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Executive Summary
Soundview Consultants LLC (SVC) has been assisting Bridge Development Partners (Applicant) with
a Wetland and Fish and Wildlife Assessment, Biological Assessment, and Floodplain Habitat
Management Plan for a proposed redevelopment of an approximately 3.81-acre site located at 3113
142nd Avenue East in the City of Sumner, Washington. The subject property consists of two parcels
situated in the Southeast ¼ of Section 12, Township 20 North, Range 4 East, W.M. (Pierce County
Tax Parcel Numbers 0420124031 and 0420124038).
SVC investigated the subject property for the presence of potentially-regulated wetlands, waterbodies,
fish and wildlife habitat, and priority species in the spring of 2016 for a prior-proposed land use permit,
with a follow-up site investigation in Fall of 2018 to reconfirm the site findings. Using current
methodology, the site investigations did not identify any potentially regulated wetlands on the subject
property. However, the White River was identified approximately 0.3 mile offsite to the east of the
subject property, and the associated Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 100-year
floodplain extends onto the southern portion of the site. No other potentially-regulated wetlands,
waterbodies, fish and wildlife habitat, or priority species were identified within 300 feet of the subject
property.
The Applicant proposes redevelopment of the subject property that will include clearing and grading,
the construction of a 78,000-square-foot industrial warehouse, new site access from 32nd Street East
and improvement of the 142nd Avenue East access, frontage improvements, parking areas, truck
maneuvering and loading courts, a stormwater facility, and associated infrastructure. The project was
carefully designed in order to avoid impacts to critical areas to the greatest extent feasible; however,
complete avoidance of 100-year floodplain fill is not possible. In order to accomplish the minimum
development objectives, the project proposes minor fill within the FEMA floodplain on the southern
portion of the site. Development within the FEMA floodplain will require a habitat management
plan. As the site has previously been completely cleared and is surrounded by urban land
development, no critical habitat exists onsite or within the immediate vicinity. As such, no direct
impacts to Endangered Species Act (ESA)-listed species or critical habitat will occur as a result of the
proposed project activities; therefore, appropriate mitigation will be provided through floodplain
compensation consisting of a crushed rock building pad flood storage gallery that will allow for no net
loss in floodplain storage capacity. The floodplain compensation along with proposed onsite water
quality treatment and the implementation of all appropriate best management practices (BMPs) and
Temporary Erosion and Sediment Control Measures (TESC) will result in no net loss in ecological
functions, and the project is anticipated to have no adverse effect on any Endangered Species Act
(ESA) listed species.
This report has also been prepared on behalf of the Applicant in order to fulfill requirements of
Section 7 of the ESA, which requires that Federal actions do not jeopardize ESA-listed species or
adversely modify or destroy critical habitat. The remainder of this document contains project details
such as description, location, discussion and analysis of the project, and potential effects to ESA-listed
species and critical habitat. A summary of the proposed project effect determinations is listed in the
table below.
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Species Name
Brachyramphus marmoratus
Canis lupus
Eremophila alpestris strigata
Coccyzus americanus
Euphydryas editha taylori
Lynx canadensis
Oncorhynchus mykiss
Oncorhyncus tshawytscha
Rana pretiosa
Salvelinus confluentus
Strix occidentalis caurina
Thomomys mazama

Common Name
Marbled Murrelet
Gray Wolf
Streaked Horned Lark
Yellow-billed Cuckoo
Taylor’s Checkerspot
Canada Lynx
Puget Sound Steelhead Trout
Puget Sound Chinook Salmon
Oregon Spotted Frog
Bull Trout
Northern Spotted Owl
Mazama Pocket Gopher

Determination of Effects1
No Effect
No Effect
No Effect
No Effect
No Effect
No Effect
NLAA
NLAA
No Effect
NLAA
No Effect
No Effect

NOTE:
1. NLAA = May Affect, but Not Likely to Adversely Affect.
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Chapter 1. Introduction
Soundview Consultants LLC (SVC) has been assisting Bridge Development Partners (Applicant) with
a Wetland and Fish and Wildlife Assessment, Biological Assessment, and Floodplain Habitat
Management Plan for a proposed redevelopment of an approximately 3.81-acre site located at 3113
142nd Avenue East in the City of Sumner, Washington. The subject property consists of two parcels
situated in the Southeast ¼ of Section 12, Township 20 North, Range 4 East, W.M. (Pierce County
Tax Parcel Numbers 0420124031 and 0420124038).
The purpose of this assessment is to identify the presence of potentially-regulated wetlands,
waterbodies, fish and wildlife habitat, and/or priority species on or near the subject site, assess
potential impacts upon any such critical areas and/or species from the proposed project, and to
provide mitigation to compensate for such impacts.
This report provides conclusions and recommendations regarding:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Site description, project description, and area of assessment;
Background research and identification of potentially-regulated critical areas within the vicinity
of the proposed project;
Identification and assessment of potentially-regulated wetlands and other hydrologic features;
Identification and assessment of potentially-regulated fish and wildlife habitat;
Existing site map detailing identified critical areas;
Site plan detailing the proposed industrial redevelopment;
Analysis of project effects on Endangered Species Act (ESA) listed species and critical
habitat;
Floodplain Habitat Management Plan elements; and
Supplemental information necessary for regulatory review.
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Chapter 2. Proposed Project
2.1 Project Location
The subject property consists of a 3.81-acre site located at 3113 142nd Avenue East in the City of
Sumner, Washington (Figure 1). The subject property consists of two parcels situated in the Southeast
¼ of Section 12, Township 20 North, Range 4 East, W.M. (Pierce County Tax Parcel Numbers
0420124031 and 0420124038).
To access the site from Interstate-5 North in the Tacoma area, take Exit 135 for Highway 167 East
toward River Road East/ North Levee Road East. Follow Highway 167 North to 24th Street East in
Sumner, then take the 24th Street Exit from Highway 167 North. Continue on 24th Street East for 1
mile then turn right onto 142nd Avenue East. The site will be located on the right.
Figure 1. Vicinity Map

Subject Property
Location

2.2 Proposed Project
The Applicant proposes redevelopment of the subject property that will include clearing and grading,
the construction of a 78,000-square-foot industrial warehouse, new site access from 32nd Street East
and improvement of the 142nd Avenue East access, frontage improvements, parking areas, truck
maneuvering and loading courts, a stormwater facility, and associated infrastructure. The project was
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carefully designed in order to avoid impacts to critical areas to the greatest extent feasible; however,
complete avoidance of 100-year floodplain is not possible. In order to accomplish the minimum
development objectives, the project proposes minor fill within the FEMA floodplain on the southern
portion of the site. Development within the FEMA floodplain will require a habitat management
plan. As the site has previously been completely cleared and is surrounded by urban land
development, no critical habitat exists onsite or within the immediate vicinity. As such, no direct
impacts to ESA-listed species or critical habitat will occur as a result of the proposed project activities;
therefore, appropriate mitigation will be provided through floodplain compensation consisting of a
crushed rock building pad flood storage gallery that will allow for no net loss in floodplain storage
capacity. The proposed onsite water quality treatment and the implementation of all appropriate
BMPs and TESC will result in no net loss in ecological functions, and the project is anticipated to
have no adverse effect on any ESA listed species.

2.3 Construction Techniques
Equipment used will be typical for land clearing and grading activities and will be kept in good working
conditions and free of leaks. Equipment to be used will likely include a concrete pump truck,
excavator, and dozer. Project staging should occur in an area that will create the least impact to traffic.
The area will be kept free of spills and/or hazardous materials following methods outlined in a Spill
Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plan prepared and implemented by the contractor. Typical
TESC measures consisting of a construction entrance, silt fencing, and seeding of disturbed soils will
be installed using BMPs outlined in the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and TESC
Plan prepared by the Project Engineer. Hand tools will be used for finish grading to the maximum
extent practicable.

2.4 Action Area
The “Action Area” for evaluation of potential impacts to ESA-listed species encompasses the
locations where project activities will occur plus areas that may be directly or indirectly affected by the
proposed project either through physical, chemical, or biological mechanisms. The geographic limits
of the Action Area were defined by considering the potential spatial extent of mechanisms that may
affect listed species. A mechanism identified as having a potential for impacting ESA-listed species
or species habitat includes noise from construction equipment; water quality impacts are expected to
be de minimis and have no negative impacts to ESA-listed species. The Action Area for these
potential impact mechanisms is depicted in Appendix D.
2.4.1 Terrestrial Noise
In order to define the Action Area, this assessment discusses the project actions potentially generating
noise levels above normal daily noise levels found in the vicinity of the project area. At certain levels,
noise from project activities can adversely affect wildlife with various behavioral and/or health-related
consequences (WSDOT, 2018). Terrestrial noise (transmitted through air) is measured in decibels
(dBA) on an “A”-weighted logarithmic scale. Project activities will necessitate the use of the following
three pieces of equipment with the loudest noise levels for grading and construction: a concrete pump
truck, excavator, and dozer. The use of construction equipment in this area will potentially lead to a
higher noise level than traffic noise and ambient sound levels during portions of the project actions.
The Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) Biological Assessment Preparation
Advanced Training Manual, Version 2018, lists average noise levels for typical construction equipment;
average ambient sound levels based on population density of the surrounding area as well as the
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general landscape setting; and noise levels for automobile traffic given certain speeds. According to
WSDOT, the average decibel level at 50 feet from a concrete pump truck is 81 dBA. The average
decibel level at 50 feet from an excavator is 81 dBA. The average decibel level at 50 feet from a dozer
is 82 dBA. Using decibel addition, 86 dBA was calculated to be the loudest projected noise level that
will be heard at a 50-foot radius from where the construction actions will be performed.
According to the 2018 U.S. Census estimates (ESRI, 2018), population density in the vicinity of the
subject property is 90 persons per square mile. The background sound level associated with this
population density is 35 dBA (WSDOT, 2018). In addition, the subject property is located in an urban
setting which includes commercial, residential, and agricultural land uses as well as a main freeway
approximately 0.4 mile to the west, with a lack of any significant vegetation that would buffer highway
noise. According to WSDOT (2018), urban areas adjacent to freeway traffic have a typical background
noise level of 88 dBA. The proposed Project Area is also located along two arterial roadways with a
speed limit of 35 miles per hour in an industrial setting. WSDOT does not have traffic estimates for
these roadways; however, it can be assumed that the noise level associated with the traffic volume for
this speed is less than the background noise level associated with urban areas adjacent to freeway
traffic. As such, 88 dBA will be used for the background noise level in this assessment.
As the background noise level for the Project Area (88 dBA) is higher than the loudest projected noise
level from construction actions (86 dBA), no further calculations are required since terrestrial noise
attenuation will not occur beyond the project area where construction activities will occur.
Table 1. Terrestrial Noise Attenuation Calculations.
Distance from Source
(Feet)
(Miles)
50
0.009469697
100
0.018939394
200
0.037878788
400
0.075757576
800
0.151515152
1600
0.303030303
3200
0.606060606
6400
1.212121212
12800 2.424242424
25600 4.848484848

Terrestrial Attenuation Table (Hard Sites)
Construction Noise Background Noise
Measured Noise Pressure
(dBA)
(dBA)
(Micro-Pascals)
(atm)
86
88
399052.463
4.04308E-08
80
88
200000
2.02634E-08
74
88
100237.4467
1.01558E-08
68
88
50237.72863
5.08994E-09
62
88
25178.50824
2.55101E-09
56
88
12619.14689
1.27854E-09
50
88
6324.55532
6.40786E-10
44
88
3169.786385
3.21154E-10
38
88
1588.656469
1.60958E-10
32
88
796.2143411
8.06701E-11
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Figure 2. Terrestrial Noise Attenuation to Ambient Levels.
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2.4.2 Water Quality
The new impervious areas proposed may have an effect on local hydrologic and water quality function
within the watershed. However, as the existing site is already cleared and graded and the proposed
stormwater infrastructure is anticipated to improve water quality functions as no water quality
treatment exists currently, no detrimental effects to downstream areas occur, although no streams or
roadside ditches are identified within 300 feet of the project area.
The proposed project area does not include any streams. The nearest waterbody to the proposed
project area is the White River located approximately 1,500 feet west of the subject property. This
stream is separated from the subject property by industrial and agricultural development to the west.
Due to the lack of hydrologic connectivity to the White River, the proposed project will not have any
sedimentation or water quality impacts to streams. Conservation measures and BMPs, including the
use of silt fences around the construction site, are expected to reduce any potential turbidity conveyed
by runoff from the construction site.
As no further mechanisms for project impacts are anticipated, the overall Action Area is characterized
by the immediate terrestrial noise within the confines of the project site.
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Chapter 3. Methods
SVC investigated, assessed, and delineated wetlands, drainages, and other potentially-regulated fish
and wildlife habitat on and within 300 feet of the subject property in Spring of 2016 and Fall of 2018.
All determinations were made using observable vegetation, hydrology, and soils in conjunction with
data from the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps, Natural Resource Conservation
Service (NRCS) soil survey, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory
(NWI), Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) Priority Habitats and Species (PHS)
and SalmonScape mapping tools, Department of Natural Resources (DNR) water typing system,
Pierce County Public geographic information systems (GIS), local precipitation data, and various
orthophotographic resources. Appendix A contains further details for the methods and tools used to
prepare this report.
Wetlands, streams, and select fish and wildlife habitats and species are regulated features per Sumner
Municipal Code (SMC) Chapters 16.46 and 16.56 and subject to restricted uses/activities under the
same titles. Wetland presence/absence was determined in accordance with SMC 16.46.060.B and as
outlined in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory,
1987) and modified according to the guidelines established in the Regional Supplement to the Corps of
Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region, Version 2.0 (USACE,
2010) and Field Indicators of Hydric Soils in the United States (USDA, 2018). Tests pits were excavated
throughout the subject property to confirm onsite wetland absence.
The fish and wildlife habitat assessment was conducted during the same site visits by qualified fish
and wildlife biologists. The experienced biologists made visual observations using stationary and
walking survey methods for both aquatic and upland habitats noting any special habitat features or
signs of fish and wildlife activity.
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Chapter 4. Environmental Baseline/Existing
Conditions
4.1 Landscape Setting and Topography
The subject property is located in an urban-industrial and agricultural setting in the City of Sumner
and is developed on the southwest corner with a single-family residence, detached garage, and small
produce farm. The remainder of the property has been cleared and graded and is used for semi-truck
parking and recreational vehicle (RV) storage. The subject property is bounded to the north and east
by industrial warehouses, to the west by 142nd Avenue East, and to the south by 32nd Street East with
additional industrial warehouses in the immediate vicinity. The subject property is located in a valley
floor with a near flat topography (Appendix B1). The subject property is located Water Resource
Inventory Area (WRIA) 10 – Puyallup-White watershed.
Figure 3. Aerial View of Subject Property

Subject Property
Location

4.2 Soils
The NRCS soil survey of Pierce County, Washington identifies two main soil series on the subject
property: Puget silty clay loam(30A) and Snohomish silty clay loam(39A). Below is a detailed
description of the soil profiles.
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Puget silty clay loam (30A)
According to the survey, Puget silty clay loam is poorly drained and formed in mixed alluvium under
hard woods on the flood plains of the Puyallup and White Rivers. Surfaces are slightly concave to
flat. In a typical profile, the surface layer is a dark grayish-brown silty clay loam about 11 inches thick
with the underlying material do a depth of about 24 inches a mottled, dark grayish-brown silty clay
loam. Between depths of 24 and more than 60 inches, the soil is a mottled, dark grayish-brown silty
clay loam and dark gray silt loam. Permeability is slow and the available water capacity is high. Puget
silty clay loam is considered a non-hydric soil (NRCS, 2001).
Snohomish silty clay loam (39A)
According to the survey, Snohomish silty clay loam is a poorly drained soil formed in alluvium and
decaying plant remains. In a typical profile, the surface layer is a very dark grayish-brown silty clay
loam to depth of 9 inches. The underlying layer is very dark grayish-brown silty clay loam to a depth
of 17 inches. Snohomish silty clay loam is considered a non-hydric soil (NRCS, 2001).

4.3 Vegetation
The majority of the subject property consists of a compact soil parking lot with several piles of gravel
and crushed asphalt. The southeastern portion of the site is vegetated with mostly invasive species,
dominated by Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus), reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea), Canada
thistle (Cirsium arvense), American yellowrocket (Barbarea orthoceras), and yarrow (Achillea millefolium). In
addition, vegetation on the southwest portion of the subject property surrounding the existing
residence is comprised of a few young Douglas fir (Pseudostuga menziesii) with some ornamental
landscaping.

4.4 Stream, Wetland, and Priority Habitat and Species Inventories
The Pierce stream and wetland inventory (Appendix B4) identifies potential wetlands approximately
200 feet offsite to the northeast of the subject property across large commercial developments. The
USFWS NWI map (Appendix B2), City of Sumner wetland inventory (Appendix B4), DNR stream
typing map (Appendix B5), WDFW PHS map (Appendix B7), and WDFW Salmonscape map
(Appendix B8) do not identify any potential wetlands, streams, fish and wildlife habitat, or priority
species within 300 feet of the subject property. However, approximately two thirds of the subject
property is mapped within the 100-year floodplain, or the one percent annual chance flood hazard
area, as shown on the FEMA floodplain map (Appendix B9). This floodplain is associated with the
White River which is located approximately 1,500 feet offsite to the east of the site. No other streams,
wetlands, priority habitats or species are documented within 300 feet of the subject property.

4.5 Precipitation
Precipitation data was obtained from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
station at SeaTac International Airport in order to obtain percent of normal precipitation for the
general Puget Sound region during and preceding the investigations. A summary of data collected is
provided in Table 1.
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Table 2. Precipitation Summary1
Date
04/18/16
11/14/18
1.

2.
3.

Day
of
0.00
0.11

Day
Before
0.00
Trace

1 Week
Prior
0.57
0.22

2 Weeks
Prior
0.60
0.84

30 Days Prior

Year to Date

(Observed/Normal)

(Observed/Normal)2

1.81/3.26
3.51/5.26

44.09/29.96
4.60/6.44

Percent of
Normal3
56/147
67/71

Precipitation levels provided in inches. Data obtained from NOAA (http://w2.weather.gov/climate/xmacis.php?wfo=sew)
for SeaTac International Airport.
Year-to-date precipitation is for the water year from October 1 to the onsite date(s).
Percent of normal is shown for the last 30 days and water year to date.

Precipitation levels during the April 2016 and November 2018 site visits were generally below
statistical normal for the prior 30 days (62 percent of normal on average). However, water-year-todate precipitation levels were both above and below statistical normal (147 percent and 71 percent
of normal). This precipitation data suggests hydrologic conditions may have been drier than normal
during the time of the site investigations. Such conditions were considered in making professional
wetland determinations.
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Chapter 5. Results and Regulatory Considerations
The site investigations in the spring of 2016 and fall of 2018 did not identify any potentially regulated
wetlands, waterbodies, or priority species within 300 feet of the subject property. However,
approximately two thirds of the subject property is encumbered by the FEMA 100-year floodplain
associated with the White River. No other potentially-regulated wetlands, waterbodies, fish and
wildlife habitat, or priority species were identified within 300 feet of the subject property during the
site investigation.

5.1 Onsite Wetland Absence
Several test pits were excavated throughout the subject property. None of the test pits were positive
for all three wetland criteria (a predominance of hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and hydrology)
according to current wetland delineation methodology. Review of historic aerial imagery and the site
conditions encountered during the investigation determined that extensive grading activities have been
performed on the entirety of the site (except for the southwest corner) which has allowed for the
colonization of various grasses and non-native invasive species that are typical of disturbed upland
areas. The prior clearing and grading activities have also compacted the flat surface causing some
small areas of surface water to appear following storm events and periods of above normal
precipitation. Test pits confirmed that no natural hydrologic indicators, such as a water table or
saturation within 12 inches of the ground surface, were present that may indicate potential wetland
presence. Additionally, the test pits confirmed the presence of fill material due to the highly restrictive
gravel layers encountered throughout the disturbed areas onsite. The soils within the less disturbed
area on the southwestern corner of the site appeared to have more natural soil horizons and did not
exhibit hydric soil characteristics (redox concentrations or a depleted matrix). As such, no wetlands
are present onsite.

5.2 FEMA Floodplain
Approximately two thirds of the subject property is encumbered by the FEMA 100-year floodplain
associated with the White River (Appendix B9). The site is currently used as a truck storage facility,
single-family residence, and small produce farm. Onsite fish and wildlife habitat and ecological
functions provided are extremely limited due to the existing level of anthropogenic disturbance and
degradations including significant amount of invasive species and trash. In addition, there is a lack of
any watercourse between the project site and the White River. This lack of watercourses along with
the lack of any significant onsite vegetation and the prevalence of high-intensity industrial land uses
in the surrounding area further limit any potential habitat or ecological function and potential use by
any priority, threatened, or endangered animal species.

5.3 Local Considerations
The proposed work is located within an extension of FEMA-regulated floodplain associated with the
White River located approximately 1,500 feet offsite to the east. Per SMC 16.56.070 and 16.56.080, a
habitat assessment and habitat management plan are required for any site in a special flood hazard
area (SFHA), or 100-year floodplain, within 200 feet of the Ordinary High Water (OHW) of any lake,
river, or stream; or within 300 feet of documented habitat for threatened, endangered, or sensitive fish
or wildlife species. Although the White River is greater than 300 feet from the subject property, the
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FEMA floodplain assumes potential use by threatened salmonid species. The floodplain habitat
management plan and species determinations associated with the proposed project within the FEMA
floodplain are outlined in Chapters 6 and 7 of this report.

5.4 Federal Considerations
Fill within a floodplain generally requires creation of replacement flood storage in order to satisfy
FEMA requirements as well as Section 7 of the ESA, which requires that federal actions do not
jeopardize ESA-listed species or adversely modify or destroy critical habitat. The proposed project
will be located primarily on existing graded surfaces and approximately 2,532 cubic yards of fill
material will be placed within the floodplain on the southern portion of the site to provide the
necessary building pad for the proposed industrial warehouse; however, 2,544 cubic yards of
floodplain compensation will be provided. The proposed project is anticipated to have no adverse
effect upon ESA-listed species, as described in detail in Chapter 7 of this report.
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Chapter 6. Floodplain Habitat Management Plan
The proposed habitat management plan attempts to strike a balance between achieving project goals
and creating a positive result for the watershed and the floodplain functions within the confines of
the site. The following chapter discusses the proposed floodplain habitat management plan which
attempt to closely adhere to the standards specified in SMC 16.56.070 and 16.56.080.

6.1 Description of Impacts
The Applicant proposes redevelopment of the subject property that will include clearing and grading,
the construction of a 78,000-square-foot industrial warehouse, new site access from 32nd Street East
and improvement of the 142nd Avenue East access, frontage improvements, parking areas, truck
maneuvering and loading courts, a stormwater facility, and associated infrastructure. The project was
carefully designed in order to avoid impacts to critical areas to the greatest extent feasible; however,
complete avoidance of 100-year floodplain is not possible as it encumbers the majority of the site. In
order to accomplish the minimum development objectives, the project proposes approximately 2,532
yards of fill within the FEMA floodplain on the southern portion of the site.
The impacts of this project have been greatly minimized through careful project design to include
2,532 cubic yards of fill, which is a minimal amount of fill compared to the volume of watershed
storage. These actions should have de minimis impact on the overall storage capacity of the White
River floodplain as the project, in fact, will likely provide a minor net gain in floodplain volume. As
the site contains no critical habitat, no direct impacts to ESA-listed species or habitat will result of the
proposed site development activities.

6.2 Mitigation Strategy, Goals and Objectives
Development within the FEMA floodplain will require a habitat management plan. To compensate
for the potential indirect impacts to the watershed associated with the required fill within the 100-year
floodplain, approximately 2,544 cubic yards of compensatory floodplain storage will be provided
through a flood storage gallery consisting of a crushed rock building pad for the proposed industrial
warehouse that will allow for no net loss in flood storage capacity. The floodplain compensation
along with proposed onsite water quality treatment and the implementation of all appropriate BMPs
and TESC measures will result in no net loss in ecological functions, and the project is anticipated to
have no adverse effect on any ESA-listed species.
The goals and objectives for the mitigation plan are to maintain floodplain storage capacity and critical
areas protections within the White River watershed by providing 2,544 cubic yards compensatory
flood storage to offset the required fill placed within the 100-year floodplain.

6.3 Monitoring and Reporting
Upon completion of construction of the crushed rock building pad, a final inspection by the Project
Engineer will be made to confirm compliance with the design to provide 2,544 cubic yards of flood
storage within the constructed gallery. Asbuilt drawings provided by the Project Engineer will
document the approval of the constructed flood storage gallery.
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Chapter 7. ESA Species Information and Effects
Determinations
Under SMC 16.56.080.B, activities within the 100-year floodplain that may provide habitat for
threatened, endangered, or sensitive fish or wildlife species require a habitat assessment report and
floodplain habitat management plan prior to issuance of a development permit in order to ensure
compliance with the FEMA and ESA. The FEMA floodplain encumbers approximately two thirds
of the subject property (Appendix B9). This chapter assesses impacts to ESA-listed species and
associated critical habitat and provides impact determinations in compliance with FEMA and the City
of Sumner’s wildlife habitat area regulations. The project is anticipated to have no adverse effect on
any ESA-listed species.

7.1 Species Information
SVC staff reviewed data obtained from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s
(NOAA) NMFS, USFWS, and WDFW’s PHS and SalmonScape data in order to determine species
listed under the ESA that may be found in Pierce County and near the proposed project; Table 3
contains a list of these species. Due to the lack of identified surface connection to marine waters and
distance to Puget Sound (greater than six linear miles away), there is no direct mechanism for harm to
marine species; therefore, such species are not discussed further in this report.
There are four federally listed species that may potentially be impacted by the proposed project, which
include steelhead trout, chinook salmon, and bull trout. The proposed project will likely result in a
May Affect, but Not Likely to Adversely Affect determination for these species (Section 7.5.3, Table
4).
Table 3. ESA-Listed Species Potentially Found in Pierce County.
Species Name
Brachyramphus marmoratus
Canis lupus
Eremophila alpestris strigata
Euphydryas editha taylori
Lynx canadensis
Oncorhynchus mykiss
Oncorhyncus tshawytscha
Rana pretiosa
Salvelinus confluentus
Strix occidentalis caurina
Thomomys mazama glacialis

Common Name
Marbled Murrelet
Gray Wolf
Streaked Horned Lark
Taylor’s Checkerspot
Canada Lynx
Steelhead Trout
Chinook Salmon
Oregon Spotted Frog
Bull Trout
Northern Spotted Owl
Roy Prairie Pocket Gopher

Federal Listing
Status
Threatened
Endangered
Threatened
Endangered
Threatened
Threatened
Threatened
Threatened
Threatened
Threatened
Threatened

Potential for
Impacts
None
None
None
None
None
Possible
Possible
None
Possible
None
None

7.1.1 Species Not Likely Present
Several ESA-listed species listed in Table 3 will not be found on or near the vicinity of the project area
and will not be addressed further in this document. The proposed project is located within an urban
industrial setting. The only terrestrial habitat is highly degraded and comprised of a few small Douglas
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fir trees surrounding an existing residence and patches of invasive species cover. As such, though the
species in Table 3 may occur in Pierce County, it is highly unlikely that these animals will be found in
the vicinity of the project area. The ESA-listed species clearly not affected due to project location and
surrounding environment conditions include the following:
•

Taylor’s checkerspot (Euphydryas editha taylori) is found primarily in open prairie and grass/oak
woodland habitat (USFWS, 2013). Taylor’s checkerspot habitat is dependent upon food
sources for larvae and nectar sources for adults. No habitat for this species is found in the
vicinity of the project; therefore, the project will have No Effect on Taylor’s Checkerspot.

•

Oregon spotted frog (Rana pretiosa) is often found in emergent wetlands with shallow, standing
water. Warm, marshy areas are preferable, with an abundance of emergent or floating
vegetation, which is used for cover and forging (Watson et al., 2000). The subject property
and vicinity do not contain any wetlands. As such, no suitable habitat exists within the vicinity
of the project area, and the project will have No Effect on Oregon Spotted Frog.

•

Northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis) prefer habitat found in mature coniferous forests.
Habitat for northern spotted owl was not identified within the subject site or vicinity. In
Washington, the northern spotted owl is more likely to be encountered on the Olympic
Peninsula or on both slopes of the Cascade Range. Rarely, the northern spotted owl occurs
in remnant patches of mature or structurally complex forest in the Puget Trough and
southwestern Washington (WDFW, 2012b). No habitat for this species is found in the project
area; therefore, the project will have No Effect on the Northern Spotted Owl.

•

The distribution of Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis) in North America follows the distribution of
boreal forest ecosystems and ranges from the south up into the subalpine forest of the western
U.S. as well as into the boreal/hardwood forests of the eastern U.S. Their populations persist
in areas with deep snow and large population of snowshoe hares, which is the main prey of
the lynx (USFWS, 2016). No habitat for this species is found in the project area; therefore,
the project will have No Effect on Canada Lynx.

•

Gray wolf (Canis lupus) generally inhabits temperate forests, mountains, tundra, taiga, and
grassland environments. While they are somewhat habitat generalists, gray wolves do require
ungulate prey or other wild animals for scavenging. In addition, they require a large amount
of space (minimum of 10,000 to 13,000 square kilometers) with low road density to support a
viable population (USFWS, 1990). Because the project area and vicinity are highly urbanized,
no habitat for the gray wolf exists in project area; therefore, the project will have No Effect
on Gray Wolf.

•

Marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus) are members of the Alcidae family of seabirds
such as puffins, murres, and auklets. In the state of Washington, they are year-round residents
on coastal waters where they feed primarily on forage fish and crustaceans. Nests and roosts
are found in mature and old growth forests of western Washington. Nesting typically occurs
from April to September (WDFW, 1991). Nest trees are typically greater than thirty-two
inches diameter at breast height, with nesting preference on large flat conifer branches, often
covered with moss (WDFW, 1991) and found in old growth forests. Marbled murrelets have
been found in the largest numbers in marine waters near the coastal waters surrounding the
Olympic Peninsula (Pearson & Lance, 2010). Critical habitat has been designated in Oregon
and California; whereas no critical habitat has been designated in or near the project area.
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Marbled murrelets are very unlikely to be present in the vicinity of the project site due to a
lack of appropriate habitat; therefore, the project will have No Effect on Marbled Murrelet.
•

Yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus) are migratory birds and historically ranged from
British Columbia to northern Mexico. Approximately 17 sightings in Washington have been
reported between 1956 and 2012, 13 of those sightings were east of the Cascades (WDFW,
2012a). The yellow-billed cuckoo generally prefers dense thickets of scrubby vegetation near
streams and marshes in areas of 50 acres or more (Daw, 2014). The Action Area and
surrounding landscape are highly urbanized. Due to a lack of suitable habitat within and near
the Action Area, the project will have No Effect on Yellow-Billed Cuckoo.

•

Streaked horned lark (Eremophila alpestris strigata) is found primarily in prairie habitat or
unvegetated to sparsely-vegetated open habitats (Pearson & Anderson, 2015). The current
range of the streaked horned lark includes the Puget lowlands, in which the project area is
located; however, the largest known populations of streaked horned larks breed in the
southern Willamette Valley in Oregon. The streaked horned lark nests on the ground in
sparsely vegetated sites dominated by grasses and forbs, in a broad range of habitats including
sparsely-vegetated edges of grass fields. Wintering streaked horned larks use habitats similar
to breeding habitats. However, studies conducted by the USFWS indicate that sites used by
larks are generally found in open (i.e., flat, treeless) landscapes 300 acres or more in size such
as airports (USFWS, 2013). Due to the lack of sizeable habitat and no documented presence
or observations in the project area or vicinity, there will be No Effect on Streaked Horned
Lark.

•

Mazama Pocket Gopher (Thomomys mazama) includes four subspecies (Roy Prairie pocket
gopher, Olympia pocket gopher, Tenino pocket gopher, and Yelm pocket gopher) generally
inhabit open meadows, prairie, or grassland and reside primarily underground in excavated
tunnels and dens. They are often found in light-colored, porous soils and tend to avoid rocky
substrates (Stinson, 2005). Mazama pocket gophers mate on an annual basis, in early spring
or early summer. They are herbivores that subsist on roots bulbs, leaves, and stems of plants
encountered underground. Mazama pocket gophers are generally solitary, with the exception
of mating season and when females are caring for young, and do not live in colonies. No
Critical Habitat for the Mazama pocket gopher has been designated. There is no documented
Mazama pocket gopher presence onsite or in the vicinity of the project; therefore, the
proposed project will have No Effect on Mazama Pocket Gopher.

7.1.2 Species Potentially Present
The proposed project is located in a primarily urban industrial setting. The subject property consists
mostly of a large prior cleared and graded area used for truck storage, with some presence of nonnative invasive vegetation, and a few young Douglas fir trees and ornamentals are present around the
existing residence. In addition, the White River is located approximately 0.28 mile east of the subject
property and has a documented presence of bull, cutthroat, and steelhead trout and chinook, pink,
sockeye, coho, and chum salmon. Though the subject property is located within the same watershed
as this waterbody, there is no hydrologic connection to the White River from the subject property,
and the terrestrial connection between them is highly disturbed. Coho, pink, sockeye, and chum
salmon and cutthroat trout are not listed species in this area and are not considered in detail in this
document. Life histories are discussed below for ESA-listed species considered for impacts from this
project. Species determinations are presented in Section 7.5.3.
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Puget Sound Steelhead Trout
Oncorhynchus mykiss – Threatened, listed May 11, 2007
Critical habitat designated February 24, 2016 (81FR9251)
NOAA Fisheries has identified 15 Distinct Population Segments (DPS) of steelhead in Washington,
Oregon, and California. Steelhead populations can be divided into two basic reproductive ecotypes,
based on the state of sexual maturity at the time of river entry (summer or winter) and duration of
spawning migration. Steelhead trout are iteroparous. Steelhead can spend up to seven years in fresh
water prior to smoltification (NMFS, 2005). Steelhead trout are documented in the White River,
which is located approximately 0.28 mile to the east of the subject property.
Puget Sound Chinook Salmon ESU
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha – Threatened, listed (reaffirmed) June 28, 2005.
Fry and smolts will stay in freshwater environments for up to 18 months before moving to
downstream estuaries. They will spend up to 190 in estuaries before moving into ocean waters.
Chinook salmon spend an average of three to four years in marine waters before returning to their
natal streams to spawn, which occurs in late summer to late fall. Their range is from Kotzebue Sound,
Alaska down to Santa Barbara, California (PSMFC, 2012). Many of the rivers located within their
range are used for chinook spawning and rearing. Major runs can be found on the Columbia River,
Rogue River and within Puget Sound. As juveniles, chinook feed on insects, amphipods, and other
crustaceans and will feed primarily on other fish as adults. During early life stages mortality is high
due to natural predation and anthropogenic habitat changes including siltation, increases in water
temperature, low oxygen, and reduced stream flows (PSMFC, 2012).
Fall Chinook populations in the Central and South Puget Sound regions are primarily sustained
through hatchery production. Indigenous fall Chinook populations have diminished from habitat
degradation, over-fishing and the use of hatchery fish in the ecosystem. Chinook salmon are
documented in the White River, which is located approximately 0.28 mile to the east of the subject
property.
Bull Trout
Salvelinus confluentus – Threatened, listed November 1, 1999
Coastal/Puget Sound bull trout DPS have very complex life histories and little is known about their
behavior within Puget Sound and coastal watersheds. Distinct life history forms include resident,
fluvial, adfluvial, and anadromous (WDFW, 2000). Anadromous forms migrate through larger rivers
to spawn in tributaries and use marine water or estuaries for the majority of their growth and
maturation. Spawning occurs between late August and November in most Puget Sound and coastal
watersheds (WDFW, 2000). The fry emerge in late winter or early spring.
Bull trout occur in less than half of their historic range, with scattered populations throughout Oregon,
Washington, Nevada, Idaho, and Montana. Bull trout in general are primarily threatened by habitat
degradation and fragmentation, blockage of migratory corridors, poor water quality, the effects of
climate change, and past fisheries management practices including the introduction of non-native
species (USFWS, 2011). There is documented presence of bull trout in the White River, which is
located approximately 0.28 mile east of the subject property.
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7.2 Direct and Short-Term Effects
The proposed project actions have one mechanism for direct and short-term impacts to any ESAlisted species potentially present: a temporary increase in terrestrial noise caused by construction
activities. Construction equipment will likely produce noise at levels lower than ambient levels, as
discussed in Chapter 2 (Section 2.4.1) regarding terrestrial noise; therefore, construction noise levels
will not extend beyond the immediate project area. Any turbidity impacts are expected to be
temporary and constrained to the project area due to the conservation measures and BMPs that will
be in place for the project, and the fact that the closest surface water stream is approximately 0.28 mile
east of the project area. As such, there is no potential for turbidity or construction noise impacts to
fish species. Any anticipated short-term effects are anticipated to be brief in time and space and not
likely to negatively affect any local ESA-listed species.

7.3 Indirect and Long-Term Effects
The proposed development will result in an increase of paved surfaces compared to the present
conditions, although most of the site has been cleared and graded and contains gravel fill that acts as
an impervious surface. However, the project proposes enhanced stormwater treatment, flow control,
and the use of BMPs to offset associated impacts on water quality and hydrology. The use of
stormwater treatment is anticipated to provide an improvement in runoff water quality from the site,
which is currently used for agricultural and industrial purposes.
Increases in impervious surfaces can change hydrologic dynamics through a decline in
evapotranspiration and decreases in infiltration (NOAA, 2003). The project’s proposal will not likely
have a measurable impact on the watershed or ESA-listed species. However, on a watershed scale
cumulative actions that increase impervious surfaces can also have an overall negative impact on
hydrology. Changes in hydrology from increases in impervious surfaces can reduce water infiltration
and dilution. Urban runoff and discharges can increase loading of nutrients, bacteria, metals,
pesticides, and other toxicants to streams (NOAA, 2003). In addition, changes in hydrology can
increase frequency and severity of flooding and accelerate channel erosion and streambed substrate
disturbance (NOAA, 2003). During project construction, TESC measures and BMPs designed to
control site runoff will minimize potential immediate effects to hydrology and water quality. The
proposed project includes stormwater infrastructure to provide flow control and treat runoff from the
completed project. Any long-term effects from the increase in impervious surface are extremely
discountable and will have no negative effect on functionality of the floodplain area or on critical
habitat or species.

7.4 Conservation Measures and Best Management Practices
Project BMPs include TESC measures consisting of silt fencing, seeding of disturbed soils, and items
outlined in the project’s erosion and stormwater control plans, to be prepared by the Project Engineer
prior to clearing and grading activities as applicable. Once TESC measures are in place, the site will
be graded and site construction will proceed.
Equipment used for construction activities will be typical for excavation and grading activities and will
be kept in good working order free of leaks. All equipment staging and materials stockpiles will be
kept away from the wetland, and the areas will be kept free of spills and/or hazardous materials. All
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fill material will be sourced from areas onsite or from approved suppliers, and will be free of pollutants
and hazardous materials.
Once construction is complete, any disturbed, undeveloped upland areas will be replanted, using
appropriate native or ornamental plants determined by the development manager. These actions will
take place to permanently stabilize the soils and reduce erosion, restore any disturbed native
vegetation, and add valuable habitat area which is currently lacking to provide an increase in floodplain
and ecological function.

7.5 Determinations of Effect
7.5.1 Critical Habitat
Critical Habitat is defined in Section 3 of the ESA as: (1) The specific areas within the geographical
area occupied by the species, at the time it is listed in accordance with the Act, on which are found
those physical or biological features (a) essential to the conservation of the species and (b) which may
require special management considerations or protection, and (2) Specific areas outside the
geographical area occupied by the species at the time it is listed, upon a determination such areas are
essential for the conservation of the species. Critical Habitat for a listed species contains specific
physical and biological features (known as the PBFs), as defined below.
Physical and Biological Features
In accordance with Section 3(5)(A)(i) of the ESA, and regulations at 50 CFR 424.12(b), to determine
which were areas occupied at the time of listing (for Critical Habitat designation), we consider the
PBFs essential to the conservation of the species and that may require special management
considerations or protection. These include but are not limited to: (1) space for individual and
population growth for normal behavior; (2) food, water, air, light, minerals, or other nutritional or
physiological requirements; (3) cover or shelter; (4) sites for breeding, reproduction, or rearing (or
development) of offspring; and (5) habitats that are protected from disturbance or are representative
of the historical, geographical, and ecological distributions of a species.
Essential habitat types for salmon can be generally described to include the following: (1) juvenile
rearing areas, (2) juvenile migration corridors, (3) areas for growth and development to adulthood, (4)
adult migration corridors, and (5) spawning areas. Within these areas, essential features of critical
habitat include adequate substrate, water quality, water quantity, water temperature, water velocity,
cover, shelter, food, riparian vegetation, space, and safe passage conditions. The actual regulatory
descriptions of critical habitat for each evolutionarily significant unit (ESU) can be found in the
Federal Register: Vol. 65, No. 32, Wednesday February 16, 2000.
Habitat features required by bull trout and steelhead trout are similar to those needed by salmonids.
These features include (1) a constant source of water; (2) accessible migratory corridors; (3) persistent
and abundant food sources; (4) habitat complexity; (5) water temperatures between 36 and 59 degrees
Fahrenheit; (6) adequately sized substrate; (7) annual fluctuations in flow; (8) uninhibited water quality;
and (9) a balanced population of predators. The actual regulatory descriptions of critical habitat for
bull trout can be found in the Federal Register: Vol. 75, No. 200, Monday, October 18, 2010. The
actual regulatory descriptions of critical habitat for steelhead trout can be found in the Federal
Register: Vol. 70, No. 170, Monday, September 2, 2005.
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The following section discusses the proposed project impact determinations on ESA-listed species
and corresponding critical habitat.
7.5.3 Species Determinations
Table 4 below summarizes the determinations of effect for ESA-listed species identified in the vicinity
of the Project Area, and the following paragraphs discuss the proposed project impact determinations
on ESA-listed species and corresponding critical habitat.
Table 4. Species Determination Summary.
Species Name
Oncorhynchus mykiss
Oncorhyncus tshawytscha
Salvelinus confluentus
1.

Common Name
Steelhead Trout
Chinook Salmon
Bull Trout

Federal
Listing Status
Threatened
Threatened
Threatened

Determination of Effect
NLAA1
NLAA1
NLAA1

NLAA = May Affect, but Not Likely to Adversely Affect.

Puget Sound Steelhead Trout DPS and Critical Habitat
Oncorhynchus mykiss – Threatened, listed May 11, 2007
Critical Habitat designated September 2, 2005(50 CFR Part 17.11)
Puget Sound steelhead trout presence has been documented by WDFW in the nearby White River,
located approximately 0.28 mile east of the subject property. Temporary increases in terrestrial noise
are not expected to have any effect on fish species. Any turbidity impacts are expected to be temporary
and constrained to the project area due to the conservation measures and BMPs that will be in place
for the project, and lack of surface water connection to fish-bearing waters. The small amount of
alteration of the non-functional onsite floodplain will cause no measurable impacts to habitat
functionality. Due to the distant presence of steelhead trout and the de minimis impacts to the onsite
floodplain when taking into account the existing degraded conditions, the proposed actions May
Affect, but are Not Likely to Adversely Affect Steelhead Trout. The project area does not include
critical habitat; therefore, the proposed activities will have No Effect on Puget Sound Steelhead
Trout Critical Habitat.
Puget Sound Chinook Salmon ESU and Critical Habitat
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha – Threatened, listed (reaffirmed) June 28, 2005
Critical Habitat designated September 2, 2005(50 CFR Part 17.11)
Puget Sound Chinook salmon presence has been documented by WDFW in the nearby White River,
located approximately 0.28 mile east of the subject property. Temporary increases in terrestrial noise
are not expected to have any effect on fish species. Any turbidity impacts are expected to be temporary
and constrained to the project area due to the conservation measures and BMPs that will be in place
for the project, and lack of surface water connection to fish-bearing waters. The small amount of
alteration of the non-functional onsite floodplain will cause no measurable impacts to habitat
functionality. Due to the distant presence of chinook salmon and the de minimis impacts to the onsite
floodplain when taking into account the existing degraded conditions, the proposed May Affect, but
are Not Likely to Adversely Affect Puget Sound Chinook Salmon. The Action Area does not
include critical habitat; therefore, the proposed activities will have No Effect on Puget Sound
Chinook Critical Habitat.
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Bull Trout and Critical Habitat
Salvelinus confluentus – Threatened, listed November 1, 1999
Critical habitat designated October 18, 2010(75FR63898)
Bull trout presence is documented in the nearby White River, located approximately 0.28 mile to the
north of the subject property. Temporary increases in terrestrial noise are not expected to have any
effect on fish species. Any turbidity impacts are expected to be temporary and constrained to the
project area due to the conservation measures and BMPs that will be in place for the project, and lack
of surface water connection to fish-bearing waters. The small amount of alteration of the nonfunctional onsite floodplain will cause no measurable impacts to habitat functionality. Due to the
distant presence of bull trout and the de minimis impacts to the onsite floodplain when taking into
account the existing degraded conditions, the proposed actions May Affect, but are Not Likely to
Adversely Affect Bull Trout. The action area does not include critical habitat; therefore, the
proposed activities will have No Effect on Bull Trout Critical Habitat.
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Chapter 8. Closure
The findings and conclusions documented in this report have been prepared for specific application
to this project. They 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 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. Because of such
changes, our observations and conclusions applicable to this site may need to be revised wholly or in
part.
The determinations and regulatory recommendations made by SVC are based on conditions present
at the time of the site visits and considered preliminary until validated by the jurisdictional agencies.
Validation of the extent and jurisdictional status of all potentially regulated features by the regulating
agency provides a certification, usually written, that the features that will, or will not, be regulated by
the agencies until a specific date or until the regulations are modified. Only the regulating agencies
can provide this certification, but rights of appeal are available should regulatory agencies make
determinations inconsistent with applicable codes and standards.
Since critical areas are dynamic communities, affected by both natural and human activities, changes
may be expected; therefore, determinations cannot remain valid for an indefinite period of time. Local
agencies typically recognize the validity of critical areas assessments for a period of five years after
completion of an assessment. Development activities on a site five years after the completion of this
report may require revisions. In addition, changes in government codes, regulations, or laws may
occur. Because of such changes, our observations and conclusions applicable to this site may need to
be revised wholly or in part.
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Appendix A –– Methods and Tools
Table A-1.
Parameter

Methods and tools used to prepare the report.
Method or Tool

Website

Reference

Wetland
Indicator
Status

2016 National
Wetland Plant List

https://www.fws.gov/wetla
nds/documents/NationalWetland-Plant-List-2016Wetland-Ratings.pdf

Lichvar, R.W., D.L. Banks, W.N. Kirchner, and
N.C. Melvin. 2016. The National Wetland Plant
List: 2016 wetland ratings. Phytoneuron 2016-30:
1-17. Published 28 April 2016. ISSN 2153 733X

Plant Names

USDA Plant
Database

http://plants.usda.gov/

Website

Flora of the Pacific
Northwest

http://www.washington.ed
u/uwpress/search/books/
HITFLC.html

Hitchcock, C.L. and A. Cronquist. 1973. Flora
of the Pacific Northwest. University of
Washington Press. Seattle, Washington.

NRCS Soil Survey

http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.u
sda.gov/app/WebSoilSurve
y.aspx

Website GIS data based upon:
Synder, Gale, Pringle. 1973. Soil Survey of
King County Area, Washington. United States
Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation
Service in Cooperation with Washington State
Department of Natural Resources and
Washington State University, Agricultural
Research Center. Natural Resource
Conservation Service.

Soils Data

Soil Color Charts

Threatened
and
Endangered
Species

Report
Preparation

Munsell Color. 2000. Munsell Soil Color
Charts. New Windsor, New York.

Field Indicators of
Hydric Soils

https://www.nrcs.usda.gov
/Internet/FSE_DOCUME
NTS/nrcs142p2_053171.pd
f

USDA, NRCS. 2018. Field Indicators of Hydric
Soils in the United States, Version 8.2. L.M. Vasilas,
G.W. Hurt, and J.F. Berkowitz (eds.). USDA,
NRCS, in cooperation with the National
Technical Committee for Hydric Soils

Washington
Natural Heritage
Program

http://datawadnr.opendata.arcgis.com/
datasets/wnhp-currentelement-occurrences

Washington Natural Heritage Program.
Endangered, threatened, and sensitive plants of
Washington. Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Washington Natural
Heritage Program, Olympia, WA

Washington
Priority Habitats
and Species

http://wdfw.wa.gov/hab/p
hspage.htm

Priority Habitats and Species (PHS)
Program. Map of priority habitats and species
in project vicinity. Washington Department of
Fish and Wildlife.

Washington
SalmonScape

http://apps.wdfw.wa.gov/s
almonscape/map.html

SalmonScape. Washington State Department
of Fish and Wildlife.

Sumner Municipal
Code

https://www.codepublishin
g.com/WA/Sumner/#!/Su
mner16/Sumner16.html

SMC Title 16, Division III – Natural Resource
Lands and Critical Areas
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Appendix B –– Background Information
This appendix includes a Pierce County Contours Map (B1); USFWS NWI Map (B2); Pierce County
Stream and Wetland Inventory (B3), City of Sumner Wetland Inventory (B4); DNR Stream Typing
Map (B5); NRCS Soil Survey Map (B6); WDFW PHS Map (B7); WDFW SalmonScape Map (B8); and
FEMA Flood Hazard Map (B9).
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Appendix B1 –– Pierce County Contours Map
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Appendix B2 –– USFWS NWI Map
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Appendix B3 –– Pierce County Stream and Wetland Inventory
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Location
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Appendix B4 –– City of Sumner Wetland Inventory

Subject Property
Location
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Appendix B5 –– DNR Stream Typing Map
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Location
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Appendix B6 –– NRCS Soil Survey Map
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Location
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Appendix B7 –– WDFW PHS Map

Subject Property
Location
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Appendix B8 –– WDFW SalmonScape Map
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Appendix B9 –– FEMA Floodplain Map

Subject Property
Location
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Appendix C –– Site Plan
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Appendix E –– Author Qualifications
All field inspections, wetland determinations, habitat assessments, and supporting documentation,
including this Wetland and Fish and Wildlife Habitat Assessment Report, Biological
Assessment, and Habitat management Plan prepared for the Sumner Blueberry project site were
prepared by, or under the direction of, Jon Pickett of SVC. In addition, the site investigation was
performed by Erin Harker, and report preparation was completed by Kyla Caddey.

Jon Pickett
Senior Environmental Planner
Professional Experience: 10 years
Jon Pickett is a Senior Scientist/Environmental Planner with diverse professional experience in habitat
development as a Regional Biologist and Environmental Project Manager, with an emphasis in wetland
restoration and enhancement. Jon has extensive experience successfully planning, developing, securing
funding, managing and implementing numerous large-scale wetland habitat projects aimed at restoring
the biological and physical functions of wetlands throughout California’s Central Valley and Southern
California. During this time, he managed a 2,200-acre private wetland and upland habitat complex as
a public trust resource for conservation and consumptive use. He worked to ensure projects were
designed and implemented to achieve habitat restoration goals, including reclamation of wetland and
floodplain habitats, reintroduction of aquatic complexity and habitat, and reestablishment of riparian
corridor.
Jon has worked with Federal and State agencies and private entities on land acquisitions for
conservational habitat and public use, including prioritizing acquisitions relative to value and
opportunity and funding. In addition, Jon has experience in regulatory coordination to ensure projects
operated in compliance with Federal, State and local environmental regulations, preparing permit
documentation, coordinating with all pertinent agencies and stakeholders, and developing and
maintaining appropriate permitting timelines to ensure timely approvals. He also oversaw earthwork
construction components and revegetation efforts, as well as post-project monitoring, with an
emphasis in native vegetation establishment and natural channel morphology.
Jon earned a Bachelor of Science degree in Natural Resource Sciences from Washington State
University and Bachelor of Science Minor in Forestry from Washington State University. Jon has
received 40-hour wetland delineation training (Western Mtns, Valleys, & Coast and Arid West
Regional Supplement) and has been formally trained in the use of the Washington State Wetland
Rating System, How to Determine the Ordinary High Water Mark, Using Field Indicators for Hydric
Soils, and the Using the Credit-Debit Method for Estimating Mitigation Needs.

Erin Harker
Wetland Scientist
Professional Experience: 4 years
Erin Harker is a Staff Wetland Scientist with diverse ecological experience in both field and laboratory
settings in the Pacific Northwest. She has gained hands-on experience involving research on water
quality, salmon runs, amphibian surveys, restoration project performance, and marine mammal hydro1582.0004 Sumner Blueberry
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acoustics. Erin is proficient in collecting and analyzing environmental data; riparian restoration and
wetland mitigation monitoring principles and techniques; analyzing local, state, and federal
environmental code and regulations; and technical writing. Erin has additional experience engaging
students and volunteers in a suite of environmental curriculums. She currently performs wetland,
ordinary high water, and forensic delineations, in addition to assisting clients through the various
stages of land use planning by conducting environmental code analysis; preparing environmental
assessments, mitigation reports, and biological evaluations; and completing permit applications.
Erin graduated from Western Washington University with a Bachelor of Science degree in
Environmental Science with a Marine Ecology focus. She has received 40-hour Wetland Delineation
Training and formal training through the WSDOE and Coastal Training Program in conducting forage
fish surveys; using the credit-debit system for estimating wetland mitigation needs, determining the
ordinary high water mark; Puget Sound coastal processes; conducting eelgrass delineations; using the
2014 wetland rating system; using field indicators for hydric soils; and administering permits in the
shoreline jurisdiction.

Kyla Caddey

Environmental Scientist
Professional Experience: 4+ years
Kyla Caddey is an Environmental Scientist with a diverse background in riparian habitat restoration,
stream and wetland ecology, wildlife ecology and conservation, and wildlife and natural resource
assessments and monitoring. Kyla has advanced expertise in report preparation, grant writing,
environmental education, data compilation and statistical analysis. Kyla has field experience
performing in-depth studies in both the Pacific Northwest and Central American ecosystems. She
currently performs wetland, stream, and shoreline delineations and fish and wildlife habitat
assessments; conducts environmental code analysis; and prepares environmental assessment and
mitigation reports, biological evaluations, and permit applications to support clients through the
regulatory and planning process for various land use projects.
Kyla earned a Bachelor of Science degree in Environmental Science and Resource Management from
the University of Washington, Seattle with a focus in Wildlife Conservation and a minor in
Quantitative Science. She has received 40-hour wetland delineation training (Western Mtns, Valleys,
& Coast and Arid West Regional Supplement), and is a Pierce County Qualified Wetland Specialist
and Wildlife Biologist. Kyla has been formally trained through the Washington State Department of
Ecology and Coastal Training Program in Using the Credit-Debit Method in Estimating Wetland
Mitigation Needs; How to Determine the Ordinary High Water Mark; Using Field Indicators for
Hydric Soils; plant identification for Western WA; How to Administer Development Permits in
Washington Shorelines; Puget Sound Coastal Processes; and Forage Fish Survey Techniques.
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