environmental impacts. Fully respond to all questions, and attach any additional 
information that will supplement the description of the proposal. 

11. CRC- A separate application requiring a trip generation report prepared by an engineer or planner. 
12. Traffic Impact Analysis-Analysis of projected impacts to local traffic performed by a professional planner 

or engineer. Evaluation of existing or future transportation infrastructure to serve a proposed 
development. Analysis is performed by a professional planner or engineer.  
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Applicant shall provide a written description for the reason any item is not provided. 

 

Item Reason for Omission 

1  

2  

3  

4  

5  

6  

7  

8  

9  

10  

11  

12  

13  
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25 Central Way, Kirkland, WA 98033  //  425.454.7130  //  milbrandtarch.com  

December 6, 2022 

City or Edgewood 

Department of Community Development 

2224 104th Avenue East, 

Edgewood, WA 98372 

Phone 253-952-3299 

 

Attn: City or Edgewood 

 

Green Belt Apartments – Parcel 0420091014 Development Description 

Our current proposed development would be a mixed-use residential project consisting of 

2 primary building and their associated parking and open spaces. The total site area of the 

property is 205,907 s.f. of which 66,038 would be buildable with the remainder occupied by 

wetlands and wetland mitigation areas. We estimate getting a total commercial square footage of 

about 1,800 s.f. with that number maybe increasing a little if we chose to provide ground floor 

home occupation units at the rear of the frontage building. We are planning for the frontage 

building to be 3 stories tall and the building located withing the site as 4 stories tall. The total 

unit count this would give us is 40 which is approximately 27 units per acre. Total building 

height would most likely be bellow the required 45’ limit with the understanding that we could 

raise that to 57’ if we provide 3 points of incentives from the FAR incentive table located in the 

code. Planned total overall building area is 55,200 s.f. which would give us a FAR of about .27:1 

(total building area divided by the gross site are including the wetlands). 

It is understood that parking to support the development will need to follow the 

requirements of the Edgewood Municipal code. Currently we are showing room for 55 parking 

stalls on site. The requirements for parking are 1.5 stalls per unit for residential apartments and 3 

per 1,000 s.f. of commercial floor area, which equates to 63 required parking spaces. We are 

currently looking into the possibility of a parking agreement with the school and doing a traffic 

study to see if the required parking numbers on site can be lowered. Baring that, we understand 

we would need to lose units and/or commercial square footage to get us to the correct parking 

ratios. Private bike parking is planned to be located under the building internal to the site along 

with open public racks adjacent to open spaces. 

The project will be served by a single private drive accessing the site from 24th St. E and 

would be designed to the standards required by the local and state fire agencies. Pedestrian 

circulation will be provided adjacent to the private drive with a 5’ sidewalk. We plan on 

providing about 3,900 s.f. of open public space (7% gross building area) on site exclusive of any 

required buffers or wetland areas. The whole project would introduce about 46,000 s.f. of hard 

surfaces, all of which is estimated as being impervious which accounts for roughly 23% of the 

total site area. 

We are currently only in the early schematic design stages for a potential project, and the 

proposal above is only one of many options for what can go on this site. Upon receive approval 

of rezoning, a in depth analysis will be made and a complete project proposal will be submitted 

for Site Design approval. 

 

Submitted
12/30/2022
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March 01, 2021 
Green Belt Apartments 
Page 2 of 2 

Sincerely, 

 
Jesse Hadley 

Project Architect 

 

  

 

Submitted
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25 Central Way, Kirkland, WA 98033  //  425.454.7130  //  milbrandtarch.com  

December 1, 2022 

City or Edgewood 

Department of Community Development 

2224 104th Avenue East, 

Edgewood, WA 98372 

Phone 253-952-3299 

 

Attn: City or Edgewood 

 

Green Belt Apartments – Parcel 0420091014 Rationale for the Proposed Amendment 

We are currently seeking to have the property located on parcel 0420091014 rezoned from the 

current P zone to a TC zoned property that can support the creation of mutli-family apartment 

units. From discussions with city staff, this seems to be a favorable change and will serve to 

better utilize this undeveloped piece of property that is adjacent to the TC zone and other 

development occurring in the area. To our knowledge, this proposed amendment has never been 

put forward for this piece of property before. The property is being purchased by Satwant Singh 

as part of the Dhaliwal TC Landing project to provide the required public ROW extension of 100 

Ave E. 

One of the goals of Land Use within the Edgewood Comprehensive Plan is to establish a land 

use pattern that is consistent with the city’s vision. To achieve this goal, the city recognizes the 

necessity of updating the Land Use Map as needed in responses to changes in the city and the 

community. The Dhaliwal TC Landing project happening to the northeast and the sale of this 

public piece of property to a private entity is on such change. With the sale of this piece of 

property into private ownership, it makes sense to update the zone to match the TC zoning to the 

east to keep development options open and ensure it doesn’t turn into vacant underutilized piece 

of land. By giving it a TC zoning designation, you open up more options for what can be built 

here in the future. You allow for infill mixed-use development compatible with the surrounding 

developments. And you give the opportunity for commercial activities planned along meridian to 

trickle further west down 24th St. E.  

Changing the zoning on this property also helps achieve the city’s goal of establishing the Town 

Center as the heart of Edgewood. It helps make sure that the Town Center continues to develop 

southward and establishes more mixed used opportunities along the north side of 24th St. E. This 

also plays into the city’s goal of promoting commercial uses that can offer quality and unique 

services that distinguish Edgewood from surrounding commercial centers. A TC zoning 

designation allows opportunities for diversified commercial uses with possibility for small retail 

shops, office spaces, or maybe even small-scale live-work spaces. 

This proposed amendment shouldn’t have any relationship to any other city codes and 

regulations. It is strictly changing what type of development can occur on this property which 

would still need to meet all of the other code requirements in chapter 18. 

The cumulative effect of our proposal on the comprehensive plan would be changing one parcel 

previously zoned as public to town center. 

 

 

Submitted
12/30/2022
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December 1, 2022 
Green Belt Apartments 
Page 2 of 2 

Sincerely, 

 
Jesse Hadley 

Project Architect 
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December 5, 2022 
 

City of Edgewood 
2224 104th Ave E. 

Edgewood, Washington 98372 
 
 

 
Project:  Project Name: Green Belt Apartments 

Reference 22-0399 
 

Identification of all sections of the comprehensive plan policies and map 
proposed to be amended.  
 

Comprehensive Plan 

 Volume ll Background Information 

  02 Land Use 

• Figure 6 Critical Areas – Wetland Hazards (Chart) 

• Land Use Capacity – Table 5 – Estimated Net 
Developable Acres per Zoning Designation (Chart) 

• Land Use Capacity – Table 7 – Acreage in Current 
Zoning Designation (Chart) 

  05 Transportation 

    Figure 12 Meridian Corridor Projects (map) 

Submitted
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Green Belt Apartments 

 

www.furrengineering.com 

 

 

 

We believe this addresses item #3 of the Rezone Checklist, identification of all 
sections of the comprehensive plan policies and map proposed to be amended. 

Please review at your earliest convenience. If you have further questions or 
concerns, feel free to contact me at my office. 
 

Sincerely, 
 

 
 
 

 
Dean Furr, P.E 

Principal Owner 
Furr Engineering Services, PLLC 
(206) 890-8291 

Submitted
12/30/2022
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December 5, 2022 
 

City of Edgewood 
2224 104th Ave E. 

Edgewood, Washington 98372 
 
 

 
Project:  Project Name: Green Belt Apartments 

Reference 22-0399 
 

Responses to Evaluation Criteria set in EMC 18.40.114 
 
Criteria for approval of quasi-judicial map amendment. 
A. The following general rules apply to quasi-judicial map amendment applications: 

1. There is no presumption of validity favoring the action of rezoning; 

Response: Currently the property is undeveloped within the P zone. A 
developer is in the process of buying the property to compliment the Dhaliwal 
TC development within the TC zone. Rezoning this parcel would be favorable 
to the city as the new mixed-use development will benefit the long-range 
planning efforts of the City of Edgewood improving the community physically, 
economically and socially.  

2. The proponents of the rezone have the burden of proof to demonstrate that 
conditions have changed since the original zoning; and 

Response: Conditions have changed since the original zoning was applied; the 
proposed rezone property is in the process of being sold to a developer that is 
currently developing Dhaliwal Town Center. This property will be purchased to 
complement the Dhaliwal TC project located directly to the North East of the 
rezone property. The Puyallup School District will not own this property so it will 
no longer be public property. This zoning change would expand the TC zone to 
promote growth of this town.  

3. The rezone must bear a substantial relationship to the public health, safety, 
morals or welfare. 

Response: The proposed rezone property is adjacent to a new road 
connecting the Dhaliwal TC project to 24th St. E. which will increase traffic and 

Submitted
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Green Belt Apartments 

 

www.furrengineering.com 

 

bring growth to this small town. The proposed project will be a mixed-use 
property which will complement the Dhaliwal TC project and will also provide a 
balanced approach to the city’s comprehensive plan, providing affordable 
housing, variety of businesses, with transportation connections and still be 
walkable for the public. 

B. Implementation of the general rules in subsection (A) of this section involves 
analysis of the following criteria in order to approve a quasi-judicial map amendment: 

1. Consistency with the existing comprehensive plan (the comprehensive plan 
that has been approved and is in place at the time the application was 
submitted); 

Response: The project will be mixed use, providing housing, space for small 
businesses, and will connect to the town center by bus and walking routes, 
consistent with the current comprehensive plan. 

2. Consistency with the purpose of the proposed zoning district; 

Response: The purpose of the proposed zoning is to provide guidelines for the 
future of this zone as the heart of the city. The proposed project provides the 
mixed-use multi story and single-story development, the transportation needs 
of the residents, pedestrian-oriented retail space and is connected to the 
current public open space.  

3. Consistency between zone criteria and area characteristics; 

Response: The proposed property will be developed to be consistent with the 
TC zone which boarders the East side of the property.  

4. Zoning history and precedential effect. Previous and potential zoning 
changes both in and around the area identified in the application shall be 
examined; 

Response: The zoning history looks to be consistent in that the TC zone has 
been along Meridian Ave. generally between 16th St. and 29th St. looking back 
to the early 2000’s.  There have not been many changes as far as focusing on 
environmental impacts, pedestrian and transportation accessibility, mixed use 
development, and providing open space for recreation, etc. The current 
property has been a publicly owned undeveloped lot due to the wetland within 
it, but with the development of Dhaliwal TC Landing and the new road 
connecting to 24th St. E., this property should be included in the TC Zone for 
consistency of the surrounding area.  

5.  A gradual transition between zoning categories. 

Submitted
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Green Belt Apartments 

 

www.furrengineering.com 

 

Response: Northwood Elementary School boarders the West side of the 
property and could be considered a buffer between the TC zone and Single 
Family High zone west and South of the school.  

6. Zone Boundaries. 

Response: The property is currently adjacent to the TC zone with its East 
boarder connecting to the TC zone.   

7. Height Limits.  

Response: The max height limit in the TC zone is 45’ and could increase to 57’ 
with 3 points from the FAR table, this option will be explored.  

8. Impact Evaluation.  

Response: Rezoning this property would make this property a useful piece of 
land and expand the TC zone allowing for more growth of the City of 
Edgewood.  

9. Changed Circumstances.  

Response: The property was a publicly owned and now will be privately 
owned, it is currently undeveloped and would be better utilized if included in the 
TC zone and developed accordingly.   

10. Critical Areas.  

Response: There is wetland within the property, which has been properly 
mitigated to create useable space for both the development of 100th Ave. E. 
that connects to 24th St. E and the proposed mixed-use development.  

 

We believe this addresses item #2 of the Rezone Checklist, Responses to 
Evaluation Criteria. Please review at your earliest convenience. If you have 

further questions or concerns, feel free to contact me at my office. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 

 
 

 
Dean Furr, P.E 
Principal Owner 

Furr Engineering Services, PLLC 
(206) 890-8291 
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25 Central Way, Kirkland, WA 98033  //  425.454.7130  //  milbrandtarch.com  

December 1, 2022 

City or Edgewood 

Department of Community Development 

2224 104th Avenue East, 

Edgewood, WA 98372 

Phone 253-952-3299 

 

Attn: City or Edgewood 

 

Green Belt Apartments – Parcel 0420091014 Evaluation Criteria per EMC 18.60.220 

How the proposed amendment conforms with the Growth Management Act. 

We have read through RCW 36.70A and feel the proposed amendment will conform with 

the goals laid out in the Growth Management Act. By changing the zoning on this parcel of land 

from Public to TC zoning, the city encourages continued development within the urban heart of 

Edgewood. This parcel is currently underutilized and underdeveloped, and by changing the 

zoning designation, Edgewood would help reduce future sprawl by encouraging more intensive 

and diversified development within the core of the city.  The site is located in close proximity to 

the Meridian corridor, so any development that occurs here would have access to multiple 

transportation options. Also, by allowing for higher density housing as an option on this site, you 

help preserve the existing housing stock of the city while giving options for future growth. As 

housing and land prices continue to grow, and it becomes more difficult for people to buy and 

own single family homes, designating more land where denser more affordable living options 

can be created is essential to ensure the city can meet its future growth goals. And by giving this 

lot a TC zoning designation, you provide more opportunity for small business and retail 

development to occur near the Meridian corridor. 

How the proposed amendment conforms with the City of Edgewood’s Comprehensive Plan. 

Reading through the Edgewood Comprehensive Plan, we also feel like changing the 

zoning designation from Public to TC will help achieve the city’s goals, policies, and 

implementation strategies outlined for land use.  

The change is in line with the goal of refining the pattern the city has laid out for land use 

consistent with the City’s Vision. It does this in part by preserving the rural small-town character 

of the city by identifying and designating vacant undeveloped land for future development which 

in turn helps protect existing lands containing lower density housing or agricultural uses. It 

expands and adds to the Town Center, the vibrant economic hub of the city. Rezoning increases 

the opportunity for development of pedestrian oriented mixed-use projects along 24th St. It 

fosters the “first-mover” advantage principle by recognizing the development Satwant is doing in 

the Dhaliwal project and allowing him to create further quality developments within the Town 

Center zone. The need for the change in zoning is in recognition of the potential of this new land 

use designation in response to the creation of the 100th Ave E. ROW extension, and the 

compatibility with the development occurring on surrounding properties.  

The change in zoning would also be in support of the goal to help promote the quality, 

character, and function of the neighborhood. It will do this by allowing for infill development on 

a vacant and underutilized site. And it will allow for the creation of more mixed use and 
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multifamily oriented buildings near the established Meridian Ave. transportation and commercial 

core.  

The change will help further the goal of establishing the Town Center as the commercial 

and mixed-use heart of Edgewood. It will do this by allowing the development that started with 

the Dhaliwal project to the north to move south to the 24th St. E frontage, which in turn should 

hopefully spur development on the TC zoned properties across 24th St. E. It provides more 

developable frontage opportunities along this street which will mean more ground floor business 

spaces or other diversified commercial uses. this also plays into the goal of the plan to promote 

commercial uses that offer quality and unique services, and that distinguish the city from other 

surrounding commercial centers. The redesignation would allow for the development of many 

different and diversified pedestrian oriented commercial spaces, be they small retail shops, office 

spaces, or even small scale live/work spaces. Finally, it prioritizes and recognizes the 

development and investments being made to create the public ROW of 100th Ave E by Satwant 

according to the City of Edgewood’s plans for a future connected road network.   

Changes in Circumstance since adoption of the City of Edgewood’s Comprehensive Plan. 

Since the adoption of the city’s comprehensive plan, the school district has decided that it 

was better for them to sell the piece of property to Satwant for the purposes of creating the 100th 

Ave E ROW rather than hold onto it for their own development needs. Now that the property is 

in the private realm, it makes sense to change the zoning designation associated with it to ensure 

it has options for further development. The proximity of the TC zone to the east makes that 

zoning the most appropriate to assign here. This keeps that development concentrated in the core 

of the city which helps preserve the existing rural small-town charm that exists along the 

peripherals.  

Assumptions on validity of the City of Edgewood’s Comprehensive Plan. 

It is our opinion that the goals, policies, and implementation strategies outlined in the 

comprehensive plan are all still valid. The city should only look to amending the zoning on this 

property due to changes in circumstance brought on by the designation of the land as surplus by 

the school district and the sale of the property to the private realm. 

Effect of the amendment on the values held by the residents of the city. 

We believe the change in zoning reflects the values of residents of the City of Edgewood 

by allowing for more higher density development to occur near the city core. There is still a high 

demand for quality and affordable housing in the city, and the only way to fill that need is to 

allow for more higher density development to occur. 

Effect of the proposal on concurrency for transportation and other service standards. 

Once a real project is proposed with a set scope and program, a site design review permit 

will need to be applied for and at that time traffic concurrency and impacts of the development 

on existing infrastructure can be looked at. 

Impacts to the city’s transportation network, capital facilities, utilities, parks, and other environmental 

features. 

Once a real project is proposed with a set scope and program, a site design review permit 

will need to be applied for and at that time we can examine the effect of the specific project on 
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existing facilities. Any such project at a minimum will need to comply with the regulations laid 

out in Edgewood’s municipal code for items such as parking, open spaces, and critical areas. 

Suitability of land use designation and development to the property. 

We feel the changing of zoning to TC makes the most sense with that being the 

designation on properties to the west and across the street to the south. 

Effect on land use designation of surrounding properties. 

We don’t think the rezoning of our property will have any effect on the surrounding 

properties, with the school to the north and the west being an established public development and 

the properties to the east already being designated as part of the Town Center zone. 

Effect of the amendment on land use and population growth projections. 

We do not know for sure if this will affect the population growth projection and targets 

Edgewood has established for 2035. What we do know is there is still demand and an apparent 

inventory shortage of housing in the city of Edgewood, and by changing the designation of this 

property, it allows us to develop more high-density housing in an area that has been earmarked 

for this type of development. 

Effect of the amendment on adequacy or availability of urban facilities and services. 

Before any future development can happen, the site will need to undergo the city’s 

standard site design review process. At that time when there is a real project with a set scope, 

things like water and sewer availability, storm drainage, etc. will be examined.  

Consistency with applicable county-wide policies, interjurisdictional policies or agreements, and all 

local, state, and federal laws. 

To our knowledge, amending the zoning on this piece of property would not go against 

any policies, agreements, or laws. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Jesse Hadley 

Project Architect 
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TOTAL SITE AREA = 205,907 S.F. (4.7 ACRE)

SITE NET BUILDABLE AREA = 66,038 SF (1.5 ACRE)

NET DENSITY ALLOWED = 24 MIN, 48 MAX
1.5 X 24 = 36 MIN UNITS ALLOWED
1.5 X 48 = 72 MAX UNITS ALLOWED

BUILDING HEIGHT ALLOWED = 45' (57' WITH MIN. 3:1 FAR BONUS)

MAX FAR = 1:1 (4:1 WITH FAR BONUSES)

MAX HARD SURFACE = 90%

MAX IMPERVIOUS = 75%

SITE ADDRESS = 9917 24TH ST E

TAX PARCEL NUMBER = 0420091014

TOTAL SITE AREA = 205,907 S.F. (4.7 ACRE)

SITE NET BUILDABLE AREA = 66,038 SF (1.5 ACRE)

BUILDINGS ON SITE = NONE

PROPOSED BUILDING AREA = 55,200 S.F. (.27: 1 FAR)

PROPOSED HARD SURFACE = 46,330 S.F. (23%)

PROPOSED IMPERVIOUS AREA = 46,330 S.F (23%)

TC ZONE REQUIREMNTS SITE STATISTICS

SITE PLAN
1" = 20'

UNIT COUNT

     1 BEDROOM 1 BATH UNITS = 12
     2 BEDROOM 2 BATH UNITS = 24
     3 BEDROOM 2 BATH UNITS = 4
     TOTAL UNITS  = 40 UNITS (27 UNITS PER ACRE)

COMMERCIAL = 1,800 SF

PARKING SUMMARY

Parking Stalls Required 66

Standard Stalls 40 40 Total Units

Compact Stalls 5

Parallel Stalls 10

Subtotal 55 1.38 Stalls / D.U.

Aprons 0

Total Parking Stalls Provided 55 1.38 Stalls / D.U.
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

TAX PARCEL # 0420091014 

B.L.A. 201702095010 

 

 

THAT PORTION OF THE WEST HALF OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF 

SECTION 9, TOWNSHIP 20 NORTH, RANGE 4 EAST, OF THE WILLAMETTE MERIDIAN, IN THE CITY OF 

EDGEWOOD, COUNTY OF PIERCE, STATE OF WASHINGTON, LYING EAST AND SOUTH OF THE 

FOLLOWING DESCRIBED LINE; 

COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF THE SAID WEST HALF; 

THENCE NORTH 01°45’37” EAST ALONG THE EAST LINE OF SAID WEST HALF 30.00 FEET TO THE NORTH 

MARGIN OF 24TH STREET EAST; 

THENCE NORTH 88°32’25” WEST ALONG SAID NORTH MARGIN 274.64 FEET TO THE POINT OF 

BEGINNING; 

THENCE NORTH 01°45’37” EAST ALONG A LINE PARALLEL WITH THE EAST LINE OF SAID WEST HALF 

563.66 FEET TO THE MOST WESTERLY POINT OF THAT CERTAIN UTILITY EASEMENT RECORDED UNDER 

PIERCE COUNTY RECORDING NUMBER 200909160255; 

THENCE NORTH 35°19’02” EAST ALONG SAID EASEMENT AND ITS NORTHEASTERLY EXTENSION 306.66 

FEET; 

THENCE SOUTH 88°25’59” EAST 105.12 FEET TO THE EAST LINE OF SAID WEST HALF AND THE TERMINUS 

OF THIS DESCRIBED LINE. 

ALSO EXCEPT ANY PORTION THEREOF LYING WITH THE RIGHT-OF-WAY OF 24TH STREET EAST. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Northwood Easement Project Site, 9917 24th Street East and adjacent east Right of 
Way is located generally north of 24th Street East, in the City of Edgewood, Washington.  
The project site is one parcel approximately 38,453 sq. ft.(0.88 acre) and an undeveloped 
Right of Way adjacent east. The site is bounded on the north and east by commercial 
development, west by an elementary school, and south by residential development. The 
site contains a sanitary sewer transport pipeline.   
 
As part of the site planning process an assessment of the project site was completed 
following the procedures outlined in the Washington State Wetlands Identification and 
Delineation Manual (Wash. Manual) and the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation 
Manual (2010 Supplement).  Drainage corridors were also assessed in accordance with 
the criteria established by the City of Edgewood and the State of Washington Department 
of Natural Resources (WDNR) Forest Practice Rules (WAC 222-16-030). These 
assessment activities resulted in the identification of one wetland area (See Wetland and 
Drainage Corridor Evaluation and Delineation Report and Conceptual Wetland and Buffer 
Mitigation Plan, Northwood Easement, BCES, April 4, 2021).  The site is totally 
encumbered by regulated wetlands and their buffers. 
 
The selected site development action for this project site is the improvement of the 
existing Right of Way to support the multi-family residential complex to the north. This 
improvement is required by City of Edgewood consistent with the City of Edgewood 
comprehensive plan and local land use zoning. Through site planning the project team 
has been able to design the road improvement to minimize impacting the identified onsite 
wetlands. However, to obtain use of the Right of Way, the Cat. 3 Wetland on the site must 
be reduced by 5,294 sq. ft. To mitigate for the encroachment into the wetland and 
standard buffer, the reduced buffer area will be revegetated with native trees and shrubs 
and an additional wetland area of 2,088 sq ft. will be created. 
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STANDARD OF CARE 
 
 
Prior to extensive site planning, this document should be reviewed and the wetland 
boundaries verified by the appropriate resource and permitting agencies.  Wetland 
boundaries, wetland classifications, wetland ratings, proposed buffers, and proposed 
compensatory mitigation should be reviewed and approved by City of Edgewood Planning 
dept. personnel and potentially other resource agency staff.  BCES has provided 
professional services that are in accordance with the degree of care and skill generally 
accepted in the nature of the work accomplished.  No other warranties are expressed or 
implied.  BCES is not responsible for design costs incurred before this document is 
approved by the appropriate resource and permitting agencies. 
 
 
 
Mark Heckert 
Beaver Creek Environmental Services [BCES] 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
This report details activities to mitigate for unavoidable impacts to regulated City of 
Edgewood environmentally Critical Areas as an initial element of the site planning process 
for the NORTHWOOD EASEMENT project (Parcel # 0420091014 and Right of Way (RoW) 
adjacent East).  The project site is one parcel, approximately 38,453 sq. ft. and an 
unimproved RoW adjacent east of the parcel. The site is bounded on the north and east 
by commercial development, west by an elementary school, and south by residential 
development. The site contains a sanitary sewer transport pipeline.  

STUDY PURPOSE 
 
This purpose of this document is to present the plan for mitigation of unavoidable impacts 
to the regulated wetland and buffer within the RoW site.  This study was designed to 
accommodate site planning and potential regulatory actions.  This report is suitable for 
submittal to federal, state, and local authorities for wetland boundary verification and 
permitting actions. 
 

SITE DESCRIPTION 
 
The site is irregular, approximately 0.88 ac., sloping to the south throughout, and located 
within an urbanizing area of the City of Edgewood.   
 
Movement of surface water runoff across the site is generally to the south to the stream 
(Simmons Cr.) which coalesces south of 24th Street East.  
 

MITIGATION PLAN 
 
The selected site development action for the Northwood Easement is the development of 
an improved RoW to serve the multi-family development to the north consistent with the 
City of Edgewood comprehensive plan and local land use zoning.  The development of 
this RoW will include the improvement of the road surface and required roadway 
amenities. Through site planning the project team has been able to design the roadway 
associated utilities to minimize adversely impacting the identified onsite wetland and 
buffer. The wetland must be reduced by 5,294 sqft. And the standard buffer of the wetland 
must be reduced by 21,890 sqft. to obtain access to the multi-family development to the 
north.   
 
Mitigation Sequencing:  
Site planning for impact mitigation follows the required mitigation sequencing protocol of 
Avoidance, Minimization, Mitigation.   
Avoidance: The improvement of the right-of-way is required to provide access to the 
development to the north. It is the only access site existing. The roadway must follow the 
existing dedicated right-of-way. 
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Minimization: The site to the west is a middle school and will not allow access across 
their property for safety. The footprint of the right-of-way is dimensioned according to 
Transportation regulations and may not be reduced.  
Mitigation: Impacts which cannot be avoided or minimized are enumerated according 
to City of Edgewood regulations (Att. 1b). The proposed development is the minimum 
required to achieve reasonable use of the site.  The development is situated as far from 
the wetland as practicable.    
 
Through this compensatory mitigation the development would not result in a “net loss” 
of regulated wetland area, function, or value consistent with City of Edgewood Zoning 
Code.   
 
Due to site constraints and the imperative of the access, the wetland must be reduced 
by 5,294 sq. ft.  The buffer must be reduced by 21,890 sq. ft. for this impact. This 
adjacent site also carries a 7,447 sq. ft. buffer impact from the 2009 development of 
transiting a sewer main across the site. Together, these buffer impacts total 29,337 sq. 
ft.. 
 
Proposed mitigation for the permanent alteration of the buffer of Wetland ABC will focus 
on enhancing the remaining onsite buffer. 
 
This easement is essential for access to the Northwoods development. The easement 
cannot be relocated or altered in configuration. As a consequence, the development 
will result in unavoidable fill of regulated wetland and buffer. 
 
Impact Area Analysis – (in sq. ft.) 

Area Development 
Impact 

Mitigation 
required? 

Mitigation ratio Mitigation Sq. Ft. 

Buffer –  21,890 YES 1:1 21,890 
Buffer Impact from  
Sewer Pipe  
Placement - 2009 

7,447 YES 1:1 7,447 

TOTAL BUFFER 
IMPACT  

 YES 1:1 29,337 

  YES   

Wetland 5,294 
Cat. 3 

YES Creation or 
Reestablishment 2:1 
  
Rehabilitation      4:1 
  
Enhancement      8:1 

 
10,588 

 
21,176 

 
42,352 

     

TOTAL 35,261    

 
After Right-of-Way improvement, the remaining wetland area on the site is 36,066 sq. 
ft.  
The entire wetland and buffer area has been intensively manipulated in the past 10-20 
years. The site was farmed until ca. 2000. The construction of the sewer line 
constricted the wetland and buffer. Siting of the sewer line has allowed the site to 
revegetate, which has resulted in different seral stages occurring through the wetland. 
Even in areas of canopy closure, there are areas of exotic invasive vegetation. The 
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entire wetland is degraded by previous development, and dominated by reed 
canarygrass through a majority of the site.  
Wetland enhancement will include installation of trees and shrubs opportunistically 
through the entire wetland. Areas of overstory closure will be enhanced thorough 
understory planting and removal of exotic vegetation. The entire wetland will derive 
functional lift from enhancement. 
 
Enhancement sq. ft. needed for mitigation is 42,352 sq. ft.. Wetland enhancement will 
account for 36,066 sq. ft. needed wetland mitigation leaving a deficit of 786 sq. ft.  
Wetland creation of 2:1 ratio necessitates 2,088 sq. ft. of wetland creation to mitigate 
the deficit. 

 

City of Edgewood Table 14.40.060 

Wetland Mitigation Ratios  

Category and Type of Wetland Creation or Reestablishment Rehabilitation Enhancement 

Category I: High conservation value/bog Not considered possible Not considered possible Not considered possible 

Category I: Mature and old growth forest 6:1 12:1 24:1 

Category I: Based on functions 4:1 8:1 16:1 

Category II  3:1 6:1 12:1 

Category III 2:1 4:1 8:1 

Category IV 1.5:1 3:1 6:1 

 
The east branch of the wetland passes through the right-of-way and continues on the site 
to east. To maintain connectivity with the wetland west of the right-of-way, a box culvert 
28 in. wide and 20 in. high will be installed where the wetland crosses the right-of-way. 

 
Fencing:  A fence will be installed at the southern reduced buffer boundary of the wetland 
and stream. City of Edgewood wetland buffer boundary will be attached on every third 
post.  No further activity will occur within the fenced area once enhancement planting is 
complete.  
 
The existing wetland in the interior of the site has been degraded by prior filling and 
clearing of vegetation. 
 
Potential impacts to habitat from the development are: 

1).  Short-term construction disruption.  This impact will be mitigated thru the 
placement of silt fence barriers in every area which may flow into the wetland and 
stream (see Northwood Easement Site Civil Plans, erosion control Plan) and 
oversight by the project biologist during construction.  The project biologist will 
observe and consult with construction crews during construction to ensure 
compliance with best management practices during the excavation of the buffer 
area. 

 
2).  Long-term impacts from development: 
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a).  Permanent loss of habitat area.  There will be no functional loss of habitat area.  
The present wetland and buffer in the mitigation area is poor functional.  Functional 
buffer area will increase as a result of installation of trees. 
b).  Loss of habitat utility due to light and noise from the development and 
increased visitation by people.  Lighting of the developed area will increase “spill-
over” of light to the mitigated buffer and wetland.  All lighting will be directed away 
from the mitigation area.  A boundary planting of shrubs will be placed within the 
retained buffer to provide light and auditory shading.  The boundary fence will be 
a 2-post cedar fence to inhibit intrusion by people. 

 
MITIGATION FUNCTIONAL COMPARISON 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL FUNCTION EXISTING PROPOSED 

Hydrological Support Function Low Moderate 

Stormwater Storage Function High High 

Floodwater Storage Function High High 

Water Quality Function Moderate High 

Groundwater Recharge Function Moderate Moderate 

Natural Biological Functions Moderate High 

Education and Recreational 
Opportunities 

Low Moderate 

Threatened and Endangered Species Moderate High 
(after Adamus et al. 1987: Reppert et al. 1979) 

 

MITIGATION PLAN ELEMENTS– WETLAND 
 

The proposed mitigation for the wetland impact of 5,294 sq. ft. will be (Att. 1b): 
 

• 36,066 sq. ft. of wetland enhancement = 6.8:1 mitigation ratio [ 4,508 sq ft less 
than needed] 
 

• 5,294 sq. ft. minus 4,508 sq. ft. = 786 sq. ft. remaining wetland impact to be 
mitigated @ 2:1 ratio. 
 

• 2,088 sq. ft. sq. ft. of wetland creation adjacent to existing Wetland = 2.7:1 ratio.  
 

 
1. As mitigation for the unavoidable impact to 5,294 sq. ft. of City of Edgewood regulated 

Category 3 Wetland at the center of the project site, the remaining wetland of 36,066 
sqft. will be enhanced with native trees and shrubs.  The wetland area to be enhanced 
is presently dominated by reed canarygrass. The wetland areas to be enhanced will 
be cleared of exotic species and planted with native shrubs around existing 
vegetation. Supportive hydrology will continue to be provided by the existing flow.  

 
2. As mitigation for the unavoidable impact to 5,294 sq. ft. of City of Edgewood regulated 

Category 3 Wetland, 2,088 sqft wetland will be created adjacent to existing wetland 
and planted with native trees, shrubs, and emergents. The creation site will be 
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excavated to 1 ft. below OHWM mark, and benchmarked by adjacent wetland 
elevation.  

 
3. The creation area will be backfilled with organic topsoil from an approved source to ½ 

ft. below the OHWM. 
 

4. The buffer enhancement and creation areas will be replanted with native trees, shrubs, 
and emergents. 

 
5. Reed Canarygrass and other exotic invasives will be removed by hand pulling and 

raking. Herbicide use contingent on removal success. 
 

6. Pulled and cleared areas will be hydroseeded with wetland emergents. 
 

MITIGATION PLAN ELEMENTS- BUFFER 
 
The proposed mitigation for 29,337 sq. ft. of buffer impact will be (Att. 1a): 
 

• 49,488 sq. ft. of buffer enhancement contiguous with the existing wetland = 1.7:1 
mitigation ratio  
 

1. As mitigation for the unavoidable impact to 29,337 sq. ft. of City of Edgewood regulated 
Category 3 Wetland buffer, an area of 49,488 sqft of the remaining buffer will be enhanced 
with native trees and shrubs.  The buffer area to be enhanced is presently dominated by 
reed canarygrass and Himalayan blackberry. The buffer areas to be enhanced will be 
cleared of exotic species and planted with native trees and shrubs around existing 
vegetation. Supportive hydrology will continue to be provided by the existing flow.  
 

2. Reed Canarygrass and other exotic invasives will be removed by hand pulling and raking. 
Herbicide use contingent on removal success. 

 
3. Pulled and cleared areas will be hydroseeded with buffer emergents. 

 

MITIGATION PLAN ELEMENTS - COMMON 
 

1. All onsite activities will be monitored by the project biologist.  Following the completion of 
onsite planting activities a "record-drawing" plan will be prepared and submitted to City of 
Edgewood.  A five-year monitoring program will be undertaken to assure the success of 
the buffer enhancement program. A series of financial guarantees will also be 
implemented to assure that the proposed work is completed and is successful. 
 

2. The outer boundaries of the established buffer tract would be marked with standard City 
of Edgewood buffer boundary signs. The buffer boundaries will be fenced to limit human 
intrusions between the upland boundary of the remaining buffer and the developed 
portion of the site.  In addition, the project team will remove the trash, debris, and invasive 
shrubs within the retained wetland and buffer areas. 
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3. Wetland and buffer vegetation cleared or otherwise damaged during the installation of the 
mitigation plan shall be revegetated with appropriate native plants installed at an 
appropriate density to restore the damaged condition. These plants shall be subject to 
the same performance standards indicated in the mitigation plan. 
 

GOAL AND OBJECTIVE OF THE MITIGATION PLAN 
 
The GOAL of the Mitigation Plan is to fully compensate for the unavoidable adverse 
impact to regulated wetland and buffer areas.  Upon the completion of this mitigation plan 
there will be no net loss of wetland acreage, functions, or values; and an increase in the 
potential for the buffer to protect aquatic habitats. 
 
To achieve the defined GOAL, the following OBJECTIVES and PERFORMANCE 
CRITERIA have been established to apply to the compensatory mitigation wetland area.: 
 
Objective A.  The enhanced wetland area will total 36,066 sq. ft. and be located in 
present configuration. The enhanced wetland will be hydrologically connected to the 
adjacent City of Edgewood Category III wetland.  The enhanced wetland area will exhibit 
a tree vegetation class within five years following initial planting. 

 
Performance Criterion #A1:  As defined by plant counts 100% of the trees and 

shrubs installed as a part of the initial planting phase will be alive at the end of 
the first growing season.   

 
Performance Criterion #A2:  As defined by plant counts 80% of the shrubs 

installed as a part of the initial planting phase will be alive at the end of the fifth 
growing season.   

 
Performance Criterion #A3:  As defined by aerial cover, invasives will cover less 

than 10% of the planting area in any one year.   
 
Objective B.  The created wetland of 2,088 sqft. will be located adjacent to the 
existing wetland. The created wetland will be hydrologically connected to the City of 
Edgewood Category III wetland.  The created wetland area will exhibit a tree vegetation 
class within five years following initial planting. 

 
Performance Criterion #B1:  As defined by plant counts 100% of the trees and 

shrubs installed as a part of the initial planting phase will be alive at the end of 
the first growing season.   

 
Performance Criterion #B2:  As defined by plant counts 80% of the trees and 

shrubs installed as a part of the initial planting phase will be alive at the end of 
the fifth growing season.   

 
Performance Criterion #B3:  As defined by aerial cover, invasives will cover less 

than 10% of the planting area in any one year.   
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Objective C.  The enhanced buffer area will total 49,488 sq. ft. and be located 
adjacent to the site wetland. The enhanced buffer will be hydrologically connected to the 
adjacent City of Edgewood Category III wetland.  The enhanced buffer area will exhibit a 
tree and shrub vegetation class within five years following initial planting. 

 
Performance Criterion #C1:  As defined by plant counts 100% of the trees and 

shrubs installed as a part of the initial planting phase will be alive at the end of 
the first growing season.   

 
Performance Criterion #C2:  As defined by plant counts 80% of the shrubs 

installed as a part of the initial planting phase will be alive at the end of the fifth 
growing season.   

 
Performance Criterion #C3:  As defined by aerial cover, invasives will cover less 

than 10% of the planting area in any one year.   
 

SELECTED PLANT COMMUNITIES 
 
The plant communities and plants selected for the created wetland and buffer areas will 
be obtained as nursery stock.  These selected species are native and commonly occur in 
the local area.  The plant species prescribed are selected to increase plant diversity, 
match present onsite communities, increase wildlife habitats, and enhance the aquatic 
environment.  Plantings will be located as depicted on the attached Northwood Easement 
Mitigation Plan drawing.  
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WETLAND MITIGATION PLANTING AREA A:  
Retained Wetland Enhancement – Mature tree cover 
7,651 sq. ft.  
No planting. 
Exotic Invasive vegetation to be hand removed. 
 
WETLAND MITIGATION PLANTING AREA B:  
Retained Wetland Enhancement – 100% Reed canarygrass 
All vegetation to be removed by grubbing and herbicide 
6,029 sq. ft. @ 0.012/sq. ft. = 72 trees  
To be planted opportunistically among existing vegetation 
 

 COMMON NAME 

  SCIENTIFIC NAME 

LOCATION PROPOSED  

SPACING (oc) 

PROPOSED  

SIZE 

INDICATOR  

STATUS 

11 Western red cedar (THP) 

  Thuja plicata 

Wetland 9 ft 4 ft height  

minimum 

FAC 

11 Sitka spruce (PIS) 

  Picea sitchensis 

Wetland 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FAC 

11 Western Paper Birch (BEP) 

Betula papyrifera 

Wetland 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FAC 

11 Pacific willow (SAL) 

Salix lasiandra 

Wetland 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FACW 

11 Cascara (RAP) 

Rhamnus purshiana 

Wetland 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FAC 

11 Western (black) Hawthorne (CRD) 

Crataegus douglasii 

Wetland 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FAC 

11 Oregon ash (FRL) 

  Fraxinus latifolia 

Wetland 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FACW 

 
6,029 sq. ft. @ 0.028/sq. ft. = 169 shrubs 
 

 COMMON NAME 

  SCIENTIFIC NAME 

LOCATION PROPOSED  

SPACING (oc) 

PROPOSED  

SIZE 

INDICATOR  

STATUS 

16 Western crabapple (MAF) 

  Malus fusca 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FACW 

16 Vine maple (ACC) 

  Acer circinatum 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

16 Nootka rose (RON) 

  Rosa nutkana 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

16 Black twinberry (LOI) 

  Lonicera involucrata 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

16 Pacific ninebark (PHC) 

  Physocarpus capitatus 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FACW 

16 Western Labrador-Tea (RHC) 

  Rhododendron columbianum 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal OBL 

16 Red-osier dogwood (COS) 

Cornus stolonifera 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FACW 

16 Wild Gooseberry (RID) 

Ribes divaricatum 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

Page 65 of 119



 

9 
SATWANT Northwood Easement Mitigation Plan REV 2 

 

16 Prickly currant (RIL) 

Ribes lacustre 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

16 Black currant (RIB) 

Ribes bracteosum 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

16 Salmonberry (RUS) 

Rubus spectabilis 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

      

 
WETLAND MITIGATION PLANTING AREA: C 
Retained Wetland Enhancement – Submature trees with Blackberry understory 
Exotic Invasive vegetation to be hand removed 
No tree planting – shrubs planted opportunistically around trees 
 
7948 sq. ft. @ 0.028/sq. ft. = 222 shrubs 
 

 COMMON NAME 

  SCIENTIFIC NAME 

LOCATION PROPOSED  

SPACING (oc) 

PROPOSED  

SIZE 

INDICATOR  

STATUS 

23 Western crabapple (PYF) 

  Pyrus fusca 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FACW 

23 Vine maple (ACC) 

  Acer circinatum 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

23 Nootka Rose (RON) 

Rosa nutkana 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

23 Black twinberry (LOI) 

  Lonicera involucrata 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC+ 

23 Pacific ninebark (PHC) 

  Physocarpus capitatus 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FACW- 

23 Western Labrador-Tea (RHC) 

  Rhododendron columbianum 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal OBL 

23 Red-osier dogwood (COS) 

Cornus stolonifera 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FACW 

23 Wild Gooseberry (RID) 

Ribes divaricatum 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

23 Nootka Rose (RON) 

Rose nutkana 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

23 Black currant (RIB) 

Ribes bracteosum 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

23 Salmonberry (RUS) 

Rubus spectabilis 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

      

 
WETLAND MITIGATION PLANTING AREA: D 
Retained Wetland Enhancement – Submature trees with Blackberry understory 
Exotic Invasive vegetation to be hand removed 
No tree planting – shrubs planted opportunistically around trees 
 
1864 sq. ft. @ 0.028/sq. ft. = 53 shrubs 
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 COMMON NAME 

  SCIENTIFIC NAME 

LOCATION PROPOSED  

SPACING (oc) 

PROPOSED  

SIZE 

INDICATOR  

STATUS 

5 Western crabapple (PYF) 

  Pyrus fusca 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FACW 

5 Vine maple (ACC) 

  Acer circinatum 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

5 Nootka Rose (RON) 

Rosa nutkana 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

5 Black twinberry (LOI) 

  Lonicera involucrata 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

5 Pacific ninebark (PHC) 

  Physocarpus capitatus 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FACW 

5 Western Labrador-Tea (RHC) 

  Rhododendron columbianum 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal OBL 

5 Red-osier dogwood (COS) 

Cornus stolonifera 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FACW 

5 Wild Gooseberry (RID) 

Ribes divaricatum 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

5 Nootka Rose (RON) 

Rose nutkana 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

5 Black currant (RIB) 

Ribes bracteosum 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

5 Salmonberry (RUS) 

Rubus spectabilis 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

      

 
WETLAND MITIGATION PLANTING AREA : E 
Retained Wetland Enhancement – 100% Reed canarygrass 
All vegetation to be removed by grubbing and herbicide 
10,316 sq. ft. @ 0.012/sq. ft. = 124 trees  
To be planted opportunistically among existing vegetation 
 

 COMMON NAME 

  SCIENTIFIC NAME 

LOCATION PROPOSED  

SPACING (oc) 

PROPOSED  

SIZE 

INDICATOR  

STATUS 

18 Western red cedar (THP) 

  Thuja plicata 

Wetland 9 ft 4 ft height  

minimum 

FAC 

18 Sitka spruce (PIS) 

  Picea sitchensis 

Wetland 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FAC 

18 Western Paper Birch (BEP) 

Betula papyrifera 

Wetland 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FAC 

18 Pacific willow (SAL) 

Salix lasiandra 

Wetland 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FACW 

18 Cascara (RAP) 

Rhamnus purshiana 

Wetland 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FAC 

18 Western (black) Hawthorne (CRD) 

Crataegus douglasii 

Wetland 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FAC 

18 Oregon ash (FRL) 

  Fraxinus latifolia 

Wetland 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FACW 

 
10,316 sq. ft. @ 0.028/sq. ft. = 289 shrubs 
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 COMMON NAME 

  SCIENTIFIC NAME 

LOCATION PROPOSED  

SPACING (oc) 

PROPOSED  

SIZE 

INDICATOR  

STATUS 

27 Western crabapple (MAF) 

  Malus fusca 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FACW 

27 Vine maple (ACC) 

  Acer circinatum 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

27 Nootka Rose (RON) 

Rosa nutkana 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

27 Black twinberry (LOI) 

  Lonicera involucrata 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

27 Pacific ninebark (PHC) 

  Physocarpus capitatus 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FACW 

27 Western Labrador-Tea (RHC) 

  Rhododendron columbianum 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal OBL 

27 Red-osier dogwood (COS) 

Cornus stolonifera 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FACW 

27 Wild Gooseberry (RID) 

Ribes divaricatum 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

27 Nootka Rose (RON) 

Rose nutkana 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

27 Black currant (RIB) 

Ribes bracteosum 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

27 Salmonberry (RUS) 

Rubus spectabilis 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

      

 
WETLAND MITIGATION PLANTING AREA: F 
Retained Wetland Enhancement – Submature trees with Blackberry understory 
Exotic Invasive vegetation to be hand removed 
No tree planting – shrubs planted opportunistically around trees 
 
2227 sq. ft. @ 0.028/sq. ft. = 53 shrubs 
 
 

 COMMON NAME 

  SCIENTIFIC NAME 

LOCATION PROPOSED  

SPACING (oc) 

PROPOSED  

SIZE 

INDICATOR  

STATUS 

6 Western crabapple (MAF) 

  Malus fusca 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FACW 

6 Vine maple (ACC) 

  Acer circinatum 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

6 Nootka Rose (RON) 

Rosa nutkana 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

6 Black twinberry (LOI) 

  Lonicera involucrata 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

6 Pacific ninebark (PHC) 

  Physocarpus capitatus 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FACW 

6 Western Labrador-Tea (RHC) 

  Rhododendron columbianum 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal OBL 

6 Red-osier dogwood (COS) 

Cornus stolonifera 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FACW 
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6 Wild Gooseberry (RID) 

Ribes divaricatum 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

6 Nootka Rose (RON) 

Rose nutkana 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

6 Black currant (RIB) 

Ribes bracteosum 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

6 Salmonberry (RUS) 

Rubus spectabilis 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

      

 
 
 
MITIGATION PLANTING AREA: CREATED WETLAND –  
2,088 sq. ft. @ 0.012/sq. ft. = 25 trees  
To be planted opportunistically among existing vegetation 
 

 COMMON NAME 

  SCIENTIFIC NAME 

LOCATION PROPOSED  

SPACING (oc) 

PROPOSED  

SIZE 

INDICATOR  

STATUS 

4 Western red cedar (THP) 

  Thuja plicata 

Wetland 9 ft 4 ft height  

minimum 

FAC 

4 Sitka spruce (PIS) 

  Picea sitchensis 

Wetland 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FAC 

4 Western Paper Birch (BEP) 

Betula papyrifera 

Wetland 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FAC 

4 Pacific willow (SAL) 

Salix lasiandra 

Wetland 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FACW 

4 Cascara (RAP) 

Rhamnus purshiana 

Wetland 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FAC 

4 Western (black) Hawthorne (CRD) 

Crataegus douglasii 

Wetland 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FAC 

4 Oregon ash (FRL) 

  Fraxinus latifolia 

Wetland 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FACW 

 
2,088 sq. ft. @ 0.028/sq. ft. = 58 shrubs 

 COMMON NAME 

  SCIENTIFIC NAME 

LOCATION PROPOSED  

SPACING (oc) 

PROPOSED  

SIZE 

INDICATOR  

STATUS 

8 Western crabapple (MAF) 

  Malus fusca 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FACW 

8 Black twinberry (LOI) 

  Lonicera involucrata 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

8 Pacific ninebark (PHC) 

  Physocarpus capitatus 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FACW 

8 Red-osier dogwood (COS) 

Cornus stolonifera 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FACW 

8 Wild Gooseberry (RID) 

Ribes divaricatum 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

8 Nootka Rose (RON) 

Rose nutkana 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

8 Black currant (RIB) 

Ribes bracteosum 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 
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6 Salmonberry (RUS) 

Rubus spectabilis 

Wetland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

      

 
2,088 sq. ft. @ 1 lb./500 sq. ft. = 5 lbs. native wetland plant seed mix hydroseeded over 
plantings. 
Native Wetland emergent mix 

• 45% Rice Cutgrass 

• 40% NW Mannagrass 

• 10% Bluejoint Reedgrass 

• 3% Spike Bentgrass 

• 2% Wool-grass 

 
BUFFER MITIGATION PLANTING AREA: A 
Retained Buffer Enhancement –  
100% Himal Blackberry 
All exotic invasive vegetation to be removed by grubbing & herbicide 
 
20,167 sq. ft. @ 0.012/sq. ft. = 242 trees  
To be planted opportunistically among existing vegetation 
 

 COMMON NAME 

  SCIENTIFIC NAME 

LOCATION PROPOSED  

SPACING (oc) 

PROPOSED  

SIZE 

INDICATOR  

STATUS 

41 Western red cedar (THP) 

  Thuja plicata 

Buffer 9 ft 4 ft height  

minimum 

FAC 

41 Sitka spruce (PIS) 

  Picea sitchensis 

Buffer 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FAC 

41 Western Paper Birch (BEP) 

Betula papyrifera 

Buffer 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FAC 

41 Scouler willow (SAC) 

Salix scouleriana 

Buffer 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FAC 

41 Cascara (RAP) 

Rhamnus purshiana 

Buffer 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FAC 

41 Western (black) Hawthorne (CRD) 

Crataegus douglasii 

Buffer 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FAC 

 
20,167 sq. ft. @ 0.028/sq. ft. = 565 shrubs 
 

 COMMON NAME 

  SCIENTIFIC NAME 

LOCATION PROPOSED  

SPACING (oc) 

PROPOSED  

SIZE 

INDICATOR  

STATUS 

63 Western crabapple (MAF) 

  Pyrus fusca 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACW 

63 Vine maple (ACC) 

  Acer circinatum 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

63 Wild rose (ROG) 

  Rosa gymnocarpa 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU 

63 Black twinberry (LOI) 

  Lonicera involucrata 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

63 Hazelnut (COC) 

  Corylus cornuta 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU 
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63 Wild Gooseberry (RID) 

Ribes divaricatum 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

63 Wild Rose (ROG) 

Rose gymnocarpa 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU 

63 Black currant (RIB) 

Ribes bracteosum 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

63 Thimbleberry (RUP) 

Rubus parviflorus 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU 

      

 
BUFFER MITIGATION PLANTING AREA: B 
Retained Buffer Enhancement – Submature trees with Blackberry understory 
Exotic Invasive vegetation to be hand removed 
No tree planting – shrubs planted opportunistically around trees 
 
2981 sq. ft. @ 0.028/sq. ft. = 84 shrubs 
 

 COMMON NAME 

  SCIENTIFIC NAME 

LOCATION PROPOSED  

SPACING (oc) 

PROPOSED  

SIZE 

INDICATOR  

STATUS 

10 Western crabapple (MAF) 

  Malus fusca 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACW 

10 Vine maple (ACC) 

  Acer circinatum 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

10 Wild rose (ROG) 

  Rosa gymnocarpa 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU 

10 Black twinberry (LOI) 

  Lonicera involucrata 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

10 Hazelnut (COC) 

  Corylus cornuta 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU 

10 Wild Gooseberry (RID) 

Ribes divaricatum 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

10 Nootka Rose (RON) 

Rose nutkana 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU 

10 Black currant (RIB) 

Ribes bracteosum 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

10 Thimbleberry (RUP) 

Rubus parviflorus 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU 

      

 
BUFFER MITIGATION PLANTING AREA: C 
Retained Buffer Enhancement – Submature trees with Blackberry understory 
Exotic Invasive vegetation to be hand removed 
No tree planting – shrubs planted opportunistically around trees 
 
8493 sq. ft. @ 0.028/sq. ft. = 238 shrubs 
 

 COMMON NAME 

  SCIENTIFIC NAME 

LOCATION PROPOSED  

SPACING (oc) 

PROPOSED  

SIZE 

INDICATOR  

STATUS 

27 Western crabapple (MAF) 

  Malus fusca 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACW 
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27 Vine maple (ACC) 

  Acer circinatum 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

27 Wild rose (ROG) 

  Rosa gymnocarpa 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU 

27 Black twinberry (LOI) 

  Lonicera involucrata 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

27 Hazelnut (COC) 

  Corylus cornuta 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU 

27 Wild Gooseberry (RID) 

Ribes divaricatum 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

27 Nootka Rose (RON) 

Rose nutkana 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

27 Black currant (RIB) 

Ribes bracteosum 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

27 Thimbleberry (RUP) 

Rubus parviflorus 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU 

      

 
BUFFER MITIGATION PLANTING AREA: D 
Retained Buffer Enhancement –  
100% Himal Blackberry 
All exotic invasive vegetation to be removed by grubbing & herbicide 
 
9,180 sq. ft. @ 0.012/sq. ft. = 111 trees  
To be planted opportunistically among existing vegetation 
 

 COMMON NAME 

  SCIENTIFIC NAME 

LOCATION PROPOSED  

SPACING (oc) 

PROPOSED  

SIZE 

INDICATOR  

STATUS 

19 Western red cedar (THP) 

  Thuja plicata 

Buffer 9 ft 4 ft height  

minimum 

FAC 

19 Sitka spruce (PIS) 

  Picea sitchensis 

Buffer 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FAC 

19 Western Paper Birch (BEP) 

Betula papyrifera 

Buffer 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FAC 

19 Scouler willow (SAC) 

Salix scouleriana 

Buffer 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FAC 

19 Cascara (RAP) 

Rhamnus purshiana 

Buffer 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FAC 

19 Western (black) Hawthorne (CRD) 

Crataegus douglasii 

Buffer 9 ft 4 ft height 

minimum 

FAC 

 
9180 sq. ft. @ 0.028/sq. ft. = 257 shrubs 
 

 COMMON NAME 

  SCIENTIFIC NAME 

LOCATION PROPOSED  

SPACING (oc) 

PROPOSED  

SIZE 

INDICATOR  

STATUS 

29 Western crabapple (MAF) 

  Malus fusca 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACW 

29 Vine maple (ACC) 

  Acer circinatum 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

29 Wild rose (ROG) 

  Rosa gymnocarpa 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU 
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29 Black twinberry (LOI) 

  Lonicera involucrata 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

29 Hazelnut (COC) 

  Corylus cornuta 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU 

29 Wild Gooseberry (RID) 

Ribes divaricatum 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

29 Nootka Rose (RON) 

Rose nutkana 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

29 Black currant (RIB) 

Ribes bracteosum 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

29 Thimbleberry (RUP) 

Rubus parviflorus 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU 

      

 
 
 
PLANTING GUIDELINES 
1. Trees 9’ O.C., or 0.012 per square foot of area; (this assumes 2-5 gal. size) — 
such trees are to be at least 50% conifers; 
2. Plus shrubs 6’ O.C., or 0.028 per square foot (this assumes 1-2 gal. size); 
**To be planted opportunistically around existing trees 
3 Created Wetland hydroseeded @ 1 lbs. / 500 sq. ft.   

 

 

CONSTRUCTION INSPECTION 
 
Essential to the success of the compensatory mitigation program is the accurate 
inspection of onsite activities immediately prior to and during the wetland creation and 
planting phases.  These activities include pre-construction site inspection, onsite 
inspection and technical direction during wetland creation and planting activities, and 
post-creation/planting site inspection and evaluation. 
 
The pre-creation site inspection allows the project proponent and the project biologist to 
evaluate and, if necessary, adjust the onsite construction steps.  These steps include 
analysis of project site elevation features, project sequencing and timing, final grade 
analysis, unforeseen required minor modifications to the original establishment plan, and 
the establishment of environmental protections (silt fences, etc.) required during 
construction.  Interaction with City of Edgewood wetland staff is also an essential element 
during pre-construction site inspections and discussions.  Onsite technical inspection 
during construction and planting activities will be implemented by the project biologist.  
The project biologist will perform oversight and address minor unforeseen difficulties to 
assure that the intent of the wetland mitigation plan is met.   
 
The project biologist shall also be responsible for ensuring that the species and sizes of 
native plants selected are utilized during initial planting.  If selected native species 
become unavailable, the project biologist will consult with City of Edgewood wetland staff 
for substitute plant species to ensure that the intent of the wetland mitigation plan is met.  
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Post-creation site inspection/evaluation will include the preparation of a "record-drawings” 
which will be submitted to City of Edgewood wetland staff.   
 
VEGETATION MAINTENANCE PLAN 
 
Maintenance of the created wetland and buffer plant communities may be required to 
assure the long-term health and welfare of the wetland's and buffer's environmental 
functions.   The overall objective is to establish undisturbed plant communities that do not 
require maintenance. 
The reduced wetland buffer will require irrigation for the monitoring period. Irrigation will 
be supplied June 1 thru September 1 at a rate of 1 inch per week. 
Activities will include, but are not limited to, the removal of invasive non-native vegetation 
and the additional irrigation of selected areas.  Established maintenance activities include 
the removal of any trash within the buffer. 
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MITIGATION CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 
 

PROJECT TASK TASK SCHEDULE 
(on or before) 

Onsite pre-creation meeting   September, 2022 

Placement of protective fencing, final marking, and 
identification of work area. 

September, 2022 

Planting of enhancement wetland & buffer  November, 2022 

Record-drawings report to City December,2022 

 
PROJECT MONITORING 
 
Following the successful completion of the proposed compensatory mitigation plan a five-
year monitoring and evaluation program will be undertaken.  The purpose of this program 
is to assure the success of the selected mitigation as measured by an established set of 
performance criteria (see above).  This monitoring will also provide valuable information 
on the effectiveness of mitigation procedures. 
 

STANDARDS OF SUCCESS 
 

Vegetation Sampling Methodology and Monitoring Schedule 
 
Onsite monitoring will count and clearly identify each tree and shrub installed during the 
initial planting phase.  Such monitoring will also include any subsequent planting required 
to meet the performance criteria.  These defined performance criteria will be applied at 
the time of monitoring.  All installed trees and shrubs will be visually evaluated to 
determine the rate of survivorship, health, and vigor of each plant.   
 

Vegetation Monitoring 
 
1. Upon the completion of initial planting and as a part of each monitoring period the 

project biologist will count the number of live plants which were planted within the 
wetland and buffer areas.  Plants will be identified to species and observations of 
general plant condition (i.e., plant health, amount of new growth) are to be recorded 
for each plant.   

 
2. The project biologist will count the number of undesirable invasive plants and estimate 

the aerial coverage (as if the observer were looking straight down from above) of these 
invasive plants.  Undesirable plants include blackberries, Scot’s broom, tansy ragwort, 
and other such plants listed in the Washington State Noxious Weed List. 

 
3. The project biologist will count the number of desirable "volunteer" plants and estimate 

the aerial coverage of these plants within the mitigation area. 
 
4. The project biologist will take photographs that show the entire mitigation area.  During 

the five-year monitoring period photos will be taken in the same direction and at the 
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same location to provide a series of photos.  These photos will show plant growth, 
plant species, and plant coverage. 

 
5. Upon the completion of the initial project planting and upon the completion of each 

monitoring period the project biologist will prepare a report defining methods, 
observations, and results along with the date the observations were completed.  Each 
report will be sent to the City of Edgewood Planning Dept.. 

 
6. The monitoring schedule is defined as: 
 

A. At the completion of initial project planting.  This report will include a “record 
drawing” defining the species used, locations, and general site conditions.  This 
report will also include a “lessons learned” section to assist in future monitoring 
and final project assessment.  This “record drawing” and report will be provided 
to the City within two weeks after the completion of onsite planting. 

 
B. Once per year for five years following the completion of initial onsite 

planting.  Onsite monitoring will be completed once near the end of the 
growing season (late September).  For each onsite monitoring activity a report 
will be prepared and provided to the City within two weeks after the completion 
of onsite monitoring.   
 

The last monitoring report will include notification to the City biologist that the monitoring 
program has concluded and that City review and site inspection is required for project 
analysis and release of the financial guarantee.  This final report will also include a 
“lessons learned” section to assist and final project assessment and to potentially assist 
in the evaluation other mitigation projects. 
 
Vegetation Monitoring Sequencing 
 

IDENTIFIED TASK DATE OF COMPLETION 
(on or before) 

First growing season fall plant inspection September 30, 2022 

First growing season fall report     October 15, 2022 

Second growing season fall plant inspection September 30, 2023 

Second growing season fall report    October 15, 2023 

Third growing season fall plant inspection September 30, 2024 

Third growing season fall report     October 15, 2024 

Fourth growing season fall plant inspection September 30, 2025 

Fourth growing season fall report     October 15, 2025 

Fifth growing season fall plant inspection September 30, 2026 

Fifth growing season fall report     October 15, 2026 

 

WILDLIFE OBSERVATIONS 
 
Observations of wildlife will coincide with the onsite activities undertaken as part of the 
Vegetation Monitoring Program.  The onsite team will document the extent of bird species 

Page 76 of 119



 

20 
SATWANT Northwood Easement Mitigation Plan REV 2 

 

abundance, site utilization, nesting and feeding activities, and species diversity. In 
addition, documentation of terrestrial and aquatic reptiles, amphibians, and mammals 
observable without trapping will also be documented.  Wildlife observations will be 
documented within the Vegetation Monitoring Reports noted above. 
 
REMOVAL OF INVASIVE NON-NATIVE VEGETATION 
 
As a contingency, should the removal of invasive non-native vegetation become 
necessary, the project proponent will contact City of Edgewood wetland staff to establish 
and define specific actions to be taken.  Resultant contingency plan activities will be 
implemented when the ongoing vegetation monitoring program indicates that plants listed 
in the Washington State Noxious Weed List and Scot's broom are becoming dominant in 
the community (greater than 20%). 
 
Following initial planting of the wetland and buffer areas the project team will undertake 
an invasive vegetation control program through the five-year monitoring program.  This 
control program will focus on biannual hand-removal of re-sprouting invasive shrubs and 
will not adversely impact the desirable plants within the wetland and buffer. 
 
SALVAGE AND REUSE OF WOODY MATERIAL 
 
Woody material salvaged from trees cleared for construction of the new home will be 
salvaged and installed as large woody debris in the retained wetland and the wetland 
mitigation planting areas.  No woody material will be imported to the site.  
 
Vegetation Control Program Schedule 

TASK TO BE COMPLETED ON OR ABOUT 

First growing season fall removal September 15, 2022 

Second growing season fall removal September 15, 2023 

Third growing season fall removal September 15, 2024 

Fourth growing season spring removal September 15, 2025 

Fifth growing season fall removal September 15, 2026 

 

COVERAGE FOR EXPOSED BUFFER AREA 
 
Coverage for all exposed surfaces within the mitigation area will be completed within two 
weeks following the completion of onsite grading.   
Coverage will be by hydroseeding wetland buffer mix. 
 
CONTINGENCY PLAN 
 
As a contingency, should the proposed compensatory plan fail to meet the performance 
criteria the project proponent will undertake required remedial actions.  Where plant 
survival is the failing component the project proponent will replant and ensure the success 
of this second planting which would be held to the same standard of success as measured 
by threshold criteria and monitoring processes.  Should additional remedial actions be 
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required, the project proponent will meet with City of Edgewood environmental staff to 
establish and define actions to be taken to meet the desired goal of this program.   
 

PLANTING NOTES 
 
All plant materials shall be native to the southern Puget Sound Region.  The project 
biologist shall inspect plant materials to ensure the appropriate plant schedule and plant 
characteristics are met.  The project proponent shall warrant that all plants will remain 
alive and healthy for a period of one year following completion of planting activities.  The 
project proponent shall replace all dead and unhealthy plants with plants of the same 
specifications. 
 

WETLAND MITIGATION PERFORMANCE BOND 
 
A Wetland Mitigation Performance Bond will be provided for this project.  This bond will 
be held by the City of Edgewood and be equal to 125% of the actual estimated costs for 
identified activities.  This increased percentage will allow for adequate funds to be 
available as a contingency should actions be required to meet the goals of these plans. 
 
The Performance Bond will be deemed to be released upon meeting the established 
threshold criteria and acceptance by the City of Edgewood of the required reporting 
documents after completion of the 5-year monitoring period.   
The amount of these guarantees shall be established as a part of the final mitigation plan. 
 
Construction Guarantee: (see Bond Quantity Worksheet, Attached) 
 
TASK ASSOCIATED COST 

  

Plants and installation $ 97,905 

Habitat Structures $ 

Erosion Control $ 3,892 

Fencing   11,110 

Mobilization 11,291 

30% contingency $33,873  

CONSTRUCTION GUARANTEE TOTAL $158,069  
 
Performance Guarantee 
TASK ASSOCIATED COST 

Onsite Maintenance ($1,600/yr. x 5 years) $ 8,000 

Onsite Monitoring with report ($900/yr. 5 years) $ 7,200 

  

PERFORMANCE GUARANTEE TOTAL $15,200 
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N ORTHW OOD EASEMEN T
MITIGATION  CREATION  
AN D EN HAN CEMEN T AREAS

MITIGATION LANDSCAPE MAP

BUFFER ENHANCEMEN T
East Buffer Enhancement Area = 25,825 sq. ft.
W est Buffer Enhancement Area = 30,434 sq. ft.
T OT AL BUFFER ENHANCEMEN T  AREA = 56,259 S Q. FT .

W ET LAND IMPACT S
Access Improvement Impact = 5,294 sq. ft.

BUFFER IMPACT S
Buffer Reduction Buffer Impact = 21,890 sq. ft.
Prior Impact Reduction = 7,447 sq. ft.
Buffer Reduction T otal = 29,337 sq. ft.
BUFFER MIT IGAT ION
Buffer Enhancement @ 8 : 1 = 42,352 sq. ft.
Area #1 = 44,987 sq. ft.
Area #2 = 4,501 sq. ft.

Legend
Plant List
Spec ies

Acer circinatum
Betula papyrifera
Cornus stolonifera
Corylus cornuta
Crataegus douglasii
Fraxinus latifolia
Lonicera involucrata
Physocarpus capitatus
Picea sitchensis
Pyrus fusca
Rhamnus purshiana
Ribes bracteosum
Ribes divaricatum
Rosa Gymnocarpa
Rosa nutkana
Rubus parviflorus
S alix scouleriana
T huja plicata

! ! ! ! FenceS iltPermanant
Box Culvert
Buffer Enhance Area
W etland Creation Area
W etland Enhaance Area
Buffer Reduce Areas

W ET LAND MIT IGAT ION
W etland Enhancement @ 6.8 : 1 = 36,066 sq. ft.
W etland Creation @ 2.7 :1 = 2,088 sq. ft.

Impact Area Analysis – (in sq. ft.) 
Area Development 

Impact 
Mitigation 
required? 

Mitigation ratio Mitigation S q. Ft. 
Buffer –  21,890 Y ES  1:1 21,890 
Buffer Impact from  
S ewer Pipe  
Placement - 2009 

7,447 Y ES  1:1 7,447 

T OT AL BUFFER 
IMPACT   

 Y ES  1:1 29,337 
  Y ES    
W etland 5,294 

Cat. 3 
Y ES  Creation or 

Reestablishment 2:1 
  
Rehabilitation      4:1 
  
Enhancement      8:1 

 
10,588 
 

21,176 
 

42,352 
     
TOTAL 35,261    
 

EROSION  & SEDIMEN T POLLUTION  CON TROL
Erosion control actions:
1. Grubbing and clearing actions, especially Reed canarygrass grubbing limited to dry season June 1 to October 1.
2. T he entire mitigation site will be silt fenced to prevent rill flow during and after construction.
3.  T he Access improvement boundaries will be completelt silt-fenced during and after construction.
4.  T hree hay-bale flow control impediments will be placed perpindicular to flow in three locations from south boundary
to north during and after construction.
5.  All exposed surfaces will be hydroseeded within 30 days of installation of plants. 
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EX IS T ING VEGETAT ION AREAS
BLACK BERRY
MAT URE T REES

W ET LAND BOUNDARY

REED CANARY GRAS S
T REES  BLACK BERRY  UNDERS T ORY
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BUFFER MIT IGAT ION AREA A
20,167 S Q. FT .

BUFFER MIT IGAT ION AREA B
2,981 S Q. FT .

BUFFER MIT IGAT ION AREA D
9,180 S Q. FT

BUFFER MIT IGAT ION AREA C
8,493 S Q. FT

BUFFER MIT IGAT ION AREA E
6,442 S Q. FT .

W ET LAND MIT IGAT ION AREA A
7,651 S Q. FT .

W ET LAND MIT IGAT ION AREA B
6,029 S Q. FT .

W ET LAND MIT IGAT ION AREA C
7,948 S Q. FT .

W ET LAND MIT IGAT ION AREA D
1,864 S Q. FT

W ET LAND 
CREAT ION 
AREA
2,088 S Q. FT .

W ET LAND MIT IGAT ION AREA E
10,316 S Q. FT .

W ET LAND MIT IGAT ION AREA F
2,227 S Q. FT

BOX  CULVERT

Legend
RETAINED BUFFER
BUFFER REDUCE AREAS
W ET LAND BOUNDARY

EDGEW OOD S EW ER MIT  AREAS
W ET LAND REDUCT ION AREAS  - 5,294 S Q. FT.

T o accompany W etland Mitigation Plan

µ
Legend  - MITIGATION  ACTION  PLAN
W ET LAND MIT IGAT ION AREA BUFFER MIT IGAT ION AREA

REMOVE INVAS IVES
FULL REVEGTAT ION 

UNDERS T ORY  REVEGETAT ION

FULL REVEGETAT ION
UNDERS T ORY  REVEGETAT ION

! ! ! ! S ILT  FENCE PERMANAN T
HAY  BALE 
EROS ION CON T ROL

W ET LAND CREAT ION AREA
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1. 100% survival of all plante d shrubs, tre e s, and groundcove rs for one  ye ar afte r planting. All woody plantings that do not survive  through the  e nd of the  first growing se ason will be  
re place d with the  sam e  or similar spe cie s and spe cifications. Contact biologist to confirm if a spe cie s change  is ne e de d. Upon installation of re place m e nt plantings at the  conclusion 
of the  first ye ar, the  100% survival standard will be  conside re d to be  m e t; 
2. 85% survival of all plante d tre e s, shrubs and groundcove rs afte r thre e  ye ars. S ufficie nt plantings will be  re place d, as ne ce ssary, with the  sam e  or similar spe cie s and spe cifications 
in orde r to m e e t the  85% survival pe rformance  standard. Upon installation of re place m e nt plantings at the  conclusion of the  third ye ar, the  85% survival standard will be
conside re d to be  m e t; 
3. At the  e nd of ye ar 5, at le ast 2 spe cie s of native  tre e s and 4 spe cie s of native  shrubs will e ach provide  at le ast 5% re lative  cove r in the  scrub-shrub and fore ste d w e tland, and in the
e nhance d buffe r. 
4. T otal ae rial cove rage  by shrub and tre e  spe cie s (including native  volunte e rs) within buffe r e nhance m e nt and w e tland cre ation are a shall be : 
·at le ast 5% afte r one  ye ar 
·at le ast 20% afte r thre e  ye ars 
·at le ast 50% afte r five  ye ars; 
·at le ast 60% afte r se ve n ye ars: 
·at le ast 70% afte r te n ye ars. 
5.T otal cove rage  by he rbace ous spe cie s (including native  volunte e rs) within the  w e tland cre ation are a be ing plante d with e m e rge nts only shall be : 
·at le ast 5% afte r one  ye ar 
·at le ast 20% afte r five  ye ars 
6. M inimize  e rosion through the  use  of m ulch and he rbace ous plants. 
7. T he re  shall be  no more  than 10% cove r during the  te n-ye ar monitoring pe riod of the  following spe cie s: 
Himalayan blackbe rry (R ubus arm e niacus), cut le af blackbe rry (R ubus laciniatus), English laure l (P runus lauroce rasus), English holly (Ile x aquifolium), re e d canarygrass 
(P halaris arundinace a), scot's broom (Cytisus scoparius), English ivy (He de ra he lix), Japane se  knotw e e d (F allopia japonica) or othe r spe cie s as de te rmine d by the  proje ct biologist. 
8. T he  w e tland cre ation will be  inundate d or saturate d to the  surface  for a minimum of 30 days during the  growing se ason and m e e t re quire m e nts of the  U.S . Army Corps of Engine e rs 
(Environm e ntal L aboratory 1987) and W ashington D e partm e nt of Ecology (1997) w e tland de line ation manuals, as clarifie d in the  R e gional S upple m e nt to the  U.S . Army Corps of 
Engine e rs D e line ation M anual: W e ste rn M ountains, Valle ys, and Coasts R e gion (COE 2010), for the  pre se nce  of w e tland hydrology. 
9. In ye ar 5 and at the  e nd of ye ar 10, the  w e tland boundary for the  cre ate d w e tland will be  de line ate d using curre ntly approve d m e thods by the  U S  Army Corps of Engine e rs and the  
W ashington D e partm e nt of Ecology. T he  w e tland cre ation + e nhance m e nt are a will contain at le ast 38,154 sf of w e tland.

Perfo rm a nce sta nda rds to  b e used in the lo ng-term  m o nito ring will b e the fo llo wing:
 

F EBR UAR Y 2, 2022

1.0  Unavoidable  Impacts
T he  applicant propose s to improve  the  acce ss e ase m e nt from 24th S tre e t to the  multi-family re side ntial de ve lopm e nt to the  north. T he  City of Edge wood re quire s   
M itigation for unavoidable  w e tland and buffe r impacts.  
Buffe r e nhance m e nt of the  re taine d Cate gory III w e tland buffe r is propose d.  Enhance m e nt of the  w e tland buffe r will incre ase  the  functions and value s 
of the  buffe r by re e stablishing a native  plant community.  
W e tland Cre ation and Enhance m e nt is propose d to mitigate  the  w e tland impacts.
2.0 D e scription of the  Existing S ite  Conditions
T he  e xisting w e tland is the  he adw ate rs of S imons Cre e k.  T he  w e tland is dominate d by re d alde r (Alnus rubra), re e d canarygrass (P halaris arundinace a), 
cre e ping butte rcup (R anaculus re pe ns), black haw thorne  (Cratae gus douglasii), and soft rush (Juncus e ffuse s).  
T he  soils mappe d is Alde rwoodt grave lly loamd.  W e tland hydrology is se asonally 
saturate d and a shallow pe rche d w ate r table .  Occasionally the  w e tland has shallow surface  wate r.  
T he  w e tland has a small shallow pond that has surface  w ate r throughout the  w e t se ason.  W e tland buffe rs have  large  patche s of Himalayan blackbe rry
 (R ubus arm e niacus).
W ithin the  w e tland the re  is an unde fine d stre am channe l that was probably e xcavate d for drainage  purpose s.
T he  stre am outflows to a culve rt at the  south prope rty line .  
T he re  is a school locate d at the  w e st boundary, and comm e rcial and re side ntial de ve lopm e nt to the  e ast and north.
T he  w e tland functions are  wildlife  habitat, wate r quality, and flood be ne fits.  T he se  functions have  not be e n quantifie d.  T he  source  is she e t flow.
3.0 D e scription of P ote ntial Impacts
T he  acre age  of w e tland will de cre ase  3,206 square  fe e t. W e tland function will be  re place d by cre ation and e nhance m e nt of e xisting w e tland. 
T he  Cowardin classe s of the  cre ate d w e tland is P alustrine  fore ste d (P F O).  
T he  hydroge omorphic 
class is de pre ssional.  T he  w e tland rating doe s not change  as a re sult of cre ating w e tland, e nhancing w e tland and e nhancing w e tland buffe r.
4.0 S ummary of the  P ropose d Approach for M itigation
D ire ct filing of w e tland cannot be  avoide d, be cause  the  city re quire s the  acce ss e ase m e nt be  improve d in the  de signe d location.  
 
5.0 P ote ntial Compe nsatory M itigation S ite  S e le ction
T he  mitigation are a was se le cte d adjace nt to the  e xisting w e tland.  T he  propose d mitigation are a allows use  of e xisting hydrology of the  w e tland by grading, 
so that hydrology naturally flows into the  cre ate d w e tland are a.  Grading of the  w e tland buffe r is ne ce ssary to re move  invasive  plants, 
pre pare  the  soil for re planting with native  plant spe cie s, and to cre ate  additional w e tland are a.  
6.0 Approach Use d to Ide ntify Opportunitie s for Compe nsation S ite s
On-site  mitigation is the  pre fe rre d option for mitigation be cause  of the  proximity to impact and pote ntial to improve  functions of the  w e tland.  O the r mitigation 
m e asure s are  not available , including a fe e -in-lie u program or mitigation bank.  
7.0 D e scription of the  Existing M itigation S ite  Conditions
including a brie f de scription of the  targe te d functions, landscape  position/HGM  classification, and cate gorie s of w e tlands. P e rformance  standards that 
will be  use d to asse ss whe the r the  proje ct is achie ving its obje ctive s. Ecological pe rformance  standards must be  
base d on the  be st available  scie nce  that can be  m e asure d or asse sse d in a practicable  manne r.
T he  e xisting mitigation are a is dominate d by unide ntifie d non-native  grasse s, Himalayan blackbe rry, and re d alde r.  T he  targe te d functions are  
to re place  flood storage  capacity and improve  wildlife  habitat for the  w e tland and w e tland buffe r.  W ate r quality improve m e nts are  additive  but unquantifie d. 
T he  cate gory of the  w e tland may not change , but the  habitat functions and rating habitat points may incre ase .  
P e rformance  standards for plant
mate rials will be  use d to de te rmine  if the  proje ct is achie ving its obje ctive s.  Ecological pe rformance  standards are  base d on be st available  scie nce .    
8.0 Ove rall Goals & O bje ctive s of the  P ropose d M itigation
T he  goals of mitigation are  to re place  w e tland are a and to re store  the  functions and value s of the  re m aining critical are a buffe r.  
T he  obje ctive s ne ce ssary to m e e t the  above  state d goal are a as follows:
•	Install silt fe ncing
•	R e move  non-native  ve ge tation
•	Grade  cre ate d w e tland
•	P lace  topsoil 
•	Install plant mate rials & mulch
•	Install split rail fe ncing and re quire d signage
•	M aintain and monitor the  e nhance m e nt are a for a pe riod of five  ye ars or until the  site  m e e ts the  spe cifie d pe rformance  standards
•	R e cord the  se nsitive  are a in a “Notice  on T itle ”
•	If the  e nhance m e nt are a fails to m e e t pe rformance  standards provide  a continge ncy plan to re ctify the  situation.
9.0 D e scription of the  P ropose d Hydrope riod and D e sign Conside rations
D e taile d hydrologic studie s are  ge ne rally not re quire d for a conce ptual plan. How e ve r, whe n w e tland cre ation or re -e stablishm e nt is propose d,
 the  plan shall include  a de scription of the  propose d hydrope riod for the  site  and de sign 
conside rations to e nsure  the re  is sufficie nt wate r to support the  propose d compe nsatory mitigation proje ct.
T he  propose d hydrope riod will match the  e xisting hydrologic condition of the  w e tland, in the  e xisting w e tland imm e diate ly adjace nt to the  cre ate d w e tland.  
T he  hydrope riod for the  e xisting adjace nt e xisting w e tland will be  de te rmine d by base line  hydrology m e asure m e nts be tw e e n M arch and M ay 2022.  

Impact Are a Analysis – (in sq. ft.) 
Are a D e ve lopm e nt 

Impact 
M itigation 
re quire d? 

M itigation ratio M itigation S q. F t. 
Buffe r –  21,890 ye s 1:1 21,890 
Buffe r Impact from  
S e w e r P ipe   
P lace m e nt - 2009 

7,447 Ye s 1:1 7,447 

T O T AL BU F F ER  
IM P ACT   

 YES  1:1 29,337 
     
W e tland 5,294 

Cat. 3 
ye s Cre ation or 

R e e stablishm e nt 2:1 
  
R e habilitation      4:1 
  
Enhance m e nt      8:1 

 
10,588 
 

21,176 
 

42,352 
     
TOTAL 35,261    
 

T o Accompany W e tland M itigation P lan

M IT IGAT ION P L AN ELEM ENT S – W ET L AND
T he  propose d mitigation for the  w e tland impact of 5,294 sq. ft. will be  (Att. 1b):
•36,066 sq. ft. of w e tland e nhance m e nt = 6.8:1 mitigation ratio [ 4,508 sq ft le ss than ne e de d]
•5,294 sq. ft. minus 4,508 sq. ft. = 786 sq. ft. re m aining w e tland impact to be  mitigate d @ 2:1 ratio.
•2,088 sq. ft. sq. ft. of w e tland cre ation adjace nt to e xisting W e tland = 2.7:1 ratio. 

1.As mitigation for the  unavoidable  impact to 5,294 sq. ft. of City of Edge wood re gulate d 
Cate gory 3 W e tland at the  ce nte r of the  proje ct site , the  re m aining w e tland of 36,066 sqft. 
will be  e nhance d with native  tre e s and shrubs.  T he  w e tland are a to be  e nhance d is pre se ntly
dominate d by re e d canarygrass. T he  w e tland are as to be  e nhance d will be  cle are d of e xotic
spe cie s and plante d with native  shrubs around e xisting ve ge tation. S upportive  hydrology will
continue  to be  provide d by the  e xisting flow. 
2.As mitigation for the  unavoidable  impact to 5,294 sq. ft. of City of Edge wood re gulate d 
Cate gory 3 W e tland, 2,088 sqft w e tland will be  cre ate d adjace nt to e xisting w e tland and plante d
with native  tre e s, shrubs, and e m e rge nts. T he  cre ation site  will be  e xcavate d to 1 ft. be low OHW M
mark, and be nchm arke d by adjace nt w e tland e le vation. 
3.T he  cre ation are a will be  backfille d with organic topsoil from an approve d source  to
½  ft. be low the  OHW M .
4.T he  buffe r e nhance m e nt and cre ation are as will be  re plante d with native  tre e s, shrubs, 
and e m e rge nts.
5.R e e d Canarygrass and othe r e xotic invasive s will be  re move d by hand pulling and raking.
He rbicide  use  continge nt on re moval succe ss.
6.P ulle d and cle are d are as will be  hydrose e de d with w e tland e m e rge nts.

M IT IGAT ION P L AN ELEM ENT S - BU F F ER
T he  propose d mitigation for 29,337 sq. ft. of buffe r impact will be  (Att. 1a):
• 49,488 sq. ft. of buffe r e nhance m e nt contiguous with the  e xisting w e tland = 
1.7:1 mitigation ratio 
1.	As mitigation for the  unavoidable  impact to 29,337 sq. ft. of City of Edge wood re gulate d 
Cate gory 3 W e tland buffe r, an are a of 49,488 sqft of the  re m aining buffe r will be  e nhance d 
with native  tre e s and shrubs.  T he  buffe r are a to be  e nhance d is pre se ntly dominate d by 
re e d canarygrass and Himalayan blackbe rry. T he  buffe r are as to be  e nhance dwill be  cle are d 
of e xotic spe cie s and plante d with native  tre e s and shrubs around e xisting ve ge tation.
 S upportive  hydrology will continue  to be  provide d by the  e xisting flow. 
2.	R e e d Canarygrass and othe r e xotic invasive s will be  re move d by hand pulling and raking. 
He rbicide  use  continge nt on re moval succe ss.
3.	P ulle d and cle are d are as will be  hydrose e de d with buffe r e m e rge nts.

M IT IGAT ION P L AN ELEM ENT S  - CO M M ON
1.	All onsite  activitie s will be  monitore d by the  proje ct biologist.  F ollowing the  comple tion 
of onsite  planting activitie s a "re cord-drawing" plan will be  pre pare d and submitte d to 
City of Edge wood.  A five -ye ar monitoring program will be  unde rtake n to assure  the  succe ss 
of the  buffe r e nhance m e nt program. A se rie s of financial guarante e s will also be  imple m e nte d
to assure  that the  propose d work is comple te d and is succe ssful.
2.	T he  oute r boundarie s of the  e stablishe d buffe r tract would be  marke d with standard 
City of Edge wood buffe r boundary signs. T he  buffe r boundarie s will be  fe nce d to limit hum an
intrusions be tw e e n the  upland boundary of the  re maining buffe r and the  de ve lope d portion
 of the  site .  In addition, the  proje ct te am will re move  the  trash, de bris, and invasive  shrubs
within the  re taine d w e tland and buffe r are as.
3.	W e tland and buffe r ve ge tation cle are d or othe rwise  dam age d during the  installation 
of the  mitigation plan shall be  re ve ge tate d with appropriate  native  plants installe d at an 
appropriate  de nsity to re store  the  dam age d condition. T he se  plants shall be  subje ct to the
sam e  pe rform ance  standards indicate d in the  mitigation plan.

EROSION & SEDIM ENT POLLU TION CONTROL
Erosion control actions:
1. Grubbing and cle aring actions, e spe cially R e e d canarygrass grubbing limite d to dry se ason June  1 to O ctobe r 1.
2. T he  e ntire  mitigation site  will be  silt fe nce d to pre ve nt rill flow during and afte r construction.
3.  T he  Acce ss improve m e nt boundarie s will be  comple te lt silt-fe nce d during and afte r construction.
4.  T hre e  hay-bale  flow control impe dim e nts will be  place d pe rpindicular to flow in thre e  locations from south boundary
to north during and afte r construction.
5.  All e xpose d surface s will be  hydrose e de d within 30 days of installation of plants. 

PROTECTION OF EXISTING ONSITE V EGETATION
Ve ge tation P rote ction Actions:
1. Grubbing and cle aring will be  bounde d by silt fe nce  at tre e  drip line  to pre clude  root damage .
2. Grubbing & cle aring in are as of e xisting tre e s and shrubs will be  done  by hand to avoid damage .
3.  P lanting in the  native  tre e  are as will be  done  by hand to re duce  root damage .
4. Cle aring, grubbing, and planting will be  monitore d by the  proje ct biologist to re duce  damage  to e xisting tre e s.
5.  All e xpose d surface s will be  hydrose e de d within 30 days of installation of plants. 
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Perfo rm a nce sta nda rds to  b e used in the lo ng-term  m o nito ring will b e the fo llo wing:
 

MIT IGAT IO N  P LAN T IN G ARE A: CRE AT E D W E T LAN D – 
2,088 sq. ft. @ 0.012/sq. ft. = 25 trees 
T o be planted opportunistically am ong existing vegetation
	CO MMO N  N AME
  S CIE N T IFIC N AME 	LO CAT IO N 	P R O P O S E D 
S P ACIN G (oc)	P R O P O S E D 
S IZE 	IN DICAT O R 
S T AT U S
4	W estern red cedar (T HP )
  T h uja plicata	W etland	9 ft	4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um 	FAC
4	S itka spruce (P IS )
  P icea sitch ensis	W etland	9 ft	4 ft h eigh t m inim um 	FAC
4	W estern P aper Birch  (BE P )
Betula papyrifera	W etland	9 ft	4 ft h eigh t m inim um 	FAC
4	P acific w illow  (S AL)
S alix lasiandra	W etland	9 ft	4 ft h eigh t m inim um 	FACW
4	Cascara (RAP )
R h am nus pursh iana	W etland	9 ft	4 ft h eigh t m inim um 	FAC
4	W estern (black) Haw th orne (CRD)
Crataegus douglasii	W etland	9 ft	4 ft h eigh t m inim um 	FAC
4	O regon ash  (FRL)
  Fraxinus latifolia	W etland	9 ft	4 ft h eigh t m inim um 	FACW
2,088 sq. ft. @ 0.028/sq. ft. = 58 sh rubs
	CO MMO N  N AME
  S CIE N T IFIC N AME 	LO CAT IO N 	P R O P O S E D 
S P ACIN G (oc)	P R O P O S E D 
S IZE 	IN DICAT O R 
S T AT U S
8	W estern crabapple (MAF)
  Malus fusca	W etland	6 ft	2 gal	FACW
8	Black tw inberry (LO I)
  Lonicera involucrata	W etland	6 ft	2 gal	FAC
8	P acific ninebark (P HC)
  P h ysocarpus capitatus	W etland	6 ft	2 gal	FACW
8	Red-osier dogw ood (CO S )
Cornus stolonifera	W etland	6 ft	2 gal	FACW
8	W ild Gooseberry (RID)
Ribes divaricatum 	W etland	6 ft	2 gal	FAC
8	N ootka Rose (RO N )
Rose nutkana	W etland	6 ft	2 gal	FAC
8	Black currant (RIB)
Ribes bracteosum 	W etland	6 ft	2 gal	FAC
6	S alm onberry (RU S )
Rubus spectabilis	W etland	6 ft	2 gal	FAC
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Im pact Area Analysis – (in sq. ft.) 
Area Developm ent 

Im pact 
Mitigation 
required? 

Mitigation ratio Mitigation S q. Ft. 
Buffer –  21,890 yes 1:1 21,890 
Buffer Im pact from   
S ew er P ipe  
P lacem ent - 2009 

7,447 Yes 1:1 7,447 

T O T AL BU FFE R 
IMP ACT   

 YE S  1:1 29,337 
     
W etland 5,294 

Cat. 3 
yes Creation or 

Reestablish m ent 2:1 
  
Reh abilitation      4:1 
  
E nh ancem ent      8:1 

 
10,588 
 

21,176 
 

42,352 
     
TOTAL 35,261    
 

T o Accom pany W etland Mitigation P lan

PLANTING GU IDELINES 
1. T rees 9’ O .C., or 0.012 per square foot of area; (th is assum es 2-5 gal. size) —  
such  trees are to be at least 50% conifers; 
2. P lus sh rubs 6’ O .C., or 0.028 per square foot (th is assum es 1-2 gal. size); 
**T o be planted opportunistically around existing trees 
3 Created W etland h ydroseeded @ 1 lbs. / 500 sq. ft.   
 

MIT IGAT IO N  P LAN T IN G ARE A: CRE AT E D W E T LAN D –  
2,088 sq. ft. @ 0.012/sq. ft. = 25 trees  
T o be planted opportunistically am ong existing vegetation 
 

 COM M ON NAM E 
  SCIENTIFIC NAM E 

LOCATION PROPOSED  
SPACING (o c) 

PROPOSED  
SIZ E 

INDICATOR  
STATU S 

4 W estern red cedar (T HP ) 
  Thuja plicata 

W etland 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t  
m inim um  

FAC 

4 S itka spruce (P IS ) 
  Picea sitchensis 

W etland 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FAC 

4 W estern P aper Birch  (BE P ) 
Betula papyrifera 

W etland 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FAC 

4 P acific w illow  (S AL) 
Salix lasiandra 

W etland 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FACW  

4 Cascara (RAP ) 
Rhamnus purshiana 

W etland 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FAC 

4 W estern (black) Haw th orne (CRD) 
Crataegus douglasii 

W etland 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FAC 

4 O regon ash  (FRL) 
  Fraxinus latifolia 

W etland 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FACW  

 
2,088 sq. ft. @ 0.028/sq. ft. = 58 sh rubs 

 COM M ON NAM E 
  SCIENTIFIC NAM E 

LOCATION PROPOSED  
SPACING (o c) 

PROPOSED  
SIZ E 

INDICATOR  
STATU S 

8 W estern crabapple (MAF) 
  Malus fusca 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FACW  

8 Black tw inberry (LO I) 
  Lonicera involucrata 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

8 P acific ninebark (P HC) 
  Physocarpus capitatus 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FACW  

8 Red-osier dogw ood (CO S ) 
Cornus stolonifera 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FACW  

8 W ild Gooseberry (RID) 
Ribes divaricatum 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

8 N ootka Rose (RO N ) 
Rose nutkana 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

8 Black currant (RIB) 
Ribes bracteosum 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

6 S alm onberry (RU S ) 
Rubus spectabilis 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

      
 

W E T LAN D MIT IGAT IO N  P LAN T IN G ARE A A:  
Retained W etland E nh ancem ent – Mature tree cover 
7,651 sq. ft.  
N o planting. 
E xotic Invasive vegetation to be h and rem oved. 
 
W E T LAN D MIT IGAT IO N  P LAN T IN G ARE A B:  
Retained W etland E nh ancem ent – 100% Reed canarygrass 
All vegetation to be rem oved by grubbing and h erbicide 
6,029 sq. ft. @ 0.012/sq. ft. = 72 trees  
T o be planted opportunistically am ong existing vegetation 
 

 COM M ON NAM E 
  SCIENTIFIC NAM E 

LOCATION PROPOSED  
SPACING (o c) 

PROPOSED  
SIZ E 

INDICATOR  
STATU S 

11 W estern red cedar (T HP ) 
  Thuja plicata 

W etland 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t  
m inim um  

FAC 

11 S itka spruce (P IS ) 
  Picea sitchensis 

W etland 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FAC 

11 W estern P aper Birch  (BE P ) 
Betula papyrifera 

W etland 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FAC 

11 P acific w illow  (S AL) 
Salix lasiandra 

W etland 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FACW  

11 Cascara (RAP ) 
Rhamnus purshiana 

W etland 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FAC 

11 W estern (black) Haw th orne (CRD) 
Crataegus douglasii 

W etland 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FAC 

11 O regon ash  (FRL) 
  Fraxinus latifolia 

W etland 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FACW  

 
6,029 sq. ft. @ 0.028/sq. ft. = 169 sh rubs 
 

 COM M ON NAM E 
  SCIENTIFIC NAM E 

LOCATION PROPOSED  
SPACING (o c) 

PROPOSED  
SIZ E 

INDICATOR  
STATU S 

16 W estern crabapple (MAF) 
  Malus fusca 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FACW  

16 V ine m aple (ACC) 
  Acer circinatum 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

16 N ootka rose (RO N ) 
  Rosa nutkana 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

16 Black tw inberry (LO I) 
  Lonicera involucrata 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

16 P acific ninebark (P HC) 
  Physocarpus capitatus 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FACW  

16 W estern Labrador-T ea (RHC) 
  Rhododendron columbianum 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal O BL 

16 Red-osier dogw ood (CO S ) 
Cornus stolonifera 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FACW  

16 W ild Gooseberry (RID) 
Ribes divaricatum 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

16 P rickly currant (RIL) 
Ribes lacustre 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

W E T LAN D MIT IGAT IO N  P LAN T IN G ARE A: C 
Retained W etland E nh ancem ent – S ubm ature trees w ith  Blackberry understory 
E xotic Invasive vegetation to be h and rem oved 
N o tree planting – sh rubs planted opportunistically around trees 
 
7948 sq. ft. @ 0.028/sq. ft. = 222 sh rubs 
 

 COM M ON NAM E 
  SCIENTIFIC NAM E 

LOCATION PROPOSED  
SPACING (o c) 

PROPOSED  
SIZ E 

INDICATOR  
STATU S 

23 W estern crabapple (P YF) 
  Pyrus fusca 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FACW  

23 V ine m aple (ACC) 
  Acer circinatum 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

23 N ootka Rose (RO N ) 
Rosa nutkana 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

23 Black tw inberry (LO I) 
  Lonicera involucrata 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC+ 

23 P acific ninebark (P HC) 
  Physocarpus capitatus 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FACW - 

23 W estern Labrador-T ea (RHC) 
  Rh ododendron colum bianum  

W etland 6 ft 2 gal O BL 

23 Red-osier dogw ood (CO S ) 
Cornus stolonifera 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FACW  

23 W ild Gooseberry (RID) 
Ribes divaricatum 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

23 N ootka Rose (RO N ) 
Rose nutkana 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

23 Black currant (RIB) 
Ribes bracteosum 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

23 S alm onberry (RU S ) 
Rubus spectabilis 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

      
 

W E T LAN D MIT IGAT IO N  P LAN T IN G ARE A: D 
Retained W etland E nh ancem ent – S ubm ature trees w ith  Blackberry understory 
E xotic Invasive vegetation to be h and rem oved 
N o tree planting – sh rubs planted opportunistically around trees 
 
1864 sq. ft. @ 0.028/sq. ft. = 53 sh rubs 
 
 

 COM M ON NAM E 
  SCIENTIFIC NAM E 

LOCATION PROPOSED  
SPACING (o c) 

PROPOSED  
SIZ E 

INDICATOR  
STATU S 

5 W estern crabapple (P YF) 
  Pyrus fusca 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FACW  

5 V ine m aple (ACC) 
  Acer circinatum 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

5 N ootka Rose (RO N ) 
Rosa nutkana 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

5 Black tw inberry (LO I) 
  Lonicera involucrata 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

5 P acific ninebark (P HC) 
  Physocarpus capitatus 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FACW  

5 W estern Labrador-T ea (RHC) 
  Rhododendron columbianum 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal O BL 

5 Red-osier dogw ood (CO S ) 
Cornus stolonifera 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FACW  

5 W ild Gooseberry (RID) 
Ribes divaricatum 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

5 N ootka Rose (RO N ) 
Rose nutkana 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

5 Black currant (RIB) 
Ribes bracteosum 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

5 S alm onberry (RU S ) 
Rubus spectabilis 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

      
 

W E T LAN D MIT IGAT IO N  P LAN T IN G ARE A : E  
Retained W etland E nh ancem ent – 100% Reed canarygrass 
All vegetation to be rem oved by grubbing and h erbicide 
10,316 sq. ft. @ 0.012/sq. ft. = 124 trees  
T o be planted opportunistically am ong existing vegetation 
 

 COM M ON NAM E 
  SCIENTIFIC NAM E 

LOCATION PROPOSED  
SPACING (o c) 

PROPOSED  
SIZ E 

INDICATOR  
STATU S 

18 W estern red cedar (T HP ) 
  Thuja plicata 

W etland 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t  
m inim um  

FAC 

18 S itka spruce (P IS ) 
  Picea sitchensis 

W etland 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FAC 

18 W estern P aper Birch  (BE P ) 
Betula papyrifera 

W etland 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FAC 

18 P acific w illow  (S AL) 
Salix lasiandra 

W etland 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FACW  

18 Cascara (RAP ) 
Rhamnus purshiana 

W etland 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FAC 

18 W estern (black) Haw th orne (CRD) 
Crataegus douglasii 

W etland 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FAC 

18 O regon ash  (FRL) 
  Fraxinus latifolia 

W etland 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FACW  

 
10,316 sq. ft. @ 0.028/sq. ft. = 289 sh rubs 
 

 COM M ON NAM E 
  SCIENTIFIC NAM E 

LOCATION PROPOSED  
SPACING (o c) 

PROPOSED  
SIZ E 

INDICATOR  
STATU S 

27 W estern crabapple (MAF) 
  Malus fusca 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FACW  

27 V ine m aple (ACC) 
  Acer circinatum 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

27 N ootka Rose (RO N ) 
Rosa nutkana 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

27 Black tw inberry (LO I) 
  Lonicera involucrata 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

27 P acific ninebark (P HC) 
  Physocarpus capitatus 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FACW  

27 W estern Labrador-T ea (RHC) 
  Rhododendron columbianum 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal O BL 

27 Red-osier dogw ood (CO S ) 
Cornus stolonifera 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FACW  

27 W ild Gooseberry (RID) 
Ribes divaricatum 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

27 N ootka Rose (RO N ) 
Rose nutkana 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

27 Black currant (RIB) 
Ribes bracteosum 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

27 S alm onberry (RU S ) 
Rubus spectabilis 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

      
 

W E T LAN D MIT IGAT IO N  P LAN T IN G ARE A: F 
Retained W etland E nh ancem ent – S ubm ature trees w ith  Blackberry understory 
E xotic Invasive vegetation to be h and rem oved 
N o tree planting – sh rubs planted opportunistically around trees 
 
2227 sq. ft. @ 0.028/sq. ft. = 53 sh rubs 
 
 

 COM M ON NAM E 
  SCIENTIFIC NAM E 

LOCATION PROPOSED  
SPACING (o c) 

PROPOSED  
SIZ E 

INDICATOR  
STATU S 

6 W estern crabapple (MAF) 
  Malus fusca 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FACW  

6 V ine m aple (ACC) 
  Acer circinatum 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

6 N ootka Rose (RO N ) 
Rosa nutkana 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

6 Black tw inberry (LO I) 
  Lonicera involucrata 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

6 P acific ninebark (P HC) 
  Physocarpus capitatus 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FACW  

6 W estern Labrador-T ea (RHC) 
  Rhododendron columbianum 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal O BL 

6 Red-osier dogw ood (CO S ) 
Cornus stolonifera 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FACW  

6 W ild Gooseberry (RID) 
Ribes divaricatum 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

6 N ootka Rose (RO N ) 
Rose nutkana 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

6 Black currant (RIB) 
Ribes bracteosum 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

6 S alm onberry (RU S ) 
Rubus spectabilis 

W etland 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

      
 

BU FFE R MIT IGAT IO N  P LAN T IN G ARE A: A 
Retained Buffer E nh ancem ent –  
100% Him al Blackberry 
All exotic invasive vegetation to be rem oved by grubbing & h erbicide 
 
20,167 sq. ft. @ 0.012/sq. ft. = 242 trees  
T o be planted opportunistically am ong existing vegetation 
 

 COM M ON NAM E 
  SCIENTIFIC NAM E 

LOCATION PROPOSED  
SPACING (o c) 

PROPOSED  
SIZ E 

INDICATOR  
STATU S 

41 W estern red cedar (T HP ) 
  Thuja plicata 

Buffer 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t  
m inim um  

FAC 

41 S itka spruce (P IS ) 
  Picea sitchensis 

Buffer 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FAC 

41 W estern P aper Birch  (BE P ) 
Betula papyrifera 

Buffer 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FAC 

41 S couler w illow  (S AC) 
Salix scouleriana 

Buffer 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FAC 

41 Cascara (RAP ) 
Rhamnus purshiana 

Buffer 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FAC 

41 W estern (black) Haw th orne (CRD) 
Crataegus douglasii 

Buffer 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FAC 

 
20,167 sq. ft. @ 0.028/sq. ft. = 565 sh rubs 
 

 COM M ON NAM E 
  SCIENTIFIC NAM E 

LOCATION PROPOSED  
SPACING (o c) 

PROPOSED  
SIZ E 

INDICATOR  
STATU S 

63 W estern crabapple (MAF) 
  Pyrus fusca 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACW  

63 V ine m aple (ACC) 
  Acer circinatum 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

63 W ild rose (RO G) 
  Rosa gymnocarpa 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU  

63 Black tw inberry (LO I) 
  Lonicera involucrata 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

63 Hazelnut (CO C) 
  Corylus cornuta 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU  

63 W ild Gooseberry (RID) 
Ribes divaricatum 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

63 W ild Rose (RO G) 
Rose gymnocarpa 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU  

63 Black currant (RIB) 
Ribes bracteosum 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

63 T h im bleberry (RU P ) 
Rubus parviflorus 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU  

      
 

BU FFE R MIT IGAT IO N  P LAN T IN G ARE A: B 
Retained Buffer E nh ancem ent – S ubm ature trees w ith  Blackberry understory 
E xotic Invasive vegetation to be h and rem oved 
N o tree planting – sh rubs planted opportunistically around trees 
 
2981 sq. ft. @ 0.028/sq. ft. = 84 sh rubs 
 

 COM M ON NAM E 
  SCIENTIFIC NAM E 

LOCATION PROPOSED  
SPACING (o c) 

PROPOSED  
SIZ E 

INDICATOR  
STATU S 

10 W estern crabapple (MAF) 
  Malus fusca 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACW  

10 V ine m aple (ACC) 
  Acer circinatum 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

10 W ild rose (RO G) 
  Rosa gymnocarpa 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU  

10 Black tw inberry (LO I) 
  Lonicera involucrata 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

10 Hazelnut (CO C) 
  Corylus cornuta 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU  

10 W ild Gooseberry (RID) 
Ribes divaricatum 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

10 N ootka Rose (RO N ) 
Rose nutkana 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU  

10 Black currant (RIB) 
Ribes bracteosum 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

10 T h im bleberry (RU P ) 
Rubus parviflorus 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU  

      
 

BU FFE R MIT IGAT IO N  P LAN T IN G ARE A: C 
Retained Buffer E nh ancem ent – S ubm ature trees w ith  Blackberry understory 
E xotic Invasive vegetation to be h and rem oved 
N o tree planting – sh rubs planted opportunistically around trees 
 
8493 sq. ft. @ 0.028/sq. ft. = 238 sh rubs 
 

 COM M ON NAM E 
  SCIENTIFIC NAM E 

LOCATION PROPOSED  
SPACING (o c) 

PROPOSED  
SIZ E 

INDICATOR  
STATU S 

27 W estern crabapple (MAF) 
  Malus fusca 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACW  

27 V ine m aple (ACC) 
  Acer circinatum 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

27 W ild rose (RO G) 
  Rosa gymnocarpa 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU  

27 Black tw inberry (LO I) 
  Lonicera involucrata 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

27 Hazelnut (CO C) 
  Corylus cornuta 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU  

27 W ild Gooseberry (RID) 
Ribes divaricatum 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

27 N ootka Rose (RO N ) 
Rose nutkana 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

27 Black currant (RIB) 
Ribes bracteosum 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

27 T h im bleberry (RU P ) 
Rubus parviflorus 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU  

      
 

9180 sq. ft. @ 0.028/sq. ft. = 257 sh rubs 
 

 COM M ON NAM E 
  SCIENTIFIC NAM E 

LOCATION PROPOSED  
SPACING (o c) 

PROPOSED  
SIZ E 

INDICATOR  
STATU S 

29 W estern crabapple (MAF) 
  Malus fusca 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACW  

29 V ine m aple (ACC) 
  Acer circinatum 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

29 W ild rose (RO G) 
  Rosa gymnocarpa 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU  

29 Black tw inberry (LO I) 
  Lonicera involucrata 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

29 Hazelnut (CO C) 
  Corylus cornuta 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU  

29 W ild Gooseberry (RID) 
Ribes divaricatum 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

29 N ootka Rose (RO N ) 
Rose nutkana 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

29 Black currant (RIB) 
Ribes bracteosum 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FAC 

29 T h im bleberry (RU P ) 
Rubus parviflorus 

Buffer 6 ft 2 gal FACU  

      
 

BU FFE R MIT IGAT IO N  P LAN T IN G ARE A: D 
Retained Buffer E nh ancem ent –  
100% Him al Blackberry 
All exotic invasive vegetation to be rem oved by grubbing & h erbicide 
 
9,180 sq. ft. @ 0.012/sq. ft. = 111 trees  
T o be planted opportunistically am ong existing vegetation 
 

 COM M ON NAM E 
  SCIENTIFIC NAM E 

LOCATION PROPOSED  
SPACING (o c) 

PROPOSED  
SIZ E 

INDICATOR  
STATU S 

19 W estern red cedar (T HP ) 
  Thuja plicata 

Buffer 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t  
m inim um  

FAC 

19 S itka spruce (P IS ) 
  Picea sitchensis 

Buffer 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FAC 

19 W estern P aper Birch  (BE P ) 
Betula papyrifera 

Buffer 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FAC 

19 S couler w illow  (S AC) 
Salix scouleriana 

Buffer 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FAC 

19 Cascara (RAP ) 
Rhamnus purshiana 

Buffer 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FAC 

19 W estern (black) Haw th orne (CRD) 
Crataegus douglasii 

Buffer 9 ft 4 ft h eigh t 
m inim um  

FAC 
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2112 

 

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 t`o 
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 non-project proposals: 

For non-project 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. 

 

A. Background [HELP] 
 

1. Name of proposed project, if applicable: Green Belt Apartments 

 
2. Name of applicant: Satwant Singh 

 
3. Address and phone number of applicant and contact person:  

 
Applicant: Satwant Singh, 15 S Grady Way, Suite 527, Renton, WA 98057, (206) 391-3311 
Contact: Dean Furr, 4715 142nd Pl. SW, Unit B, Edmonds WA 98026, (206) 890-8291 
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4. Date checklist prepared: 10/11/2022 
 

5. Agency requesting checklist: City of Edgewood 
 

6. Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable): Proposed project construction start 
date is May 2024, with the substantial completion date of August 2025.These dates include 
construction and final site work. 

 
7. Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or 
connected with this proposal?  If yes, explain. No further additions or expansions will 
be connected with this proposal.  

 
8. List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be 

prepared, directly related to this proposal. Mitigation Plan for Unavoidable Project 

Wetland Impacts Report by Beaver Creek Environmental Services, Inc. Feb. 2nd, 

2022.  

Geotechnical Report by Cobalt Geosciences, July 31, 2018. 

 
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. 
Yes, the US Army Corps of Engineer’s permit NWS-2020-888 is pending 

governmental approval for the Dhaliwal TC Landing LLC (Road Improvement) 
project. The current parcel was purchased for mitigation of the wetland area so 
the proposed road can connect the Dhaliwal TC Landing LLC project to 24th St. E. 

 
10. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known. 
Department of Ecology Construction Stormwater Permit, City of Edgewood SDP permits, 
Lakehaven Water and Sewer District Sewer Service Connection Permit, and City of Milton Water 
Service Connection Permits will be required. 

 
11. Give 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.) Currently the proposal is for a commercial building fronting 24th St. E and a 
40-unit apartment building set back on the property including a parking lot. The project 
and site plan have not been finalized and is still in a working phase with the City of 
Edgewood.  

 
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 permit applications 
related to this checklist. The proposed buildings are located at 9917 24th St. E. and the 
section, township range is SE1/4 of the NE 1/4 of Sec.09, T. 20N., R.04 E, W.M. See legal 
description is attached. The parcel number is 0420091014. 
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B. Environmental Elements [HELP] 

 

1. Earth [help] 

a. General description of the site: 
 

(circle one):  Flat, rolling, hilly, steep slopes, mountainous, other    
Mostly flat on the west side of the parcel and gently slopes down to the east.  

 

b. What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)?  

The steepest slope is approximately 26.0% on a spoil pile located on the west side of the lot. 
Generally, the parcel slopes 3-5% in a southerly direction to a low point at a culvert that goes 
under 24th ST. E. 

 
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.  
USDA web soil survey classifies 89% of the property is Kapowsin gravelly ashy 
loam, with 0-6% slopes and 11% in the south west corner as Alderwood gravelly 
sandy loam with 0-8% slopes.   
 

d. Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity? If so, 
describe.  
According to the Geotech report there is no history of unstable soils in the 
immediate vicinity. Soil erosion could happen during construction but will be 
prevented with the TESC measures proposed.  

 
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.  

Earthwork activities will occur as part of the site redevelopment in order to 
accommodate the infrastructure and proposed building construction. Soil 
exported from the site will be disposed of at a legal off-site disposal facility 
and soil imported to the site will be from an approved off-site source. 

 

 
f. Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use?  If so, generally describe. 

Erosion could occur as a result of clearing and construction activities; 
however, the contractor will be required to implement the temporary erosion 
and sediment control plan during construction to reduce erosion potential. 
Once the project construction is complete, the site will be stabilized with 
permanent measures such as paving, buildings, and landscaping to eliminate 
continued erosion potential. 
 

 
g. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project 

construction (for example, asphalt or buildings)? The project design has not been 
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finalized.  
 

 
h. Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the earth, if any: 

A temporary erosion and sediment control (TESC) plan will be prepared as 
part of the design drawings and will be implemented by the contractor during 
construction to reduce the potential for site erosion and sediment laden water 
leaving the site. The TESC plan will include items such as a stabilized 
construction entrance, silt fencing, catch basin insert protection, sediment 
ponds, requirements for covering stockpiles, temporary stabilization 
measures, and dust control.  
 

 
 

2. Air [help] 

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. 

During construction, typical construction emissions are expected. There will be a small 
increase (approximate quantities are unknown) in exhaust emissions from construction 
vehicles and equipment, and a temporary increase in fugitive dust due to earthwork for the 
project. The most noticeable increase in emissions and fugitive dust would occur during 
demolition and earthwork. Exhaust emissions would also be generated from construction 
worker vehicles and equipment traffic to and from the site. The number of workers at the 
project site at any one time would vary depending upon the nature and construction phase 
of the project. These potential air quality impacts would be temporary in nature, occurring 
during construction activities. The mitigation listed below, in Section 2.c, would ensure 
that the effects of construction activities on air quality would be minimized. Upon 
completion of construction, air quality in the vicinity of the site is anticipated to remain the 
same.  

 
b. Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect your proposal? If so, 
generally describe. 

There are no off-site sources of emissions or odors that would affect the proposed project. 

 
c. Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any: 

The contractor chosen for the proposed project would be required to comply with Puget 
Sound Clean Air Agency (PSCAA) regulations. Regulations that apply to the proposed 
project include Regulation I, Section 9.11 prohibiting the emission of air contaminants that 
would or could be injurious to human health, plant or animal life, or property; and 
Regulation I, Section 9.15 prohibiting the emission of fugitive dust, unless reasonable 
precautions are employed to minimize the emissions.  
 

 
 

3. Water [help] 

a. Surface Water: [help] 

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 
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type and provide names.  If appropriate, state what stream or river it flows into. 

There is Category 3 wetland that occurs along the entire eastern portion of the lot 

from the east side of the pedestrian/utility easement to the eastern lot line. This 

wetland drains into Simons Cr. to the south.  

 
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 site development will occur along the west side of the site within 
200 feet of the wetland buffer. 

 

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. 

Approximately 400 cu. yd. of fill will be imported onto the building site. Soil 
imported to the site will be from an approved off-site source.   

 

4) Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions? Give general 
description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known. 

The project would not require surface water withdrawals or diversions. 

 

5) Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain?  If so, note location on the site plan. 

The project site does not lie within a 100-year flood plain.  
 
 

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. 

The project will not involve any discharges of waste materials to surface 
waters. 

 
 

b. Ground Water: [help] 

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 general 
description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known. 

No ground water would be withdrawn from a well. 
 
 

2) Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks or 
other sources, if any (for example:  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. 

No waste material would be discharged into the ground. 
 
 

c. Water runoff (including stormwater): 

1) Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of collection 

Page 87 of 119

https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-3-Water/Environmental-elements-Groundwater


Page 6 of 12 SEPA Environmental checklist (WAC 197-11-960) July 2016  

and disposal, if any (include quantities, if known). Where will this water flow? 
Will this water flow into other waters?  If so, describe. The project design has 
not been finalized. 

 

2) Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters?  If so, generally describe. 

No. During construction the contractor will be required to properly store, 
handle and dispose of waste materials therefore it is unlikely that they 
could enter ground or surface waters. 

 
3) Does the proposal alter or otherwise affect drainage patterns in the vicinity of the site? If 

so, describe. 

No. Existing drainage patterns on the site will be maintained as part of the 
project. 

 

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water, and drainage 

pattern impacts, if any: 

Proposed measures to reduce or control surface and stormwater runoff 
impacts include implementing an erosion and sediment control plan during 
construction and providing permanent water quality and flow control 
facilities to manage stormwater in accordance with City of Edgewood 
requirements from the completed project. 

 
4. Plants [help] 

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

 X deciduous tree:  alder, maple, aspen, other 

 X evergreen tree:  fir, cedar, pine, other 
 X shrubs 

 X grass 

 X 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 
 

b. What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered? 

All vegetation including shrubs, grass, and trees with in the buildable site 
area will be removed. The vegetation within the wetland and buffers will be 
enhanced with vegetation and new wetland will be created.   

 
c. List threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site. 

The PHS on the Web map lists the Western Pond Turtle as an endangered 
species on the site. 

 

d. Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or enhance 
vegetation on the site, if any: 
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Landscaping around the building will be typical of urban landscapes and wetland 
vegetation will be enhanced.  

 

e. List all noxious weeds and invasive species known to be on or near the site. 

Himalayan Blackberry Bush. 
 

 

5. Animals [help] 

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

Songbirds, coyote, and rabbits. 
 

Examples include: 

birds: hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other: 
mammals:  deer, bear, elk, beaver, other: 
fish:  bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other    

 
 

b. List any threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site. 

The PHS on the Web map lists Western Pond Turtle as endangered species 
with one or more occurrences on this site, although none of these animals 
have been observed on the site at this time. 

 
c. Is the site part of a migration route?  If so, explain. 

Edgewood is part of the Pacific Flyaway Migration Route; however, this site 
is not a known resting stop. 

 

d. Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any: 

Fencing and signage around the wetland will be provided to preserve 
wildlife. 

 
e. List any invasive animal species known to be on or near the site. 

None Known. 

6. Energy and Natural Resources [help] 

a. 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. 

During construction, gasoline, & diesel-powered equipment would be used. 
The new buildings will use electricity and natural gas to serve the buildings 
utilities. 

b. Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties? 
If so, generally describe. 

No, the proposed building will not block the use of solar energy by 
adjacent properties. 
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c. 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: 

All exterior walls and roofs will be fully insulated to meet current energy 
codes.  The project construction might use energy efficient appliances. 

 

7. Environmental Health  [help] 

a. Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals, risk 
of fire and explosion, spill, or hazardous waste, that could occur as a result of this proposal? If so, 
describe. No environmental health hazards are expected to result from this proposal. 

 
 

 
1) Describe any known or possible contamination at the site from present or past uses. 

None known. 

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. 

The proposed project will require gasoline and diesel fuel to be used during 
construction. All fuel will be stored in approved EPA containers. 

 
 

4) Describe special emergency services that might be required. 

None known. 
 

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)? 

Traffic and road noise from 24th St. E. may affect the project but not 
expected to cause much disturbance.  

 
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)? Indi- 
cate what hours noise would come from the site. 

Most of the noise will occur during the initial site development phase at the early 
part of construction. Noise will be generated by trucks and earth moving 
equipment required for grading and site utility work. Followed by normal 
construction activity until the project is complete. All noise will be within work 
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hours that shall be limited to workdays between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 
p.m. and Saturday 9:00am to 6:00pm unless otherwise approved in advance by 
the City. No construction on Sunday and City Observed Holidays. 

 
3) Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any: 

 

Construction activities would be restricted to hours and levels designated 
by City of Edgewood code requirements.  If construction activities exceed 
permitted noise levels, PSD would instruct the contractor to implement 
measures to reduce noise impacts to comply with the Noise Control 
Ordinance, which may include additional muffling of equipment.   

 

8. Land and Shoreline Use  [help] 

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 site is currently a vacant lot with a pedestrian/utility easement that 
runs through the middle of the site as a pedestrian path for children to get 
safely to Northwood Elementary School. The adjacent properties are a 
single-family home and storage facility to the East and Northwood 
Elementary School to the North and West of the site. This proposal will not 
affect current land uses on nearby or adjacent properties. 

 
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 as a result 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?  

The project site has not been used as farmlands or forest.  
 

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: 

There is no surrounding farmland.  
 

c. Describe any structures on the site. 

There are no structures on the site. 

d. Will any structures be demolished?  If so, what? 

No structures will be demolished.  

e. What is the current zoning classification of the site? 

P - Public Use 

f. What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site? 

P - Public Use 

g. If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site? 

Not Applicable. 
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h. Has any part of the site been classified as a critical area by the city or county?  If so, specify. 

Yes, the East half of the property has been classified by the city as a category 3 
wetland. Pierce County has classified the South East portion of the property as a 
Regulated Flood Plain 2017. 

i. Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project? 

Approximately 100 people will reside at the completed project.  

j. Approximately how many people would the completed project displace? 

No people will be displaced. 

k. Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any: 

The project would increase housing. 

L. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected land 
uses and plans, if any: 

The project is not zoned for the proposed development. This SEPA 
Checklist will be used as a supplement to Rezone the property as TC - 
Town Center, which will make the proposal compatible.  

 
m. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts to agricultural and forest lands of long-term 

commercial significance, if any: 

There is no agricultural or forest lands near by so there are no measures to 
reduce impacts to agricultural lands. 

 

9. Housing  [help] 

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

40 middle income apartment units provided. 

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: 

No measures to reduce or control housing impacts.  
 

10. Aesthetics  [help] 

a. What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas; what is 
the principal exterior building material(s) proposed? 

Maximum allowed by code. 

b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed? 

No views in the immediate vicinity will be altered or obstructed.  

c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any: 

The building must adhere to planning and building requirements so that 
the aesthetic for the surrounding neighborhood is maintained. 
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11. Light and Glare [help] 

a. What type of light or glare will the proposal produce? What time of day would it mainly 
occur? 

Exterior lighting during the evening and sun reflecting off of windows 
during the day. 

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? 

Vehicle headlights. 

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any: 

None. 

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

To the West is Northwood Elementary School where children can use the 
playground, to the Northwest is Surprise Lake for swimming and fishing, 
and to the East is Edgewood Community 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: 

There are no proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on 
recreation.  

 

13. Historic and cultural preservation  [help] 

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. 

There are no structures over 45 years old listed on any preservation 
registers. 

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. 

There is no evidence of Indian or historic use on the site. 
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. 

The Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 
(DAHP) WISAARD site (Washington Information for Architectural and 
Archaeological Records Data) was checked October 18th, 2022 for any 
record of cultural or historic resources on or near the project site.  None 
were identified in the database. 
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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. 

In the event that suspected historic or cultural artifacts, or objects of 
suspected archaeological value are discovered during the course of site 
development, activity in the immediate area will be stopped until a 
professional archaeologist can assess the discovery.  If the professional 
archaeologist determines the discovery is archaeological material, the 
Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 
(DAHP) procedures would be followed. 

 
 

14. Transportation [help] 

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. 

The site will be served with an entrance from 24th St. E.  
 

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 at the intersection of 24th St. E. and Meridian Ave. 
E. There is a bus stop traveling in both directions North and South along 
Meridian Ave. E. at this intersection. The approximate distance to this bus 
stop is 600 ft.  

 

c. How many additional parking spaces would the completed project or non-project proposal 
have?  How many would the project or proposal eliminate? 

Currently the project will have 55 total parking spaces and would eliminate 
zero parking spaces since the parcel is vacant.  

 

d. 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). 

Frontage improvements will not be required.  
 
 

e. Will the project or proposal use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air 
transportation?  If so, generally describe. 

No. 
 

f. 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? 

 A traffic report has not been prepared for this project yet.  

g. 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, there are no agricultural or forested areas in the vicinity.  
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h. Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any: 

None proposed.  
 

15. Public Services [help] 
 

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. 

None beyond what is already offered. 

b. Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, if any. 

None proposed.  
 

16. Utilities  [help] 

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. 

Water – City of Milton    

Sewer – Lakehaven Water and Sewer District  

Storm – City of Edgewood 

Gas – Puget Sound Energy 

Electricity – Puget Sound Energy 

 

During construction, water and electricity will be provided from the existing services 
on site. Additional storm water measures will be provided to meet all city and county 
code requirements. 

 

 

C. Signature  [HELP] 

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. 

 

Signature:    

Name of signee  Dean Furr    

Position and Agency/Organization  Furr Engineering Services, PLLC   

Date Submitted:   11/28/2022  
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D. Supplemental sheet for nonproject actions [HELP] 

 

(IT IS NOT NECESSARY to use this sheet for project actions) 

Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read them in conjunction 
with the list of the elements of the environment. 

When answering these questions, be aware of the extent the proposal, or the types of 
activities likely to result from the proposal, would affect the item at a greater intensity or 
at a faster rate than if the proposal were not implemented. Respond briefly and in 
general terms. 

 
1. How would the proposal be likely to increase discharge to water; emissions to air; pro- 

duction, storage, or release of toxic or hazardous substances; or production of noise? 
 
 

Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are: 
 
 

2. How would the proposal be likely to affect plants, animals, fish, or marine life? 
 
 
 
 

Proposed measures to protect or conserve plants, animals, fish, or marine life are: 
 
 
 
 

3. How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources? 
 
 

Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources are: 
 
 
 

4. How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive areas or 
areas designated (or eligible or under study) for governmental protection; such as parks, 
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wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, threatened or endangered species habitat, historic or 
cultural sites, wetlands, floodplains, or prime farmlands? 

 
 
 
 

Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce impacts are: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5. How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use, including whether it 
would allow or encourage land or shoreline uses incompatible with existing plans? 

 
 

 
Proposed measures to avoid or reduce shoreline and land use impacts are: 

 
 
 
 

 
6. How would the proposal be likely to increase demands on transportation or public 

services and utilities? 
 
 
 
 

Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demand(s) are: 
 
 
 
 

7. Identify, if possible, whether the proposal may conflict with local, state, or federal laws or 
requirements for the protection of the environment. 
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CITY OF EDGEWOOD
PLANNING COMMISSION 
RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Commission voted X-X to recommend [exclusion] of the Greenbelt 
Apartments File No. 22-008CODE comprehensive plan amendment application in the 
City’s 2023 annual update process final docket, [consistent with] the Community and 
Economic Development Director’s recommendation, submitted in the Planning 
Commission meeting packet by Senior Planner Evan Hietpas.

RECOMMENDED BY THE CITY OF EDGEWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 
ON THE 12TH DAY OF JUNE 2023.

_______________________________
Planning Commission Chair

Attest by:

_________________________
Evan Hietpas
Senior Planner
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Community Engagement Report 
SSHA3P Middle Housing Grant | May 2023 

Introduction 

The South Sound Housing Affordability Partners (SSHA3P), together with the cities of Edgewood, Fife, Gig 

Harbor, Milton, and University Place, received a Middle Housing Grant administered by the Washington 

State Department of Commerce. The grant supported a program of stakeholder engagement designed 

to inform three analytic efforts: a racial equity analysis, identifying communities at risk of displacement, 

and assessing the suitability of middle housing for addressing community housing needs. These analyses 

will support updates to cities’ housing policies and land use regulations as part of their comprehensive 

plan updates. 

This Community Engagement Report summarizes engagement activities and high-level themes of 

community input. Additional findings are incorporated into the racial equity analysis described above.  

The stakeholder engagement activities were guided by a Public Engagement Plan that identified the 

following objectives: 

▪ Engage community members that have not reliably participated in previous community planning 

efforts.  

▪ Identify racially disparate impacts, previous displacement, and exclusion in housing in the 

participating cities, how these impacts are experienced day-to-day, and how might changes in city 

or regional policy impact the affected communities.  

▪ Identify areas and communities at greater displacement risk.   

▪ Identify barriers for building middle housing in existing neighborhoods, including concerns of 

residents of existing neighborhoods and barriers to developmental feasibility. 

▪ Lay the groundwork for successful comprehensive plan updates by disseminating key messages 

and information and addressing common concerns about updating city policies and codes to allow 

for more diverse housing types.  

▪ Increase the community’s understanding of middle housing types and the benefits they can bring the 

community. 
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Interviews 

BERK conducted interviews with community organizations, school districts, and other local institutions 

identified by city staff and the BERK team. Most interviews were conducted over Teams and lasted about 

30 minutes, with a few interviews conducted over the phone. These interviewers asked local stakeholders 

about observations related to displacement, barriers to stable housing or homeownership, as well as 

neighborhood and community change. A list of standard interview questions was augmented with 

questions specific to the interviewees’ expertise. This list of interview questions can be seen in Appendix 

A. BERK also sought to confirm or advance preliminary findings of the racially equity analysis. In these 

cases, BERK provided dot density maps depicting the distribution of people based on their identified race 

and inquired about observed demographic clusters and exclusions. 

Exhibit 1. List of Interviews 

Organization Contact Contact Info 

Asia Pacific Cultural Center Mr. Kim 

Program Manager - Business and 
Community Engagement Services 

hong@asiapacificculturalcenter.org 

Bracera Apartments (Gig Harbor)  (253) 851-7368 

Developers/Homebuilders Clinton Brink 

Master Builders Association of Pierce 
County 

Corey Watson 

JK Monarch 

Evan Mann and Kurt Wilson 

Sound Built Homes 

Kathryn Jerkovich 

Harborstone Consulting 

CBrink@Brinkatlaw.com 

corey@jkmonarch.com 

evan@soundbuilthomes.com 

kurt@soundbuilthomes.com 

kjerkovich@harborstonellc.com 

Fife Public Schools Denise Daniels 

Executive Director of Office of Equity and 
Inclusion 

ddaniels@fifeschools.com 

Gig Harbor FISH Food Bank Pamela Leazer 

Executive Director  

Amy Gartlan 

Safeway Food Drive Coordinator 

Dawn Wagner 

Clothing & Household Goods Coordinator 

pamela.leazer@gmail.com 

Habitat for Humanity Maureen Fife 

Executive Director 

mfife@tpc-habitat.org 

Harborview East Apartments (Gig 
Harbor) 

 (253) 858-5448 
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Kamu Ink (Fife)  (253) 279-3449 

Mountain View Community Center Rachael Gibbons 

Programs Manager 

Ramon Prado 

rachaelg@mtviewcc.org 

ramonp@mtviewcc.org 

Pacific Islander Coalition of WA Kiana McKenna 

Director of Policy and Civic Engagement 

kiana@picawa.org 

Puyallup Tribe Andrew Strobel 

Director of Planning and Land Use 

Joanne Gutierrez 

Housing Director 

andrew.strobel@puyalluptribe-
nsn.gov 

Joanne.Gutierrez@PuyallupTribe-
nsn.gov 

Puyallup School District Brian Devereux 

Director of Facilities Planning 

DevereBJ@puyallup.k12.wa.us 

Realtor for Westridge subdivision Alex Foraker (253) 209-4200 

Rebuilding Together South Sound Rachel Lehr 

Director of Programs 

rlehr@rebuildingtogetherss.org 

Salvation Baptist Church Andrey Chepel andreychepel@hotmail.com 

Tacoma Urban League Corey Orvold 

Managing Broker at Coldwell Bank 
(Tacoma Urban League volunteer) 

corey.orvold@coldwellbanker.com 

Tacoma Pro Bono Will Beck 

Assistant Managing Attorney – Appointed 
Counsel  

Tacoma-Pierce County Housing Justice 
Project 

wbeck@tacomaprobono.org 

University Place School District Alphonso Melton 

Executive Director of Business Services 

Willie Keith 

Executive Director of Primary Education 

amelton@upsd83.org 

wkeith@upsd83.org 
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Community Input Themes 

Racially Disparate Impacts and 
Displacement 

Few people spoke about personal experiences of 

exclusion or observations in their community. 

Although every interviewee was asked about their 

own experiences of exclusion or segregation, or if 

they have observed process of exclusion and 

segregation in the community, few people had specific 

observations.  

▪ One interviewee suggested that observed 

segregation in Edgewood and Milton is 

potentially cultural as opposed to policy or 

legislative outcomes. They noted that these cities 

have historically been farming communities that 

pride themselves on being a “unique community 

surrounded by warehouses and cities.” The 

interviewee linked this narrative to observed 

pushback against allowing apartments and high-

density development in the community. 

This narrative of city history overlooks the historical facts related to the displacement of the indigenous 

population, the contributions of people of color in the area’s agricultural history, and the historical role of 

policies that prevented people of color from owning land. 

Immigrant communities and communities of color tend to settle where their families are.  

Instead of discussing experiences of segregation, a few interviewees noted that their communities “cluster 

and follow each other” or “tend to gravitate to where their families are.” This suggests that some 

observed ethnic enclaves are based on preferences of the groups’ members. Affordability was also a 

main reason why people chose to settle in an area. The imperative of affordability also explains why 

communities of color tend to live in areas with more multifamily housing.  

Few people spoke about personal experiences with displacement or observations of displacement in their 

community. 

When asked about displacement risk, few interviewees could reference specific areas of the city or cases 

they knew of people being displaced. Of the people who did mention displacement risk, cost was cited 

as the main reason for people needing to move. Some specific observations include:   

▪ Cost is the biggest barrier for housing and many people have moved to more affordable areas like 

Graham and Yelm.  

▪ Tribal families tend to be bigger and have a need for larger units, which are more expensive, 

causing them to leave the area to find housing that better suits their needs.  

Community Member 
Engagement Objectives 

▪ Provide information on the 

historical and current experiences 

of displacement and housing 

insecurity. 

▪ Provide information on the push 

and pull factors that may be 

contributing to displacement, 

exclusion, and racially disparate 

impacts. 

▪ Identify unmet housing needs. 

▪ Identify causal factors that are 

driving displacement risk. 

decisions/actions by older and 

newer residents and businesses.  
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▪ The Puyallup Tribe’s land is valuable for real estate—something noted as atypical for tribes—so 

tribal members are being displaced as families move to find housing that is affordable. 

▪ One interviewee noted that the area’s Pacific Islander community members tend to be in the areas 

that have households with the lowest income, that are most displaced, and closest to being gentrified. 

 Community representatives report that Pacific Islanders experiencing homelessness don’t live on 

the streets but instead tend to double up with families or live in their cars close to family 

members. This makes the problem of homelessness in the Pacific Islander community look 

different than in other communities.  

A few additional notes on displacement include:  

▪ One organization that focuses on eviction noted that they just got through the backlog of cases after 

the eviction moratorium ended. The number one reason they see for an eviction notice is nonpayment.  

 They have been seeing 3-4 cases of trailer park owners developing an illegitimate ledger for 

tenants and claiming that tenants owe fees. They have not seen this in the 5 cities studied in this 

report. 

▪ One interviewee claimed that Pierce County has more mobile home parks than any other place in the 

state and suggested that the cities should make deals with owners of mobile home parks to help 

protect these community members from future displacement as mobile home parks redevelop.  

Some seniors, particularly those living on a fixed income, struggle to find affordable places to rent . 

A couple interviewees noted that seniors may be at risk of displacement.  

▪ Some seniors struggle to find an affordable place to live, especially when low-income housing has 

long waitlists o months or years. 

▪ Seniors who own their homes may still find it challenging to pay rising property taxes. 

▪ [For the Pacific Islander community,] elders tend to get displaced more than the rest of the family - 

e.g. move between different houses or get their own places at times, but always within proximity to 

family members.  

Community Based 
Organizations and 
Institutional Partners 

Housing costs and rising rents are the major barrier 

to stable housing in the participating cities. 

The top barrier mentioned by interviewees was 

housing affordability, for both renters and 

individuals wanting to buy.  

▪ Renters are especially burdened because 

they are beholden to a landlord who can 

increase the price. If a renter is perpetually 

Community Based Organization 
Engagement Objectives 

▪ Gather landscape-level information on 

historical factors that may contribute to 

racially disparate impacts, displacement, 

and exclusion in housing. 

▪ Identify areas or communities that may 

be at greater risk of displacement. 

▪ Identify barriers to meeting housing 

needs in the communities. 

▪ Identify potential community 

engagement partners. 
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behind on rent, they cannot renew the lease. If they can’t renew the lease, going month-to-month 

adds additional costs.  

▪ Homeowner Associations (HOA) and Condominium Owner’s Association (COA) fees are cost barriers. 

▪ Some people who want to buy a home are “caught in the middle” because they are unable to 

qualify for a program like Habitat for Humanity but cannot afford to buy a home on the open 

market. 

▪ The cost of maintaining a home is a challenge. One interviewee noted that their organization tries to 

provide resources to people, especially people of color, who are targeted by investors that notice 

an unmaintained home and offer to buy it, sometimes below what it’s worth.   

Financial institutions and lack of access to information on homeownership are barriers to homeownership. 

In addition to the challenges of saving for a down payment, interviewees noted that financial institutions 

are historically very white [designed by white culture and designed to serve white households] and are 

inaccessible to communities of color. Lack of information about homeownership and credit scores were 

also mentioned as barriers to homeownership for people of color.  

Transportation was cited by one interviewee as an additional challenge.  

In the Milton, Edgewood, and Fife area, an organization noted that school districts report that a lack of 

transportation is a barrier for students. Kids can’t participate in after-school activities without 

transportation home afterwards. 

Local schools 

Fife Public Schools 

Fife Public Schools encompasses Fife and parts of 

Edgewood. 

▪ Fife Public Schools is hearing about racial tension between students at Hedden Elementary School in 

Edgewood, one of the least diverse schools in the district. It has a student population that is 50% 

white (the district has 60% students of color) and disproportionately male. In comparison, Fife 

Elementary School only has 20% white students and is not reporting racial issues.  

 There is more poverty and student homelessness in the south of Fife. Students in households 

experiencing housing insecurity or homelessness is reflected in attendance rates. Hedden 

Elementary has a consistent attendance rate of 80%, while Fife Elementary has an attendance 

rate of 70%.  

 The school district is experiencing the most growth in the south of Fife. The district has recently 

added one school. 

▪ The top languages in Fife Public Schools are Spanish, Ukrainian, Russian, and Korean. 

▪ They are seeing a rise in student homelessness. About 3% of students are identified as mobile, 

leaving the school to eventually return, usually due to housing instability or moving for more 

affordable rent. 

School Engagement Objectives 

▪ Understand demographic shifts 

and continuity of students. 
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Puyallup Public Schools 

Puyallup Public Schools encompasses most of Edgewood. 

▪ The school district is seeing the development of more multifamily units than single-family homes for 

the first time. Building in the City of Edgewood is probably a large component.  

 Their capital facilities plan predicts a bump in student enrollment because of more families living 

in multi-family housing. 

▪ The Southeastern part of the district is experiencing population growth.  

University Place School District 

University Place School District includes University Place and parts of Tacoma. 

▪ Responding to the dot density map, interviewees from the school district noted that the higher 

concentrations of people of color in certain areas of University Place, including Black residents, aligns 

with their understanding of the district.  

 They noted that there are potentially more Black households in the southeast corner because of 

multifamily housing and that the area is closer to Tacoma. 

▪ There has been a drop in enrollment since COVID as people move away or out of state. 

Homebuilders and Developers 

Barriers to Building Middle Housing in SSHA3P Cities 

▪ Interviewees state that developers will build what 

is allowed and what the market wants but observe 

a lack of available land that allows middle 

housing. 

▪ Developers report that cities are anti-growth and 

are not genuinely trying to change.  

 One interviewee said that at least three of 

the grant cities have been combative of 

efforts to increase single family detached 

development, let alone other housing types. 

 One interviewee perceived Gig Harbor as 

anti-growth and another said that projects 

took a long time to be approved in the city. Another said Gig Harbor was hard to work with 

and had chased off developers in the past.  

 One interviewee perceived Edgewood as not being interested in making policy changes to 

accommodate more housing. 

▪ Developers report that some cities are using requirements for landscape buffers or tree preservation 

that undermine the viability of a project. Policies that allow replanting and retention can add 

flexibility (see Federal Way code). Replanting, off-site planting, fee in lieu would also help.  

Homebuilder and Developer 
Engagement Objectives 

▪ Identify parts of the planning 

schema that place a prohibitive 

influence on middle housing.  

▪ Review proposed policy and code 

changes with developers. 

▪ Solicit suggestions on what 

neighborhoods may be most 

suitable for middle housing and 

why. 
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▪ Impact fees can make it difficult for developers to see a project as financially viable.   

 One interviewee noted that they would “never build in Gig Harbor” because of the high impact 

fees. Another said fees in University Place are also high.  

 One interviewee noted that Edgewood recently raised their fees dramatically, doubling the 

traffic fee. 

▪ Design review can be a barrier to project viability. 

 One interviewee found Gig Harbor’s design guidelines to be overly restrictive (particularly 

buffers). 

 One interviewee believed Gig Harbor and University Place design requirements to be the most 

prohibitive and costly of the five cities. 

▪ The lack of sewer infrastructure to accommodate growth.  

 This was noted as a problem especially in Edgewood where the sewer is not extended to 

available land.  

 Building middle housing on a septic system is very unlikely.  

▪ Liquefaction issues in Fife add to development costs. 

▪ One developer felt that cities are not doing the minimum to encourage housing if they are not 

allowing 9 units as a short plat already, not allowing shared access or private access to those 9 units 

(not require them to be served by public road), and not requiring SEPA for those. For short plats, this 

developer had also had the experience that SEPA ends up being required even for smaller short 

plats.  

Developer Suggestions for Policies to Encourage Middle Housing 

• Permitting up to 45 feet heights can allow for smaller footprint townhome units, because it creates a 

habitable attic (but no elevator is needed). 

• Setbacks are easier to work with than FAR. FAR consumes a lot of time and energy. 

• Overly prescriptive standards result in all homes being the same, without enough variety. General 

standards create more variety because developers can be creative and respond to market 

demands. This is especially true about design standards. Design standards should also be flexible 

enough to accommodate improvements in technology and design trends. 

• Frontage improvements are expensive so decreasing standards for road, sidewalk, and planter 

widths can make middle housing more achievable.  

 Fee-in-lieu for frontage improvements can be more cost effective for smaller subdivisions. 

▪ Reducing the permitting time can dramatically reduce costs. 

▪ Unit lot subdivision can encourage more missing middle housing development. The City of Renton is 

one example of a code that allows it. In this case, some standards affect the parent lot and others 

affect the zero lot line lots within it. 

▪ Programs to help property owners who have never done a development project do middle housing. 
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Engagement Challenges 

SSHA3P secured additional grant funding from Washington State Department of Commerce to partner 

with Community Based Organizations (CBOs) to engage communities that face racially disparate impacts, 

housing challenges, and displacement risk. The grant was intended to support CBOs in designing 

engagement approaches based on their local and cultural expertise. BERK approached a number of 

CBOs in Pierce County but was unable to identify a partner for engaging historically disadvantaged 

populations or those at risk of displacement in participating cities. Challenges included: 

▪ Too short of a timeline to establish trusted relationships with CBOs who are unfamiliar with municipal 

policy making around housing. 

▪ Few organizations focused on communities of identity. In addition, the five participating cities— 

Edgewood, Fife, Gig Harbor, Milton, and University Place—are substantially different from each 

other in terms of demographics, history, size, and housing composition.   

▪ The project content felt distal to the expressed needs of community members. Many community 

members are struggling with finding affordable housing, but long-range policymaking around 

housing and land use was a stretch in terms of interest.  

▪ A mismatch between the organization’s core business and the needs of the project. Most CBOs 

contacted are direct service organizations, with limited staffing capacity to take on a new set of 

activities.  

Unsuccessful connections are identified in Appendix B. Partnering with CBOs to plan engagement events 

may have been more successful if it was paired with a longer-term effort, like comprehensive plan 

updates, or with a project that had a wider scope, such as including all cities in Pierce County. Outreach 

from the cities may have also led to more success, given the promise of developing a deeper relationship 

with city staff.  

Opportunities for Further Engagement 

There are additional engagement needs and opportunities that could be addressed in the cities’ ongoing 

efforts including the update of their comprehensive plans. These are: 

Organizations 

▪ Pierce County Aging and Disability Resource Center (ADRC) 

▪ Gig Harbor – Gig Harbor Senior Center, Mustard Seed Project  

▪ Edgewood, Fife, Milton – Good Seeds Church, New Life Samoan Church, social worker at Fife Public 

Schools (Namyi Min, nmin@fifeschools.com) 

▪ University Place – Families Unlimited Network 

Locations 

▪ Milton – Manufactured home communities especially west of Hwy 99 (higher numbers of NHOPI) 

▪ Edgewood – Cherrywood Mobile Park 
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▪ Gig Harbor: – Harborland Mobile Home Park, Hillcrest Mobile Home Park 

Events 

▪ Events hosted by the Asia Pacific Cultural Center 

 Annual Samoa Cultural Week/Day: Various locations on July 23-29, 2023 

 Annual Polynesian Luau: APCC on August 26, 2023 

 Korean Chuseok Festival: Gig Harbor on September 30, 2023. 
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Appendix A: Interview Questions 

Community Organizations  

Introduction and Background 

 What is your organization’s role in addressing community or housing needs in Pierce County? Who do 

you serve? 

Displacement 

 As the cities work to improve their land use policies, they are considering the racially disparate 

impacts being experienced in the community. In the communities that you serve, do you see evidence 

of segregation or racial disparities in homeownership? If so, what do you see as the root causes of 

these impacts? What are the patterns and forces leading to these outcomes in these communities?  

 Economic displacement is when people are forced to move due to cost. Cultural displacement is when 

the people and institutions that give the neighborhood cultural meaning are eroded such that people 

leave. Have you identified any signals of economic or cultural displacement in your community?   

a. Are there specific areas that you feel are at risk of future displacement? Why do you 

think this? What would be the best remedy? 

Housing Needs 

 What are some housing needs members of your community experience?  

a. Are any of these needs specific to a certain demographic group? (age, race, ethnicity, 

family size, income-level or employment type) 

 Other than cost, are there additional barriers to homeownership experienced by BIPOC households?  

Community Engagement 

 This project is about how housing policies affect communities and individuals differently. We have 

questions about what barriers community members face, experiences of exclusion, concerns about 

land use changes, and more. How would you go about answering these questions? How can we get 

community input on these questions? 

 Is there anyone else we should speak with about this project?  

School Districts 

 What cities do you serve (Fife, Milton, Edgewood, Gig Harbor, University Place) 

 Have you noticed any demographic shifts?  

 Stable housing is an important part of student persistence. What displacement pressures do you see 

families facing?  

a. Are certain demographic groups more likely to struggle persisting?  

 [Explain middle housing]. How might middle housing benefit families in the school district? Staff? 
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 Are there specific housing needs that are specific to a certain demographic group? (age, race, 

ethnicity, family size, income-level or employment type) 

 Other than cost, are there additional barriers to homeownership experienced by BIPOC households?  

Apartments 

 What types of units do you have? How much are you renting units for? 

 What are your income requirements? 

 Do you have a waiting list? How long are units vacant? 

 How long do people generally stay? 

 How do you think your apartment building compares to other available rental units in the city?  

 What type of people tend to rent units?  

Developers 

 What middle housing have you built and in which jurisdictions? 

 Are you likely to continue to build middle housing types? Why or why not? 

 What are the barriers (by jurisdiction) you encounter to developing more middle housing? 

 Fees (do any stand out as particularly burdensome) 

 Site regulations (parking, setbacks, height, tree retention, etc) 

 Market/demand  

 Permitting and design review 

 Infrastructure (is it a limitation) 

 What could the city do to encourage more middle housing? 

 Regulatory changes (zoning, process, etc.) 

 Incentives 
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Appendix B: Partnering with CBOs 

Organization Attempt Contact Info 

Asia Pacific Cultural Center 
(Executive Director) 

Knowing that the ED had more 
connection to the Polynesian 
community, asked for meeting. 
She agreed but never 
responded to suggested times. 

Faaluaina Pritchard 
faaluaina@asiapacificculturalcenter.org 

Cherrywood Mobile Park Called and left message, no call 
back 

(253) 922-6036 

Good Seeds Church Emailed multiple times, no 
response 

goodseedpastor@gmail.com 

Harborview West Apartments Called and left message, no call 
back 

(253) 851-8399 

Mi Centro Emailed multiple times, no 
response 

Bernal Baca 

bbaca@clatino.org 

New Life Samoan Church Facebook outreach, no response https://www.facebook.com/nwlschurch/ 

Pacific Islander Health Board of 
Washington 

Emailed, no response lai@pihealthboard.org 

alana@pihealthboard.org  

johanna@pihealthboard.org 

gabi@pihealthboard.org 

St. Paul Chong Hasang (Fife) Called and left message, no call 
back 

253-896-4489 

St. John's Episcopal Church (Gig 
Harbor) 

Called and left message, no call 
back 

(253) 858-3777 

Tacoma Community House Emailed multiple times, no 
response 

Jason Scales 

jscales@tacomacommunityhouse.org 
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY BOARD MINUTES 
Monday, May 1, 2023 at 6 p.m. 
Hybrid Meeting Held Virtually via Zoom and Edgewood City Hall 

 
Page 1 

 
These meetings are accessible to persons with disabilities.  For individuals who may require special accommodations, please 

contact City Hall at (253)952-3299, 24 hours in advance. 
 

1. Call to Order 

Michael Pearce called the meeting to order at 6:01pm  

Present: Olson, Wiesenfeld, Weiss, Vice Chair Pearce, Jason Neil (excused late 6:08) 

Absent: Butterfield, Swanson 

Vacant: None  

Staff Members Present:   

Senior Planner Morgan Dorner  

Community & Economic Development Director Lauren Balisky 

 
2. Consent Agenda: 

a. Agenda Approval or Modifications 
b. Approval of Minutes for March 2023 
c. Approval of Minutes for April 2023 
d. Review of Planning Commission Minutes for March 2023 
e. Review of Monthly Development Review Reports 

Motion: As Read Action: Approve, Moved by: Vice Chair Pierce Seconded by: Wiesenfeld 

Motion Passed 4-0  

 

3. Citizen Comment Period:  

There were no citizen comments. 

 

Old Business 

Edgewood Community Picnic Update and Flyers 

Discussion regarding this item and correcting the date on flyers for the Edgewood Community 

Picnic to July 15. Flyers will be available for pickup at City Hall. Staff will send instructions to 

board members via email. Mayor has offered to get a table for EDAB at the Edgewood 

Community Picnic. A doodle poll for timeslots for board members will be distributed via email 

by staff. 

 

Motion: N/A 
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These meetings are accessible to persons with disabilities.  For individuals who may require special accommodations, please 

contact City Hall at (253)952-3299, 24 hours in advance. 
 

 

4. New Business: 

a. None  
 

5. Staff Comments: 

Senior Planner Dorner introduced new Board Member: David “Dave” Olson, Position 1. 

Notification to members that Board Member terms are ending June 30, 2023 for Positions 2 

and 3. Senior Planner Dorner notified the board that a “Disclosure of Contacts” item will be 

added to the beginning of future meeting agendas. This is only for disclosure of contacts for 

items on the agenda for that meeting. 

 

6. Open Discussion: 

Andrew Wiesenfeld spoke regarding chain-link fencing for businesses along Meridian. EDAB 

discussed curb appeal options to bring to Council (landscaping and fencing). 

 

7. Board Member Comments/Updates: 

Andrew Wiesenfeld spoke.  

 

8. Adjourn:  

Motion: Adjourn Action: Approve, Moved by: Michael Pearce Seconded by: Jason Neil 

Motion Passed 4-0  

 

Michael Pearce adjourned the meeting at 6:58 pm 
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Plat Construction Tracking Report- April 2023

Site Development

Submitted Project Address
Total 

Lots 
Status Approved Status Status

Lots 

Recorded

Completed 

Homes #

Completion 

Date
JONES SHORT PLAT 11517 34TH ST E 3 APPLICATION

AFICHUK SHORT PLAT 1625 112TH AVE E 2 APPLICATION
WINDMILL PARK TOWNHOMES 3117 MERIDIAN AVE E 45 APPLICATION APPLICATION

BREYER SHORT PLAT 2114 95TH AVCT E 5 APPROVED 9/20/2021 FINALED
TEBALDI SHORT PLAT 4625 126TH AV E 2 APPROVED 11/12/2020 N/A APPROVED 2 1 50%
PADEN SHORT PLAT 1302 114TH ST E 2 APPROVED 2/1/2021

HARRISON SHORT PLAT 12121 42ND ST E 2 APPROVED 2/1/2021 FINALED APPROVED 2 1 50%
PHILLIPS RIDGE SUBDIVISION XXX 86TH AVCT E 14 APPROVED 12/29/2020 FINALED APPROVED 14 7

DODDS SHORT PLAT 4902 EDGEWOOD DR E 2 APPROVED 9/3/2020 N/A APPROVED 2 1 50%
BJERK SHORT PLAT 9815 31ST ST E 2 APPROVED 1/14/2020 N/A APPROVED 2 1 50%

ESTATES ON CALDWELL SUBDIVISION XXX CALDWELL RD E 6 APPROVED 5/5/2020 FINALED APPROVED 6 1 17%
JENNA ACRES SHORT PLAT 1419 114TH AV E 4 APPROVED 9/14/2020 FINALED APPROVED 4 1 25%

SELLERS SHORT PLAT 11215 13TH ST E 2 APPROVED 9/27/2019
BECKER SHORT PLAT 4122 CALDWELL RD E 2 APPROVED 7/1/2019 ISSUED APPROVED 2 1 50%

BARTH SUBDIVISION (FALCON RIDGE) XXX 96TH AV E 37 APPROVED 6/4/2020 ISSUED APPROVED 35 4 11%
GRUBB SHORT PLAT 12325 48TH ST E 3 APPROVED 12/29/2020

CHUMAKIN SHORT PLAT 2005 112TH AV E 4 APPROVED 6/22/2018 FINALED APPROVED 4 2 50%
BEREZNYOV SHORT PLAT 8904 20TH ST E 4 APPROVED 1/10/2019 APPLICATION

ABEL SHORT PLAT 12321 16TH ST E 6 APPROVED 9/13/2018 ISSUED APPROVED 6 3 50%
WOLF POINT SUBDIVISION XXX MERIDIAN AV E 56 APPROVED 3/20/2019 ISSUED

VOLENTE SUBDIVISION 8626 33RD ST E 15 APPROVED 6/6/2017 ISSUED APPROVED 15 0
DOMUS TOWNHOMES PRD (THE WOODLANDS) 10525 11TH ST E 55 APPROVED 1/11/2017 FINALED APPROVED 55 17 31%

GERVAIS SHORT PLAT 1607 112TH AVE E 3 APPROVED 12/22/2016 ISSUED APPROVED 3 1 33%
PASCOLO ESTATES SUBDIVISION 2806 117TH AVE CT E 19 APPROVED 3/21/2017 FINALED APPROVED 19 16 84%

NICKLAUS (ASTER POINT) SUBDIVISION 2305-2307 94TH AVE CT E 38 APPROVED 12/15/2016 FINALED APPROVED 38 31 82%
CALIBER SHORT PLAT 3312 106TH AVE E 6 APPROVED 9/8/2016 FINALED APPROVED 6 5 83%

EDGEWOOD ESTATES SUBDIVISION 12220 12TH ST E 14 APPROVED 9/29/2016 ISSUED APPROVED 14 13 93%
VIEW POINTE SUBDIVISION 10413 13TH ST E 44 APPROVED 4/29/2016 FINALED APPROVED 44 43 98%

CURRAN ESTATES SUBDIVISION 412 114TH AVE E 9 APPROVED 12/30/2015 FINALED APPROVED 9 7 78%
LISITSYN SHORT PLAT 11120 COUNTY LINE RD E 6 APPROVED 7/15/2014 FINALED APPROVED 6 3 50%

2013 WESTRIDGE SUBDIVISION FREEMAN RD 290 APPROVED 9/4/2014 FINALED APPROVED 284 280 98%

2015

2014

BuildoutFinal Plat

2018

2017

2019

Preliminary Plat

2016

2020

2021

2022
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Apr 2023

Received Approved Received Approved Received Approved

Apr 2023 30 32 11 9 9 9

Apr 2022 56 28 6 8 10 9

Roll Avg 2023 43 33 9 7 9 8

Roll Avg 2022 49 27 10 7 8 6

YTD 2023 173 132 34 28 37 33

YTD 2022 197 109 39 27 31 25

Month Received Month Received Month Received

Jan 52 Jan 11 Jan 13

Mar 68 Jan 13 Aug 16Highest Month 2022

Engineering

Permits 
Building Planning Engineering

Highest Month 2023

Building Planning
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Apr 2023

Apr 2023

Apr 2022

Roll Avg 2023

Roll Avg 2022

YTD 2023

YTD 2022

Month Insp. Month Insp.

Jan 261 Jan 64

Jan 311 Apr 73

Highest Month 2023

Building

Highest Month 2022

Engineering

206

255

233

282

933

1126

64

Engineering
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224

73
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