Exhibit S-4 -
Streetscape and Unit Plans, Carl J. Colson, September 7, 2005
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Exhibit S-5
Review of Traffic Impact Analysis for Proposed Anderson Farms Residential
Development, Geralyn Reinart, P.E., October 13, 2005
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Geralyn Reinart, PE.

1319 Dexter Averniue North, Suite 103
Seattle, WA. 98109

(206) 285-9035 Fax {206} 285-6345
Traffic & Transportation Engineering Services
' QECE‘_{VE D

0Cr: 2
MEMORANDUM | oy o S 2005
BUILDING" piiN

October 13, 2005

To: Rick Cisar, City Administrator/Planner
City of Sultan

From: Geri Reinart, P.E.‘%L/

Subject: Review of Traffic Impact Analysis for Proposed Anderson Farms
Residential Development

The purpose of this memorandum is fo summarize my review and
commenits of the traffic impact analysis prepared by Gibson Traffic
Consultants for the proposed Anderson Farms subdivision. The project is
located on the west side of Sultan Basin Road bordering both sides of 135t
Street SE, and will consist of 36 single-family residential lofs. An existing

single-family residence is currently located on the property, resulting in a
net increase of 35 new residences.

~Included in this memorandum is my review of the technical analysis, its
adequacy/accuracy, and an assessment of the likely impacts. Not
included is a detailed review of information presented for Snohomish

County use, since it is not needed for City review. The following summarizes
my review: '

» The traffic impact analysis was prepared by Gibson Traffic Consultants
{GTC), who also prepared the analyses for two other nearby
developments (Timber Ridge Estates and Dendii Ridge). GTC has
extensive experience in the preparation of similar reports, and is
therefore well quadilified to provide an adequate assessment of the
impacts associated with the project.

¢ The overall methodologies and procedures used in the preparation of
the report are acceptable and typical of traffic impact analyses
prepared for developments of this type.

1 EXHIBIT _

92



¢ The frip generation is standard information from the ITE Irip Generation
manual (7t Edition) based on the net number of new residences. The
project could be expected to generate approximately 335 new daily
trips, and 35 new PM peak hour trips using the average frips rates. (This
includes the deduction for the existing residence on the sife.)

» The trip distribution used for the project trips was reasonable, with one
exception. A small amount of traffic was distibuted onto the future
east-west connector through the industrial park. | did allow GTC to
assign trips to this connector on the Dendli Ridge and Timber Ridge
Estates project, assuming that this project was more or less moving
forward. However, based on our conversation last week, it appears that
this roadway may be further from reality than previously believed. As
such, the routing of fraffic onto this route is not reasonable af the
present time, and therefore those trips should be routed to SR-2. The

consequence of this is a slightly higher contribution towards the SR-
2/Sultan Basin Road project.

e Capacity analyses for the existing and future condifions were
completed for the intersections of SR-2/Sultan Basin Road and SR-2/Main
Street. Both of these intersections are controlied by stop signs on the
minor legs. The intersection of SR-2/Sultan Basin Road has been
extensively analyzed and the consultant’s findings are consistent with
prior analyses. The intersection of SR-2/Main Street is currently operating
at level of service (LOS) “C” (almost *D"} during the PM peak hour, and
will drop to level of service “D" in the future without the project, and LOS
“E" with the project. This analysis did nof include the re-assignment of
some of the left-turns from Main Street {associated with pipeline
development) fo the SR-2/5t Street intersection, as noted in the analysis
for the Vodnick development. (The rationale for this reassignment is the
use of the new signal installation that will provide motorists with o
controfled gap in traffic along SR-2. Since this re-assignment was
applied only to the pipeline trips, | allowed its use as a reasonable and
practical re-assignment, especially for new households to the City.} The
resultant analysis from Vodnick showed an LOS “D" condition for the
intersection, and included the Anderson Farms frips (and trips from
several other developments that are not yet approved). Based on the
more recent analysis for Vodnick, | would consider the LOS “D"
condition to be the basis for Anderson Farms development. The level of
service “D” condition is typical along a highway such as SR-2 and | do
not consider the level of service “D” condition for the side street
movement fo be unacceptable.



WSDOT usudlly considers LOS “D” acceptable in urban areas and the
City has adopted a level of service “D” for SR-2, which would be the
appropriate siandard to use for the intersection, rather than the City’s
collector standard of level of service “B". However, please be advised
that the stop-controlled movement is approaching level of service “E",
and the City may need to consider allowing level of service “E” for this

movement in the future, otherwise signalization will need to be
considered.

There were some typographical errors in the tables, turning movement
summaries, text, and capacity analyses as follows: 1) The AM peak hour
trips shown in Table 1 should state a total of 26 frips {not 25) with the
outbound trips totaling 20 (not 19); this error is insignificant. 2) The dollar
amounts shown in Table 5 have been modified per my review
commenis in subsequent sections. 3) A couple of minor ermrors were
noted for the future volumes at SR-2/ Sultan Basin Road and SR-
2/Cascade View Drive which carried over info the capacity analyses.
These errors are not significant.  Also, the SR-2/Sultan Basin Road
infersection was analyzed as unsignalized {future condition) and should
probably have been analyzed as signalized. 4} Page 2 of the text nofes
the wrong number of trips for the AM peak hour. This efror is insignificant.
Page § states the wrong number of trips through SR-2/5t Street. This
error will increase the mitigation fee at this intersection.

The analysis reviewed/estimated the ADT's along Sultan Bosin Road
and Main Street for the existing and future conditions. The volumes are
below the City's LOS “B” threshold of 6200 ADT.

The easterly access on the south side of the plat is located less than
100 feet from Sultan Basin Road. This access will serve less than 10
residences and will have a small number of frips (five} entering from
135" Street SE during the PM peak hour. It appears that this access
could be moved 30 to 40 feet west by re-configuring the layout. If this
is possible, this relocation would be desirable so that the possibility of
infersection conflicts could be decreased.

A sight distance analysis was completed for the project accesses. The
entering and stopping sight distances were noted as greater than 500
feet for the intersections, which would be applicable for the sight
distance requirements to and from the west. However, the site
accesses are located less than 500 feet from the controlled
intersection at Sultan Basin Road and essentially all westbound traffic
on 135" Street SE will tum from Sultan Basin Road. As such, the typical
sight distance requirements and measurements need to consider this.
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Vehicle speeds (as they tum the corner} are much lower than the
posted or design speed and visibility to Sultan Basin Road is the most
important factor for sight distance. Due to the lack of any roadway
curvature and the fower approach speed of the turning vehicles,
entering and stopping sight distance for the westerly intersections is
adequate. The easterly access is located less than 100 feet from Sultan
Basin Road and therefore there are inherent limitations. Stopping sight
distance for a 15-mph design speed is 80 feet, which is about the
distance between the easterly access and Sulian Basin Road, and 115
feet for a 20-mph design speed. As noted earlier, it would be
desirable to locate this access further to the east, if all possible so that

additional stopping sight distance could be provided. (Entering sight
distance cannot be met.)

¢ The Consultant has recommended payment of the City’s mitigation fee
plus a proportionate share of the SR-2/5% Sireet and the SR-2/Sultan
Basin Road improvement costs. A mitigation fee of $1837 per PM peak
hour trip has been cited for a fotal of $64,295. A peak hour fee of
$125.70 per trip has been noted for the SR-2/5th Sireet intersection, which
would fotal $2138.43 for the 17 trips through this intersection. A fee of
$27.71 per ddily trip is noted for the SR-2/Sultan Basin Road intersection
which would fotal $8,811.78 for the 318 frips through the intersection
(note: this value was adjusted for an additional 33 trips per my prior
comment regarding frip distribution). These fees do not include any
adjustment for the portion of anficipated tax revenues resulting from a
development as noted in SMC 16.108.090, so the fee noted may need
to be adjusted, if appropriate. The project may also need to be
credifed for frontage improvements along Sultan Basin Road if
improvements along this roadway are part of the mitigation fee.

* The UDC section 16.108.090 notes the elements that should be
included in a traffic study (for concumrency purposes). Some of the
elements listed were not included in the GTC submittal: however, } do
not believe that any of these elements would change the resutts of the
analysis of conclusions. Specifically, a description and analysis of all
impacted streels was not included (however, those City streets with the
greatest impacts were included), figures of the cumrent and future
ADT's were not included (the volumes were noted in the text), and
volume projections for 10 years into the future were not included. | do
not believe that any of the above elements would change the results
or conclusions, but did want to note these items in case you or other
Staff required this information for your Staff report.

* Overdll, the project would have a minor impact. Based on the
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information provided and my prior knowledge of this area, the analysis

has reasonably assessed the impact that could be expected from the
project.

These are the comments that | have at this fime based on the information
provided. | assume that you will forward a copy of the analysis fo WSDOT
and Snohomish for their review. Please give me a call if you'd like to discuss
‘these issues in greater detdil or have any questions.



Exhibit S-6
Letter of Completeness, City of Sultan, October 11, 2005



Cltv of Sultan

October 11 2005

Mr. Jake Libaire

Higa Burkholder Associates
1721 Hewitt Ave, Suite 401
Everett, WA 98201

"Subject: Tile Number FPPUD05-003, Anderson Farm PUD
Parcel Numbers 280832-00101100, 280832-00100600

Dear Mr. Libaire:

The City received the material submitted on September 15, 2005, in support of your Application
- for a 33-lot Planned Unit Development (PUD). Your Application is determined to be Complete
in accordance with the submittal requirements identified in SMC 16.10.110. However, additional
_materials, as noted below, are needed prior to the Planning Department completing their rewew
- of the project and issuing a Staff Report and Recommendanon

(1)  Wetland H is shown as useable open space but the preliminary plans do not address how

the wetland is useable. Please submit a revised plan identifying how Wetland H meets the
definition of useable (SMC 16.10.140).

(2)  The preliminary plans show a permanent loss, or aiteration, of wetlands on the site, which -

requires mitigation. The plans do not indicate how the altered wetlands will be replaced. In
accordance with SMC 16.80.070, acreage must be replaced at a 1.5 to 1 ratio on-siteora 2 to 1

ratio off-site. A mitigation plan that shows how the wetlands will be replacec_i will be required in.
order for the City to render a decision. '

The “Notice of Application” for this project will be issued on October 18, 2005. Mailing of the
Notices of Application and posting of the subject property must be completed before that date.
The Land Use Action signs for posting will be available on October 13, 2005. Please post two
signs on each of the street frontages for the two properties. A copy of this Notice is attached for

your records. Please contact Cyd Donk, Building Permit Assistant, at 360-793-2231 for detailed
posting instructions.

In closing, please submit the requested information within two (2) weeks so we may continue
processing your Application.

City Planner

319 Main Street, Suite 200 - PO Box. 1199 Sultan, WA 98294-1199
City Hall (360) 793.2231 - Fax (360) 793.3344
cityhall@ci.sultan. wa.us
" www.cl.sulian.wa.us
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Exhibit S-7
Memorandum, Jon R. Stack, PE, City Engineer, October 17, 2005
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Plat of Anderson Farms

Civil Plan Review

October 17, 2005 :
Jon R. Stack, P.E., City Engineer

Streets:

1) None of the proposed street cross-sections meet City standards and are
unacceptable,

2) No cul-de-sacs for garbage truck turn-around are provided at any of the dead-

end streets, which is unacceptable.

3) The street structural section is not supported by the submitted smls report. The

soils report must include a recommended structural section for the City’s review or

an outside expert will be retained at the developer’s expense to develop a

recommendation for same utilizing California Bearing Ratio test data or equivalent.
. Wheel rolling as an attempted means of developing design data is not acceptable

since there is no standard test using rolling information.

4) The full street section on 135™ Street SE shall be constructed from Sultan Basin

Road, easterly approximately 644 LF. Constructing only one-half of the easterly 207
LF creates a traffic safety hazard.

Sanitary Sewer:

1) No profiles or sizing were submitted for review.

Water System:

1) No water main sizing or looping was submitted for review.

Storm Drainage

1) The storm drainage internal design appears adequate, however a down stream
analysis of the drainage existing the site is required. (see page 3 of drainage report).

Environmental Checklist

“1) Page 3, B-1-¢, grading and filling: Noted quantities are not supported by the
grading plan.

2) Page 3, B-1-h, erosion control There is no mention of the Constructlon
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan required under Volume II, Stormwater

Manual for Western Washington, WA State Department of Ecology, February,
2005.

EXHIBIT ST
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Lot Size

1) There are 33 proposed lots. Nine of which are less than 3.000 square feet, the
- -smallest is 2,137. Twenty of the lots are less than 4,000 square feet. The City Council
has a general guideline of 5,000 square feet as a minimum.

(o



Exhibit S-8
Letter from Graham-Bunting requesting additional information, November 9, 2005



FROM -

GBA36BT7E64441 _ NOV, 19, 2885 B8:38 AM P 2.2

Graham-Bunting Associates
Environmental & Land Use Services _
3643 Legg Road, Bow, WA 98232 PF.360.766.444] Fx. 360.766.4443

November 9, 2005

Bill Railton

Wetland Resources

9505 19" Ave SE., Suite 106
Everett, WA 98208

RE: Anderson Farms Request for Additional Information

Dear Mr, Railton;

Tam in the process of reviewing the Critical Area Study & Mitigation Plan for Anderson
Farm PUD for 33 single-family lots in the City of Sultan. I will need additional
information before I can complete my staff report.

* Page 3 of 4 of the Preliminary Plans indicates ditches on the southern parcel.

Please provide information regarding your analysis of the ditches and supporting
evidence as to why they are not regulated.

o It is unclear to me if you have chosen to apply your mitigation plan under
16.80.100 Innovative Development Design. 16.80.080 C states that Buffers may
be altered only in conjunction with applications submitted under SMC 16.80.10).
If you are submitting under 16.80.100 please address 16.80.100 Criteria for
Approval, While your mitigation plan speaks to an increase in function of the
wetland it is also important to address an increase in buffer functions.

s The “Paper Fill” buffer design needs to at least incorporate some of the existing

- buffer (upland areas). 1t appears that your proposal does not have any upland
buffer in Wetland H next to lot 14. If this is the case please address how it will
effect the existing vegetation in the wetland, ie. windthrow.

I am ready to complete my staff report as soon as you submit this information. Thank
you for your attention to this matter.

Since

Pat Bunting
Wetland Heologist

ce. Rick Cisar

EXHIBIT S-§___
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Exhibit S-9
Second Submittal reducing the project scope from 35 lots to 26 lots, May 4, 2006

a) Response to preliminary submittal review comments, Higa Burkholder, May
4, 2006

b) SEPA Checklist, signed May 5, 2006

¢) Preliminary Drainage Report, Higa Burkholder, April 28, 2006
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M MAY - 4 2006 H
BY:
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'HIGA-BURKHOLDER
N ASSOCIATES, LLC

T LAND UWSE BLANNINIG / QIVIL ENSINEESING

--------------------

May 4, 2006

Mr. Rick Cisar

City of Sultan

P.O.Box 1199

Sultan, WA 98294-1199 |

Re:  Response to File Number FPPUD05-003, Anderson Farm PUD
Preliminary Submittal Review Comments

Dear Rick:

We have received your letter dated October 11, 2005, transmitting staff and consultant reviews of
our plan submission. The following letter has been written to provide responses to the review
comments. Our responses have been numbered in accordance with the review memos.

Planning Comments:

(1) Wetland H is shown as useable open space but the preliminary plans do not address how

the wetland is useable. Please submit a revised plan identifying how Wetland H meels the
definition of useable (SMC 16.10.140).

Response: Conservation open space and usable open space may be, but are not always,
mutually inclusive. In the case of Wetland H, the conservation and usable open space labels
are equally applicable. Wetland H has comparably dry and stable soils, making it suitable
for passive recreation activities such as walking and bird watching. A bark trail is proposed
around a portion of the wetland to encourage passive use of this area. This area has
appropriate topography, soils, drainage, and size to be appropriate for passive recreation
uses. Tract 992, which includes Wetland H, is designated as NGPA, ensuring the protection
of that wetland and associated buffer during use for passive recreation.

{(2)  The preliminary plans show a permanent loss, or alteration, of wetlands on the site, which
requires mitigation. The plans do not indicate how the altered wetlands will be replaced.
In accordance with SMC 16.80.070, acreage must be replaced at a 1.5 to I ration on-site

or a 2 to I ratio off-site. A mitigation plan the shows how the wetlands will be replaced
will be required in order for the City to render a decision.

Response: Wetland mitigation is proposed under SMC, 16.80.100. The mitigation plan
addresses wetland protection and preservation in a creative manner that deviates from the
standards set forth in SMC 16.80.040 and 16.80.080. Refer to the submitted critical areas
study prepared by Wetland Resources Inc. Please contact Wetland Resources or Patricia

Bunting if any questions arise regarding the “Innovative development design”
provisions of the code.

EVERETT R 1721 Hewitt Avenus M Suite 401 = Everett, Washington 98201 = [425) 252.2826 M fax: (425) 252-9551

SPRINGFIELD m 150 N. 7th Street W Springfield, Oregon 97477 ® (541} 988-1862 B fax: [541) 985816863

L



Engineering Comments by City Engineer Jon R. Stack:

(1)  Nome of the proposed street cross-sections meet City standards and are unacceptable.

(2)

Response: Based on the City of Sultan engineer’s comments at a project meeting with HBA
on 12/20/2005, the following road sections are proposed:

o

Public plat access roads A, B, and C: Two 12 ft. travel lanes, 0.5 ft. raised curb, a 5

ft. wide sidewalk, and a 1 fi. gap to the right-of-way (ROW) line are proposed.
Total ROW width for these roads is 31.5 ft.

135" St. SE (Bryant Rd.): This road is to be improved to meet the standards for a
collector road per City of Sultan Design Standards & Specifications (CSDSS) 1.09.
-Two 12 ft. travel lanes, two 8 ft. parking lanes, a 0.5 ft. raised curb, a 3 ft. planter
strip, a 5 fi. sidewalk, and a 1.5 ft. gap to the ROW line are proposed.
-Improvements to Bryant Road are proposed along the site’s frontage, and along
the frontage of parcel 28083200100800 (13420 Sultan Basin Rd.) based on an
agreement with that property owner.

-No improvements to Bryant Road are proposed west of the site’s most westerly
property line per CSDSS 1.08(5).

-Total proposed ROW width is 60 fi. where the site has frontage on both sides of
the ROW,

- Half-width ROW improvements are proposed for the north half of Bryant Rd. for
the western 207.5 ft. of the site’s frontage. The site has no frontage on the south
side of Bryani road in that area, and frontage improvements are not required per
CSDSS 1.08(5). Improvements in this area will consist of two 10 ft. travel lanes, a
0.5 ft. raised curb, a 3 ft. planter strip, a 5 ft. sidewalk, and 2 1.5 ft. gap to the ROW
line. ROW half-width in this area will be 30 ft.

- To maintain a 12 to 10 fi. westbound travel lane, the parking lane on the north

side of Bryant Road will terminate approximately 22 ft. east of the proposed
northern plat access road.

Sultan Basin Road: This road is to be improved to meet the standards for a
secondary arterial per CSDSS 1.09.

-Proposed half-width ROW improvements are: one 12 fi. fravel lane, one 3 ft.
bicycle lane, one 8 ft. parking lane, a 0.5 fi. raised curb, a 3 fi. planter strip, a 5 ft.
sidewalk, and a 1.5 ft. gap to the ROW line.

-Total half-width ROW shall be 33 fi.

No cul-de-sacs for garbage truck turn-around are provided at any of the dead-end streets,

which is unacceptable.

Response: Based on the City of Sultan engineer’s comments at a project meeting with HBA
on 12/20/2005, hammerhead turnarounds are proposed at the end of each plat road.

All hannncrheads have been des1gned to Snohomish County standards and are adequate for

fire and garbage truck maneuvering.
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(3)  The street structural section is not supported by the submitted soils report. The soils report
must include a recommended structural section for the City’s review or an outside expert
will be retained at the developer’s expense to develop a recommendation for same utilizing
California Bearing Ratio test data or equivalent. Wheel rolling as an attempted means of

developing design daia is not acceptable since there is no standard test using rolling
information.

Response: Refer to pages 12 and 13 of the geotechnical report submitted with the initial
project application (Associated Earth Sciences, 9/2/05), and sheet 2 of the submitted plan
set.

o On page 13 of said geotech report, the geotech recommends a pavement section
consisiing of 2 2 inches of asphalt surfacing above 4 inches of crushed surfacing
base course (CSBC) per WSDOT standards.

© On sheet 2 of the plan set, it is shown that all plat access roads will meet
this standard.

o Also on page 13 of the geotech report, it is recommended that the 4 inches of
CSBC material may be substituted with 3 inches of asphalt treated base (ATB), and
covered with 2 % inches of asphalt surfacing.

o On sheet 2 of the plan set, it is shown that proposed improvements to
Bryant Road and Sultan Basin Road exceed the geotech’s

recommendations; 3 inches of asphalt surfacing are proposed over 4 inches
of ATB. '

(4)  The full street section on 135" Street shall be constructed from Sultan Basin Road, easterly

approximately 644 LF. Construction only one-half of the easterly 207 LF creates a traffic
safety hazard.

Response: Half-width ROW improvements are proposed for the north half of Bryant Rd.
for the western 207.5 fi. of the site’s frontage. The site has no frontage on the south side
of Bryant road in that area, and frontage improvements are not required per CSDSS
1.08(5). Improvements in this area will consist of two 10 ft. travel lanes, a 0.5 ft. raised
curb, a 3 fi. planter strip, a 5 ft. sidewalk, and a 1.5 ft. gap to the ROW line. ROW half-
width in this area will be 30 fi.
~ To maintain a 12 to 10 ft. westbound travel lane, the parking lane on the north side of
~ Bryant Road will terminate approximately 22 ft. east of the proposed northern plat access
road.
-The proposed frontage improvement design, including proposed striping, is a frequently
used method of connecting half-width improvements to full-width improvements. Similar
designs have been constructed throughout Washington State. The proposed
improvements and striping will not pose a traffic safety hazard. When and if property

west on Bryant Road is developed, full-width frontage improvements will be required of
the developer(s).

This concludes our summary of responses to the concerns that were raised in your October 11,
2005 review comments. Please contact me if you have additional questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

Higa Burkholdeg/Associates, LLC
h
Jake Libaire



CITY OF SULTAN ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
Furpose of Checklist: -

The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), chapter 43.21C RCW, requires all governmental agencies to consider the environmental
impacts of 2 proposal before making decisions. An environmental impact statement (EIS) must be prepared for all proposals with

probable significant adverse impacts on the quality of the environment. The purpose of this checklist is to provide information to

help you and the agency identify impacts from your proposal (and to reduce or avoid impacts from the proposal, if it can be done) and
to help the agency decide whether an EIS is required.

Instructions for Applicants:

This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal. Governmental agencies use this
checklist to determine whether the environmental impacts of your proposal are significant, requiring preparation of EIS. Answer

questions briefly, with the most precise information known, or give the best description you can.

You must answer each question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge. In most cases, you should be able to answer

the questions from your own observations or project plans without the need to hire experts. If you really do not know the answer, or if

a question does not apply to your proposal, write "do not know" or "does not apply”. Complete answers to the questions now may
avoid unnecessary delays later,

Some questions ask about governmental regulations, such as zoning, shoreline, and landmark designations. Answer these questions if
you can. If you have problems, the governmental agencies can assist you.

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 wilt help describe your proposal ot 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. ]

Use of Checklist for Non-project Proposals:

Complete this checklist for non-project proposal, even though questions may be answered "does not apply"™. IN ADDITION, complete
the SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NON-PROJECT ACTIONS (part D).

For non-project actions, the references in the checklist to the words "project”, "applicant;', and "property or site" should be read as
"proposal”, "proposer", and "affected geographic area”, respectively.

A, BACKGROUND

1. Name of proposed project, if applicable:. Anderson Farm
2. Name of Applicant: - Grandview Inc.

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

APPLICANT:  Grandview Inc.

P.O.Box 159
Arlington, WA 98223
(360) 435-7171

REPRESENTATIVE: Jake Libaire

Higa Burkholder Associates, LLC
1721 Hewitt Avenue, Suite 401
Everett, Washington 98201
(425) 252-2826

4. Date checklist prepared: September 6, 2005 (revised March 20, 2006)

5. Agency requesting checklist: City of Sultan

i -
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i0.

i1

12.

Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable):

Construction shall begin following receipt of all necessary permits.

Do you have any plan for future additions, expansion, or Jurther activity related to or connected with this proposal?

No, there are no plans for any future additions, expansions or further activity related to or connected with this proposal.

List any environmental information you know abour that has been prepared, or will be prepared, directly related to this
proposal.

Critical Areas Study and Wetland Mitigation Plan by Wetland Resources, Inc., Traffic Study by Gibson Traffic Consultants, Inc.,
Geotechnicat Study performed by AES, Prelimin

ary and Construction Plans by Higa Burkholder Associates, LLC, Drainage
Report by Higa Burkholder Associates, LLC.

Do you know whether applications are pending for government approvals of other proposals dfrectbz affecting the property
covered by your proposal? If ves, explain.

There are no known applications pending for government approvals of other proposals directly affecting the property covered by
this proposal. ‘ :

List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known.

Preliminary PUD Plat Approval, Construction Plan Approval, SEPA Determination, Final Plat Approval, Building and
Occupancy Permits. :

Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including
several questions later in this checklist that ask
those answers on this page.
description).

the proposed uses and the size of the project and site. There are

you to describe certain aspects of your proposal. You do not need to repeat
{Lead agencies may modify this form to include additional specific information on project

Number of detached single-family Iots proposed: 26
Gross site area: 6.47 acres

Location of the'proposal. Give sufficient information for a person to undersiand the precise location of your proposed project, 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 project site is located on the west side of the intersection of B

ryant Road and Sultan Basin Road, in Sec. 32, Twp., 28N, R.
8E, W.M., Snohomish County, Washington.



TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT
EVALUATION FOR
AGENCY USE ONLY

B.

L

ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS

EARTH

General description of the site (underline one): flat, rolling, hilly, steep slopes, mountainous,
other .

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

The steepest slope onsite is approximately 3%.

What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, gravel, peat, muck)? If you
know the classification of agricultural soil, specify them and note any prime farmland.

According to the Soil Survey of Snohomish County Area, Washington the soils on the site are Pastik silt
loam, 0-8% slopes. )

Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity? If so, describe.
No, there are no surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity of the site.

Describe the purpose, type, and approsimate quantities of any filling or grading proposed. Indicate
source of fill.

14,000 cy will be cut. 40,000 cy of material will be used for fill. Approximately 30,000 cy of fill will

consist of offsite structural fill material. The remaining 10,000 cy of fill will consist of appropriate
onsite cut material. .

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

Yes, exposed surfaces during construction could be susceptible to erosion, though in very minor
quantities.

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

32% of the site area will be impervious. This includes frontage improvements along Sultan Basin and
Bryant Roads.

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

Site grading will use best management practices (BMP’s) meeting the requirements of the County, State
and Federal regulations. These BMP’s will be designed as part of the site development construction

plan and may include such BMP’s as hay bales, silt fencing, temporary access, sediment ponds or other
appropriate mitigation measures. ’

AIR

What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal (i.e., dust, automobile, odors,

industrial wood smoke) during construction and when the project is completed? If any, generally
describe and give approximate quantities, if known.

Emissions will occur from equipment and construction dust on a temporary basis during construction.

Emissions from vehicles entering and exiting the site would occur on a long-term basis.

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

No, there are no off-site sources of emissions or odor that may effect this proposal.
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2)

3)

4)

)

6)

1)

2)

I}

Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to su
- of waste and anticipated volume of discharge.

(include quantities, if known). Where will this water

Proposed measures to reduce or control emission or other impacts to air, if any:

Dust control during construction including site watering and construction entrances will be used to
mitigate the problem.

WATER

Surface:

Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinily of the site (including year-round and

seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes, ponds, wetlonds)? If yes, describe type and provide names. If
appropriate, state what stream or river it flows into. '

Yes, there are eight wetlands located on the
based on their size and number of wetland ¢
plan submitted with this proposal.

property. All of these wetlands are classified as Category 3
lasses present. Please refer to the critical area mitigation

Will the project require any work over, in, or adja

cent to (within 200 feet) the described waters? If yes,
Please describe and attach available plans.

This project will require work in and adjacent to two of the fore mentioned wetlands. Significant

wetland restoration and some minor impacts are proposed. Refer to submitted criticat areas mitigation
plan prepared by Wetland Resources Inc, as well as the submitted plan set.

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.

Three snia]l Category 3 wetlands on the southern pottion of the site, totaling 3,189 sf, will be filled.

Approximately 1,893 sf of wetland area on the northern portion of the site will be impacted per
Nationwide 39 permit. Refer to critical areas report.

Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions? Give

general description, purpose,
and approximate quantities, if known.

No, the project will not require any surface water withdrawals or diversions.

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

No, the project does not lie within a 100-year floodplain.
tface waters? If so, describe the type

No, the propesal does not involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters.

Ground:

Will ground water be withdrawn, or will water be discharged to ground water? Give general
description, purpose, and approximate quantities, if known.

No groundwater will be withdrawn and no runoff will be discharged to groundwater.

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, efc.).
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) is (are) expected to serve.

No waste materials will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks or any other sources.

Water Runoff (including storm water):

Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of collection and disposal, if any

Sflow? Will this water flow into other waters? If
50, describe.

|1+
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The development will include storm drainage from 26 single-family residential units, drivewaysand
frontage improvements. Storm drain runoff from the site will flow from two detention ponds and from
two wetland ponds. In both cases the storm water will be restricted and water quality maintdined per the
2005 DOE manual. The water will flow in existing storm drain systems along Suitan Basin Road and
eventually reach the Skykomish River through a system of drainage channels in ravines and tributaries.

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

Waste materials will not enter the ground or surface waters, as each new unit will be hooked up to the
City of Sultan’s public sewer system. )

Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground and runoff water impacts, if any:

Best Management Practices will be employed during all phases of construction.

PLANTS

Check or underline types of vegetation found on the site:

deciduous tree: alder, maple, aspen, other:
evergreen tree: fir, cedar, pine, other
shrubs: native undergrowth

grass

pasture

crop or grain

wet soil plants: cattail, buttercup
bulrush, skunk cabbage, other:

water plants, water lily, eelgrass,
milfoil, other

other types of vegetation

I

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

Native and non-native vegetation within proposed clearing limits would be removed as necessary to
make way for site improvements. :

List threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the site.
There are no known threatened or endangered plant species on or near the site.

Proposed landscaping, use of native planis, or other measures to preserve or enhance vegetation on the
site, if any.

Native vegetation will be retained on the project site where possible. Wetland enhancement is proposed.

The applicant or new owners may elect to install sod and extra landscaping where necessary.

ANIMALS

Underline any birds and animals which have been observed on or near the site or are known to be on
or near the site:

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

List any threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the site,

There are no known threatened or endangered animal species known to be on or near the project site.

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

(12
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2)

1)

2

3)

The entire lowlands of the Puget Sound and Western Cascades are part of the Pacific Flyway. There is
no significant habitat (feeding or resting grounds) provided on this site.

Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any:
None.

ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES

What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stave, solar) will be used to meet the completed
project's energy needs? Describe whether it will be used for heating, manufacturing, etc.

Electricity will be provided by the Snohomish County PUD, District #1 to meet the domestic enetgy

demands of the completed project. Wood-stoves and/or fireplaces may be utilized as an alternative heat
source.

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

No, this project would not affect the potential wse of solar energy by adjacent properties.

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:

The proposed project will be constructed in conformance with the applicable building and energy codes.

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

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, there are no environmental health hazards that could o;:.cur as a result of this proposal.
Describe special emergency services that might be required.

No special emergency services would be required as a result of this proposal.

Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, if any:

Environmental health hazards are not expected in conjunction with the proposed development. The
applicant proposes no measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards.

NOISE

What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example: traffic, equipment,
operation, aircraft, other)?

No noise exists in the area that may affect this proposed project.

What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the project on a short-terit or a

long-term basis (for example: traffic, construction, operation, other). Indicate what hour noise would
come from the site.

In the short-termm, construction noise will occur between the hours of 7:00 A M. and 6:00 P.M. In the

long-term, normal residential noises such as those created by televisions, radios, landscaping equipment
and automobiles can be expected.

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

The project will comply with operational rules and regulations.

LAND AND SHORELINE USE

What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties?



The site is currently housed with a single-family residence. The properties surrounding the site are all
single-family residences or vacant. '

Has the site been used for agriculture? If so, describe.

The previous owner’s of the property may have used the property for pasture purposes for their animals.
Describe any structures on the site.

A single-family residence currently exists on the project site.

Will any structures be demolished? If so, what?

Yes, all structures will be demolished.

What is the current zoning classification of the site?

The site is currently zened Moderate Dévelopment.

What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site?

The current comprehensive plan designation is MD (SFR & Duplex).

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

Not Applicable.

Has any part of the site been classified as an "environmentally sensitive" area? If so, specify. -
There are several wetlands onsite. Please refer to the critical areas study submitted for this proposal.
Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project?

Assuming 3 people per household, the completed project would house a total of 78 people.
Approximately how many people would the completed project d:;splace? |

Assuming 3 people per household, a total of three people would be displaced by the completed project.

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

None.

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

The site is designed to comply with the codes and requirements of the City of Sultan. The project will
be reviewed by the City of Suitan for compliance with codes and policies prior to issuance of any
development permits, and prior to any site development work.

HOUSING

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

26 new middle-income single-family units will be provided.

Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate whether high, middle, or low
income housing. :

One middle-income housing unit will be eliminated.

Proposed measure to reduce or control housing impacts, if any:

7
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11.

12

The applicant and future property owners wilk pay a proportionate share of mitigation fees and property
taxes for impacts to streets, schools, parks and other potential housing impacts.

AESTHETICS

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

All proposed structures meet the height restrictions of the City of Sultan zoning code. Principal exterior
building materials will consist primarily of wood and masonry.

What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed?
No views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed.

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

‘The proposed development meets the applicable, aesthetic development regulations and comprehensive

guidelines of the City of Sultan. Alse, the applicant and/or future ot owners wifl provide ornamental
landscaping typical of a residential development such as this.

LIGHT AND GLARE

What type bf light or glare will the proposal produce? What time of day would it mainly cccur?

Light and glare will be i)roduoed by vehicle traveling along Sultan Basin Rd and Bryant Rd to the
housing units. It may also be produced from the housing units and their outdoor lighting. Light and
glare will also be produced in the early morning and evening hours when no natural lighting is available.

Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere with views?

No, light and glare from the finished project would not be a safety hazard or will not interfere with any
views. C

What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal?

Headlights from off-site vehicles traveling along Bryant Rd. and Sultan Basin Rd may affect this
proposal. However, the affects are expected to be minimal.

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

There are no proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts.

RECREATION

What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate vicinity?

The applicant proposes an active recreation area, as well as many passive recreation opportunities
onsite.

Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses? If s, describe.

No, the project would not displace any existing recreational uses.

[l
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14,

Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreation opportunities 1o be
provided by the project or applicant, if any:

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

HISTORIC AND CULTURAL PRESERVATION

Are there any places or objects listed on, or proposed for, national, state, or local preservation
registers known to be on or next to the site? [f so, generally describe.

No, there are no known objects listed on or proposed for national, state or local preservation registers on
or near the site.

Generally describe any landmarks or evidence of historic, archaeological, scientific, or cultural
impartance known io be on or next to the site.

There are no known landmarks or evidence of historic, archaeological, scientific or cultural imporiance
known to be on or next to the site.

Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts, if any:

In the event that archaeological artifacts are discovered during grading of the site, activity in that area
would be halted and a State Historic Preservation Officer would be contacted.

TRANSPORTATION

Hdentify public sireets and highways serving the site, and describe proposed access to the existing sireet
system. Show on site plans, if any.

The project will take access off of Bryant Road.

Is site currently served by public transit? If not, what is the approximate distance to the nearest transit
stop?

The site is not currently served by public transit. The closest transit stop is located directly south of the

intersection of Sultan Basin Road and Highway 2, approximately a ¥ mile south of the site in the City of
Sultan. :

How many pa}'king spaces would the completed project have? How many would the project eliminate?

57 spaces are proposed. 4 spaces will be eliminated.

Will the proposal require any new roads or streets, or improvements to existing roads or streets, not
including driveways? If so, generally describe (indicate whether public or private).

Three access roads will be constructed for this project. Bryant and Sultan Basin Roads will be improved
to meet City of Sultan standards.

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

No, the project will not use or occur in the immediate vicinity of water, rail or air transportation.

How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project? If kmown, indicate
when peak volumes would occur.

Assuming 9.57 ADT per unit, 249 trips per day would be generated by this completed project.
Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any:

Mitigation fees will be paid to the City of Sultan as well as to other agencies with inter-local agreements
with the City of Sultan. )

1]




15, PUBLIC SERVICES

o

|
Would the project result in an increased need for public services {for example: fire protection, police |
protection, health care, schools, other)? If so, generally describe.
The project will result in an increased need for public services typical of 2 development of this size and
type.

b,

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

Mitigation fees will be paid as a result of the project approval process.

16. UTILITIES

Underline utilities currently available at the site: electricity; natural gas; water; refuse service;
telephone; sanitary sewer; seplic system; other.

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.

Electricity: Snohomish County PUD, District #1
‘Water: City of sultan

Sewer: City of Sultan

Telephone: Verizon

Refuse: - Waste Management NW

C. SIGNATURE

The above answers are true and complete to the best of my
relying on them to make its decision.

S‘ignature: /

| Date Submitted: | /\/</7§D -é

10,
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INTRODUCTION

Anderson Farm is a 26-lot PUD-SF plat proposed for construction on the northwest and
southwest corner of the Sultan Basin Road and 135™ Street Southeast intersection, in Sultan.
The site is 6.47 acres and includes wetlands.

‘The design of the north half of the site incorporates low impact stormwater management
technologies to take advantage of the site’s unique critical areas.

The south half of the site will be treated with traditiona! detention ponds (concrete walls) and an
enclosed drainage system consisting of three basins to more effectively determine the drainage
for each developed area. All three basins are more fully defined in this report.

The site existing and proposed drainage will be 'determined and all proposed rainfall on site will
be detained in detention areas and flow will be restricted to ensure the developed flow meets the
~ existing conditions, per DOE 2005 requirements. :

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The project site is a 6.47-acres. There are 3.68 acres in the north half of the project and 2.79 acres
in the south half of the project site. | :

An existing single-family residence with associated outbuilding, pasture, critical areas and
landscape areas make up the conditions of the north half of the site (north of 135" Street S. E).
The existing residence takes access from 135% Street SE (Bryant Road).-

The south half of the project includes second growth forest and brush together with critical areas,
No buildings or improvements exist on the south half of the site.

“The site is nearly level, with 3% grades flowing southeasterly to a ditch and pipe system on the
Sultan Basin Road. Critical areas also flow towards the Sultan Basin Road in a southeasterly
direction. Anecdotal repotts indicate that standing water accumulates in the depression areas -

- intermittently during the rainy season, but quickly pass through the areas, leaving wet spots in the
depression areas.

Drainage ditches and a drainage pipe system provide drainage flow to the south along Sultan
Basin road. (See downstream report).

The SCS Soil Survey for Snohomish County identifies the predominant site soil type as Pastik,
which is a type C soil. This soil tends to be deep, well drained soil that typically sits on terraces.
The main area of concern is the seasonal high water table. Pastik soils commonly have
subsurface infiltration rates of 0.6 to2 inches per hour. See the Geo-Tech soils report for

.- complete soils data, which include test pits..

April 25, 2006
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DEVELOPED CONDITIONS

The proposed project includes the creation of 26 single-family PUD-SF lots accessed from 135
Street SE by a private road system. Additional off-street parking will be provided within the plat.
Frontage improvements are proposed along both 135" Street SE and Sultan Basin Road.

The site will be filled With structural material to insure that the homes’ finished floors will be a
minimum of 1.6 feet above the 100-year flood elevation. Portions of the site will be filled to

depths of as much as five feet. In some cases, garage floors may be constructed lower than Hving
space floors. '

B-asin 1

Stormwater runoff for the developed section of the north half of the site is proposed using the
2005 Low Impact Development Technical Guideline Manual for Puget Sound, which is referred
to by the 2005 DOE manual as preferred development guidelines. Basin 1 will use the wetland as
a detention aréa that will be enhanced per an agreement with the Core of Engineers (letter is
attached.) The drainage system will include a filter strip, for water quality, along the roadway

~ which flows into a bio-retention cell as discussed in chapter 6 of the Technical Manual. Runoff
from the internal road system and the developed area will be detained in the wetland detention
system, will be infiltrated and treated, using the bio-retention swale system under drain. More
complete information will be presented in the construction plans and full drainage report.

Basin 2

Basin 2 consists of upstream offsite drainage that will by pass the site systems. No site drainage
‘will enter this basin. The by-pass catch basin and pipe system will be designed during
construction plan design. The system will be swale like it is today up to 135" Street SE. At 135
‘Street, drainage will enter a catch basin and pipe system that flows south of 135% to the south

portion of the project site where it outfalls into the existing ditch system. No other change is
planned for this existing drainage by-pass area.

Basin 3
Basin 3 consists of on site drainage and part of the 135% Street SE frontage improvements area.

Basin 3 will use a traditional closed catch basin/culvert/pipe and open detention pond (concrete
walls), which will include a water quality pond to be approved by the city.

Basin 4 '

Basin 4 will use a traditional closed catch basin/culvert/pipe/open detention pond {concrete
walls), which includes a water quality pond to be approved by the city. The basin includes the
frontage improvements and existing west half of Sultan Basin Road north of 135% Street SE and

part of the drainage along 135" Street SE, together with the site improvement area for lots 1 thru
4. :

April 25, 2006
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‘The frontage improvements along the Sultan Basin Road, south of 135th Street SE bypasses the -

pond. This drainage is too low to be included in a detention pond. This frontage is included in
the pond calculations for flow control from the site. '

SITE DATA

The internal private road system will be designed using the geotechnical report and will conform

to the section shown on the plans. This section exceeds the geo-tech requirements (see geo-tech
report)

Supplemental parking will be surfaced to match the off site private roadway.

During construction design, in accordance with the 2005 DOE manual, roof drains will be
directed to the wetland areas directly, where possible.

- Lawn and landscape areas will be enhanced with 6”-8” of topsoil with high organic content,

engineered both for vigorous and deep-rooted vegetative cover, as well as retention and slow
release of stormwater. ' ‘

Where filling is needed to meet required elevations or to replace near-surface material

. determined to be unsuitable for infiltration or building support, the fill material will be free-
draining structural rock or other material as specified by the project geotechnical engineer. This
will ensure that there is no barrier to water movement down to the native subsoil.

-Water quality treatment will be provided by natural bacterial, cation exchange and filtration
processes in the topsoil, in the sandy subsoil and in the voids on the north section of the site,

Water quality will be provided by water quality ponds in the detention ponds in the southern
portion of the site.

These detention and drainage systems will be designed using the current 2005 DOE manual. The
system will allow % of the existing 2-year storm and will match the 10-year and 100-year

existing storm drainage requirements. The drainage design uses the Western Washington
Hydrology Manual (WWHM) for 2005,

April 25, 2006
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UPSTREAM ANALYSIS

The upstream area will continue to flow to the Sultan Basin Road as it has in the past. During the
construction portion of the project pipe sizing along the Sultan Basin Road in the by-pass system
will be evaluated to determine sizing of the system. Maintaining existing critical area storm
drainage will be a part of this evaluation. '

DOWNSTREAM ANALYSIS

The downstream drainage flows south along the Sultan Basin Road in an existing ditch and
culvert system, until it enters an enclosed drainage system in a recently developed area. The
drainage flows south in the developed area until it enters an existing detention pond. From the

detention pond the drainage crosses the Sultan Basin Road in a culvert and continues to flow
southwesterly to an existing ravine.

- CONCLUSIONS

The north site proposal is an innovative approach to stormwater management. High groundwater
complicates the design of conventional engineered infiltration or detention facilities.

At times of intermittent high groundwater, we expect the site to respond as it does now; Water
will accumulate in the depression and subsurface movement of infiltrating stormwater may be
temporarily impeded. The net result will be no different than what occurs on the site currently
under existing conditions. The native soils underlying the site have a demonstrated capacity to
retain all rainfall on the site. Additionally, by filling the site to required elevations, we will
provide greater depth to maximum groundwater elevations. '

The south half of the site will use a conventional stormwater system that meets the DOE 2005
manual requirements.

April 25,2006 Higa Burkholder Associates, LLC
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WESTERN WASHINGTON HYﬁROLOGY MODEL V2

PROJECT REPORT

Project Name:
Site Address:
City :
Report Date :
Gage :
Data Start
Data End
Precip Scale:

Anderson Farm Basin 1

Sultan
4/24/2006
Everett
1948

1987

1.60

PREDEVELOPED LAND USE

Basin : Basin 1 upstream off site
Flows To : Basin 1 on site
GroundWater: No

Land Use’ Acres

TILL PASTURR: 3.22°

‘TILL GRASS: 0.12
IMPERVIOUS: 0.49

Basin : Basin 1 on site
Flows To : Point of Compliance
GroundWater: No

Land Use Acres

TILL, FOREST: 2.63

DEVELOPED LAND USE

Basin - : Basin 1 up stream off site
Flows Yo Basin 1 on site
GroundWater: No

Land Use Acres

TILI. PASTURE: 3.22

TILIL GRASS: 0.12
IMPERVIOUS: 0.49

Basin : " Basin 1 on site
Flows To : Basin pond on site
GroundWater: No ‘

Land Use Acres

TILL PASTURE: 1.2¢6

TILL, GRASS: 0.38
IMPERVIOUS: 0.99

April 28, 2006
Page 10

Higa Burkholder Associates, LLC
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RCHRES (POND) INFORMATION
Pond Nane: Basin 1 pond on s
Pond Type: Detention Pond

ite

Pond Flows to : Point of Compliance
Pond Rain / Bvap is not activated.

Dimensions

Depth: aft.
Bottom Length: 57.38ft.
Bottom Width : 57.38ft.
Side slope 1: 3 To 1
Side slope 2: 3 To 1
Side slope 3: 3 To 1
Side slopae 4: 3 To 1

‘Volume at Riser Head: 0.305 acre-ft. .

Discharge Structure

Riser Height: 3 ft.

Riser Diameter: 18 in.
NotchType : Rectangular
Notch Width : 0.280 ft.
Notch Height: 1.303 ft,

Orifice 1 Diameter: 3.372 in. Elevation:

Pond Hydraulic Table

0 ft.

Stage (ft) Area(acr) Voluma(acr-£ft) Dschrglcfs) Infilt(cfs)

April 25, 2006
Page 11

0.000 0.076 0.000. 0.000 0.000
0.044 0.076 . "0.003 0.063 0.000
0.089 0.077 0.007 0.089 0.000
0.133 0.078 0.010 0.109 0.000
0.178 0.078 0.014 0.126 0.000
0.222 0.079 0.017 0.141 0.000
0.267 0.080 0.021 0.154 0.000
0.311 0.081 0.024 0.167 0.000
0.356 - 0.081 0.028 0.178 ©0.000
0.400 ©0.082 0.032 0.189 0.000
0.444 0.083 0.035 0.199 0.000

. 0.489 0.084 0.039 0.209 0.000
0.533 . 0.084 0.043 0.218 0.000
0.578 0.085 0.046 0.227 0.000
0.622 0.086 0.050 0.236 0.000
0.667 0.086 " 0.054 0.244 0.000
0.711 0.087 0.058. 0.252 0.000
0.756 0.088 0.062 0.260 0.000
0.800 0.089 0.066 0.267 0.000
0.844 0.090 0.070 0.274 0.000
0.889 " 0.090 0.074 0.282 0.000
0.933 0.091 0.078 - 0.289 0.000
0.978 0.092 0.082 0.295 0.000
1.022 0.093 0.086 0.302 0.000
1.067 0.093 0.090 0.308 0.000
S1.111 0.094 0.094 0.315 0.000
1.156 0.095 0.098 0.321 0.000
1.200 0.096 0.103 0.327 0.000
1.244 0.097 0.107 0.333 0.000
1.289 0.097 0.111 0.339 0.000
1.333 0.098 0.115 0.345 - 0.000
1.378 0:099 0.120 0.351 0.000
1.422 0.100 0.124 0.356 0.000
1.467 0.101 0.129 0.362 0.000

Higa Burkholder Associates, LLC




1.511 0.101 0.133 0.367 0.000
1.556 0.102 0.138 0.372 0.000
1.600 0.103 0.142 0.378 0.000
1.644 0.104 0.147 0.383 0.000
1.689 0.105 0.152 0.388 0.000
1.733 0.105 0.156 0.400 0.000
1:.778 0.106 0.161 0.419 0.000
1.822 0.107 0.166 0.444 0.000
1.867 0.108 0.170 0.471 0.000
1.911 0.109 0.175 0.502 0.000
1.956 0.110 0.180 0.534 0.000
2.000 0.111 0.185 0.569 0.000
2.044 0.111 0.180 0.605 0.000
2.089 0.112 0.195 0.643 0.000
2.133 0.113 0.200 0.682 0.000
2.178 0.114 0.205 0.722 0.000
2.222 0.115 0.210 0.763 0.000
2,267 0.118 0.215 0.805 0.000
2.311 0.117 0.220 0.848 ~0.000
2.356 0.117 0.225 0.891 0.000
2.400 0.118 0.231 0.935 0.000
2.444 0.119 0.236 0.980 0.000
2.489 .  0.120 0.241 1.028 0.000
2.533 0.121 0.247 1.070 0.000
2.578 0.122 0.252 1.115 0.000
2.622 0.123 0.258 1.160 0.000
2.667 0.124 0.263 1.206 0.000
2.711 0.125 0.269 1.254 0.000
2.756 0.125 0.274 1.309 0.000
2.800 0.126 0.280 1.364 0.000
2.844 0.127 0.2858 1.421 0.000
2.889 0.128 0.291 1.479 0.000
2.933 0.129 0.297 1.537 0.000
2.978 0.130 0.302 1.597 0.000
3.022 0.131 0.308 1.678 0.000
3.067 0.132 0.314 1.884 0.000
3.111 0.133 0.320 2.178 0.000
3.156 0.134 0.326 '2.537 0.000
3.200 0.135 0.332 2.951 0.000
3.244 0.136 0.338 3.413 0.000
3.289 0.137 0.344 3.920 0.000
3.333 0.137 0.350 4.467 0.000
3.378 0.138 0.356 5.051 0.000
3.422 0.139 0.362 5.670 0.000
3.467 0.140 0.368 . 6.323 0.000
3.511 0.141 0.375 7.008 0.000
3.556 0.142 0.381 7.722 0.000
3.600 0.143 0.387 8.466 0.000
3.644 0.144 0.394 9.238 0.000
3.689 0.145 0.400 10.04 0.000
3.733 0.146 0.407 10.86 0.000
3.778 0.147 0.413 11.71 0.000
3.822 0.148 0.420 12.59 0.000
3.867 0.149 0.426 13.48 . 0.000
3.911 0.150 0.433 14.41 0.000
3.956 0.151 0.440 - 15.35 0.000
4.000 0.152 0.446 16.32 0.000
April 25, 2006. Higa Burkholder Associates, LLC
Page 12
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ANATYSIS RESULTS

Flow Frequency Return Periods for Predeveloped

Return Period Flow(cfs)

2 year 0.778144
5 year 1.250253
10 year 1.635694
25 year 2.214027
50 year 2.716682
100 year 3.285676
Flow Frequency Return Periods for Developed Mitigated
Return Period Flow(cfs}

2 year ' _ 0.247665
5 vear ’ 0.316453¢
10 year 0.36661
25 year ’ 0.43522
50 year 0.450293

100 year 0.548875

Yearly Peaks for Predeveloped and Developed-Mitigated

Year Predeveloped Developed
1549 0.810 0.224
1950 1.539 0.245
1851 0.402 0.217
1952 0.661 0.192
1953 0.9%76 0.185
©1954 1.400 0.255
1955 1.171 0.277
1956 0.520 0.297
1957 1.138 0.306
1958 2.161 0.282"
1959 0.548 0.257
1960 0.783 0.271
1961 3,060 0.292
1562 1.134 0.253
19863 1.920 0.247
‘1964 0.528 0.223
1865 0.371 Q.251
1866 0.431 0.189
- 1967 0.613 0,241
1968 0.874 0.303
1969 2.158 0.214
1970 0.500 0.209
1971 1.032 0.268
1572 1.963 0.266
1973 0.791 0.227
1874 0.788 0.230
1975 0.850 0.208
1876 0.645 0.250
1977 0.424 ¢.196
1978 - 0.445 0.185%
1979 1.729 0.287
1980 0.491 0.211
1981 0.627 0.225
"1982 0.581 0.309
1983 0.817 0.218
1984 ¢.7086 0.285
1985 0.865 0.281
April 25, 2006 : Higa Burkholder Associates, LLC
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1986
1987
1988
1982
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1936
19387

PoooocoooHOoPRP K

.472
.026
.572
.057
.408
.444
.636
.572
.367
.435
.835
.733

0.557
0.335
0.250
0.176
G.266
G.272
G.229
6.199
0.242
0.282
0.305
0.917

Ranked Yearly Peaks for Predeveloped and Developed-Mitigated

Rank Predeveloped
1 3.0599
2 2.1611
3 2.1576
4 1.9632
5 1.9203
6 1.7330
7 . 1.7291
8 1.5391
9 1.4719
10 1.3997
11 1.1708
12 1.1384
13 1.1337
14 1.0572
15 1.0322
16 1.0257
17 0.9757
18 0.8741
19 0.8653
20 0.8495
21 0.8350
22 0.8B172
23 0.8097
24 0.7905
25 0.7884
26 0.7832
27 0.705¢6
28 0.6615
29 0.6450
- 30 0.6358
31 0.6274
32 0.6132
- 33 0.5813
34 0.5723
35 0.5718
‘36 0.5481
37 0.5275
38 0.5199
39 0.4995
40 0.4908
41 0.4448
42 0.4439
43 0.4353
44 0.4311
45 0.4242
April 25, 2006
Page 14
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Developed
.9165
.5567
.3346
L3094
.3058
.3047
L3031
L2975
.2924
.2923
.2871
L2847
.2822
.2806
.2768
L2715
L2714
.2678
.2662
.2656
.2568
.2550
L2528
.2514
.2503
.2500
.2472
L2451
.2417
L2407
.2298
.2294
L2271
.2251
.2243
.2225
.2178
.2174
L2144
.2108
.2088
L2076

Higa Burkholder Associates, LLC
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46 0.4077 0.1895

47 0.4020 0.1847
48 0.3707 ) 0.1846
49 0.3667 0.1759

1/2 2 year to 50 year
Flow(CFS) Predev Final Percentage Pass/Fail

COODO0OO0OC00O0000CTADOVODGO

.3891 4185 415 100.0Q Pass
.4126 350 320 91.0 . Pass
.4361 292 258 88.0 Pass
4596 259 227 87.0 Pass
.4831 226 188 - 83.0 Pass
.5066 202 1le7 82.0 ’ Pass
5301 173 147 84.0 Pass
.5537 151 131 86.0 ‘Pass
5772 136 120 88.0 Pass
.6007 124 104 832.0 Pass
.6242 111 24 84.0 Pass
6477 102 83 81.0 Pass
.6712 94 77 81.0 Pass
6947 87 - 73 83.0 Pass
.7182 77 . 65 84.0 Pass
.7417 71 - © 62 87.0 Pass
. 7653 69 57 .82.0 - Pass
.7888 59 52. 88.0 Pass
.8123 53 46 86.0 Pass
.B358 50 42 84.0 Pass
.8593 46 - 38 82.0 Passg
.8828 40 35 87.0 Pagss
.9063 39 31 79.0 Pass
.9298 38 30 78.0 Pass
.9533 37 29 78.0 Pass
.9769 32 - 25 78.0 Pass
1.0004 29 23 79.0 Pass
1.0239 28 23 82.0 Pass
1.0474 25 23 C92.0 Pags
1.0709 21 21 100.0 Pass
1.0944 20 14 70.0 Pass
1.1179 15 13 68.0 Pass
1.1414 17 12 70.0 Pass
1.1649 17 11 64.0 : Passg
1.1885 16 9 56.0 ‘ Pass
1.2120 . 15 9 60.0 Pass
1.2355 15 9 60.0 Pass
1.2590 14 7 50.0 Pass
1.2825 14 7 0.0 Pass
1.3060 12 6 50.0 Pass
1.3295 12 [ 50.0 Pass
1.3530 12 6 50.0 Pagss
1.3765 12 6 50.0 Passg
1.4001 11 6 54.0 - Pass
1.4236 11 6 - 54.0 Pass
1.4471 11 6 54.0 Pass
1.4706 10 6 60.0 Pass
1.4941 9 6 66.0 Pass
1.5176 9 8 66.0 Pass
1.5411 3 & 75.0 Pass
1.5646 8 6 75.0 Pass
1.5881 8 3 75.0 ] Pass
1.6117 8 5 62.0 Pass

April 25, 2006

Higa Burkholder Associates, LLC
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1.6352
1.6587
1.6822
1.7057
1.7292
1.7527
1.7762
1.7997
1.8233
1.8468
1.8703
1.8938
1.9173
1.9408
1.9643
1.9878
2.0113
2.0349
2.0584
2.0819
2.1054
2.1289
2.1524
2.1759
2.1994
2.2229
'2.2465
2.2700
2.2935
2.3170
2.3405
2.3640
2.3875
2.4110
2.4345
2.4581
2.4816
2.5051
2.5286
2.5521
2.5756
2.5991
2.6226
2.6461
2.6697
2.6932
2.7167

HEREHERRHEFRPRRHEFPRRBERESRPRFEHEERREEUWGUEESRRERER RO OANNNGOWWM D
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. .

DO 0O000COOCO

Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass.
Pass
Pagss
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pasgs
Pass
Pass .
Pass
Pass

April 25, 2006
Page 16
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WESTERN WASHINGTON HYDROLOGY MODEL V2
' PROJECT REPCRT

Project Name:

Site Addres
City
Report Date
Gage

Data Start
Data End
Precip Scal

s:
SULTAN
4/26/20
Everett
1948
1997
e: 1.40

E Y I T AT Y ¥

06

Anderson Farm BASIN 2 UPSTREAM BY-PASS BASIN

PREDEVELOPED LAND USE

Basin

Point of Compliance

aes
12
4
2

+  BASTIN 2
Flows To :
. GroundWater: No
Land Use Acr
- TILL PASTURE: 18,
TILL GRASS: 1.8
IMPERVIOQUS: 2.9

Pond Hydraulic Table

 _: Stage (ft) Area(acr) Volume {acr-fi) Déchrg(cfs) Infilt(cfs)

. 0.000
-0.078
.0.1586
0.233
0.311
0.389
0.467
0.544
0.622
0.700
0.778
0.856
0.933
-1.011
1.089
1.167
1.244
1.322
1.400
1.478
1.556
1.633
1.711
1.789
l.867
- 1.944
2,022
2.100
2.178
2.25¢6
2,333

April 25, 2006
Page 17

0.603
0.606
0.610
0.613
0.617
0.620
0.624
0.627
0.631
0.634
0.638
0.641
0.645
0.649
0.652
0.656
0.659
0.663
0.667
0.670
0.674
0.678
0.681

0.685

0.689
0.693
0.696
0.700
0.704
0.708
0.711

0.000
0.047
0.094
0.142
¢.190
0.238
0.286
0.335
0.384
0.433
0.482
0.532
0.582
0.632
0.683
0.734
0.785

- 0.836

0.888
0.940
0.892
1.645
1.038
1.151
1.204
1.258
1.312
1.36¢

1.421

1.476
1.521

0.000
0.21L
0.298
0.365
0.422
0.471
0.516
0.558
0.596
0.632
0.667
0.699
0.730
0.760
0.789
0.817
0.843
0.869
0.894
0.291¢°
0.943
0.966
0.989
1.011
1.033
1.054
1.075
1.095
1.116
1.135
1.155

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

-0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

Higa Burkholder Associates, LLC




2.411 0.715 1.587 1.174 0.000

2.489 0.719 1.642 1.193 0.000
2.567 0.723 1.698 1.211 0.000
2.644 0.726 1.755 1.229 T 0.000
2.722 0.730 1.811 1.247 0.000
2.800 0.734 1.868 - 1.265 0.000
2.878 0.738 1.926 1.282 0.000
2.956 0.742 1.983 1.300 0.000
3.033 0.746 2.041 1.317 0.000
3.111 0.749 2.099 1.333 0.000
3.189 0.753 2.158 1.350 0.000
3.267 0.757 2.216 1.366 0.000
3.344 0.761 2.275 1.382 . 0.000
3.422 0.765 2.335 1.398 0.000
3.500 0.769 2.394 1.434 0.000
3.578 0.773 2.454 1.491 0.000
3.656 0.777 2,515 1.560 0.000
3,733 0.781 2.575 1.637 0.000
3.811 0.785 2.636 1.720 0.000
. 3.889 0.789 2.697 . 1.808 0.000
. 3.967 0.793 2.759 1.901 0.000
4.044 0.797 2.821 1.9986 0.000
4.122 0.801 2.883 T 2.094 ©.000
4.200 0.805 2.945 2,194 0.000
4.278 0.809 3.008 2.295 0.000
4,356 0.813 3.071- 2.397 0.000
4,433 0.817 3.134 2.499 0.000
4.511 0.821 3,198 2.621 0.000
4.589 0.825 3.262 2.746 0.000
4.667 0.829 3.326 . 2.875 0.000
4.744 0.833 3.391 3.008 0.000
4.822 0.837 3.456 3.145 ©0.000
4.900 0.841 3.521 3.284 0.000
4.978 0.845 3.587 3,427 0.000
5.056 0.849 . 3.653 3.573 0.000
5,133 0.854 3.719 - 3,723 0.000
5.211 0.858 3.785 3.875 0.000
5.289 0.862 3.852 4.030 0.000
‘5.367 0.866 3.919 4.188 0.000
5.444 0.870° 3.987 4.349 0.000
5.522 0.874 4.055 4.513 0.000
- 5,600 0.878 4,123 4.680 0.000
5.678 0.883 4,191 4.849" 0.000
 5.756 0.887 4.260 5.021 0.000
5.8332 0.891 4.329 5.196 0.000
5.911 1 0.895 4.399 5.373 0.000
5.989 0.900 4.469 5.553 0,000
6.067 . 0.904 4,539 5.841 0.000
6.144 0.908 4.609 6.403 0.000
6.222 0.912 4,680 7.143 0.000
6.300 0.917 4.751 8.025 0.000
65.378 0.921 4.823 9,028 0.000
6.456 0.925 4.894 10.14 0.000
6.533 0.930 4.967 11.35 0.000
6.611 0.934 5.039 12.65 0.000
6.689 0.938 5,112 14.04 0.000
6.767. 0.942 5.185 15.50 -0.000
6.844 0.947 5.258 17.04 0.000
6.922 0.951 5.332 18.65 0.000
7.000 0.95%6 5.406 20.34 0.000
'April 25, 2006 Higa Burkholder Associates, LLC
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' Flow Frequency Return Periods for Predeveloped

ANALYSIS RESULTS

Basin 2 upstream by-pass basin.

Return Period Flow(cfs)
2. year 2.801985
5 year 4.368297
10 year 5.59105
25 year 7.357206
50 vear 8.840256
100 year 10.472591

WESTERN WASHINGTON HYDROLOGY MODEL V2

PROJECT REPORT

..Project Name:
Site Address:

Anderson Farm BASIN 3

Sultan

City

Report Date 4/26/2006
Gage Everett
Data Start 1548

Data End 1997
Precip Scale: 1.40
PREDEVELOPED LAND USE
Basin BASIN 3
Flows To : Point of Compliance
GroundWater: No

Land Use Acres
TILL FOREST: 1.14
TILL. GRASS: 0.11
IMPERVIOUS: ¢.13%

Basin
Flows To
GroundWater:

Land Use

TILL FOREST:
TILL GRASS:
IMPERVIOUS:

- . DEVELOPED LAND USE

Basin 1
Pond 3
No

Acres
0.2

0.89

April 25, 2006
Page 19
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RCHRES (POND) INFORMATION

Pond Nane: © Pond 3 . )
Pond Type: Open Pond w/concrete walls
Pond Flows to : Point of Compliance

Pond Rain / Evap is not activated.
Dimensions :

Depth: 5ft.

Bottom Length: ©58.94ft.

Bottom Width : 58.94ft.

Side slope 1: 0.5 To 1
Side sleope 2: 0.5 To 1
~Side slope 3: 0.5 To 1
Side slope 4: 0.5 To 1

Volume at Riser Head: 0.341 acre-£ft.
Discharge Structure

Riser Height: 4 ft.

Risgser Diameter: 18 in.

NotchType :  Rectangular

Notch Width : 0.024 ft.

Notch Height: 1.701 ft.

" Orifice 1 Diameter: 1.3053544822242 in. Elevation: 0 ft.

Pond Hydraulic Table
Stage (ft) Areafacr) Volume (acr-ft) Dschrg(cfs) Infilt(cfs)

0.000 0.080 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.056 0.080 0.004 ©0.011 0.000
0.111 0.080 0.009. 0.015 0.000
0.167 0.080 0.013 0.018 0.000
0.222 0.080 0.018 0.021 0.000
0.278 0.081 0.022 0.024 0.000
0.333 0.081 0.027 0.026 0.000
0.389 0.081 0.031 0.028 0.000
0.444 0.081 0.036 0.030 0.000
0.500 0.081 0.040 0.032 0.000
0.556 0.081 . 0.045 0.033 0.000
0.611 0.081 0.049 0.035 0.000
0.667 0.082 0.054 0.037 0.000
0.722 0.082 0.058 0.038 0.000
0.778 0.082 0.063 0.039 0.000
0.833 0.082 0.067 0.041 0.000
0.889 0.082 0.072 0.042 0.000
0.944 0.082 0.077 0.043 0.000
1.000 0.082 0.081 0,045 0.000
1.056 0.083 0.086 0.046 0.000
1.111 0.083 0.090 . 0.047 0.000
1.167 0.083 0.095 0.048 0.000
1.222 0.083 0.100 0.049 0.000
1.278 0.083 0.104 0.051 0.000
1.333 0.083 0.109 0.052 0.000
1.389 0.084 0.113 0.053 0.000
1.444 0.084 0.118 0.054 0.000
1.500 0.084 0.123 0.055 0.000
1.556 0.084 0.127 0.066 0.000
1.611 0.084 0.132 0.057 0.000
1.667 0.084 - 0.137 0.058 0.000
1.722 0.084 0.141 0.059 0.000
1.778 0.085 0.146 T 0.060 0.000
1.833 0.085 0.151 0.061 0.000
1.889 0.085 0.156 0.062 0.000

1.544 0.085 - 0.160 0.062 0.000

April 25, 2006

“Higa Burkholder Associates, LLC
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2.000 0.085 0.16% 0.063 0.000

2.056 0.085 0.170 0.064 0.000
2.111 0.086 0.174 0.065 0.000
2.167 0.086 0.179 0.066 0.000

S 2.222 0.0856 0.184 0.087 0.000
2.278 0.086 0.189 0.068 0.000
2.333 0.086 0.194 0.0639 0.000
2.389 0.086 0.198 0.071 0.000
2.444 0.087 0.203 0.074 0.000
2.500 0.087 0.208 0.078 0.000
2.556 0.087 0.213 0.081 0.000
2.611 - 0.087 0.218 0.085 0.000
2.667 0.087 0.222 0.090 0.000
2.722 0.087 0.227 0.094 0.000
2.778 0.087 0.232 0.093% 0.000
2.833 0.088 0.237 - 0.103 0.000
2.889 0.088 0.242 0.108 0.000
2.944 0.088 0.247 0.113 0.000
3.000 0.088 0.252 0.118 0.000
3.056 0.088 0.257 0.123 0.000
3.111 0.088 . 0.261 0.128 - 0.000
3.167 0.089 0.266 0.133 0.000
3.222 0.089 0.271 - 0.138 0.000
3.278 0.089 0.276 0.143 “0.000
3,333 0.089 0.281 0.149 0.000
3.389 0.089 0.286 0.155 0.000

- 3.444 0.089 0.291 0.161 - 0.000
3.500 0.090 0.2986 0.168 0.000
3.556 0.090 0.301 ‘0.174 0.000
3.611 0.0990 0.306 0.181 0.000
3.667 0.08%0 0.311 0.188 0.000
'3.722 0.090 0.316 0.195 0.000
3.778 0.090 0.321 0.202 0.000
3,833 0.090 0.3286 0.209 0.000
3,889 0.091 0.331 0.216 0.000
3.944 0.091 0.336 0.224 0.000
4,000 0.091 0.341 0.231 0.000
4.056 0.091 0.346 0.423 0.000
4.111 0.091 0,351 0.774 0.000
4.167 0.091 0.356 1.227 0.000
4.222 0.092 0.361 1.764 0.000
4.278 0.092 0.367 2.373 0.000
4,333 0.092 0.372 3.046 0.000
4.389 0.092 0.377 3.778 0.000
4.444 0.092 0.382 4.565 0.000
4.500 0.082 0.387 5.402 0.000
4.556 0.093 0.392 6.286 0.000
4.611 - 0.093 0.397 7.217 0.000
4.667 0.093 0.402 2.190 0.000
4,722 0.093 0.408 9.205 0.000
4.778 0.093 0.413 10.26 0.000
4.833 0.093 0.418 11.35 0.000
4,889 0.094 0.423 12.48 0.000
4.944 0.094 0.428 13.65 0.000
5.000 0.094 0.434 14.85 0.000
April 25, 2006 : Higa Burkholder Associates, LLC
Page 21 \ '

70!



ANALYSIS RESULTS

Flow Frequency Return Periods for Predeveloped

Return Period Flow{cfs) .
2 year 0.122964
"5 year 0.1885003
10 year 0.23411
25 year 0.30237
50 year 0.358816
100 year 0.420204
' Flow Frequency Return Periods for Develcped Unmitigated
Return Period Flow (cfs)
2 year 0.514925
5 year 0.685687
10 vyear 0.806516
. 25 year 0.968332
50 year 1.095699
100 year 1.229056
Flow Frequency Return Periods for Develcped Mitigated
Return Period Flow{cfs)
2 year 0.060387
5 year 0.08056
10 year 0.095442
25 year 0.116063
50 year 0.132798
100 year 0.150756

Yearly Peaks for Predeveloped and Developed-Mitigated

Year Predeveloped Developed
1949 0.118 0.057
1950 C 0.231 0.058
1951 0.071 0.055
1852 0.107 0.046
1953 0.148 0.048
1954 0.208 ¢.055
1955 0.180 0.063
19586 0.089 - 0.064
1957 0.176 0.072
1958 ¢.286 0.060
19859 0.095 0.089
"1960 0.116 0.065
1961 0.348 ' 0.063
1962 0.178 0.059
1963 0.281 0.057
1964 0.092 . 0.055
1965 0.065 0.058
1966 0.063 0.049
1967 0.149 0.058
1968 0.111 0.075
1969 0.298 0.055
1970 0.078 0.050
1971 0.151 0.060
1972 0.265 0.062
1973 ¢.122 0.054
1974 0.112 0.083
1875 0.131 0.050
1976 0.093 0.063

April 25, 2006
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1377
1978
1979
1580
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
19890
1991
1992
1893
1994
19985
1996
1997

[eNeNsNeololoBoleNeNeNolellelloellellele e e o)

.074
.080
.262
.078
.104
.097
.125
.107
.143
.224
.126
.087
.160
.070
.075
.104
-091
.0863
.076
-139
.286

OO0 OoOOCOOOO0LOCOOOO OO0

. 055
.044
.088
.052
. 055
.09¢0
.058
.065
.067
.197
.094
.061
. 042
.061
.063
.053
.052
.059
-065
.073
.288

Ranked Yearly Peaks for Predeveloped and Developed-Mitigated

Rank Predeveloped
1 0.3476
2 0.2983
3 0.2859
4 0.2858 -
5 0.2810
6 0.2655
7 0.2616
8 0.2307
9 0.2242
10 0.2076
11 0.17%9
12 0.1778
i3 0.1758
143 0.1603
15 0.1508
16 0.1436
17 0.1483
18 0.143¢0
19 0.1389
20 0.1312
21 0.1264
22 0.124¢
23 0.1220
24 0.1180
25 0.1157
26 0.1117
27 0.1112
28 0.1068
29 0.1066
30 0.1043
31 0.1038
32 0.0971
33 0.0947
34 0.0927
35 0.0523
36 0.0811
April 23, 2006
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.2880
.1873
.0942
.0899
.0748
-.0730
.0720
.0676
.0666
.0650
.0645
.0645
.0638
.0630
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0629

.0627
.0626
0624

0613

. 0608
. 0605
.0601
.0594
.0593
.0589
.058¢
.0578
.0577
.0576
.0575
.0571
.0568
. 0554
. 0554
. 0552
. 0551
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37

0.08390 0.0546
38 0.0875 0.0536
39 ¢.0802 0.0534
40 0.0781L 0.0527
41 0.0778 0.0524
42 0.0763 0.0516
43 0.0748 0.0502
44 0.0736 ’ 0.0502
45 0.0707 0.0489
46 0.0696 0.0478
47 0.0652 0.0464
48 0.0625 0.0445
49 0.0625 0.0416

1/2 2 year to 50 vyear
Flow(CFS) Predev Final Percentage Pass/Fail

0.0615 &1le 503 g81.0 Pass
0.0645 520 273 52.0 Pass
0.0675 447 177 40.0 Pass
0.0705 389 135 34.0 Pass
0.0735 339 117 34.0 Pass
0.0765 302 101 33.0 Pass
0.0795 270 96 35.0 Pass
0-.0825 242 91 - 37.0 Pass
0.0855 214 83 38.0 Pass
0.0885 is1 76 39.0 Pass
0.0915 170 69 40.0 ) Pass
0.0945 149 63 42.0 Pass
0.0975 143 58 40.0 Pass
0.1005 129 56 43.0 Pass
0.1035 122 55 45.0 Pass
0.1065 109 53 48.0 Pass
0.10985 101 50 49.0 Pass
0.1125 %4 48 51.0 Pass
0.1155 21 46 50.0 Pass
0.1185 86 46 53.0 Pass
0.1215 81 43 53.0 Pass
0.1246 76 43 56.0 Pass
0.1276 69 40 57.0 Pass
0.1306 64 40 62.0 Pass
0.1336 60 39 65.0 bass
0.1366 57 37 64.0 Pass
0.1396 52 35 67.0 Pass
0.31426 47 33 70.0 Pass
0.1456 45 31 68.0 Pass
0.1486 43 31 72.0 Pass
0.1516 40 30 75.0 Pass
0.1546 36 27 75.0 Pass
0.1576 30 27 90.0 Pass
0.1606 30 27 90.0 Pass
0.1636 27 24 88.0 Pass
0.1666 27 24 88.0 Pass
0.1696 26 23 88.0 Pass
0.1726 26 23 88.0 Pass
0.1756 24 21 87.0 Pass
0.1786 20 20 100.0 Pass
0.1816 13 19 106.0 Pass
0.1846 18 19 105.0 Pass
0.1876 16 17 106.0 Pass
0.1806 16 17 106.0 Pass
April 25, 2006 Higa Burkholder Associates, LLC
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0.13936
0.1266
0.199%6
0.202¢6
0.2058
0.2086
¢.2117
0.2147
G.2177
0.2207
0.2237
0.2267
0.2297
0.2327
0.2357
0.2387
0.2417
0.2447
0.2477
6.2507
0.2537
0.25867
0.2597
0.2627
0.2657
0.2687
0.2717
0.2747
0.2777
0.2807
0.2837
0.2867
0.2897
0.2927
0.2957
0.2987
0.3018
0.3048
0.3078
0.3108
0.3138
0.31s68
0.3198
0.3228
0.3258
-0.3288
0.3318
0.3348
0.3378
0.3408
0.3438
0.3468
0.3498
0.3528
0.3558
0.3588
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100.0
1l06.0
84.0
76.0
76.0
6€6.0
66.0
58.0
50.0
45.0
45.0
40.0
44 .0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
57.0
42 .0
42.0
42.0
42.0
42.0
33.0
33.0
40.0
40.0
40.0
40.0
40.0
50.0
50.0
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Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pags
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
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WESTERN WASHINGTON HYDROLOGY MODEL V2

PROJECT REPORT

Project Name:
Site Address:

Anderson Farm Basin 4

City :  SULTAN
Report Date : 4/1%9/2006
Gage : Everett
Data Start : 1948
Data End 1897
Precip Scale: 1.40
FREDEVELOPED LAND USE
Basin : Basin 4
Flows To : Point of Compliance
GroundWater: No

Land Use Acres
TILL FOREST: l.26
IMPERVIOQUS: 0.35

DEVELOPED LAND USE

Basin ; Basin 4
Flows To : Pond 4
GroundWater: No

Land Use Acres
TILL GRASS: 0.41
IMPERVIQUS: 1.2

RCHRES (POND) INFORMATION

Pond Name: Pond 4

Pond Type: Open pond w/concrete walls.
Pond Flows to : Point of Compliance

Pond Rain / Evap is not activated.

Dimensions

Depth: 5ft.
Bottom Length:  58.39ft.
Bottom Width : 58.39ft.
Side slope 1: 0.05 To 1
Side slope 2: 0.05 To 1
Side slope 3: 0.05 To 1
8ide slope 4: 0.05 To 1

Volume at Riser Head:
Discharge Structure
Riser Height: 4 ft.

0.315 acre-ft.

Riser Diameter: 18 in.
NotchType : Rectangular
Notch Width : 0.034 ft.
~Notch Height: 1.917 ft.

Orifice 1 Diameter: 1.7198886 in. Elevation:
April 25, 2006
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Pond Hydraulic Table
Stage(ft} Area{acr) Volumas (acr-ft) Dschrg(cfs) Infilt(cfs)

Page 27

0.000 0.078 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.056 0.078 0.004 0.018 0.000
0.111 0.078 0.009 0.026 0.000
0.167 0.078 0.013 0.032 0.000
0.222 0.078 0.017 0.037 0.000
0.278 0.078 0.022 0.041 0.000
0.333 0.078 0.026 0.045 0.000
0.389 0.078 0.030 0.048 0.000
0.444 0.078 0.035 0.052 0.000
0.500 0.078 0.039 0.055 0.000
0.556 0.078 0.044 0.058 0.000
0.611 0.078 0.048 0.061 0.000
0.667 0.078 0.052 0.063 0.000
0.722 0.078 0.057 0.066 0.000
0.778 0.078 0.061 0.069 0.000
0.833 0.078 0.065 0.071 0.000
0.889 0.079 0.070 0.073 0.000
0.944 0.079 0.074 0.076 0.000
1.000 0.079 0.078 0.078 0.000
1.056 0.079 0.083 0.080 - 0.000
1.111 0.079 0.087 0.082 0.000
1.167 0.079 0.091 0.084 0.000
1.222 0.079 0.096 0.086 0.000
1.278 0.079 0.100 0.088 0.000
1.333 0.079 0.105 0.090 0.000
1.389 0.079 0.109 0.092 0.000
1.444 0.079 0.113 0.093 0.000
1.500 0.079 0.118 0.095 0.000
1.556 0.079 0.122 0.097 0.000
1.611 0.079 0.126 0.099 0.000
1.667 0.079 0.131 0.100 0.000
1.722 0.079 0.135 0.102 0.000
1.778 0.079 0.140 0.104 0.000
1.833 0.079 0.144 0.105 0.000
1.889 0.079 0.148 0.107 0.000
1.944 0.079 0.153 0.108 0.000
2.000 0.079 0.157 0.110 0.000
2.056 0.079 0.161 0.111 0.000
2.1131 0.079 0.166 0.113 0.000
2.167 0.079 0.170 0.117 0.000
2.222 0.079 0.175 0.122 0.000
2.278 0.079 0.179 0.127 0.000
2.333 0.079 0.183 0.132 0.000
2.389 0.079 0.188 0.138 0.000
2.444 0.079 0.192 0.144 0.000
2.500 0.079 0.197 0.151 0.000
2.556 0.079 0.201 0.158 0.000
2.611 0.079 0.205 0.164 0.000
2.667 0.079 0.210 0.171 0.000
2.722 0.079 0.214 0.179 0.000
2.778 0.079 0.218 0.186 0.000
2.833 0.079 0.223 0.193 0.000
2.889 0.079 0.227 0.201 0.000
2.944 0.079 0.232 0.208 0.000
3.000 0.079 0.236 0.216 0.000
3,056 0.079 0.240 0.223 0.000
3.111 0.079 0.245 0.231 0.000
3.167 0.079 0.249 0.240 0.000
April 25, 2006
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3.222
3.278
3.333
3.389
3.444
3.500
3.55¢6
3.611
3.667
3.722
3.778
3.833
3.889
3.944
4.000
4.0586
4.111
4.167
4.222
4.278
4,333
4.389
4.444
4.500
4-.556
4.611
4.667
4.722
4.778
4,833
4.889
4.944
5.000

0.0792
0.079
0.079
0.079
0.078
0.079
0.079
0.079
0.079
0.079
0.078

" 0.079

0.079
0.079
0.079
0.079
0.079
6.07%
0.079
0.079
0.079
0.079
0.07%
0.079
0.079
0.080
0.080
0.080
G.080
6.080
0.080
0.080
0.080

0.254
0.258
0.262
G.267
0.271
0.276
0.280
0.284
0.289
0.293
0.288
0.302
0.3086
0.311
0.315
0.320
0.324
0.328
0.333
0.337
0.342
0.34¢6
0.351
0.355

.0.359

0.364
0.368
0.373
0.377
0.381
0.38¢
0.390
0.395

0.250
0.259
0.269
0.278
0.288
0.298
0.308
0.319
0.329
0.340
0.351
0.362
0.373
0.384
0.39%6
0.588
0.939
1.393
1.930
2.5490
3.214
3.946
4.733
5.570
6.455
7.386
8.360
9.37¢6
10.43
11.52
12.65
13.82
15.02

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
¢.000
0.000
0.0¢0
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.0600
0.000
0.000
g.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

April 25, 2006
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Flow Frequency Return Periods for Predeveloped

Return Period
2 year

5 year

10 year

25 year

50 year

- 100 year

Flow Frequency Return Periods for Developed Unmitigated

Return Periocd
2 year

5 year

10 year

25 year

50 year

100 year

Flow Frequency Return Periods for Developed Mitigated

‘Return Period
2 year

5 year

10 year

25 year

50 year

100 year

ANALYSIS RESULTS

Flow({cfs)

0

[ 2 = I on T oo Y

.19983

.284331
.345901
-430162
487715
-569414

Flow {cfs)

PFHKHOOO

.58062
.79306
.946335
-154782
-321073
.497033

Flow{cfs)

(oI o B e B o X a3 o]

-110423
.146683
.174442
.214026
.24698

.283076

Yearly Peaks for Predeveloped and Developed-Mitigated

Year Predeveloped Developed
1549 ¢.184 0.102
1950 0.339 0.108
1951 0.174 0.104
1952 0.168 0.088
1953 0.229 0.088
1954 0.295 0.098
1955 0.273 0.125
1956 0.129 ¢.108
1957 0.250 0.135
1858 0.407 0.129
1959 0.158 0.105
1560 0.175 0.125
1961 0.508 0.158
1962 0.254 0.109
1963 0.398 0.110
1964 0.150 0.104
1965 0.118 0.095
1966 0.125 0.087
1967 0.359 0.108
1868 0.207 0.172
1969 0.419 0.101
1970 0.143 0.089
1971 0.233 0.104
1972 0.398 0.121
1973 0.211 0.087
1974 0.189 0.099
1975 0.210 0.094

April 25, 2006
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1976
1877
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1854
1995
1996
1997

0.164
0.125
0.134
0.362
0.129
0.159%9
0.157
0.185
0.188
0.218
0.322
0.214
0.173
0.239
0.128
0.129
0.166
0.160
0.103
0.1i22
0.200
0.376

Ranked Yearly Peaks for Predeveloped and Developed-Mitigated

Rank Predeveloped
i 0.5076
2 0.4190
3 0.4066
4 0.3977
5 0.3976
133 0.3760
7 0.3622
8 0.3588
9 0.3350
10 0.3219
11 0.25948
12 0.2733
13 0.254]1
14 0.2500
15 0.2385
le 0.2335
17 0.2292
18 0.2182
19 0.2138%
20 0.211¢0
21 0.2101
22 ¢.2072
23 0.2002
24 0.18953
25 0.18%0
26 0.1877
27 0.1837
28 0.1747
29 0.1742
30 0.1731
31 0.1676
32 0.1660
33 0.1l641
34 0.1600
35 0.1588%
April 25, 2006
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Developad
0.4013
0.3109
0.1887
0.1767
0.1721
0.1666
0.1625
0.1583
0.1353
0.1325
0.1254
0.1250
0.124%
0.1208
0.1161
0.1104
0.10987
0.1054
0.1090
0.1085
0.1076
0.1072
0.1070
0.1062
0.1054
0.1044
0.1040
0.1038
0.1030
0.1023
0.1017
0.1014
0.1003
0.0988
6.0987
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36 0.1585 0.0985

37 0.1575 0.0978
38 0.1500 0.0975
39 0.1432 0.0970
49 0.1343 0.0952
41 0.1290 0.09%945
42 0.1289 0.0898
43 0.1288 0.0888
44 0.1278 0.0879
45 0.1254 , 0.0875
46 0.1247 0.0870
47 C0.1217 0.0849
48 0.118¢0 0.0807
49 0.1029 0.0801

1/2 2 year to 50 yeaf .
Flow (CFS) Predev Final Percentage Pass/Fail

0.0999 628 589 93.0 Pass
0.1039 546 406 74.0 Pass
0.1080 483 269 55.0 - Pass
0.1120 421 200 47.0 Pass
0.1160 375 . 163 43.0 Pass
0.1200 315 - 139 44.0 Pass
0.1240 275 124 45.0 Pass
0.1280 248 112 44.0 Pass
0.1321 222 101 45.0 Pass
0.13¢6l 201 94 46.0 Pass
0.1401 184 - 91 49.0 Pass
0.1441 169 84 49.0 _ Pass
0.1481 156 78 50.0 Pass
0.1522 135 73 54.0 Pass
0.1562 123 71 57.0 Pass
0.1602 107 ‘58 54.0 Pass
0.1642 101 57 56.0 Pass
0.1682 T 96 53 5.0 Pass
0.1722 86 47 54 .0 Pass
0.1763 78 42 53.0 . Pass
0.1803 77 41 53.0 Pass
0.1843 75 40 53.0 Pass
0.1883 67 - 38 56.0 Pass
S 0.1923 61 37 60.0 Pass
0.1964 57 34 59.0 Pass
0.2004 sl 34 66.0 Pass
0.2044 50 33 66.0 Pass
0.2084 48 32 66.0 Pass
0.2124 44 32 72.0 Pags
0.2164 42 31 73.0 Pass
0.2205 40 31 77.0 Pass
0.2245 39 31 79.0 Pass
0.2285 - 38 28 73.0 Pags
0.2325 34 28 82.0 Pass
0.2365 30 28 93,0 Pass
0.2406 28 28 100.0 Pass
0.2446 25 27 108.0 Pass
' 0.2486 24 26 108.0 Pass
0.252¢6 22 24 108.0 Pass
0.2566 19 20 105.0 Pass
0.2606 19 19 100.0 Pass
0.2647 17 18 105.0 ' Pass
0.2687 17 17 100.0 Pass
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0.2727
0.2767
0.2807
0.2848
0.2888
0.2928
0.2968
0.3008
1 0.3048
0.3089
0.3129
0.3169
0.3209
0.3249
0.3290
0.3330

- 0.3370

0.3410
0.3450
0.3490

" 0.3531

0.3571
S 0.3611
0.3651
0.3691
0.3732
0.3772
0.3812
0.3852
0.3892
0.3932
0.3973
0.4013
0.4053
0.4093
0.4133
' 0.4174
0.4214
0.4254
0.4294
.0.4334
0.4374
0.4415
0.4455
0.4495
0.4535
0.4575
0.4616
0.4656
0.4696
0.4736
0.4776
0.4816
0.4857
0.4897
0.4937
0.4977
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88.0
87.0
81.¢
81.0
75.0
73.0
83.0
66.0
66.0
58.0
41.0
41.0
41.0
36.0
27.0
27.0

©30.0

22.0
22.0
22.0
22.0
22.0
25.0
33.0
33.0
33.0
40.0
40.0
20.0
20.0
20.0
20.0
33.0
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Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
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DOWNSTREAM PHOTOS AND NARRATIVE

Photo 1: Looking west from Sultan Basin Road at north property line of project site. Existing ditch
parallel to north property line conveys runoff from wetland northwest of north project site.

Photo 2: Ldoking north at drainage ditch paralleling Sultan Basin Road. Drainage flows south.

April 28, 2006 _ Higa Burkholder Associates, LL.C
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Photo 3: Looking south anng Sultan Basin road from the north side of the l35th Street SE. Drainage
enters a culvert under 135® Street SE.

Photo 4: Outfall to Sultan Basin Road drainage, west side. Outfall comes from drainage ditch
paralleling 135" Street SE. Looking west.

April 25, 2006

Higa Burkholder Associates, LL.C
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Photo 5: Shows the inlet to an existing 48” pipe with trash rack. The- pipe extends to the south to a
series of catch basins along Sultan Basin Road. Looking South.

Photo 6: Looking south from culvert inlet to next catch basin located in Sultan Basin Road.

April 25, 2006 , Higa Burkholder Associates, LLC
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Photo 8: Downstream catch basin from photo 7 along Sultan Basin Road conveying runoff south.

April 25, 2006 o Higa Burkholder Associates, LLC
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Photo 9: Downstream catch basin at the intersection of Sultan Basin Road and Kesler conveying
runoff south. CB is south of CB in photo 8.

Photo 10: Downstream catch basin from photo 9 along Sultan Basin Road conveying runoff south.

April 25,2006 Higa Burkholder Associates, LLC
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Photo 11: Downsiream catch basin from photo 10. CB outfalls to the southeast crossing Sultan
Basin road. Outfall to the shown catch basin is from an existing detention pond shown in photo 12.

Photo 12: Existing detention pond that releases detained runoff to the existing catch basin in Photo
11.

April 25, 2006
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Photo 13: outfall from catch basin shown in photo 11 flows into an existing ravine that carries runoff
to the southeast.

April 28, 2006 ' _ . Higa Burkholder Associates, LLC
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Ya - MILE DOWN STREAM
PLAT OF ANDERSON FARM

AERIAL VICINITY MAP
SCALE: 1" =400

Reference: Snohomish County Drainage Inventory Map April 23,2006; SEC 32 T28N RSE

May 28, 2006
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o RF"EWED MAR ~ § 2005

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
SEATTLE DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.0, BOX 3785 ,

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 981243753 .

REPLY TQ

ATTENTION OF ' | WR 3 ms

Regulatory Branch

Mr. Scott Wammack
Post Office Box. 159 -
Arlmgton, Washingtorl 98223
Reference: 200400949 °
‘Wammack, Scott

Dear MrWammack

Our regufatory program utilizes a series of nationwide permits (NWPs) to authorize specific
categories of work that have minimal impact on the aquatic environment when conducted in
accordance with the permit-condifions (Federal Register, January 15, 2002, Vol. 67, No. 10).
Based on the information you prowded to us, NWP 43, Stormwater Management Facilities,

. authorizes your proposal to placc fill into 0.085 acre of wetlands for the construction of a

stormwater retention and water quality facility, as depicted on the enclosed drawings dated .

June 16, 2004. The project would occur at the intersection of Bryant and Sultan Basin Road at
Sultan, Snohomish County, Washmgton .

In order for this NWP authonzanon to be valid, you must ensure that the work is performed
in accordance with thc cnclosed Nanonwzde Permlr 43, Terms and Conditions.

In order for this NWP authonzatxon to be valid, you must obtain and comply with the
conditions of an individual Wa,tep Quahtyl(.‘ertlﬁ.canon (WQC) and Coastal Zone Management
(CZM) consistency deterniination concwrence from the Washington State Department of Ecology
(Ecology) prior to commencing arly work, unless WQC is waived by Ecology. For further
information on obtammg wQe and a CZM conslstency detennmauon response for your proj ect,
please contact: Co

Nationwide Permit Coordinator’
Department of Ecology. -

- SEA Program .- Co
Post Office Box 47600 - -
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600

- Telephone (360) 407-6926"

B2
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H more than 180 days pass without Ecology responcimg t6 your individual WQC and |
CZM consistency determination concirence request, your requirement to obtain an individual =

WQC and CZM cons1stency detezmmanon responsc becomes waived. You may then proceed to .

_construction.

We have reviewed your pm_]ect pursuant to the requzrements of the Endangered Species Act
(ESA). We have determined that this project will not affect any species listed as threatened or
endangered under the ESA (or a species proposed for such designation). As such, this pmjcct
satisfies the requirements of NWP ‘National Genera] Condmon 11,

We have reviewed your pmjcct pursuant to the requirements of the Endangered Species Act

'(ESA) and the Magnuson-Stevens Fi ishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA), as

amended by the Sustainable Flshenes Act of 1996 in regards to Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)
We have determined that thig project will not affect any species listed as threatened or
~endangered under the ESA (ora spcc:es proposed for such designation) or destroy or adversely
modify the critical habitat of such:species. As such, this project satisfies the requitements of
NWP National General Condition }1.and will not adversely affect EFH requu‘cmcnts for
federally managed fisheries in Washmgton _

*Qur verification of this NWP is vahd for 2 years from the date of this letter unless the NWP

- is modified or revoked prior to that:date, If the authorized work has not been completed by that

date, please contact us to discuss the status of your authorization. This vcnﬁcatmn includesa
'prelmunary Junsdlcnonal detcrmmauon that is pot appealable

If this project complies w1th all terms and conditions of this NWP, you will need no further

authorization from us. However, you must. still obtain afl State and local permits that apply-to

your project. Also, we remind-you that failure to comply with all terms and conditions of this

NWP verification invalidates your authorization and could result in a violation of Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act and/or Section 10 of the 1899 Rivers and Harbors Act.

_ Upon completing the authorized work, please fill out and return the enclosed

* Certificate of Compliance with Dcparm:ent of the Army Permit form to the address indicated on
the form. Your signature on this form is our assurance that the completed work and any required
. mitigation was conducted in accordance with the terms and ¢onditions of this NWP.

Thank you for your coopefation during the permit process. Your efforts help us protect our
nation’s aquatic resources, includiug wetlands. We are interested in your thoughts and opinions
conceming your experience with.our Regulatory Program and encourage you to completé a
customer service survey form. This form and information about onr administrative appeal
process is available on our webisite at: www.nws usace.army.nil/reg html.



A copy of this letter with enclosurcs will be furnished to Mr William Railton, /

Wetland Resources, Inc., 9505 - 19"' Avenue Southeast, #106, Everett, Washington 98208. If

you have any questlons about th.ts letter or our regulatory program, pleasc contact me at
' (206) 764-6904 or via email 4t §usan,§ Glenn@usace.armyv.mil.

Slncerely, _

mwm

usan S. Glenn, Project Manager
North Apphcatmn Review Section

Enclosures

Wl LRIy REDULISLE D PAGE 94
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Exhibit S-10
Letter from City acknowledging application resubmittal reducing the project scope

from 35 lots to 26 and requesting further information on wetland mitigation, dated
June 16, 2006 :



City of Sultan

June 16, 2006

Jake Libaire

Higa Burkholder Assoc.
1721 Hewitt Ave, Suiie 401
Everett, WA 98201

RE: File Number FPPUDO05-003, Anderson Farm PUD
Parcel Numbers 280832-00101100, 280832-00100600

Dear Mr Labaire:

The City received the material submitted on May 4, 2006, in support of your application for a 26 lot
planned unit development (PUD). The site plan shows that the number of smgle family residences have

been reduced from 33 to 26, however additional materials afe stﬂl needed pnor to the Planning
Department issuing a decision. : o

legend on the site pian refers to wetland creatlon and enhane
not address how each individual wetland meets-the code requifements for mitigation. Please submit a
revised mitigation plan 1dent1fy1ng how Wetlands: A, B, C, D, E;F, G are being replaced. This would
update the information in the previous critical areas study (specifically, pages 6-10 of Wetland Resources
Critical Area Study and Mitigation Plan dated August 11; 2005) to show exactly what is being proposed

for each individual wetland. This could be buffer_averagmg, enhancement, etc. as long as itis tiedto a

code section that allows for it. -Please red-ling the site plan to show both the wetland and its buffer. The

submitted site plan shows the locations of the wetlands and enhancement areas, but it does not show the
buffers. The buffer should be separate from the enhancement areas

The plans do not mdacate how th'  altered wetlands will be replaced In accordance with SMC 16.80.070,
acreage must béreplaced at a 1. 5_ 01 ratio on-site or a 2 10 1 ratio off-site. A revised mitigation plan that
_shows how the wetlands will be rep :aced will be requlred in order for the city to render a decision.

Please note that if the requested 1nformat10n is not submltted within 180 days, the application for
development will be null and void. Upon submittal of any additional information, the City will have up to
10 working days to determine if the mformatlon is sufficient for continued processing.

Sincerely,

Rick Cisar
Administrator/Planner, City of Sultan

cc: Pat Bunting, Wetland Resources
City File

EXHIBIT S-10 ™

319 Main Street, Suite 200 » P.O. Box 1199 * Sultan Washington 98294
City Hall (360) 793-2231 e Fax (360) 793-3344
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Exhibit S-11
Lefter to Jake Libaire regarding wetland impacts and mitigations, Graham-Bunting
Associates, August 23, 2006



@iﬂ
Graham-Bunting Associates C p
Environmental & Land Use Services

3643 Legg Road, Bow, WA 98232
Ph.360.766.4441 Fx. 360.766.4443

August 23, 2003-2006

Jake Libaire

Higa-Burkholder Associates, LLC
1721 Hewitt Avenue, Suite 401
Everett, Washington 98201

Dear Jake Libaire;

Graham-Bunting & Associates have reviewed your site plans dated May 4, 2006 and
Wetland Resources Inc. (WRI) Mitigation Plan dated July 17, 2006. It is my
understanding that you would like to know what comments we have regarding the
proposed project with regards to critical areas mitigation, prior to revising and
resubmitting to the City. Below are my comments, questions and observations.

1. Wetlands A, C, E, H had upland buffers associated with the regulated
wetlands on the WRI 8/11/05 proposed Mitigation Site Plan. Please revise
your site plan to include upland buffers. The reduction of buffers per SMC is
allowed with enhancement, but complete removal of buffers is not allowed per
SMC. In order for the City to approve an Innovative Design, the functions of

- wetlands and buffers must be increased from the existing functions as
reiterated below: '

SMC 16.80.100 Innovative design ,

B. Criteria for Approval. An innovative development design approval
pursuant to this section shall be granted in conjunction with the decision
on the underlying permit(s), if the following criteria are met:

1. The innovative design will result in a net improvement of the
functional values of the stream or wetlands and their buffers.

2. Wetlands A, B, and C are degraded wetlands as mentioned in the WRI reports.
Due to the degraded conditions of these wetlands, some areas of these
wetlands as buffer (“paper buffer”’) may be acceptable, not all of the existing
buffer. The required buffer for all of the regulated Category 3 wetlands is 50
feet. The method of wetland as buffer (“paper buffer”) is typically acceptable
where an upland buffer is limited or non-existent (DOE, Corps, EPA, March
2006) such as where wetlands are adjacent to existing roads and typically for
compensatory mitigation. Andrea Bachman’s letter dated 12/14/2005,
addressed to me, discusses “paper fills” (buffers) for low quality wetlands, “io
accommodate the minimum allowed buffer width of 25 feet”. I understand this

Graham-Bunting Associates 1
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to mean that where you will be reducing the buffer to 25 feet, a paper buffer
on a low quality degraded wetland will be used. Please clarify.

3. Since paper buffers are not a widely used method in the City of Sultan, 1 refer
to a recently published document titied Wetland Mitigation in Washington
State, (DOE, CORPS, EPA, March 2006) which is the only document I know
of that discusses “wetlands as buffers”. This document discusses the
importance of adjacent upland habitat for screening and water quality. Your
design addresses water quality in the wetland but does not allow for upland
screening. The DOE et al. document also discusses the need for reduced
buffers in urban spaces where wildlife species may not be the main function
of the wetland. This may be true for Wetlands A, B, and C. However, since
wetland E and H are large, have structural diversity and are being enhanced
for wildlife as a component of the mitigation plan, it will be important to
include some upland buffer areas.

4, The trail in Wetland A needs to be elevated, removed or calculated in your
wetland fill areas and mitigated. It is considered to be an impact and a fill in

the wetland as currently designed. Also, the Corps permit did not include the
trail.

5. In a letter dated June 16, 2006, Rick Cisar, Director of Planning, requested
that the wetland ratios be met as required in the SMC 16.80.080 7.b;

“Up to one acre of nonriparian Category 3 wetlands can be filled per site if
loss of wetland functions is mitigated at an areal replacement ratio of 1.5:1
Jfor on-site mitigation, or a ratio of 2:1 for off-site mitigation.”

6. Please provide the following information:
The total amount (s.f. or acre) of the existing regulated wetland area.

The total amount (s.f. or acre) of proposed wetland area (do not include
“paper buffer™)

The total amount of existing regulated buffer area.

The total amount of proposed buffer area, (include “paper buffer”).
The proposed ratios.

7. Wetlands D, F, and G are not regulated by the SMC and will not need to be
addressed. : :

8. The northerly buffer on Wetland E is missing on Higa’s site plan. Please make
sure to correct this.

Questions

Q1.  How large are wetlands H and E when including the off site portions?

Graham-Bunting Associates 2
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Q2. Will the stormwater/wetland ponds need maintenance, or will the vegetation in
them be native and unmaintained?

Q3. - When utilizing Innovative Design, you are required to address 16.80.090, has this
been done? :

Sincerely,

Patricia Bunting
Wetland Ecologist

Cec: Rick Cisar, Director City of Sultan
Andrea Bachman, Wetland Resources

Graham-Bunting Associates 3 AndersonFarmsPreliminary3rdPartyReview
8/23/06

)




