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Mr. Carlson,

At your request, &cific Rim Soil & Water, Inc. (PRSW3taff ha evaluated rating questions H2.1,
H2.3 and H2.4 for the Black Lake Ditch wetlarating unit The rating unit bendaries were
previously defined by other wetland professioradsociated with the Kaiser Heiglitsvelopment
proposal and its relatestiormwaterdrainagefacility proposal.

This very limitedscope of workis to conduct an independent third pargview of only those three
Habitat Opportunity question$i(2.1, H 2.3 and H 2)4based on guidance that was Hezepted
standard as of August 200When the original wetland rating and proposal was submitted by the
applicant(a vesting issue)

We wereNOT asked ta
9 carry out a completely nevating (i.e., all questios);
1 delineate oevaluatethe wetlandedge orof the rating unit in questioffi.e., we were to use
the information already provided);
1 provide any information as to a determinatadrihe correctvetland buffemwidth

It is our understanding that private citizen RPC) hasraised concern over the accuracy of the
wetland ratingwhich will have impacts on buffer widths around the proposed stormwater facility),

and opposes the project for that reasdrhe PC specifically raised concerns over scores for the
habitat value questions listed above.h e appl i cant 6 s(WQ@ eespbndea ¢to these n s u |
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comments with a more detailed analytsian was provided in the originaletlandreport The PC
and WC responses indicate that they are atgrasseas to agreeing on the correct rating result.
For that reason, the City of Tumvwer contacted PRSW staff to conducthard-party review of
these three questions in the rating protocol.

METHODS

To avoid conflicts of interest or unintended influence from the identity of either the wetland
consultant (WC) or the private citizen (FE@RSWwas not initially provided any project report
information aside from the location and perimeter of an already defined wetland rating unit (WRU)
on a certain section of theldgk Lake Drainage Ditch in Tumwater/ Olympia WA. PRSVis
asked to carry ut a standard rating process tre WRU but onlyfor questions H2.1, H2.3 and
H2.4. We were tausea standard approach tiee rapid assessment protocol described and defined
in the Wetlands Rating System for Western Washington (WR$WAM were toemploy the
versionthat wasn useduring August 2007 (a vesting issue)

PRSW staff was already familiar with a great proportion of the perimeter area of the WRU, having
done work on that section of the Black Lake Drainage Ditch in the past on other projects. But staff
still carried out a site reconnaissamigit around as meh of the perimeter as was readily available

from the ground and surrounding public roads. PRSW also studied aerial photos available online
(Thurston County GeoData photos and Google Earth photos), as we would normally do when rating

a wetland system to hich that we did not have complete accet®oking at older photos also

helped in making a determination as to site conditions during August, i2@Yce the rating
protocol is intended to evaluate fAcurrentodo con

Once we had carried out that ialtwork and had a preliminary rating scovee were providedhe

existing reportsand letters as well amapsand aerial photographthat were usedh the reports
With that information, in addition to the work we had already carried out, we were tasige0
whether we would change any of the scores from our initial rapid assessment process.

In standing with the much higher level of scrutiny and detail that were applied by both the WC and
the PC in their rating evaluationBRSW staff carried out tee additiona) detailedonsite visits

(June 18, 19, 22009 to further evaluate current wetland bufferconditions around the wetland

rating unitperimeter and to consider how the current condition reflected the 2007 condilton
addition, wecollectal detailedinformation about gravel mining permithat would affect buffer

area to the southeast, and we investigated public access conditions in the northeastern portion of the
WRU buffer area.

! The use of buffers in this document refers to the landscape (made up of other wetland, upland,

surface water, etc.) that surrounds the wetland rating unit. The condition of the surrounding areas is used to
evaluate buffer functions for habitat use. Buffe |, in this context, shoul d not
buffero that is applied to the wetland edge by the
wetland rating scores; PRSW has not been asked to comment on the BLD regufateditils.



The discussiotelow is organized inttwo sections Section Iwill explainthe PRSWatingscore
results for questions H 2.1, H 2.3 and H 2.&ection 2will provide abrief review andcomparison
of our results withthose of the PC and WC.

For appropriate guidandee., what was available to a wettinconsultant as of the vesting date in
August,2007) we used the ehine Annotated Version of the Western WashingfdatlandRating
Systemthat was made available to the public in 2088 -2006 by the Washington Department of
Ecology (Ecologyi. Theealier 2004 version of th&Vashington State Wetland Rating System for
Western Washington (WRSWA2004) and the AnotatedVersion(AV-2006)are identicaln the
main text. But the AV2006 providesadditional notes and guidanten A comment s o0 as
comrectly apply the rating system. ARX006 was postedon the Ecology websiten August 17,
2006,andat that same timefom Hruby (Ecology,lead authorjadvertisedhe announcemern

E c o | ofgstyséns to regulators, consultantandagency staff (announcemenprovided in the
Appendicedor details). In addition, Mr. Hruby has suppd the AV-2006 versiorto all students
taking WRSWW trainingssince that timguntil that version waseplaced by the slightly revised
AV -2008 guidance version.

The current online versionof the WWRSWW (AV -2008) hasrevisedthe list ofpriority habitats in
Question H 2.3 If those changes were applied to this project, they would change the score on that
particular question. But it is our understanding that thenggirocess for this projeds to be
carried out as per standard guidance available as of the vesting datguist,2007. 9 theAV-
2008changes (explained more detaibelow) were not used fahis project.

According to Tom Hruby (personal convatien), he AV-2006 versiorhas not changed since its
posting in 2006.So that version meets the vesting criteria defioedise in this study.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

PRSW Wetland Rating
PRSW was provided a map of tpeesviously agreed upowetland rating unifWRU) -- used by
boththe FC and WCand accepted bthe City of Tumwater.

It is important to note that only a small section of the emiRU has been formalldelineated--

i.e., the aredhat isdirectly adjacent to the proposed stormwater facilibgatedabout midway

along the western edge of the WRU. The rest of the WRU boundare&iarateof the expected
wetland boundary location, based on aerial photo interpretatigrwanpgresume, some agreements

as to wich topography line may be used to define the WRU edge. The entire WRU edge has not
apparentlybeen evaluated on the ground doyy of the parties involved (including PRSW) due to

2 The original revised wetland rating manual is cited as: Hruby, T. 2004. Washington State wetland

rating system for western WashingtioRevised. Washington State Department of Ecology Publication # 04
06-025
3



lack of permitted access, particularly along tlkeatraleastern side. Foréisereasos, the accuracy

of the buffer width and even perimeter measuremamiess than precise. So we suggest that there

is a potential measurement errdooth for buffer widths, and the perimeter measuremant;

several feearound the WRU This precision errocould easilyimpact theresults of this workand

typically, the WRSWW rating protocol is not designed or intendebet subjected to the level of
precision and scrutiny that has been applied in this projébti s fAr api d assess meil
normally carried out very quickl{intended to be less than a day of wovkjh a great deal of

|l atitude forofappsiyomal Abeddmepnt 06 in situati on:
precise informationfor every question As a result, the rating results, even by wiained

scientists, are expected to differ by poirts if carried out as intended.

But taking trat all into account, we have tried to mimic the level of precision and scrutiny applied
by the WC and the PC, in an attempt to ensure that the PRSW final score results from application of
a similar method and level of investigation as was applied by ttkesetwo raters.

All PRSWresponses tthe threerating questions are based or gredefined WRU, displayed in
the figures belor PRSWinitial and finalscores fotthe threehabitat value questions areopided
in Table 1 belowand discussed in tHiellowing section

Table 1: HABITAT OPPORTUNITY SCORES

Question # H21 H2.3 H2.4

Short Title Buffer Condition Priority Habitats Wetland Landscape
Maximum Score 5 4 5

PRSW Initial Score | 3 4 3

PRSWFinal Score |2 3 5

% A copy of the WRU mays are sed as base maps for this report, split into teeparate figuresee below).
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Rating QuestionH 2.1: Buffer Condition

This habitat opportunity question regarding buffenditionasks the user toomparethe condition
of the bufferwith one ofthe descriptioa provided on th&etland rating form They are to choose
the descriptiorthat best representhe presenfi.e., in this case 200%ondition. The question is
hierarchical, meaning that the highest scodegcriptionshould be used for the rating.

There arghreebasic criteria that are evaluated when assessing the function of the buffabitat
use

9 level of disturbance,

1 width of the buffe(perpendicular to the edgeynd

1 extent of the buffer around the circumference of the wetland rating unit.

The scoring options are listed in two separate groupoup 1(listed below) includebke top fve
buffer descriptions, and requiraseas ofi r e | aundisturbdad puffer with widths of either 330
or 170 ft which cover >25%, >50% or >95% tife perimeter of the wetland edge. isTgroup
includeshigher valud buffers tlought to provide he most opportunity for habitat (and ace
assignedhe highest scorefor that question For Group 1 descriptions, the AR006 provided
guidance text providedbelow in italics) t ha't descri bes wh adativelys
undisturbed

fiDefinition of Arelatively undisturbed. 0:

nt

1. Areas dominated by invasive species are not considered disturbed unless you also have other evidence
of disturbance still present. The invasive species could be a result of some past disturbance that is no

longe present.

2. Logged areas that have beaemdisturbed for at least 5yearscgnu al i fy awuwn dirsdluatbievde |

Thisincludes hybrid poplar plantations that ameore than 5 years old.
3. Buffers that are regularly accessible dogs, either from residgial areas or frompeople walking

their dog should béreated as disturbed. Dogs and other pedisise stress among the animals using a

wetland.

We were not able to describe all possible conditions in a wetlagdu are rating a wetlandand you
disagree with some of the definitions of undisturlyed may wish to record your different judgmand

the rationale for why the buffer &hould be rated

Group 1 buffer descriptions:

T 100 m (330ft) of relativelyundisturbed vegetated areas, rocky areas, or open water >95% of

circumference. No structures are within the undisturbed part of b(rif&atively undisturbed also means
no-grazing, no landscaping, no daily human usBpints = 5

I 100 m (330 ft) of relwvely undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky areas, or open water > 50%

circumference. Points =4

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

Points = 4

1 100 m (330ft) of relatively undisturbeggetated areas, rocky areas, or open water > 25% circumference,

Points = 3



T 50 m (170ft) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky areas, or open water for > 50%
circumference. Points = 3

The Group 2scoring optionglisted below) are to besed if none of the Group 1 descriptions apply.
They includefive different buffer descriptions withiarying widthsand extent®f certain kinds of
disturbancé such as paved roadsjildingsor fill pads. For Group 2 the usemustassess thg/pe
and degreeof disturbance and evaluate whether the bu$fdl has the opportunity to provide
habitat. There are a series of thresholds listed on the rating form for evaluatingrdugi of
scoring options.

Group 2 descriptions:

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

1 No paved areas or buildings within 5@&60 ft) of wetland for >50% circumference. Light to moatter

grazing, or lawns are OKPoints = 2

Heavy grazing in buffer.Points = 1

Vegetated buffers are <2m wide (6.6ft) for more than 95% of the circumference (e.g. tilled fields,

paving, basalt bedrock extend to edge of wetldPaints = Q

9 Buffer does not meet any of the criteria abov@oints = 1

)l
)l

Does the WRU Match Any Group 1 Descriptions for H.2.1?

PRSW initially thought that the buffers might meet requirements of the fourth desciptBoup

17 having100 m (330ft) of relativelyindisturbed vegetated areas, rocky areas, or open avaterd more
than25% of the circumferencd3 points). However, after our more detailed evaluation of certain portions of

the perimeter, we came to the conclusion that ther
undisturbed, as was described in guidance available as of thestA2007 vesting date.

The WRU haspaved roads and buildinggthin 80, 170 an®830ft of the wetlandedgein a variety

of configurations It also has aegularly used gravel rogdriveway accessing at leas43homes)
along thesoutherredgeof theWRU, and a trail system used regularly by people walking their dogs
in the northeastern perimeter The combination of these factors precludes meeting any of the
Group 1 requirements.

As mentioned above, evconsidered the possibilitthat the buffermight hawe a firelatively
undisturbed buffer of 33 ft in width for > 25% of the wetland circumferen¢®urth option in
Group 1)i thinking that the vegetated arakbngthe northeasterredge of theVRU in addition to
some other areas around the perimeter naghtbine toqualify. We interviewed &y of Olympia
staff, and found that the areaound the norteastern end of the WRId usedto receive,treat and
manage stormwater overfle from West Qmpia. From our previous work with the City, we
knew that prtions of that area vere historically wetland, andfrom talking with staff, it was
apparent that the area was bemgnaged and operatatlsome levelo maintain wetland functions



in areas alog and within the Black ke Drainage Ditch (personal communication vathff in
charge of the sif}.

But despite the area being in relatively good conditiomlo#s havesidewalks and no fenceing
along the northern side of the system, developed pakieas for the public to use for access on
both sides of the Ditch, and several gravel pathvealya vegetated berminning along théslack
Lake DrainageDitch (both north and south sides, although the south appears to be usedhaiore)
arein usedaily by peoplewalking their dogs (often ofteash) As described abovéhe AV-2006
guidanceindicates specifically that this kind of use doe® t meet the intent of
buffer. Because this is not formally a City patke publicdoesnot havespecificpermission to use
the area as d@ogwalking park (or for any other recreational activitjes However, signsand
infrastructurearound the area refer to dog walk@fgere is a prominent sign at a parking area along
Black Lake Boulevardnear the intersection with 21Streed see attached photo in appendices
and there are benches located along the trail sy&tepublic use So the city acknowledges the
present use and has noied to limit or restrict that use. The A2006 makes nodistinction
between allowed and disallowed uke
. only requires documentation of actual
2 s W A4 use. Without this area included in the
\ BL.ACK LAKE MEADOWS g calculation, the wetlandloes notmeet
B bk Lk Moaiows i s rsme s decaitn AU the 25% circumferenceequiremenfor a

operated by the City of Olympia Public Works [ t

C o, st of ponds on the ot ide f Black Lk Dich s 330 ft undisturbed buffer.
# Black Lk Dich s trilwtarmo Pelival Croc snd home to Chinook.

and Chum salmon. ‘The purpose of this fility s 1 protect stream
* wyter quality and to pvm'idc. A home to wildlife.
i :

e A AN ﬁfhﬁmﬁm £ Figure 1 Photograph of t_he City of Olympia sign
Zoss o) NG MARCH - taken at the gravel parking lot located near the

: : i intersection of Black Lake Boulevard and 21st

Street. Notice the statement regarding dogs in the

bottom half of the sign.

Does the WRU Match Any Group 2 Descriptions for H.2.1?

The WRU failed to meeany of the fiveGroup 1lbuffer descriptionrequirementsas described
above The next two optionsn the Group 2descriptionsdepict areas of buffer that lack paved
roadsor buildings (light grazingand lawns are OKyvithin some distance from the WRU edge
The first option requires tha95% of the buffer has no buildings or paved roads wikift of the
edge which does not applio this WRU The second optiorequiresthatonly >50% of the buffer
has no buildings or paved roads withinOft.

To evaluate the second option, PRSW first reviewed several different aerial photographs (from
online sources) as well as the WC figures in the report to identify areas that might meet furt
study in the field. A site reconnaissance to evaluate thosgardathers was carried out on June

4 Personal conversation on Juné'18009 with Marcus Goodman, Senior Program Specialist, City of

Olympia Public Works Department
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18, 19 and 25, 2009. After these site visits, PRSW transferred field notes to the map in the office,
drawing perpendicular lines to the wetland etlgaveen areas of contrasting buffer conditions.

we apply these criteria on a detailed basis (i.e., including even gemnaiieterareas that meet this
criteria), we estimate that 550% of theWRU edge contains no paved roads or buildiwghin

170feet, so meets theequirement®f the second option in Group &sulting in a score of 2 points
for_guestion H 2.1 The WC calculated that 45%.e. <50%)of the WRU perimeter met the
criteria. We will discuss potential reasons for this discrepansgations below.

The attached figuregadapted from the WC reponpyovided belowshow the areas that meet these
criteria  Theoriginal figures(in the WC reportmarkedareaghat the WC believethet thecriteria
(170foot wide buffer withno pavement/no buildings) with the color light blugased on results of
the PRSW field and photassessment described aboardas per guidance from the A\2006,
PRSW added a red line additional areas thappear talsomeet the criteria. Theref@the total
linear feetof WRU perimetemeeting thecriteriain the adapted figureacludesboth the rel and
light blue lines combined
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Rating QuestionH 2.3: Priority Habitats

Based orthe standard practicaised to evaluate this question in 20BRSW ued onlythe list of
specific Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife (WDF\Wcognized priority habitathat was
provided inthe Rating Fom at that time AV--2006) The AV-2006states thathe list of priority
habitatsand the descriptions listétereinwereconsistent with th®/DFW list as of April T, 2003
and that updates to the list are available through the WDR&Wwever, neither the AV nor the
Rating Formexplicitly require that the useasheck with WDFW for updatesand so practitioners
would use the list providedhe Rating Form aly saysto check with WDFW biologists if there are
any questiond see further discussiobelow We note thathe list on the Rating Form was formally
updatedin 2008to include some newer definitions developed by the WDBWI those changes
would result in a different score for this question than would have resulted in 2007

The list usedy PRSW {rom the AV--2006 Rating Formincludes:
Riparian

Aspen Stands

Cliffs

Old-Growth Forest

Mature Forests

Prairies

Talus

Caves

Oregon White Oak

Urban Natural Open Space
Estuary/EstuarLike
Marine/Estuarine Shorelines

=4 =2 =42-0_5_49_9_9_°5_2_-2._-2-

According to theRating Form wetlands near or adjacentttoreeor moreof thesepriority habitats
would receive 4 pointstwo habitats would receive 3 points, one habitat would receive 1. point
Near or adjacent is defined as within 380(100 meters) of the wetland edge. 3aeriority
habitats couldewithin the wetland rating unit or entirely outside oihithe buffers

PRSW staff recognizetivo definite priority habitats (PH) meeting the distance rules, and initially
considered ahird to be possible within 330t of the wetland edgémore on this below) The
Riparian Area PH was defined by tBéack LakeDrainageDitch that flowsnorth to Percival Creek
through the central portion of th&RU. In addition, the Black LakérainageDitch corridor
provides important halat functions in tis particularlandscapg being rear and even almost
surrounded by heavy commercial/industraald residential use- enhancing its importance to
habitat in the arealt is also managed by the City as a combination wetland/stormwatenéma

area; and during the course of creation of this system, the City replanted with native plants, and at
least partially restored a severely degraded wetland/upland area around the Black Lake Drainage
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Ditch with the intention of improving water qualiyithin the ditch. It is also used by the public as
an informal walking trail. For all of those reasomg assigned credit for meeting thirban
Natural Open SpacBH criteria Having two priority habitats garnered 3 pointsfor question H
2.3.

PRSW alsanitially considered théature Forested priority habitdiesignation becausehere are
extensive forested areas south and wesst of Black Lake Boulevard)f the wetland edge.
However, based on aeri al p h ofroro lottp:/A@ags.sve.dojy bsi r d s
well as onthe ground view of these forested areas fRagal Park Lane (the private road along the
southern boundary of the rating uraild Black Lake Boulevard, it is our opinion thakete areas
would not meet the criteriteo be classified aMature Forest because of the small tree diameters
(based on visual estimatés)For that reason, we changed our initial score from 4 points to 3 points
for the final score.

Rating QuestionH 2.4 Wetland Landscape

The final habitat opportunity question involves evaluating the landscape surroundifgRthand
determining 1) if there are other wetlands located within %2 mile of the ratingodiR)if there are
undisturbed connections and corridors betweenNiRtJ and the other wetlandsThe purposef
this opportunityquestionis to determine if animaleave theopportunityto move freely between
different wetland systemtherebyexpandingheir ability to uilize various wetlandhabitats without
being killed or otherwisedisrupted. The AVW2006 provides similar guidance regarding the
def i ni tundistrbedoconneftions asvas usedfor question H 2.1 as related tdouffer
conditions. This list of optiongs provided below.

I There are at least 3 other wetlands within %2 mile, and the connections between them are relatively
undisturbed (light grazing between wetlands OK, as is lake shore with some boating, but connections
should NOT be bisected by paved rqdills fields, or other development. points =5

1 The wetland is Lak&inge on a lake with little disturbance and there are 3 other-fakge wetlands
within %2 mile points = 5

9 There are at least 3 other wetlands within ¥2 mile, BUT the connections betveeerare disturbed
points = 3

1 The wetland is Lak&inge on a lakewith disturbance and there are 3 other lakimge wetland within ¥2
mile points = 3

1 Thereis at least 1 wetland within %2 mile. points = 2

9 There are no wetlands within %2 mile. points = 0

There is further guidance with regard to this questt@scribing thathe width of the relatively

undisturbedcorridor (applicable only in the first two options abova@tweenthe WRU and the

other wetlandshould be at least S@et wide The corridordoes not have to be linear.e., if an

animal can walk from one system to the other but going around a barrier, that is alldhied.

corridor width guidance does notapflyd i st ur be d o tohe & trough &optony,( i . e .

S0 in essence gs credit for a wetland that can be flown to rather than walked to.

° Neither thePCnor WC suggestedhatthese areas met the Mature Forested Priority Habitat criteria.
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In addition,t h e wetland® isfidefined toinclude other rating unitthat arepart ofthe same

large wetland complexand can even include other areas that meet the-plaraenetr wetland
definitioni i.e., have hydric soils, wetland hydrology and wetland plants. So at an extreme, more
natural stormwater facilitiethat perform habitat functionsan be included in this list of qualifying
wetlands.

Using that guidancehe otler Black Lake Drainage Ditch WRUs batpstream and downstream of
the WRU that is the subject of this report dae considered as separate wetlaergen thoughhese
systems may be connectddtough a culverandor have a similar hydrologic sourcérequently
used gravel roads would be considered a disturhandaethere is noreal guidance on what
fifrequentlyu s e d 0 (ewaryadaysonce a week, once a month, etc.)

To evaluate this question, PRSW reviewed aerial photographs and wetland coveragm s
Thurston County GeoData System (TCGBN\d carried out site visits. Wencludel that there are
severalwetlands within ¥z of a mile of the rating uniut manywith disturbedconnections These
systems include wetlan@&ljacent to the Black Lakerainage Ditchnortheast of th&/RU on City

of Olympia propertywetlandswithin %2 mile of the WRU, butwestof Black Lake Boulevard, the
lake-fringe wetland surrounding the surface pond on the gravel pit property to the souteast,
WRU south of Regal &k Lane, and other small depressions farther to the south and close to the
rail road trackscloser toSapp Road.

Determiningwhether or nottherei@n A undi st ur leevded the WRUMaerdcat least
other wetlands isnore of a challengegiven thecommercial and urbasite conditions surrounding
much of the rating unitSurface connections toaettands wesof Black Lake Blvd. are disturbed by
pavement and related developme8urface connections toettands to the southweste disturbed
by the the privategravelroad (Regal Park Lanethat isusedfrequently(daily or even hourly) to
access several honiies. Surface connections toettands to the nortfadjacent to the Black Lake
Drainage Ditchire disrupted by the active use of deglkers(as perAV-2006 guidance

The only potentidy undisturbed access to offsite wetlandadsosshe currently abandoned gravel
roadalong the southeastern edge of WRU i allowing access to an old gravel pit that has taken
on wetland characteristicas well to other wetlands to the sauffhis areais part of an old gravel
mining operatiofi, and so there are several road scars and other signs of that past aEtigity.is
aponded area with a fringe of wetland locatggbroximately 200t east of the wetland rating unit
The WCconsidered this area disturbdde to it being an old gravel minand during our initial
rating process, we also assumed that was the &sgdor the final rating scordPRSW stafimade
great efforts to clearly define whether there wargentgravel miningactivities on the siten 2007

(or evenwithin the last 10 yeajsand whethethoseactivitieswerefrequent enough to limit access
and movement of animalsom wetland to wetland

6 A portion of which is owned by Concrete Recyclers, Inc. according to information obtained from the

Thurston County GeoData System
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There are twaoadaccess pointkeadingto thisold gravel minearea One is from the west at the
endof Regal Park Lanédescribed aboJye But a locked gateat the east end dhe lane precludes
access to the@ond and old gravel minffom that direction The second access is from another
locked gatehatenters the site from the norfnrom Mutual Materials property.

We contactedhe propertyowner (Mr. Rick Ranum, Ranum Investments LL@G) the old gravel
mine parcelsthat lieimmediately adjacent to th&/RU’ (to the east and soyttwhich includes the
western half of the pondHe allowed PRSW staftlirect access to the areéa questionto evaluate
current conditions In addition, we interviewd him viaphone conversation on June™3@009 to
discuss past use on his site and areas farther to thé pastelsowned by Concrete Recyclers
(who own the central portion of the pgrashd the parcedxtendingio thesoutl).

Mr. Ranum stated that the gate at the end of Regal Park Lane, which he owns, is always locked and
has remained that way for the past 10 years with infrequent It is his intent to allow the area
around theportion of thepond that he owns to e=geta¢ naturally and to allow for wildlife use,

one of the reasons he provided for maintaining the locked gate. He also stated that the gravel mine
has not been in operation for many years (likely 20+ years). However, Concrete Recycling has used
thar parcelg(as well assome portions gbarcelsnow owned by Mr. Ranumip the past to store and
process (sieve) soil, gravel, and other construction materials for. r@igeMr. Ranum stated that

these activities have not occurred on his property (west of the,pamdith his permission within

the past 10 years. He did state that Concretggdleg was using their propergouth of the pond

as recently as 4 years agdout no frequent activity has been observed stheg time This
information is consistent witinformation provided bity of Tumwater staffstating that intensive

gravel mining and processirgtivitiesin the areaeased in the latE990Gs.

Guidanceegarding current use (both in Ecology and Army Corpsrafineer documentsypically

refersto a5-year threshold. If an araa abandoned, and neegetates for a period of 5 yeaits

could be considered undisturbed. A site visit to this area on JUhe2099 confirmed thathe

majority of the area owned by Mr. Ranum west of the pomdhisrally re-vegetaing with grasses,

weeds and shrupsnd there are no paved roads or buildings inthisaBa.sed on t he ov
reported use of his propergombined with the site visitthe areaappears tameet the 5year
thresholdfor undisturbed use.

To take that one step farther, we note that AV-2006 guidance regardingurfaceconnections to
other wetlands recommends a0 foot widecorridorof relatively undisturbed vegetation. Based on
the site conditions and theformation fromMr. Ranum, there is no doutitat in 2007, thee wasa

50 foat wide corridoravailable foranimalsto pass from th&/RU to the pond and alsaround the
eastern end of the drivewaguth into a large expanse of wetlasalith ofRegal Park LaneFrom
there animalscan pass into uplands atwlother wetland areasill within %2 mile but &rther to the
south nearer t&Sapp Road

! Actually, these parcels extend throughout much of théhsoui third of the rating unit itself.
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The intent of question H 2.4 is to determine how easily a species can access other wetland habitats
without limitation Even thogh wildlife would have to cross a gravel road to get to wetland areas
south and east of the wetland ratimgt, based on our discussions with the adjacent property owner
and our understanding of current use today and as of 2007, we feel that theralideanadatively
undisturbed and infrequently used areas for connections to other habitats.

That being said, it should be noted that Concrete Recyhbkers used the area farther to the
southeast for active operations within the past five years atininwi-2 years previous to 2007.
And they may start those operations again at any tikecording to the gravel mining permit
(Permit No.70-012148) obtained from the Washington State Department of Natural Resources
(DNRO the agency in charge of issuirapd regulatinggravel mine operationsjone of the
conditions of the permibnce the mine is formally abandonéx remediation through native
plantings, restoring soils, and reducing fill

But the permit (dating to 1981) istill technically active and warevised as recently as 2008.
Maintaining an active permit allows the ownersctmtinue touse the site for aise gravel mine
operations. So esen though activities have been scaled back within the last 10, yleayscan
restart at any point without ad of any new permits or reviewVe know thatRanum Investments
LLC hasnointention of miring gravel and will not allowstorage or access via the gate from Regal
Park Lane at this timeBut there is potential for ongoing operations with access fronotiner
eastern gate.

However, the AV2006 guidance requires that we consider current (i.e., in this case 2007)
conditions when rating. Therefore, potential future disruptions to the wildlife access corridors are
ignored. For these reasons, we would ratéhe wetland as having 3 wetlands within %2 a mile

with relatively undisturbed connections betweeithem for a score of5 points

Rating Comparison

We provide some comparison and commg&ibncerning thgustification and results provided by

the WC (Wetlands Consultant) and tHC (Private Citizen) in relation tthe Kaiser Heights
project. Again, this comparison only involves the answers to Habitat Opportunity questions H 2.1,
H23andH24

Table 2 below provides thénal scores for the tlee questions provided by all three parties
(including PRSW) as documented intWC6s | etter reports dated Oc!H
13" 2009, and from th®Cd's | et t er s "dnal Amildl? bf2008. hTha2 documents
presenedthe individual sores angustificationbehind those scores.

PRSW scorefor those three questionshen totaled, are within 1 point of tReC dotal and within
3 pointsof theWC0 #otal, although the individual question results vaiihis is within the typical
margin of error £ 4 points) cited by Tom Hruby of Ecology for trained users of the WRSWW,

8 The permit has been-issued to Wood and Son, K & M Quarries and has been attaétesst to

point 15 of the attached conditions for description of required remediation.
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although that is for a complete ratingGiven the complexity of the assessment of these three
habitat questions due to the langiRU size,the lack of access to ceain portionsof the wetland
edge and buffer, and need for additional information through inter®ietis not surprising there
were 3 different scores reported by the thregers

Table 2: HABITAT OPPORTUNITY SCORES

Question # H21 H2.3 H24

ShortTitle Buffer Condition Priority Habitats Wetland Landscape
Maximum Score 5 4 5

\(/\\//\?(tjlfmd Consultant 1 3 3

Em/za;ﬁ (PC) 2 4 S

PRSW Score 2 3 5

QuestionH 2.1 Buffer Condition

As stated previouslyhe WC determined that only 45% (50%) of the wetland circumference met
the standard of no pavement/no buildings, thedefore the buffer conditiorwould not meetany of
the buffer descriptions providerh the Rating Form. Both thePC and PRSWalculatecthat there
was sufficient areto exceed the 50% threshold

As mentioned previouslyt is important to note that the majority (>75%) of the wetland rating unit
boundary was never formally delineated by eithenit@ or the PC (or PRSW). Mtiout a formal
delineation of the entire tiag unit, there is an inherent margin of error for applying buffer widths

to the WRU perimeterin order to assess buffer functions for question H ZFbr that reason,
assigning arexact percentageo the portionof the WRU circumference meetingng paricular

criteria is not scientifically appropriate. The margin of error inherent in the estimated
circumference should also be assigned to the estimate of the percentage calculated as meeting some
particular criteria. For that reason, when applying thenBaProtocol, most practitioners are not

asked or required to consider these measurements to this level of detail. Therefore, we submit that
the 45% WC measurement is fairly close to 50%, possibly falling within that margin of error.

One other justitation provided by the W@r not including certain areas was the presendeadl
packed gravel surfasein some areas, creatiregpotential water quality hazard to the wetland.
While thatis technically correct, is not the listed intent of this hahi opportunity questigmor is

it provided for in guidanceThe listed requirement is for no buildings and no pavemeanittlzere

is no indication in AV2006 that a gravel road or parking lot should be considered the same as
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pavement. Question H 2.1 dds with access to the wetland from surrounding amas not with
erosion, ruroff, etc. The WC used that justification to exclude theea (>750 lineatt) along the
southeast edge of th&/RU 1 the gravel mine area However, they may not have had the
opportunity todirectly examine these areas or to speak to one of the property ovasergaé
describecabovein the PRSW procegs

QuestionH 2.3 Priority Habitats

The RC scored this question one point higher thieth PRSW and th&/C. Their reasoningvas

that theintent of the WRSWW was to give credit for areas meeting the standardsiyoVDFW
recognized priority habitat within 33f2 of the wetland rating unit. They asserted thdist of
priority habitatgha was inthe WRSWW-2004 editionas well as in the A\2006 versiorwas not a
complete list The PCassertghatthere are areas surrounding and within the wetland rating unit
that would meet the standard of at least one if not two additional priuaibjtat descriptions
(ASnags and Logsandfinstreano) that were available through the WDEFW

When the rating manual wéisst being prepared in 199¢helist of priority habitatdfrom that time
was usedto create theating formsin the manual Apparenly, the WDFW was consideringnd
sometimes addingther priority habitats over time, but the I@st the wetland rating forrwas not
updated when the Rating Manual was finaliz&gr{l, 2003). The AV-2006 doesot provideclear
guidance recommending omuring a strict adherence to therrent version of th&V/DFW list, nor
does itadvise that the list be checked fadditionson a continued basis. Page 83 of both
documents states (with emphasis added):

i T hdescriptiors of the habitats are from WDFW (as of April 1, 2003) and any updates
are available on the departmentsd web pageéod

This statement igvritten in such a way as to indicate thaterscancheck theWDFW website for
updates to thelescriptionsof the habitatdisted in the rating manualMost practitioners that we
queried assumed the same asiwéhich wasthat the listof priority habitatsprovided in the manual

and on the fornwas the one to use. So that was the standard of practice in use in 2007 when
applying this portion of the rating protocol.

We note thaWwWDFW recently(in 2008)completed an update to their 1999 guidan&ethat time,a

revised listof priority habitats waincorporated into a neRating Formfrom Ecology, and a note
wasaddedto the AV -2008 describinghis change. An announcement of this change alsssent

out vi a E-seovlinoQripliesof 20085 te announcement states that the rpierity

habitatslist will inow supersede those found in the manual and on the formg questi on |
T h enowd alsoimplies that the list provided in thearlierlist in the Rating Manuaéndon the

Rating Forms i(e., in usein 2007 was the standard and accepted list in use ait thme.

Therefore, a score of3 pointsfor _two prior ity habitats (Riparian, and Urban Natural Open

Space)is correct, based onthat guidance
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QuestionH 2.4 Wetland Landscape

The wetland landscape question was the most challetgiscpre given thecomplexcondition of
the surrounding buffers arabnnections to other wetland$t was difficult to étermire what uses
could bedefined asurrent and ongoingersusare no longer occurrin@nd in additiori we had to
apply the current information t@assess onsiteonditions as othe 2007 vesting dée. The WC
assertedhat there wer@o surfaceconnections that could be consideredlatively undisturbegl
but theydid notethat there were 3 or more wetlands within % of a mile of the rating unit.PThe
and PRSW agreed that there were at least 3 wetlands within %2 of amdilthat thesurface
connectionsare (and were in 2007) undisturbed enotigét they could be utilizedby animals
travelling between wetland systems

PRSW was fortunate to have accés areas surrounding the rating unit as well as the opportunity to
interview adjacent property owners to determinf@efatively undisturbedlconnections were in fact
present and in plada August 2007.The WC may or may not have had access to thigrimation,

which definitely was the deciding factor in scoring the full amount of pob)téof this question.
Without that direct verification of site management conditions, we might have agreed with the WC
on this score.

The WC cited aerial photos olained online fromhttp://maps.live.conin their review of this area.
We also looked at these photos, and they did shotivity in the area of the old gravel pit
including truck and machinery traffic on the south sitléhe pond. Piles of soil, gravel, and other
construction materials are clearly visible. Another photo shows truck traffic exiting the site to the
north, onto Mutual Material and California Portland Cement owned properTies.WClists the
photos as liag taken in 2009 in theletter, butthere was no date on the websdeonfirm the date
of the photos For that reasorit, is unclearexactlywhen this activity took placeDuring our recent
site visit, piles of material in the photos were notblésin June of 2009Furthermore, e activities
on the photos do not match informatiprovided by theproperty ownerto the west For those
reas_/gns, wassumed the photos were not taken in recent momdinsdid they reflect conditions in
2007.

Even so, thearcelto the wes{(directly adjacent to the WRU amibt owned by California Portland
Cement) could still providear el at i v el surfacenpdthway tarwethardd farther south. |

is important to note that tifer el at i v el yorridoncdnnextioruto dtherchabitats has to be
at least 5@t wide. Thisguidanceshould not be confused with the more stringgiteriarequiring

330ft of undisturbed buffer in question H 2.1. All the activity on the photos (regardless of when
the pictureswere taken)s more thans0 fed east of the gate owned by ian Investments LLC.

And as mentionetbefore Mr. Ranum stated that no activities have occurred (with his permission)
on his property (which extendd least 200t east of the gate at tlend of Regal Park Lane) within

the last 10 years.For those reasonshe gravel roads through his property were considered
infrequently usegdand therefore @relatively undisturbedlupland connectiors available allowing

o As an aside, care should be taken wtiing web based photographic and GIS based information to

ensure the date and source of the data are krmawticularly in cases (like this one) where dates can
influence the outcome of a contentious rating.
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accesdo other wetland$ i.e., for most of the year, a wildlife species could get from point A to
point B through this part of the old gravel mine without interference.

Conclusions

PRSW results did naxactlymatch either th&/C or thePC scores for questions H 2.1, H 2.3kbr

2.4. PRSW sores were higher than tNgC 6 But equal to the @ 6 fer both the wetland buffers

and wetland landscape questiqib2.1 and H 2.4) PRSW sores were equal to th&Co s but
lowerthanthé®Cb s, for the pr (H2RBJ ty habitat question

The main factor foour assigning higher scofer question H 2.1vas inadding areas that meet the
strict reading of the rating with regards to no pavement/no buildings withirit bfGthe wetland
edge. We also note thathe level of precisiorusedto determine thepercentage of théuffer
meeting the criteriavas unjustifiedsince the entire WRU was not formally delineated, and
therefore, the edgeerimeter distance and horizontatddbion was estimated.

Factors affectingur lower scordor questimn H 2.3were based on our assessment of what was the
standard of practice in 2007, am¢luded the lack of cleayuidance in the WRSWW and A®006.

The accepted standard at the time was to use the list of priority habibaidedon the Rating
Formandin thecorresponding rating manuals. Therefore we agreed wittWthscore which was
lower than tlat of the PC.

Several factors affected our higher score question H 2.4 This decisionhinged upon the
determination of current and past use ofdkgravel mine operatignocated alonghe southeast
edgeof the wetland rating unit. A site visit ardollow up interviewof the land owneas well as
permit informationobtainedirom DNR wasall necessarjo makethis determination.

We should nat that this level of investigation would not normally be carried out during a typical
rating process (which is supposed to be relatively rapid), unless there were complicating @ssues
indicated in the fact that we have been hired to carry out thid party assessmentThis
information may not have be@s readilyavailable to th&VC at the time of their initial rating But

based on results of those investigations, we agreed with the PC that the area meets the standard of
having a relatively undistbed surface corridor that leads to at least 3 other wetlands within %2 mile

of the WRU.

We hope this report provides enough information to proceed avithal decision regarding project
approval Please call if you have anguestions or require additional detail or clarification on any of
these issues

Respectfully,

O |
Pacific Rim Soil & Water, Inc.

Lisa Palazzi, Principal
PWS,CPSS
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ATTACHMENT 1. Documenting the timing of providing the Annotated Version of the Rating
Manual prior to 2007

From: Hruby, Tom

Sent: Thursday, August 17, 2006 1:43 PM

To: 'WETLANDSINFORMATION@LISTSERV.WA.GOV"

Subject: An annotated version of the western Washington Rating System

Hello,

| have just completed an annotated version of the manual for the western Washington Rating System
(Ecology publication #04-06-025). The pdf file is too large to send by e-mail, but it can be accessed on our
web site at:

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/wetlandratings/index.html#annotated

The revised wetland rating system for western Washington has now been out for two years and we have
learned much about the questions that are difficult to understand and interpret in the field. Based on the
guestions received from users and those taking our training | have added additional explanations (in text
balloons) on descriptions that have caused problems or confusion. This annotated version DOES NOT
CHANGE ANY SCORES or RATINGS that would be achieved using the original manual. The annotated
copy provides clarifications only. This annotated copy also includes the updated data form that | sent out
earlier this summer.

Thanks again to all those who contributed their questions and experience. Thanks to you we can make the
rating system an effective tool that is easier to understand.

Tom Hruby

For questions about the rating system, please contact me:

Thomas Hruby, PhD

Senior Ecologist

Washington State Department of Ecology
P.O. Box 47600

Olympia, WA 98504

(360) 407-7274

thru461@ecy.wa.gov

Feel free to forward this information to other interested parties.
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ATTACHMENT 2. Documenting the timing of providing the updated list of priority habitats after
2007

From: Hruby, Tom (ECY)

Sent: Wednesday, October 01, 2008 9:20 AM

To: WETLANDSINFORMATION@LISTSERV.WA.GOV
Cc: ECY DL Wetlands TAG; ECY DL SMAG

Subject: WDFW Priority Habitats Used in Rating System

Hello to all users of the Washington State Wetland Rating Systems,

The WDFW has just published their final version of the new definitions and criteria for Priority Habitats
(http://wdfw.wa.gov/hab/phslist.htm ), although they are still updating the web pagEor now | sugest you
download the entire document and print out the pages relevant to the rating system (description of priority habitats
starting on p. 152).

These definitions and descriptions now supersede those found in the manual and on the forms for question3d42
Question SC 4.0 in the western WA and SC 5.0 in eastern WA versions remain the sariitae WDFW criteria for
old-growth and mature forests have not changed in terms of the age of trees and other charaéteritegqurposes

of the rating systend, acre of a forest that matches the WDFW criteria forgotovth and mature forests is still a
Category | wetland in western WAL he threshold is ¥ acre in eastern WA.these cases the WDFW size threshold of
7.5 acres does not apply when using thmgasystem.

I will soon be revising the field forms to incorporate these new definitions and will post then on our ecology web page
for everyone to download.

Sincerely,

Thomas Hruby, PhD

Senior Ecologist

Washington State Department of Ecology

Feel fr ee to forward this information to other interested parties.

Washington State Department of Ecology's Wetlands Home Page:
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/wetlands/index.html

To unsubscribe to Wetlands  -Information, point your browser to
&&http:/llistserv.wa.gov/cqgi -bin/wa?SUBED1=wetlands -information&A=1

(you can also subscribe here), or send a "SIGNOFF WETLANDS -INFORMATION"
commandto LISTSERV@LISTSERV.WA.GOV .
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ATTACHMENT 3. A copy of the gravel mining permit showing that the permit is open.

/ A
SURFACE MINING
WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF

N
Natural Resources RECLAMATION
PERMIT

[Oname change transfer [revision (Form Sm_g)
Permit holder: Wood and Son - K&M Quarries
Mailing address: 15040 123rd Ave SE

Yelm, WA 98597

Pursuant to RCW 78.44, a Reclamation Permit is hereby granted to the above-named permit holder to engage in surface
mining on the property described in the application and material on file under this permit. The total area to be disturbed by
surface mining, including the deposition of surface-mining refuse, shall be in accordance with the reclamation plan filed with
"and approved by the Department of Natural Resources under this permit, and in accordance with the conditions and de-
scriptions set forth in Exhibit “A” attached hereto and made a part hereof, and RCW 78.44.

TERM OF PERMIT

This permit shall be in effect from the date of issuance and shall remain in effect so long thereafter as the permit holder pays
the annual basic fee for each site, complies with the Surface Mining Act and the rules promulgated thereunder, complies with
the reclamation plan, and maintains a performance security as required by the Act.

CHANGE OR MODIFICATION OF RECLAMATION PLAN

The permit holder shall obtain written approval from the Department prior to any change or departure from the approved
reclamation plan.

PERFORMANCE SECURITY

A performance security shall be submitted to and approved by the Department prior to commencement of surface mining.
The permit holder may submit a cash deposit, assignment of a savings account or cerlificate of deposit, bank letter of credit,
negotiable securities, assignments of interest in real property within the state, or a corporate surety bond in the amount spec-
ified. The amount of the performance security shall be subject to adjustment according to RCW 78.44.

TRANSFER OF PERMIT

The transfer of this permit to another permit holder shall not be made unless approved in writing by the Department. A trans-
fer shall not be approved unless the successor permit holder assumes all duties of the former permit holder to complete the
reclamation of the land and the Department approves the successor permit holder’s performance security.

PENALTIES

The Department may suspend surface mining or impose civil penalties if the permit holder conducts surface mining in any
manner not authorized by RCW 78.44, the rules adopted thereunder, the approved reclamation plan, or this permit.

Permitted this __18t _day of April ,__1981 Revised this__2nd _day of June , 2008

,( %_/ _ %Sec_29 .T_I8 N,R__Q2W
Stgnature aﬂa. ¥% Sec , T N,

R

or prmtj Ta&'sglzé) % Sec , T N, R

Title Natural Resource Specialist % Sec T N. R
Division of Geology and Earth Resources ¥s Sec . T N, R

TOTAL ACREAGE AND DEPTH OF PERMIT AREA (Include all acreage to be disturbed by mining, setbacks, and buffers, and associated
activities during the life of the mine.) (See SM-8A.)

Total area disturbed will be 920 acres.
Maximum vertical depth below pre-mining topographic grade is dg: i! d ! feet

DNR Reclamation Permit No.
Maximum depth of excavated mine floor is feet relative to mean sea level 70-012140

Reclamaltion Permit (Form SM-9) Revised 10/03
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1)

2)

3)

a)

5)

6)

7)

8)

EXHIBIT A

Surface Mining Permit # 70-012140
Additional conditions of the Permit

This surface minihq permnit applies to the following
property: a 102t acre site located in Section 29, Township
18 North, Range 2 West, W.M., Thurston County.

All mining and reclamation shall comply with the rules and
regulations pursuant to RCW 78.44 and Chapter 332-18 WAC.

All mining. and reclamation shall comply with the reclamation
and operation plan, dated July 2, 1991, approved by the
department. Any variance from the approved reclamation plan
must be approved, in writing by the department.

The total area disturbed, at any one time, is to be
minimized by progressive reclamation and by limiting
overburden removal prior to mining. Reclamation activities
shall, to the extent feasible, be conducted simultaneously
with the surface mining and in any case shall be completed
within 2 years of cessation of mining within any segment of
the site.-

The permit area shall be clearly posted as an active mine
for the duration of the surface mining permit.

A minimum distance of 25 feet, between the permit boundary
and the top of the highwall, shall be maintained during
mining and at reclamation. Activities and access shall be
allowed within this distance but no excavation of material
shall occur within the distance. No variance from the
described distance shall be allowed unless otherwise
approved, in writing, by the department.

Excavation shall not occur below the elevation of 127% feet
mean sea level as indicated in the reclamation and operation
plans.

No water table shall be breached during excavation.
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