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July 18, 2022 

Mr. Chris Beale, Senior Planner 
City of Puyallup 
333 S Meridian 
Puyallup, WA 98371 

Re:  Normandy Heights Plat Wetland and Fish and Wildlife Habitat Assessment Report—Third 
Party Review 

Dear Chris: 

Confluence Environmental Company (Confluence) has reviewed the wetland and fish and 
wildlife habitat assessment report (the critical areas study report) submitted by Soundview 
Consultants (Soundview) for the Normandy Heights Plat project (PLPMP20220090) located at 
2007 Shaw Road, Puyallup Washington (Parcel 0420354039) (Soundview 2022). 

COMPLETENESS REVIEW 
Confluence found that the critical areas study report was incomplete according to the 
regulations outlined in Puyallup Municipal Code (PMC) Chapter 21.06 for Critical Areas 
Regulations.  

The critical areas report is missing a discussion about the proposed stormwater plan. The 
critical areas study will need to be updated to include a discussion of the proposed stormwater 
plan or submit a separate stormwater report.  

TECHNICAL REVIEW 
Confluence conducted a site visit to the project property on July 5, 2022. During this site visit, 
we evaluated the location of the boundaries of Wetland A and Stream Z, as described in the 
report prepared by Soundview.  

Methods 
In order to verify the findings in the report, Confluence conducted a brief wetland and stream 
reconnaissance on the property. This section describes the methods used to identify the 
presence or absence of wetlands. 

For this reconnaissance effort, Confluence evaluated the presence or absence of hydrophytic 
vegetation, hydric soil, and wetland hydrology indicators at soil probe locations across the site 
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to determine if the area represented by the soil probe was wetland or upland. Soil probe 
locations and presence or absence of hydric soil and wetland hydrology indicators were 
recorded using GPS. 

Confluence used the PLANTS Database (NRCS 2022) to provide consistency in scientific 
naming and the 2018 National Wetland Plant List (Corps 2020) to determine the wetland 
indicator status of plants. 

Confluence used Anderson et al. (2016) to determine the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) of 
Stream Z in the vicinity of the study area. 

Results 

Wetlands 
During the site visit, Confluence used a visual assessment to verify soil, vegetation, and 
hydrology conditions in the vicinity of Data Points (DP)-1 through DP-4 and flags A-1 through 
A-7 at Wetland A on the project property, and at the the OHWM for Flags Z-1 thought Z-10. 

During our field investigation, we observed wetland characteristics east of the delineation 
boundary flags A-1 and A-2. Additionally, we found an old wetland delineation boundary flag 
attached to the northeastern site boundary fence line at Flag Z-5. The flag was not labeled with a 
date or company name. Confluence dug a soil probe labeled CEC-1 on the south side of the 
stream between Z-5 and Z-6 (Figure 1). Confluence observed several plant species of facultative 
(FAC) and obligate (OBL) listings, including the following: skunk cabbage (Symplocarpus 
foetidus) (OBL), piggy-back plant (Tolmiea menziesii) (FAC), water-parsley (Oenanthe sarmentosa) 
(OBL), salmonberry (Rubus spectabilis) (FAC), and lady fern (Athyrium filix-femina) (FAC). 
Presence of these species meets the hydrophytic vegetation criterion. Saturated soils were 
observed at 9-10 inches below ground surface, with groundwater coming into the test pit at 10 
inches, thus meeting the wetland hydrology criterion. Soil in the top layer (0-11 inches) was as 
10YR 2/1 silt loam.  
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Figure 1. Location of CEC-1 and possible wetland area 
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Confluence did not dig past 11 inches, but assumed that A11—Depleted Below Dark Surface or 
A12—Thick Dark Surface are possible given the 10YR 2/1 soil color and depth. Otherwise 
Confluence agrees with the wetland boundary between Flags A-2 through A-7 and the 
approximated off-site boundary. 

Wetland Determination Forms (Appendix E) 

Wetland determination forms for Wetland A’s DP-1U and DP-2W had incorrect indicator 
statuses on their vegetation listings. For the DP-2W Wetland Determination Form, vine maple 
(Acer circinatum), piggy-back plant, and field horsetail (Equisetum arvense) were all rated as 
facultative upland (FACU) but according to the Corps National Plant List are rated as FAC. 
Additionally Scotch broom (Cytisus scoparius) was listed as FACU on the DP-1U Wetland 
Determination Form and it is not listed on the Corps National Plant List. Given all the species 
are all considered FAC (excluding Scotch broom), the correct indicator status for each species 
would not impact the Dominance Test currently listed on the Wetland Determination Forms but 
the forms should still be updated to reflect the correct indicator status in.  

Wetland Rating Forms (Appendix F) 

Wetland rating form for Wetland A states that for Section H1.1 Wetland A is classified within 
the Cowardin classes as a scrub-shrub. However, the Pierce County (2022) aerials series clearly 
shows Wetland A as a scrub-shrub and forested wetland, though the forested portion of the 
Wetland occurs mostly on the off-site area. Therefore, the Cowardin classes for Wetland A 
should be scrub-shrub and forested, with the forested class containing 3 out of 5 strata, for a 
total of 2 points. Section H1.2 included “saturated only” for types of hydroperiods present but 
with the classification of the on-site Stream Z, the “permanently flowing stream or river in, or 
adjacent to, the wetland” should also be included to this section for a total of 1 point. Lastly, 
H1.4 only included the single Cowardin classification of scrub shrub identified in Section H1.1 
and does not include the forested wetland classification. Therefore, the section H1.4 
interspersion of habitats should have a total of 1 point. Section H2.1 was calculated incorrectly, 
per the rating manual (Hruby 2014), “Accessible habitat is defined as the amount of habitat that 
can be reached from the wetland without crossing a human land use (e.g., roads, fields, and 
development). Some lower intensity human land uses such as parks do not completely isolate a 
habitat. As a result, low and moderate intensity land uses are not completely discounted as 
accessible habitat.” So, the “undisturbed habitat” polygon just east of the parcel needs to 
include in the accessible habitat calculation, because there is no “human disturbance” between 
it and the wetland. Revisions to the habitat sections of the wetland rating forms for Wetland A 
will result in changes to the wetland score but may not change overall rating or standard buffer. 
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Streams 
Flags Z-1 through Z-10 appear to mark the centerline of Stream Z and not the OHWM. 
Confluence agrees with the placement of the flags, marking the stream centerline. The report 
describes the stream as having an average OHWM of less than 2 feet in width. However, we 
could not confirm the widths because OHWM flags were not placed. In areas where we 
measured OHWM, including locations where Z flags were hung, widths were greater than 2 
feet. Therefore, we disagree with the width of the OHWM.  

However, we do disagree with the Type III stream tying. It should be noted that WDFW does 
not use man-made fish barriers, such as culverts, as rationale to determine if a stream is fish 
bearing or not. Based on our analysi, Stream Z meets the WAC 222-16-031 definition of fish-
bearing: streams with an OHWM of 2 feet or greater and a gradient of 16% or less. Due to the 
designation of Deer Creek as a Type II stream, all reaches of the creek are required to meet a 
100-foot buffer. 

Because the stream centerline was flagged and not the OHWM, it is also unclear in the report if 
the stream buffer shown in Figure 1 is a 50-foot buffer from the stream centerline (which what 
was flagged and presumably surveyed) or a 50-foot buffer from an assumed 2-foot OHWM. 
Please clarify if the buffer is from the centerline or an assumed 2-foot OHWM. Photos of the 
stream channel with pin flags marking the OHWM would be helpful and may result in 
Confluence not having to conduct a second site visit to confirm the OHWM delineation. 

Other Information 
The plat drawings show a 60-foot reduced buffer. However, there is no discussion in the critical 
areas report about this proposed reduction and how the project would meet the criteria for the 
reduced buffer.  

SUMMARY  
In summary, we found several instances of conflicting information in the 2022 critical areas 
study report. We recommend that Soundview update the report as follows to address the issues 
detailed in this letter: 

 Update the critical areas report to include a discussion about the stormwater 
management or submit a sperate stormwater management report. 

 Revise the wetland determination data forms in Appendix E to correct the vegetation 
indicator statuses. 
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 Reassess and revise the delineation of Wetland A to include the wetland area to the 
northeast of the stream and update the field-flagging to extend to the site boundary and 
wetland boundary flag attached to the fence. Update the report and appendices C, D, 
and E accordingly.  

 Update the Appendix F – wetland rating form sections H1.1 H1.2 and H1.4 for Wetland 
A as described above. Please note that this is may also result in an increase in wetland 
buffer widths.  

 Update the report to provide data on OHWM widths and clarify if the buffer was 
measured from the centerline or the OHWM. Please include photos showing the 
OHWM.  

 Update the report and change the stream typing from Type III to Type II. 

 Update site plans to depict changes in wetland size, wetland category, stream type, and 
associated buffers. 

Respectfully yours, 

KERRIE McARTHUR, PWS, CERP, FP-C  
Managing Senior Biologist 
206.999.6201 
kerrie.mcarthur@confenv.com 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
Reviewed Wetland Determination Forms 
Reviewed Wetland Rating Forms 
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