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1.2

Project Overview
Purpose and Scope

This Stormwater Site Plan accompanies the site development plans for the East Town Crossing
Phase 2 project located on tax parcels 0420351066, 0420264053, 0420264054. The site is
bordered by E Pioneer to the north, East Town Crossing Phase 1 to the west, commercial
businesses to the south, and vacant land to the east. The three parcels contain approximately
2.45 acres that will be disturbed. Refer to Appendix A, Figure A-1 for a Vicinity Map.

This Stormwater Site Plan is for storm drainage approval. This report describes the design and
analysis of the basic treatment, detention, and conveyance facilities proposed as part of the site
improvements. This report will demonstrate that the stormwater design for this project will meet
the requirements of the 2019 Department of Ecology (DOE) Stormwater Management Manual for
Western Washington (SMMWW), as adopted by the City of Puyallup.

Existing Conditions Summary
1.21 Existing Site Features

The existing site area is approximately 2.45 acres and is currently undeveloped land cover.
Within the three parcels, a gravel access road connects E Pioneer to the commercial property to
the south. Most of the groundcover is made up of tall grass, shrubs, and a few trees.

The existing site area contains a combined detention/wetpond that receives runoff from the
commercial property to the south before overflowing into the existing channel lining the east and
north of the property. Apart from the existing storm facility, the site generally slopes from
southeast to northwest, with the large majority of runoff discharging to the northern portion of the
channel. Small sections of the eastern part of the site discharge to the channel on to the east, but
not enough to be significant. In general, the northern channel is the site’s point of discharge. A
topographical survey of the project was prepared by Abbey Road Group. that shows existing site
conditions. See Appendix A, Exhibit A-2 for the Existing Conditions Map.

1.2.2 Soils

The National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) classifies the onsite soils as Briscot Loam
in the northern part of the site and Puyallup fine sandy loam in the southern portion of the site.
Appendix A, Exhibit A-4 provides the NRCS soil map. Briscot Loam is classified as hydrologic soil
group B/D with poorly draining characteristics. Puyallup fine sandy loam is classified as
hydrologic soil group A with well-draining characteristics.

Krazan & Associates, Inc prepared a geotechnical report for the site. On March 4, 2021, two
large-scale pilot infiltration tests were completed. Based on the results presented in the
Geotechnical Report, it was determined that the soils at the site contain high silt content and are
considered a very low infiltrative to relatively impermeable layer. Migizi Group, Inc., confirmed in
their Project Infiltration Letter, dated August 25, 2023 (provided as Appendix B, Exhibit B-1) that
Krazan & Associates, Inc.’s findings result in a calculated 0 inches per hour infiltration rate. Thus,
in opposition of the NRCS report, the entire site is not recommended for any infiltration due to the
presence of unfavorable soils.

See Appendix B, Exhibit B-1 for the Krazan & Associates, Inc. Geotechnical Engineering Report
and Appendix B-2 for the Migizi Group Geotechnical Letter.

-
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3.0

Proposed Conditions Summary

The proposed improvements include storm conveyance, detention, grading, paving, and striping,
for 3 multi-family buildings and a property management/clubhouse building. Stormwater in
proposed paved areas will be collected in a new collection system which will drain to one of two
Biopods located in the northern and south portion on the site. After treatment, stormwater will be
detained in an R-Tank to the west of the site that was installed as a part of East Town Crossing
Phase 1. After detention, stormwater will be released into the enhanced stream to the north of the
site.

In addition to the on-site storm system improvements, the existing detention/wetpond located on
the southeastern portion of the site will be replaced with a detention and treatment system. This
system will only serve the upstream properties and will release to the upstream portion of the
enhanced stream.

See Appendix A, Exhibit A-3, for the Developed Conditions Map.

Offsite Analysis Report
Upstream Analysis

In existing conditions, the commercial property on the parcel to the south drains to the combined
detention/wetpond located on the southeastern portion of our site. Due to lack of maintenance,
the existing stream has breached the storm facilities eastern berm and the control structure now
detains and releases the streams flow as well as the runoff from the southern property. After
release from the control structure, stormwater is conveyed to the Pioneer Way ditch located at the
north property line and then via a storm pipe away from the site. As a part of phase 2, the existing
storm facility will be replaced, and the stream will be relocated.

Downstream Analysis

In existing condition, stormwater leaves the site on the northern portion of the channel that runs
around the east and north of the site. A culvert collects the water from the channel and directs it
northwest under the intersection of E Pioneer and Shaw Road E. A channel then runs along E
Pioneer on the roadside of the railroad before it intersects another culvert directing water through
Deer Creek and then to the Puyallup River less than a mile away.

As a part of phase 2, the existing channel will be enhanced within the bounds of the site. Stream
regrading will occur under the stream grading permit.

Permanent Stormwater Control Plan

This project is a new development that includes more than 5,000 square feet of impervious
surfaces; therefore, all Minimum Requirements (MR) apply to this project. Refer to Appendix A,
Exhibit A-5 for the Flow Chart for Determining Requirements for New Development.

The existing channel to the north and east of the site will be enhanced under a separate permit. A
new system is proposed to collect all stormwater generated onsite as well as directed to the site.
The proposed system will include catch basins that will convey stormwater through one of two
BioPods (which are designed for enhanced treatment) before being detained in an existing
system of R-Tanks, located west of the project site. Refer to Phase 1 submittal for information
related to the existing R-Tank system. The existing R-Tank outfall will be upgraded to a 20” by
20” Mirafi wrapped washed rock channel overtopped by rip rap as a part of Phase 2. This will be
to prevent fish from swimming back into the detention system on-site. The stream will direct water
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4.2

4.3

along Pioneer Way ditch, then the main stem of Deer Creek before discharging to the main body
of the Puyallup River approximately 1.5 miles to the west-northwest.

A new R-Tank and treatment system are proposed for Phase 2 to replace the existing combined
detention/wetpond receiving water from the southern commercial property. Stormwater received
from the upstream commercial property through the existing 15” pipe will first be treated. A
BioPod is proposed to replace the volume-based wetpond with flow-based treatment meeting
DOE GULD standards. After treatment the stormwater will enter the R-Tank that has been
designed to detain the existing required detention volume from the pond. A control structure will
slow the release of stormwater matching the existing control structure's release rate. The
released stormwater will outfall to the enhanced stream through a 34” by 34” Mirafi wrapped
washed rock channel overtopped by rip rap. This will prevent fish from swimming back into the
detention systems onsite. Refer to Sections 4.6 and 4.7 for more information on the proposed
water quality and flow control plans.

Refer to Appendix D Exhibit D-2 for Water Quality Basin Map and Calculations used for sizing.

Information on the existing combined detention/wetpond to be replaced in this phase can be
found in the original storm drainage report available as Appendix D Exhibit D-5.

Summary of Minimum Requirements
MR 1 — Preparation of Stormwater Site Plans

This report and project plans have been prepared to provide justification of the water quality and
flow control design proposed for this project.

MR 2 - Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention

A Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (CSWPPP) has been prepared to satisfy
MR 2 and is included as Appendix E of this report.

MR 3 — Source Control of Pollution

The proposed project is required to provide source control of pollution. Following are proposed
measures to be implemented as part of the civil plans.

. All discharges to the city storm system require City of Puyallup approval.

. All pollutants, including waste materials and demolition debris created onsite during
construction, shall be handled and disposed of in a manner that does not cause
contamination of surface water.

. Cover, containment, and protection from vandalism shall be provided for all chemicals,
liquid products, petroleum products, and non-inert wastes present on the site (see
Chapter 173-304 WAC for the definition of inert waste).

. Maintenance and repair of heavy equipment and vehicles that may result in discharge or
spillage of pollutants to the ground or into surface water runoff must be conducted using
spill prevention measures such as drip pans.

. Concrete Handling (BMP C151) shall be used to prevent or treat contamination of surface
water runoff by pH modifying sources.

The CSWPPP provides details on the control of pollution during construction.
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44 MR 4 - Preservation of Natural Drainage Systems and Outfalls

The existing land cover drains to the northern portion of the channel that wraps around the
parcels east and north borders before running alongside E Pioneer and into Deer Creek before
joining the Puyallup River. The discharge to the channel will be maintained during developed
conditions.

Under proposed conditions, treated runoff will be discharged to the northwestern section of the
channel where it will enter an existing culvert that redirects the stream diagonally across the
intersection of E Pioneer and Shaw Road E, travel alongside E Pioneer to Deer Creek before
joining the Puyallup River. Flows from the commercial properties to the south were released into
the southern portion of the stream in pre-existing condition before the storm pond was created.
Proposed conditions will restore this upstream flow path.

4.5 MR 5 - Onsite Stormwater Control

Onsite stormwater management Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not practical for the site
due to native site soils, which have no infiltrative properties. With that in mind, per the Flow Chart
for Determining MR #5 Requirements, refer to Appendix A, Exhibit A-6, List #2 of the List
Approach is required. Below is a summary of the findings of List #2, refer to Appendix A, Exhibit
A-7 for the Infeasibility Checklists.

Surface Type: Lawn and Landscaped Areas:
Chosen BMP: T5.13: Post-Construction Soil Quality and Depth.

Surface Type: Roofs:
All options on the List Approach are infeasible, runoff from roofs will be directed towards a
detention system.

Surface Type: Other Hard Surfaces:
All options on the List Approach are infeasible, runoff will be directed towards a detention system.

Given the infeasibility of the List Approach BMPs, the proposed storm system will utilize an
existing R-Tank System from Phase 1 and two proposed Oldcastle BioPods to provide flow
control and water quality to mitigate stormwater onsite. The R-Tanks were sized in Phase 1 to
include Phase 2 development. Refer to PRCCP20230970 for the sizing. The two BioPods have
been sized using the flows from the WWHM model and DOE GULD standards, refer to Appendix
D, Exhibit D-2 for the water quality calculations and BioPod sizing.

Runoff from the multifamily buildings and associated surfaces utilize catch basins and roof drains
to collect stormwater runoff. Runoff from pollution generating surfaces is conveyed to one of two
underground BioPods to treat runoff before conveying to the Phase 1 R-Tank west of Building F.
Runoff from the mutifamily buildings roofs will either directly connect to the above-mentioned R-
Tank, bypassing treatment, or connect to the existing stormwater system from Phase 1. The
existing stormwater system was designed to convey and contain runoff generated by Phase 2
improvements. Stormwater within the existing R-Tanks is eventually released to the enhanced
stream.

Refer to Appendix D, Exhibit D-1 for the Conveyance Calculations and Analysis. This analysis,
performed using Storm and Sanitary Sewer Analysis, shows that the proposed stormwater
conveyance system has sufficient capacity to convey and contain the 25-year storm flow event of
the fully developed project site. No proposed structures overtop and over 6-inches of freeboard is
shown between the maximum hydraulic grade line and the proposed rim elevations of all
proposed structures.
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4.6

4.7

MR 6 — Runoff Treatment

Over 5,000 square feet of pollution-generating surface (PGIS) will be added as part of phase 2
improvements; therefore, water quality treatment will be provided. 2 BioPods are proposed to
provide treatment for stormwater runoff and will be located upstream of the detention system. Per
the DOE GULD standard specifications, the system is sized at a hydraulic load rating of 1.6
gallon per minute per square foot of media surface area of which the flow is based off the water
quality design flow rate using the peak 15-minute flow rate using WWHM.

This project proposes to replace the existing volume-based water quality device with a flow-based
water quality device. Biopods are being used to replace the water quality treatment of the existing
combined detention/wetpond. The existing areas were input into WWHM to obtain a water quality
flow rate used for sizing the biopods matches the flow rate calculated in the original storm report
for sizing the existing combined detention/wetpond.

Refer to Appendix D, Exhibit D-2 for the Water Quality Calculations for Phase 2, and a copy of
the GULD standards. Refer to Appendix D-5 for the “Storm Drainage and Erosion Control Report
for Shaw Road Development” dated December 2004. Refer to exhibit B-2 within Appendix D-5 for
the areas used in WWHM for the water quality flow rate required for the replacement in this phase
for the upstream basin.

MR 7 - Flow Control

The proposed stormwater system will be conveyed to an existing detention system composed of
three R-Tanks. This system of R-tanks is located to the west of proposed Building F and were
constructed as a part of East Town Crossing Phase 1. The existing R-Tanks were sized in Phase
1 to accommodate the flow from Phase 2 improvements. The proposed Phase 2 storm system
will be conveyed into the eastern most existing, ‘R-Tank 3’, through two stubs constructed in
phase 1. Refer to phase 1 submittal, PRCCP20230970, for more information on the existing R-
Tank system including Flow Control Calculations and Flow Control Basin Map.

A fourth R-Tank referred as ‘R-Tank 4’ is to be constructed during phase 2. This additional R-
Tank is to replace the detention portion of the existing combined detention/wetpond in the
southeast portion of the site that serves the commercial property south of the project site. The R-
Tank will roughly be in the same location as the existing storm facility and is sized to match
existing volume of storage. At the end of ‘R-Tank 4’, a control structure controls the release of
flow into the enhanced stream. The proposed replacement control structure was designed using
the simple orifice equation from Volume V of the SWMMWW and the release rates for the 2-, 10-,
and 100-yr storms, the peak surface water elevation in the system, and the active volume
associated with the surface water elevation in the existing system. By converting the active
volumes into cubic feet, and then into an elevation (by dividing out the surface area of the
proposed detention system) the head at each of the three storms was determined. Next, the
simple orifice equation was used to determine orifice sizes and elevations until the release rates
at each of the three storms matched the values shown in the old report. Refer to Appendix D-4 for
the control structure calculations. Refer to Appendix D-5 for the “Storm Drainage and Erosion
Control Report for Shaw Road Development” dated December 2004. Within Appendix D-5,
exhibits C-3 and C-4 are the existing control structure release rates and detention pond volumes
that are to be matched by R-Tank 4 and the proposed control structure. Refer to Appendix D,
Exhibits D-3 for the Buoyancy Calculations for R-Tank 4.

Please note that the configuration of ‘R-Tank 4’ outlet has changed from the initial plan in the
Phase 1 submittal. ‘R-Tank 4’ now bypasses the rest of the storm drainage system and is not
connected to the other three existing R-Tanks.
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4.8

4.9

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

9.0

10.0

MR 8 — Wetland Protection

It is to our knowledge that no wetlands exist on or adjacent to the site that would be impacted by
the proposed site development.

Refer to Appendix A, Exhibit A-8 and A-9 for the FEMA Map and FEMA Letter of Map Revision.
MR 9 — Operation and Maintenance
See Appendix C for a copy of the Operations and Maintenance Manual. This manual shall be

readily available for inspection by the City of Puyallup. The maintenance and operations shall be
the responsibility of the owner of the East Town Crossing project.

Wells and Septic Systems

The Department of Ecology (DOE) Well Report Map does not identify any wells present on the
site. Any wells located will be decommissioned following the Tacoma-Pierce County Health
Department (TPCHD) removal regulations.

Two septic systems were located in the 2019 survey provided by Abbey Road Group at the

existing residential parcels. Both were decommissioned in Phase 1 following TPCHD sewer
removal regulations.

Fuel Tanks

To our knowledge, there are no existing fuel tanks on the site. If located during construction, the
fuel tanks will be abandoned according to TPCHD and DOE standards.

Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan

A Temporary Erosion Control Plan is included with the plan set, and a CSWPPP for the project is
included as Appendix E of this report.

Special Reports and Studies

A Geotechnical Report was prepared by Krazen & Associates, Inc., dated April 11, 2019. Refer to
Appendix B-1. In addition, a letter from Migizi Group is included as Appendix B-2.

A Stream Restoration and Mitigation Plan was prepared by Soundview Consultants, dated
September 2023. Refer to Appendix B-4.

The project site is not within a 100-year flood plain, as seen in Appendix A, Exhibit A-6.
Other Permits
A State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) Checklist has been completed for this project. At the

time of writing, a Clear, Fill, and Grade Permit was readied for issuance as Permit # PRGR-2023-
0972. Coverage under DOE’s Construction Stormwater General Permit must be obtained.

Operations and Maintenance Manual

Refer to Appendix C for the Maintenance Standards for the proposed drainage facilities and the
Maintenance Checklist for the finished project site.
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A Stormwater Maintenance Agreement will be recorded at the time of Occupancy in accordance
with City Standards.

11.0 Conclusion

Based on our understanding and the attached documentation, we believe the proposed
improvements conform to City of Puyallup and Washington State Department of Ecology
standards. We conclude that this project, as proposed, will not have adverse impacts to the site
or the downstream drainage system.

This analysis is based on data and records either supplied to or obtained by AHBL. These documents are
referenced within the text of the analysis. The analysis has been prepared using procedures and
practices within the standard accepted practices of the industry.

AHBL, Inc.

Caa—

Christopher Watt
Project Engineer

ZCP/ CJW

January 2025
Q:\2023\2230752\10_CIVINON_CAD\REPORTS\SSP - Phase 2\20240417 PHASE 2 Rpt (SSP) 2230752.10.docx
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Civil Engineers

Structural Engineers

/ Z
/
/ / GRAPHIC SCALE
/ ' 0 20 40 80
1" = 40 FEET
SURFACE AREA BREAKDOWN:
UPPER BASIN:
ROAD: 1.90 AC
ROOF: 1.05AC | |
LAWN: 230 AC | |
PHASE 2: | |
ROAD: 0.90 AC
ROOF: 0.65AC | |
LAWN: 090 AC | |
TOTAL:
ROAD: 2.80 AC
ROOF: 1.70 AC
LAWN: 3.20 AC

BASIN TOTAL: 7.7 AC
FACTOR OF SAFETY FOR CALCULATIONS: +0.3 AC
CALCULATED BASIN: 8.0 AC

LOWER BASIN:

PHASE 1: | |
ROAD: 0.87 AC

ROOF: 0.24 AC | |

LAWN: 0.59 AC | |

BASIN TOTAL: 1.7 AC
FACTOR OF SAFETY FOR CALCULATIONS: +0.3 AC
CALCULATED BASIN: 2.0 AC

BYPASS
PHASE 2:
ROAD: 0.39 AC | |
ROOF: 0.00 AC

LAWN: 0.56 AC | |

BASIN TOTAL: 0.95 AC

NOTE: F.S. TO ENSURE ANY ADDITIONAL RUNOFF NOT
BOUNDED BY BASIN OUTLINES TO THE LEFT IS
CAPTURED AND DOES NOT COMPROMISE THE SYSTEM.

NOTE: TEMPORARY ACCESS AND TURNAROUND IS NOT
INCLUDED IN THESE VALUES
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Preface

Soil surveys contain information that affects land use planning in survey areas.
They highlight soil limitations that affect various land uses and provide information
about the properties of the soils in the survey areas. Soil surveys are designed for
many different users, including farmers, ranchers, foresters, agronomists, urban
planners, community officials, engineers, developers, builders, and home buyers.
Also, conservationists, teachers, students, and specialists in recreation, waste
disposal, and pollution control can use the surveys to help them understand,
protect, or enhance the environment.

Various land use regulations of Federal, State, and local governments may impose
special restrictions on land use or land treatment. Soil surveys identify soil
properties that are used in making various land use or land treatment decisions.
The information is intended to help the land users identify and reduce the effects of
soil limitations on various land uses. The landowner or user is responsible for
identifying and complying with existing laws and regulations.

Although soil survey information can be used for general farm, local, and wider area
planning, onsite investigation is needed to supplement this information in some
cases. Examples include soil quality assessments (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/
portal/nrcs/main/soils/health/) and certain conservation and engineering
applications. For more detailed information, contact your local USDA Service Center
(https://offices.sc.egov.usda.gov/locator/app?agency=nrcs) or your NRCS State Soil
Scientist (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/contactus/?
cid=nrcs142p2_053951).

Great differences in soil properties can occur within short distances. Some soils are
seasonally wet or subject to flooding. Some are too unstable to be used as a
foundation for buildings or roads. Clayey or wet soils are poorly suited to use as
septic tank absorption fields. A high water table makes a soil poorly suited to
basements or underground installations.

The National Cooperative Soil Survey is a joint effort of the United States
Department of Agriculture and other Federal agencies, State agencies including the
Agricultural Experiment Stations, and local agencies. The Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) has leadership for the Federal part of the National
Cooperative Soil Survey.

Information about soils is updated periodically. Updated information is available
through the NRCS Web Soil Survey, the site for official soil survey information.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its
programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability,
and where applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion,
sexual orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or a
part of an individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not
all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require



alternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large print,
audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice
and TDD). To file a complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of
Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410 or
call (800) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity
provider and employer.
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How Soil Surveys Are Made

Soil surveys are made to provide information about the soils and miscellaneous
areas in a specific area. They include a description of the soils and miscellaneous
areas and their location on the landscape and tables that show soil properties and
limitations affecting various uses. Soil scientists observed the steepness, length,
and shape of the slopes; the general pattern of drainage; the kinds of crops and
native plants; and the kinds of bedrock. They observed and described many soil
profiles. A soil profile is the sequence of natural layers, or horizons, in a soil. The
profile extends from the surface down into the unconsolidated material in which the
soil formed or from the surface down to bedrock. The unconsolidated material is
devoid of roots and other living organisms and has not been changed by other
biological activity.

Currently, soils are mapped according to the boundaries of major land resource
areas (MLRAs). MLRAs are geographically associated land resource units that

share common characteristics related to physiography, geology, climate, water

resources, soils, biological resources, and land uses (USDA, 2006). Soil survey
areas typically consist of parts of one or more MLRA.

The soils and miscellaneous areas in a survey area occur in an orderly pattern that
is related to the geology, landforms, relief, climate, and natural vegetation of the
area. Each kind of soil and miscellaneous area is associated with a particular kind
of landform or with a segment of the landform. By observing the soils and
miscellaneous areas in the survey area and relating their position to specific
segments of the landform, a soil scientist develops a concept, or model, of how they
were formed. Thus, during mapping, this model enables the soil scientist to predict
with a considerable degree of accuracy the kind of soil or miscellaneous area at a
specific location on the landscape.

Commonly, individual soils on the landscape merge into one another as their
characteristics gradually change. To construct an accurate soil map, however, soil
scientists must determine the boundaries between the soils. They can observe only
a limited number of soil profiles. Nevertheless, these observations, supplemented
by an understanding of the soil-vegetation-landscape relationship, are sufficient to
verify predictions of the kinds of soil in an area and to determine the boundaries.

Soil scientists recorded the characteristics of the soil profiles that they studied. They
noted soil color, texture, size and shape of soil aggregates, kind and amount of rock
fragments, distribution of plant roots, reaction, and other features that enable them
to identify soils. After describing the soils in the survey area and determining their
properties, the soil scientists assigned the soils to taxonomic classes (units).
Taxonomic classes are concepts. Each taxonomic class has a set of soll
characteristics with precisely defined limits. The classes are used as a basis for
comparison to classify soils systematically. Soil taxonomy, the system of taxonomic
classification used in the United States, is based mainly on the kind and character
of soil properties and the arrangement of horizons within the profile. After the soil
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scientists classified and named the soils in the survey area, they compared the
individual soils with similar soils in the same taxonomic class in other areas so that
they could confirm data and assemble additional data based on experience and
research.

The objective of soil mapping is not to delineate pure map unit components; the
objective is to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that
have similar use and management requirements. Each map unit is defined by a
unique combination of soil components and/or miscellaneous areas in predictable
proportions. Some components may be highly contrasting to the other components
of the map unit. The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way
diminishes the usefulness or accuracy of the data. The delineation of such
landforms and landform segments on the map provides sufficient information for the
development of resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, onsite
investigation is needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas.

Soil scientists make many field observations in the process of producing a soil map.
The frequency of observation is dependent upon several factors, including scale of
mapping, intensity of mapping, design of map units, complexity of the landscape,
and experience of the soil scientist. Observations are made to test and refine the
soil-landscape model and predictions and to verify the classification of the soils at
specific locations. Once the soil-landscape model is refined, a significantly smaller
number of measurements of individual soil properties are made and recorded.
These measurements may include field measurements, such as those for color,
depth to bedrock, and texture, and laboratory measurements, such as those for
content of sand, silt, clay, salt, and other components. Properties of each soll
typically vary from one point to another across the landscape.

Observations for map unit components are aggregated to develop ranges of
characteristics for the components. The aggregated values are presented. Direct
measurements do not exist for every property presented for every map unit
component. Values for some properties are estimated from combinations of other
properties.

While a soil survey is in progress, samples of some of the soils in the area generally
are collected for laboratory analyses and for engineering tests. Soil scientists
interpret the data from these analyses and tests as well as the field-observed
characteristics and the soil properties to determine the expected behavior of the
soils under different uses. Interpretations for all of the soils are field tested through
observation of the soils in different uses and under different levels of management.
Some interpretations are modified to fit local conditions, and some new
interpretations are developed to meet local needs. Data are assembled from other
sources, such as research information, production records, and field experience of
specialists. For example, data on crop yields under defined levels of management
are assembled from farm records and from field or plot experiments on the same
kinds of soil.

Predictions about soil behavior are based not only on soil properties but also on
such variables as climate and biological activity. Soil conditions are predictable over
long periods of time, but they are not predictable from year to year. For example,
soil scientists can predict with a fairly high degree of accuracy that a given soil will
have a high water table within certain depths in most years, but they cannot predict
that a high water table will always be at a specific level in the soil on a specific date.

After soil scientists located and identified the significant natural bodies of soil in the
survey area, they drew the boundaries of these bodies on aerial photographs and
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identified each as a specific map unit. Aerial photographs show trees, buildings,
fields, roads, and rivers, all of which help in locating boundaries accurately.



Soil Map

The soil map section includes the soil map for the defined area of interest, a list of
soil map units on the map and extent of each map unit, and cartographic symbols
displayed on the map. Also presented are various metadata about data used to
produce the map, and a description of each soil map unit.
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Area of Interest (AOIl) = Spoil Area
Area of Interest (AOI) 8 Stony Spot
Soils i) Very Stony Spot
Soil Map Unit Polygons -
bl Wet Spot
— Soil Map Unit Lines !
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o Soil Map Unit Points
P Special Line Features
Special Point Features
o) Blowout Water Features
Streams and Canals
Borrow Pit
Transportation

-1 Clay Spot Rails
o Closed Depression — Interstate Highways
;H; Gravel Pit US Routes
S Gravelly Spot Major Roads
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n Lava Flow Background
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+ Saline Spot
:: Sandy Spot

Severely Eroded Spot

s} Sinkhole
Iy Slide or Slip
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MAP INFORMATION

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
1:24,000.

Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale.

Enlargement of maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause
misunderstanding of the detail of mapping and accuracy of soil
line placement. The maps do not show the small areas of
contrasting soils that could have been shown at a more detailed
scale.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area: Pierce County Area, Washington
Survey Area Data: Version 19, Aug 29, 2023

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Jul 31, 2022—Aug 8,
2022

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Map Unit Legend

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
6A Briscot loam 8.8 72.1%
31A Puyallup fine sandy loam 3.4 27.9%
Totals for Area of Interest 12.3 100.0%

Map Unit Descriptions

The map units delineated on the detailed soil maps in a soil survey represent the
soils or miscellaneous areas in the survey area. The map unit descriptions, along
with the maps, can be used to determine the composition and properties of a unit.

A map unit delineation on a soil map represents an area dominated by one or more
maijor kinds of soil or miscellaneous areas. A map unit is identified and named
according to the taxonomic classification of the dominant soils. Within a taxonomic

class there are precisely defined limits for the properties of the soils. On the
landscape, however, the soils are natural phenomena, and they have the
characteristic variability of all natural phenomena. Thus, the range of some

observed properties may extend beyond the limits defined for a taxonomic class.
Areas of soils of a single taxonomic class rarely, if ever, can be mapped without
including areas of other taxonomic classes. Consequently, every map unit is made

up of the soils or miscellaneous areas for which it is named and some minor

components that belong to taxonomic classes other than those of the major soils.

Most minor soils have properties similar to those of the dominant soil or soils in the
map unit, and thus they do not affect use and management. These are called
noncontrasting, or similar, components. They may or may not be mentioned in a
particular map unit description. Other minor components, however, have properties
and behavioral characteristics divergent enough to affect use or to require different

management. These are called contrasting, or dissimilar, components. They

generally are in small areas and could not be mapped separately because of the
scale used. Some small areas of strongly contrasting soils or miscellaneous areas
are identified by a special symbol on the maps. If included in the database for a

given area, the contrasting minor components are identified in the map unit
descriptions along with some characteristics of each. A few areas of minor
components may not have been observed, and consequently they are not

mentioned in the descriptions, especially where the pattern was so complex that it

was impractical to make enough observations to identify all the soils and
miscellaneous areas on the landscape.

The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes the

usefulness or accuracy of the data. The objective of mapping is not to delineate
pure taxonomic classes but rather to separate the landscape into landforms or
landform segments that have similar use and management requirements. The
delineation of such segments on the map provides sufficient information for the
development of resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, however,
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onsite investigation is needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous
areas.

An identifying symbol precedes the map unit name in the map unit descriptions.
Each description includes general facts about the unit and gives important soil
properties and qualities.

Soils that have profiles that are almost alike make up a soil series. Except for
differences in texture of the surface layer, all the soils of a series have major
horizons that are similar in composition, thickness, and arrangement.

Soils of one series can differ in texture of the surface layer, slope, stoniness,
salinity, degree of erosion, and other characteristics that affect their use. On the
basis of such differences, a soil series is divided into soil phases. Most of the areas
shown on the detailed soil maps are phases of soil series. The name of a soil phase
commonly indicates a feature that affects use or management. For example, Alpha
silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is a phase of the Alpha series.

Some map units are made up of two or more major soils or miscellaneous areas.
These map units are complexes, associations, or undifferentiated groups.

A complex consists of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas in such an intricate
pattern or in such small areas that they cannot be shown separately on the maps.
The pattern and proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar
in all areas. Alpha-Beta complex, 0 to 6 percent slopes, is an example.

An association is made up of two or more geographically associated soils or
miscellaneous areas that are shown as one unit on the maps. Because of present
or anticipated uses of the map units in the survey area, it was not considered
practical or necessary to map the soils or miscellaneous areas separately. The
pattern and relative proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat
similar. Alpha-Beta association, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

An undifferentiated group is made up of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas
that could be mapped individually but are mapped as one unit because similar
interpretations can be made for use and management. The pattern and proportion
of the soils or miscellaneous areas in a mapped area are not uniform. An area can
be made up of only one of the major soils or miscellaneous areas, or it can be made
up of all of them. Alpha and Beta soils, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

Some surveys include miscellaneous areas. Such areas have little or no soil
material and support little or no vegetation. Rock outcrop is an example.

12
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Pierce County Area, Washington

6A—Briscot loam

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2hrc
Elevation: 20 to 250 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 30 to 55 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 48 to 50 degrees F
Frost-free period: 160 to 210 days
Farmland classification: Prime farmland if drained

Map Unit Composition
Briscot, drained, and similar soils: 95 percent
Minor components: 5 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Briscot, Drained

Setting
Landform: Flood plains
Parent material: Alluvium

Typical profile
H1-0to 11 inches: loam
H2 - 11 to 38 inches: stratified fine sand to silt loam
H3 - 38 to 60 inches: sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 2 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Poorly drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high
(0.57 to 1.98 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 12 to 35 inches
Frequency of flooding: NoneOccasional
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: High (about 11.4 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4w
Hydrologic Soil Group: B/D
Ecological site: FO02XA007WA - Puget Lowlands Wet Forest
Forage suitability group: Seasonally Wet Soils (GO02XN202WA)
Other vegetative classification: Seasonally Wet Soils (GO02XN202WA)
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Minor Components

Briscot, undrained
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Flood plains
Other vegetative classification: Seasonally Wet Soils (GO02XN202WA)
Hydric soil rating: Yes

13
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31A—Puyallup fine sandy loam

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2hq9
Elevation: 0 to 390 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 35 to 60 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 50 degrees F
Frost-free period: 170 to 200 days
Farmland classification: Prime farmland if irrigated

Map Unit Composition
Puyallup and similar soils: 85 percent
Minor components: 2 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Puyallup

Setting
Landform: Terraces, flood plains
Parent material: Alluvium

Typical profile
H1 -0 to 13 inches: ashy fine sandy loam
H2 - 13 to 29 inches: loamy fine sand
H3 - 29 to 60 inches: fine sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 3 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): High (1.98 to 5.95
in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 48 to 79 inches
Frequency of flooding: NoneOccasional
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water supply, O to 60 inches: Moderate (about 6.6 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 3w
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 3w
Hydrologic Soil Group: A
Ecological site: FO02XA008WA - Puget Lowlands Riparian Forest
Forage suitability group: Droughty Soils (GO02XN402WA)
Other vegetative classification: Droughty Soils (GO02XN402WA)
Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Briscot, undrained
Percent of map unit: 2 percent

14
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Landform: Depressions
Other vegetative classification: Seasonally Wet Soils (GO02XN202WA)
Hydric soil rating: Yes

15
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APPENDIX A-5

Figure 1-3.1: Flow Chart for Determining Requirements for New
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APPENDIX A-6

Figure 1-3.3: Flow Chart for Determining MR #5 Requirements
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Appendix A-7:

Surface Type: Lawn and Landscaped Areas
Infeasibility Checklist
BMP T5.13 Post Construction Soil Quality and Depth

It is not necessary to answer all questions when determining if a BMP is feasible for Minimum
Requirement #5 — The List Approach. Unless otherwise noted, a single answer of No means the
BMP is considered infeasible for meeting Minimum Requirement #5 — The List Approach.
Questions #1-2 relate to infeasibility criteria that are based on conditions such as topography
and distances to predetermined boundaries and certain design criteria.

Question .
Number Question Yes | No | NA
1 Can the soil amendments be placed on slopes less than 33%? X O O
2 Will installing sheet flow dispersion cause conflicts with any of
the following? (An answer of yes means this BMP is infeasible.) O X O
Place a checkmark next to the applicable item (2a-2e).
2a Requirements of the Historic Preservation Laws and
Archeology Laws, Federal Superfund or Washington State 0
Model Toxics Control Act, Federal Aviation Administration
requirements for airports, or Americans with Disability Act
2b Special zoning district design criteria adopted and being
implemented through any City of Puyallup planning 0
efforts
2c Public health and safety standards O
2d Transportation regulations to maintain the option for
future expansion or multi-modal use of public rights-of- .
way
2e Critical Area Preservation Ordinance O

Surface Type: Roofs
Infeasibility Checklist
BMP T5.30 Full Dispersion

It is not necessary to answer all questions when determining if a BMP is feasible for Minimum Requirement #5 —
The List Approach. Unless otherwise noted, a single answer of No means the BMP is considered infeasible for
meeting Minimum Requirement #5 — The List Approach.

Questions #1-9 relate to infeasibility criteria that are based on conditions such as topography and distances to
predetermined boundaries and certain design criteria.

ﬁzﬁls;:;n Question Yes | No | NA

1 Can the flow spreader and dispersion areas be placed 10 feet or more from 0 X 0
any building structure?

2 Can the flow spreader and dispersion areas be placed 5 feet or more from any O X O
other structure or property line?

3 Can the dispersion areas be placed 50 feet or more from the top of any slope 0O 0O 0O
15% or greater?

4 Can the dispersion areas be placed 50 feet or more from geologically 0 0 0
hazardous areas?

5 Can the dispersion area be located outside of critical areas, critical area 0O 0O 0O
buffers, streams, or lakes?
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Can the flow spreader and dispersion area maintain setbacks from Onsite

Sewage Systems per WAC 246-272A-02107 - - -
8 Will installing a full dispersion system cause conflicts with any of the following?
(An answer of yes means this BMP is infeasible.) Place a checkmark next to O O O
the applicable item (8a-8e).
8a Requirements of the Historic Preservation Laws and Archeology
Laws, Federal Superfund or Washington State Model Toxics Control 0O
Act, Federal Aviation Administration requirements for airports, or
Americans with Disability Act
8b Special zoning district design criteria adopted and being implemented
through any City of Puyallup planning efforts O
8c Public health and safety standards O
8d Transportation regulations to maintain the option for future expansion
or multi-modal use of public rights-of-way O
8e Critical Area Preservation Ordinance O
9 Can the design standards in BMP T5.30 be met? O O

9a

Describe the design standard that cannot be met:

Questions #10 require evaluation of site specific conditions and a written recommendation from an
appropriate Washington State Licensed Professional (e.g., Professional Engineer, Professional Geologist,
Professional Hydrogeologist).

through any City of Puyallup planning efforts

10 Will the use of a full dispersion cause erosion or flooding problems onsite or 0O 0O 0O
on adjacent properties? (An answer of yes means this BMP is not feasible).
Infeasibility Checklist
BMP T5.10A Downspout Full Infiltration
It is not necessary to answer all questions when determining if a BMP is feasible for Minimum Requirement #5 —
The List Approach. Unless otherwise noted, a single answer of No means the BMP is considered infeasible for
meeting Minimum Requirement #5 — The List Approach.
Questions #1-7 relate to infeasibility criteria that are based on conditions such as topography and distances to
predetermined boundaries and certain design criteria.
Question .
Number Question Yes | No | NA
1 Can the infiltration trench or drywell be placed 10 feet or more from any 0 0 0
building structure?
2 Can the infiltration trench or drywell be placed 5 feet or more from any other O O O
structure or property line?
3 Can the infiltration trench or drywell be placed 50 feet or more from the top of 0 0 0
any slope 20% or greater?
4 Can the infiltration trench or drywell be placed 50 feet or more from O O O
geologically hazardous areas?
5 | Can the infiltration trench or drywell meet setback requirements from Onsite O O O
Sewage Systems per WAC 246-272A-02107?
6 | Will installing an infiltration trench or drywell cause conflicts with any of the
following? (An answer of yes means this BMP is infeasible.) Place a O O O
checkmark next to the applicable item (6a-6e).
6a Requirements of the Historic Preservation Laws and Archeology
Laws, Federal Superfund or Washington State Model Toxics Control 0O
Act, Federal Aviation Administration requirements for airports, or
Americans with Disability Act
6b Special zoning district design criteria adopted and being implemented 0O
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6¢c Public health and safety standards 0
6d Transportation regulations to maintain the option for future expansion
or multi-modal use of public rights-of-way O
6e Critical Area Preservation Ordinance O
7 Can the design standards in BMP T5.10A be met? O O O
7a

Describe the design standards that cannot be met:

Questions #8-10 relate to infeasibility criteria that are based upon subsurface characteristics and require a soils
report to determine infeasibility.

8 | Was the soil classified as being clay, sandy clay, clay loam, silty clay loam,
sandy clay loam, or silt according to the USDA Textural Soil Triangle? (An O X O
answer of yes means this BMP is not feasible).

9 Is the depth from proposed final grade to the seasonal high groundwater table
! O X O
or other impermeable layer equal to or greater than 3 feet?
10 Is the depth from the bottom of the infiltration trench or drywell to the seasonal 0 X 0

high groundwater table equal to or greater than 1 foot?

Infeasibility Checklist
BMP T5.14 Rain Gardens

It is not necessary to answer all questions when determining if a BMP is feasible for Minimum Requirement #5 —
The List Approach. Unless otherwise noted, a single answer of No means the BMP is considered infeasible for
meeting Minimum Requirement #5 — The List Approach.

Questions #1-18 relate to infeasibility criteria that are based on conditions such as topography and distances to
predetermined boundaries. Citation of the following do not need site-specific written recommendations from a
Washington State Licensed Professional Engineer or Washington State Licensed Professional Geologist though
some criteria may require professional services to determine if the infeasibility criteria apply.

Question .
Number Question Yes | No | NA
1 Can the rain garden be placed 10 feet or more from any building structure? O X O
2 Can the rain garden be placed 5 feet or more from any other structure or
- O X O
property line?
3 Can the rain garden be placed 50 feet or more from the top of any slope greater 0 0 0
0,
than 20%?
4 Can the rain garden be placed 50 feet or more from geologically hazardous O O 0O
areas?
5 Can the rain garden be located outside of designated erosion or landslide
O O O
hazard areas?
6 Can the rain garden be located greater than 100 feet from an underground
storage tank whose capacity including tank and underground connecting pipe is | | O
1100 gallons or more?
7 Can the rain garden be located greater than 10 feet from an underground
storage tank (tank used for petroleum product, chemical, or liquid hazardous
o . - . O O O
waste storage) whose capacity including tank and underground connecting pipe
is 1100 gallons or less?
8 Can the rain garden be located greater than 100 feet of a closed or active
landfill?
9 Can the rain garden be located greater than 100 feet from drinking water well or
a spring used for drinking water supply?
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10 Can the rain garden be placed 10 feet or more from small on-site sewage
disposal drainfields? (For large on-site sewage disposal setbacks see WAC O O O
Chapter 246-727B).

Can the rain garden be located on slopes less than 8%? O O O

11

12 Is the rain garden compatible with the surrounding drainage system (e.g., project
drains to an existing stormwater system whose elevation precludes proper | | O
connection to a rain garden)?

13 For properties with known soil or groundwater contamination, can the rain
garden be located greater than 100 feet from an area known to have deep soll O O O
contamination?

14 For properties with known soil or groundwater contamination, can the rain
garden be located such that infiltration will not increase or change the direction O O O
of the migration of pollutants in the groundwater? (Based upon groundwater
modeling).

15 For properties with known soil or groundwater contamination, can the rain
garden be located in an area that does not have contaminated surface soils that O O O
are proposed to remain in place?

16 For properties with known soil or groundwater contamination, can the rain
garden be located in areas not prohibited by an approved cleanup plan under O O 0O
the state Model Toxics Control Act or Federal Superfund Law, or an
environmental covenant under Chapter 64.70 RCW?

17 For rain gardens that are constructed with imported compost materials, can the
rain garden be located greater than % mile from a phosphorus-sensitive O O O
waterbody? (Does not apply to discharges to Wapato Lake).

18 Will installing a rain garden cause conflicts with any of the following? (An
answer of yes means this BMP is infeasible.) Place a checkmark next to the O O O
applicable item (18a-18e).

18a Requirements of the Historic Preservation Laws and Archeology
Laws, Federal Superfund or Washington State Model Toxics
Control Act, Federal Aviation Administration requirements for O
airports, or Americans with Disability Act

18b Special zoning district design criteria adopted and being
implemented through any City of Puyallup planning efforts O

18c Public health and safety standards O

18d Transportation regulations to maintain the option for future
expansion or multi-modal use of public rights-of-way O

18e Critical Area Preservation Ordinance 0

Questions #19-20 relate to infeasibility criteria that are based upon subsurface characteristics and require a soils
report to determine infeasibility.

19 Is the depth from the lowest level of the rain garden soil mix or any underlying
gravel layer to the seasonal high groundwater table or other impermeable layer O X O
equal to or greater than 1 foot?

20 Was the soil classified as having a measured native soil saturated hydraulic O X 0O

conductivity of 0.3 in/hour or more ?
Questions 21-28 require evaluation of site specific conditions and a written recommendation from an
appropriate Washington State Licensed Professional (e.g., Professional Engineer, Professional Geologist,
Professional Hydrogeologist).

21 Will the proposed rain garden location threaten the safety or reliability of
preexisting underground utilities, preexisting underground storage tanks, O O 0O
preexisting structures, or preexisting road or parking lot surfaces? (An answer
of yes means the BMP is infeasible).

22 Will the proposed rain garden location allow for a safe overflow pathway to the
City stormwater system or a private stormwater system?
23 Are there reasonable concerns about erosion, slope failure, or downgradient

flooding due to infiltration? (An answer of yes means the BMP is infeasible).
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24 Is the project located in an area whose groundwater drains into an erosion
hazard or landslide hazard area? (An answer of yes means the BMP is O O O
infeasible).
25 Will infiltrating water threaten existing below grade basements? (An answer of
. . O O O
yes means the BMP is infeasible).
26 Will infiltrating water threaten shoreline structures such as bulkheads? (An
o : O O O
answer of yes means the BMP is infeasible).
27 Is there lack of usable space onsite for rain gardens at redevelopment sites? 0 0 0
(An answer of yes means the BMP is infeasible).
28 For public road projects, is there insufficient space within the ROW to install a 0 0 0
rain garden? (An answer of yes means this BMP is infeasible).

Infeasibility Checklist
BMP T7.30 Bioretention

It is not necessary to answer all questions when determining if a BMP is feasible for Minimum Requirement #5 —
The List Approach. Unless otherwise noted, a single answer of No means the BMP is considered infeasible for
meeting Minimum Requirement #5 — The List Approach

Questions #1-18 relate to infeasibility criteria that are based on conditions such as topography and distances to
predetermined boundaries. Citation of the following do not need site-specific written recommendations from a
Washington State Licensed Professional Engineer or Washington State Licensed Professional Geologist though
some criteria may require professional services to determine if the infeasibility criteria apply.

g:;s;:;n Question Yes | No | NA
1 Can the bioretention facility be placed 10 feet or more from any building
structure?

2 Can the bioretention facility be placed 5 feet or more from any other structure or
property line?

3 Can the bioretention facility be placed 50 feet or more from the top of any slope
greater than 20%?

4 Can the bioretention facility be placed 50 feet or more from geologically
hazardous areas?

5 Can the bioretention facility be located outside of designated erosion or landslide
hazard areas?

6 Can the bioretention facility be located greater than 100 feet from an
underground storage tank whose capacity including tank and underground
connecting pipe is 1100 gallons or more?

7 Can the bioretention facility be located greater than 10 feet from an underground
storage tank (tank used for petroleum product, chemical, or liquid hazardous
waste storage) whose capacity including tank and underground connecting pipe
is 1100 gallons or less?

8 Can the bioretention facility be located greater than 100 feet of a closed or active
landfill?

9 Can the bioretention facility be located greater than 100 feet from drinking water
well or a spring used for drinking water supply?

10 Can the bioretention facility be placed 10 feet or more from small on-site sewage
disposal drainfields? (For large on-site sewage disposal setbacks see WAC O O O
Chapter 246-727B).

Can the bioretention facility be located on slopes less than 8%7? O O d

Oo|jojo|o|o
OO0 |X|X
Oo|jojo|o|o

O
O
O

11

12 Is the bioretention facility compatible with the surrounding drainage system (e.g.,
project drains to an existing stormwater system whose elevation precludes | | |
proper connection to the bioretention facility)?

13 For properties with known soil or groundwater contamination, can the
bioretention facility be located greater than 100 feet from an area known to have O O O
deep soil contamination?

14 For properties with known soil or groundwater contamination, can the
bioretention facility be located such that infiltration will not increase or change the
direction of the migration of pollutants in the groundwater? (Based upon
groundwater modeling).

Stormwater Site Plan — Phase 2
East Town Crossing L
2230752.10



15 For properties with known soil or groundwater contamination, can the

bioretention facility be located in an area that does not have contaminated O O O
surface soils that are proposed to remain in place?

16 For properties with known soil or groundwater contamination, can the
bioretention facility be located in areas not prohibited by an approved cleanup O O O

plan under the state Model Toxics Control Act or Federal Superfund Law, or an
environmental covenant under Chapter 64.70 RCW?

17 For bioretention facilities that are constructed with imported compost materials,
can the bioretention facility be located greater than 2 mile from a phosphorus- O O O
sensitive waterbody? (Does not apply to discharges to Wapato Lake).

18 Will installing a bioretention facility cause conflicts with any of the following? (An
answer of yes means this BMP is infeasible.) Place a checkmark next to the | | |
applicable item (18a-18e).

18a Requirements of the Historic Preservation Laws and Archeology
Laws, Federal Superfund or Washington State Model Toxics
Control Act, Federal Aviation Administration requirements for O
airports, or Americans with Disability Act

18b Special zoning district design criteria adopted and being
implemented through any City of Puyallup planning efforts |

18¢c Public health and safety standards 0

18d Transportation regulations to maintain the option for future
expansion or multi-modal use of public rights-of-way O

18e Critical Area Preservation Ordinance O

Questions #19-21 relate to infeasibility criteria that are based upon subsurface characteristics and require a soils
report to determine infeasibility.

19 Is the depth from the lowest level of the bioretention soil mix or any underlying
gravel layer to the seasonal high groundwater table or other impermeable layer
equal to or greater than 1 foot? This applies only if the contributing area to the O X O
bioretention facility has less than 5,000 square feet of pollution-generating
impervious surface, and less than 10,000 square feet of impervious surface, and
less than % acre pervious surface.

20 Is the depth from the lowest level of the bioretention soil mix or any underlying
gravel layer to the seasonal high groundwater table or other impermeable layer
equal to or greater than 3 feet? This applies only if the contributing area to the
bioretention facility has: 5,000 square feet or greater of pollution-generating | X |
impervious surface, or 10,000 square feet or greater of impervious surface, or
more % acre pervious surface AND the bioretention facility cannot be broken
down into amounts smaller than those listed above.

21 Was the soil classified as having a measured native soil saturated hydraulic 0 X 0
conductivity of 0.3 in/hour or more?
Questions 22-29 require evaluation of site specific conditions and a written recommendation from an
appropriate Washington State Licensed Professional (e.g., Professional Engineer, Professional Geologist,
Professional Hydrogeologist).

22 Will the proposed bioretention facility location threaten the safety or reliability of
preexisting underground utilities, preexisting underground storage tanks, 0 0 0
preexisting structures, or preexisting road or parking lot surfaces? (An answer of
yes means the BMP is infeasible).

23 Will the proposed bioretention facility location allow for a safe overflow pathway
to the City stormwater system or a private stormwater system?
24 Are there reasonable concerns about erosion, slope failure, or downgradient
flooding due to infiltration? (An answer of yes means the BMP is infeasible).
25 Is the project located in an area whose groundwater drains into an erosion
hazard or landslide hazard area? (An answer of yes means the BMP is O O O
infeasible).
26 Will infiltrating water threaten existing below grade basements? (An answer of O O O

yes means the BMP is infeasible).
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27 Will infiltrating water threaten shoreline structures such as bulkheads? (An
answer of yes means the BMP is infeasible).
28 Is there lack of usable space onsite for bioretention facilities at redevelopment
sites? (An answer of yes means the BMP is infeasible).
29 For public road projects, is there insufficient space within the ROW to install a
bioretention facility? (An answer of yes means this BMP is infeasible).
Infeasibility Checklist
BMP T5.10B Downspout Dispersion
It is not necessary to answer all questions when determining if a BMP is feasible for Minimum Requirement #5 —
The List Approach. Unless otherwise noted, a single answer of No means the BMP is considered infeasible for
meeting Minimum Requirement #5 — The List Approach.
Questions #1-10 relate to infeasibility criteria that are based on conditions such as topography and distances to
predetermined boundaries and certain design criteria.
S:;s;::rn Question Yes | No | NA
1 Can the dispersion trench or splashblocks be placed 10 feet or more from any 0O X 0O
building structure?
2 Can the dispersion trench or splashblocks be placed 5 feet or more from any 0O X 0O
other structure or property line?
3 Can the dispersion trench or splashblocks be placed 50 feet or more from the 0O 0O 0O
top of any slope 15% or greater?
4 Can the dispersion trench or splashblocks be placed 50 feet or more from 0O 0O 0O
geologically hazardous areas?
5 Can the dispersion trench or splashblock maintain setbacks from Onsite 0 0 0
Sewage Systems per WAC 246-272A-02107
6 Is it possible to maintain or construct a vegetated flowpath of at least 25 feet
from the outlet of a dispersion trench and any property line, structure, stream, O X O
wetland, other infiltration or dispersion system, or impervious surface?
7 Is it possible to maintain or construct a vegetated flowpath of at least 50 feet 0O 0O 0O
from the outlet of a dispersion trench and any slope greater than 15%?
8 Is it possible to maintain or construct a vegetated flowpath of at least 50 feet
from the outlet of splashblock and any property line, structure, slope over 15%, O O O
stream, wetland, other infiltration or dispersion system, or impervious surface?
9 Will installing a dispersion trench or splashblocks cause conflicts with any of
the following? (An answer of yes means this BMP is infeasible.) Place a O O O
checkmark next to the applicable item (9a-9e).
9a Requirements of the Historic Preservation Laws and Archeology
Laws, Federal Superfund or Washington State Model Toxics Control 0O
Act, Federal Aviation Administration requirements for airports, or
Americans with Disability Act
9b Special zoning district design criteria adopted and being implemented
through any City of Puyallup planning efforts O
9c Public health and safety standards 0
9d Transportation regulations to maintain the option for future expansion
or multi-modal use of public rights-of-way O
9e Critical Area Preservation Ordinance 0O
10 Can the design standards in BMP T5.10B be met? O O O
10a | pescribe the design standard that cannot be met:
Questions #11 require evaluation of site specific conditions and a written recommendation from an
appropriate Washington State Licensed Professional (e.g., Professional Engineer, Professional Geologist,
Professional Hydrogeologist).
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11 Will the use of a dispersion trench or splashblocks cause erosion or flooding
problems onsite or on adjacent properties? (An answer of yes means this O O O
BMP is not feasible).

Infeasibility Checklist
BMP T5.10C: Perforated Stub-out Connections

It is not necessary to answer all questions when determining if a BMP is feasible for Minimum Requirement #5 —
The List Approach. Unless otherwise noted, a single answer of No means the BMP is considered infeasible for
meeting Minimum Requirement #5 — The List Approach.

Questions #1-7 relate to infeasibility criteria that are based on conditions such as topography and distances to
predetermined boundaries and certain design criteria.

Question .
Number Question Yes No | NA
1 Can the perforated stub-out connection be placed 10 feet or more from any
- O X O
building structure?
2 Can the perforated stub-out connection be placed 5 feet or more from any
- O O O
other structure or property line?
3 Can the perforated stub-out connection be placed 50 feet or more from the
O O O
top of any slope 20% or greater?
4 Can the perforated stub-out connection be placed 50 feet or more from
: O O O
geologically hazardous areas?
5 Can the perforated stub-out connection meet setback requirements from 0O 0O 0O
Onsite Sewage Systems per WAC 246-272A-02107?
6 Will installing a perforated stub-out connection cause conflicts with any of the
following? (An answer of yes means this BMP is infeasible.) Place a O O O
checkmark next to the applicable item (6a-6e).
6a Requirements of the Historic Preservation Laws and Archeology
Laws, Federal Superfund or Washington State Model Toxics Control 0
Act, Federal Aviation Administration requirements for airports, or
Americans with Disability Act
6b Special zoning district design criteria adopted and being
implemented through any City of Puyallup planning efforts O
6¢ Public health and safety standards 0
6d Transportation regulations to maintain the option for future
expansion or multi-modal use of public rights-of-way O
6e Critical Area Preservation Ordinance 0O
7 Can the design standards in BMP T5.10C be met? O O O
7a | Describe the design standard that cannot be met:
Questions #8 relates to infeasibility criteria that are based upon subsurface characteristics and require a soils report
to determine infeasibility.
8 Is the depth from the bottom of the perforated stub-out connection to the
. O X O
seasonal high groundwater table equal to or greater than 1 foot?

Surface Type: Other Hard Surfaces

Infeasibility Checklist
BMP T5.15 Permeable Pavement

It is not necessary to answer all questions when determining if a BMP is feasible for Minimum Requirement #5 —
The List Approach. Unless otherwise noted, a single answer of No means the BMP is considered infeasible for
meeting Minimum Requirement #5 — The List Approach.

Questions #1-24 relate to infeasibility criteria that are based on conditions such as topography and distances to
predetermined boundaries. Citation of the following do not need site-specific written recommendations from a
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Washington State Licensed Professional Engineer or Washington State Licensed Professional Geologist though
some criteria may require professional services to determine if the infeasibility criteria apply.

Question
Number

Question

Yes | No | NA

1

Can the permeable pavement be placed 10 feet or more from any building
structure?

2

Can the permeable pavement be placed 5 feet or more from any other structure
or property line?

3

Can the permeable pavement be placed 50 feet or more from the top of any
slope greater than 20%?

Can the permeable pavement be placed 50 feet or more from geologically
hazardous areas?

Can the permeable pavement be located outside of designated erosion or
landslide hazard areas?

Oo|jojo|Oo|O
Oo|jojo|Oo|O
Oo|jojo|Oo|O

Can the permeable pavement be located greater than 10 feet from an
underground storage tank (tank used for petroleum product, chemical, or liquid
hazardous waste storage) whose capacity including tank and underground
connecting pipe is 1100 gallons or less?

|
|
|

Can the permeable pavement be located greater than 100 feet of a closed or
active landfill?

Can the permeable pavement be located greater than 100 feet from drinking
water well or a spring used for drinking water supply if the permeable pavement
is (or has run-on from) a pollution-generating hard surface?

10

Can the permeable pavement be placed 10 feet or more from small on-site
sewage disposal drainfields? (For large on-site sewage disposal setbacks see
WAC Chapter 246-727B).

11

Can the permeable pavement be constructed such that the subgrade is less than
6%7?

12

Can the permeable pavement be constructed such that the wearing course is
less than 6% (after reasonable attempts have been made to design the grade)?

13

Is the location for permeable pavement a multi-level parking garage, above a
culvert, or a bridge? An answer of yes means the BMP is not feasible.

14

Does the road receive more than very low traffic volumes? (Roads with a
projected average daily traffic volume of 400 vehicles or less). This infeasibility
criterion cannot be used for sidewalks or non-traffic bearing surfaces. An answer
of yes means the BMP is not feasible.

15

Does the road receive more than very low truck traffic? (Roads not subject to
through truck traffic but may receive up to weekly use by utility trucks, daily
school bus use, and multiple daily use by pick-up trucks, mail/parcel delivery
trucks, and maintenance vehicles.). This infeasibility criterion cannot be used for
sidewalks or non-traffic bearing surfaces. An answer of yes means the BMP is
not feasible.

16

Does the area typically generate high concentrations of oil due to high traffic
turnover or frequent transfer of 0il? (See SWMM for additional guidance.) An
answer of yes means the BMP is not feasible.

17

Can the permeable pavement be located outside of areas with industrial activity
as identified in 40 CFR 122.26(b)147?

18

Can permeable pavement be located outside of areas where the risk of
concentrated pollutant spills is likely such as gas stations, truck stops, and
industrial chemical storage areas?

19

Can permeable pavement be located outside of areas likely to have long-term
excessive sediment deposition after construction?

20

For properties with known soil or groundwater contamination, can the permeable
pavement be located greater than 100 feet from an area known to have deep soil
contamination?

21

For properties with known soil or groundwater contamination, can the permeable
pavement be located such that infiltration will not increase or change the
direction of the migration of pollutants in the groundwater? (Based upon
groundwater modeling).

Stormwater Site Plan — Phase 2
East Town Crossing

2230752.10



22 For properties with known soil or groundwater contamination, can the permeable

pavement be located in an area that does not have contaminated surface soils O O O
that are proposed to remain in place?

23 For properties with known soil or groundwater contamination, can the permeable
pavement be located in areas not prohibited by an approved cleanup plan under O O O

the state Model Toxics Control Act or Federal Superfund Law, or an
environmental covenant under Chapter 64.70 RCW?

24 Will installing permeable pavement cause conflicts with any of the following? (An
answer of yes means this BMP is infeasible.) Place a checkmark next to the O O O
applicable item (24a-24e).
24a Requirements of the Historic Preservation Laws and Archeology
Laws, Federal Superfund or Washington State Model Toxics
Control Act, Federal Aviation Administration requirements for O
airports, or Americans with Disability Act
24b Special zoning district design criteria adopted and being
implemented through any City of Puyallup planning efforts |
24c Public health and safety standards 0
24d Transportation regulations to maintain the option for future
expansion or multi-modal use of public rights-of-way O
24e Critical Area Preservation Ordinance O

Questions #25-28 relate to infeasibility criteria that are based upon subsurface characteristics and require a soils
report to determine infeasibility.

25 Is the depth from the lowest layer designed as part of the permeable pavement
section to the seasonal high groundwater elevation, bedrock, or other O O O
impermeable layer equal to or greater than 1 foot?

26 For pollution generating pervious pavement surfaces, can the soil suitability
criteria for treatment be met? (See SWMM — BMP T5.15)

27 Was the soil classified as having a measured native soil saturated hydraulic
conductivity of 0.3 in/hour or more?

28 Is the existing impervious surface that will be replaced non-polluting generating
and located over an outwash soil with a saturated hydraulic conductivity of 4 | | |
inches/hour or greater?

Questions 29-40 require evaluation of site specific conditions and a written recommendation from an
appropriate Washington State Licensed Professional (e.g., Professional Engineer, Professional Geologist,
Professional Hydrogeologist).

29 Will the proposed permeable pavement location threaten the safety or reliability
of preexisting underground utilities, preexisting underground storage tanks,
i i~ . O O O
preexisting structures, or preexisting road or parking lot surfaces? (An answer of
yes means the BMP is infeasible).
30 Will infiltrating and ponded water compromise existing adjacent impervious O O O
pavements? (An answer of yes means the BMP is infeasible).
31 Are there reasonable concerns about erosion, slope failure, or downgradient 0O 0O 0O
flooding due to infiltration? (An answer of yes means the BMP is infeasible).
32 Can the permeable pavement be located outside area whose groundwater drains
. . . O O O
into an erosion hazard or landslide hazard area?
33 Will infiltrating water threaten existing below grade basements? (An answer of
. . O O O
yes means the BMP is infeasible).
34 Will infiltrating water threaten shoreline structures such as bulkheads? (An
g - O O O
answer of yes means the BMP is infeasible).
35 Can permeable pavement be located away from the bottom of steep, erosion
. : O O O
prone areas that are likely to erode sediment?
36 Can permeable pavement be located away from fill soils that can become
O O O
unstable when saturated?
37 Will permeable pavement construction on steep slopes cause erosion and 0 0 0
structural failure? (An answer of yes means the BMP is infeasible).
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38 Will permeable pavement construction on steep slopes cause runoff velocities
that preclude adequate infiltration at the pavement surfaces? (An answer of yes O O O
means the BMP is infeasible).
39 Can p’)ermeable pavement provide sufficient strength to support the anticipated O O O
loads?
40 Are underlying soils suitable for supporting traffic loads when saturated? O X O
Infeasibility Checklist
BMP T5.12: Sheet Flow Dispersion
It is not necessary to answer all questions when determining if a BMP is feasible for Minimum Requirement #5 —
The List Approach. Unless otherwise noted, a single answer of No means the BMP is considered infeasible for
meeting Minimum Requirement #5 — The List Approach.
Questions #1-9 relate to infeasibility criteria that are based on conditions such as topography and distances to
predetermined boundaries and certain design criteria.
ﬁzrensglec:n Question Yes | No | NA
1 Can the sheet flow dispersions system be placed 10 feet or more from any 0 X 0
building structure?
2 Can the sheet flow dispersion system be placed 5 feet or more from any other O X O
structure or property line?
3 Can the sheet flow dispersion system be placed 50 feet or more from the top 0 0 0
of any slope 15% or greater?
4 Can the sheet flow dispersion system be placed 50 feet or more from 0 0 0
geologically hazardous areas?
5 Can the sheet flow dispersion system maintain setbacks from Onsite Sewage O O O
Systems per WAC 246-272A-02107?
6 Is it possible to provide a vegetated flowpath width of 10 feet or greater for up 0 X 0
to 20 feet of width of paved or impervious surface?
7 For paved or impervious surfaces widths 20 feet or greater, is it possible to
provide a vegetated flowpath width of 20 feet or greater (additional 10 feet of O X O
width must be added for each increment of 20 feet or more in width)?
8 Will installing sheet flow dispersion cause conflicts with any of the following?
(An answer of yes means this BMP is infeasible.) Place a checkmark next to O O O
the applicable item (8a-8e).
8a Requirements of the Historic Preservation Laws and Archeology
Laws, Federal Superfund or Washington State Model Toxics Control 0
Act, Federal Aviation Administration requirements for airports, or
Americans with Disability Act
8b Special zoning district design criteria adopted and being implemented
through any City of Puyallup planning efforts O
8c Public health and safety standards 0O
8d Transportation regulations to maintain the option for future expansion
or multi-modal use of public rights-of-way O
8e Critical Area Preservation Ordinance 0
9 Can the design standards in BMP T5.12 be met? O O O
9a Describe the design standard that cannot be met:
Questions #10 require evaluation of site specific conditions and a written recommendation from an
appropriate Washington State Licensed Professional (e.g., Professional Engineer, Professional Geologist,
Professional Hydrogeologist).
10 Will the use of sheet flow dispersion cause erosion or flooding problems onsite 0 0 0
or an adjacent properties? (An answer of yes means this BMP is not feasible).
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Infeasibility Checklist
BMP T5.11: Concentrated Flow Dispersion
It is not necessary to answer all questions when determining if a BMP is feasible for Minimum
Requirement #5 — The List Approach. Unless otherwise noted, a single answer of No means the BMP
is considered infeasible for meeting Minimum Requirement #5 — The List Approach.
Questions #1-8 relate to infeasibility criteria that are based on conditions such as topography and
distances to predetermined boundaries and certain design criteria.
3:?:;3" Question Yes | No | NA
1 Can the concentrated flow dispersion system be placed 10 feet or . = .
more from any building structure?
2 Can the concentrated flow dispersion system be placed 5 feet or O = O
more from any other structure or property line?
3 Can the concentrated flow dispersion system be placed 50 feet or . . .
more from the top of any slope 15% or greater?
4 Can the concentrated flow dispersion system be placed 50 feet or . . .
more from geologically hazardous areas?
5 Can the concentrated flow dispersion system maintain setbacks from . . .
Onsite Sewage Systems per WAC 246-272A-02107?
6 Is it possible to maintain or construct a vegetated flowpath of at least
25 feet from the discharge location and any property line, structure, O X O
slope greater than 15%, surface water, or other hard surface?
7 Will installing concentrated flow dispersion cause conflicts with any of
the following? (An answer of yes means this BMP is infeasible.) O O O
Place a checkmark next to the applicable item (7a-7e).
7a Requirements of the Historic Preservation Laws and
Archeology Laws, Federal Superfund or Washington State 0
Model Toxics Control Act, Federal Aviation Administration
requirements for airports, or Americans with Disability Act
7b Special zoning district design criteria adopted and being
implemented through any City of Puyallup planning efforts O
7c Public health and safety standards O
7d Transportation regulations to maintain the option for future
expansion or multi-modal use of public rights-of-way O
7e Critical Area Preservation Ordinance 0
8 Can the design standards in BMP T5.11 be met? O o | o
82 | Describe the design standard that cannot be met:
Questions #9 require evaluation of site specific conditions and a written recommendation from
an appropriate Washington State Licensed Professional (e.g., Professional Engineer,
Professional Geologist, Professional Hydrogeologist).
9 Will the use of concentrated flow dispersion cause erosion or flooding
problems onsite or an adjacent properties? (An answer of yes means O O O
this BMP is not feasible).
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EXHIBIT A-9 FEMA LETTER OF MAP REVISION

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Washington, D.C. 20472

LETTER OF MAP REVISION
DETERMINATION DOCUMENT

COMMUNITY AND REVISION INFORMATION PROJECT DESCRIPTION BASIS OF REQUEST
CHANNELIZATION HYDROLOGIC ANALYSIS
City of Puyallup CULVERT 1D HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS
Pierce County DETENTION BASIN UPDATED TOPOGRAPHIC DATA
COMMUNITY Washington
COMMUNITY NO.: 530144
IDENTIFIER | 06-171 East Town Crossing APPROXIMATE LATITUDE & LONGITUDE: 47.184, -122.254
SOURCE: Other DATUM: WGS 84
ANNOTATED MAPPING ENCLOSURES ANNOTATED STUDY ENCLOSURES
TYPE: FIRM* NO.: 53053C0342E DATE: March 7, 2017 DATE OF EFFECTIVE FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY: March 7, 2017
TYPE: FIRM NO.: 53053C0361E DATE: March 7, 2017 PROFILE(S): 363P, 365P(NEW), AND 366P(NEW)
SUMMARY OF DISCHARGES TABLE: 2

Enclosures reflect changes to flooding sources affected by this revision.
* FIRM - Flood Insurance Rate Map

FLOODING SOURCE(S) & REVISED REACH(ES) See Page 2 for Additional Flooding Sources

Deer Creek - Pioneer - From just downstream of E Pioneer Ave & Shaw Road E to approximately 1,520 feet upstream of E Pioneer Ave & Shaw Road E
Pioneer South Creek - From just downstream of E Pioneer Ave & Shaw Road E to approximately 1,530 feet upstream of E Pioneer Ave & Shaw Road E

SUMMARY OF REVISIONS

Flooding Source Effective Flooding Revised Flooding Increases  Decreases

Deer Creek — Pioneer No BFEs* BFEs YES NONE
Zone X (unshaded) Zone AE YES NONE

Pioneer South Creek No BFEs BFEs YES NONE
Zone A Zone AE YES NONE

* BFEs - Base (1-percent-annual-chance) Flood Elevations

DETERMINATION

This document provides the determination from the Department of Homeland Security's Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
regarding a request for a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) for the area described above. Using the information submitted, we have determined that
a revision to the flood hazards depicted in the Flood Insurance Study (FIS) report and/or National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) map is
warranted. This document revises the effective NFIP map, as indicated in the attached documentation. Please use the enclosed annotated map
panels revised by this LOMR for floodplain management purposes and for all flood insurance policies and renewals in your community.

This determination is based on the flood data presently available. The enclosed documents provide additional information regarding this determination. If you have any
questions about this document, please contact the FEMA Mapping and Insurance eXchange toll free at 1-877-336-2627 (1-877-FEMA MAP) or by letter addressed to the LOMC
Clearinghouse, 3601 Eisenhower Avenue, Suite 500, Alexandria, VA 22304-6426. Additional Information about the NFIP is available on our website at
https://www.fema.gov/flood-insurance.

==

Patrick "Rick" F. Sacbibit, P.E., Branch Chief
Engineering Services Branch
Federal Insurance and Mitigation Administration 21-10-0191P 102-1-A-C
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*| Federal Emergency Management Agency
" Washington, D.C. 20472

LETTER OF MAP REVISION
DETERMINATION DOCUMENT (CONTINUED)

OTHER FLOODING SOURCES AFFECTED BY THIS REVISION

FLOODING SOURCE(S) & REVISED REACH(ES)

Pioneer South Creek Tributary - From confluence with Pioneer South Creek to approximately 1,860 feet upstream of confluence with Pioneer South Creek

SUMMARY OF REVISIONS

Flooding Source Effective Flooding Revised Flooding Increases Decreases
Pioneer South Creek Tributary No BFEs* BFEs YES NONE
Zone A Zone AE YES YES

* BFEs - Base (1-percent-annual-chance) Flood Elevations

This determination is based on the flood data presently available. The enclosed documents provide additional information regarding this determination. If you have any
questions about this document, please contact the FEMA Mapping and Insurance eXchange toll free at 1-877-336-2627 (1-877-FEMA MAP) or by letter addressed to the LOMC
Clearinghouse, 3601 Eisenhower Avenue, Suite 500, Alexandria, VA 22304-6426. Additional Information about the NFIP is available on our website at
https://www.fema.gov/flood-insurance.

ﬂ,/ﬂ

Patrick “Rick” F. Sacbibit, P.E., Branch Chief
Engineering Services Branch
Federal Insurance and Mitigation Administration 21-10-0181P 102-1-A-C
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| Federal Emergency Management Agency
Washington, D.C. 20472

LETTER OF MAP REVISION
DETERMINATION DOCUMENT (CONTINUED)

COMMUNITY INFORMATION

APPLICABLE NFIP REGULATIONS/COMMUNITY OBLIGATION

We have made this determination pursuant to Section 206 of the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-234) and in accordance
with the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, as amended (Title XIIT of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968, P.L. 90-448),
42 U.S.C. 4001-4128, and 44 CFR Part 65. Pursuant to Section 1361 of the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, as amended,
communities participating in the NFIP are required to adopt and enforce floodplain management regulations that meet or exceed NFIP
criteria. These criteria, including adoption of the FIS report and FIRM, and the modifications made by this LOMR, are the minimum
requirements for continued NFIP participation and do not supersede more stringent State/Commonwealth or local requirements to which
the regulations apply.

NFIP regulations Subparagraph 60.3(b)(7) requires communities to ensure that the flood-carrying capacity within the altered or relocated
portion of any watercourse is maintained. This provision is incorporated into your community’s existing floodplain management
ordinances; therefore, responsibility for maintenance of the altered or relocated watercourse, including any related appurtenances such as
bridges, culverts, and other drainage structures, rests with your community. We may request that your community submit a dcscription
and schedule of maintenance activities necessary to ensure this requirement.

COMMUNITY REMINDERS

We based this determination on the 1-percent-annual-chance discharges computed in the submitted hydrologic model. Future
development of projects upstream could cause increased discharges, which could cause increased flood hazards. A comprehensive
restudy of your community’s flood hazards would consider the cumulative effects of development on discharges and could,
therefore, indicate that grcater flood hazards exist in this area.

Your community must regulate all proposed floodplain development and ensure that permits required by Federal and/or
State/Commonwealth law have been obtained. State/Commonwealth or community officials, based on knowledge of local conditions
and in the interest of safety, may set higher standards for construction or may limit development in floodplain areas. If your
State/Commonwealth or community has adopted more restrictive or comprehensive floodplain management criteria, those criteria take
precedence over the minimum NFIP requirements.

We will not print and distribute this LOMR to primary users, such as local insurance agents or mortgage lenders; instead, the community
will serve as a repository for the new data. We encourage you to disseminate the information in this LOMR by preparing a news release
for publication in your community's newspapcr that describes the revision and explains how your community will provide the data and
help interpret the NFIP maps. In that way, interested persons, such as property owners, insurance agents, and mortgage lenders, can
benefit from the information.

This determination is based on the flood data presently available. The enclosed documents provide additional information regarding this determination.  If you have any
questions about this document, please contact the FEMA Mapping and Insurance eXchange toll free at 1-877-336-2627 (1-877-FEMA MAP) or by letter addressed to the LOMC
Clearinghouse, 3601 Eisenhower Avenue, Suite 500, Alexandria, VA 22304-6426. Additional Information about the NFIP is available on our website at
https://iwww.fema.gov/flood-insurance.

==

Patrick "Rick” F. Sacbibit, P.E., Branch Chief
Engineering Services Branch
Federal Insurance and Mitigation Administration 21-10-0191P 102-1-A-C
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»"._II
* Federal Emergency Management Agency
@‘_',':' Washington, D.C. 20472

LETTER OF MAP REVISION
DETERMINATION DOCUMENT (CONTINUED)

We have designated a Consultation Coordination Officer (CCO) to assist your community. The CCO will be the primary liaison between
your community and FEMA. For information regarding your CCO, please contact:

Ms. Kristen Meyers
Director, Mitigation Division
Federal Emergency Management Agency, Region X
Federal Regional Center
130 228th Street, Southwest
Bothell, WA 98021-8627
(425) 487-4543

STATUS OF THE COMMUNITY NFIP MAPS

We will not physically revise and republish the FIRM and FIS report for your community to reflect the modifications made by this LOMR
at this time. When changes to the previously cited FIRM panel(s) and FIS report warrant physical revision and republication in the
future, we will incorporate the modifications made by this LOMR at that time.

This determination is based on the flood data presently available. The enclosed documents provide additional information regarding this determination. If you have any
questions about this document, please contact the FEMA Mapping and Insurance eXchange toll free at 1-877-336-2627 (1-877-FEMA MAP) or by letter addressed to the LOMC
Clearinghouse, 3601 Eisenhower Avenue, Suite 500, Alexandria, VA 22304-6426. Additional Information about the NFIP is available on our website at
hitps:/iwww.fema.gov/flood-insurance.

ﬂ,/”

Patrick "Rick" F. Sacbibit, P.E., Branch Chief
Engineering Services Branch
Federal Insurance and Mitigation Administration 21-10-0191P 102-1-A-C
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Federal Emergency Management Agency
Washington, D.C. 20472

LETTER OF MAP REVISION
DETERMINATION DOCUMENT (CONTINUED)

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION OF REVISION

A notice of changes will be published in the Federal Register. This information also will be published in your local newspaper on or
about the dates listed below, and through FEMA’s Flood Hazard Mapping website at
https://www.floodmaps.fema.gov/fhm/bfe_status/bfe_main.asp

LOCAL NEWSPAPER Name: The News Tribune
Dates: May 4, 2022 and May 11, 2022

Within 90 days of the second publication in the local newspaper, any interested party may request that we reconsidcr this determination.
Any request for reconsideration must be based on scientific or technical data. Therefore, this letter will be effective only after the 90-day
appeal period has elapsed and we have resolved any appeals that we receive during this appeal period. Until this LOMR is effective, the
revised flood hazard determination presented in this LOMR may be changed.

This determination is based on the flood data presently available. The enclosed documents provide additional information regarding this determination. If you have any
guestions about this document, please contact the FEMA Mapping and Insurance eXchange toll free at 1-877-336-2627 (1-877-FEMA MAP) or by letter addressed to the LOMC
Clearinghouse, 3601 Eisenhower Avenue, Suite 500, Alexandria, VA 22304-6426. Additional Information about the NFIP is available on our website at
https://www.fema.gov/flood-insurance.

e

Patrick "Rick" F. Sacbibit, P.E., Branch Chief
Engineering Services Branch
Federal Insurance and Mitigation Administration 21-10-0191P 102-1-A-C




REVISED TO

REVISED TO REFLECT LOMR
REFLECT LOMR : EFFECTIVE: September 8, 2022
EFFECTIVE: April 4, Table 2 — Summary of Discharges
2019 Peak Discharges (cubic feet per second)
Flooding Source and Location Drainage Area 10-Percent- 2-Percent- 1-Percent- 0.2-Percent-

(square miles) Annual-Chance Annual-Chance Annual-Chance Annual-Chance

DEBRA JANE CREEK
At Mouth 1.3 45 62 69 85
At Confluence with Bonney Lake Outflow 0.8 26 34 38 48
At Upstream End of Debra Jane Lake 0.1 9 12 14 17
AV
'DEER CREEK
At the BNSF Railroad crossing near E. Pioneer Way 2.4 N/A N/A 220 N/A

and 23 Street SE

DEER CREEK - PIONEER

Upstream of Shaw Road E 0.8 N/A N/A 11 N/A
PIONEER SOUTH CREEK
Upstream of Shaw Road E 1.7 N/A N/A 35 N/A

PIONEER SOUTH CREEK TRIBUTARY
At confluence with Pioneer South Creek 0.2 N/A N/A 3 N/A

<
~

Revised Data
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Appendix B

B-1.oiiii, Geotechnical Report by Krazan & Associates, Inc., dated April 11, 2019

B-2... Project Infiltration Feasibility Letter by Migizi Group, dated August 25,
2023

B-3..ii Water Table Monitoring Information by Abbey Road Group, dated
January 17, 2023.

B-4.................. Stream Restoration and Mitigation Plan by Soundview Consultants,

dated September 2023 (To be Updated during Phase 2)

Stormwater Site Plan — Phase 2
East Town Crossing L
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él(fazan & ASSOCIATES,INC.

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING « ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING
CONSTRUCTION TESTING & INSPECTION

April 11,2019 KA Project No. 062-19005

Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company, LLC
PO Box 1224

Puyallup, Washington 98371

Attn: Mr. Gil Hulsmann Email: Gil. Hulsmann@AbbevRoadGroup.com
Tel: (253) 435-3699 (ext. 101)

Reference: Geotechnical Engineering Investigation
East Town Crossing
Parcel Nos. 0420264053, 0420264054, 0420351066
SE Corner of E. Shaw Road and E. Pioneer Way
Puyallup, Washington 98371

Dear Mr, Hulsmann,

In accordance with your request, we have completed a Geotechnical Engineering Investigation for the
referenced site. The results of our investigation are presented in the attached report.

If you have any questions, or if we can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact our
office.

Respectfully submitted,
KRAZAN & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Sheresa B Vunan

Theresa R. Nunan
Project Engineer

TRN:MR

Offices Serving The Western United States
825 Center Street. Suite A » Tacoma, Washington 98409 « (253) 939-2500 « Fax: (253) 939-2556
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April 11,2019 KA Project No. 062-19005

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING INVESTIGATION
EAST TOWN CROSSING
PARCEL NOS. 0420264053, 0420264054, 0420351066
SE CORNER OF EAST SHAW ROAD AND EAST PIONEER WAY
PUYALLUP, WASHINGTON

INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of our Geotechnical Engineering Investigation for the proposed East
Town Crossing project located near the southeast corner of East Shaw Road and East Pioneer Way in
Puyallup, Washington, as shown on the Vicinity Map in Figure 1. Discussions regarding site conditions
are presented in this report, together with conclusions and recommendations pertaining to site
preparation, excavations, structural fill, utility trench backfill, drainage and landscaping, erosion
control, foundations, concrete floor slabs and exterior flatwork, lateral earth pressures, and pavement.

A Site Plan showing the approximate exploratory boring and monitoring well locations is presented
following the text of this report in Figure 2. Appendix A includes USCS Soil Classification
information, as well as a description of the field investigation, exploratory boring logs, and the
laboratory testing results. Appendix B contains a guide to aid in the development of earthwork
specifications. Pavement design guidelines are presented in Appendix C. The recommendations in the

main text of the report have precedence over the more general specifications in the appendices.

PURPOSE AND SCOPE

This investigation was conducted to evaluate the subsurface soil and groundwater conditions at the site,
to develop geotechnical engineering recommendations for use in design of specific construction
elements, and to provide criteria for site preparation and earthwork construction.

Our scope of services was performed in general accordance with our proposal for this project, dated
January 25, 2019 (Proposal Number G19001WAT) and included the following:

e Exploration of the subsurface soil and groundwater conditions by conducting approximately
three (3) geotechnical borings and installing two (2) groundwater level monitoring wells using a
subcontracted drill rig;

e Provide a site plan showing the geotechnical boring and monitoring well locations;

Offices Serving The Western United States
825 Center Street, Suite A ® Tacoma, Washington 98409 e (253) 939-2500 e Fax: (253) 939-2556
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e Provide comprehensive boring and monitoring well logs, including soil stratification and
classification, and groundwater levels where applicable;

e Recommended foundation type for the proposed structures;

e Allowable foundation bearing pressure, anticipated settlements (both total and differential),
coefficient of horizontal friction for footing design, and frost penetration depth;

e Recommendations for seismic design considerations including site coefficient and ground
acceleration based on the 2015 IBC;

¢ Recommendations for structural fill materials, placement, and compaction;
e Recommendations for suitability of on-site soils as structural fill;

e Recommendations for temporary excavations;

e Recommendations for site drainage and erosion control;

e Recommendations for flexible and rigid pavements, as well as permeable pavement.

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION

Based on the Overall Site Plan prepared by Abbey Road Group Land Development Services, dated
December 12, 2018, we understand that the proposed development will include construction of six
residential structures (designated Buildings A through E) and a club house/office building. Site
drainage systems will include a subsurface stormwater system located in the southern portion of the
property, and a rain garden along the northern and eastern edges of the site. We have not been provided
with details regarding construction of the subsurface stormwater system. The planned development will
also include utility installation, and paved parking areas and driveways. For the purpose of our
analyses, we have assumed that the residential buildings and club house will be 1- to 2-story structures
with a slab-on-grade floor system. We have also assumed only minor grading up to 1 foot of cut or fill
will be required to establish planned elevations for the site.

SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The site consists of three undeveloped parcels encompassing approximately 7 acres of land located
south and east of the intersection of Shaw Road with East Pioneer Way. The site is bordered to the
north by East Pioneer Way, to the south by commercial property, to the east by undeveloped land and a
creek, and to the west by undeveloped land and abandoned residences. The site is roughly rectangular
in shape and relatively level at approximately Elevation 72 to 74 feet. A dirt road runs north-south
through the center of the site, and also extends from the center of the site westward towards Shaw Road.
An existing storm pond is located in the southeast corner of the site, with the bottom at Elevation 69

Krazan & Associates, Inc.
Offices Serving The Western United States
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feet. A wetland that has been field verified by others is located within the western central edge of the
site. A creek runs along the eastern boundary of the site.

Most of the property is covered with seasonal vegetation, brambles, and a few trees located within the
central portion of the site. Some trash and an abandoned trailer are located in the north central portion
of the site. The southern portion of the site is currently being used by the adjacent business for
container storage.

We understand that past construction activities for the undeveloped parcel to the west of the site that
borders Shaw Road and East Pioneer Way consisted of the placement of fill material to raise the
existing grades, based on the Geotechnical Evaluation and Additional Recommendations report
prepared by Krazan & Associates, dated March 13, 2007. Those fill activities did not extend into this
site.

GEOLOGIC SETTING

The site lies within the central Puget Lowland. The lowland is part of a regional north-south trending
trough that extends from southwestern British Columbia to near Eugene, Oregon. North of Olympia,
Washington, this lowland is glacially carved, with a depositional and erosional history including at least
four separate glacial advances and retreats. The Puget Lowland is bounded to the west by the Olympic
Mountains and to the east by the Cascade Range. The lowland is filled with glacial and nonglacial
sediments.

The Washington Division of Geology and Earth Resources, Geologic Map of the South Half of the
Tacoma Quadrangle, Washington (Open File Report 87-3) indicates that the property is located in an
area that is predominantly underlain by recent alluvium deposited by the Puyallup River. The recent
alluvium consists of interbedded silt, sandy silt, silty sand, sand, gravel, local areas of peat and clay.
The finer material represents overbank material and local lacustrine deposits, and the coarser materials
most likely represent deposits in abandoned channels of the Puyallup River.

FIELD INVESTIGATION

A field investigation consisting of three (3) exploratory soil borings and installation of two (2)
monitoring wells was completed to evaluate the subsurface soil and groundwater conditions at the
project location. The soil borings were completed on March 11, 2019 by a Krazan subcontractor
utilizing a hollow stem auger drill rig. The soil borings were advanced to depths ranging from 21.5 to
38.5 feet below the existing ground surface (bgs). A geotechnical engineer from Krazan and Associates
was present during the explorations, examined the soils and geologic conditions encountered, obtained
samples of the different soil types, and maintained logs of the explorations.

Representative samples of the subsurface soils encountered in the borings were collected and sealed in
plastic bags. These samples were transported to our laboratory for further examination and testing. The

Krazan & Associates, Inc.
Offices Serving The Western United Siates
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soils encountered in the exploratory borings were continuously examined an¢ visually classiTsl =
accordance with the Unified Soil Classification System (USCS).

IL PROFILE AND SUBSURFAC ONS

The geotechnical subsurface exploration for this project consisted of soil berings
advanced to depths of approximately 21.5 to 38.5 feet bgs. The locaticns of
monitoring wells are shown on the Site Plan in Figure 2.

Beneath 5 to 8 inches of surficial topsoil. the borings encountered alluvial scils 1o thelr exz!

(SM) soils with relative densities in the loose to medium dense range.

Boring B-1 encountered a layer of silty clay and clayey silt beneath the sandy silt and silty sands from
7.5 to 11.0 feet bgs. The silty clay (CL) and clayey silt (ML) exhibited a very soft consistency with a
Standard Penetration Test (SPT) resistance (N-value) of 1/12 inches and a moisture content of 51
percent.

The clayey silt in boring B-1 and the silty sand/sandy silt stratum in borings B-2 and B-3 were underlain
by silty sand, sand, and gravel soils with varying silt contents to the termination depths of 21.5, 38.5,
and 21.5 feet bgs, respectively. These granular soils exhibited relative densities in the loose to very
dense range with N-values ranging from 8 to 60/8" blows per foot.

Gradation and Atterberg Limits tests were conducted on representative samples of the soils for
classification purposes and for determination of engineering properties. The gradation and Atterberg
Limits results are graphically depicted in Appendix A. For additional information about the soils
encountered, please refer to the boring logs in Appendix A.

Monitoring Wells: Two monitoring wells, designated W-1 and W-2, were installed at the site on
March 11, 2019 using a subcontracted driller and track mounted drill rig. Monitoring well W-1 was
installed within borehole B-1. The boreholes for monitoring wells W-1 and W-2 were advanced to a
depth of 21.5 feet and 20 feet below the existing ground surface, respectively, using 4%-inch diameter
hollow stem augers. A 10-foot long section of slotted PVC pipe attached to a 10-foot section of solid
PVC pipe was inserted into the borehole, and the annular space between the pipe and the augers was
backfilled with filter sand to a depth of 8 feet bgs followed by bentonite chips to the ground surface. A
metal well cap was then installed over the pipe and cemented in-place to protect the well from
unauthorized access. The installation log for monitoring wells W-1 and W-2 are included in Appendix
A.

Krazan & Associates, Inc.
Offices Serving The Western United States



KA Project No. 062-19005

East Tewn Crossing
Apeii 11, 2515
Page No. 5

GROUNDWATER
Groundwater was encountered during the drilling operaticns at a depth of abcur 7w 8 feet teiow s
existing ground surface. It should be recognized that groundwater elevaticss may Tuciuate witn ts
The groundwater level will be dependent upon seasonal precipitation. irrigazion. land uss. comzic

conditions, as well as other factors. Therefore. water levels at the time of the 2lC investigation ~z=: ==
different from those encountered during the construction phase of the proiact. iy
factors is beyond the scope of this report.

The evaiuaiion of such

GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

Erosion Concern/Hazard

The Natural Resources Conservation Services (NRCS) map for Pierce County Area, Wasnington,
classifies the site area as Briscot loam. The NRCS classifies the Briscot loam as Hydrologic Soil Group
B/D with low potential for erosion in a disturbed state.

It has been our experience that soil erosion can be minimized through landscaping and surface water
runoff control. Typically, erosion of exposed soils will be most noticeable during periods of rainfall and
may be controlled by the use of normal temporary erosion control measures, i.e., silt fences, hay bales,
mulching, control ditches or diversion trenching, and contour furrowing. Erosion control measures
should be in place before the onset of wet weather.

The 2015 International Building Code (IBC), Section 1613.3.2, refers to Chapter 20 of ASCE-7 for Site
Class Definitions. It is our opinion that the overall soil profile corresponds to Site Class D as defined
by Table 20.3-1 “Site Class Definitions,” according to the 2010 ASCE-7 Standard. Site Class D applies
to a “stiff soil” profile. The seismic site class is based on a soil profile extending to a depth of 100 feet.
The soil borings on this site extended to a maximum depth of 38.5 feet and this seismic site class
designation is based on the assumption that similar soil conditions continue below the depth explored.

We referred to the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Earthquake Hazards Program Website and
2012/2015 IBC to obtain values for Ss, Sass, Sos, Si, Smr, Spi, Fo, and F,. The USGS website includes the
most updated published data on seismic conditions. The seismic design parameters for this site are as
follows:
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Seismic Design Parameters
(Reference: 2015 IBC Section 1613.3.2, ASCE, and USGS)

Seismic Item Value
Site Coefficient F, 1.003
S: 1243 g
Sms 1247 g
Sps 0.831¢g
Site Coefficient F, 1.524
Si 0476 g
Sm1 0.726 g
Spi 0.484 g

Additional seismic considerations include liquefaction potential and amplification of ground motions by
loose/soft soil deposits. The liquefaction potential is highest for loose sand with a high groundwater
table. Soil liquefaction is a state where soil particles lose contact with each other and become
suspended in a viscous fluid. This suspension of the soil grains results in a complete loss of strength as
the effective stress drops to zero. Liquefaction normally occurs under saturated conditions in soils such
as sand in which the strength is purely frictional. However, liquefaction has occurred in soils other than
clean sand. Liquefaction usually occurs under vibratory conditions such as those induced by seismic
events.

We have reviewed “Liquefaction Susceptibility Map of Pierce County, Washington” by Stephen P.
Palmer et al., (WA DNR, 2004). The map indicates that the site area is located in a zone of high
liquefaction susceptibility. At the request of our client, we have conducted a site-specific liquefaction
analysis for this project.

To evaluate the liquefaction potential of the site, we analyzed the following factors:

1) Soil type
2) Groundwater depth

3) Relative soil density
4 Initial confining pressure
5) Maximum anticipated intensity and duration of ground shaking

Liquefaction Anaiysis: The commercially available liquefaction analysis software, LiquefyPro from
CivilTech, was used to evaluate the liquefaction potential and the possible liquefaction induced
settlement for the site soil and groundwater conditions based on our explorations. The analysis was
performed using the information from the soil test boring and laboratory gradation analyses. Maximum
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Considered Earthquake (MCE) was selected in accordance with the 2013 Isiermztional Buili-z Cois
(IBC) Chapter 16 and the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS} Earthquake Hazards ¥
this analysis, a maximum earthquake magnitude of 7.11 and peak horizonta! zreund su

of 0.5g were used. Our analysis assumed a groundwater depth of 7.0 feet during 1o samticuaks

The maximum liquefaction induced settlement for this type of seismic evert is estimzted 0 22 oo s
order of about 2 inches. The differential settlements are estimatad to be on e erder of 2bout T-mi-

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

General

It is our opinion that the planned improvements at this site are feasible. provided thar the geotsiniisl
engineering recommendations presented in this report are included in the project design. Based on our
explorations, it is our opinion that conventional spread foundations supported on medium dense/stiff or
firmer native soil, or on structural fill extending to the medium dense/stiff or firmer native soil would be

appropriate for the new buildings.

We recommend that organic topsoil, undocumented fill, and loose/soft soils be stripped to expose the
underlying medium dense/stiff or firmer native soil. Footings should extend through any organic or
loose soil and be founded on the underlying medium dense or firmer native soil, or structural fill
extending to the competent native soils.

Exploration boring B-1 was drilled in the northern portion of the site, in the area of the planned rain
garden between Pioneer Way and the Club House and Residential Building E. Boring B-1 encountered
a layer of very soft silty clay between 7.5 and 11 feet below the existing ground surface. These
materials are not considered suitable to support foundations and will need to be removed where they are
encountered. Test pits should be conducted prior to the construction phase to determine the aerial
extent (i.e. lateral extent and depth) of this very soft clay layer. If the additional test pit exploration
reveals that the soft clay layer extends into the footprint of the Clubhouse or Residential Building E, or
any of the other structures, additional foundation recommendations will be necessary to address the
effect of the very soft clays. If the very soft clay is encountered in building areas, a deep foundation
system may be required for support of the structure(s).

Borings B-2 and B-3 (drilled within the eastern and southern portions of the site) and monitoring well
W-2 (installed within the central portion of the site) encountered medium dense/stiff native soils at
depths of approximately 5 and 7 feet bgs, respectively; however, deeper layers of loose/soft soils may be
encountered in unexplored areas of the site.

The soils encountered on this site are considered moisture-sensitive and will be easily disturbed and
difficult to compact when wet. We recommend that construction take place during the drier summer
months, if possible. If construction is to take place during wet weather, additional expenses and delays
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should be expected due to the wet conditions. Additional expenses could irciude Tme nead for mlacinz 2
blanket of rock spalls to protect exposed subgrades and construction traffic z-zas.

Site Preparation

General site clearing should include removal of any undocumenied fill. organ t
abandoned utilities, structures including foundations, basement walls and Tcors. ruts
After stripping operations and removal of any loose and or debris-lader =i <
should be visually inspected and/or proof rolled to identfy any seofflcoss areas.  Addimornal
recommendations for preparation of specific areas are provided in the Foundations, Pavement Design

and Exterior Flatwork subsections of this report.

The soils that will be encountered during site development are considered axtremely moisturs-sansiis
and may disturb easily in wet conditions. The prepared subgrade should be protected tmm construction
traffic and surface water should be diverted around prepared subgrade. We recommend that the site be
developed only during extended periods of dry weather.

During wet weather conditions, subgrade stability problems and grading difficulties may develop due to
excess moisture, disturbance of sensitive soils andfor the presence of perched groundwater.
Construction during the extended periods of wet weather could result in the need to remove wet
disturbed soils if they cannot be suitably compacted due to elevated moisture contents. The onsite soils
have significant silt content in the explored areas and are moisture sensitive, and can be easily disturbed
when wet. If over-excavation is necessary, it should be confirmed through continuous monitoring and
testing by a qualified geotechnical engineer or geologist. Soils that have become unstable may require
drying to near their optimal moisture content before compaction is feasible. Selective drying may be
accomplished by scarifying or windrowing surficial material during extended periods of dry, warm
weather (typically during the summer months). If the soils cannot be dried back to a workable moisture
condition, remedial measures may be required. General project site winterization should consist of the
placement of aggregate base and the protection of exposed soils during the construction phase. [t should
be understood that even if Best Management Practices (BMP’s) for wintertime soil protection are
implemented and followed there is a significant chance that moisture disturbed soil mitigation work will
still be required.

Any buried structures encountered during construction should be properly removed and backfilled.
Excavations, depressions, or soft and pliant areas extending below the planned finish subgrade levels
should be excavated to expose firm undisturbed soil, and backfilled with structural fill. In general, any
septic tanks, underground storage tanks, debris pits, cesspools, or similar structures should be
completely removed. Concrete footings should be removed to an equivalent depth of at least 3 feet
below proposed footing elevations or as reeommended by the geotechnical engineer. The resulting
excavations should be backfilled with structural fill.
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identified by others will be permitted for construction of the paved parking zrez 28 subsurizie
system. We also understand that proposed Residential Building C will be consiriced with!
currently occupied by an existing storm pond. Our field explorations were ot speciZically ¢
within either of these areas. Any organic. silt or clav soils. or accumuaticns of sediment.
within the wetland area or the existing storm pond should be removed dew= o Frm undisturoes soil
and backfilled with structural fill to the planned finish grades.

The geotechnical engineer may reject any material that does not mes: compaction znd sz
requirements. Further recommendations. contained in this report. are prediczied upon me assu~riics

that earthwork construction will conform to the recommendations set forth in this section and in the

Structural Fill section below.
Tem vations

The onsite soils have variable cohesion strengths, therefore the safe angles to which these materials may
be cut for temporary excavations is limited, as the soils may be prone to caving and slope failures in
temporary excavations. Temporary excavations in the loose to medium dense native soils should be
sloped no steeper than 2H:1V (horizontal to vertical) where room permits.

All temporary cuts should be in accordance with Washington Administrative Code (WAC) Part N,
Excavation, Trenching, and Shoring. The temporary slope cuts should be visually inspected daily by a
qualified person during construction work activities and the results of the inspections should be
included in daily reports. The contractor is responsible for maintaining the stability of the temporary
cut slopes and minimizing slope erosion during construction. The temporary cut slopes should be
covered with plastic sheeting to help minimize erosion during wet weather and the slopes should be
closely monitored until the permanent retaining systems are complete. Materials should not be stored
and equipment operated within 10 feet of the top of any temporary cut slope.

A Krazan & Associates geologist or geotechnical engineer should observe, at least periodically, the
temporary cut slopes during the excavation work. The reasoning for this is that all soil conditions may
not be fully delineated by the limited sampling of the site from the geotechnical explorations. In the
case of temporary slope cuts, the existing soil conditions may not be fully revealed until the excavation
work exposes the soil. Typically, as excavation work progresses the maximum inclination of the
temporary slope will need to be evaluated by the geotechnical engineer so that supplemental
recommendations can be made. Soil and groundwater conditions can be highly variable. Scheduling for
soil work will need to be adjustable, to deal with unanticipated conditions, so that the project can
proceed smoothly and required deadlines can be met. If any variations or undesirable conditions are
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w”

encountered during construction, Krazan & Associates should be no:fed sc tmat
recommendations can be made.

Structural Fill
Fill placed beneath foundations, pavement, or other settlement-sensitive structures should be nlaces as
structural fill. Structural fill, by definition, is placed in accordance wit= prescrized meincZ

standards, and is monitored by an experienced geotechnical professional. F:a:
would include the performance of a representative number of in-place denz_.g 3
attainment of the desired degree of relative compaction. The area to receive the 71 shou'd B2 st
prepared as described in the Site Preparation subsection of this report prior ¢ heginn’ng 71l placems=s

Best Management Practices (BMP’s) should be followed when considering 12 suiadiliv ofthe sxosimg
materials for use as structural fill. The on-site soils are generally considered suitable for re-use as
structural fill, provided the soil is free of organic material and debris, and it is within + 2 percent of the
optimum moisture content. 1f the native soils are stockpiled for later use as structural fill, the stockpiles
should be covered to protect the soil from wet weather conditions. We recommend that a representative
of Krazan & Associates be on site during the excavation work to determine which soils are suitable for
use as structural fill.

Imported, all weather structural fill material should consist of well-graded gravel or a sand and gravel
mixture with a maximum grain size of 3 inches and less than 5 percent fines (material passing the U.S.
Standard No. 200 Sieve). All structural fill material should be submitted for approval to the
geotechnical engineer at least 48 hours prior to delivery to the site.

Fill soils should be placed in horizontal lifts not exceeding 8 inches in thickness prior to compaction,
moisture-conditioned as necessary (moisture content of soil shall not vary by more than +2 percent of
optimum moisture), and the material should be compacted to at least 95 percent of the maximum dry
density based on ASTM D1557 Test Method. In-place density tests should be performed on all
structural fill to document proper moisture content and adequate compaction. Additional lifts should
not be placed if the previous lift did not meet the compaction requirements or if soil conditions are not
considered stable.

Foundations

Our exploratory borings encountered loose to medium dense granular soils underlain by a 3-foot thick
stratum of interbedded sandy silt and silty sand, followed by loose to very dense granular alluvial soils
to the explored depths. Boring B-1, drilled at the proposed rain garden area in the northern end of the
site, encountered a 3.5-foot thick layer of very soft silty clay at a depth of 7.5 feet bgs.

The very soft clay encountered in Boring B-1 between 7.5 and 11 feet below the existing ground surface
is not considered suitable to support foundations and will need to be removed where it is encountered.
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Further exploration of this area with test pits shoulé be concucted during the olanzing
determine the aerial extent (i.e. lateral extent and depth) of this very sofi cizv gyer. I

test pit exploration reveals that the soft clay layer extends inte the foerprin: of the Clutzcuss o-
Residential Building E, or any of the other structures, adcitionzal founcation recommencaiions = =2

necessary to address the effect of the very soft clays. If the very soft cley s encounterad = -z
areas, a deep foundation system may be required for support of the structure:s -.

Borings B-2 and B-3 and monitoring well W-2, drilled within the eastern, southers, and cemiral noons
of the site, encountered medium dense/stiff native soils at ceptas of epproximzely $ axd :
however, deeper layers of loose/soft soils may be encounterec in unexplored zr2zs cf thesite,

Pending the findings of further explorations in the northern portion of the sizz. 22 oro:
may be supported on a shallow foundation system. Where loose soft soils :
planned footing elevations, the subgrade should be over-excavated to expose smtable bearing soil. The
foundation excavations should be evaluated by Krazan & Associates prior to structural fill placement to
verify that the foundations will bear on suitable material.

Building foundations should extend at least 18 inches below the lowest adjacent finished ground surface
for frost protection and bearing capacity considerations. Footing widths should be based on the
anticipated loads and allowable soil bearing pressure, and should conform to current International
Building Code (IBC) guidelines. Water should not be allowed to accumulate in foundation excavations.
All loose or disturbed soil should be removed from the foundation excavation prior to placing concrete.

For foundations constructed as outlined above, we recommend an allowable design bearing capacity of
2,000 pounds per square foot (psf) may be used for foundation design for this project. A representative
of Krazan and Associates should evaluate the foundation bearing soil prior to footing form construction.

Resistance to lateral footing displacement can be computed using an allowable friction factor of 0.35
acting between the bases of foundations and the supporting subgrade. Lateral resistance for footings
can alternatively be developed using an allowable equivalent fluid passive pressure of 150 pounds per
cubic foot (pcf) acting against the appropriate vertical footing faces (neglecting the upper 12 inches).
The allowable friction factor and allowable equivalent fluid passive pressure values include a factor of
safety of 1.5. The frictional and passive resistance of the soil may be combined without reduction in
determining the total lateral resistance. A 1/3 increase in the above values may be used for short
duration wind and seismic loads.

For foundations constructed as recommended, the total static settlement is not expected to exceed 1-
inch. Differential settlement, along a 20-foot exterior wall footing, or between adjoining column
footings should be less than % inch. Most settlement is expected to occur during construction, as the
loads are applied. However, additional post-construction settlement may occur if the foundation soils
become flooded or saturated. It should be noted that the estimated settlement provided herewith is a

Krazan & Associates, Inc.
Offices Serving The Western United States



KA Project No. 062-19005
East Town Crossing

April 11, 2019

Page No. 12

static settlement and does not include liquefaction induced settlement. Stazic semlewen: ‘s i=iizes =
the applied dead load from the structures.

Up to 2 inches of total settlement and 1 inch of differential set:lemen: cculd cocur durin

following a seismic event. The foundation elements, i.e. spread and wall foozings. cc:lé be s
tied together to create a stiffer structure. 1t should be noted tha: this measure wou 'l net =
anticipated seismic settlement; however, it may reduce the damage assccized with the zmuis
seismic settlement, particularly the effects of differential serzlement on a struciure.

prevent the buildup of water within the footing areas, centinucus footing d=zins
be provided at the bases of the footings. The footing drzins should censis: cf & miniennen dein
diameter rigid perforated PVC pipe, sloped to drain, with perforations placed near the boltom and
enveloped in all directions by washed rock and wrapped with filter fabric to limit the migration of silt
and clay into the drain.

Iy 'f.l e ie.

I I

We understand that a below grade stormwater vault is planned for this project. We have developed
criteria for the design of retaining or below grade walls for the stormwater vault. Our design parameters
are based on retention of the native soils. The parameters are also based on level, well-drained wall
backfill conditions. Walls may be designed as “restrained” retaining walls based on “at-rest” earth
pressures, plus any surcharge on top of the walls as described below, if the walls are braced to restrain
movement and/or movement is not acceptable. Unrestrained walls may be designed based on “active”
earth pressure, if the walls are not part of the buildings and some movement of the retaining walls is
acceptable. Acceptable lateral movement equal to at least 0.2 percent of the wall height would warrant
the use of “active” earth pressure values for design. We recommend that walls supporting horizontal
backfill and not subjected to hydrostatic forces be designed using a triangular earth pressure distribution
equivalent to that exerted by a fluid with a density of 38 pcf for yielding (active condition) walls, and 60
pef for non-yielding (at-rest condition) walls.

The stated lateral earth pressures do not include the effects of hydrostatic pressure generated by water
accumulation behind the retaining walls or loads imposed by construction equipment, foundations, back
slopes or roadways (surcharge loads). Groundwater was encountered in each of the borings at 7 to § feet
below the ground surface. Portions of the vault that will extend below the groundwater level will need
to be designed to resist hydrostatic pressures and buoyant forces. Equivalent fluid densities for buoyant
soil pressure under yielding conditions would be 20 pef and 30 pef for nonyielding conditions. The
allowable buoyant passive pressure would be 100 pef with a factor of safety of 2.0.

Krazan & Associates, Inc.
Offices Serving The Western United States



KA Project No. 062-19005
East Town Crossing

April 11,2019

Page No. 13

Floor Slabs and Exterior Flatwork

Before the placement of concrete floors or pavements on the site, or befors am
placed, the loose soils and undocumented fill must be removed to expe
undisturbed native soil. The subgrade should then be proof-rolled to confir=
no soft or deflecting areas. Areas of vielding soils should be excavated and backZlled wi
fill.

Any additional fill used to increase the elevation of the floor siab should mes: the -
structural fill. Fill soils should be placed in horizontal lifts not exceeding & nct
moisture-conditioned as necessary, (moisture content of soil shall not vary oy = I
optimum moisture) and the material should be compacted to at least 95 percent of the maximus &y
density based on ASTM Test Method D1557.

Floor slabs may be designed using a modulus of subgrade reaction value of k = 200 pounds per cubic
inch (pci) for slabs supported on medium dense or firmer native soils or on structural fill extending to
medium dense or firmer native soil.

In areas where it is desired to reduce floor dampness, such as areas covered with moisture sensitive
floor coverings, we recommend that concrete slab-on-grade floors be underlain by a water vapor
retarder system. According to ASTM guidelines, the water vapor retarder should consist of a vapor
retarder sheeting underlain by a minimum of 4-inches of compacted clean (less than 5 percent passing
the U.S. Standard No. 200 Sieve), open-graded angular rock of %-inch maximum size. The vapor
retarder sheeting should be protected from puncture damage.

It is recommended that the utility trenches within the building pads be compacted, as specified in our
report, to minimize the transmission of moisture through the utility trench backfill. Special attention to
the drainage and irrigation adjacent to the buildings is recommended. Grading should establish drainage
away from the structures and this drainage pattern should be maintained. Water should not be allowed
to collect adjacent to the structures. Excessive irrigation within landscaped areas adjacent to the
structure should not be allowed to occur. In addition, ventilation of the structure may be prudent to
reduce the accumulation of interior moisture.

Erosion and Sediment Control

Erosion and sediment control (ESC) is used to minimize the transportation of sediment to wetlands,
streams, lakes, drainage systems, and adjacent properties. Erosion and sediment control measures
should be implemented and these measures should be in general accordance with local regulations. Asa
minimum, the following basic recommendations should be incorporated into the design of the erosion
and sediment control features of the site:
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1) Phase the soil, foundation, utility and other work. requiring excavation or the distu
site soils, to take place during the dryv season (generally May through e

provided precautions are taken using Best Management Practices -3.~ e
can be undertaken during the wet season (generally Octeber through Azrils but it should 2lst o2
known that this may increase the overall cost of the preiect.

2) All site work should be completed and stabilized as quickly as possibiz.

3) Additional perimeter erosion and sediment contro! features may be raguirs
possibility of sediment entering the surface water. This may include addiiong! s
fences with a higher Apparent Opening Size (AOS), construction of 2 t2rm. of c:E‘;e." filtration
systems.

4) Any runoff generated by dewatering discharge should be treated through construction of a
sediment trap if there is sufficient space. If space is limited, other filtration methods will need
to be incorporated.

roundwater Influenc res and Earthwork c

The soil borings were checked for the presence of groundwater during exploratory operations.
Groundwater was encountered in all of our borings at approximately 7 to 8 feet bgs. It should be
recognized that groundwater elevations may fluctuate with time. The groundwater level will be
dependent upon seasonal precipitation, irrigation, land use, and climatic conditions, as well as other
factors. Therefore, groundwater levels at the time of the field investigation may be different from those
encountered during the construction phase of the project, The evaluation of such factors is beyond the
scope of this report.

If groundwater is encountered during construction, we should observe the conditions to determine if
dewatering will be needed. Design of temporary dewatering systems to remove groundwater should be
the responsibility of the contractor. 1f earthwork is performed during or soon after periods of
precipitation, the subgrade soils may become saturated. These soils may “pump,” and the materials may
not respond to densification techniques. Typical remedial measures include: disking and aerating the
soil during dry weather; mixing the soil with drier materials; removing and replacing the soil with an
approved fill material. A qualified geotechnical engineering firm should be consulted prior to
implementing remedial measures to observe the unstable subgrade conditions and provide appropriate
recommendations.

ainage

The ground surface should slope away from building pads and pavement areas, toward appropriate drop
inlets or other surface drainage devices. It is recommended that adjacent exterior grades be sloped a
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minimum of 2 percent for a minimum distance of 5 feet away from structzres. Reoel drans snould oz
tightlined away from foundations. Roof drains should net be connected 1o the focting drains.

maintained for the life of the project.

Specific recommendations for and design of storm water disposal systems c= septic is
beyond the scope of our services and should be prepared by other consuliants tha:
design and discharge requirements.

Utility Trench Backfill

Utility trenches should be excavated according to accepted engineering practices foliowing OSHA
(Occupational Safety and Health Administration) standards, by a contractor experienced in such work.
The responsibility for the safety of open trenches should be borne by the contractor. Traffic and
vibration adjacent to trench walls should be minimized; cyclic wetting and drying of excavation side
slopes should be avoided.

All utility trench backfill should consist of suitable on-site material or imported granular material.
Utility trench backfill placed in or adjacent to buildings and exterior slabs should be compacted to at
least 95 percent of the maximum dry density based on ASTM Test Method D1557. The upper 5 feet of
utility trench backfill placed in pavement areas should be compacted to at least 95 percent of the
maximum dry density based on ASTM Test Method D1557. Below 5 feet, utility trench backfill in
pavement areas should be compacted to at least 90 percent of the maximum dry density based on ASTM
Test Method DI1557. Pipe bedding should be in accordance with the pipe manufacturer's
recommendations.

The contractor is responsible for removing all water-sensitive soils from the trenches regardless of the
backfill location and compaction requirements. The contractor should use appropriate equipment and
methods to avoid damage to the utilities and/or structures during fill placement and compaction.

Pavement Design

Based on our explorations, the near surface soils at the site are interpreted as loose to medium dense
silty sand and sand soils to depths of approximately 4.5 to 7.0 feet bgs. Due to the loose nature of the
anticipated pavement subgrade soils, we recommend that subgrade modification techniques be
considered. Subgrade modification typically includes the over-excavation of unsuitable materials, the
placement of a geotextile fabric at the bottom of the over-excavated area, and then the placement of
structural fill, with the structural fill consisting of clean crushed rock, rock spalls, or Controlled Density
Fill (CDF). We recommend the use of a high-strength geotextile separation fabric, such as Mirafi 600X
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or equivalent, for the geotextile. Subgrade modification such as this is intended to disperse surcharge
loads and therefore aid in pavement performance.

Where loose soils are encountered in the pavement subgrade, we recommend over-excavation of the
loose soil to at least 12 inches below the planned pavement subgrade elevation. The exposed grade after
the over-excavation should be compacted to at least 95 percent of the maximum dry density as
determined by ASTM Test Method D1557. We recommend that a high-strength geotextile separation
fabric, such as Mirafi 600X or equivalent, then be placed over the compacted soil. After the fabric is
placed, the area should be filled to the planned slab subgrade elevation with structural fill. The
structural fill should be compacted to at least 95 percent of the maximum dry density as determined by
ASTM Test Method D1557. In-place density tests should be performed to verify proper moisture
content and adequate compaction.

In areas where the pavement subgrade soil consists of firm and unyielding native soils, a proof roll of
the pavement subgrade soil may be performed in lieu of the compaction and in-place density tests. It
should be noted that subgrade soils that have relatively high silt contents may be highly sensitive to
moisture conditions. The subgrade strength and performance characteristics of a silty subgrade material
may be dramatically reduced if this material becomes wet.

Traffic loads were not provided, however, based on our knowledge of the proposed project, we expect
the traffic to range from light duty (passenger automobiles) to heavy duty (delivery and fire trucks).
Pavement design life of 20 years was assumed for our analysis. Recommendations for an asphaltic
concrete flexible pavement section and Portland Cement Concrete (PCC) rigid pavement section are
provided in Tables 1 and 2 below.

Table 1: ASPHALTIC CONCRETE (FLEXIBLE) PAVEMENT

Asphaltic Concrete Aggregate Base Compacted Subgrade**
3.0 in. 6.0 in. 12.0 in.
Table 2: PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE (RIGID) PAVEMENT
4000 psi with FIBER MESH
Min. PCC Depth Aggregate Base Compacted Subgrade**
6.0 in. 4.0 in. 12.0in.

** A proof roll may be perjormed in lieu of in-place density tests

The asphaltic concrete depth listed in Table 1 for the flexible pavement section should be a surface
course type asphalt, such as Washington Department of Transportation (WSDOT) Y%-inch Hot Mix
Asphalt (HMA). The pavement specification in Appendix C provides additional recommendations,
including aggregate base material.
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Testing and Inspection

This activity is an integral part of our services as acceptance of earthworx construction :

of these recommendations is incorporated into the project design and conszruczion. W
present during the construction of stormwater management system to evaiuzie e soils.

methods, scheduling or management of the work site.
LIMITATIONS

Geotechnical engineering is one of the newest divisions of Civil Engineering. This branch of Civil
Engineering is constantly improving as new technologies and understanding of earth sciences improves.
Although your site was analyzed using the most appropriate current techniques and methods,
undoubtedly there will be substantial future improvements in this branch of engineering. In addition to
improvements in the field of geotechnical engineering, physical changes in the site either due to
excavation or fill placement, new agency regulations or possible changes in the proposed structure after
the time of completion of the soils report may require the soils report to be professionally reviewed. In
light of this, the owner should be aware that there is a practical limit to the usefulness of this report
without critical review. Although the time limit for this review is strictly arbitrary, it is suggested that
two years be considered a reasonable time for the usefulness of this report.

Foundation and earthwork construction is characterized by the presence of a calculated risk that soil and
groundwater conditions have been fully revealed by the original foundation investigation. This risk is
derived from the practical necessity of basing interpretations and design conclusions on limited
sampling of the earth. Our report, design conclusions and interpretations should not be construed as a
warranty of the subsurface conditions. Actual subsurface conditions may differ, sometimes
significantly, from those indicated in this report. The recommendations made in this report are based on
the assumption that soil conditions do not vary significantly from those disclosed during our field
investigation. The findings and conclusions of this report can be affected by the passage of time, such
as seasonal weather conditions, manmade influences, such as construction on or adjacent to the site,
natural events such as earthquakes, slope instability, flooding, or groundwater fluctuations. If any
variations or undesirable conditions are encountered during construction, the geotechnical engineer
should be notified so that supplemental recommendations can be made.

The conclusions of this report are based on the information provided regarding the proposed
construction. If the proposed construction is relocated or redesigned, the conclusions in this report may
not be valid. The geotechnical engineer should be notified of any changes so that the recommendations
can be reviewed and reevaluated

Krazan & Associates, Inc.
Offices Serving The Western United States
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Misinterpretations of this report by other design team members can resul: in profect gel
overruns. These risks can be reduced by having Krazan & Associates, Inc. E._vo?veé with th
teams’ meetings and discussions after submitting the report. Krazan & Associzies, Inc.
retained for reviewing pertinent elements of the design team’s plans and specizic
also misinterpret this report. To reduce this, risk Krazan & Associates. Inc. s=oud ; Z
and preconstruction meetings, and provide construction observations during =2 size work.

This report is a geotechnical engineering investigation with the purpose of evaiuziing ==
in terms of foundation design. The scope of our services did not inciuie znv
assessment for the presence or absence of hazardous and or toxic materials ‘n the
axmosphere or the presence of wetlands. Any statemem:. or absence of stztements, :

and/or toxic assessments.

The geotechnical information presented herein is based upon professional interpretation utilizing
standard engineering practices and a degree of conservatism deemed proper for this project. It is not
warranted that such information and interpretation cannot be superseded by future geotechnical
developments. We emphasize that this report is valid for this project as outlined above, and should not
be used for any other site. Our report is prepared for the exclusive use of our client. No other party
may rely on the product of our services unless we agree in advance to such reliance in writing.

If you have any questions, or if we may be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact our
office at (253) 939-2500.

Respectfully submitted,
KRAZAN & ASSOCIATES, INC.

04/11/19

Michael D. Rundquist, P.E. Theresa R. Nunan
Senior Project Manager Project Engineer
TRN:MDR

Krazan & Associates, Inc.

Offices Serving The Western United States
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Appendix A
Page A.1

APPENDIX A

FIELD INVESTIGATION AND LABORATORY TESTING

Field Investigation

The field investigation consisted of a surface reconnaissance and a subsurface exploration program.
Exploratory borings and monitoring wells were drilled and sampled for subsurface exploration at this
site. The soil explorations reached depths of approximately 38.5 feet below the existing ground surface.
The approximate exploratory boring locations are shown on the Site Plan (Figure 2). The logs of the
soil explorations and monitoring wells are presented in this appendix. The depths shown on the
attached logs are from the existing ground surface at the time of our exploration.

The drilled borings were advanced using a subcontracted drilling rig. Soil samples were obtained by
using the Standard Penetration Test (SPT) as described in ASTM Test Method D1586. The Standard
Penetration Test and sampling method consists of driving a standard 2-inch outside-diameter, split
barrel sampler into the subsoil with a 140-pound hammer free falling a vertical distance of 30 inches.
The summation of hammer-blows required to drive the sampler the final 12-inches of an 18-inch sample
interval is defined as the Standard Penetration Resistance, or N-value. The blow count is presented
graphically on the boring logs in this appendix. The resistance, or “N™ value, provides a measure of the
relative density of granular soils or of the relative consistency of cohesive soils.

The soils encountered were logged in the field during the exploration and are described in general
accordance with the Unified Soil Classification System (USCS). All samples were returned to our
laboratory for evaluation.

Laboratory Testing

The laboratory testing program was developed primarily to determine the index properties of the soils.
Test results were used for soil classification and as criteria for determining the engineering suitability of
the surface and subsurface materials encountered.

Krazan & Associates, Inc.
Offices Serving The Western United States



@_KIaZall & ASSOCIATES. INC.

Project: Project Number: Client: ;
East Town Crossing 062-19007 Abkey Roac Group BoringNo. | B-1
Address, City, State: Drilling Company:
SE Corner Shaw Road & E. Pioneer Way, Puyallup, WA Gec ogic Drill Pariners
Project Manager: Started: Equipment:
[ Theresa Nunan 3.11.2019 72z Bobeat
Field Engineer: 2 |Completed: Drilling Method:
Theresa Nunan a 3.11.2019 Hc cw Stem Augers
Notes: Backfilled: Hammer Type:
Monitoring Well W-1 installed in borehole. 3.11.2019 <3- 0. Manual
Ground Surface Elevation: Groundwater Depth:|Groundwater Elev.: Total Depth of Bering:
72 +/- feet MSL 8 feet 21.61
— - m
gl & Bdo|zE35| 2
S| £ Eds (8558 2 Classification Lab Results
2l B H E@mPZo| &
2 @ @ Olz3a|
w o w = 6
Brown Silty SAND (SM), irace gravel arz .e~ =~ = -oots, with
= occassional 6 to 8-nch thick suff sandy ciay 1ayers, medium
1 dense, moist
dE| 11| e | 15
9 Brownsih Grey Poorly Graded SAND (SP), fine grained,
= medium dense, moist
5 £ | 1-2A 4 . 10 Alternating 4 to 12-inch thick layers of brown Sandy SILT % Si/Cl = 78.5
— » | 1-2B 5 (ML) and Silty SAND (SM), medium stifffloose, moist towet [% MC = 35.4
N LL=35
¥ 1ol o Dark Brownish Grey Silty CLAY (CL) with marsh grass, seams of  |PI=1
@ | 1-38 | 112" peat and thin roots, very sof, wet %F.Sa=19.8
% SifCl = 79.1
10 - - - Becomes Clayey SILT (ML), with fine sand and thin roots, very MG =512
1 soft
JEf14] 2 8
s 6
Dark Grey/Black Silty SAND (SM), fine to medium grained,
- loose, wet
15 5
=1 E 15| 4 ) 8 ---Same
20 A - - - Becomes Poorly Graded SAND (SP-SM) with Silt, fine to
El 16| 12| 24 medium grained, medium dense, wet
oy 12
] End of Boring at 21.5 Feet
25
Page 1 of 1
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‘iél(razan & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Project: Project Number: Client: :
East Town Crossing 062-19007 Abbey Roac Group Boring No. | B-2
Address, City, State: Drilling Company:

SE Comer Shaw Road & E. Pioneer Way, Puyallup, WA

Gec czic Drill Partners

Project Manager: Started: Equipment:
Theresa Nunan 3.11.2019 T-ac< Bobcat
Field Engineer: 8  |Completed: Driiling Method:
Theresa Nunan 8 | 3.11.2019 Hci cw Stem Augers
Notes: Backfilled: Hammer Type:
_ 3.11.2019 “2-E Manual
Ground Surface Elevation: Groundwater Depth:|Groundwater Elev.: Total Depth of Bering:
73 +/- feet MSL 8 feet 38.51t
= 5 =) 4
o @ jo = oE| 3
el € Bge (2825 2 .
g 3 28383 = Classification Lab Results
> 4 H E m 9|5 0 [
2@ o P © Olza| @
5 inches Grass and Topsail
2 Brown Silty SAND (SM), fine grained, with occassional sandy
E | 24 2 7 clay seams, loose, moist
*Tela2f o] o N % Si/Cl = 42.9|
g ; % MC = 29.3
N i Brownish Grey Sandy SILT (ML), fine grained, with
¥ aal s b A occassional 1 to 2-inch thick seams dark grey fine sand, % Si/Cl = 88.2
@ 1 moist to wet, stiff % MC =37.0
10
Eloa s | 16 % Si/Cl = 14.5
gy 8 Dark Grey/Black Silty SAND (SM), fine to medium grained, |[% MC =25.0
_ medium dense, wet
15 - 28 - - - Becomes Sand (SP-SM) with Silt, fine to medium % Grav =0
%] 25 1212 24 grained, medium dense % Sa = 90.8
% Si/Cl = 8.9
- % MC =226
- - - At 18 feet, drilling choppy due to lots of gravel
20 = 18
2§ | ¥ 5| Dark Grey/Black Poorly Graded GRAVEL (GP-GM) with sand
and silt, very dense, wet
25
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@Krazan & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Project: LB Ujv\ll. IR IS . WIS -
East Town Crossing 062-19007 Abbey Road Group Boring No. | B-2
Address, City, State: Drilling Company:
SE Corner Shaw Road & E. Pioneer Way, Puyallup, WA Gesiogic Dl Sarmers
Project Manager: Started: Equipment:
Theresa Nunan 3.11.2019 Trac< Booca:
Field Engineer: % Completed: Drilling Method:
Theresa Nunan [a] 3.11.2019 Hoilow Stam Augsrs
Notes: Backfilled: Hammer Type:
_ _ 3.11.2019 720-ip Mawa
Ground Surface Elevation: Groundwater Depth:|Groundwater Elev.: Total Depth of Bor'ng:
73 +/- feet MSL 8 feet 3BER
—_ = a 8 !
et D = et . i
S| € Bde 3855 3 _—
~l = 3 al|8 53 g 2| € Classification Lab Resuits
3| B H E |m |22 e ;
=2 @ 3 = 2 ©
w o] o
25 — i ; :
o | 27 9 23 Dark Grey SAND (SP-SM} witk Silt. trace gzve Tre
i 14 coarse grained, witt occass onal 2 o 4-~c~ iz seas
= gravel (GP-GM) with silt, medium dense, wet
30 a % Grav = 9.0
- el o
. % 2-8 415 19 Same 9, 3‘3 =825
% SilCl =85
— % MC =18.8
- At 33 feet, alternating 4 to 12-inch thick layers of Dark
Grey/Black SAND (SP-SM) with gravel and silt AND Dark
35 ls Grey/Black GRAVEL {GP-GM) with sand and silt, medium % SCI = 5.6
El2o| s | 15 dense, wet % MC = 18.9
i 10
% Grav = 44.8
37 % Sa =47.4
| E 2110| 20 | 37 - - - Becomes dense % Si/Cl = 7.8
Z % MC = 0.4
] End of Boring at 38.5 Feet
40 —
457
50
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Project: Project Number: Client: i
East Town Crossing 062-19007 Abbey Road Group Boring No. | B-3
Address, City, State: Drilling Company:
SE Corner Shaw Road & E. Pioneer Way, Puyallup, WA 3ec caic Drill Partners
Project Manager: Started: Equipment:
Theresa Nunan 3.11.2019 Trz2< Bobeat
Field Engineer: & |Completed: Drilling Method:
Theresa Nunan a | 3.11.2019 ~2 24 Stem Augers
Notes: Backfilled: Hammer Type:
_ _ 3.11.2019 *2C- Manual
Ground Surface Elevation: Groundwater Depth: Total Depth of Bering:
74 +/- feet MSL 7 feet 2151
et o = —
S| € Bde (3835 o
| £ 3 2833 $ = Classification Lab Results
> s H E |m 2|~ 2 o
2 2 s S Olzzg| @
w| 8 ®
o Brown Silty SAND (SM}. irece gravel erc .g = - "zots, with
occassional 2 to 3-inch thick stiff sandy clay layers, loose,
3 moist
B3] 4 9
— .
Brownish Grey Sandy SILT (ML), fine grained, with
= occassional 0.5 to 2-inch thick seams dark grey fine sand,
5 1 stiff, moist to wet, stiff
Els2] 6 | 12
Ml .
¥
5
1E 33| s | 10
@ 5
Dark Grey/Black Silty SAND (SM), fine to medium grained,
medium dense, wet
10 - 3
o|34]| s 12
- w
7
—] - - - Becomes Sand (SP-SM) with Silt, fine to medium
grained, medium dense, wet
15 ls
£|3s| 10| 17
-
7
Dark Grey/Black Silty SAND (SM), fine to medium
i grained, with a 4-inch thick seam of peat at 20 feet,
medium dense, wet
20 e 4
|36 8 14
8
] End of Boring at 21.5 Feet
25
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Monitoring Well

MW-1
T ] r Brown Silty SAND (SM)
. )
Bentonite o .
Chips § Brownish Grey SAND (SP)
Q.
B Alternating Sandy SILT (ML) and Silty SAND
3 (SM)
g \ 4
A
Dark Brownish Grey Silty CLAY (CL)
- - = Clayey SILT (ML)
FILTER
SAND
Dark Grey/Black Silty SAND {SM)
20
21.5'




Monitoring Well

MW-2
T I Brown Silty SAND (SM)
Bentonite ,‘é’-
. o
Chips 3]
Q.
o
;’%, Dark Grey/Black Silty SAND (SM)

S—

Filter
Sand

20'

Black SAND (SP-SM) with Silt




Particle Size Distribution Report
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TEST RESULTS Material Description
Opening Percent Spec.” Pass? Brown Sandy SILT
Size Finer (Percent) (X=Fail)
#200 78.5
Att imit
PL= NP LL= NV Pl= NP
Classification
USCS (D 2487)= ML AASHTO (M 145)=
Coefficients
Dgo= Dgs= Dgo=
Dso= D30= D15=
D1o= Cy= Cc=
Remarks
Sample ID:19L131
Sample Date:3-11-19
Moisture Content = 35.4 %
Date Received: 3-15-19 Date Tested: 3-22-19
Tested By: M.Thomas
Checked By: M.Thomas
‘ Title: Materials Laboratory Manager
" (no specification provided)
Locatlon B-1 Sample 1-2B D : 3.11-19
3 r: 191131 Depth: 5-6.5' Sie Sampad
Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company.LLC.
Project: East Town Crossing




Particle Size Distribution Report
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Test Results (C-136 & C-117) Material Description
Opening Percent Spec.” Pass? Grey Clayey SILT with fine sand
Size Finer (Percent) (X=Fail)
#40 98.9
#200 79.1 Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
PL= 33.5 LL= 349 Pl= 14
Classification
USCS (D 2487)= ML AASHTO (M 145
Coefficients
Dgg= 0.1948 Dgs= 0.1258 Dgo=
D5o= D3¢= D4s=
010‘ cu. ccﬂ
Remarks
Sample ID:19L.120
Sample Date:3-11-19
Moisture Content = 51.2 %
Date Received: 3-15-19 Date Tested: 3-15-19
’ Tested By: M.Thomas
Checked By: M.Thomas
f Title: Materials Laboratory Manager
i (no specification provided)
Location: B-1 Sample 1-3B led: 3-11-
| Sample Number: 191120 ___Depth: 7.5-9' sl Ganpled: LIS
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Particle Size Distribution Report
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" % Gravel % Sand o
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Opening Percent Spec.” Pass? Brown silty sand.
Size Finer {Percent) {X=Fail)
#200 42.9
Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
PL= NP LL= NV Pi= NP
Classification
USCS (D 2487)= SM AASHTO (M 145)=
Coefficients
Dgo= Dgs= Dgo=
Dso= D3p= D15=
D1o= Cu= Cc=
Remarks
Sample ID:19L132
Sample Date:3-11-19
Moisture Content = 29.3 %
Date Received: 3-15-19 Date Tested: 3-22-19
Tested By: M.Thomas .
Checked By: M.Thomas
Title: Materizls Laboratory Manager
" (no specification provided)
Location: B-2 Sample 2-2 Dat . -19
Depth: 5-6.5' e Sampled 3-11—___
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Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company.LLC.
Project: East Town Crossing




Particle Size Distribution Report
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TEST RESULTS Material Description
Opening Percent Spec.” Pass? Brown sandy silt.
Size Finer (Percent) (X=Fail)
#200 88.2
Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
PL= NP LL= NV Pi= NP
Classification
USCS (D 2487)= ML AASHTO (M 145)=
Coefficients
Dgo= Dgs= Dgo=
Dsq= D3p= Dy5=
D10= Cu= Ce=
Remarks
Sample 1D:191.133
Sample Date:3-11-19
Moisture Content = 37.0%
Date Received: 3-15-19  Date Tested: 3-22-19
Tested By: M.Thomas -
Checked By: M.Thomas
Title: Materials Laboratory Manager
" (no specification provided)
Location: B-2 Sample 2-3 Date Sampled: 3-11-19
| Sample Number: f9L133 Depth: 7.5'-9' P
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Particle Size Distribution Report

Remarks
Sample ID:19L134
sample Date:3-11-19
Moisture Content = 25.0 %
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Test Results (C-136 & C-117) Material Description
Opening Percent Spec.” Pass? Dark Grey/Black silty sand.
Size Finer (Percent) (X=Fail)
#200 145
Atterberg letts (ASTM D 43 18)
PL= NP LL= Pl= NP
Classification
USCS (D 2487)= SM AASHTO (M 145)=
Coefficients
Dgp= Dgs5= Dgo=
D5o= D3g= Dy5=
D1g= Cy= Ce=

Date Received: 3-15-19
Tested By: M.Thomas

Checked By: M.Thomas

Date Tested: 3-22-19

Title: Materials Laboratory Manager

" (no specification provided)

Location: B-2 Sample 2-4
_Sample Numbe

r: 191134

Depth: 10-11.5

Date Sampled: 3-11-19

Project: East Town Crossing
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Figure

Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company LLC.




Particle Size Distribution Report
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Test Resuits (C-136 & C-117) Material Description
Opening Percent Spec.” Pass? Dark Grey/Black sand with silt
Size Finer {Percent) (X=Fail)
375 100.0
#4 99.7 Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
#8 98.9 PL= NP LL= NV Pl= NP
#10 98.5 Z
#16 96.6 Classification
#20 94.5 USCS (D 2487)= SP-SM  AASHTO (M 145)= A-3
3 bl Coefficients
#60 42.7 Dgo= 0.5827 Dgs= 0.4392 Dgo= 0.3205
#80 26.0 D5o= 0.2792 D3g= 0.1966 D45= 0.1334
#100 185 D4p= 0.0956 Cy= 3.35 Ce= 1.26
#200 8.9 i
Remarks
Sample ID:19L.121
Sample Date:3-11-19
Moisture Content = 22.6 %
Date Received: 3-15-19 Date Tested: 3-22-19
Tested By: M.Thomas
Checked By: M.Thomas
Title: Materials laboratory Manager
N (no specification provided)
Location: B-2 Sample 2-5 : 3.11-
t Yol 151 D . 15.16.5" Date Sampled: 3-11-19

Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company.LLC.
Project: East Town Crossing

Project No: 062-19007 Figure




Particle Size Distribution Report

n
in.

100 1T DL T
I I [ 1]l T‘?""‘-ﬁ
90 | F NN et
o e Tl
80 1 f e e i
IR \
70 ! f b
5 | | L1 \
S e | | L4l i A
T T T f_ \
= | | L Ll
g ° T
8 . | | L1l | N A
w I I R R
0. I | Lpl|l | \
0 BRI R NN i \
| I [ {1 i %
20 f f it \:
U RIR R
10 t t ———t—T T T i T
| | A ﬂ I IEI Il I 1 il
0 | | | LAl F | Il 1 1 | 1 1
100 10 1 01 0.01 0.001
GRAIN SIZE - mm.
- % Gravel % Sand
% +3 Coarse Fine Coarse Medium Fine b
0.0 1.4 7.6 3.5 23.3 55.7 8.5
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Opening Percent Spec.” Pass? Dark Grey/Black sand with silt.
Size Finer (Percent) (X=Fall)
1 100.0
75 98.6 Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
625 97.6 PL= NP LL= NV Pl= NP
5 95.7
375 94.5 Classification
#4 91.0 USCS (D 2487)= SP-SM  AASHTO (M 145)= A-3
i a5 Cosfficients
#10 87.5 = 3.5671 Dgs= 1.3567 Dgo= 0.3839
#16 83.8 D= 03115 Do 0203 Y%= 01371
#20 80.2 D4o= 0.1011 Cy= 3.80 Ce= 1.07
#40 64.2
#60 39.1 Remarks
#80 24.7 Sample ID:191.122
#100 17.7 Sample Date:3-11-19
#200 8.5 Moisture Content = 18.8 %
Date Received: 3-15-19 Date Tested: 3-22-19
Tested By: M.Thomas
Checked By: M.Thomas
Title: Materials Laboratory Manager
i (no specification provided)
Location: B-2 Sample 2-8 : 311-
umber: 191122 Depth: 30-3L.5' Hete Sampree 1113
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5.6
TEST RESULTS Material Description
Opening |  Percent Spec.” Pass? Dark Grey/Black sand with silt.
Size Finer (Percent) (X=Fail)
#200 5.6
Atterberg Limits 431
PL= NP LL= NV Pl= NP

Classiflcation
USCS (D 2487)= SP-SM  AASHTO (M 145)=

Dg D D

0= 85= 60=

Dso= D3p= Di5=

D1o= Cu= Ce=
Remarks

Sample ID:191.135
Sample Date:3-11-19
Moisture Content = 18.9 %

Date Received: 3-15-19 Date Tested: 3-11-19
Tested By: M.Thomas
Checked By: M.Thomas

Title: Materials Laboratory Manager

" (no specification provided)

Location: B-2 Sample 2-9 . o111
_Sample Number: [9L135 __Depth: 35365 Date Sampled: 3-11.19

Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company.LLC.

: aI.l Project: East Town Crossing

Project No: 062-19007 Figure
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Sample Number; 190123

Depth: 37-38.5
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Test Results (C-136 & C-117) Material Description
Opening Percent Spec.” Pass? Dark Grey/Black sand with silt and gravel.
Size Finer (Percent) (X=Fail)
1 100.0
75 88.5 Att r i D 4318
625 83.7 PL= NP LL= NV Pil= NP
5 78.3 Y,
375 7”1 Classification
#4 552 USCS (D 2487)= SP-SM = AASHTO (M 145)= A-l-a
#8 45.1 Coefficients
#10 43.2 Dgo= 19.9452  Dgs= 16.7747 Dgo= 5.8717
#16 37.5 Dsg= 34968  Dzg= 0.6741 Dis= 0.2194
#0 335 Dio= 0.1253 Cy= 46.85 Cc= 0.62
#40 22.7
#60 16.2 Remarks
#80 13.2 Sampte ID:19L123
#100 114 Sample Date:3-11-19
#200 78 Moisture Content = 9.4 %
Date Received: 3-11-19  Date Tested: 3-11-19
Tested By: M.Thomas -
Checked By: M.Thomas
Title: Materials Laboratory Manager
* (no specification provided)
Location: B-2 Sample 2-10 Date Sampled: 3-11-19
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Appendix B

Page B.1
APPENDIX B
EARTHWORK SPECIFICATIONS
GENERAL
When the text of the report conflicts with the general specifications in this appendix. the

recommendations in the report have precedence.

PERFORMANCE: The Contractor shall be responsible for the satisfactory completion of aii
earthwork in accordance with the project plans and specifications. This work shall be inspected and
tested by a representative of Krazan and Associates, Inc., hereinafter known as the Geotechnical
Engineer and/or Testing Agency. Attainment of design grades when achieved shall be certified by the
project Civil Engineer. Both the Geotechnical Engineer and Civil Engineer are the Owner’s
representatives. If the contractor should fail to meet the technical or design requirements embodied in
this document and on the applicable plans, he shall make the necessary readjustments until all work is
deemed satisfactory as determined by both the Geotechnical Engineer and Civil Engineer. No deviation
from these specifications shall be made except upon written approval of the Geotechnical Engineer,
Civil Engineer, or project Architect.

No earthwork shall be performed without the physical presence or approval of the Geotechnical
Engineer. The Contractor shall notify the Geotechnical Engineer at least 2 working days prior to the
commencement of any aspect of the site earthwork.

The Contractor agrees that he shall assume sole and complete responsibility for job site conditions
during the course of construction of this project, including safety of all persons and property; that this
requirement shall apply continuously and not be limited to normal working hours; and that the
Contractor shall defend, indemnify and hold the Owner and the Engineers harmless from any and all
liability, real or alleged, in connection with the performance of work on this project, except for liability
arising from the sole negligence of the Owner or the Engineers.

TECHNICAL REQUIREMENTS: All compacted materials shall be densified to a density of not less
than 95 percent of maximum dry density as determined by ASTM Test Method D1557 as specified in
the technical portion of the Geotechnical Engineering Report. The results of these tests and compliance
with these specifications shall be the basis upon which satisfactory completion of work will be judged
by the Geotechnical Engineer.

SOIL AND FOUNDATION CONDITIONS: The Contractor is presumed to have visited the site and
to have familiarized himself with existing site conditions and the contents of the data presented in the
soil report.

Krazan & Associates, Inc.
Offices Serving The Western United States
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The Contractor shall make his own interpretation of the data contained in said reperi. and the Commazior
shall not be relieved of liability under the contractor for anyv loss sustained as 2 result of any variancs
between conditions indicated by or deduced from said report and the actual conditions encoumtersd
during the progress of the work.

DUST CONTROL: The work includes dust control as required for the allex""‘: on or preventicn of any
dust nuisance on or about the site or the borrow area, or off-site if caused by the Contracter’s cperziion
either during the performance of the earthwork or resulting from the conditicns in which the om I
leaves the site. The Contractor shall assume all liability. inciuding Court cests of cedefendants. Tor 21
claims related to dust or windblown materials attributable to his work.

SITE PREPARATION

General site clearing should include removal of any organics, asphaitic concrere,
structures including foundations, basement walls and floors, rubble, and r:?"
operations and removal of any loose and/or debris-laden fill, the exposed su>
inspected and/or proof rolled to identify any soft/loose areas.

S
T
i
tn

5

Q“:

SUBGRADE PREPARATION: Subgrade should be prepared as described in our site preparation
section of this report.

EXCAVATION: All excavation shall be accomplished to the tolerance normally defined by the Civil
Engineer as shown on the project grading plans. All over excavation below the grades specified shall be
backfilled at the Contractor’s expense and shall be compacted in accordance with the applicable
technical requirements.

FILL AND BACKFILL MATERIAL: No material shall be moved or compacted without the
presence of the Geotechnical Engineer. Material from the required site excavation may be utilized for
construction site fills provided prior approval is given by the Geotechnical Engineer. All materials
utilized for constructing site fills shall be free from vegetable or other deleterious matter as determined
by the Geotechnical Engineer.

PLACEMENT, SPREADING, AND COMPACTION: The placement and spreading of approved fill
materials and the processing and compaction of approved fill and native materials shall be the
responsibility of the Contractor. However, compaction of fill materials by flooding, ponding, or jetting
shall not be permitted unless specifically approved by local code, as well as the Geotechnical Engineer.

Both cut and fill shall be surface compacted to the satisfaction of the Geotechnical Engineer prior to
final acceptance.

SEASONAL LIMITS: No fill material shall be placed, spread, or rolled while it is frozen or thawing
or during unfavorable wet weather conditions. When the work is interrupted by heavy rains, fill
operations shall not be resumed until the Geotechnical Engineer indicates that the moisture content and
density of previously placed fill are as specified.

Krazan & Associates, Inc.
Offices Serving The Western United States



APPENDIX C
PAVEMENT SPECIFICATIONS

1. DEFINITIONS — The term “pavement” shall include asphalt concrete surfacing, untreated
aggregate base, and aggregate subbase. The term “subgrade” is that portion of the area on which
surfacing, base, or subbase is to be placed.

2. SCOPE OF WORK - This portion of the work shall include all labor, materials, tools, and
equipment necessary for and reasonably incidental to the completion of the pavement shown on the
plans and as herein specified, except work specifically notes as “Work Not Included.”

3. PREPARATION OF THE SUBGRADE - Subgrade should be prepared as described in our site
preparation and pavement design sections of this report.

4. AGGREGATE BASE - The aggregate base shall be spread and compacted on the prepared
subgrade in conformity with the lines, grades, and dimensions shown on the plans. The aggregate base
should conform to WSDOT Standard Specification for Crushed Surfacing Base Course or Top Course
(Item 9-03.9(3)). The base material shall be compacted to a minimum compaction of 95% as
determined by ASTM D1557. Each layer of subbase shall be tested and approved by the Geotechnical
Engineer prior to the placement of successive layers.

S. ASPHALTIC CONCRETE SURFACING - Asphaltic concrete surfacing shall consist of a
mixture of mineral aggregate and paving grade asphalt, mixed at a central mixing plant and spread and
compacted on a prepared base in conformity with the lines, grades, and dimensions shown on the plans.
The drying, proportioning, and mixing of the materials shall conform to WSDOT Specifications.

The prime coat, spreading and compaction equipment, as well as the process of spreading and
compacting the mixture, shall conform to WSDOT Specifications, with the exception that no surface
course shall be placed when the atmospheric temperature is below 50 degrees F. The surfacing shall be
rolled with combination steel-wheel and pneumatic rollers, as described in WSDOT Specifications. The
surface course shall be placed with an approved self-propelled mechanical spreading and finishing
machine.

6. TACK COAT - The tack (mixing type asphaltic emulsion) shall conform to and be applied in
accordance with the requirements of WSDOT Specifications.

Offices Serving The Western United States
825 Center Street, Suite A  Tacoma, Washington 98409 e (253) 939-2500 e Fax: (253) 939-2556



Steep Slope Addendum Letter
E=Krazan « associates, inc.

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING » ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING
CONSTRUCTION TESTING & INSPECTION

July 31,2020 KA Project No. 062-190007
Page | of 2

Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company, LLC
PO Box 1224
Puyallup, Washington 98371

Attn: Gil lulsmann
Email; Gil.Hulsmann@AbbeyRoadGroup.com
Phone: (253) 435-3099 (ext. 101)

Reference: Geotechnical Engineering Investigation Addendum Letter

East Town Crossing
Parcel Nos. 0420264053, 0420264054, 04203510606

SE Corner of E. Shaw Road and E. Pioneer Way
Puyallup, Washington 98371

Dear Mr. Hulsmann,

Per your request, we have prepared this letter to provide our opinion regarding the nearby steep slopes. We
previously prepared a geotechnical report titled “Geotechnical Engineering Investigation — East Town
Crossing — Parcel Nos. 0420264053, 0420264054, 0420351066 — SE Corner of E. Shaw Road & E. Pioneer
Way — Puyallup, Washington”, dated April 11,2019.

Based on our communication with you., it is our understanding that the City of Puyallup has requested to
provide our opinicn on the hazards and risks to the site due to the site being within 300 feet of steep slopes.

We have reviewed Washington State Department of Natural Resources (DNR), City of Puyallup, and Pierce
County published landslide hazard maps and web deta. We have also reviewed the Landslide Inventory,
Susceptibility, and Exposure Analysis of Pierce Coanty. Washington (DNR). prepared by Katherine A.
Mickelson et al., and dated July 2017.

Based on our review, we understand that steep slopes are located roughly 300 feet to the south and east
from the site. These nearby slopes are mapped modezrate to high for shallow landslide susceptibility, and
moderate for deep susceptibility. However, there are no historic landslides or debris mapped at the nearby
slopes. The closest landslide mapped is located roughly 1 mile southeast of the site.

There is an existing developed property between the nearby southern slope and the southern boundary of
the site. There is a partially developed property betwzen the nearby eastern slope and the eastern boundary
of the site. In our opinion, these properties to the south and east create a buffer between the nearby slopes

825 Center Street, Suite A, Tacoma, WA 98409+ (253) 939-2500 * FAX (253) 939-8556
With Offices Serving the Western United States



KA Project No. 062-19007
East Town Crossing

July 31, 2020

Page No. 2

and the site. Based on our review of available published documents and maps, it is our opinion that there
is minimum to no risk to the planncd development from the ncarby slopes.

If you have any questions, or if we may be of further assistance, please do not hesitate (o contact our office

at (253) 939-2500.

Respectfully submitted,
KRAZAN & ASSOCIATES, INC.

07/31/20

Theresar Nuwnan
Vijay Chaudhary, P.E. Theresa R. Nunan
Project Engineer Project Manager

Attachments: WA DNR Landslide Inventory Maps (Figures A, B, and C)

Krazan & Associates, Inc.
Offices Serving The Western United States
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Krazan & ASSOCIATES, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING ¢« ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING
CONSTRUCTION TESTING & INSPECTION

|

March 19, 2021 KA Project No. 062-190007
Page 1 of 3

Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company, LL.C
PO Box 1224
Puyallup, Washington 98371

Attn: Gil Hulsmann
Email; Gil.Hulsmann(@AbbevRoadGroup.com
Phone: (253) 435-3699 (ext. 101)

Reference: Geotechnical Engineering Investigation Addendum Letter
East Town Crossing
SE Corner of E. Shaw Road and E. Pioneer Way
Puyallup, Washington

Dear Mr. Hulsmann,

Per your request, we have prepared this letter to provide the results of two (2) Large-Scale Pilot Infiltration
Tests (PITs) we conducted at the above-referenced site. We previously prepared a geotechnical report titled
“Geotechnical Engineering Investigation — East Town Crossing — Parcel Nos. 0420264053, 0420264054,
0420351066 — SE Corner of E. Shaw Road & E. Pioneer Way — Puyallup, Washington”, dated April 11,
2019, as well as an addendum letter dated July 31, 2020 that addressed the nearby steep slopes.

Large-Scale PITs

Two (2) test pits, designated P-1 and P-2, were excavated near Monitoring Wells MW-1 and MW-2,
respectively, on March 4, 2021 at the approximate locations indicated on the Site Plan, Figure 1, in order
to conduct large-scale infiltration tests in accordance with the 2014 Stormwater Management Manual for
Western Washington (SWMMWW). The infiltration test locations were selected in the field by the client
and excavated using a client provided excavator and operator. The bottom of each pit was excavated 10-
feet wide by 10-feet long, which met the minimum required horizontal surface area of 100 square feet (sf).
Each test pit was initially excavated to a depth of 2 feet below the existing ground surface (bgs), which
exposed silty sand (SM) soils at the pit bottom. Water was observed seeping from the sides of pit P-1
during excavation, and was observed ponded at the ground surface at several locations in the vicinity of pit
P-1. Test pits P-1 and P-2 encountered undocumented fill to a depth of 1.8 feet and 0.5 feet bgs,
respectively, followed by native brown silty sand (SM) with trace gravel and occasional sandy silt and
sandy clay seams and layers to the bottom of the test pits. The soils exposed at the PIT test depth were
similar to those encountered in the geotechnical borings conducted during our original exploration of the
site.

825 Center Street, Suite A, Tacoma, WA 98409+ (253) 939-2500 * FAX (253) 939-8556
With Offices Serving the Western United States
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The infiltration test procedure includes a pre-soak period, followed by steady-state and then falling head
infiltration rate testing. Each pit was filled with water to a depth of 12 inches above the bottom of the pit
for the pre-soak period. After two (2) hours of pre-soak, the water hose was turned off as even just a slight
trickle caused the water level in the pit to continue to rise. Water level readings were obtained for an
additional 4 hours in pit P-2 with no change in the water level, while the water level in pit P-1 increased -
inches which we attributed to seepage from the sides of this pit which were observed during its excavation.
Since the water in pits P-1 and P-2 was not infiltrating, we left the pits open overnight, and returned to the
site to record the water level. Since it had commenced to rain just prior to our leaving the site, a 5-gallon
bucket was left at the location of pit P-2 to obtain an estimate of the amount of rain that fell overnight. We
recorded 0.6 inches of rain in the bucket the following morning. On the morning of March 5, 2021, the
water level in pit P-1 had risen another 1.2 inches, while the water level in pit P-2 rose about 0.3 inches.
Figure 2 includes photos of pits P-1 and P-2 taken on March 5, 2021. The pits were not over-excavated
due to the presence of water. The contractor had excavated three test pits within the northwestern corner
of the site on March 4, 2021. We observed about 8 to 10 inches of water in the bottom of two of the test
pits on March 5, 2021.

Evaluation of Infiltration Feasibility: One of the Site Suitability Criteria (SSC) presented in Section
3.3.7, Volume III, 2014 SWMMWW, SSC-5 Depth to Bedrock, Water Table, or Impermeable Laver,
states that the base of all infiltration basins or trench systems shall be greater than or equal to 5 feet above
the seasonal high-water mark, bedrock (or hardpan), or other low permeability layer. Based on the results
of our field exploration and large-scale PITs, the soils at the site contain high silt content and are considered
a very low to relatively impermeable layer. Based on the results of our general site assessment and field
testing, the low permeability soils encountered at the site do not meet the requirements of Site Suitability
Criteria SSC-5 and it is therefore our opinion that onsite infiltration of stormwater using basin or trench

system is not considered feasible for the proposed development. However, consideration may be given to
the use of permeable pavement and other Best Management Practices (BMPs), depending on the final site
grading plan.

Limitations

This letter has been prepared for the exclusive use of the Abbey Road Group and their assigns, for the
specific application to the site. The geotechnical information presented herein is based upon professional
interpretation utilizing standard engineering practices and a degree of conservatism deemed proper for this
project. We emphasize that this letter is valid for this project as outlined above, and should not be used for
any other site.

This letter does not include any environmental site assessment for the presence or absence of hazardous
and/or toxic materials in the soil, groundwater or atmosphere, or the presence of wetlands or other biological
conditions. The information presented herein is based upon professional interpretation using standard
industry practices and engineering conservatism that we consider proper for this project. It is not warranted
that such information and interpretation cannot be superseded by future geotechnical developments.

Krazan & Associates, Inc.
Offices Serving The Western United States
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Page No. 3

Within the limitations of scope, schedule and budget, our services have been performed in accordance with
generally accepted geotechnical engineering practices in effect in this area at the time this letter was
prepared. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made.

If you have any questions, or if we may be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact our office
at (253) 939-2500.

Respectfully submitted,
KRAZAN & ASSOCIATES, INC.

3/19/21

Hhosiiw 12, szww

Theresa R. Nunan Vijay Chaudhary, P.E.
Project Manager Assistant Regional Engineering Manager

Attachments: Figure | — Site Plan
Figure 2 — Photos

Krazan & Associates, Inc.
Offices Serving The Western United States
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Shaw Rd & E Pioneer Way, Puyallup, WA

Project Number: 062-19007

Drawn By: T. Nunhan

Date: March 2021
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Water in Pit P-1 on March 5, 2021. Water in Pit P-2 on March 5, 2021.

Water in Test Pit on March 5, 2021. Test pit was
excavated in NE portion of site on March 4, 2021.

Figure 2 - Photos (March 5, 2021)
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Krazan & ASSOCIATES, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING ¢« ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING
CONSTRUCTION TESTING & INSPECTION

|

December 10, 2021 KA Project No. 062-21033

Abbey Road Group, LL.C
P.O. Box 11489
Olympia, WA 98508

Attn: Mr. Gil Hulsmann
Tel:  253-435-3699 x1510
Email: gil.hulsmann@abbeyroadgroup.com

Reference: Laboratory Testing — Recycled Glass
East Town Crossing Project
SE Corner of E Shaw Road & E Pioneer Way
Puyallup, Washington

Dear Mr. Hulsmann,

The gradation and proctor test results for the two recycled glass samples, one designated “clean” and the
other designated “with fines”, supplied by Dan Lloyd Construction are attached to this letter. The gradation
tests were conducted on the samples “as received’ and again after completing the Proctor compaction tests.
As can be seen in the summary of test results, Table 1 attached to this letter, the glass pierces broke down
significantly due to the compaction efforts.

If you have any questions, or if we may be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact our
office at (253) 939-2500.

Respectfully submitted,
KRAZAN & ASSOCIATES, INC.

*_:%ag;n é »’{7{ %”Zomﬁu\_

Theresa R. Nunan
Project Manager

Attachments: Recycled Glass Gradation and Proctor Test Results — “Clean” Sample
Recycled Glass Gradation and Proctor Test Results — “With Fines” Sample
Table 1 — Summary of Recycled Glass Test Results

825 Center Street, Suite A, Tacoma, WA 98409+ (253) 939-2500 » FAX (253) 939-8556
With Offices Serving the Western United States
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Test Results (C-136 & C-117) Material Description
Opening Percent Spec.” Pass? Recycled Glass Clean - Before Compaction.
Size Finer (Percent) (X=Fail) Sampled by the supplier.
1.5 100
1.25 100 Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
1 100 PL= NP LL= NV Pl= NP
75 100 o
625 96 Classification
5 20 USCS (D 2487)=  GP AASHTO (M 145)=  A-l-a
375 59 Coefficients
#4 15 Dgg= 14.4630 Dgs= 13.5519 Dgo= 9.6467
#8 4 Dgg= 8.3902 D3g= 6.2995 Dq5= 4.7699
#10 3 D1g= 4.0959 Cy= 236 Ce= 1.00
#16 2
#20 2 Remarks
#40 2 Sample ID:21L.892
#60 1 Sample Date:11-29-21
#80 1
:,lgg 1 ; Date Received: 11-29-21 Date Tested: 12-1-21
B ' Tested By: M.Thomas
Checked By: T.Nunan
Title: Project Manager
" (no specification provided)
Source of Sample: Dan Lloyd Construction Date Sampled: 11-29-21
_Sample Number: 211.892
Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company LLC
Project: East Town Crossing Lab Testing - Recycled Glass
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COMPACTION TEST REPORT

Project: East Town Crossing Lab Testing - Recycled Glass

Krazan

102
101
4.4%, 100.7 pcf
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Water content, %
Test specification:  ASTM D 1557 Method C Modified
Elev/ Classificati Nat. % > %<
ev. assification i? Sp.G. LL Pl o : o
Depth USCS AASHTO Moist. 3/4in. No.200
GP A-l-a 1.85 NV NP 0 1.2
TEST RESULTS MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
- P . Recycled Glass Clean.
Maximum dry density = 100.7 pcf Sampled by e supglier:
Optimum moisture = 4.4 %
Project No. 062-21033 Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Remarks:

Sample 1D:21L892
Sample Date:11-29-21

O Source of Sample: Dan Lloyd Construction Sample Number: 211892 Youd Bane0.14
Porosity:12%

Figure

Tested By: M.Thomas

Checked By: T.Nunan.
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GRAIN SIZE - mm.
% +3" % Gravel % Sand % Fines
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0 0 56 15 6 2 21
Test Results (C-136 & C-117) Material Description
Opening Percent Spec.” Pass? Recycled Glass Clean - After Compaction
Size Finer (Percent) (X=Fail) Sampled by the supplier.
1.5 100
1.25 100 Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
1 100 PL= NP LL= NV Pl= NP
75 100 o
625 99 Classification
5 94 USCS (D 2487)=  GM AASHTO (M 145)=  A-1-b
375 84 Coefficients
#4 44 Dgo= 10.9683 Dgs= 9.6367 Dgo= 6.3112
#8 30 D5o= 5.3536 D3p= 2.3352 D15=
#10 29 D1g= Cy= Cc=
#16 26
#20 24 Remarks
#40 23 Sample ID:21L893
#60 22 Sample Date: 11-29-21
#80 22
:,lgg 3:11 Date Received: 11-29-21 Date Tested: 12-1-21
B Tested By: M.Thomas
Checked By: 1.Teriong
Title: Project Manager
" (no specification provided)
Source of Sample: Dan Lloyd Construction Date Sampled: 11-29-21
_Sample Number: 211.892
Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company LLC
Project: East Town Crossing Lab Testing - Recycled Glass
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GRAIN SIZE - mm.
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Test Results (C-136 & c-117) Material Description
Opening Percent Spec.” Pass? Recycled Glass With Fines - Before Compaction.
Size Finer (Percent) (X=Fail) Sampled by the supplier.
1.5 100
1.25 100 Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
1 100 PL= NP LL= NV Pl= NP
75 100 o
625 98 Classification
5 90 USCS (D 2487)=  GW AASHTO (M 145)=  A-l-a
375 75 Coefficients
#4 38 Dgg= 12.6020 Dgs= 11.3802 Dgo= 7.2823
#8 19 Dgg= 6.0733 D3g= 3.7592 Dq5= 1.7859
#10 17 Dqg= 1.1229 Cy= 6.49 Ce= 1.73
#16 11
#20 7 Remarks
#40 4 Sample ID:21L893
#60 3 Sample Date:11-29-21
#80 2
#100 1 ; i 3 )
4200 04 Date Received: 11-29-21 Date Tested: 12-1-21
Tested By: M.Thomas
Checked By: T.Nunan
Title: Project Manager
" (no specification provided)
Source of Sample: Dan Lloyd Construction Date Sampled: 11-29-21
_Sample Number: 211.893
Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company LLC
Project: East Town Crossing Lab Testing - Recycled Glass
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Test specification:  ASTM D 1557 Method C Modified
Elev/ Classificati Nat. % > % <
ev, assification -':? Sp.G. LL Pl b o
Depth USCS AASHTO Moist. 3/4in. No.200
GW A-l-a 24 NV NP 0 0.4
TEST RESULTS MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
s g . Recycled Glass With Fines.
Maximum dry density = 112.3 pcf Sampled by the supplier.
Optimum moisture = 5.9 %
Project No. 062-21033 Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Remarks:
Project: East Town Crossing Lab Testing - Recycled Glass Sample ID:211.893
Sample Date:11-29-21
C L Y. . — . Void Ratio:0.16
) Source of Sample: Dan Lloyd Construction Sample Number: 211893 : ;
Porosity:14%
Krazan

Tested By: M.Thomas

Checked By: T.Nunan.
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GRAIN SIZE - mm.
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Test Results (C-136 & C-117) Material Description
Opening Percent Spec.” Pass? Recycled Glass With Fines - After Compaction.
Size Finer (Percent) (X=Fail) Sampled by the Supplier.
1.5 100
1.25 100 Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
1 100 PL= NP LL= NV Pl= NP
75 100 o
625 100 Classification
5 95 USCS (D 2487)=  GM AASHTO (M 145)=  A-1-b
375 88 Coefficients
#:d 58 Dgg= 10.1195 Dgs= 8.7171 Dgo= 4.9887
#8 41 D5g= 3.6862 D3p= 1.0651 Dq5=
#10 38 D1g= Cy= Cc=
#16 32
#20 27 Remaris
#40 24 Sample ID:21L893
#60 23 Sample Date:11-29-21
#80 22
#100 21 ; i 3 )
4200 20 Date Received: 11-29-21 Date Tested: 12-1-21
B Tested By: M.Thomas
Checked By: T.Nunan
Title: Project Manager
" (no specification provided)
Source of Sample: Dan Lloyd Construction Date Sampled: 11-29-21
_Sample Number: 211.893
Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company LLC
Project: East Town Crossing Lab Testing - Recycled Glass
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APPENDIX B-2

MIGIZI GROUP, INC.

PO Box 44840 PHONE (253) 537-9400
Tacoma, Washington 98448 FAX (253) 537-9401

August 25, 2023

Absher Construction
1001 Shaw Road
Puyallup, WA 98372

Attention: Greg Helle
Executive VP, Operations

Subject: Project Infiltration Feasibility Letter
Proposed East Town Crossing Development
13102 East Pioneer Rd.
Puyallup, WA 98372
Parcel No. 0420264053, 0420264054, 0420351066

MGI Project Z0582
Dear Mr. Helle:

Migizi Group, Inc. (MGI) is pleased to submit this letter discussing the long-term feasibility of
infiltration facilities and permeable pavement at the proposed East Town Crossing development
along East Pioneer Road in Puyallup, WA. Previous geotechnical studies for this site were
performed by Krazan & Associates and are attached. This includes a Geotechnical Engineering
Investigation report, dated April 11, 2019, and a March 19, 2021, Addendum Letter.

The purpose of this letter is to summarize our geologic research for the project area and
immediate region, our review of the previous site reconnaissance, geologic explorations, and
infiltration testing performed by Krazan & Associates, and provide MGI's professional
recommendations for infiltration feasibility at the site.

SITE AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project site consists of three contiguous parcels, creating a roughly rectangular project area
10.00 acres in size, located along the south side of East Pioneer Road, just east of downtown
Puyallup, WA, as shown on the enclosed Topographic and Location Map (Figure 1). The entire
parcel is currently undeveloped. The vegetated property is bordered to the north by E Pioneer
Rd., to the east by undeveloped land, to the west by Shaw Road, and to the south by a commercial
property that houses Absher Construction Office.

Page 10of 5



Absher Const. — East Town Crossing Development, Puyallup, WA August 25, 2023
Project Infiltration Feasibility Letter 70582

The proposed improvements generally consist of eight three-story, wood framed, multi-family
apartment buildings, with associated parking stalls, covered car ports, recreational and
landscaping areas. A club house will also be constructed at the north end of the site. A total of 70
one-bedroom and 108 two-bedroom wunits will be created. Three underground
storage stormwater facilities, called R-Tank modules, are planned for the detention of
generated stormwater. A-mrodiar-vwettarrd will provide treatment.

N several BioPods
In addition to the R-Tank modules, stormwater management procedures will also involve the
implementation of Low Impact Development (LID) best management practices (BMPs) to
facilitate treatment and infiltration of onsite generated stormwater. This could also include
implementation of shallow-depth LID BMPs such as pervious pavement roadways and rain
gardens, which are common in developments where deeper infiltration has been proven

infeasible due to shallow groundwater tables and/or hydraulically restrictive soils.

LOCAL GEOLOGY

The project area is located along the southern edge of the Puyallup River Valley and at the toe of
the Puyallup Highlands slope, roughly between Sumner and Puyallup. The Geologic Map of the
Tacoma 1:100,000-scale Quadrangle, Washington (2015), identifies the project area as Qa — Holocene
Alluvium. Deposits tend to vary from massive deposits of loose fluvial silts, sands, and gravels,
and can locally include sandy to silty estuarine deposits. Puyallup River deposits typically
contain local deposits of peat or larger woody debris at depth. An excerpt of the geologic map of
the immediate project area (Figure 2) can be found below:

Qa

(O R A Project
/| Area

2 J.::' —— ‘
gic Map of the Tacoma 1:100,000-scale
Quadrangle, Washington, WSDNR, Schuster et al. 2015.

Migizi Group, Inc. Page 2 of 5




Absher Const. — East Town Crossing Development, Puyallup, WA August 25, 2023
Project Infiltration Feasibility Letter 70582

PREVIOUS PROJECT RECONNAISSANCE AND EXPLORATIONS

Previous explorations by Krazan & Associates included three hollow stem auger borings drilled
across the site. In addition, two groundwater monitoring wells also installed at the same time.
Drilling was conducted on March 11, 2019, which is within the wet season defined by Department
of Ecology guidelines.

According to Krazan, shallow soils encountered in the borings are typical of alluvium deposits,
ranging from poorly graded sand and silty sand to silty clay with interbedded seams of peat.
Soils were generally observed to be moist to wet, and soft to medium dense or stiff. During
drilling operations, groundwater was encountered at depths of between 7 to 8 feet below grade.

PREVIOUS INFILTRATION TESTING

On March 4-5, 2021, Krazan conducted follow up infiltration testing of the project area adjacent
to monitoring wells W-1 and W-2, as described in the attached Addendum Letter. Krazan elected
to conduct two Large-Scale Pilot Infiltration Tests (PITs), labeled P-1 and P-2, with procedures
outlined in the 2014 Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington (SWMMWW).
The excavations passed through shallow undocumented fill and into the native silty sand at
approximately 2 feet below grade.

The Krazan Addendum indicates that field testing used the procedures listed in the 2014
SWMMWW. The two excavations were filled with water and allowed to presoak for the requisite
timeframe. Water level measurements taken after presoak indicated that no head change was
observed within P-2 and a head increase of 0.75 inches was measured in P-1. Due to a lack of
infiltration during the testing period, tests were left open overnight, and measurements were
taken the following morning. Measurements taken show that water levels had again risen, with
1.2 inches of head increase in P-1, and 0.3-inch head increase in P-2.

Based on these results, Krazan and Associates concluded that shallow soils of the upper three feet
of the project area represented a hydraulic restrictive layer, with the calculated infiltration rate of
0 inches per hour, based on Site Suitability Criteria of Vol. IIl, Section 3.3.7 of the 2014
SWMMWW.

PERMEABLE PAVEMENT FEASIBILITY

Currently, the City of Puyallup’s stormwater management has adopted the 2019 Washington
State Department of Ecology’s Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington
(SWMMWW). Volume V covers runoff treatment, flow control, and the low impact development
(LID) best management practices (BMP) library. Beginning on Page 748 through 751, V-5.6
considers the BMP Permeable Pavements, the Applications and Limitations, and the Infeasibility
Criteria. The manual states on page 748:

Migizi Group, Inc. Page 3 of 5 %



Absher Const. — East Town Crossing Development, Puyallup, WA August 25, 2023
Project Infiltration Feasibility Letter 70582

The following infeasibility criteria describe conditions that make permeable pavement infeasible
when applying The List Approach within I-3.4.5 MR5: On-Site Stormwater Management. If a project
proponent wishes to use a permeable pavement BMP even though one of the infeasibility criteria
within this section are met, they may propose a functional design to the local government.

These criteria also apply to impervious pavements that would employ stormwater collection from the
surface of impervious pavement with redistribution below the pavement.

Any of the following circumstances allow the designer to determine permeable pavement as "infeas-
ible" when applying the The List Approach within [-3.4.5 MR5: On-Site Stormwater Management:

Specifically, three bullet points listed on page 750 of the manual note that:

= Where seasonal high ground water or an underlying impermeable/low permeable layer
would create saturated conditions within one foot of the bottom of the permeable pave-
ment BMP. The bottom of the permable pavement EMP is the bottom of the lowest
layer that has been designed to be part of the BMP, such as the lowest gravel base
course or a sand layer used for treatment below the permeable pavement.

= Where underlying soils are unsuitable for supporting traffic loads when saturated. Soils
meeting a California Bearing Ratio of 5% are considered suitable for residential access
roads.

= Where appropriate field testing indicates soils have a measured (a.k.a., initial) native
soil saturated hydraulic conductivity (Kg4¢) l€ss than 0.3 inches per hour. See V-5.4
Determining the Design Infiltration Rate of the Native Soils. (Note: In these instances,
unless other infeasibility restrictions apply, roads and parking lots may be built with an
underdrain, preferably elevated within the base course, if Flow Control benefits are
desired.)

Volume III Chapter 3 section 2, beginning on page 468 of the 2019 Dept. of Ecology Stormwater
Management Manual, considers the steps of preparing a stormwater site plan. Step 1 - “Analyze
Existing Site Conditions to Determine LID Feasibility” states that a hydraulic restrictive layer is
“ground water, soil layer with less than 0.3 in/hr Ksat, bedrock, etc.” Field testing conducted by
Krazan during the western Washington wet season, as described above, confirms that shallow
onsite soils in the upper 3 feet are classified as a hydraulicly restrictive layer and are therefore
unsuitable for infiltration of site produced stormwater. These shallow soils would be the exposed
subgrade base for any proposed pervious pavement subgrade reservoir in areas of pavement for
the East Town Crossing development.

CONCLUSIONS

Based on the infiltration testing information provided in the Geotechnical Engineering Investigation
(April 11, 2019), and the Addendum Letter (March 19, 2021) written by Krazan & Associates, and
the Criteria guidelines cited in Volumes III and V of the 2019 SWMMWW, it is our opinion that
shallow infiltration through the use of permeable pavement is infeasible in the onsite native soils
across the project area. Without significant improvement to the in-situ subgrade soils, which
could seriously comprise the infiltration characteristics, soil-supported permeable asphalt would
likely fail under long term dynamic load usage, such as HS20 loading conditions.

Based on the above, it is our opinion that any generated onsite stormwater should be directed to
underground R-Tank modules for detention.

Migizi Group, Inc. Page 4 of 5




Absher Const. — East Town Crossing Development, Puyallup, WA August 25, 2023
Project Infiltration Feasibility Letter 70582

CLOSURE
We appreciate the opportunity to be of service on this project. If you have any questions
regarding this letter or any aspects of the project, please feel free to contact our office.

Sincerely,

MIGIZI GROUP, INC.

08/25/23

[Randall V. Conger-Best i

Randall V. Conger-Best, L.G. James E. Brigham, P.E.
Senior Staff Geologist Senior Principal Engineer

Attachments: Krazan and Associates, Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, April 11, 2019
Krazan and Associates, Addendum Letter, March 19, 2021

Migizi Group, Inc. Page 50f 5
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Krazan & ASSOCIATES,INC.

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING « ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING
CONSTRUCTION TESTING & INSPECTION

f

April 11,2019 KA Project No. 062-19005

Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company, LLC
PO Box 1224

Puyallup, Washington 98371

Attn: Mr. Gil Hulsmann Email: Gil. Hulsmann@AbbeyRoadGroup.com
Tel: (253) 435-3699 (ext. 101)

Reference: Geotechnical Engineering Investigation
East Town Crossing
Parcel Nos. 0420264053, 0420264054, 0420351066
SE Corner of E. Shaw Road and E. Pioneer Way
Puyallup, Washington 98371

Dear Mr. Hulsmann,

In accordance with your request, we have completed a Geotechnical Engineering Investigation for the
referenced site. The results of our investigation are presented in the attached report.

If you have any questions, or if we can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact our
office.

Respectfully submitted,
KRAZAN & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Shesese B Wunen

Theresa R. Nunan
Project Engineer

TRN:MR

Offices Serving The Western United States
825 Center Street, Suite A « Tacoma, Washington 98409 « (253) 939-2500 » Fax: (253) 939-2556



GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING INVESTIGATION
EAST TOWN CROSSING
PARCEL NOS. 0420264053, 0420264054, 0420351066
SE CORNER OF E. SHAW ROAD & E. PIONEER WAY
PUYALLUP, WASHINGTON

PROJECT NoO. 062-19005
APRIL 11, 2019

Prepared for:

ABBEY ROAD GROUP LAND DEVELOPMENT
SERVICES COMPANY, LLC
ATTN: MR. GIL HULSMANN
POBox 1224
PUYALLUP, WA 98371

Prepared by:

KRAZAN & ASSOCIATES, INC.
GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING DIVISION
825 CENTER STREET, STE A
TACOMA, WASHINGTON 98409
(253) 939-2500
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GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING INVESTIGATION
EAST TOWN CROSSING
PARCEL NOS. 0420264053, 0420264054, 0420351066
SE CORNER OF EAST SHAW ROAD AND EAST PIONEER WAY
PUYALLUP, WASHINGTON

INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of our Geotechnical Engineering Investigation for the proposed East
Town Crossing project located near the southeast corner of East Shaw Road and East Pioneer Way in
Puyallup, Washington, as shown on the Vicinity Map in Figure 1. Discussions regarding site conditions
are presented in this report, together with conclusions and recommendations pertaining to site
preparation, excavations, structural fill, utility trench backfill, drainage and landscaping, erosion
control, foundations, concrete floor slabs and exterior flatwork, lateral earth pressures, and pavement.

A Site Plan showing the approximate exploratory boring and monitoring well locations is presented
following the text of this report in Figure 2. Appendix A includes USCS Soil Classification
information, as well as a description of the field investigation, exploratory boring logs, and the
laboratory testing results. Appendix B contains a guide to aid in the development of earthwork
specifications. Pavement design guidelines are presented in Appendix C. The recommendations in the
main text of the report have precedence over the more general specifications in the appendices,

PURPOSE AND SCOPE

This investigation was conducted to evaluate the subsurface soil and groundwater conditions at the site,
to develop geotechnical engineering recommendations for use in design of specific construction
elements, and to provide criteria for site preparation and earthwork construction.

Our scope of services was performed in general accordance with our proposal for this project, dated
January 25, 2019 (Proposal Number G19001WAT) and included the following:

e Exploration of the subsurface soil and groundwater conditions by conducting approximately
three (3) geotechnical borings and installing two (2) groundwater level monitoring wells using a
subcontracted drill rig;

e Provide asite plan showing the geotechnical boring and monitoring well locations;
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Provide comprehensive boring and monitoring well logs, including soil stratification and
classification, and groundwater levels where applicable;

e Recommended foundation type for the proposed structures;

e Allowable foundation bearing pressure, anticipated settlements (both total and differential),
coefficient of horizontal friction for footing design, and frost penetration depth;

e Recommendations for seismic design considerations including site coefficient and ground
acceleration based on the 2015 IBC;

e Recommendations for structural fill materials, placement, and compaction;

¢ Recommendations for suitability of on-site soils as structural fill;

¢ Recommendations for temporary excavations;

e Recommendations for site drainage and erosion control;

e Recommendations for flexible and rigid pavements, as well as permeable pavement.

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION

Based on the Overall Site Plan prepared by Abbey Road Group Land Development Services, dated
December 12, 2018, we understand that the proposed development will include construction of six
residential structures (designated Buildings A through E) and a club house/office building. Site
drainage systems will include a subsurface stormwater system located in the southern portion of the
property, and a rain garden along the northern and eastern edges of the site. We have not been provided
with details regarding construction of the subsurface stormwater system. The planned development will
also include utility installation, and paved parking areas and driveways. For the purpose of our
analyses, we have assumed that the residential buildings and club house will be 1- to 2-story structures
with a slab-on-grade floor system. We have also assumed only minor grading up to 1 foot of cut or fill
will be required to establish planned elevations for the site.

SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The site consists of three undeveloped parcels encompassing approximately 7 acres of land located
south and east of the intersection of Shaw Road with East Pioneer Way. The site is bordered to the
north by East Pioneer Way, to the south by commercial property, to the east by undeveloped land and a
creek, and to the west by undeveloped land and abandoned residences. The site is roughly rectangular
in shape and relatively level at approximately Elevation 72 to 74 feet. A dirt road runs north-south
through the center of the site, and also extends from the center of the site westward towards Shaw Road.
An existing storm pond is located in the southeast corner of the site, with the bottom at Elevation 69
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feet. A wetland that has been field verified by others is located within the western central edge of the
site. A creek runs along the eastern boundary of the site.

Most of the property is covered with seasonal vegetation, brambles, and a few trees located within the
central portion of the site. Some trash and an abandoned trailer are located in the north central portion
of the site. The southern portion of the site is currently being used by the adjacent business for
container storage.

We understand that past construction activities for the undeveloped parcel to the west of the site that
borders Shaw Road and East Pioneer Way consisted of the placement of fill material to raise the
existing grades, based on the Geotechnical Evaluation and Additional Recommendations report
prepared by Krazan & Associates, dated March 13, 2007. Those fill activities did not extend into this
site.

GEOLOGIC SETTING

The site lies within the central Puget Lowland. The lowland is part of a regional north-south trending
trough that extends from southwestern British Columbia to near Eugene, Oregon. North of Olympia,
Washington, this lowland is glacially carved, with a depositional and erosional history including at least
four separate glacial advances and retreats. The Puget Lowland is bounded to the west by the Olympic
Mountains and to the east by the Cascade Range. The lowland is filled with glacial and nonglacial
sediments.

The Washington Division of Geology and Earth Resources, Geologic Map of the South Half of the
Tacoma Quadrangle, Washington (Open File Report 87-3) indicates that the property is located in an
area that is predominantly underlain by recent alluvium deposited by the Puyallup River. The recent
alluvium consists of interbedded silt, sandy silt, silty sand, sand, gravel, local areas of peat and clay.
The finer material represents overbank material and local lacustrine deposits, and the coarser materials
most likely represent deposits in abandoned channels of the Puyallup River.

FIELD INVESTIGATION

A field investigation consisting of three (3) exploratory soil borings and installation of two (2)
monitoring wells was completed to evaluate the subsurface soil and groundwater conditions at the
project location. The soil borings were completed on March 11, 2019 by a Krazan subcontractor
utilizing a hollow stem auger drill rig. The soil borings were advanced to depths ranging from 21.5 to
38.5 feet below the existing ground surface (bgs). A geotechnical engineer from Krazan and Associates
was present during the explorations, examined the soils and geologic conditions encountered, obtained
samples of the different soil types, and maintained logs of the explorations.

Representative samples of the subsurface soils encountered in the borings were collected and sealed in
plastic bags. These samples were transported to our laboratory for further examination and testing. The
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soils encountered in the exploratory borings were continuously examined and visually classified in
accordance with the Unified Soil Classification System (USCS).

SOIL PROFILE AND SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS

The geotechnical subsurface exploration for this project consisted of soil borings and monitoring wells
advanced to depths of approximately 21.5 to 38.5 feet bgs. The locations of the soil borings and
monitoring wells are shown on the Site Plan in Figure 2.

Beneath 5 to 8 inches of surficial topsoil, the borings encountered alluvial soils to their explored depths.
The topsoil was underlain by 4.5 to 7 feet of brown silty sand (SM) and poorly graded sand (SP) with
relative densities in the loose to medium dense range. The sand soils were underlain by a 3-foot thick
stratum of interbedded sandy silt (ML) that exhibited medium stiff to stiff consistencies and silty sand
(SM) soils with relative densities in the loose to medium dense range.

Boring B-1 encountered a layer of silty clay and clayey silt beneath the sandy silt and silty sands from
7.5 t0 11.0 feet bgs. The silty clay (CL) and clayey silt (ML) exhibited a very soft consistency with a
Standard Penetration Test (SPT) resistance (N-value) of 1/12 inches and a moisture content of 51
percent.

The clayey silt in boring B-1 and the silty sand/sandy silt stratum in borings B-2 and B-3 were underlain
by silty sand, sand, and gravel soils with varying silt contents to the termination depths of 21.5, 38.5,
and 21.5 feet bgs, respectively. These granular soils exhibited relative densities in the loose to very
dense range with N-values ranging from 8 to 60/8™ blows per foot.

Gradation and Atterberg Limits tests were conducted on representative samples of the soils for
classification purposes and for determination of engineering properties. The gradation and Atterberg
Limits results are graphically depicted in Appendix A. For additional information about the soils
encountered, please refer to the boring logs in Appendix A.

Monitoring Wells: Two monitoring wells, designated W-1 and W-2, were installed at the site on
March 11, 2019 using a subcontracted driller and track mounted drill rig. Monitoring well W-1 was
installed within borehole B-1. The boreholes for monitoring wells W-1 and W-2 were advanced to a
depth of 21.5 feet and 20 feet below the existing ground surface, respectively, using 4%-inch diameter
hollow stem augers. A 10-foot long section of slotted PVC pipe attached to a 10-foot section of solid
PVC pipe was inserted into the borehole, and the annular space between the pipe and the augers was
backfilled with filter sand to a depth of 8 feet bgs followed by bentonite chips to the ground surface. A
metal well cap was then installed over the pipe and cemented in-place to protect the well from
unauthorized access. The installation log for monitoring wells W-1 and W-2 are included in Appendix
A.
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GROUNDWATER

Groundwater was encountered during the drilling operations at a depth of about 7 to 8 feet below the
existing ground surface. It should be recognized that groundwater elevations may fluctuate with time.
The groundwater level will be dependent upon seasonal precipitation, irrigation, land use, climatic
conditions, as well as other factors. Therefore, water levels at the time of the field investigation may be
different from those encountered during the construction phase of the project. The evaluation of such
factors is beyond the scope of this report.

GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

Erosion Concern/Hazard

The Natural Resources Conservation Services (NRCS) map for Pierce County Area, Washington,
classifies the site area as Briscot loam. The NRCS classifies the Briscot loam as Hydrologic Soil Group
B/D with low potential for erosion in a disturbed state.

It has been our experience that soil erosion can be minimized through landscaping and surface water
runoff control. Typically, erosion of exposed soils will be most noticeable during periods of rainfall and
may be controlled by the use of normal temporary erosion control measures, i.e., silt fences, hay bales,
mulching, control ditches or diversion trenching, and contour furrowing. Erosion control measures
should be in place before the onset of wet weather.

Seismic Hazard

The 2015 International Building Code (IBC), Section 1613.3.2, refers to Chapter 20 of ASCE-7 for Site
Class Definitions. It is our opinion that the overall soil profile corresponds to Site Class D as defined
by Table 20.3-1 “Site Class Definitions,” according to the 2010 ASCE-7 Standard. Site Class D applies
to a “stiff soil” profile. The seismic site class is based on a soil profile extending to a depth of 100 feet.
The soil borings on this site extended to a maximum depth of 38.5 feet and this seismic site class
designation is based on the assumption that similar soil conditions continue below the depth explored.

We referred to the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Earthquake Hazards Program Website and
2012/2015 IBC to obtain values for Ss, Sis, Sps, S1, Sui, Spi, Fa, and F,. The USGS website includes the
most updated published data on seismic conditions. The seismic design parameters for this site are as
follows:
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Seismic Design Parameters
(Reference: 2015 IBC Section 1613.3.2, ASCE, and USGS)

Seismic Item Value
Site Coefficient F, 1.003
Ss 1243 ¢
Swms 1.247 ¢
Spbs 0.831¢g
Site Coefficient F. 1.524
Si 0.476 g
Smi 0.726 g
Spi 0484 ¢

Additional seismic considerations include liquefaction potential and amplification of ground motions by
loose/soft soil deposits. The liquefaction potential is highest for loose sand with a high groundwater
table. Soil liquefaction is a state where soil particles lose contact with each other and become
suspended in a viscous fluid. This suspension of the soil grains results in a complete loss of strength as
the effective stress drops to zero. Liquefaction normally occurs under saturated conditions in soils such
as sand in which the strength is purely frictional. However, liquefaction has occurred in soils other than
clean sand. Liquefaction usually occurs under vibratory conditions such as those induced by seismic
events.

We have reviewed “Liquefaction Susceptibility Map of Pierce County, Washington” by Stephen P.
Palmer et al., (WA DNR, 2004). The map indicates that the site area is located in a zone of high
liquefaction susceptibility. At the request of our client, we have conducted a site-specific liquefaction
analysis for this project.

To evaluate the liquefaction potential of the site, we analyzed the following factors:

D Soil type
2) Groundwater depth

3) Relative soil density
4) Initial confining pressure
5) Maximum anticipated intensity and duration of ground shaking

Liquefaction Analysis: The commercially available liquefaction analysis software, LiquefyPro from
CivilTech, was used to evaluate the liquefaction potential and the possible liquefaction induced
settlement for the site soil and groundwater conditions based on our explorations. The analysis was
performed using the information from the soil test boring and laboratory gradation analyses. Maximum
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Considered Earthquake (MCE) was selected in accordance with the 2015 International Building Code
(IBC) Chapter 16 and the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Earthquake Hazards Program website. For
this analysis, a maximum earthquake magnitude of 7.11 and peak horizontal ground surface acceleration
of 0.5g were used. Our analysis assumed a groundwater depth of 7.0 feet during the earthquake.

The maximum liquefaction induced settlement for this type of seismic event is estimated to be on the
order of about 2 inches. The differential settlements are estimated to be on the order of about 1-inch.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

General

It is our opinion that the planned improvements at this site are feasible, provided that the geotechnical
engineering recommendations presented in this report are included in the project design. Based on our
explorations, it is our opinion that conventional spread foundations supported on medium dense/stiff or
firmer native soil, or on structural fill extending to the medium dense/stiff or firmer native soil would be
appropriate for the new buildings.

We recommend that organic topsoil, undocumented fill, and loose/soft soils be stripped to expose the
underlying medium dense/stiff or firmer native soil. Footings should extend through any organic or
loose soil and be founded on the underlying medium dense or firmer native soil, or structural fill
extending to the competent native soils.

Exploration boring B-1 was drilled in the northern portion of the site, in the area of the planned rain
garden between Pioneer Way and the Club House and Residential Building E. Boring B-1 encountered
a layer of very soft silty clay between 7.5 and 11 feet below the existing ground surface. These
materials are not considered suitable to support foundations and will need to be removed where they are
encountered. Test pits should be conducted prior to the construction phase to determine the aerial
extent (i.e. lateral extent and depth) of this very soft clay layer. If the additional test pit exploration
reveals that the soft clay layer extends into the footprint of the Clubhouse or Residential Building E, or
any of the other structures, additional foundation recommendations will be necessary to address the
effect of the very soft clays. If the very soft clay is encountered in building areas, a deep foundation
system may be required for support of the structure(s).

Borings B-2 and B-3 (drilled within the eastern and southern portions of the site) and monitoring well
W-2 (installed within the central portion of the site) encountered medium dense/stiff native soils at
depths of approximately 5 and 7 feet bgs, respectively; however, deeper layers of loose/soft soils may be
encountered in unexplored areas of the site.

The soils encountered on this site are considered moisture-sensitive and will be easily disturbed and
difficult to compact when wet. We recommend that construction take place during the drier summer
months, if possible. If construction is to take place during wet weather, additional expenses and delays
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should be expected due to the wet conditions. Additional expenses could include the need for placing a
blanket of rock spalls to protect exposed subgrades and construction traffic areas.

Site Preparation

General site clearing should include removal of any undocumented fill, organics, asphaltic concrete,
abandoned utilities, structures including foundations, basement walls and floors, rubble, and rubbish.
After stripping operations and removal of any loose and/or debris-laden fill, the exposed subgrade
should be visually inspected and/or proof rolled to identify any soft/loose areas. Additional
recommendations for preparation of specific areas are provided in the Foundations, Pavement Design
and Exterior Flatwork subsections of this report.

The soils that will be encountered during site development are considered extremely moisture-sensitive
and may disturb easily in wet conditions. The prepared subgrade should be protected from construction
traffic and surface water should be diverted around prepared subgrade. We recommend that the site be
developed only during extended periods of dry weather.

During wet weather conditions, subgrade stability problems and grading difficulties may develop due to
excess moisture, disturbance of sensitive soils and/or the presence of perched groundwater.
Construction during the extended periods of wet weather could result in the need to remove wet
disturbed soils if they cannot be suitably compacted due to elevated moisture contents. The onsite soils
have significant silt content in the explored areas and are moisture sensitive, and can be easily disturbed
when wet. If over-excavation is necessary, it should be confirmed through continuous monitoring and
testing by a qualified geotechnical engineer or geologist. Soils that have become unstable may require
drying to near their optimal moisture content before compaction is feasible. Selective drying may be
accomplished by scarifying or windrowing surficial material during extended periods of dry, warm
weather (typically during the summer months). If the soils cannot be dried back to a workable moisture
condition, remedial measures may be required. General project site winterization should consist of the
placement of aggregate base and the protection of exposed soils during the construction phase. It should
be understood that even if Best Management Practices (BMP’s) for wintertime soil protection are
implemented and followed there is a significant chance that moisture disturbed soil mitigation work will
still be required.

Any buried structures encountered during construction should be properly removed and backfilled.
Excavations, depressions, or soft and pliant areas extending below the planned finish subgrade levels
should be excavated to expose firm undisturbed soil, and backfilled with structural fill. In general, any
septic tanks, underground storage tanks, debris pits, cesspools, or similar structures should be
completely removed. Concrete footings should be removed to an equivalent depth of at least 3 feet
below proposed footing elevations or as reeommended by the geotechnical engineer. The resulting
excavations should be backfilled with structural fill.
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We understand that backfilling of the wetland in the central western edge of the site that has been field
identified by others will be permitted for construction of the paved parking area and subsurface storm
system. We also understand that proposed Residential Building C will be constructed within the area
currently occupied by an existing storm pond. Our field explorations were not specifically conducted
within either of these areas. Any organic, silt or clay soils, or accumulations of sediment, encountered
within the wetland area or the existing storm pond should be removed down to firm undisturbed soil,
and backfilled with structural fill to the planned finish grades.

A representative of our firm should be present during all site clearing and grading operations to observe,
test and evaluate earthwork construction. This testing and observation is an integral part of our service,
as acceptance of earthwork construction is dependent upon compaction and stability of the material.
The geotechnical engineer may reject any material that does not meet compaction and stability
requirements. Further recommendations, contained in this report, are predicated upon the assumption
that earthwork construction will conform to the recommendations set forth in this section and in the
Structural Fill section below.

Temporary Excavations

The onsite soils have variable cohesion strengths, therefore the safe angles to which these materials may
be cut for temporary excavations is limited, as the soils may be prone to caving and slope failures in
temporary excavations. Temporary excavations in the loose to medium dense native soils should be
sloped no steeper than 2H:1V (horizontal to vertical) where room permits.

All temporary cuts should be in accordance with Washington Administrative Code (WAC) Part N,
Excavation, Trenching, and Shoring. The temporary slope cuts should be visually inspected daily by a
qualified person during construction work activities and the results of the inspections should be
included in daily reports. The contractor is responsible for maintaining the stability of the temporary
cut slopes and minimizing slope erosion during construction. The temporary cut slopes should be
covered with plastic sheeting to help minimize erosion during wet weather and the slopes should be
closely monitored until the permanent retaining systems are complete. Materials should not be stored
and equipment operated within 10 feet of the top of any temporary cut slope.

A Krazan & Associates geologist or geotechnical engineer should observe, at least periodically, the
temporary cut slopes during the excavation work. The reasoning for this is that all soil conditions may
not be fully delineated by the limited sampling of the site from the geotechnical explorations. In the
case of temporary slope cuts, the existing soil conditions may not be fully revealed until the excavation
work exposes the soil. Typically, as excavation work progresses the maximum inclination of the
temporary slope will need to be evaluated by the geotechnical engineer so that supplemental
recommendations can be made. Soil and groundwater conditions can be highly variable. Scheduling for
soil work will need to be adjustable, to deal with unanticipated conditions, so that the project can
proceed smoothly and required deadlines can be met. If any variations or undesirable conditions are
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encountered during construction, Krazan & Associates should be notified so that supplemental
recommendations can be made.

Structural Fill

Fill placed beneath foundations, pavement, or other settlement-sensitive structures should be placed as
structural fill. Structural fill, by definition, is placed in accordance with prescribed methods and
standards, and is monitored by an experienced geotechnical professional. Field monitoring procedures
would include the performance of a representative number of in-place density tests to document the
attainment of the desired degree of relative compaction. The area to receive the fill should be suitably
prepared as described in the Site Preparation subsection of this report prior to beginning fill placement.

Best Management Practices (BMP’s) should be followed when considering the suitability of the existing
materials for use as structural fill. The on-site soils are generally considered suitable for re-use as
structural fill, provided the soil is free of organic material and debris, and it is within + 2 percent of the
optimum moisture content. If the native soils are stockpiled for later use as structural fill, the stockpiles
should be covered to protect the soil from wet weather conditions. We recommend that a representative
of Krazan & Associates be on site during the excavation work to determine which soils are suitable for
use as structural fill.

Imported, all weather structural fill material should consist of well-graded gravel or a sand and gravel
mixture with a maximum grain size of 3 inches and less than 5 percent fines (material passing the U.S.
Standard No. 200 Sieve). All structural fill material should be submitted for approval to the
geotechnical engineer at least 48 hours prior to delivery to the site.

Fill soils should be placed in horizontal lifts not exceeding 8 inches in thickness prior to compaction,
moisture-conditioned as necessary (moisture content of soil shall not vary by more than +2 percent of
optimum moisture), and the material should be compacted to at least 95 percent of the maximum dry
density based on ASTM D1557 Test Method. In-place density tests should be performed on all
structural fill to document proper moisture content and adequate compaction. Additional lifts should
not be placed if the previous lift did not meet the compaction requirements or if soil conditions are not
considered stable.

Foundations

Our exploratory borings encountered loose to medium dense granular soils underlain by a 3-foot thick
stratum of interbedded sandy silt and silty sand, followed by loose to very dense granular alluvial soils
to the explored depths. Boring B-1, drilled at the proposed rain garden area in the northern end of the
site, encountered a 3.5-foot thick layer of very soft silty clay at a depth of 7.5 feet bgs.

The very soft clay encountered in Boring B-1 between 7.5 and 11 feet below the existing ground surface
is not considered suitable to support foundations and will need to be removed where it is encountered.
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Further exploration of this area with test pits should be conducted during the planning phase to
determine the aerial extent (i.e. lateral extent and depth) of this very soft clay layer. If the additional
test pit exploration reveals that the soft clay layer extends into the footprint of the Clubhouse or
Residential Building E, or any of the other structures, additional foundation recommendations will be
necessary to address the effect of the very soft clays. 1f the very soft clay is encountered in building
areas, a deep foundation system may be required for support of the structure(s).

Borings B-2 and B-3 and monitoring well W-2, drilled within the eastern, southern, and central portions
of the site, encountered medium dense/stiff native soils at depths of approximately 5 and 7 feet bgs;
however, deeper layers of loose/soft soils may be encountered in unexplored areas of the site.

Pending the findings of further explorations in the northern portion of the site, the proposed structures
may be supported on a shallow foundation system. Where loose/soft soils are encountered at the
planned footing elevations, the subgrade should be over-excavated to expose suitable bearing soil. The
foundation excavations should be evaluated by Krazan & Associates prior to structural fill placement to
verify that the foundations will bear on suitable material.

Building foundations should extend at least 18 inches below the lowest adjacent finished ground surface
for frost protection and bearing capacity considerations. Footing widths should be based on the
anticipated loads and allowable soil bearing pressure, and should conform to current International
Building Code (IBC) guidelines. Water should not be allowed to accumulate in foundation excavations.
All loose or disturbed soil should be removed from the foundation excavation prior to placing concrete.

For foundations constructed as outlined above, we recommend an allowable design bearing capacity of
2,000 pounds per square foot (psf) may be used for foundation design for this project. A representative
of Krazan and Associates should evaluate the foundation bearing soil prior to footing form construction.

Resistance to lateral footing displacement can be computed using an allowable friction factor of 0.35
acting between the bases of foundations and the supporting subgrade. Lateral resistance for footings
can alternatively be developed using an allowable equivalent fluid passive pressure of 150 pounds per
cubic foot (pcf) acting against the appropriate vertical footing faces (neglecting the upper 12 inches).
The allowable friction factor and allowable equivalent fluid passive pressure values include a factor of
safety of 1.5. The frictional and passive resistance of the soil may be combined without reduction in
determining the total lateral resistance. A 1/3 increase in the above values may be used for short
duration wind and seismic loads.

For foundations constructed as recommended, the total static settlement is not expected to exceed 1-
inch. Differential settlement, along a 20-foot exterior wall footing, or between adjoining column
footings should be less than % inch. Most settlement is expected to occur during construction, as the
loads are applied. However, additional post-construction settlement may occur if the foundation soils
become flooded or saturated. It should be noted that the estimated settlement provided herewith is a

Krazan & Associates, Inc.
Offices Serving The Western United States



KA Project No. 062-19005
East Town Crossing

April 11, 2019

Page No. 12

static settlement and does not include liquefaction induced settlement. Static settlement is induced by
the applied dead load from the structures.

Up to 2 inches of total settlement and 1 inch of differential settlement could occur during and/or
following a seismic event. The foundation elements, i.e. spread and wall footings, could be structurally
tied together to create a stiffer structure. It should be noted that this measure would not mitigate the
anticipated seismic settlement; however, it may reduce the damage associated with the anticipated
seismic settlement, particularly the effects of differential settlement on a structure.

Seasonal rainfall, water run-off, and the normal practice of watering trees and landscaping areas around
the proposed structures, should not be permitted to flood and/or saturate foundation subgrade soils. To
prevent the buildup of water within the footing areas, continuous footing drains (with cleanouts) should
be provided at the bases of the footings. The footing drains should consist of a minimum 4-inch
diameter rigid perforated PVC pipe, sloped to drain, with perforations placed near the bottom and
enveloped in all directions by washed rock and wrapped with filter fabric to limit the migration of silt
and clay into the drain.

Lateral Earth Pressures and Retaining Walls

We understand that a below grade stormwater vault is planned for this project. We have developed
criteria for the design of retaining or below grade walls for the stormwater vault. Our design parameters
are based on retention of the native soils. The parameters are also based on level, well-drained wall
backfill conditions. Walls may be designed as “restrained” retaining walls based on “at-rest” earth
pressures, plus any surcharge on top of the walls as described below, if the walls are braced to restrain
movement and/or movement is not acceptable. Unrestrained walls may be designed based on “active”
earth pressure, if the walls are not part of the buildings and some movement of the retaining walls is
acceptable. Acceptable lateral movement equal to at least 0.2 percent of the wall height would warrant
the use of “active” earth pressure values for design. We recommend that walls supporting horizontal
backfill and not subjected to hydrostatic forces be designed using a triangular earth pressure distribution
equivalent to that exerted by a fluid with a density of 38 pcf for yielding (active condition) walls, and 60
pef for non-yielding (at-rest condition) walls.

The stated lateral earth pressures do not include the effects of hydrostatic pressure generated by water
accumulation behind the retaining walls or loads imposed by construction equipment, foundations, back
slopes or roadways (surcharge loads). Groundwater was encountered in each of the borings at 7 to 8 feet
below the ground surface. Portions of the vault that will extend below the groundwater level will need
to be designed to resist hydrostatic pressures and buoyant forces. Equivalent fluid densities for buoyant
soil pressure under yielding conditions would be 20 pcf and 30 pef for nonyielding conditions. The
allowable bucyant passive pressure would be 100 pef with a factor of safety of 2.0.

Krazan & Associates, Inc.
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Floor Slabs and Exterior Flatwork

Before the placement of concrete floors or pavements on the site, or before any floor supporting fill is
placed, the loose soils and undocumented fill must be removed to expose medium dense or firmer
undisturbed native soil. The subgrade should then be proof-rolled to confirm that the subgrade contains
no soft or deflecting areas. Areas of yielding soils should be excavated and backfilled with structural
fill.

Any additional fill used to increase the elevation of the floor slab should meet the requirements of
structural fill. Fill soils should be placed in horizontal lifts not exceeding 8 inches loose thickness,
moisture-conditioned as necessary, (moisture content of soil shall not vary by more than £2 percent of
optimum moisture) and the material should be compacted to at least 95 percent of the maximum dry
density based on ASTM Test Method D1557.

Floor slabs may be designed using a modulus of subgrade reaction value of k = 200 pounds per cubic
inch (pci) for slabs supported on medium dense or firmer native soils or on structural fill extending to
medium dense or firmer native soil.

In areas where it is desired to reduce floor dampness, such as areas covered with moisture sensitive
floor coverings, we recommend that concrete slab-on-grade floors be underlain by a water vapor
retarder system. According to ASTM guidelines, the water vapor retarder should consist of a vapor
retarder sheeting underlain by a minimum of 4-inches of compacted clean (less than 5 percent passing
the U.S. Standard No. 200 Sieve), open-graded angular rock of %-inch maximum size. The vapor
retarder sheeting should be protected from puncture damage.

It is recommended that the utility trenches within the building pads be compacted, as specified in our
report, to minimize the transmission of moisture through the utility trench backfill. Special attention to
the drainage and irrigation adjacent to the buildings is recommended. Grading should establish drainage
away from the structures and this drainage pattern should be maintained. Water should not be allowed
to collect adjacent to the structures. Excessive irrigation within landscaped areas adjacent to the
structure should not be allowed to occur. In addition, ventilation of the structure may be prudent to
reduce the accumulation of interior moisture.

Erosion and Sediment Control

Erosion and sediment control (ESC) is used to minimize the transportation of sediment to wetlands,
streams, lakes, drainage systems, and adjacent properties. Erosion and sediment control measures
should be implemented and these measures should be in general accordance with local regulations. Asa
minimum, the following basic recommendations should be incorporated into the design of the erosion
and sediment control features of the site:
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1) Phase the soil, foundation, utility and other work, requiring excavation or the disturbance of the
site soils, to take place during the dry season (generally May through September). However,
provided precautions are taken using Best Management Practices (BMP’s), grading activities
can be undertaken during the wet season (generally October through April), but it should also be
known that this may increase the overall cost of the project.

2) All site work should be completed and stabilized as quickly as possible.

3) Additional perimeter erosion and sediment control features may be required to reduce the
possibility of sediment entering the surface water. This may include additional silt fences, silt
fences with a higher Apparent Opening Size (AOS), construction of a berm, or other filtration
systems.

4) Any runoff generated by dewatering discharge should be treated through construction of a
sediment trap if there is sufficient space. If space is limited, other filtration methods will need
to be incorporated.

Groundwater Influence on Structures and Earthwork Construction

The soil borings were checked for the presence of groundwater during exploratory operations.
Groundwater was encountered in all of our borings at approximately 7 to 8 feet bgs. It should be
recognized that groundwater elevations may fluctuate with time. The groundwater level will be
dependent upon seasonal precipitation, irrigation, land use, and climatic conditions, as well as other
factors. Therefore, groundwater levels at the time of the field investigation may be different from those
encountered during the construction phase of the project. The evaluation of such factors is beyond the
scope of this report.

If groundwater is encountered during construction, we should observe the conditions to determine if
dewatering will be needed. Design of temporary dewatering systems to remove groundwater should be
the responsibility of the contractor. 1If earthwork is performed during or soon after periods of
precipitation, the subgrade soils may become saturated. These soils may “pump,” and the materials may
not respond to densification techniques. Typical remedial measures include: disking and aerating the
soil during dry weather; mixing the soil with drier materials; removing and replacing the soil with an
approved fill material. A qualified geotechnical engineering firm should be consulted prior to
implementing remedial measures to observe the unstable subgrade conditions and provide appropriate
recommendations.

Drainage

The ground surface should slope away from building pads and pavement areas, toward appropriate drop
inlets or other surface drainage devices. It is recommended that adjacent exterior grades be sloped a
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minimum of 2 percent for a minimum distance of 5 feet away from structures. Roof drains should be
tightlined away from foundations. Roof drains should not be connected to the footing drains.

Pavement areas should be inclined at a minimum of 1 percent and drainage gradients should be
maintained to carry all surface water to collection facilities and suitable outlets. These grades should be
maintained for the life of the project.

Specific recommendations for and design of storm water disposal systems or septic disposal systems are
beyond the scope of our services and should be prepared by other consultants that are familiar with
design and discharge requirements.

Utility Trench Backfill

Utility trenches should be excavated according to accepted engineering practices following OSHA
(Occupational Safety and Health Administration) standards, by a contractor experienced in such work.
The responsibility for the safety of open trenches should be borne by the contractor. Traffic and
vibration adjacent to trench walls should be minimized; cyclic wetting and drying of excavation side
slopes should be avoided.

All utility trench backfill should consist of suitable on-site material or imported granular material.
Utility trench backfill placed in or adjacent to buildings and exterior slabs should be compacted to at
least 95 percent of the maximum dry density based on ASTM Test Method D1557. The upper 5 feet of
utility trench backfill placed in pavement areas should be compacted to at least 95 percent of the
maximum dry density based on ASTM Test Method D1557. Below 5 feet, utility trench backfill in
pavement areas should be compacted to at least 90 percent of the maximum dry density based on ASTM
Test Method D1557. Pipe bedding should be in accordance with the pipe manufacturer's
recommendations.

The contractor is responsible for removing all water-sensitive soils from the trenches regardless of the
backfill location and compaction requirements. The contractor should use appropriate equipment and
methods to avoid damage to the utilities and/or structures during fill placement and compaction.

Pavement Design

Based on our explorations, the near surface soils at the site are interpreted as loose to medium dense
silty sand and sand soils to depths of approximately 4.5 to 7.0 feet bgs. Due to the loose nature of the
anticipated pavement subgrade soils, we recommend that subgrade modification techniques be
considered. Subgrade modification typically includes the over-excavation of unsuitable materials, the
placement of a geotextile fabric at the bottom of the over-excavated area, and then the placement of
structural fill, with the structural fill consisting of clean crushed rock, rock spalls, or Controlled Density
Fill (CDF). We recommend the use of a high-strength geotextile separation fabric, such as Mirafi 600X
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or equivalent, for the geotextile. Subgrade modification such as this is intended to disperse surcharge
loads and therefore aid in pavement performance.

Where loose soils are encountered in the pavement subgrade, we recommend over-excavation of the
loose s0il to at least 12 inches below the planned pavement subgrade elevation. The exposed grade after
the over-excavation should be compacted to at least 95 percent of the maximum dry density as
determined by ASTM Test Method D1557. We recommend that a high-strength geotextile separation
fabric, such as Mirafi 600X or equivalent, then be placed over the compacted soil. After the fabric is
placed, the area should be filled to the planned slab subgrade elevation with structural fill. The
structural fill should be compacted to at least 95 percent of the maximum dry density as determined by
ASTM Test Method D1557. In-place density tests should be performed to verify proper moisture
content and adequate compaction.

In areas where the pavement subgrade soil consists of firm and unyielding native soils, a proof roll of
the pavement subgrade soil may be performed in lieu of the compaction and in-place density tests. It
should be noted that subgrade soils that have relatively high silt contents may be highly sensitive to
moisture conditions. The subgrade strength and performance characteristics of a silty subgrade material
may be dramatically reduced if this material becomes wet.

Traffic loads were not provided, however, based on our knowledge of the proposed project, we expect
the traffic to range from light duty (passenger automobiles) to heavy duty (delivery and fire trucks).
Pavement design life of 20 years was assumed for our analysis. Recommendations for an asphaltic
concrete flexible pavement section and Portland Cement Concrete (PCC) rigid pavement section are
provided in Tables 1 and 2 below.

Table 1: ASPHALTIC CONCRETE (FLEXIBLE) PAVEMENT

Asphaltic Concrete Aggregate Base Compacted Subgrade**
3.0 in. 6.0 in. 12.0 in.

Table 2: PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE (RIGID) PAVEMENT

4000 psi with FIBER MESH
Min. PCC Depth Aggregate Base Compacted Subgrade**
6.0 in. 4.0 in. 12.0 in.

** 4 proof roll may be performed in lieu of in-place density tests

The asphaltic concrete depth listed in Table 1 for the flexible pavement section should be a surface
course type asphalt, such as Washington Department of Transportation (WSDOT) Y-inch Hot Mix
Asphalt (HMA). The pavement specification in Appendix C provides additional recommendations,
including aggregate base material.
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Testing and Inspection

A representative of Krazan & Associates, Inc. should be present at the site during the earthwork
activities to confirm that actual subsurface conditions are consistent with the exploratory fieldwork.
This activity is an integral part of our services as acceptance of earthwork construction is dependent
upon compaction testing and stability of the material. This representative can also verify that the intent
of these recommendations is incorporated into the project design and construction. We should also be
present during the construction of stormwater management system to evaluate the soils. Krazan &
Associates, Inc. will not be responsible for grades or staking, since this is the responsibility of the Prime
Contractor. Furthermore, Krazan & Associates is not responsible for the contractor’s procedures,
methods, scheduling or management of the work site.

LIMITATIONS

Geotechnical engineering is one of the newest divisions of Civil Engineering. This branch of Civil
Engineering is constantly improving as new technologies and understanding of earth sciences improves.
Although your site was analyzed using the most appropriate current techniques and methods,
undoubtedly there will be substantial future improvements in this branch of engineering. In addition to
improvements in the field of geotechnical engineering, physical changes in the site either due to
excavation or fill placement, new agency regulations or possible changes in the proposed structure after
the time of completion of the soils report may require the soils report to be professionally reviewed. In
light of this, the owner should be aware that there is a practical limit to the usefulness of this report
without critical review. Although the time limit for this review is strictly arbitrary, it is suggested that
two years be considered a reasonable time for the usefulness of this report.

Foundation and earthwork construction is characterized by the presence of a calculated risk that soil and
groundwater conditions have been fully revealed by the original foundation investigation. This risk is
derived from the practical necessity of basing interpretations and design conclusions on limited
sampling of the earth. Our report, design conclusions and interpretations should not be construed as a
warranty of the subsurface conditions. Actual subsurface conditions may differ, sometimes
significantly, from those indicated in this report. The recommendations made in this report are based on
the assumption that soil conditions do not vary significantly from those disclosed during our field
investigation. The findings and conclusions of this report can be affected by the passage of time, such
as seasonal weather conditions, manmade influences, such as construction on or adjacent to the site,
natural events such as earthquakes, slope instability, flooding, or groundwater fluctuations. If any
variations or undesirable conditions are encountered during construction, the geotechnical engineer
should be notified so that supplemental recommendations can be made.

The conclusions of this report are based on the information provided regarding the proposed
construction. If the proposed construction is relocated or redesigned, the conclusions in this report may
not be valid. The geotechnical engineer should be notified of any changes so that the recommendations
can be reviewed and reevaluated.
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Misinterpretations of this report by other design team members can result in project delays and cost
overruns. These risks can be reduced by having Krazan & Associates, Inc. involved with the design
teams’ meetings and discussions after submitting the report. Krazan & Associates, Inc. should also be
retained for reviewing pertinent elements of the design team’s plans and specifications. Contractors can
also misinterpret this report. To reduce this, risk Krazan & Associates. Inc. should participate in pre-bid
and preconstruction meetings, and provide construction observations during the site work.

This report is a geotechnical engineering investigation with the purpose of evaluating the soil conditions
in terms of foundation design. The scope of our services did not include any environmental site
assessment for the presence or absence of hazardous and/or toxic materials in the soil, groundwater or
atmosphere, or the presence of wetlands. Any statements or absence of statements, in this report or on
any soils log regarding odors, unusual or suspicious items, or conditions observed are strictly for
descriptive purposes and are not intended to convey engineering judgment regarding potential hazardous
and/or toxic assessments,

The geotechnical information presented herein is based upon professional interpretation utilizing
standard engineering practices and a degree of conservatism deemed proper for this project. It is not
warranted that such information and interpretation cannot be superseded by future geotechnical
developments. We emphasize that this report is valid for this project as outlined above, and should not
be used for any other site. Our report is prepared for the exclusive use of our client. No other party
may rely on the product of our services unless we agree in advance to such reliance in writing,

If you have any questions, or if we may be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact our
office at (253) 939-2500.

Respectfully submitted,
KRAZAN & ASSOCIATES, INC.

04/11/19

Sherece 1 Hunan

Michael D. Rundquist, P.E. Theresa R. Nunan
Senior Project Manager Project Engineer
TRN:MDR
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APPENDIX A

FIELD INVESTIGATION AND LABORATORY TESTING

Field Investigation

The field investigation consisted of a surface reconnaissance and a subsurface exploration program.
Exploratory borings and monitoring wells were drilled and sampled for subsurface exploration at this
site. The soil explorations reached depths of approximately 38.5 feet below the existing ground surface.
The approximate exploratory boring locations are shown on the Site Plan (Figure 2). The logs of the
soil explorations and monitoring wells are presented in this appendix. The depths shown on the
attached logs are from the existing ground surface at the time of our exploration.

The drilled borings were advanced using a subcontracted drilling rig. Soil samples were obtained by
using the Standard Penetration Test (SPT) as described in ASTM Test Method D1586. The Standard
Penetration Test and sampling method consists of driving a standard 2-inch outside-diameter, split
barrel sampler into the subsoil with a 140-pound hammer free falling a vertical distance of 30 inches.
The summation of hammer-blows required to drive the sampler the final 12-inches of an 18-inch sample
interval is defined as the Standard Penetration Resistance, or N-value. The blow count is presented
graphically on the boring logs in this appendix. The resistance, or “N” value, provides a measure of the
relative density of granular soils or of the relative consistency of cohesive soils.

The soils encountered were logged in the field during the exploration and are described in general
accordance with the Unified Soil Classification System (USCS). All samples were returned to our
laboratory for evaluation.

Laboratory Testing

The laboratory testing program was developed primarily to determine the index properties of the soils.
Test results were used for soil classification and as criteria for determining the engineering suitability of
the surface and subsurface materials encountered.
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Notes: Backfilled: Hammer Type:
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SE Comer Shaw Road & E. Pioneer Way, Puyaliup, WA Geologic Drill Partners
Project Manager: Started: Equipment:
Theresa Nunan 3.11.2019 Track Bobcat
Field Engineer: % Completed: Drilling Method:
Theresa Nunan (o] 3.11.2019 Hollow Stem Augers
Notes: Backfilled: Hammer Type:
3.11.2019 140-lb. Manual
Ground Surface Elevation: Groundwater Depth:|Groundwater Elev.: Total Depth of Boring:
73 +/- feet MSL 8 feet 38.5 fi.
- = <]
gl £ gJ 2 3835 3
el = 3 212318 | = Classification Lab Results
> “5_ 1= E m o 3 2 o
2 o P © Olz 3 ©
w o (7] ~ 6
5 inches Grass and Topsoil
B Brown Silty SAND (SM), fine grained, with occassional sandy
51 24 2 7 clay seams, loose, moist
K P I (O I I % SilCl = 42.9
15 i % MC =29.3
N Brownish Grey Sandy SILT (ML), fine grained, with
p 4 4 occassional 1 to 2-inch thick seams dark grey fine sand, % Si/Cl = 88.2
o | 23 8 19
€ 11 moist to wet, stiff % MC =37.0
10
e s | 16 % Si/Cl = 14.5
1 8 Dark Grey/Black Silty SAND (SM), fine to medium grained, |% MC=25.0
] medium dense, wet
15 - 28 - - - Becomes Sand (SP-SM) with Silt, fine to medium % Grav = 0
Jaf25) 12| 24 grained, medium dense % Sa = 90.8
E % SifCl = 8.9
] % MC = 22.6
- - - At 18 feet, drilling choppy due to lots of gravel
20 - 18
% |26 oy 60/8” Dark Grey/Black Poorly Graded GRAVEL (GP-GM) with sand
and silt, very dense, wet
25

Page 1 of 2



@Krazan& ASSOCIATES, INC.

Project: LI | UJV\'L LA RSIREENL - I WIIGIIL. =
East Town Crossing 062-19007 Abbey Road Group Boring No. B-2
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SE Corner Shaw Road & E. Pioneer Way, Puyaliup, WA Geologic Drill Partners
Project Manager: Started: Equipment:
Theresa Nunan 3.11.2019 Track Bobcat
Field Engineer: % Completed: Drilling Method:
Theresa Nunan al 3.11.2019 Hollow Stem Augers
Notes: Backfilled: Hammer Type:
3.11.2019 140-ib. Manual
Ground Surface Elevation: Groundwater Depth:|Groundwater Elev.: Total Depth of Boring:
73 +/- feet MSL 8 feet 38.5 fi.
@ 3 = n| @ E 3
& = 4e 229 © e
el = 3y 22582 = Classification Lab Results
> 5 |8sH E |m 27 © o
2 % N © Ol=Zz 2 ©
w fal [72] ~ 6
25 — Y . ,
alo271 9 23 Dark Grey SAND (SP-SM) with Silt, trace gravel, fine to
=° 14 coarse grained, with occassional 3 to 4-inch thick seams
_ gravel (GP-GM) with silt, medium dense, wet
30 4 % Grav = 9.0
B 28] 4| 19 B % Sa = 825
B % Si/Cl = 8.5
= % MC =18.8
- At 33 feet, alternating 4 to 12-inch thick layers of Dark
Grey/Black SAND (SP-SM) with gravel and silt AND Dark
35 8 Grey/Black GRAVEL (GP-GM) with sand and silt, medium % Si/Cl =56
e o .
Jaj29| s 15 dense, wet % MC = 18.9
@ 10
% Grav = 44.8
= 37 % Sa = 47.4
5 2-10| 20 37 - - - Becomes dense % Si/Cl=7.8
17 % MC =9.4
7 End of Boring at 38.5 Feet
40 7
457
50
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= | :
‘E—:ﬁl(fazall & ASSOCIATES. INC.

Project: Project Number: Client: Boring No B-3
East Town Crossing 062-19007 Abbey Road Group 9 No- -
Address, City, State: Drilling Company:
SE Corner Shaw Road & E. Pioneer Way, Puyallup, WA Geologic Drill Partners
Project Manager: Started: Equipment:
Theresa Nunan 3.11.2019 Track Bobcat
Field Engineer: % Completed: Drilling Method:
Theresa Nunan () 3.11.2019 Hollow Stem Augers
Notes: Backfilled: Hammer Type:
3.11.2019 140-lb. Manual
Ground Surface Elevation: Groundwater Depth: Total Depth of Boring:
74 +/- feet MSL 7 feet 21.51t.
—~ o
= ® (o) — 0
] 2 i = oE | J
el € Bde (2827 2
] = E Y 2123 g S = Classification Lab Results
> ¥ @H E (m Q7 o o
2 o P © Oz 3 ©
11} o %) = 6
- Brown Silty SAND (SM), trace gravel and very thin roots, with
occassional 2 to 3-inch thick stiff sandy clay layers, loose,
2 moist
B |31 4 9
Brownish Grey Sandy SILT (ML), fine grained, with
] occassional 0.5 to 2-inch thick seams dark grey fine sand,
stiff, moist to wet, stiff
5 - 4
a | 32 6 12
— & .
) &
5
1E|33| s | 10
@ 5
Dark Grey/Black Silty SAND (SM), fine to medium grained,
medium dense, wet
10 }_ 3
lal s34 s 12
@ 7
— - - - Becomes Sand (SP-SM) with Silt, fine to medium
grained, medium dense, wet
15 6
e ]3s| 0] 17
@ 7
Dark Grey/Black Silty SAND (SM), fine to medium
N grained, with a 4-inch thick seam of peat at 20 feet,
medium dense, wet
20 = 4
Ja}j36]| 6 14
@ 8
] End of Boring at 21.5 Feet
25
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Monitoring Well

MW-1
T Brown Silty SAND {SM)
Bentonite .;‘_— h G
Chips S Brownish Grey SAND (SP)
Q.
= Alternating Sandy SILT (ML) and Siity SAND
)
A (SM)
8' /
N Dark Brownish Grey Silty CLAY (CL)
- - - Clayey SILT (ML)
FILTER
SAND
Dark Grey/Black Silty SAND (SM)
20'

21.5'



Monitoring Well
MW-2

|

Bentonite
Chips

g 7

Filter
Sand

Solid PVC Pipe

Brown Silty SAND (SM)

Dark Grey/Black Silty SAND (SM)

Black SAND (SP-SM) with Silt




Particle Size Distribution Report
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GRAIN SIZE - mm.
of s % Gravel % Sand I
% +3 Coarse Fine Coarse Medium Fine % Fines
78.5
TEST RESULTS Material Description
Opening Percent Spec.” Pass? Brown Sandy SILT
Size Finer (Percent) (X=Fail)
#200 78.5
Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
PL= NP LlL= NV Pl= NP
Classification
USCS (D 2487)= ML AASHTO (M 145)=
Coefficients
Dgo= Dgs5= Dgo=
D5o= D3o= D15=
D1o= Cu= Ce=
Remarks
Sample ID:191.131
Sample Date:3-11-19
Moisture Content = 35.4 %
Date Received: 3-15-19 Date Tested: 3-22-19
Tested By: M.Thomas
Checked By: M.Thomas
Title: Materials Laboratory Manager
i (no specification provided)
Location: B-1 Sample 1-2B Date Sampled: 3-11-19
Sample Number: 191131 Depth: 5'-6.5' P

=2 Krazan

Project No: _062-19007

Figure

Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company.LLC.
Project: East Town Crossing




Particle Size Distribution Report
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GRAIN SIZE - mm.
o - % Gravel % Sand o
% +3 Coarse Fine Coarse Medium Fine s Fines
19.8 79.1
Test Results (C-136 & C-117) Material Description
Opening Percent Spec.” Pass? Grey Clayey SILT with fine sand
Size Finer {Percent) {X=Fail)
#40 98.9
#200 79.1 Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
PL= 33.5 LL= 349 Pl= 14
Classification
USCS (D 2487)= ML AASHTO (M 145)=
Caefficients
Dgp= 0.1948 Dgs= 0.1258 Dgo=
Dgo= D3¢= D45=
D1o= Cu= Cc=
Remarks
Sample ID:19L120
Sample Date:3-11-19
Moisture Content = 51.2 %
Date Received: 3-15-19 Date Tested: 3-15-19
Tested By: M.Thomas
Checked By: M.Thomas
Title: Materials Laboratory Manager
B (no specification provided)
Location: B-1 Sample 1-3B Date Sampled: 3-11-19
Sample Number: 191120 Depth: 7.5-9' P

SZKrazan

Project No: 062-19007

Figure

Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company.LLC.
Project: East Town Crossing




Particle Size Distribution Report
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GRAIN SIZE - mm.
o " % Gravel % Sand I
% +3 Coarse Fine Coarse Medium Fine @ fines
42.9
TEST RESULTS Material Description
Opening Percent Spec.” Pass? Brown silty sand.
Size Finer {Percent) {X=Fail)
#200 42.9
Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
PL= NP LL= NV Pl= NP
Classification
USCS (D 2487)= SM AASHTO (M 145)=
Coefficients
Dgo= Dgs5= Dgo=
Ds5o= D30= D15=
D1o= Cy= Ce=
Remarks
Sample ID:19L132
Sample Date:3-11-19
Moisture Content = 29.3 %
Date Received: 3-15-19 Date Tested: 3-22-19
Tested By: M.Thomas
Checked By: M.Thomas
Title: Maierials Laboratory Manager
" (no specification provided)
Location: B-2 Sample 2-2 Date Sampled: 3-11-19
Sample Number: 191,132 Depth: 5'-6.5 P

i :,.:

Krazan

Project No: 062-19007

Figure

Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company.LLC.
Project: FEast Town Crossing
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o+3 Coarse Fine Coarse Medium Fine s Fines
88.2
TEST RESULTS Material Description
Opening Percent Spec.” Pass? Brown sandy silt.
Size Finer (Percent) (X=Fail)
#200 88.2
Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
PL= NP LL= NV Pl= NP
Classification
USCS (D 2487)= ML AASHTO (M 145)=
Coefficients
Dgo= Dgs5= Dgo=
Dgo= D3p= D15=
D1g= Cy= Ce=
Remarks
Sample ID:191.133
Sample Date:3-11-19
Moisture Content = 37.0%
Date Received: 3-15-19 Date Tested: 3-22-19
Tested By: M.Thomas
Checked By: M.Thomas
Title: Materials Laboratory Manager
i (no specification provided)
Location: B-2 Sample 2-3 Date Sampled: 3-11-19
| Sample Number: 191133 Depth: 7.5-9' p
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Krazan

Project No: 062-19007

Figure

Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company. LLC.
Project: East Town Crossing




Particle Size Distribution Report
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GRAIN SIZE - mm.
N " % Gravel % Sand o &
%o +3 Coarse Fine Coarse Medium Fine % Fines
14.5
Test Results (C-136 & C-117) Material Description
Opening Percent Spec.” Pass? Dark Grey/Black silty sand.
Size Finer (Percent) (X=Fail)
#200 14.5
Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318
PL= NP LL= NV Pl= NP
Classification
USCS (D 2487)= SM AASHTO (M 145)=
Coefficients
Dgo= Dgs= Dgo=
Dsp= D3o= D15=
D1o= Cu= Cc=
Remarks
Sample ID:19L.134
sample Date:3-11-19
Moisture Content = 25.0 %
Date Received: 3-15-19 Date Tested: 3-22-19
Tested By: M.Thomas
Checked By: M.Thomas
Title: Materials Laboratory Manager
* (no specification provided)
Location: B-2 Sample 2-4 Date Sampled: 3-11-19
Sample Number: 191134 Depth: 10-11.5' P
Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company.LLC.

SKrazan

Project No: 062-19007

Project: East Town Crossing

Figure




Particle Size Distribution Report
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GRAIN SIZE - mm.
o +3" % Gravel % Sand % Fines
° Coarse Fine Coarse Medium Fine ¢
0.0 0.0 0.3 19.8 69.8 8.9
Test Resuits (C-136 & C-117) Material Description
Opening Percent Spec.” Pass? Dark Grey/Black sand with silt
Size Finer (Percent) (X=Fail)
375 100.0
#4 99.7 Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
#8 98.9 PL= NP LL= NV Pl= NP
#10 98.5 i e
416 96.6 Classification
490 045 USCS (D 2487)= SP-SM  AASHTO (M 145)= A-3
#40 78.7 Coefficients
#60 42.7 Dgg= 0.5827 Dgs= 0.4892 Dgg= 0.3205
#80 26.0 Dgg= 0.2792 D3p= 0.1966 D45= 0.1334
#100 18.5 D1g= 0.0956 Cy= 335 Ce= 126
#200 8.9
Remarks
Sample ID:19L.121
Sample Date:3-11-19
Moisture Content = 22.6 %
Date Received: 3-15-19 Date Tested: 3-22-19
Tested By: M.Thomas
Checked By: M.Thomas
Title: Materials laboratory Manager
* (no specification provided)
Location: B-2 Sample 2-5 Date Sampled: 3-11-19
Sample Number: 191121 Depth: 15-16.5' P

EKrazan

Project No: 062-19007

Figure

Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company.LLC.
Project: East Town Crossing




Particle Size Distribution Report
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GRAIN SIZE - mm.
o +3" % Gravel % Sand % Fines
§ Coarse Fine Coarse| Medium Fine °
0.0 1.4 7.6 35 23.3 55.7 8.5
Test Results (C-136 & C-117) Material Description
Opening Percent Spec.” Pass? Dark Grey/Black sand with silt.
Size Finer (Percent) (X=Fail)
1 100.0
75 98.6 Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
625 97.6 PL= NP LL= NV Pl= NP
5 95.7 o
375 94.5 Classification
#4 91.0 USCS (D 2487)= SP-SM AASHTO (M 145)= A-3
#8 88.5 Coefficients
#10 87.5 Dgo= 3.5671 Dgs= 1.3567 Dgo= 0.3839
#16 83.8 Dso= 0.3115 D3g= 0.2039 Dyg= 0.1371
#20 80.2 D1g= 0.1011 Cy= 3.80 Ce= 1.07
#40 64.2
#60 39.1 Remarks
480 24.7 Sample ID:19L.122
#100 17.7 Sample Date:3-11-19
#200 8.5 Moisture Content = 18.8 %
Date Received: 3-15-19 Date Tested: 3-22-19
Tested By: M.Thomas
Checked By: M.Thomas
Title: Materials Laboratory Manager
" (no specification provided)
Location: B-2 Sample 2-8 Date Sampled: 3-11-19

Sample Number: 191.122

Depth: 30'-31.5'
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Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company.LLC.
Project: East Town Crossing

Project No: 062-19007 Figure




Particle Size Distribution Report

Sample Number: 191135

Depth: 35-36.5'
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GRAIN SIZE - mm.
o aaw % Gravel % Sand -
%o +3 Coarse Fine Coarse Medium Fine % Fines
5.6
TEST RESULTS Material Description
Opening Percent Spec.” Pass? Dark Grey/Black sand with silt.
Size Finer (Percent) (X=Fail)
#200 5.6
Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
PL= NP LL= NV Pl= NP
Classification
USCS (D 2487)= SP-SM  AASHTO (M 145)=
Coefficients
Dgo= Dgs= Dgo=
Dgo= D3p= Di5=
Dqo= Cu= Cc=
Remarks
Sample ID:191.135
Sample Date:3-11-19
Moisture Content = 18.9 %
Date Received: 3-15-19 Date Tested: 3-11-19
Tested By: M.Thomas
Checked By: M. Thomas
Title: Materials Laboratory Manager
" (no specification provided)
Location: B-2 Sample 2-9 Date Sampled: 3-11-19
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Project No: 062-19007

Figure

Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company LLC.
Project: East Town Crossing




Particle Size Distribution Report
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GRAIN SIZE - mm.
o +3" % Gravel % Sand % Fines
° Coarse Fine Coarse Medium Fine ’
0.0 11.5 333 12.0 20.5 14.9 7.8
Test Results (C-136 & C-117) Material Description
Opening Percent Spec.” Pass? Dark Grey/Black sand with silt and gravel.
Size Finer (Percent) {X=Fail)
1 100.0
75 88.5 Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
625 83.7 PL= NP Li= NV Pi= NP
5 78.3 o
375 7.1 Classification
#4 550 USCS (D 2487)= SP-SM  AASHTO (M 145)= A-l-a
#8 45.1 Coefficients
#10 43.2 Dgo= 19.9452  Dgs= 16.7747 Dgo= 5.8717
#16 37.5 D5o= 3.4968 D3p= 0.6741 Dis= 0.2194
#0 335 Dig= 0.1253 Cy= 46.85 Cc= 0.62
#40 227
#60 16.2 Remarks
#80 13.2 Sample ID:191.123
#100 114 Sample Date:3-11-19
#200 78 Moisture Content = 9.4 %
Date Received: 3-11-19 Date Tested: 3-11-19
Tested By: M.Thomas
Checked By: M.Thomas
Title: Materials Laboratory Manager
B (no specification provided)
Location: B-2 Sample 2-10 Date Sampled: 3-11-19

Sample Number: 191.123 Depth: 37'-38.5'

Project No: 062-19007

Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company.LLC.
Project: East Town Crossing
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APPENDIX B

EARTHWORK SPECIFICATIONS

GENERAL

When the text of the report conflicts with the general specifications in this appendix, the
recommendations in the report have precedence.

SCOPE OF WORK: These specifications and applicable plans pertain to and include all earthwork
associated with the site rough grading, including but not limited to the furnishing of all labor, tools, and
equipment necessary for site clearing and grubbing, stripping, preparation of foundation materials for
receiving fill, excavation, processing, placement and compaction of fill and backfill materials to the
lines and grades shown on the project grading plans, and disposal of excess materials.

PERFORMANCE: The Contractor shall be responsible for the satisfactory completion of all
earthwork in accordance with the project plans and specifications. This work shall be inspected and
tested by a representative of Krazan and Associates, Inc., hereinafter known as the Geotechnical
Engineer and/or Testing Agency. Attainment of design grades when achieved shall be certified by the
project Civil Engineer. Both the Geotechnical Engineer and Civil Engineer are the Owner’s
representatives. If the contractor should fail to meet the technical or design requirements embodied in
this document and on the applicable plans, he shall make the necessary readjustments until all work is
deemed satisfactory as determined by both the Geotechnical Engineer and Civil Engineer. No deviation
from these specifications shall be made except upon written approval of the Geotechnical Engineer,
Civil Engineer, or project Architect.

No earthwork shall be performed without the physical presence or approval of the Geotechnical
Engineer. The Contractor shall notify the Geotechnical Engineer at least 2 working days prior to the
commencement of any aspect of the site earthwork.

The Contractor agrees that he shall assume sole and complete responsibility for job site conditions
during the course of construction of this project, including safety of all persons and property; that this
requirement shall apply continuously and not be limited to normal working hours; and that the
Contractor shall defend, indemnify and hold the Owner and the Engineers harmless from any and all
liability, real or alleged, in connection with the performance of work on this project, except for liability
arising from the sole negligence of the Owner or the Engineers.

TECHNICAL REQUIREMENTS: All compacted materials shall be densified to a density of not less
than 95 percent of maximum dry density as determined by ASTM Test Method D1557 as specified in
the technical portion of the Geotechnical Engineering Report. The results of these tests and compliance
with these specifications shall be the basis upon which satisfactory completion of work will be judged
by the Geotechnical Engineer.

SOIL AND FOUNDATION CONDITIONS: The Contractor is presumed to have visited the site and
to have familiarized himself with existing site conditions and the contents of the data presented in the
soil report.

Krazan & Associates, Inc.
Offices Serving The Western United States
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The Contractor shall make his own interpretation of the data contained in said report, and the Contractor
shall not be relieved of liability under the contractor for any loss sustained as a result of any variance
between conditions indicated by or deduced from said report and the actual conditions encountered
during the progress of the work.

DUST CONTROL: The work includes dust control as required for the alleviation or prevention of any
dust nuisance on or about the site or the borrow area, or off-site if caused by the Contractor’s operation
either during the performance of the earthwork or resulting from the conditions in which the Contractor
leaves the site. The Contractor shall assume all liability, including Court costs of codefendants, for all
claims related to dust or windblown materials attributable to his work.

SITE PREPARATION

General site clearing should include removal of any organics, asphaltic concrete, abandoned utilities,
structures including foundations, basement walls and floors, rubble, and rubbish. After stripping
operations and removal of any loose and/or debris-laden fill, the exposed subgrade should be visually
inspected and/or proof rolled to identify any soft/loose areas.

SUBGRADE PREPARATION: Subgrade should be prepared as described in our site preparation
section of this report.

EXCAVATION: All excavation shall be accomplished to the tolerance normally defined by the Civil
Engineer as shown on the project grading plans. All over excavation below the grades specified shall be
backfilled at the Contractor’s expense and shall be compacted in accordance with the applicable
technical requirements.

FILL AND BACKFILL MATERIAL: No material shall be moved or compacted without the
presence of the Geotechnical Engineer. Material from the required site excavation may be utilized for
construction site fills provided prior approval is given by the Geotechnical Engineer. All materials
utilized for constructing site fills shall be free from vegetable or other deleterious matter as determined
by the Geotechnical Engineer.

PLACEMENT, SPREADING, AND COMPACTION: The placement and spreading of approved fill
materials and the processing and compaction of approved fill and native materials shall be the
responsibility of the Contractor. However, compaction of fill materials by flooding, ponding, or jetting
shall not be permitted unless specifically approved by local code, as well as the Geotechnical Engineer.

Both cut and fill shall be surface compacted to the satisfaction of the Geotechnical Engineer prior to
final acceptance.

SEASONAL LIMITS: No fill material shall be placed, spread, or rolled while it is frozen or thawing
or during unfavorable wet weather conditions. When the work is interrupted by heavy rains, fill
operations shall not be resumed until the Geotechnical Engineer indicates that the moisture content and
density of previously placed fill are as specified.

Krazan & Associates, Inc.
Offices Serving The Western United States



APPENDIX C

PAVEMENT SPECIFICATIONS

1. DEFINITIONS - The term “pavement” shall include asphalt concrete surfacing, untreated
aggregate base, and aggregate subbase. The term “subgrade” is that portion of the area on which
surfacing, base, or subbase is to be placed.

2. SCOPE OF WORK - This portion of the work shall include all labor, materials, tools, and
equipment necessary for and reasonably incidental to the completion of the pavement shown on the
plans and as herein specified, except work specifically notes as “Work Not Included.”

3. PREPARATION OF THE SUBGRADE - Subgrade should be prepared as described in our site
preparation and pavement design sections of this report.

4. AGGREGATE BASE - The aggregate base shall be spread and compacted on the prepared
subgrade in conformity with the lines, grades, and dimensions shown on the plans. The aggregate base
should conform to WSDOT Standard Specification for Crushed Surfacing Base Course or Top Course
(Item 9-03.9(3)). The base material shall be compacted to a minimum compaction of 95% as
determined by ASTM D1557. Each layer of subbase shall be tested and approved by the Geotechnical
Engineer prior to the placement of successive layers.

5. ASPHALTIC CONCRETE SURFACING - Asphaltic concrete surfacing shall consist of a
mixture of mineral aggregate and paving grade asphalt, mixed at a central mixing plant and spread and
compacted on a prepared base in conformity with the lines, grades, and dimensions shown on the plans.
The drying, proportioning, and mixing of the materials shall conform to WSDOT Specifications.

The prime coat, spreading and compaction equipment, as well as the process of spreading and
compacting the mixture, shall conform to WSDOT Specifications, with the exception that no surface
course shall be placed when the atmospheric temperature is below 50 degrees F. The surfacing shall be
rolled with combination steel-wheel and pneumatic rollers, as described in WSDOT Specifications. The
surface course shall be placed with an approved self-propelled mechanical spreading and finishing
machine.

6. TACK COAT - The tack (mixing type asphaltic emulsion) shall conform to and be applied in
accordance with the requirements of WSDOT Specifications.

Offices Serving The Western United States
825 Center Street, Suite A e Tacoma, Washington 98409 e (253) 939-2500 e Fax: (253) 939-2556



Steep Slope Addendum Letter
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GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING « ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING
CONSTRUCTION TESTING & INSPECTION

July 31, 2020 KA Project No. 062-190007
Page 1 of 2

Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company, LLC
PO Box 1224
Puyallup, Washington 98371

Attn: Gil Hulsmann

Email: Gil.Hulsmann@AbbeyRoadGroup.com
Phone: (253) 435-3699 (ext. 101)

Reference: Geotechnical Engineering Investigation Addendum Letter
East Town Crossing
Parcel Nos. 0420264053, 0420264054, 0420351066
SE Corner of E. Shaw Road and E. Pioneer Way
Puyallup, Washington 98371

Dear Mr. Hulsmann,

Per your request, we have prepared this letter to provide our opinion regarding the nearby steep slopes. We
previously prepared a geotechnical report titled “Geotechnical Engineering Investigation — East Town
Crossing — Parcel Nos. 0420264053, 0420264054, 0420351066 — SE Corner of E. Shaw Road & E. Pioneer
Way — Puyallup, Washington”, dated April 11,2019.

Based on our communication with you, it is our understanding that the City of Puyallup has requested to
provide our opinion on the hazards and risks to the site due to the site being within 300 feet of steep slopes.

We have reviewed Washington State Department of Natural Resources (DNR), City of Puyallup, and Pierce
County published landslide hazard maps and web data. We have also reviewed the Landslide Inventory.
Susceptibility, and Exposure Analysis of Pierce County, Washington (DNR), prepared by Katherine A.
Mickelson et al., and dated July 2017.

Based on our review, we understand that steep slopes are located roughly 300 feet to the south and east
from the site. These nearby slopes are mapped moderate to high for shallow landslide susceptibility, and
moderate for deep susceptibility. However, there are no historic landslides or debris mapped at the nearby
slopes. The closest landslide mapped is located roughly 1 mile southeast of the site.

There is an existing developed property between the nearby southern slope and the southern boundary of
the site. There is a partially developed property between the nearby eastern slope and the eastern boundary
of the site. In our opinion, these properties to the south and east create a buffer between the nearby slopes

825 Center Street, Suite A, Tacoma, WA 98409¢ (253) 939-2500 » FAX (253) 939-8556
With Offices Serving the Western United States



KA Project No. 062-19007
East Town Crossing

July 31, 2020

Page No. 2

and the site. Based on our review of available published documents and maps, it is our opinion that there
is minimum to no risk to the planned development from the nearby slopes.

If you have any questions, or if we may be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact our office
at (253) 939-2500.

Respectfully submitted,
KRAZAN & ASSOCIATES, INC,

07/31/20

Theresa Nusnain
Vijay Chaudhary, P.E. Theresa R. Nunan
Project Engineer Project Manager

Attachments: WA DNR Landslide Inventory Maps (Figures A, B, and C)

Krazan & Associates, Inc.
Offices Serving The Western United States
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GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING ¢ ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING
CONSTRUCTION TESTING & INSPECTION
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March 19, 2021 KA Project No. 062-190007
Page 1 of 3

Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company, LL.C
PO Box 1224
Puyallup, Washington 98371

Attn: Gil Hulsmann
Email: Gil.Hulsmann@AbbeyRoadGroup.com
Phone: (253) 435-3699 (ext. 101)

Reference: Geotechnical Engineering Investigation Addendum Letter
East Town Crossing
SE Corner of E. Shaw Road and E. Pioneer Way
Puyallup, Washington

Dear Mr. Hulsmann,

Per your request, we have prepared this letter to provide the results of two (2) Large-Scale Pilot Infiltration
Tests (PITs) we conducted at the above-referenced site. We previously prepared a geotechnical report titled
“Geotechnical Engineering Investigation — East Town Crossing — Parcel Nos. 0420264053, 0420264054,
0420351066 — SE Corner of E. Shaw Road & E. Pioneer Way — Puyallup, Washington”, dated April 11,
2019, as well as an addendum letter dated July 31, 2020 that addressed the nearby steep slopes.

Large-Scale PITs

Two (2) test pits, designated P-1 and P-2, were excavated near Monitoring Wells MW-1 and MW-2,
respectively, on March 4, 2021 at the approximate locations indicated on the Site Plan, Figure 1, in order
to conduct large-scale infiltration tests in accordance with the 2014 Stormwater Management Manual for
Western Washington (SWMMWW). The infiltration test locations were selected in the field by the client
and excavated using a client provided excavator and operator. The bottom of each pit was excavated 10-
feet wide by 10-feet long, which met the minimum required horizontal surface area of 100 square feet (sf).
Each test pit was initially excavated to a depth of 2 feet below the existing ground surface (bgs), which
exposed silty sand (SM) soils at the pit bottom. Water was observed seeping from the sides of pit P-1
during excavation, and was observed ponded at the ground surface at several locations in the vicinity of pit
P-1. Test pits P-1 and P-2 encountered undocumented fill to a depth of 1.8 feet and 0.5 feet bgs,
respectively, followed by native brown silty sand (SM) with trace gravel and occasional sandy silt and
sandy clay seams and layers to the bottom of the test pits. The soils exposed at the PIT test depth were
similar to those encountered in the geotechnical borings conducted during our original exploration of the
site.

825 Center Street, Suite A, Tacoma, WA 98409¢ (253) 939-2500 * FAX (253) 939-8556
With Offices Serving the Western United States



KA Project No. 062-19007
East Town Crossing
March 19, 2021

Page No. 2

The infiltration test procedure includes a pre-soak period, followed by steady-state and then falling head
infiltration rate testing. Each pit was filled with water to a depth of 12 inches above the bottom of the pit
for the pre-soak period. After two (2) hours of pre-soak, the water hose was turned off as even just a slight
trickle caused the water level in the pit to continue to rise. Water level readings were obtained for an
additional 4 hours in pit P-2 with no change in the water level, while the water level in pit P-1 increased %-
inches which we attributed to seepage from the sides of this pit which were observed during its excavation.
Since the water in pits P-1 and P-2 was not infiltrating, we left the pits open overnight, and returned to the
site to record the water level. Since it had commenced to rain just prior to our leaving the site, a 5-gallon
bucket was left at the location of pit P-2 to obtain an estimate of the amount of rain that fell overnight. We
recorded 0.6 inches of rain in the bucket the following morning. On the morning of March 5, 2021, the
water level in pit P-1 had risen another 1.2 inches, while the water level in pit P-2 rose about 0.3 inches.
Figure 2 includes photos of pits P-1 and P-2 taken on March 5, 2021. The pits were not over-excavated
due to the presence of water. The contractor had excavated three test pits within the northwestern corner
of the site on March 4, 2021. We observed about 8 to 10 inches of water in the bottom of two of the test
pits on March 5, 2021.

Evaluation of Infiltration Feasibility: One of the Site Suitability Criteria (SSC) presented in Section
3.3.7, Volume III, 2014 SWMMWW, SSC-5 Depth to Bedrock, Water Table, or Impermeable Layer,
states that the base of all infiltration basins or trench systems shall be greater than or equal to 5 feet above
the seasonal high-water mark, bedrock (or hardpan), or other low permeability layer. Based on the results
of our field exploration and large-scale PITs, the soils at the site contain high silt content and are considered
a very low to relatively impermeable layer. Based on the results of our general site assessment and field
testing, the low permeability soils encountered at the site do not meet the requirements of Site Suitability
Criteria SSC-5 and it is therefore our opinion that onsite infiltration of stormwater using basin or trench
system is not considered feasible for the proposed development. However, consideration may be given to
the use of permeable pavement and other Best Management Practices (BMPs), depending on the final site
grading plan.

Limitations

This letter has been prepared for the exclusive use of the Abbey Road Group and their assigns, for the
specific application to the site. The geotechnical information presented herein is based upon professional
interpretation utilizing standard engineering practices and a degree of conservatism deemed proper for this
project. We emphasize that this letter is valid for this project as outlined above, and should not be used for
any other site.

This letter does not include any environmental site assessment for the presence or absence of hazardous
and/or toxic materials in the soil, groundwater or atmosphere, or the presence of wetlands or other biological
conditions. The information presented herein is based upon professional interpretation using standard
industry practices and engineering conservatism that we consider proper for this project. It is not warranted
that such information and interpretation cannot be superseded by future geotechnical developments.

Krazan & Associates, Inc.
Offices Serving The Western United States
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Within the limitations of scope, schedule and budget, our services have been performed in accordance with
generally accepted geotechnical engineering practices in effect in this area at the time this letter was
prepared. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made.

If you have any questions, or if we may be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact our office
at (253) 939-2500.

Respectfully submitted,
KRAZAN & ASSOCIATES, INC.

3/19/21

Hecwn RV s

Theresa R. Nunan Vijay Chaudhary, P.E.
Project Manager Assistant Regional Engineering Manager

Attachments: Figure 1 — Site Plan
Figure 2 — Photos

Krazan & Associates, Inc.
Offices Serving The Western United States
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Water in Pit P-1 on March 5, 2021. Water in Pit P-2 on March 5, 2021.

Water in Test Pit on March 5, 2021. Test pit was
excavated in NE portion of site on March 4, 2021.

Figure 2 - Photos (March 5, 2021)

KA Project No.: 062-19007
East Town Crossing Site



Fiqu

—T—— (razan & ASSOCIATES, INC.

e A7 - Geo-technical Glass Proctor Report

a,| \Q

!E

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING « ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING
CONSTRUCTION TESTING & INSPECTION

December 10, 2021 KA Project No. 062-21033

Abbey Road Group, LLC
P.O. Box 11489
Olympia, WA 98508

Attn: Mr. Gil Hulsmann
Tel:  253-435-3699 x1510
Email: gil.hulsmann@abbeyroadgroup.com

Reference: Laboratory Testing — Recycled Glass
East Town Crossing Project
SE Corner of E Shaw Road & E Pioneer Way
Puyallup, Washington

Dear Mr. Hulsmann,

The gradation and proctor test results for the two recycled glass samples, one designated “clean” and the
other designated “with fines”, supplied by Dan Lloyd Construction are attached to this letter. The gradation
tests were conducted on the samples ‘as received” and again after completing the Proctor compaction tests.
As can be seen in the summary of test results, Table 1 attached to this letter, the glass pierces broke down
significantly due to the compaction efforts.

If you have any questions, or if we may be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact our
office at (253) 939-2500.

Respectfully submitted,
KRAZAN & ASSOCIATES, INC.

/ P
(jf/z/a,(zh / gz /;/,(A/Mﬂ«t/\,

Theresa R. Nunan
Project Manager

Attachments: Recycled Glass Gradation and Proctor Test Results — “Clean” Sample
Recycled Glass Gradation and Proctor Test Results — “With Fines” Sample
Table 1 — Summary of Recycled Glass Test Results

825 Center Street, Suite A, Tacoma, WA 98409¢ (253) 939-2500 « FAX (253) 939-8556
With Offices Serving the Western United States



Particle Size Distribution Report

c c c % c £ £ = o o o o o 1<y g 3
© aa%:'j‘\: s 3 3 ® § 3 g F¥ 4
100 TR T NIREEN
% A U W A 10 o 11
1 IRRREE y 1 1 1 IR
| | I | | | | | | | | | | | |
| | [ | | | | | | | | | | |
80 1 IRREIEEEI \ 1 1 IR
| | [ | | | | | | | | | | | |
| | I | | | | | | | | | | | |
! A O A O A W ! ! | I
o T T TR
W AR A A I .l
z 00 T | TR
= O] :\ | ]
z T T
o L LN I
| 1 TP VIO 1 I I
= L RN (IINE R
1 RN 1 I I
20 1 WL \1 1 I
| I T T \ | | | ro
1 AR A 1 I A
10 — T TARR RNl
0 L LB Tl ] PO o
100 10 1 0.1 0.01 0.001
GRAIN SIZE - mm.
0% +3" % Gravel % Sand % Fines
’ Coarse Fine Coarse Medium Fine Silt \ Clay
0 0 85 12 1 1 1
Test Results (C-136 & C-117) Material Description
Opening Percent Spec.* Pass? Recycled Glass Clean - Before Compaction.
Size Finer (Percent) (X=Fail) Sampled by the supplier.
15 100
125 100 Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
1 100 PL= NP LL= NV PI= NP
75 100 L
625 96 Classification
5 80 USCS (D 2487)= GP AASHTO (M 145)=  A-l-a
375 59 Coefficients
#4 15 Dgo= 14.4630 Dgs= 13.5519 Dgo= 9.6467
#8 4 Dgo= 8.3902 D3p= 6.2995 D15= 4.7699
#10 3 D10= 4.0959 Cy= 2.36 Cc= 1.00
#16 2
#20 2 Remarks
#40 2 Sample ID:21L.892
#60 1 Sample Date:11-29-21
#80 1
#100 1 : . .
#200 12 Date Received: 11-29-21 Date Tested: 12-1-21
Tested By: M.Thomas
Checked By: T.Nunan
Title: Project Manager
* (no specification provided)
gg#] r&% ?\}‘u?ﬁlgner; !ezg 1E£ggz,uoyd Construction Date Sampled: 11-29-21
Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company LLC
i l(raZ all Project: East Town Crossing Lab Testing - Recycled Glass
Project No: 062-21033 Figure




COMPACTION TEST REPORT
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Water content, %
Test specification: ~ ASTM D 1557 Method C Modified
Elev/ Classification Ngt. Sp.G. LL Pl % > % <
Depth USCS AASHTO Moist. 3/4in. No0.200
GP A-l-a 1.85 NV NP 0 12
TEST RESULTS MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
. o Recycled Glass Clean.
Maximum dry density = 100.7 pcf Sampled by the supplier.
Optimum moisture = 4.4 %
Project No. 062-21033 Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Remarks:
Project: East Town Crossing Lab Testing - Recycled Glass Sample ID:21L.892
Sample Date:11-29-21
. : . Void Ratio:0.14
OSource of Sample: Dan Lloyd Construction Sample Number: 21892 Porosity:12%
Z=Krazan

Tested By: M.Thomas

Checked By: T.Nunan.
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GRAIN SIZE - mm.
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Test Results (C-136 & C-117) Material Description
Opening Percent Spec.* Pass? Recycled Glass Clean - After Compaction
Size Finer (Percent) (X=Fail) Sampled by the supplier.
15 100
125 100 Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
1 100 PL= NP LL= NV PI= NP
75 100 e -
625 99 Classification
5 o USCS (D 2487)= GM AASHTO (M 145)=  A-1-b
375 84 Coefficients
#4 44 Dgo= 10.9683 Dgs= 9.6367 Dgo= 6.3112
#8 30 Dgp= 5.3536 D30= 2.3352 D15=
#10 29 D1o= Cy= et
#16 26
#20 24 _ Remarks
#40 23 Sample |D:21L.893
#60 22 Sample Date: 11-29-21
#80 22
#100 22 R .
#200 o1 Date Received: 11-29-21 Date Tested: 12-1-21
Tested By: M.Thomas
Checked By: |.Teriong
Title: Project Manager
* (no specification provided)
Source of Sample: Dan Lloyd Construction Date Sampled: 11-29-21
Sample Number: 211892 P
Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company LLC
i l(raZ all Project: East Town Crossing Lab Testing - Recycled Glass
Project No: 062-21033 Figure
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GRAIN SIZE - mm.
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0 0 62 21 13 4 0
Test Results (C-136 & c-117) Material Description
Opening Percent Spec.* Pass? Recycled Glass With Fines - Before Compaction.
Size Finer (Percent) (X=Fail) Sampled by the supplier.
15 100
125 100 Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
1 100 PL= NP LL= NV PI= NP
75 100
625 08 Classification
5 %0 USCS (D 2487)= GW AASHTO (M 145)=  A-l-a
375 75 Coefficients
#4 33 Dgo= 12.6020 Dgs= 11.3802 Dgo= 7.2823
#8 19 Dso= 6.0733 D3g= 3.7592 D15= 1.7859
#10 17 D1o= 1.1229 Cy= 6.49 Ce= 173
#16 11
#20 7 Remarks
#40 4 Sample |D:21L.893
#60 3 Sample Date:11-29-21
#80 2
oo 0 Date Received: 11-29-21 Date Tested: 12-1-21
' Tested By: M.Thomas
Checked By: T.Nunan
Title: Project Manager
* (no specification provided)
Source of Sample: Dan Lloyd Construction Date Sampled: 11-29-21
Sample Number: 211893 P
Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company LLC
i l(raZ all Project: East Town Crossing Lab Testing - Recycled Glass
Project No: 062-21033 Figure




COMPACTION TEST REPORT

Project: East Town Crossing Lab Testing - Recycled Glass

OSource of Sample: Dan Lloyd Construction Sample Number: 211893
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TEST RESULTS MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
; it — Recycled Glass With Fines.
Maximum dry density = 112.3 pcf Sempled by the supplier.
Optimum moisture = 5.9 %
Project No. 062-21033 Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Remarks:

Sample 1D:21L.893
Sample Date:11-29-21
Void Ratio:0.16
Porosity:14%

Figure

Tested By: M.Thomas Checked By: T.Nunan.
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GRAIN SIZE - mm.
0% +3" % Gravel % Sand % Fines
’ Coarse Fine Coarse Medium Fine Silt Clay
0 0 42 20 14 4 20
Test Results (C-136 & C-117) Material Description
Opening Percent Spec.* Pass? Recycled Glass With Fines - After Compaction.
Size Finer (Percent) (X=Fail) Sampled by the Supplier.
15 100
1.25 100 Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
1 100 PL= NP LL= NV PI= NP
75 100
625 100 Classification
5 %5 USCS (D 2487)= GM AASHTO (M 145)=  A-1-b
375 838 Coefficients
#4 58 Dgop= 10.1195 Dgs= 8.7171 Dgo= 4.9887
#3 41 Dgo= 3.6862 D30= 1.0651 D15=
#10 38 D10= Cy= et
#16 32
#20 27 Remarks
#60 23 Sample Date:11-29-21
#80 22
oo o Date Received: 11-29-21 Date Tested: 12-1-21
Tested By: M.Thomas
Checked By: T.Nunan
Title: Project Manager
* (no specification provided)
Source of Sample: Dan Lloyd Construction Date Sampled: 11-29-21
Sample Number: 211893 P
Client: Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company LLC
i l(raZ all Project: East Town Crossing Lab Testing - Recycled Glass
Project No: 062-21033 Figure
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Krazan & ASSOCIATES, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING ¢ ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING
CONSTRUCTION TESTING & INSPECTION

|

March 19, 2021 KA Project No. 062-190007
Page 1 of 3

Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company, LL.C
PO Box 1224
Puyallup, Washington 98371

Attn: Gil Hulsmann
Email: Gil.Hulsmann@AbbeyRoadGroup.com
Phone: (253) 435-3699 (ext. 101)

Reference: Geotechnical Engineering Investigation Addendum Letter
East Town Crossing
SE Corner of E. Shaw Road and E. Pioneer Way
Puyallup, Washington

Dear Mr. Hulsmann,

Per your request, we have prepared this letter to provide the results of two (2) Large-Scale Pilot Infiltration
Tests (PITs) we conducted at the above-referenced site. We previously prepared a geotechnical report titled
“Geotechnical Engineering Investigation — East Town Crossing — Parcel Nos. 0420264053, 0420264054,
0420351066 — SE Corner of E. Shaw Road & E. Pioneer Way — Puyallup, Washington”, dated April 11,
2019, as well as an addendum letter dated July 31, 2020 that addressed the nearby steep slopes.

Large-Scale PITs

Two (2) test pits, designated P-1 and P-2, were excavated near Monitoring Wells MW-1 and MW-2,
respectively, on March 4, 2021 at the approximate locations indicated on the Site Plan, Figure 1, in order
to conduct large-scale infiltration tests in accordance with the 2014 Stormwater Management Manual for
Western Washington (SWMMWW). The infiltration test locations were selected in the field by the client
and excavated using a client provided excavator and operator. The bottom of each pit was excavated 10-
feet wide by 10-feet long, which met the minimum required horizontal surface area of 100 square feet (sf).
Each test pit was initially excavated to a depth of 2 feet below the existing ground surface (bgs), which
exposed silty sand (SM) soils at the pit bottom. Water was observed seeping from the sides of pit P-1
during excavation, and was observed ponded at the ground surface at several locations in the vicinity of pit
P-1. Test pits P-1 and P-2 encountered undocumented fill to a depth of 1.8 feet and 0.5 feet bgs,
respectively, followed by native brown silty sand (SM) with trace gravel and occasional sandy silt and
sandy clay seams and layers to the bottom of the test pits. The soils exposed at the PIT test depth were
similar to those encountered in the geotechnical borings conducted during our original exploration of the
site.

825 Center Street, Suite A, Tacoma, WA 98409¢ (253) 939-2500 * FAX (253) 939-8556
With Offices Serving the Western United States
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The infiltration test procedure includes a pre-soak period, followed by steady-state and then falling head
infiltration rate testing. Each pit was filled with water to a depth of 12 inches above the bottom of the pit
for the pre-soak period. After two (2) hours of pre-soak, the water hose was turned off as even just a slight
trickle caused the water level in the pit to continue to rise. Water level readings were obtained for an
additional 4 hours in pit P-2 with no change in the water level, while the water level in pit P-1 increased %-
inches which we attributed to seepage from the sides of this pit which were observed during its excavation.
Since the water in pits P-1 and P-2 was not infiltrating, we left the pits open overnight, and returned to the
site to record the water level. Since it had commenced to rain just prior to our leaving the site, a 5-gallon
bucket was left at the location of pit P-2 to obtain an estimate of the amount of rain that fell overnight. We
recorded 0.6 inches of rain in the bucket the following morning. On the morning of March 5, 2021, the
water level in pit P-1 had risen another 1.2 inches, while the water level in pit P-2 rose about 0.3 inches.
Figure 2 includes photos of pits P-1 and P-2 taken on March 5, 2021. The pits were not over-excavated
due to the presence of water. The contractor had excavated three test pits within the northwestern corner
of the site on March 4, 2021. We observed about 8 to 10 inches of water in the bottom of two of the test
pits on March 5, 2021.

Evaluation of Infiltration Feasibility: One of the Site Suitability Criteria (SSC) presented in Section
3.3.7, Volume III, 2014 SWMMWW, SSC-5 Depth to Bedrock, Water Table, or Impermeable Layer,
states that the base of all infiltration basins or trench systems shall be greater than or equal to 5 feet above
the seasonal high-water mark, bedrock (or hardpan), or other low permeability layer. Based on the results
of our field exploration and large-scale PITs, the soils at the site contain high silt content and are considered
a very low to relatively impermeable layer. Based on the results of our general site assessment and field
testing, the low permeability soils encountered at the site do not meet the requirements of Site Suitability
Criteria SSC-5 and it is therefore our opinion that onsite infiltration of stormwater using basin or trench
system is not considered feasible for the proposed development. However, consideration may be given to
the use of permeable pavement and other Best Management Practices (BMPs), depending on the final site
grading plan.

Limitations

This letter has been prepared for the exclusive use of the Abbey Road Group and their assigns, for the
specific application to the site. The geotechnical information presented herein is based upon professional
interpretation utilizing standard engineering practices and a degree of conservatism deemed proper for this
project. We emphasize that this letter is valid for this project as outlined above, and should not be used for
any other site.

This letter does not include any environmental site assessment for the presence or absence of hazardous
and/or toxic materials in the soil, groundwater or atmosphere, or the presence of wetlands or other biological
conditions. The information presented herein is based upon professional interpretation using standard
industry practices and engineering conservatism that we consider proper for this project. It is not warranted
that such information and interpretation cannot be superseded by future geotechnical developments.

Krazan & Associates, Inc.
Offices Serving The Western United States
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Within the limitations of scope, schedule and budget, our services have been performed in accordance with
generally accepted geotechnical engineering practices in effect in this area at the time this letter was
prepared. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made.

If you have any questions, or if we may be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact our office
at (253) 939-2500.

Respectfully submitted,
KRAZAN & ASSOCIATES, INC.

3/19/21

e RV s

Theresa R. Nunan Vijay Chaudhary, P.E.
Project Manager Assistant Regional Engineering Manager

Attachments: Figure 1 — Site Plan
Figure 2 — Photos

Krazan & Associates, Inc.
Offices Serving The Western United States
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Water in Pit P-1 on March 5, 2021. Water in Pit P-2 on March 5, 2021.

Water in Test Pit on March 5, 2021. Test pit was
excavated in NE portion of site on March 4, 2021.

Figure 2 - Photos (March 5, 2021)

KA Project No.: 062-19007
East Town Crossing Site
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Water Monitoring Information for the East Town Crossing Site

On Site Average Elevation: 70 Elevation
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Service Disabled Veteran Owned Small Business

Max Boring Depth for the Shaw / Pioneer Crossing: 51.75 IE sloping to 60.60 IE

Shaw / Pioneer Intersection Elevation: 69.9 Top Surface

East Town Crossing Monitoring Well Information:

Well #1 (B-1/W-1):  72.84, Rim IE
Well #2 (W-2) 74.13 Rim IE
Water Monitoring Information (Well #1):
Boring Water
Date Location Site # Elevation Depth Source Comments

3/18/2019  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.64 8.20 Krazans Report Water Monitoring Well Testing
3/26/2019  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.94 7.90 Krazans Report Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/2/2019  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.84 8.00 Krazans Report Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/10/2019  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.54 8.30 Krazans Report Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/19/2019  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.54 8.30 Krazans Report Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/24/2019  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.64 8.20 Krazans Report Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/28/2019  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.64 8.20 Krazans Report Water Monitoring Well Testing
12/27/2019  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 69.14 3.70 Krazans Report Water Monitoring Well Testing
1/31/2020  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 69.84 3.00 Krazans Report Water Monitoring Well Testing
2/17/2020  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.44 6.40 Krazans Report Water Monitoring Well Testing
3/16/2020  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.54 7.30 Krazans Report Water Monitoring Well Testing
8/21/2020  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 63.94 8.90 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
8/28/2020  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 63.99 8.85 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
9/4/2020  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 63.84 9.00 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
9/11/2020  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 63.68 9.16 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
9/21/2020  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 63.72 9.12 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
9/25/2020  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.36 8.48 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
10/2/2020  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.27 8.57 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
10/9/2020  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.25 8.59 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing

10F8
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Water Monitoring Information (Well #1):
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Boring Water
Date Location Site # Elevation Depth Source Comments

10/16/2020  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.82 8.02 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
10/23/2020  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.81 8.03 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
11/6/2020  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.59 7.25 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
11/13/2020  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.49 7.35 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
11/19/2020  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.89 6.95 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
12/4/2020  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.67 7.17 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
12/11/2020  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.64 6.20 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
12/21/2020  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 67.28 5.56 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
12/28/2020  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 67.09 5.75 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
1/4/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 68.44 4.40 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
1/11/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 67.84 5.00 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
1/18/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 67.89 4.95 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
2/1/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 67.24 5.60 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
2/8/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.96 5.88 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
2/16/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 67.79 5.05 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
2/22/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 68.09 4.75 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
3/1/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 67.43 5.41 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
3/5/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 67.11 5.73 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
3/15/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.54 6.30 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
3/22/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.36 6.48 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/5/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.28 6.56 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/13/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.01 6.83 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/19/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.82 7.02 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/22/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.73 7.11 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/30/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.77 7.07 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
5/072021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.66 7.18 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
5/172021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.39 7.45 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
5/24/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.39 7.45 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
5/28/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.34 7.50 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
6/4/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.19 7.65 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
6/14/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.49 7.35 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
6/22/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.29 7.55 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
6/29/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.03 7.81 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
7/8/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.79 8.05 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
7/12/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.64 8.20 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
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Water Monitoring Information (Well #1):

Boring Water
Date Location Site # Elevation Depth Source Comments

7/20/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.42 8.42 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
7/27/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.21 8.63 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
8/2/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.05 8.79 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
8/10/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 63.89 8.95 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
8/16/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 63.82 9.02 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
8/23/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 63.73 9.11 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
8/30/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 63.69 9.15 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
9/9/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 63.59 9.25 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
9/13/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 63.54 9.30 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
9/20/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 63.73 9.11 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
9/27/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 63.89 8.95 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
10/4/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.20 8.64 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
10/18/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.20 8.64 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
10/25/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.44 8.40 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
11/1/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.34 7.50 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
11/8/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.29 6.55 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
11/17/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.29 6.55 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
11/22/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.29 6.55 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
11/29/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.52 6.32 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
12/6/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.33 6.51 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
12/13/2021  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 67.49 5.35 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
1/3/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 67.44 5.40 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing

1/25/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 63.80 9.04 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing-Onsite Dewatering

1/28/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 63.08 9.76 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing-Onsite Dewatering

(2 Pumps Running)
2/4/2022 East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.01 7.83 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing-Onsite Dewatering
ended 2/03/2022

2/8/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.54 7.30 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
2/16/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.55 7.29 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
3/9/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.94 5.90 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
3/22/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 67.09 5.75 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
3/31/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.33 6.51 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/12/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.16 6.68 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/19/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.06 6.78 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/25/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.94 6.90 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
5/3/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.08 6.76 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
5/10/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.27 6.57 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
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Boring Water
Date Location Site # Elevation Depth Source Comments

5/18/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.29 6.55 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
5/25/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.84 6.00 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
6/1/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.94 6.90 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
6/6/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.14 6.70 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
6/16/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.46 6.38 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
6/20/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.14 6.70 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
6/30/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.54 7.30 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
7/6/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.44 7.40 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
7/11/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.14 7.70 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
7/19/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.84 8.00 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
7/28/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.59 8.25 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
8/1/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.49 8.35 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
8/10/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.24 8.60 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
8/15/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.19 8.65 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
8/25/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.04 8.80 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
8/30/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 63.89 8.95 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
9/6/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 63.86 8.98 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
9/12/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 63.69 9.15 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
9/19/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 63.68 9.16 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
9/28/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 63.64 9.20 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
10/7/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 63.61 9.23 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
10/12/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 63.68 9.16 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
10/17/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 63.62 9.22 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
10/24/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 63.84 9.00 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
10/31/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.16 8.68 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
11/7/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.04 7.80 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
11/14/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 64.80 8.04 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
11/29/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.12 7.72 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
12/5/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.71 7.13 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
12/16/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.73 7.11 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
12/20/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 65.75 7.09 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
12/27/2022  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 67.19 5.65 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
1/3/2023  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.60 6.24 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
1/9/2023  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.61 6.23 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
1/17/2023  East Town Crossing B-1/W-1 66.68 6.16 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
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06-171
East Town Crossing

1/17/2023

Water Monitoring Information for the East Town Crossing Site

On Site Average Elevation: 70 Elevation

Max Boring Depth for the Shaw / Pioneer Crossing: 51.75 IE sloping to 60.60 IE

Shaw / Pioneer Intersection Elevation: 69.9 Top Surface

East Town Crossing Monitoring Well Information:

Well # 1 (B-1/W-1): 72.84,Rim IE
Well # 2 (W-2) 74.13 Rim IE
Water Monitoring Information (Well #2):
Boring Water

Date Location Site # Elevation Depth Source Comments
3/18/2019 East Town Crossing W-2 66.63 7.50 Krazans Report Water Monitoring Well Testing
3/26/2020 East Town Crossing W-2 66.83 7.30 Krazans Report Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/2/2019 East Town Crossing W-2 66.83 7.30 Krazans Report Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/10/2019 East Town Crossing W-2 66.33 7.80 Krazans Report Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/19/2019 East Town Crossing W-2 66.33 7.80 Krazans Report Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/24/2019 East Town Crossing W-2 66.33 7.80 Krazans Report Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/28/2019 East Town Crossing W-2 66.33 7.80 Krazans Report Water Monitoring Well Testing
12/27/2019 East Town Crossing W-2 70.03 4.10 Krazans Report Water Monitoring Well Testing
1/31/2020 East Town Crossing W-2 70.63 3.50 Krazans Report Water Monitoring Well Testing
2/17/2020 East Town Crossing W-2 68.33 5.80 Krazans Report Water Monitoring Well Testing
3/16/2020 East Town Crossing W-2 67.33 6.80 Krazans Report Water Monitoring Well Testing
8/21/2020 East Town Crossing W-2 66.08 8.05 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
8/28/2020 East Town Crossing W-2 65.98 8.15 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
9/4/2020 East Town Crossing W-2 65.81 8.32 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
9/11/2020 East Town Crossing W-2 65.68 8.45 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
9/21/2020 East Town Crossing W-2 65.58 8.55 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
9/25/2020 East Town Crossing W-2 65.79 8.34 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
10/2/2020 East Town Crossing W-2 65.82 8.31 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
10/9/2020 East Town Crossing W-2 65.82 8.31 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
10/16/2020 East Town Crossing W-2 66.27 7.86 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
10/23/2020 East Town Crossing W-2 66.27 7.86 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
11/6/2020 East Town Crossing W-2 66.88 7.25 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
11/13/2020 East Town Crossing W-2 66.68 7.45 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
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Water Monitoring Information (Well #2):

Boring Water

Date Location Site # Elevation Depth Source Comments
11/19/2020 East Town Crossing W-2 67.08 7.05 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
12/4/2020 East Town Crossing W-2 67.18 6.95 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
12/11/2020 East Town Crossing W-2 68.10 6.03 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
12/21/2020 East Town Crossing W-2 68.56 5.57 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
12/28/2020 East Town Crossing W-2 68.73 5.40 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
1/4/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 69.98 4.15 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
1/11/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 69.73 4.40 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
1/18/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 70.13 4.00 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
2/1/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 69.31 4.82 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
2/8/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 69.10 5.03 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
2/16/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 69.48 4.65 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
2/22/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 69.73 4.40 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
3/1/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 69.52 4.61 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
3/5/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 69.13 5.00 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
3/15/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 68.60 5.53 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
3/22/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 68.32 5.81 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/5/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 68.15 5.98 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/13/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 67.91 6.22 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/19/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 67.75 6.38 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/22/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 67.62 6.51 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/30/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 67.67 6.46 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
5/7/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 67.63 6.50 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
5/17/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 67.48 6.65 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
5/24/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 67.51 6.62 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
5/28/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 67.49 6.64 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
6/4/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 67.17 6.96 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
6/14/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 67.51 6.62 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
6/22/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 67.50 6.63 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
6/29/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 67.18 6.95 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
7/8/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 67.08 7.05 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
7/12/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 66.95 7.18 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
7/12/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 66.73 7.40 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
7/12/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 66.45 7.68 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
8/2/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 66.39 7.74 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
8/10/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 66.18 7.95 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
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Boring Water
Date Location Site # Elevation Depth Source Comments
8/16/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 66.02 8.11 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
8/23/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 65.87 8.26 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
8/30/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 65.72 8.41 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
9/9/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 65.58 8.55 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
9/13/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 65.55 8.58 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
9/20/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 65.66 8.47 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
9/27/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 65.63 8.50 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
10/4/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 65.70 8.43 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
10/18/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 65.81 8.32 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
10/25/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 65.98 8.15 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
11/1/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 66.53 7.60 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
11/8/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 67.23 6.90 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
11/17/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 68.93 5.20 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
11/22/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 68.98 5.15 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
11/29/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 69.17 4.96 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
12/6/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 68.92 5.21 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
12/13/2021 East Town Crossing W-2 69.35 4.78 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
1/3/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 69.30 4.83 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
1/25/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 65.88 8.25 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing-Onsite Dewatering
1/28/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 65.05 9.08 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing-Onsite Dewatering
(2 Pumps Running)
2/4/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 64.98 9.15 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing-Onsite Dewatering
ended 2/03/2022
2/8/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 66.23 7.90 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
2/16/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 67.13 7.00 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
3/9/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 68.53 5.60 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
3/22/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 68.43 5.70 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
3/31/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 68.05 6.08 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/12/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 67.97 6.16 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/19/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 67.97 6.16 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
4/25/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 67.73 6.40 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
5/3/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 67.68 6.45 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
5/10/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 67.83 6.30 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
5/18/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 68.10 6.03 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
5/25/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 68.43 5.70 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
6/1/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 67.63 6.50 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
6/6/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 67.85 6.28 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
6/16/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 68.13 6.00 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
6/20/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 68.03 6.10 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
6/30/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 67.43 6.70 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
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Water Monitoring Information (Well #2):

Boring Water

Date Location Site # Elevation Depth Source Comments
7/6/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 67.33 6.80 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
7/11/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 67.03 7.10 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
7/19/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 66.85 7.28 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
7/28/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 66.88 7.25 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
8/1/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 66.68 7.45 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
8/10/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 66.48 7.65 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
8/15/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 66.38 7.75 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
8/25/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 66.28 7.85 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
8/30/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 66.18 7.95 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
9/6/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 66.15 7.98 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
9/12/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 65.88 8.25 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
9/19/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 65.86 8.27 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
9/28/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 65.85 8.28 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
10/7/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 65.76 8.37 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
10/12/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 65.66 8.47 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
10/17/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 65.49 8.64 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
10/24/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 65.70 8.43 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
10/31/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 65.97 8.16 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
11/7/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 66.83 7.30 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
11/14/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 66.85 7.28 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
11/29/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 66.46 7.67 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
12/5/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 66.88 7.25 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
12/16/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 66.85 7.28 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
12/20/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 66.61 7.52 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
12/27/2022 East Town Crossing W-2 68.00 6.13 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
1/3/2023 East Town Crossing W-2 68.26 5.87 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
1/9/2023 East Town Crossing W-2 68.23 5.90 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
1/17/2023 East Town Crossing W-2 67.44 6.69 Abbey Road Group Water Monitoring Well Testing
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Executive Summary

Soundview Consultants LLLC (SVC) has been assisting Ash Development (Applicant) with a Mitigation
Plan for the proposed stream restoration and mixed-use development of a 10.93-acre site located at
2902, 13102, and 3104 East Pioneer Avenue and 813, 901, and 911 Shaw Road East in the City of
Puyallup, Pierce County, Washington. The subject property consists of seven parcels situated in the
Southeast "4 of Section 26 and the Northeast /4 of Section 35, Township 20 North, Range 4 East,
W.M. (Pierce County Tax Parcel Numbers 0420264021, 0420264053, 0420264054, 0420351030,
0420351029, 0420351026 & 0420351060).

The subject property was previously investigated by John Comis Associates, LLC in 2008, 2009, and
2020 for the presence of potentially regulated wetlands, waterbodies, and fish and wildlife habitat
conservation areas, with follow-up investigations in 2020 to verify initial findings. More recently,
Habitat Technologies investigated the site in 2021 and again in 2022. Using current methodology,
John Comis Associates (2020) and Habitat Technologies (2021) confirmed the absence of onsite
wetlands. However, Habitat Technologies identified two streams on the eastern and northern
portions of the site and one potential wetland offsite to the east of the site. Habitat Technologies later
treated the potential wetland offsite to the east of the site as a wetland; however, no wetland hydrology
indicators were observed during a summer site investigation (Habitat Technologies, 2022). The east
stream (herein referred to as Stream Y) is classified as a Type IV water and the north stream (herein
referred to as Stream Z) is classified as a Type III water per Puyallup Municipal Code (PMC)
21.06.1010(3)(a). Type III streams are subject to a standard 50-foot buffer, and Type IV streams are
subject to a standard 35-foot buffer per PMC 21.06.1050(2). The wetland identified offsite to the east
was preliminarily classified as a Category III wetland with an associated 80-foot buffer under PMC
21.06.930(2). In addition, John Comis Associates identified and delineated one wetland (previously
Wetland A, herein referred to as Wetland 1) offsite to the south, as previously delineated by Herrera
Environmental Consultants in 2000. Wetland 1 was classified as a Category 1I wetland subject to a
standard 100-foot buffer per PMC 21.06.930(2).

SVC investigated the area offsite to the east for the presence of potentially-regulated wetlands,
waterbodies, fish and wildlife habitat, and/or priority habitats or species in February 2023. Using
current methodology, the site investigation confirmed the absence of wetlands in the area of Habitat
Technologies’ preliminary wetland determination in 2022. No areas met all three required wetland
delineation criteria (a predominance of hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology).
Specifically, no wetland hydrology was observed under normal hydrologic conditions during the
winter wet season when groundwater was fully recharged. No other potentially-regulated wetlands,
waterbodies, or priority habitats or species were identified within 300 feet of the site. Offsite wetland
determinations will be discussed in detail under separate cover. SVC conducted a joint site
investigation with Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) on July 19, 2023.
During the site investigation, WDFW concluded that Streams Y and Z are Type F (fish habitat)
streams.

The Applicant proposes a phased project to construct a mixed-use development. Phase I will include
development of residential and commercial buildings, parking, utilities, stormwater infrastructure, and
frontage improvements along Shaw Road East. Phase II of the project will implement the required
frontage improvements along East Pioneer Avenue and expand the mixed-use development onsite.
The proposed project has been carefully designed to avoid and minimize impacts to the greatest extent

2544.0001 — East Town Crossing i Soundview Consultants LLC
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feasibly by utilizing the existing disturbed upland areas onsite. During Phase I, buildings and parking
areas will be developed outside of the existing critical areas, and work within the critical area buffers
will be limited to the utility crossings of the Stream Z buffer necessary to connect to existing
infrastructure, the relocation of a power pole within the Stream Z buffer necessary to support required
frontage improvements along East Pioneer Avenue, and the work needed to maintain site drainage
patterns. Stormwater discharge locations are proposed to be located landward of OHW. During
Phase II of the project, required frontage improvements and the proposed Stream Z crossing for site
access cannot avoid critical area impacts. Given the location of Stream Z within the existing right-of-
way (ROW) of East Pioneer Avenue, shifting Stream Z south is necessary and unavoidable to provide
updated sidewalk, curb gutters, and landscaping to meet current City requirements. Given the
proposed mixed-use development with several apartment buildings and commercial space, one site
access point from Shaw Road East is not practicable. Therefore, the existing crossing from East
Pioneer Avenue will need to be upgraded and widened to provide safe site access for the new
development across the realigned Stream Z; the upgraded crossing will alleviate traffic issues by aiding
in vehicle circulation and splitting use between two arterials and will also allow multiple access points
for safety vehicles. The crossing will be designed as a bottomless culvert to allow for fish passage.
Due to the realignment of Stream Z, the onsite buffer width for the new Stream Z channel is proposed
to be less than the standard 50-foot buffer for a Type III stream required per PMC 21.06.1050(2),
resulting in 11,267 square feet of buffer decrease. PMC 21.06.1030(1) states that relocation of Type
II, III, and IV streams are permitted when the action will result in equal of better habitat and water
quality and will not diminish the flow capacity of the stream. The mitigation actions described herein
demonstrate how the project is anticipated to increase ecological functions when compared to the
existing degraded conditions of the streams.

Temporary impacts to existing critical area buffers (approximately 1,248 square feet) resulting from
utility installations and the relocation of a power pole during Phase I will be restored. To offset the
necessary and unavoidable direct impacts to Stream Z during Phase 11, the project proposes to restore
and realign Stream Z within a reestablished, riparian corridor on the northern portion of the project
area. In the existing linear, ditched alignment, Stream Z is extremely degraded as the system lacks
riparian cover, habitat complexity, and floodplain function and is situated in a roadside ditch with
several piped segments. The proposal will provide a highly functional stream with large woody debris,
flood benches, and dense riparian plantings that will all increase the complexity and functionality of
the stream system. In addition, the Applicant proposes to voluntarily restore Stream Y in a new stream
channel near the eastern property boundary and to enhance buffer areas surrounding the new stream
channel during Phase II. In its existing alignment, Stream Y is diverted into a stormwater pond and
then piped for approximately 471 feet before discharging into Stream Z along East Pioneer Avenue.
Therefore, in its current alignment, Stream Y is extremely degraded and restoring the stream channel
and providing buffer enhancement will increase stream habitat availability and functions. Habitat
Technologies previously described Stream Z and Stream Y as seasonal streams. The streams are
tributaries to Deer Creek, which provides habitats for a number of fish species. However, prior
assessments by Habitat Technologies and the Puyallup Tribe did not document fish utilization within
the ditch system associated with the Pioneer Way East Corridor east of the confluence with Deer
Creek (Habitat Technologies, 2022). WDIFW has classified the streams as Type I (fish habitat). The
proposed project will restore and enhance 78,347 square feet of buffer surrounding Streams Y and Z.
The proposed buffer restoration and enhancement will provide 15,001 square feet of additional buffer
in excess of the buffer areas that would be required under the standard 50-foot buffer required for
Type I1I stream and a standard 35-foot buffer required for a Type IV stream.
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The mitigation plan will provide a comprehensive stream restoration approach with watershed-level
benefits to significantly increase stream functions of two tributaries that drain to Upper Deer Creek
approximately 0.25-mile offsite to the west. Upper Deer Creek drains to the Puyallup River and is a
gradient accessible stream for coho, Chinook, chum, pink and steelhead and also has known trout
populations. In addition, Upper Deer Creek has documented water quality issues due to the 4A listing
for high levels of bacteria from fecal coliform. Downgradient of the site, the Puyallup River also has
documented water quality issues due to the 303d listings for high levels of bacteria from fecal coliform,
high water temperatures, and high levels of mercury; these 303d listings resulted in the development
of Puyallup River Watershed Fecal Coliform Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Water Quality
Report and Implementation Plan (WSDOE, 2011). The Puyallup River TMDL identifies Deer Creek
in the Shaw Road area near the project site as an ideal area to restore riparian habitat. Further, both
streams are within mapped FEMA 100-year floodplain but currently provide de minimis flood
functions due to the straightened, ditched conditions. Restoring stream and riparian habitat will
improve usable fish habitat within Stream Z over time, increase sediment and pollutant filtration to
improve documented water quality issues, and provide flood benches to increase hydrologic functions
and flow capacity that will reduce local flooding. Therefore, the project is aligned with the Puyallup
River TMDL and is anticipated to result in a net gain in ecological functions in the watershed when
compared to the existing degraded conditions of the stream that will be impacted from the frontage
improvements and upgraded crossing. A Conceptual Mitigation Plan is provided in Chapter 2 of this
report.

The City issued a Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance (MDNS) dated June 27, 2023 (City of
Puyallup, 2023b) for the proposed project Conceptual Mitigation Plan dated April 7, 2023 and
provided conditions of approval in a Final Development Review Team Letter dated June 20, 2023
(City of Puyallup, 2023a). In addition, the City issues Civil Review Comments for the proposed site
plan August 31, 2023 (City of Puyallup, 2023c). The proposed site plan and mitigation plan have been
updated based on the City’s conditions of approval provided in the Final Development Review Team
Letter, the coordination with WDFW, and the civil review comments. Most recent changes to the site
plan include a reduction in the number of proposed parking stalls and relocation of two buildings to
impacts to the buffer of Stream Z, and the relocation of a power pole along East Pioneer Avenue
further within the buffer of Stream Z to support frontage improvements along the road.

The table below identifies the critical areas and summarizes the potential regulatory status by local,
state, and federal agencies.

v\y etﬂ:‘;‘dcf c tc“y /| Cat St"“/eT , Rle,%:lﬂc‘“éﬁ U‘t‘dre‘ Regulated Under| Regulated Under
aterbody | Laregory/ | Lategory/ 1ype apte RCW 90.48 | Clean Water Act
Name Type! 21.06

Wetland 1 11 II Yes Yes Likely

Stream Y Type IV F Yes Yes Likely
Stream Z Type 11 F Yes Yes Likely
Note:

1. Current Washington State Department of Ecology (WSDOE) wetland rating system (Hruby, 2014) per PMC 21.06.910(3);
stream definitions per PMC 21.06.1010(3)(a) and Habitat Technologies (2021).
2. Current Washington State Department of Ecology (WSDOE) wetland rating system (Hruby, 2014) per PMC 21.06.910(3);

stream classifications per Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 222-16-030.

The table below identifies the proposed stream impacts.

Soundview Consultants LL.C
September 22, 2023
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Stream

City Type!

State Type?

Impact Type

Impact Area

Z

Type 111

Type F

Direct

592 LF

Note:

1. Stream definitions per PMC 21.06.1010(3)(a) and Habitat Technologies (2021).
2. Stream classification per Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 222-16-030.

The summary table below identifies linear feet of stream segments in the project area pre- and post-

development.
Stream City Type! State Type? Condition Existing Proposed
Open Channel 110 LF 463 LF
Y v F Culvert 471 LF O0LF
Total 581 LF 463 LF
Open Channel 465 LF 497 LF
VA 111 F Culvert 127 LF 117 LF
Total 592 LF 614 LF
Note:

1. Stream definitions per PMC 21.06.1010(3)(a) and Habitat Technologies (2021).
2. Stream classification per Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 222-16-030.
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Chapter 1. Regulatory Considerations

The proposed project utilizes a combination of prior referenced critical area reports and current site
investigations for a complete determination of identified critical areas. John Comis Associates (2020)
established the presence of offsite Wetland 1 (previously referred to as Wetland A) south of the subject
property. Most recently, Habitat Technologies (2021) confirmed the absence of onsite wetlands and
the presence of two onsite streams (Streams Y and Z) on the eastern and northern portions of the
site, respectively. A copy of the prior referenced critical areas report is provided under separate cover.
In addition, SVC’s site investigation in February 2023 confirmed the absence of offsite wetlands to
the east of the subject property. No other potentially-regulated wetlands, waterbodies, fish and wildlife
habitat, or priority habitats or species were identified within 300 feet of the site during the site
investigations.

1.1 Local Considerations

1.1.1 Buffer Standards

PMC 21.06.910(3) has adopted the current wetland rating system for western Washington (Hruby,
2014). Category II wetlands provide a high level of function and ecological characteristics. Wetland 1
was identified offsite to the south of the subject property by John Comis Associates (2020). Wetland
1 was classified as a Category II wetland subject to a standard 100-foot buffer per PMC 21.06.930(2).
The buffer associated with Wetland 1 does not project onsite.

Habitat Technologies (2021) identified two streams on the eastern and northern portions of the site.
The east stream (Stream Y) is classified as a Type IV water and the north stream (Stream Z) is classified
as a Type III water per PMC 21.06.1010(3)(a). Type III streams are subject to a standard 50-foot
buffer, and Type IV streams are subject to a standard 35-foot buffer per PMC 21.06.1050(2).

A building setback of 10 feet is required for all buildings and structures from the edges of all critical
area buffers per PMC 21.06.840.

1.1.2 Mitigation Sequencing

The Applicant proposes necessary and unavoidable direct impacts to Stream Z. Under PMC
21.06.1020(1) and PMC 21.06.1080, adverse impacts to riparian and non-riparian habitats shall be fully
mitigated in accordance with the standards set forth in PMC 21.06.610. Per PMC 21.06.610(1), when
an alteration to a critical area is proposed, the applicant shall demonstrate that all reasonable efforts
have been taken to avoid, minimize, or compensate for impacts in that order with the mitigation
definition contain in PMC 21.06.210(84).

a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of actions.

The Applicant proposes a phased project to construct a mixed-use development. Phase I will
include development of residential and commercial buildings, parking, utilities, stormwater
infrastructure, and frontage improvements along Shaw Road East. Phase II of the project will
implement the required frontage improvements along East Pioneer Avenue and Stream Z crossing
and expand the mixed-use development onsite.
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The proposed project has been carefully designed to avoid and minimize impacts to the greatest
extent feasibly by utilizing the existing disturbed upland areas onsite. During Phase I, buildings
and parking areas will be developed outside of the existing critical areas and buffers, and work
within the critical area buffers will be limited to the utility crossings of the Stream Z buffer
necessary to connect to existing infrastructure and to ensure that stormwater is discharged from
the site. No work below OHW is proposed during Phase 1.

During Phase II of the project, required frontage improvements and the proposed stream crossing
for site access cannot avoid critical area impacts. Given the location of Stream Z within the exiting
right-of-way (ROW) of East Pioneer Avenue, shifting Stream Z south is also necessary and
unavoidable to provide updated sidewalk, curb gutters, and landscaping to meet current City
requirements. Due to the shifting of Stream Z to the south, the proposed site layout will result in
a variable buffer width along the new Stream Z channel that is less than the standard 50-foot
buffer width for a Type III stream specified under PMC 21.06.1050(2).

Given the proposed mixed-use development with several apartment buildings and commercial
space, one site access point from Shaw Road East is not practicable. Therefore, the existing
crossing from East Pioneer Avenue will need to be upgraded and widened to provide safe site
access for the new development; this site access will alleviate traffic issues by aiding in vehicle
circulation and splitting use between two arterials and will also allow multiple access points for
safety vehicles. PMC 21.06.1030(1) states that relocation of Type II, III, and IV streams are
permitted when the action will result in equal of better habitat and water quality and will not
diminish the flow capacity of the stream; the mitigation actions described herein demonstrate how
the project is anticipated to increase ecological functions when compared to the existing degraded
conditions of the streams.

The project avoids direct impacts and take of listed threated or endangered species per PMC
21.06.1020(4) as no threatened or endangered species are present in the project area.

b)  Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation.

During Phase I, the proposed project has minimized impacts by locating buildings and parking
areas outside of standard buffer widths for the existing stream alighments and incorporating an
underground stormwater vault that avoids the need for an above ground detention facility. The
site plan has also been revised to reduce the number of proposed parking stalls and relocated two
buildings in proximity to Stream Z, reducing stream buffer impacts and allowing for and increased
buffer width between Stream Z and the proposed development on the northwest portion of the
subject property. During Phase 11, the proposed direct impacts to Stream Z are the minimum
necessary to provide the required frontage improvements and upgrade the existing crossing from
East Pioneer Avenue for safe site access. The upgraded crossing will consist of a bottomless, fish-
passable, culvert. To accommodate future potential fish passage along Stream Z at the request of
WDFW, the project proposes to install a box culvert to connect the new Stream Z channel to the
existing downgradient piped Stream Z. Appropriate BMPs and TESC measures will be
implemented for the duration of project activities to minimize potential construction impacts. The
stream relocation work will be completed in the dry season when hydrology is either absent or
minimal to limit temporary turbidity.

2544.0001 — East Town Crossing 2 Soundview Consultants LL.C
Mitigation Plan September 22, 2023



¢)  Rectifying impacts by repairing, rebabilitating, or restoring the affected environment.

During Phase I, the proposed project will rectify the temporary impacts of utility installation and
power pole relocation within the existing Stream Z buffer by replanting temporarily impacted
areas with a native seed mix.

To offset the necessary and unavoidable direct impacts to Stream Z during Phase II, the project
proposes to restore and realign Stream Z within a reestablished riparian corridor on the northern
portion of the project area. In the existing linear, ditched alignment, Stream Z is extremely
degraded as the system lacks riparian cover, habitat complexity, and floodplain function and is
situated in a roadside ditch with several piped segments. The proposal will provide a protected
riparian corridor with a highly functional stream with large woody debris, flood benches, and dense
riparian plantings that will all increase the complexity and functionality of the stream system. In
addition, the Applicant proposes to voluntarily restore Stream Y to a new, offsite stream channel
near the east property boundary and to enhance and restore the surrounding buffer during Phase
II. In its existing alignment, Stream Y is diverted into a stormwater pond and then piped for
approximately 471 feet before discharging into Stream Z along East Pioneer Avenue. Therefore,
in its current alignment, Stream Y is extremely degraded and daylighting and creating a new stream
channel will increase stream habitat availability and functions. The restored stream channels are
proposed to be protected by 78,347 square feet of buffer, exceeding the buffer area that would
result from a standard application of a 35-foot buffer to a Type IV stream and 50-foot buffer to
a Type III stream by 15,001 square feet.

The mitigation plan will provide a comprehensive stream restoration approach with watershed-
level benefits to significantly increase stream functions of two tributaries that drain to Upper Deer
Creek approximately 0.25-mile offsite to the west. Upper Deer Creek drains to the Puyallup River
and is a gradient accessible stream for coho, Chinook, chum, pink and steelhead and also has
known trout populations. In addition, Upper Deer Creek has documented water quality issues
due to the 4A listing for high levels of bacteria from fecal coliform. Downgradient of the site, the
Puyallup River also has documented water quality issues due to the 303d listings for high levels of
bacteria from fecal coliform, high water temperatures, and high levels of mercury; these 303d
listings resulted in the development of Puyallup River Watershed Fecal Coliform Total Maximum
Daily Load (TMDL) Water Quality Report and Implementation Plan (WSDOE, 2011). The
Puyallup River TMDL identifies Deer Creek in the Shaw Road area near the project site as an ideal
area to restore riparian habitat. Further, both streams are within mapped FEMA 100-year
floodplain but currently provide de minimis flood functions due to the straightened, ditched
conditions. Restoring stream and riparian habitat will improve usable fish habitat within Stream
Z over time, increase sediment and pollutant filtration to improve documented water quality
issues, and provide flood benches to increase hydrologic functions and flow capacity that will
reduce local flooding. Therefore, the project is aligned with the Puyallup River TMDL, will result
in equal or better habitat and water quality per PMC 21.06.1030(1), and is anticipated to result in
a net gain in ecological functions in the watershed per PMC 21.06.1080(3) when compared to the
existing degraded conditions of the stream that will be impacted from the frontage improvements
and upgraded crossing.

d)  Reducing or eliminating an impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the action.
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The stream restoration areas created during Phase II will be monitored for a period of up to 10
years to ensure success of the mitigation actions over time. In addition, the mitigation areas will
be placed in a separate tract or dedicated to the City as a permanent protective mechanism per
PMC 21.06.610(7) and PMC 21.06.830. Fencing and signage will also be provided per PMC

21.06.810 to reduce intrusion into the critical areas and prevent future impacts to the critical areas.
e)  Compensating for an impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.

See response to criterion C above. The unavoidable direct stream impacts will be compensated
through onsite and offsite, in-kind stream creation mitigation measures. The project will ensure
no net loss of area under PMC 21.06.1080(3) and PMC 21.06.610(2) by providing buffer
enhancement and a minimum 1:1 ratio of creation to impacts to achieve equivalent or greater
functions for Stream Z per PMC 21.06.1080(2). The mitigation will result in no net loss of
ecological functions when compared to the existing degraded condition of the stream proposed
to be impacted.

1) Monitoring the mitigation and taking remedial action when necessary.

The stream mitigation and voluntary restoration areas created during Phase II will be monitored
for a period of 10 years to ensure success of the actions over time, consistent with PMC 21.06.630.
Appropriate contingency measures will be implemented if monitoring indicates that goals and
performance standards of the mitigation plan are not being met.

1.1.3 Performance Standards — Alteration of Streams and Riparian Habitats

PMC 21.06.1030 outlines standards for allowed alterations to streams and associated riparian habitats.
Necessary and unavoidable stream impacts are required for frontage improvements, upgrading an
existing crossing from East Pioneer Avenue for additional site access, and providing power to the

property.
PMC 21.06.1030(2) states the following for proposed bridges/culverts:

Bridges are the preferred crossing for fish-bearing streams. Culverts are allowed only in Type 11, 111, and I1”
streams; provided, that they are designed according to the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife criteria
Jor fish passage, are necessary for utility crossings, road crossings, or other limited access situations, and are in
accordance with a state Hydranlic Project Approval permit. The applicant or property owner shall keep any culvert
frree of debris and sediment at all times to allow free passage of water and, if applicable, fish. The city may require
that a stream be removed from a culvert as a condition of approval, unless the culvert is not detrimental to fish
habitat or water quality, or removal would be detrimental to fish or wildlife habitat or water guality.

The proposed crossing will be in accordance with the most recent WDFW crossing design criteria for
tish passage, and the Applicant will apply for a Hydraulic Project Approval (HPA) from WDFW. The
crossing is essential for providing necessary site access. Having two site access points is required by
City development standards and will alleviate traffic issues by aiding in vehicle circulation and splitting
use between two arterials and will also allow multiple access points for safety vehicles. The
new/upgraded crossing will be bottomless to allow free passage of water. The bottomless crossing
will be monitored to ensure that it functions as intended over time.

PMC 21.06.1030(06) states that utility lines may be permitted to cross streams and riparian habitat areas
subject to the following standards:
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a)

b)

d)

Impacts to fish and wildlife shall be avoided to the maxcimum extent possible;

The proposed utility installations are necessary to connect to existing infrastructure and to
maintain existing site drainage patterns. In addition, the relocation of an existing power pole
adjacent to Stream Z further within the stream buffer is necessary to support frontage
improvements. During Phase I, the project proposes to install a new power drop, consisting of a
transformer box and electrical line within the existing Stream Z buffer. The new power drop will
connect to an existing power line along East Pioneer Avenue; the proposed transformer box and
electrical line will be located as near to an existing power pole as feasible to minimize the length
of electrical line in the buffer. As documented in the Conceptual Mitigation Plan dated April 7,
2023, the project previously proposed to install a stormwater line in the Stream Z buffer during
Phase I to connect to an existing pipe adjacent to East Pioneer Avenue using a manhole. The
proposed stormwater discharge from the site has been redesigned to avoid the manhole
connection as requested by WDFW. The proposed stormwater discharge will release treated and
detained runoff into the Stream Z buffer. The discharge infrastructure is anticipated to consist of
temporary release points during Phase I that will be replaced with a permanent discharge
infrastructure during Phase II. The power pole proposed to be relocated is an existing impact
within the stream buffer and will result only in new temporary impacts that will be fully restored.

Installation shall be accomplished by boring beneath the sconr depth and hyporheic gone of the water body and
channel migration Zone, where feasible;

The proposed stormwater discharge location and power pole relocation will be located landward
of the Stream Z OHW. The proposed transformer box will be located within the existing Stream
Z buffer; the proposed electrical line will cross a piped section of the existing and proposed Stream
Z alignments. Due to the presence of piped stream sections, boring beneath the scour depth and
hyporheic zone of the water body is not applicable.

The utilities shall cross at an angle greater than 60 degrees to the centerline of the channel in streams or perpendicular
to the channel centerline whenever boring under the channel is not feasible;

No stormwater crossing of the stream channel is proposed. The proposed transformer box and
relocated power pole will be located within the existing Stream Z buffer; the proposed electrical
line will cross a piped section of the existing and proposed Stream Z alignments.

Crossings shall be contained within the footprint of an existing road or utility crossing where possible;

The proposed stormwater discharge location has been revised as requested by WDFW to avoid a
manhole connection to an existing pipe conveying Stream Z waters downgradient of the site. The
proposed stormwater discharge location will be located landward of the Stream Z OHW and is
designed to maintain existing site drainage patterns given the site grading.

No power crossings currently existing along East Pioneer Avenue and crossing location is limited
by the proximity of adjacent power poles.

The utility route shall avoid paralleling the stream or following a down-valley conrse near the channel where feasible;
and
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The proposed stormwater discharge and electric utilities will be perpendicular to the stream to the
extent feasible. In addition, the existing buffer conditions are degraded and temporary impacts
are proposed to be restored using a native seed mix.

7)) The utility installation shall not increase or decrease the natural rate of channel migration.

The proposed utility crossings will not disturb the new stream channel and will not increase or
decrease the rate of channel migration.

1.2 State Considerations

The identified streams and offsite wetland are also likely to be regulated as natural surface waters by
the WSDOE under the Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 90.48.

RCW 77.55 requires that in-water work requires Hydraulic Project Approval (HPA) from WDFW.
WDFW conducted a joint site investigation with SVC on July 19, 2023. During the joint site
investigation, WDFW determined that Streams Z and Y were Type I (fish habitat) streams based on
the field observations and prior WDFW fish passage inventory assessment notes.

1.3 Federal Considerations

On January 18, 2023, USACE and EPA published a revised definition of “Waters of the United
States.” The revised rule becomes effective on March 20, 2023. Under the 2023 revised rule, Waters
of the United States is described as follows (USACE and EPA, 2023):

(a) Waters of the United States means:

(1) Waters which are: (i) Currently used, or were used in the past, or may be susceptible to use in interstate or foreign
commerce, including all waters which are subject to the ebb and flow of the tide; (ii) The territorial seas; or (i) Interstate
waters, including interstate wetlands;

(2) Impoundments of waters otherwise defined as waters of the United States under this definition, other than
impoundments of waters identified under paragraph (a)(5) of this section;

(3) Tributaries of waters identified in paragraph (a)(1) or (2) of this section: (i) That are relatively permanent, standing
or continnously flowing bodies of water; or (ii) That either alone or in combination with similarly situated waters in the
region, significantly affect the chemical, physical, or biological integrity of waters identified in paragraph (a)(1) of this

sectiony

(4) Wetlands adjacent to the following waters: (i) Waters identified in paragraph (a)(1) of this section; or (ii) Relatively

permanent, standing or continnously flowing bodies of water identified in paragraph (a)(2) or (a)(3)() of this section and
with a continnons surface connection to those waters; or (iiz) Waters identified in paragraph (a)(2) or (3) of this section
when the wetlands either alone or in combination with similarly sitnated waters in the region, significantly affect the
chemical, physical, or biological integrity of waters identified in paragraph (a)(1) of this section;

(5) Intrastate lakes and ponds, streams, or wetlands not identified in paragraphs (a)(1) through (4) of this section: (i)
That are relatively permanent, standing or continnously flowing bodies of water with a continuons surface connection to
the waters identified in paragraph (a)(1) or (a)(3)(i) of this section; or (ii) That either alone or in combination with
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similarly situated waters in the region, significantly affect the chemical, physical, or biological integrity of waters identified
in paragraph (a)(1) of this section.

Wetland 1 appears hydrologically connected to Stream Y. Streams Y and Z are relatively permanent
tributaries that discharge into Upper Deer Creek and eventually the Puyallup River, a traditional
navigable water. Therefore, the identified critical areas are likely jurisdictional under the Clean Water
Act. The project proposal assumes that the USACE will assert jurisdiction over the identified streams
and wetland. On May 25, 2023, the U.S. Supreme Court issued a decision affecting the definition of
Waters of the United States in Sackett Et Ux. V Environmental Protection Agency Et Al. While
USACE is in receipt of the Supreme Court decision, no formal, revised definition of Waters of the
United States has been issued at the time of this report drafting. The proposed project therefore
continues to assume that the identified streams and wetland are considered Waters of the United
States.
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Chapter 2. Conceptual Mitigation Plan

The proposed compensatory mitigation actions for the project attempt to strike a balance between
achieving project goals as well as a positive ecological result. In general, joint USACE and EPA rules
have been established that require more careful mitigation planning efforts utilizing a watershed
approach in site selection (USACE & EPA, 2008). The proposed impacts and mitigation actions
attempt to closely adhere to these rules and to the local critical areas regulations specified in PMC
Chapter 21.06 and local watershed planning and restoration documents. This chapter presents the
mitigation details for the proposed mixed-use project.

The Applicant will submit any proposed substantial changes to the project or mitigation plan, such as
significant changes to the amount, location, or design of mitigation; the goals, benchmarks, or
performance standards; the monitoring or adaptive management provisions, to WSDOE for review
and approval prior to implementation. Minor changes, such as alterations to the species listed in the
planting plan, will be documented in the as-built report.

2.1 Purpose and Need

The purpose of the proposed project is to provide a mixed-use development that will help alleviate
the shortage of housing in the greater Seattle area and expand the local economy by providing new
services to the area through available commercial space.

2.2 Description of Impacts

The Applicant proposes a phased project to construct a mixed-use development. Phase I will include
development of residential and commercial buildings, parking, utilities, stormwater infrastructure, and
frontage improvements along Shaw Road East. Phase II of the project will implement the required
frontage improvements along East Pioneer Avenue and expand the mixed-use development onsite.
The proposed project has been carefully designed to avoid and minimize impacts to the greatest extent
teasibly by utilizing the existing disturbed upland areas onsite. During Phase I, buildings and parking
areas will be developed outside of the existing critical areas and buffers, and work within the critical
area buffers will be limited to the utility crossings of the Stream Z buffer necessary to connect to
existing infrastructure. During Phase II of the project, required frontage improvements and the
proposed Stream Z crossing for site access cannot avoid critical area impacts. Mitigation sequencing
for the proposed project is provided under Section 1.1.2 Mitigation Sequencing.

Under Phase I, approximately 1,248 square feet of temporary impacts to the existing Stream Z buffer
are proposed are anticipated to install the power drop, which will consist of a transformer box and
electrical line, and to relocate an existing power pole adjacent to East Pioneer Avenue to support
required frontage improvements.

Under Phase II, the project requires the complete fill and relocation of 592 linear feet of the Stream
Z channel to provide City-required frontage improvements. An approximately 56-foot-wide crossing
of the proposed, realigned Stream Z channel is required to provide safe site access, allow multiple
points of access for emergency vehicles, and alleviate traffic congestion by aiding in vehicle circulation
and splitting use between two arterials. Due to the realignment of Stream Z, the onsite buffer width
for the new stream channel will be less than the standard 50-foot buffer for a Type III stream required
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per PMC 21.06.1050(2), resulting in 5,341 square feet of buffer decrease. The site plan has recently
been revised to reduce the number of proposed parking stalls and relocate two buildings on the
northwest portion of the subject property, minimizing the proposed buffer decrease. Temporary
construction impacts may also occur but will be minimized to the greatest extent feasible with the
implementation of all appropriate BMPs and TESC measures. The Applicant proposes to voluntarily
restore Stream Y within a new stream channel near the east property boundary and to enhance and
restore a buffer surrounding the stream channel. The proposed beneficial realignment of Stream Y
may also result in temporary stream impacts. Habitat Technologies previously described Stream Z
and Stream Y as seasonal streams. The streams are tributaries to Deer Creek, which provides habitats
for a number of fish species. However, prior assessments by Habitat Technologies and the Puyallup
Tribe did not document fish utilization within the ditch system associated with the Pioneer Way East
Corridor east of the confluence with Deer Creek (Habitat Technologies, 2022). During the joint site
investigation with WDFW, WDFW characterized Streams Y and Z as Type F (fish habitat) streams.

2.2.1 Permanent Stream Impacts

In the existing linear, ditched alignment, Stream Z is extremely degraded as the system is situated in a
roadside ditch with several piped segments and lacks riparian cover, habitat complexity, and floodplain
function. The stream consists of one long run that lacks pool and riffle sequences. The stream along
the majority of its length is choked with non-native, invasive reed canarygrass, which reduces water
velocity and creates low levels of dissolved oxygen due to the stagnant conditions and die-off of
vegetative material. The majority of the onsite stream channel will be permanently filled, and portions
of the stream piped will be modified pre- and post-development based on frontage improvement
requirements and existing conditions. The proposed stream relocation will result in a permanent loss
of existing degraded habitat. Refer to Appendix C for photographs of Stream Z in its existing
degraded condition.

A summary of impacted streams is provided in Table 1 below.

Table 1. Stream Impact Summary

Stream City Type! State Type? Impact Type Impact Area

z Type 11 Type F Direct 592 LF

Notes:
1. Stream definitions per PMC 21.06.1010(3)(a) and Habitat Technologies (2021).
2. Stream typing per Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 222-16-030.

2.2.1 Temporary Stream Impacts

To minimize temporary impacts, stream relocation activities will occur in the summer during low
stream flow or dry conditions. Dewatering activities associated with the realignment of Stream Z and
restoration of Stream Y are not anticipated to significantly impact fish and other aquatic vertebrate
species potentially present in the channels at the time of construction given the timeline of
construction in the summer months when hydrology is minimal and with all appropriate BMPs and
TESC measures in place.

If water is present in the existing stream channels prior to realignment, then fish exclusion, capture
and relocation actions and water quality monitoring actions will be implemented. Temporary turbidity
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increases within the new stream channels of Streams Y and Z are likely to occur during the rewatering
of the new stream channels. Rewatering within the new channels is not anticipated to be completed
in more than one segment for each stream separately. The Washington Administrative Code (WAC)
173-201A-200(1) (e) makes allowances for a temporary area of mixing during and immediately after in-
water construction activities subject to the constraints of WAC 173-201A-400(4) and (6). For waters
less than or equal to 10 cfs flow at the time of construction, the point of compliance shall be 100 feet
downstream of the action. Water quality monitoring will be completed to evaluate compliance during
rewatering, and fish exclusion nets will remain in place until suspended sediment levels match the
point of compliance. The proposed fish exclusion and sediment controls are anticipated to lead to an
avoidance or significant reduction in direct fish exposure to elevated suspended sediments if fish are
present in the streams. A Water Quality Monitoring Plan has been prepared under separate cover. A
Fish Protection and Exclusion Plan will be prepared under separate cover if requested by regulatory
agencies.

2.3 Stream and Riparian Mitigation Strategy
2.3.1 Phase I

1,248 square feet of temporary impacts to the existing Stream Z buffer resulting from the power drop
(e.g. transformer box and electric line) will be restored through reseeding of the existing degraded
buffer using a native seed mix.

2.3.2 Phase II

The compensatory mitigation actions outlined herein are intended to compensate for lost stream
functions and values by providing an overall improvement in water quality, hydrologic, and habitat
functions according to the needs of the site, local sub-basin, and overall Puyallup River watershed.
The unavoidable direct stream impacts will be compensated through onsite and offsite, in-kind stream
creation mitigation measures. The project will ensure no net loss of area under PMC 21.06.1080(3)
and PMC 21.06.610(2) by providing a minimum 1:1 stream creation to impact ratio to achieve
equivalent or greater Stream Z functions per PMC 21.06.1080(2) (Table 2). To offset the necessary
and unavoidable direct impacts to Stream Z, the project proposes to restore and realign Stream Z
within a reestablished riparian corridor on the northern portion of the project area. Voluntary
restoration of Stream Y will occur through realignment of the stream through a new stream channel
that is located immediately offsite adjacent to the eastern property boundary and buffer restoration
and enhancement. 78,347 square feet of buffer enhancement and restoration is proposed to protect
the realigned Streams Y and Z.

In the existing linear, ditched alignment, Stream Z is extremely degraded as the system lacks riparian
cover, habitat complexity, and floodplain function and is situated in a roadside ditch with several piped
segments. The proposal will provide a protected riparian corridor with a highly functional stream with
large woody debris, flood benches, and dense riparian plantings that will all increase the complexity
and functionality of the stream system. In addition, the Applicant proposes to restore Stream Y to a
new stream channel immediately offsite adjacent to the eastern property boundary and restore and
enhance the stream buffer. In its existing alignhment, Stream Y overflows into a stormwater pond and
is then piped for approximately 471 feet before discharging into Stream Z along East Pioneer Avenue.
The proposed realignment of Stream Y will daylight the stream, increasing functional stream habitat
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(Table 2). Table 2 quantifies the length and condition of stream segments onsite pre- and post-
development.

Table 2. Summary of Stream Segments Pre- and Post-Development

Stream City Type! State Type? Condition Existing Proposed

Open Channel 110 LF 463 LI

Y v F Culvert 471 LF OLF
Total 581 LF 463 LF
Open Channel 465 LF 497 LF
Z 111 F Culvert 127 LF 117 LF
Total 592 LF 614 LF

Notes:

1. Stream definitions per PMC 21.06.1010(3)(a) and Habitat Technologies (2021).
2. Stream typing per Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 222-16-030.

The mitigation plan will provide a comprehensive stream restoration approach with watershed-level
benefits to significantly increase stream functions of two tributaries that drain to Upper Deer Creek
approximately 0.25-mile offsite to the west. Upper Deer Creek drains to the Puyallup River and is a
gradient accessible stream for coho, Chinook, chum, pink and steelhead and also has known trout
populations. In addition, Upper Deer Creek has documented water quality issues due to the 4A listing
for high levels of bacteria from fecal coliform. Downgradient of the site, the Puyallup River also has
documented water quality issues due to the 303d listings for high levels of bacteria from fecal coliform,
high water temperatures, and high levels of mercury; these 303d listings resulted in the development
of Puyallup River Watershed Fecal Coliform Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Water Quality
Report and Implementation Plan (WSDOE, 2011). The Puyallup River TMDL identifies Deer Creek
in the Shaw Road area near the project site as an ideal area to restore riparian habitat. Further, both
streams are within mapped FEMA 100-year floodplain but currently provide de minimis flood
functions due to the straightened, ditched conditions. Restoring stream and riparian habitat will
improve usable fish habitat within the streams over time, increase sediment and pollutant filtration to
improve documented water quality issues, and provide flood benches to increase hydrologic functions
and flow capacity that will reduce local flooding. Therefore, the project is aligned with the Puyallup
River TMDL, will result in equal or better habitat and water quality per PMC 21.06.1030(1), and is
anticipated to result in a net gain in ecological functions in the watershed per PMC 21.06.1080(3) when
compared to the existing degraded conditions of the stream that will be impacted from the frontage
improvements and upgraded crossing.

“Pilot channels” will be created for the new Streams Z and Y that will naturally scour to create a
sinuous stream with pool and riffle structure. Creating a pilot channel allows the stream to naturally
form within the constructed bankfull width. The restored Stream Z channel will connect to the
existing downgradient piped stream infrastructure with a box culvert. The restored stream channels
will consist of meandering channels with connected flood terrace habitats within a riparian corridor
containing native forest, shrub, and herbaceous plant communities. The stream creation will provide
gradual side slopes above the OHWM and created flood terraces. Large woody debris will be
incorporated along the realigned and restored stream channels for additional habitat complexity and
provide cover for aquatic wildlife. The proposed Stream Z and Stream Y upland buffers will also be
restored and enhanced to provide sediment and pollutant filtration, reduction of surface flows, and
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habitat interspersion and complexity beneficial to urban fauna. Once established, the riparian habitat
corridor will provide immediate and long-term benefits for terrestrial and aquatic wildlife and provide
cool, clean, and clear water from the native plantings, which will increase stream shading, stormwater
filtration, and wood recruitment as well as decreased streambank erosion.

The proposed native plant communities will be established according to location relative to the stream
channels and topographic position within the remaining riparian corridor buffer areas. Tree and shrub
plantings are proposed. Willows (Sa/ix spp.) will dominate the banks of the stream channels to provide
bank stability and shading. The proposed native species have been carefully selected according to
indicator status and local vegetation observations to ensure the plants take root and thrive in the newly
created riparian corridor. Given the limited space within the riparian corridor, smaller trees will be
proposed to maximize use and plant quantities within the area to ensure dense screening and
protections to Streams Y and Z. With establishment of the protective riparian corridor, fencing and
sighage around the entire sensitive areas tracts, and implementation of the required monitoring and
maintenance actions, the mitigation areas are projected to be highly functional, persistent, and
successful.

The proposed actions include, but are not limited to, the following:

e Install bottomless culvert crossing of the new Stream Z channel and box culvert to connect
the new Stream Z channel to the existing piped stream infrastructure;

e Realign and restore Stream Z within a new riparian corridor;

e Realign and restore Stream Y within a new riparian corridor;

e Pre-treat invasive plants with an herbicide approved by the Washington State Department
of Agriculture for use in aquatic areas. After pre-treatment, grub to remove the invasive
plants and replant all cleared areas with native trees, shrubs, and ground covers listed in
Appendix A; Pre-treatment of the invasive plants should occur a minimum of two weeks
prior to removal;

e Replant all impacted areas with native trees, shrubs, and groundcovers listed in Appendix A,
or substitutes approved by the responsible Project Scientist, to help retain soils, filter
stormwater, and increase biodiversity;

e Install large woody debris habitat features within the realigned Stream Z channel and restored
Stream Y channel;

e Anapproved native seed mix will be used to seed the disturbed mitigation areas after planting
to reduce short-term erosion potential;

e Maintain and control invasive plants annually, at a minimum, or more frequently if necessary.
Maintenance to reduce the growth and spread of invasive plants is not restricted to chemical
applications but may include hand removal, if warranted;

e Provide dry-season irrigation as necessary to ensure native plant survival;

e Install split-rail fencing and critical area signage at the locations indicated in Appendix A;

e Store all construction equipment and materials outside of the critical areas and associated
buffers;

e Direct exterior lights away from the streams and buffers wherever possible; and

e Place all activities that generate excessive noise (e.g., generators and air conditioning
equipment) away from the streams and buffers where feasible.
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2.4 Approach and Best Management Practices

Planting or seeding will occur immediately after grading is complete to the extent practicable. TESC
measures will be implemented that consists of high-visibility fencing (HVF) installed around native
vegetation along existing stream areas not proposed to be impacted, silt fencing between the graded
areas and buffers, plastic sheeting on stockpiled materials, and seeding of disturbed soils. These TESC
measures will be installed prior to the start of development or mitigation actions and actively managed
for the duration of the project.

Equipment used will be typical for land clearing, grading, and excavation activities and will be kept in
good working conditions and free of leaks. Equipment to be used will likely include excavators,
backhoes, bulldozers, dump trucks, graders, et cetera. All equipment staging and materials stockpiles
will be kept out of the critical areas and regulated buffers avoided by the proposed project, and the
area will be kept free of spills and/or hazardous materials using a SPCCC prepared and implemented
by the contractor. All clean fill material for site preparation will be sourced from upland areas onsite
or from approved suppliers and will be free of pollutants and hazardous materials.

All equipment staging and materials stockpiles will be kept out of the identified critical areas and
associated buffer areas, and the areas will need to be kept free of spills and/or hazardous materials.
Construction materials along with all construction waste and debris will be effectively managed and
stockpiled on paved surfaces and kept free of the critical areas and associated buffers. Following
completion of the development, the entire site will be cleaned and detail graded using hand tools
wherever necessary, and TESC measures will be removed.

Additional BMPs for the proposed in-water work are provided under separate cover in the Water
Quality Monitoring Plan.

2.5 Mitigation Implementation

Compensatory mitigation and voluntary restoration actions will occur concurrently with the
development of Phase II of the project. Initial actions will include excavation and grading required
for Streams Z and Y realignment. Minor portions of the mitigation site may initially remain ungraded
to ensure the separation of the proposed stream channels from the existing channels. Realignment of
the streams should occur during the summer during low flow conditions and shall occur during in-
water work windows approved by the regulatory agencies. Following the initial excavation and
grading, native plants may be installed following consultation with the Project Scientist to determine
feasibility given summer hydrology conditions. Streams Y and Z will then be realigned; minor
excavation and grading work will be necessary in order to provide the connections between the new
and existing stream channels. Native plants are anticipated to be fully installed during the fall or early
winter (September 1— December 31) following the realignment of Streams Y and Z during the summer
season. The mitigation site should be seeded prior to the beginning of the wet season to minimize
erosion.

TESC measures will be implemented according to the TESC plan prepared for the proposed project.
Typical TESC measures include silt fencing where appropriate to protect potential offsite critical areas,
plastic sheeting on stockpiled materials, and seeding of disturbed soils which will be actively managed
for the duration of the project.
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The Project Scientist should be consulted prior and during the mitigation actions to ensure that
mitigation actions are conducted according to the intent of the mitigation plan. The Project Scientist
will inspect and approve the planting stock and review the planting plans with the landscaping
contractor to ensure clear understanding of the plan prior to installation of plant materials. The
Project Scientist will assist the landscape contractor in making any final adjustments in the planting
schedule as needed, in response to field conditions.

The proposed actions will include the excavation of material to create the new Stream Z and Stream
Y channels. Mitigation and restoration actions may be completed separately from clearing and grading
actions in the rest of the Project Area. The new stream channels will be entirely excavated prior to
the stream relocation, with a berm left on the upstream end of each channel to prevent the streams
from immediately diverting into the new channel. Large woody debris will be installed following
channel excavation. Soil amendments will be installed as needed throughout the riparian corridor.
The onsite soil amendments may be sourced from scraped topsoil. Imported topsoil or soil
amendments may be used at the discretion of the landscape contractor.

Re-watering of the streams should occur during in-water work windows approved by regulatory
agencies. If water is present in the stream channels immediately prior to the realignment, then nets
will be installed at the upstream and downstream ends of existing stream sections to be de-watered
and fish capture and relocation efforts will proceed as needed. The fish protection efforts will be
completed using netting to capture fish and relocate them to non-impacted areas. The realigned
stream channels will then be re-watered. Sediment control structures may be installed within the new
stream channels to address water quality issues. The existing stream channels may be filled
immediately following the re-watering of the realigned stream channels.

The project sequencing is anticipated to as follows:

e Pre-construction conferences and regulatory notifications;

e Pre-treatment of non-native invasive plant species;

o Install TESC measures;

e Remove debris and invasive plant material from the mitigation areas;

e Rough grade the stream restoration areas according to the approved grading plan;

e Remove existing culverts within the mitigation site, install new bottomless crossing;
e Rough grade inspection;

e TFinish grade and prepare grounds for planting in all mitigation areas;

o Install LWD;

e Install streambed substrates;

e Install new box culvert connection between new Stream Z channel and existing, downgradient,
piped Stream Z;

e Dewater existing stream channel and rewater new stream channel;
e Monitor site hydrology;

e DPlant inspections;

e Install plant materials and seed disturbed soils for erosion control;
e Post-construction inspection and as-built survey; and

e Post-construction maintenance, monitoring, and annual reporting.
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2.5.1 Pre-Construction Meetings and Post-Construction Inspection

Two pre-construction meetings are recommended to be held involving representatives from the
Applicant, Project Manager or Contractor, and Project Scientist.. The first pre-construction meeting
should occur prior to commencement of mitigation actions, and the second meeting should occur
onsite after construction staking has been placed by professional surveyors. The overall purpose of
the first pre-construction meeting should be to discuss the primary intent of the stream relocation and
regulatory requirements; identify points of contact; establish communication lines between the Project
Scientist, Project Manager or Contractor and landscaping personnel; review project scheduling; and
address any questions or issues associated with the mitigation plan. The overall purpose of the second
pre-construction meeting should be to discuss project implementation, protection of onsite habitat,
construction BMPs, and identify invasive species management actions.

Post-construction inspection of all mitigation areas will be necessary to verify the installation conforms
to the approved plan. This post-construction inspection effort will occur after completion of the
stream relocation and all appropriate seeding and planting actions. The post-construction inspection
will be documented in an As-Built (Year 0) Report. Any significant changes to the mitigation design
will also be coordinated with regulatory staff as specified in regulatory approvals and presented in the
As-Built Report. During the post-construction inspection, the Project Scientist will identify and mark
long-term monitoring plots and photographic stations in the field that represent representative
conditions of the stream relocation and other mitigation areas. The long-term monitoring locations
will be GPS located and included in the As-Built Report.

2.6 Goals, Objectives, and Performance Standards

The goals and objectives for the proposed onsite and offsite, in-kind mitigation actions are based on
establishing and enhancing stream areas to compensate for the loss of stream areas. Non-
compensatory mitigation actions are proposed to provide additional ecological benefits at the
mitigation site. These non-compensatory mitigation actions include the replacement of one
undersized culvert with an upgraded culvert to improve fish passage, and enhancement of all onsite
buffer areas. In addition, the stream relocation will significantly improve overall habitat conditions.
The goals and objectives of the proposed mitigation actions are as follows.

“Cover” is used in this Mitigation Plan to mean the proportion of the ground surface that is covered
by vegetation when viewed from above. Native recruits will be utilized in assessing performance
standards unless otherwise specified for a particular performance standard. Dead or dying plants may
be replaced, and replacement plants may be utilized in assessing performance standards, unless
otherwise specified for a particular performance standard.

Goal 1 — Compensate for the loss of 592 linear feet the existing Stream Z channel by realigning Stream
Z.

Objective 1.1— Create 614 linear feet of new Stream Z channel.

Performance Standard 1.1.1 — The new Stream Z channel will be created according
to the final approved design and documented in the As-Built Report.
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Performance Standard 1.1.2 — Large woody debris in the new Stream Z channel will
be installed according to the final approved design and documented in the As-Built
Report.

Goal 2 — Voluntarily restore 463 linear feet of Stream Y channel by restoring Stream Y into a new
stream channel.

Objective 2.1— Restore 463 linear feet of Stream Y channel.

Performance Standard 2.1.1 — The new Stream Y channel will be created according
to the final approved design and documented in the As-Built Report.

Performance Standard 2.1.2 — Large woody debris in the new Stream Y channel will
be installed according to the final approved design and documented in the As-Built
Report.

Goal 3 — Establish and enhance 70,998 square feet (1.62 acres) of riparian buffers for the newly
restored Streams Y and Z to protect the streams and to provide improvements in buffer functions
over existing degraded buffer conditions.

Objective 3.1— Establish 70,998 square feet (1.62 acres) of riparian buffer that is vegetated
with native woody plant cover to create diverse horizontal and vertical vegetation structure

and wildlife habitat.

Performance Standard 3.1.1 — In Year 1, survival of installed woody vegetation will
be 100 percent in the riparian buffer areas.

Performance Standard 3.1.2 — Native woody plant species will cover at least 15
percent of the mitigation areas at the end of Year 2, 25 percent cover at the end of
Year 3, 35 percent cover at the end of Year 5, 50 percent cover at the end of Year 7,
and 65 percent by the end of Year 10.

Performance Standard 3.1.3 — In all monitoring years, the riparian buffer area will
contain at least 2 species of native trees and 3 species of native shrubs.

Objective 3.2 — Effectively control and/or eliminate non-native invasive species in tipatian
buffer areas.

Performance Standard 3.2.1 — Non-native invasive plants will not make up more
than 20 percent cover during all monitoring years. Non-native invasive plants are
plants listed by the Washington State Noxious Weed Board.

Goal 4 — Protect stream processes and fish passage within the new Stream Z channel.

Objective 4.1 — Ensure the new bottomless culvert crossing of Stream Z and the new box
culvert connection between the new Stream Z and the existing piped Stream Z allow for
unobstructed flows.
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Performance Standard 4.1.1 — The bottomless culvert crossing of Stream Z and the
box culvert connection to the existing piped Stream Z will be installed according to
the final approved design and documented in the As-Built Report.

Performance Standard 4.1.2 — Unobstructed streamflow conveyance through the
bottomless culvert crossing of Stream Z will be observed in all monitoring years.

2.7 Plant Materials and Installation

2.7.1 Plant Materials

All plant materials to be used for the restoration actions will be nursery grown stock from a reputable,
local source. Only native species are to be used; no hybrids or cultivars will be allowed. Plant material
provided will be typical of their species or variety; if not cuttings they will exhibit normal, densely
developed branches and vigorous, fibrous root systems. Plants will be sound, healthy, vigorous plants
free from defects, and all forms of disease and infestation.

Container stock shall have been grown in its delivery container for not less than six months but not
more than two years. Plants shall not exhibit rootbound conditions. Under no circumstances shall
container stock be handled by their trunks, stems, or tops. Seed mixture used for hand or
hydroseeding shall contain fresh, clean, and new crop seed mixed by an approved method. The
mixture is specified in the plan set.

Fertilizer will be in the form of Agriform plant tabs or an approved like form. Mulch or coir rings
may be installed around woody vegetation as determined to be necessary for plant survivability by the
landscape contractor.

2.7.2 Plant Scheduling, Species, Density, and Location

Plant installation should occur as close to conclusion of clearing and grading activities as possible to
limit erosion and limit the temporal loss of function provided by the onsite habitat. All plantings
should occur between September 1 and May 1 to ensure plants do not dry out after installation, or
temporary irrigation measures may be necessary. All plantings will be installed according to the
procedures detailed in the following subsections and as outlined on the site plans in Appendix A.

2.7.3 Quality Control for Planting Plan

All plant material should be inspected by the landscape contractor or Project Biologist upon delivery.
Plant material not conforming to the specifications above will be rejected and replaced by the
landscape contractor. Rejected plant materials shall be immediately removed from the site.

The landscape contractor should provide the Project Biologist with documentation of plant material
that includes the supplying nursery contact information, location of genetic source, plant species, plant
quantities, and plant sizes.

2.7.4 Product Handling, Delivery, and Storage

All seed should be delivered in original, unopened, and undamaged containers showing weight,
analysis, and name of manufacturer. This material should be stored in a manner to prevent wetting
and deterioration. All precautions customary in good trade practice shall be taken in preparing plants
for moving. Workmanship that fails to meet industry standards will be rejected. Plants will be packed,
transported, and handled with care to ensure protection against injury and from drying out. If plants
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cannot be planted immediately upon delivery they should be protected with soil, wet peat moss, or in
a manner acceptable to the Project Biologist. Plants and mulch not installed immediately upon
delivery shall be secured on the site to prevent theft or tampering. No plant shall be bound with rope
or wire in a manner that could damage or break the branches. Plants transported on open vehicles
should be secured with a protective covering to prevent windburn.

2.7.5 Preparation and Installation of Plant Materials

The landscape contractor shall verify the location of all elements of the mitigation plan with the
responsible Project Biologist prior to installation. The responsible Project Biologist reserves the right
to adjust the locations of landscape elements during the installation period as appropriate. If
obstructions are encountered that are not shown on the drawings, planting operations will cease until
alternate plant locations have been selected by and/or approved by the Project Biologist.

Circular plant pits with vertical sides will be excavated for all container stock. The pits should be at
least 2 times the width of the rootball, and the depth of the pit should accommodate the entire root
system. Please refer to planting detail in Appendix A.

Broken roots should be pruned with a sharp instrument and rootballs should be thoroughly soaked
prior to installation. Set plant material upright in the planting pit to proper grade and alignment.
Water plants thoroughly midway through backfilling and add Agriform tablets or similar. Water pits
again upon completion of backfilling. No filling should occur around trunks or stems. Do not use
frozen or muddy mixtures for backfilling. Form a ring of soil around the edge of each planting pit to
retain water and install a 3- to 4-inch layer of mulch around the base of each container plant if
determined to be necessary by the landscape contractor.

Topsoil, mulch, compost, or other amendments may be installed to ensure plant survivability at the
discretion of the landscape contractor.

2.7.6 Temporary Irrigation Specifications

While the native species selected for the habitat restoration actions are hardy and typically thrive in
northwest conditions and the proposed actions are planned in areas with sufficient hydroperiods for
the species selected, some individual plants might perish due to dry conditions. Therefore, irrigation
ot regular watering may be provided as necessary for the duration of the first two growing seasons
while the native plantings become established. If used, irrigation will be discontinued after two
growing seasons. Irrigation is recommended two times per week. Frequency and amount of irrigation
will be dependent upon climatic conditions and may require more or less frequency watering than two
times per week.

2.7.7 Invasive Plant Control and Removal

Invasive species to be removed include reed canarygrass and all listed noxious weeds. To ensure non-
native invasive species do not expand following the habitat restoration actions, non-native invasive
plants within the entire mitigation area will be pretreated with a root-killing herbicide approved for
use in aquatic sites (i.e., Rodeo) a minimum of two weeks prior to being cleared and grubbed from the
restoration areas. A second application is strongly recommended in areas with dense cover of non-
native, invasive species. The pre-treatment with herbicide should occur prior to all planned restoration
actions, and spot treatment of surviving non-native invasive vegetation should be performed again
each fall prior to senescence for a minimum of five years.
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2.8 Maintenance & Monitoring Plan

Conceptual Maintenance and Monitoring Plans are described below in accordance with PMC
21.06.630 and anticipated conditions from other regulatory agencies. The Applicant is committed to
compliance with the conceptual mitigation plan and overall success of the project. As such, the
Applicant will continue to maintain the project, keeping the site free from non-native invasive
vegetation and trash. Maintenance frequency may be altered depending on the success of the
mitigation site as evaluated during the monitoring visits.

The mitigation actions will require continued monitoring and maintenance to ensure the mitigation
actions are successful. Therefore, the mitigation site will be monitored for a period of 10 years with
formal inspections by a qualified Project Scientist. An As-Built (Year 0) inspection will occur within
30 days of the completion of plant installation. The maintenance/monitoring petiod will begin upon
completion of an as-built plan and certification from the Project Scientist certifying the mitigation was
installed per the mitigation plan. Formal monitoring events will be scheduled during Years 1, 2, 3, 5,
7, and 10. Close-out assessment with also be conducted in Year 10.

Monitoring will consist of percent cover measurements and stem counts at permanent monitoring
stations, walk-through surveys to identify invasive species presence and dead or dying enhancement
plantings, photographs taken at fixed photo points, wildlife observations, and general qualitative
habitat and wetland function observations. Data collected during monitoring visits will be appropriate
for the performance standards of the relevant monitoring year. The permanent monitoring stations
will be established such that the mitigation site is representatively sampled. Circular sample plots,
approximately 30 feet in diameter (706 square feet), will be centered at each monitoring station.
Sample plots will be located entirely within the proposed mitigation site. Sample plot shapes may need
to be adjusted to ensure that sample plots do not cross the mitigation site boundaries; adjusted sample
plot shapes should maintain the same area as the 30-foot-diameter circular sample plots. Mean
survivorship and percent cover measurements from the sample plots will be used to estimate
survivorship and percent cover across the mitigation site.

To determine survivorship, individual tree and shrub stems within the relevant circular sampling plots
will be counted. Plants which grow several stems from a single base will be counted as one individual
plant. These trees and shrubs will then be recorded as dead/dying or alive. To determine percent
cover and species richness of woody vegetation, each species of tree or shrub within the approximately
30-foot-diameter circular sampling plots will be recorded and identified as native or invasive. Plants
may be recorded by genus if species is unable to be determined at the time of the monitoring visit.
Herbaceous vegetation will be sampled from a 10-foot diameter (78.5 square feet), established at the
same location as the center of each tree and shrub sample plot. Herbaceous vegetation within the
sampling plot will be recorded to at least the genus level and identified as native or invasive. A list of
observed tree, shrub, and herbaceous genera or species, cover estimates, and wetland indicator status
will be included within each monitoring report.

Non-native, invasive plant control will be performed throughout the monitoring period. Plants listed
by the Washington Noxious Weed Board will be controlled to meet applicable performance standards.
Herbicide applications will be made in accordance with the Washington Department of Agriculture
pesticide application procedures unless prohibited by the City of Puyallup. Herbicides will be
herbicides approved by the Washington State Department of Agriculture for use in aquatic areas and
will only be applied by a licensed applicator in aquatic areas.
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2.9 Reporting

Following the implementation of the mitigation actions, the responsible Project Scientist will prepare
an As-Built (Year 0) Report and will be submitted to the City of Puyallup’s project manager and
appropriate agencies within 90 days following the post-construction monitoring event. Following
each monitoring event, a monitoring report detailing the current ecological status of the mitigation
actions, measurement of performance standards, and management recommendations will be prepared
and submitted to the City of Puyallup and appropriate agencies within 90 days of each monitoring
event to ensure full compliance with the mitigation plan, performance standards, and regulatory
conditions of approval. Per PMC 21.06.630(2), monitoring reports are only required annually for the
first three years following construction and at least upon the completion of the last monitoring year.

2.10 Contingency Plan and Long-Term Management Plan

If monitoring results indicate that performance standards are not being met, it may be necessary to
implement all or part of the contingency plan. Careful attention to maintenance is essential in ensuring
that problems do not arise. Should any portion of the site fail to meet the success criteria, a
contingency plan will be developed. Such plans are adaptive and will be prepared on a case-by-case
basis to reflect the failed mitigation characteristics. Contingency plans can include additional plant
installation, erosion control, and plant substitutions including type, size, and location. The
contingency measures outlined below can also be utilized in perpetuity to maintain the streams and
buffers associated with the proposed mitigation site.

This project proposes 10 years of monitoring for the mitigation actions in compliance with the goals
and performance standards outlined in Section 2.6 of this report. However, the agencies may request
additional years of monitoring and formal reporting if the site has not met the goals and performance
standards by Year 10.

Contingency/maintenance activities may include, but are not limited to:

1. Using plugs instead of seed for emergent vegetation coverage where seeded material does not
become well-established;

2. Replacing plants lost to vandalism, drought, or disease, as necessary;

3. Replacing any plant species with a 20 percent or greater mortality rate after two growing
seasons with the same species or native species of similar form and function;

4. Irrigating the mitigation areas only as necessary during dry weather if plants appear to be too
dry, with a minimal quantity of water;

5. Reseeding and/or repair of mitigation areas as necessaty if erosion ot sedimentation occurs;

6. Spot treat non-native invasive plant species, and

7. Removing all trash or undesirable debris from all mitigation areas as necessary.

2.11 Financial Assurances

Per PMC 21.06.650, a mitigation surety is required ensure that mitigation is fully functional. The
Applicant will provide a performance bond and monitoring and maintenance bond in an amount equal
to 125 percent of the total estimated fair market cost of mitigation actions. Per PMC 21.06.650, the
mitigation surety shall be based on a detailed itemized cost estimate of the mitigation activity including
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clearing and grading, plant materials, plant installation, irrigation, weed management, and other costs.
The bond quantity worksheet will be provided for the Final Mitigation Plan.

2.12 Critical Area Protection

The mitigation areas will be placed in a separate tract or dedicated to the City as a permanent protective
mechanism per PMC 21.06.610(7) and PMC 21.06.830. Critical area tracts shall be designated as native
growth protection areas and shall be recorded on all documents of title of record for all affected lots
and will be designated on the face of the plat or recorded drawing. Fencing and signage will also be
provided per PMC 21.06.810 to reduce intrusion into the critical areas and prevent future impacts to
the critical areas.
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Chapter 3. Closure

The findings and conclusions documented in this report have been prepared for specific application
for the East Town Crossing project. These findings and conclusions have been developed in a manner
consistent with that level of care and skill normally exercised by members of the environmental science
profession currently practicing under similar conditions in the area. The conclusions and
recommendations presented in this assessment report are professional opinions based on an
interpretation of information currently available to us and are made within the operation scope,
budget, and schedule of this project. No warranty, expressed or implied, is made. In addition, changes
in government codes, regulations, or laws may occur. Due to such changes, our observations and
conclusions applicable to this assessment may need to be revised wholly or in part in the future.
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