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ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATOR 

450 110th Ave NE., P.O. BOX 90012 
BELLEVUE, WA 98009-9012 

 

 

OPTIONAL DETERMINATION OF NON-SIGNIFICANCE (DNS) NOTICE MATERIALS 
 
 

The attached materials are being sent to you pursuant to the requirements for the Optional DNS 

Process (WAC 197-11-355). A DNS on the attached proposal is likely. This may be the only 

opportunity to comment on environmental impacts of the proposal. Mitigation measures from 

standard codes will apply. Project review may require mitigation regardless of whether an EIS is 

prepared. A copy of the subsequent threshold determination for this proposal may be obtained upon 

request. 

File No. 22-118213-LO 
 

Project Name/Address: COBU Cedar Terrace Pump Station Rehabilitation Project 

3205 115th Avenue NE, 11000 NE 33rd Place, and the King County 
Eastrail 

 

Planner:  Drew Folsom 

(425) 452-4441 

dfolsom@bellevuewa.gov 
 
 

 

Minimum Comment Period: November 28, 2022 

Materials included in this Notice: 

✔ Blue Bulletin 
✔ Checklist 
✔ Vicinity Map 
✔ Plans 

Other: 
 

OTHERS TO RECEIVE THIS DOCUMENT: 
✔ State Department of Fish and Wildlife 
✔ State Department of Ecology, Shoreline Planner N.W. Region 
✔ Army Corps of Engineers 
✔ Attorney General 
✔ Muckleshoot Indian Tribe 
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SEPA 
Environmental Checklist 

The City of Bellevue uses this checklist to help determine whether the environmental impacts of 

your proposal are significant. This information is also helpful to determine if available avoidance, 

minimization or compensatory mitigation measures will address the probable significant impacts 

or if an environmental impact statement will be prepared to further analyze the proposal. 

Instructions 
The checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal. Please answer 

each question accurately and carefully and to the best of your knowledge. You may need to 

consult with an agency specialist or private consultant for some questions.  

You may respond with “Not Applicable” or "Does Not Apply" only when you can explain why it 

does not apply and not when the answer is unknown. You may also attach or incorporate by 

reference additional studies and reports. Please make complete and accurate answers to these 

questions to the best of your ability in order to avoid delays. For assistance, see SEPA Checklist 

Guidance on the Washington State Department of Ecology website.  

The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a 

period of time or on different parcels of land. Attach any additional information that will help 

describe your proposal or its environmental effects. The city may ask you to explain your answers 

or provide additional information reasonably related to determining if there may be significant 

adverse impact. 

Background 
1. Name of proposed project, if applicable   

2. Name of applicant   

3. Contact person   Phone   

4. Contact person address   

5. Date this checklist was prepared   

6. Agency requesting the checklist   

  

https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-guidance#Background
https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-guidance#Background
DFolsom
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7. Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable) 

 

 

8. Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion or further activity related to or 

connected with this proposal? If yes, explain. 

 

 

9. List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared or will be 

prepared, that is directly related to this proposal. 

 

 

10. Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other 

proposals directly affecting the property covered by your proposal? If yes, explain. 

 

 

11. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known. 
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12. Give a brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the 

size of the project and site. There are several questions later in this checklist that ask you to 

describe certain aspects of your proposal. You do not need to repeat those answers on this 

page. (Lead agencies may modify this form to include additional specific information on 

project description.) 

 

 

13. Location of the proposal. Give sufficient information for a person to understand the precise 

location of your proposed project, including a street address, if any, and the section, 

township and range, if known. If a proposal would occur over a range of area, provide the 

range or boundaries of the site(s). Provide a legal description, site plan, vicinity map and 

topographic map, if reasonably available. While you should submit any plans required by 

the agency, you are not required to duplicate maps or detailed plans submitted with any 

permit applications related to this checklist. 

 

 

Environmental Elements 

Earth 

1. General description of the site: 

□ Flat 

□ Rolling 

□ Hilly 

□ Steep Slopes 

□ Mountainous 

□ Other   

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

DFolsom
Text Box
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3. What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, gravel, peat, 

muck)? If you know the classification of agricultural soils, specify them and note any 

agricultural land of long-term commercial significance and whether the proposal results in 

removing any of these soils. 

 

 

4. Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity? If so, 

describe. 

 

 

5. Describe the purpose, type, total area and approximate quantities and total affected area 

of any filling, excavation and grading proposed. Indicate the source of the fill. 

 

 

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

 

 

7. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project 

construction (for example, asphalt or buildings)?   

  

suzanne.vieira
Typewritten Text
Per the City of Bellevue Map Viewer, the project area crosses some mapped Steep Slopes along the 
King County-owned trail corridor (City of Bellevue 2022). However, the project area does not occur in a 
liquefaction-prone area or a potential or known slide area. The geotechnical study has determined that 
there are no indications of landslides or unstable soils within the project area. 
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List of Proposed Best Management Practices (BMPs) for Erosion Control:

suzanne.vieira
Typewritten Text
• A Temporary Erosion and Sediment Control (TESC) Plan and a Source Control Plan will be developed and implemented for all clearing, vegetation removal, grading, ditching, filling, soil compaction, or excavation. The BMPs in the plans will be used to control sediments from all vegetation removal or ground disturbing activities.
• The contractor will designate at least one employee as the erosion and spill control (ESC) lead, also called a Certified Erosion and Sediment Control Lead (CESCL; BMP C160). The CESCL will be responsible for the installation and monitoring of erosion control measures and maintaining spill containment and control equipment. The CESCL will also be responsible for ensuring compliance with all erosion and sediment control requirements.
• All exposed soils will be stabilized during the first available period, and no soils will remain without stabilization for more than two days from October 1 to April 30 or for more than seven days from May 1 to September 30.
• Disturbed areas will be returned to existing or improved conditions (e.g., replanting or repaving) as soon as practical after construction is completed.
• Mulching (BMP C121): Mulching soils provides immediate temporary erosion protection and additionally enhances plant establishment. Mulching may be used in combination with seeding and planting.
• Topsoiling/Composing (BMP C125): Topsoiling and composting provide a suitable growth medium for final site stabilization with vegetation. Although the priority is to retain existing native soils and duff layers, topsoil and compositing may be used where project construction has resulted in poor soil quality.
• Sodding (BMP C124): Sodding established turf for immediate erosion protection and to stabilize drainage paths. Sod may be installed in combination with seeding and planting to reestablish turf in the areas of existing lawn on the Project site.
• Nets and Blankets (BMP C122): Erosion control blankets will be installed on steep slopes that are susceptible to erosion and where ground-disturbing activities have occurred. This will prevent erosion and assist with establishment of native vegetation.
• Temporary and Permanent Seeding (BMP C120): Seeding reduces erosion by stabilizing exposed soils. Seeding may be used in combination with planting throughout the project on disturbed areas that have reached final grade.
• Plastic Covering (BMP C123): Plastic covering provides immediate, short-term erosion protection to slopes and disturbed areas.
• All temporary and permanent erosion and sedimentation control measures will be inspected, maintained, and repaired on a regular basis to ensure continued performance of their intended functions.
    Fences will be inspected immediately after substantial rainfall and at least daily during prolonged rainfall.
    Sediment will be removed as it collects behind fences and prior to their final removal.
    Regular street cleaning will occur where necessary to control mud and dust, and minimization measures will be taken to minimize tracking of sediment onto public roadways by construction vehicles.

suzanne.vieira
Typewritten Text
Page 4.1

DFolsom
Text Box
D.Folsom 11/7/22



June 7, 2019 City of Bellevue | Development Services 5 

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

 

 

Air 

1. What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal during construction, 

operation and maintenance when the project is completed? If any, generally describe and 

give approximate quantities if known. 

 

 

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

generally describe. 

 

 

3. Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any. 

 

 

  

DFolsom
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Water 

1. Surface Water 

a. Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of the site (including 

year-round and seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes, ponds, wetlands)? If yes, describe 

type and provide names. If appropriate, state what stream or river it flows into. 

 

 

b. Will the project require any work over, in or adjacent to (within 200 feet) the described 

waters? If yes, please describe and attach available plans. 

 

 

c. Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed in or removed 

from surface water or wetlands and indicate the area of the site that would be affected. 

Indicate the source of the fill material. 

 

 

d. Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions? Give a general 

description, purpose and approximate quantities, if known. 

 

 

e. Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain?   

If so, note the location on the site plan. 

  

DFolsom
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f. Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters? If so, 

describe the type of waste and anticipated volume of discharge. 

 

 

2. Ground Water 

a. Will groundwater be withdrawn from a well for drinking water or other purposes? If so, 

give a general description of the well, proposed uses and approximate quantities 

withdrawn from the well. Will water be discharged to groundwater? Give general 

description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known. 

 

 

b. Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks or 

other sources, if any (for example:  Domestic sewage; industrial, containing the 

following chemicals…; agricultural; etc.).  Describe the general size of the system, the 

number of such systems, the number of houses to be served (if applicable), or the 

number of animals or humans the system(s) are expected to serve. 

 

 

  

DFolsom
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3. Water Runoff (including stormwater) 

a. Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of collection and 

disposal, if any (include quantities, if known). Where will this water flow? Will this water 

flow into other waters? If so, describe. 

 

 

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

 

 

c. Does the proposal alter or otherwise affect drainage patterns in the vicinity of the site? 

If so, describe. 

 

 

Indicate any proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground and runoff water, 

and drainage pattern impacts, if any. 

 

 

DFolsom
Text Box
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List of Proposed BMPs for Water Runoff:
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• Preserving Natural Vegetation (BMP C101): The purpose of preserving natural vegetation is to reduce erosion wherever practicable. Limiting site disturbance is the single most effective method for reducing erosion. Natural vegetation should be preserved on steep slopes, near perennial and intermittent watercourses or swales, and on building sites in wooded areas. Trees and other vegetation within the work area to be preserved during construction will be designated with high visibility fencing at a sufficient distance to prevent soil compaction or root damage. Additionally, during construction, the duff layer, native topsoil, and vegetation will be retained to the maximum extent practicable.
• High Visibility Fence (BMP C103): High-visibility fencing is intended to restrict clearing and construction to the approved limits and prevent disturbance in those areas that should be protected. Prior to beginning land disturbing activities, the work area limits will be clearly delineated with high visibility fencing. Additionally, any sensitive areas and their buffers or significant trees to be retained will be marked for preservation.
• Tree Protection during Construction (BMP T101): The tree protection procedures and requirements as outlined under T101 will be completed, including:
    The submittal of a Tree Protection Plan by the project arborist that outlines the location and specifics of each significant tree (Tree Solutions 2022).
    The installation of tree protection fencing around the tree protection zone at a sufficient distance to prevent both above- and below-ground impacts.
    The installation of mulch or woodchips in the tree protection zone.
    Long-term care and monitoring of preserved trees.
    The supervision of all tree protection activities by the Project arborist, as needed.
• Wattles (BMP C235) will be implemented as defined in the 2019 SWMMWW to ensure that no sedimentation occurs. Wattles are temporary erosion and sediment control barriers consisting of straw, compost, or other material that is wrapped in netting made of natural plant fiber or similar encasing material. They reduce the velocity and can spread the flow of rill and sheet runoff and can capture and retain sediment. Wattles will be installed as needed to slow flows and as secondary protection along silt fence.
• Protect drain inlets (catch basins) from turbid water or sediment discharges using drain inlet protection (BMP C220). Inlet protection prevents coarse sediment from entering drainage systems prior to permanent stabilization of the disturbed area. The project will provide protection for all storm drain inlets downslope and within 500 feet of a disturbed or construction area unless those inlets are preceded by a sediment trapping BMP. Storm drain inlet protection is required at all times for functioning catch basins.
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Plants 

1. Check the types of vegetation found on the site: 

□ deciduous tree:  alder, maple, aspen, other   

□ evergreen tree: fir, cedar, pine, other   

□ shrubs 

□ grass 

□ pasture 

□ crop or grain 

□ orchards, vineyards or other permanent crops 

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

□ water plants: water lily eelgrass, milfoil, other   

□ other types of vegetation   

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

 

 

3. List any threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site. 

 

 

4. Proposed landscaping, use of native plants or other measures to preserve or enhance 

vegetation on the site, if any. 

 

DFolsom
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5. List all noxious weeds and invasive species known to be on or near the site. 

 

 

Animals 

1. List any birds and other animals which have been observed on or near the site or are 

known to be on or near the site. Examples include: 

Birds: □hawk, □heron, □eagle, □songbirds, □other   

Mammals:  □deer, □bear, □elk, □beaver, □other   

Fish:  □bass, □salmon, □trout, □herring, □shellfish, □other   

2. List any threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site. 

 

 

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

 

 

4. Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any. 

 

 

DFolsom
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5. List any invasive animal species known to be on or near the site. 

 

 

Energy and Natural Resources 

1. What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stove, solar) will be used to meet the 

completed project's energy needs? Describe whether it will be used for heating, 

manufacturing, etc. 

 

 

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

generally describe. 

 

 

3. What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the plans of this proposal? List 

other proposed measures to reduce or control energy impacts, if any. 
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Environmental Health 

1. Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals, risk of 

fire and explosion, spill or hazardous waste, that could occur as a result of this proposal? If 

so, describe. 

 

 

a. Describe any known or possible contamination at the site from present or past uses. 

 

 

b. Describe existing hazardous chemicals/conditions that might affect project 

development and design. This includes underground hazardous liquid and gas 

transmission pipelines located within the project area and in the vicinity. 

 

 

c. Describe any toxic or hazardous chemicals that might be stored, used, or produced 

during the project's development or construction, or at any time during the operating 

life of the project. 
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d. Describe special emergency services that might be required. 

 

 

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

 

 

2. Noise 

a. What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example: traffic, 

equipment, operation, other)? 

 

 

b. What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the project on a 

short-term or a long-term basis (for example:  traffic, construction, operation, other)? 

Indicate what hours noise would come from the site. 

 

 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any. 
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Land and Shoreline Uses 

1. What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? Will the proposal affect current 

land uses on nearby or adjacent properties? If so, describe. 

 

 

2. Has the project site been used as working farmlands or working forest lands? If so, 

describe. How much agricultural or forest land of long-term commercial significance will be 

converted to other uses as a result of the proposal, if any? If resource lands have not been 

designated, how many acres in farmland or forest land tax status will be converted to non-

farm or non-forest use? 

 

 

a. Will the proposal affect or be affected by surrounding working farm or forest land 

normal business operations, such as oversize equipment access, the application of 

pesticides, tilling and harvesting? If so, how? 

 

 

3. Describe any structures on the site. 
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4. Will any structures be demolished? If so, what? 

 

 

5. What is the current zoning classification of the site?   

6. What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site?   

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

 

 

8. Has any part of the site been classified as a critical area by the city or county? If so, specify. 

 

 

9. Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project?   

10. Approximately how many people would the completed project displace?   

11. Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any. 

 

 

12. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected land 

uses and plans, if any. 
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13. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with nearby agricultural and 

forest lands of long-term commercial significance, if any. 

 

 

Housing 

1. Approximately how many units would be provided, if any? Indicate whether high, middle, 

or low-income housing. 

 

 

2. Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate whether high, middle, 

or low-income housing. 

 

 

3. Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any. 

 

 

Aesthetics 

1. What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas; what is the 

principal exterior building material(s) proposed? 

 

 

2. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed? 
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3. Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any 

 

 

Light and Glare 

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

occur? 

 

 

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

 

 

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

 

 

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

 

 

Recreation 

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

 

 

2. Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses? If so, describe. 
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3. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreation 

opportunities to be provided by the project or applicant, if any. 

 

 

Historic and Cultural Preservation 

1. Are there any buildings, structures or sites located on or near the site that are over 45 

years old listed in or eligible for listing in national, state or local preservation registers 

located on or near the site? If so, specifically describe. 

 

 

2. Are there any landmarks, features or other evidence of Indian or historic use or 

occupation? This may include human burials or old cemeteries. Are there any material 

evidence, artifacts or areas of cultural importance on or near the site? Please list any 

professional studies conducted at the site to identify such resources. 

 

 

3. Describe the methods used to assess the potential impacts to cultural and historic 

resources on or near the project site. Examples include consultation with tribes and the 

department of archeology and historic preservation, archaeological surveys, historic maps, 

GIS data, etc. 
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4. Proposed measures to avoid, minimize or compensate for loss, changes to and disturbance 

to resources. Please include plans for the above and any permits that may be required. 

 

 

Transportation 

1. Identify public streets and highways serving the site or affected geographic area and 

describe proposed access to the existing street system. Show on site plans, if any. 

 

 

2. Is the site or affected geographic area currently served by public transit? If so, generally 

describe. If not, what is the approximate distance to the nearest transit stop? 

 

 

3. How many additional parking spaces would the completed project or non-project proposal 

have? How many would the project or proposal eliminate? 

 

 

4. Will the proposal require any new or improvements to existing roads, streets, pedestrian, 

bicycle or state transportation facilities, not including driveways? If so, generally describe 

(indicate whether public or private). 
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5. Will the project or proposal use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail or air 

transportation? If so, generally describe. 

 

 

6. How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project or 

proposal? If known, indicate when peak volumes would occur and what percentage of the 

volume would be trucks (such as commercial and non-passenger vehicles). What data or 

transportation models were used to make these estimates? 

 

 

7. Will the proposal interfere with, affect or be affected by the movement of agricultural and 

forest products on roads or streets in the area? If so, generally describe. 

 

 

8. Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any. 
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Public Service 

1. Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example: fire 

protection, police protection, public transit, health care, schools, other)? If so, generally 

describe. 

 

 

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

 

 

Utilities 

1. Check the utilities currently available at the site: 

□ Electricity 

□ natural gas 

□ water 

□ refuse service 

□ telephone 

□ sanitary sewer 

□ septic system 

□ other 

2. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing the service and 

the general construction activities on the site or in the immediate vicinity which might be 

needed. 
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Signature 
The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge. I understand that the lead 

agency is relying on them to make its decision. 

Signature   

Name of signee   

Position and Agency/Organization   

Date Submitted   
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The Cedar Terrace Pump Station is a City of Bellevue (the City or Bellevue) wastewater pump station that 
exclusively serves the basement levels of some buildings in the Cedar Terrace apartment complex. The pump 
station is at 3205 115th Avenue NE, Bellevue, Washington, located on the apartment complex private property 
owned by Essex Property Trust Inc. (parcel 2025059160). It was built at the same time as the apartment 
complex—in 1983/1984— and was last upgraded in 1985. The pump station is a suction lift station with a 
capacity of 200 gallons per minute. Bellevue Utilities obtained this station through bill of sale in 1985 from the 
Cedar Terrace Apartment complex owner. 

The existing Cedar Terrace Pump Station includes a 4-inch-diameter force main that extends south for 58 feet to a 
maintenance hole (MH) where it combines with the rest of the apartment complex sewer flows from the main 
floor units (Figure 1). From there, an 8-inch, 90-foot-long ductile iron gravity pipe conveys flow to a discharge 
point into an 84-inch-diameter King County interceptor. The force main is within the Cedar Terrace apartment 
property; the gravity pipe is partly on the apartment property and partly on King County park property. The King 
County park property is a former Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) Railway Company corridor that is 
currently used as a public trail and called the Eastrail multi-use corridor (parcel 2025059034). The pump station 
has reached the end of its useful service life. Bellevue Utilities will be discontinuing use of the Cedar Terrace 
Pump Station and installing a new high-density polyethylene (HDPE) gravity pipeline that can convey the 
wastewater that the pump station currently discharges. This will provide reliable service to the residents at the 
Cedar Terrace apartments. The Cedar Terrace Pump Station Rehabilitation Project (the Project) is scheduled for 
work under the City’s S-16 capital improvement program (Sewer Pump Station Program Improvements).  

1.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The following is a summary of the Project description provided in the Project Narrative and Code Consistency 
Analysis (Tetra Tech and Confluence 2022). Please refer to that document for additional details. The Project 
proposes to install a new gravity pipeline and four new maintenance holes (MH A1, A, B, and C) and to convert 
the existing pump station to be used as a maintenance hole for the new pipeline (MH #2). The new gravity 
pipeline will extend north from MH#2 through the first new maintenance hole (MH A1) to the second new 
maintenance hole (MH A) and then cross to the west to join the King County interceptor (Figure 2). The pipeline 
between MH#2 and MH A will be installed via open cut-and-cover construction. This segment of the pipeline is 
on the Cedar Terrace property (parcel 2025059160). The new gravity pipeline will then continue west from MH A 
via horizontal directional drilling (HDD) construction methods underneath the former railroad corridor to a third 
new maintenance hole (MH B) in the rear parking lot of property owned by SW Bel-Kirk LLC (parcel 
2025059102). The new gravity pipeline will exit MH B north via open cut-and-cover construction through the 
parking lot to the fourth new maintenance hole (MH C), which connects to an existing Bellevue sewer pipeline in 
the SCGVF2 Evergreen Office Park. 
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Figure 1. Existing Cedar Terrace Pump Station and Force Main Site
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Figure 2. Proposed Gravity Pipeline Alignment 
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1.2 PROJECT SITE 
The Project is located within the City of Bellevue and Section/Township/Range: S20, T25N, R05E. The proposed 
pipeline crosses five King County tax parcels from west to east, as outlined in Table 1.  

Table 1. Properties Associated with the Cedar Terrace Pump Station Rehabilitation Project 

Parcel Number Address Use 

2025059101 11000 NE 33RD PL Evergreen Office Park 
2025059102 11120 NE 33RD PL SW Bel-Kirk LLC 
2025059117 -- King County Parks - undeveloped 
2025059034 -- King County Parks trail corridor 
2025059160 3205 115TH AVE NE Cedar Terrace Apartment Complex 

 

The Project site includes a linear pipeline of approximately 840 linear feet and staging areas. The total Project site 
that will result in ground surface disturbance includes approximately 31,331 square feet (SF). Note that this 
provides a conservative estimate that adds 15% to the work areas to account for changes during design. The 
proposed Project impacts are described in detail in Section 4. For additional information on the project site 
impacts, please refer to the Project Narrative and Code Consistency Analysis (Tetra Tech and Confluence 2022). 

1.3 CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE AND DURATION 
Construction is proposed to start in Spring of 2023 and continue through to Summer of 2024. Construction will 
begin at the western-most portion of the new gravity pipeline and will proceed to the east and south. The last 
phase of work before Project completion will be to tie the new gravity pipeline into the existing wastewater 
infrastructure at the Cedar Terrace apartments property.  
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2. METHODS 

Confluence Environmental Company (Confluence) conducted a desktop analysis, field investigation, and 
background research on the Project site parcels to understand existing conditions and location of critical areas. 
This section describes the methods used to confirm the presence or absence of critical areas on or adjacent to the 
Project site. Note that any geologic hazard areas on-site were not delineated by Confluence but were identified by 
a certified geotechnical engineer. The Geotechnical Report contains a description of these critical areas within the 
Project site (Shannon & Wilson 2022). Similarly, trees were identified by a certified arborist and discussed in the 
Arborist Report (Tree Solutions 2022). A summary of the findings from the Geotechnical Report and Arborist 
Report are provided in Section 3. 

2.1 DESKTOP ANALYSIS 
To develop a strategy for field investigation, Confluence reviewed relevant regulations and publicly available 
geographic information system (GIS) databases. Confluence also reviewed Bellevue Land Use Code (LUC) to 
determine the standard buffer requirements for critical areas in the Project vicinity.  

Confluence reviewed GIS databases for the documented presence of wetlands, streams, lakes, species listed under 
the Endangered Species Act (ESA) as threatened or endangered, or species of local importance located on or 
within 300 feet of the Project site. It was necessary to search within 300 feet to determine the presence of 
subterranean features (i.e., closed streams) and to determine whether buffers for off-site critical areas encroach 
onto the site (i.e., 225 feet is the largest critical area buffer identified under LUC 20.25H.035(A)). The following 
GIS databases were reviewed: 

• Bellevue Mapshot (Bellevue 2021) 

• Bellevue Map Viewer (Bellevue 2022) 

• Bellevue Drainage Basin Details: Yarrow Creek Basin Fact Sheet (Bellevue 2017) 

• King County iMap (King County 2021) 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) (USFWS 2021a) 

• USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (iPaC) (USFWS 2021b) 

• National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Species Directory (NMFS 2022) 

• Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Survey (NRCS 2021) 

• Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) SalmonScape (WDFW 2021a) 

• WDFW Priority Habitats and Species (PHS) (WDFW 2021b) 

• WDFW Washington State Fish Passage (WDFW 2022) 
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• Washington Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) Water Type GIS (WDNR 2021) 

Results of the GIS database review are in Appendix A.  

2.2 FIELD INVESTIGATION 
On January 11, 2022, Confluence conducted a field investigation to determine the presence or absence of wetland 
and stream critical areas on or near the property. This investigation was a reconnaissance-level survey to 
determine if a more detailed survey was needed. The following subsections provide the methods used to identify 
and categorize critical areas, as applicable.  

2.2.1 Wetlands 
The following is an overview of the wetland identification, delineation, and rating methods used by Confluence. 
No wetland conditions were found on the Project site or within 300 feet of the Project site parcels. 

Wetland Identification and Delineation 
Confluence delineates wetland boundaries using the methods described by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(Corps) in the Wetland Delineation Manual (Corps 1987) and the Regional Supplement to the Wetland 
Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region (Corps 2010). The Corps typically requires 
that the following three characteristics be present for an area to be identified as a wetland: (1) hydrophytic 
vegetation, (2) hydric soil, and (3) wetland hydrology. For each criterion, there are several possible indicators that 
can be used to determine whether the criterion has been met. The indicators were established so that if a wetland 
were present on-site, sufficient indicators would be observed at any time of the year, including the driest or 
wettest months, to identify the wetland. Since “normal circumstances,” as defined by the Corps (1987), exist on 
the site, all three criteria must be present for an area to be determined a wetland. Wetland determination data 
forms completed during the field investigation are provided in Appendix B. 

To confirm the presence or absence of a wetland, data are collected from representative test plots within and 
outside of potential wetlands. The locations of the test plots are based on the presence of visual wetland indicators 
(e.g., wetland vegetation, evidence of standing water) or chosen to represent vegetative, topographic, or 
hydrologic features in the vicinity. Within these test plots, vegetation, soils, and hydrology are examined to 
determine whether wetland characteristics were present. Plots that meet all three wetland criteria are determined 
to be wetland plots; plots that do not meet all three wetland criteria are determined to be upland plots. The 
location of test plots is recorded using a Trimble global positioning system (GPS) unit. 

If the presence of a wetland is confirmed, visual wetland indicators, such as topographic and vegetative shifts, are 
used to delineate the remainder of the wetland boundary. However, no wetland conditions were identified within 
the Project site.  

Confluence uses the PLANTS Database (NRCS 2022) to provide consistency in scientific naming and the 
National Wetland Plant List (Corps 2020) to determine the wetland indicator status of plants. 
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Off-Site Wetland Identification 
To assess whether there are possible wetlands with buffers encroaching from adjacent properties, Confluence 
modified the methods described by the Corps (Corps 1987, 2010). The modified method identified the presence or 
absence of visual wetland indicators. If hydrophytic vegetation were dominant and visual indicators of wetland 
hydrology were observed, then hydric soils would have been assumed; however, no visual wetland indicators 
were observed within 300 feet of the Project site parcels. 

Wetland Rating 
Confluence determines wetland ratings using the Washington State Wetland Rating System for Western 
Washington (Hruby 2014) to assess the resource value of any wetland identified on the site. However, as no 
wetlands were identified on or within 300 feet of the Project site, no wetland rating was conducted.  

2.2.2 Streams 
The Washington State Code defines the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) as follows: “On all lakes, streams, 
and tidal water [the OHWM] is that mark that will be found by examining the bed and banks and ascertaining 
where the presence and action of waters are so common and usual, and so long continued in all ordinary years, as 
to mark upon the soil a character distinct from that of the abutting upland, in respect to vegetation as that 
condition exists on June 1, 1971, as it may naturally change thereafter, or as it may change thereafter in 
accordance with permits issued by a local government or the department” (RCW 90.58.030). 

Washington State Department of Ecology has published a guide (Anderson et al. 2016) to interpret the code and 
provide guidance for field OHWM determinations. Confluence uses this guidance to determine the OHWM of 
any unnamed streams in the vicinity of the Project site. However, no daylighted streams or shorelines were 
identified within 300 feet the Project site, so no OHWM delineation was conducted. 

2.2.3 Habitat Assessment for Species of Local Importance 
Bellevue LUC 20.25H.150, identifies species of local importance. According to LUC 20.25H.150.B, habitat 
associated with and used by these species of local importance is designated as a critical area. Those habitats 
discussed elsewhere in LUC 20.25H (i.e., wetlands, streams, frequently flooded areas, etc.) do not apply to the 
species of local importance critical area designation. 

Based on life history requirements of designated species of local importance and site characteristics, Confluence 
biologists evaluated the Project site for nesting, breeding, foraging, and loafing opportunities for the species of 
local importance most likely to occur within the Project site. 
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3. RESULTS 

The following information details the results of the desktop analysis, field investigation, and background research. 
Photographs taken during the site investigation can be found in Appendix C. 

3.1 SITE VISIT CONDITIONS AND LIMITATIONS 
The weather prior to and during the January 11, 2022, site visit produced site conditions that were not ideal for 
conducting wetland delineations and may have resulted in a more conservative estimate of the wetland indicators. 
The site visit was conducted immediately following several days of rain and rain-on-snow events that resulted in 
significant stormwater runoff and soil saturation. This led to the presence of visual indicators of wetland 
hydrology that would likely not be present during normal climatic conditions and that, therefore, were not 
considered representative of actual wetland hydrology.  

The preceding 3-month average temperatures and total precipitation were within normal ranges as compared to 
the historical mean data from 2000 to present (USDA 2022). Although the preceding 3-month period was 
historically normal, the level of precipitation over the course of 9 days in January 2022 and the rain-on-snow 
event factor caused a high level of soil saturation and surface ponding in a short amount of time throughout the 
region. Intensely saturated soils can make coloring wetland soils more difficult. Soils should be moist but not 
fully wet during the coloring exercise. Overly wet soils may result in a lower chroma and value color estimation, 
leading to misidentifying a soil as meeting hydric soil indicators. Additionally, coloring soils on a rainy day with 
a cloud cover is not ideal as soils should be observed in sunlight when possible. 

Due to the time of year and the recent snows, the herbaceous vegetation layer was lacking. Live growth of annual 
species was not present and any growth from the previous season was not observable. Although the hydrophytic 
vegetation assessment methodology is valid for any time of year, the absence of any potential herbaceous species 
due to the time of year has the potential to skew the dominance determination as compared to a summertime 
assessment when all present species exhibit observable growth.  

3.2 WETLANDS 
No wetlands are mapped on the Project site parcels or within 300 feet of the Project site (Bellevue 2021, 2017, 
King County 2021, USFWS 2021a, WDFW 2021a,b, WDNR 2021). The closest identified wetlands are 
associated with Yarrow Creek. These include a palustrine wetland over 1,100 feet to the northeast and 1,000 feet 
to the west of the Project site parcels.  

Test plots were established on-site to determine the presence or absence of wetlands during the site 
reconnaissance on January 11, 2022. The location of each test plot was based on the information gathered during 
the desktop analysis and from on-site observations made during the site visit. It was determined that the 
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depression in the northwestern portion of the Cedar Terrace property (parcel 2025059160) was the only area with 
a likely landscape position and visible indicators that required further investigation. The locations of the test plots 
are shown in Figure 3. Test plot data forms are included in Appendix B. 

Test Plot 1 (TP-1) was in the northwestern portion of parcel 2025059160 in a relatively undisturbed depression at 
the base of the Eastrail multi-use corridor in an area with obvious surface water. The vegetation at TP-1 met the 
wetland vegetation criterion, although it can be described as marginal. The soils did not meet any hydric soil 
indicator; therefore, the hydric soil criterion was not met. Three primary wetland hydrology indicators were 
observed: Surface Water (A1), High Water Table (A2), and Saturation (A3); therefore, the wetland hydrology 
criterion was met. However, as explained above, it is likely that the recent snowmelt and heavy rain in the week 
preceding the site visit were the cause of the wetland hydrology indicators and that, based on the lack of hydric 
soils and marginal vegetation, these were not true wetland hydrology indicators. Since TP-1 did not meet all three 
criteria, the area represented by TP-1 is not a wetland.  

TP-2 was in the northwestern portion of parcel 2025059160 to the north of TP-1. Vegetation within TP-2 met the 
Dominance Test; therefore, the vegetation at TP-2 met the wetland vegetation criterion. The soils did not meet 
any hydric soil indicator; therefore, the hydric soil criterion was not met. Two primary wetland hydrology 
indicators were observed: High Water Table (A2) and Saturation (A3); therefore, the wetland hydrology criterion 
was met. Note that the soil was saturated to the surface, but the water table was only at 12-inches below the 
surface. As explained above, it is likely that the recent snowmelt and heavy rain in the week preceding the site 
visit were the cause of the wetland hydrology indicators and that, based on the lack of hydric soils, these were not 
true wetland hydrology indicators. Since TP-2 did not meet all three criteria, the area represented by TP-2 is not a 
wetland.  

TP-3 was in the northwestern portion of parcel 2025059160 to the south of TP-1 and TP-2. Vegetation within TP-
3 met the Dominance Test; therefore, the vegetation at TP-3 met the wetland vegetation criterion. The soils did 
not meet any hydric soil indicator; therefore, the hydric soil criterion was not met. Two primary wetland 
hydrology indicators were observed: High Water Table (A2) and Saturation (A3); therefore, the wetland 
hydrology criterion was met. As explained above, it is likely that the recent snowmelt and heavy rain in the week 
preceding the site visit were the cause of the wetland hydrology indicators and that, based on the lack of hydric 
soils, these were not true wetland hydrology indicators. Since TP-3 did not meet all 3 criteria, the area represented 
by TP-3 is not a wetland.  

The area surrounding the Project site, including the public Eastrail multi-use corridor, was assessed for wetland 
indicators. Some visual wetland indicators were observed to the southwest of the trail near 108th Ave NE. No test 
plots were evaluated in this area. The estimated edges of this feature were mapped during the site visit, and the 
feature is well over 300 feet from the Project site at the closest point, as shown in Figure 3. Because the Project is 
far enough away to have no impact on this feature or its possible buffer, no further investigation is needed. No 
other off-site wetlands or wetland indicators were identified during the site investigation. 

None of the test plots represented areas that met all three wetland criteria in the Project site. No other areas within 
the Project site parcel had visual wetland indicators (e.g., wetland vegetation, evidence of standing water, 
indicative topography), and no other wetlands were identified within 300 feet of the Project site. Therefore, there 
were no wetlands present within or adjacent to the Project site parcels. 
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Figure 3. Test Plot Locations and Critical Areas
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3.2 STREAMS 
The closest open stream to the Project site is Yarrow Creek, which flows south along State Route 405 before 
flowing west under the freeway, northwest along Northup Way, and eventually into Yarrow Bay in Lake 
Washington (Bellevue 2017, 2021, 2022; King County 2021; USFWS 2021a; NRCS 2021; WDFW 2021a,b; 
WDNR 2021). Yarrow Creek is a Type F (fish bearing) stream (Bellevue 2017, WDFW 2021a,b, WDNR 2021). 
However, Yarrow Creek appears to be partially culverted in the areas adjacent to the Project site. Another stream 
is present south of the Project site, but the exact configuration of the stream is not consistent across the databases 
(King County 2021, USFWS 2021a, WDNR 2021). This feature is an unnamed tributary to Yarrow Creek. It is 
partially typed as a Type F stream by Bellevue, although the tributary is not typed in other databases (King 
County 2021, WNDR 2021). 

No open water channels were observed on the Project site parcels within 300 feet of the Project site. The unnamed 
tributary to Yarrow Creek is culverted through the Project site, and quickly flowing water was observed at catch 
basin inlets throughout parcels 2025059160 and 2025059102. An approximate alignment of the culverted 
tributary is shown in Figure 3. This tributary’s flow is briefly exposed at the eastern edge of parcel 2025059102 
where the culvert comes out from the Eastrail multi-use corridor berm and directs the tributary water into a 
detached standpipe (see Photos 27 and 28 in Appendix C). From this point, the tributary flows in an uninterrupted 
culvert to the southwestern edge of parcel 2025059102 along NE 33rd Place where it is daylighted into an open 
channel along the roadside.  

Although a portion of the unnamed tributary is identified by Bellevue as a Type F stream on parcel 2025059102 
(Bellevue 2017), fish use on this parcel is unlikely because the tributary is entirely culverted through the parcel 
and there are fish barriers in the system. The culvert was surveyed by WDFW on February 24, 2022 (site ID 
922607) and was identified as a fish barrier with no identified use by anadromous salmonids (WDFW 2022). As 
noted during the desktop analysis, no SalmonScape or PHS species are mapped as occurring within the tributary 
(WDFW 2021a, b). 

According to LUC 20.25H.075(A), the unnamed, culverted tributary on the Project site is regulated as a stream 
because the artificial channel (i.e., the culvert) conveys a stream that once occurred naturally. LUC 
20.25H.075(B) includes stream designation criteria. This tributary within the Project site can be classified as a 
Type O water. Regardless of type, stream segments that are fully enclosed in an underground pipe are defined in 
LUC 20.50.014 as a "closed stream segment." Per LUC 20.25H.075(C)(1)(b), closed stream segments have no 
critical area buffer.  

3.3 GEOLOGIC HAZARD AREAS 
Steep slopes are the only geologic hazard areas identified in the Project site (Shannon & Wilson 2022). Steep 
slopes are defined as those areas with a slope of 40% or greater with a rise of at least 10 feet and that exceed 
1,000 square feet in area (LUC 20.25H.120(A)(2)). The Project site parcels, and the surrounding areas, are 
significantly encumbered by steep slope critical areas (Bellevue 2022). The aspect of the slope on parcel 
2025059160 is generally west-facing and comprises the undeveloped, vegetated areas of this parcel and the steep 
edges of the created stormwater (or detention) pond near the northwestern portion of the parcel. On all other 
Project parcels, steep slope areas are primarily associated with the Eastrail multi-use corridor, which is an 
elevated trail constructed of a relic railway with steep slopes along either edge. For additional information 
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regarding geologic hazard areas on the Project site, soil conditions, and groundwater conditions, please refer to 
the Geotechnical Report (Shannon & Wilson 2022). 

Per LUC 20.25H.120(B), the critical area buffer for steep slopes is 50 feet from the top-of-slope. The Project 
proposes work near the toe-of-slope, and the critical area buffer does not extend into most work areas. There is 
one steep slope buffer from the existing detention pond on parcel 2025059160 that extends slightly into the work 
area for the open cut-and-cover work. Figure 3 provides the location of the steep slopes in relation to the Project. 

For an in-depth assessment of the on-site geological characteristics and the Project hazard analysis as required by 
LUC 20.25H.140(B) and (C), please see the Geotechnical Report (Shannon & Wilson 2022).  

3.4 TREES 
The Project site and surrounding area include several significant trees, as defined in LUC 20.50.046, and other 
non-significant trees (Tree Solutions 2022). A total 63 significant trees were surveyed within and adjacent to the 
proposed HDPE gravity pipeline alignment and work, access, or staging areas. The trees are generally evenly 
spread throughout the site and comprise 10 species (Figure 4). The trees on the SW Bel-Kirk and Evergreen 
Office Park properties (west of the Eastrail multi-use corridor) are primarily Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii), 
red maple (Acer rubrum), and Austrian black pine (Pinus nigra) (Tree Solutions 2022). These trees appear to have 
been planted during parking lot construction and are in fair to good shape in terms of health and structural 
condition. The trees on the Cedar Terrace property (east of the Eastrail multi-use corridor) are primarily big-leaf 
maple (Acer macrophyllum), black cottonwood (Populus trichocarpa), western red cedar (Thuja plicata), red 
alder (Alnus rubra), and Douglas-fir. These trees are also in fair to good shape in terms of health and structural 
condition with the exception of tree ID# 410, which is in poor health and partially dead.  

The specific details of those trees within the Project alignment are included in Table 2. If the tree is proposed for 
removal due to Project activities, that is noted with bold in the table.  
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Figure 4. Significant Trees within the Project Site 
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Table 2. Trees within the Project Alignment 

I.D. # Scientific Name Common Name DSH Proposed 
Action Location 

1 Pinus nigra Austrian black pine 14 Remove Evergreen Office Park 
2 Populus trichocarpa Black cottonwood 18.5 Remove Evergreen Office Park 
3 Pinus nigra Austrian black pine 13.3 Protect** Evergreen Office Park 
4 Pinus nigra Austrian black pine 12.9 Retain Evergreen Office Park 
5 Acer rubrum Red maple 21 Protect** Evergreen Office Park 
6 Pseudotsuga menziesii Douglas fir 19 Retain Evergreen Office Park 
7 Arbutus menziesii Madrone 16 Retain Evergreen Office Park 
8 Acer rubrum Red maple 15.1 Protect** Cedar Terrace 
9 Populus trichocarpa Black cottonwood 19.8 Protect** Cedar Terrace 
10 Populus trichocarpa Black cottonwood 11.6 Protect** Cedar Terrace 
11 Populus trichocarpa Black cottonwood 16.6 Protect** Cedar Terrace 
12 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 10.9 Protect** Cedar Terrace 
13 Populus trichocarpa Black cottonwood 16.5 Protect** Cedar Terrace 
14 Populus trichocarpa Black cottonwood 26.8, 8.4, 25.4 Protect** Cedar Terrace 
15 Populus trichocarpa Black cottonwood 16.6 Protect** Cedar Terrace 
16 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 12.3 Retain Cedar Terrace 
17 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 38.5, 18, 34 Protect** Cedar Terrace 
18 Pseudotsuga menziesii Douglas fir 19.9 Retain Cedar Terrace 
19 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 57.3, 55, 16 Protect** Cedar Terrace 

20 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 23.2, 11.1, 11.2, 
12.2, 11.8 Retain Cedar Terrace 

21 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 10.5 Retain Cedar Terrace 
22 Thuja plicata Western red cedar 18.5 Retain Cedar Terrace 
23 Salix scouleriana Scouler’s willow 11.5 Protect** Cedar Terrace 
24 Thuja plicata Western red cedar 17.5 Retain Cedar Terrace 
25 Thuja plicata Western red cedar 26.5 Protect** Cedar Terrace 
26 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 8.3 Retain Cedar Terrace 

27 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 35.7, 9.5, 7, 18, 
17, 14, 18 Protect** Cedar Terrace 

28 Populus trichocarpa Black cottonwood 21 Protect** Cedar Terrace 
29 Thuja plicata Western red cedar 16 Retain Cedar Terrace 
30 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 10.2, 8.3, 6 Retain Cedar Terrace 
31 Populus trichocarpa Black cottonwood 25 Protect** Cedar Terrace 
32 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 16.7, 10.5, 7, 11 Protect** Cedar Terrace 
33 Populus trichocarpa Black cottonwood 19.5 Protect** Cedar Terrace 
34 Acer pseudoplatanus Sycamore maple 14.6 Protect** Cedar Terrace 
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Table 2. Trees within the Project Alignment 

I.D. # Scientific Name Common Name DSH Proposed 
Action Location 

401 Pseudotsuga menziesii Douglas fir 13.2 Retain Evergreen Office Park 
402 Pseudotsuga menziesii Douglas fir 14.2 Protect** Evergreen Office Park 
403 Pseudotsuga menziesii Douglas fir 8.8 Remove SW Bel-Kirk 
404 Acer rubrum Red maple 16.5 Retain Evergreen Office Park 
405 Pinus nigra Austrian black pine 19 Remove SW Bel-Kirk 
406 Acer rubrum Red maple 7 Retain SW Bel-Kirk 
407 Pseudotsuga menziesii Douglas fir 20.2 Retain SW Bel-Kirk 
408 Pseudotsuga menziesii Douglas fir 30 Retain SW Bel-Kirk 
409 Populus trichocarpa Black cottonwood 18 Retain SW Bel-Kirk 
410 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 10.8 Retain Cedar Terrace 
411 Alnus rubra Red alder 9.5 Remove Cedar Terrace 
412 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 28 Remove Cedar Terrace 
413 Thuja plicata Western red cedar 39.1, 12, 37.2 Remove Cedar Terrace 
414 Thuja plicata Western red cedar 17 Remove Cedar Terrace 
415 Thuja plicata Western red cedar 28 Remove Cedar Terrace 
416 Alnus rubra Red alder 9 Remove Cedar Terrace 
417 Alnus rubra Red alder 10.8 Remove Cedar Terrace 
418 Pseudotsuga menziesii Douglas-fir 12.1, 10.2, 6.5 Remove Cedar Terrace 
419 Pseudotsuga menziesii Douglas-fir 8.8 Protect** Cedar Terrace 
420 Populus trichocarpa Black cottonwood 8.7 Retain Cedar Terrace 
421 Populus trichocarpa Black cottonwood 9.1 Retain Cedar Terrace 
422 Populus trichocarpa Black cottonwood 20.7 Retain Cedar Terrace 
423 Populus trichocarpa Black cottonwood 28.6, 26.1, 11.7 Protect** Cedar Terrace 
424 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 12.7, 9, 8, 4 Protect** Cedar Terrace 
425 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 48 Protect** Cedar Terrace 
426 Alnus rubra Red alder 9 Protect** Cedar Terrace 
427 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 11 Remove Cedar Terrace 

428 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 14.2, 7, 7, 7, 
5.5, 5 Protect** Cedar Terrace 

429 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 8.8, 6.5, 6 Retain Cedar Terrace 
DSH = Diameter at Standard Height (i.e., diameter at 4 feet above grade). 
*Generated from the Arborist Report (Tree Solutions 2022) 
**The Arborist Report indicates that this tree will be impacted by the Project. It will be protected with BMPs to reduce impacts so that it 
can be retained.  
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3.5 HABITAT FOR SPECIES OF LOCAL IMPORTANCE 
During the site investigation, a habitat assessment was conducted to evaluate the potential presence or absence of 
designated species of local importance and their associated habitat, per the requirements identified in LUC 
20.25H.165(A). Based on the life history requirements of the species of local importance listed in LUC 
20.25H.150, the species most likely to occur within the Project site are as follows: 

• Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 

• Pileated woodpecker (Dryocopus pileatus) 

• Vaux’s swift (Chaetura vauxi) 

• Merlin (Falco columbarius) 

• Purple martin (Progne subis) 

• Great blue heron (Ardea herodias) 

• Osprey (Pandion haliaetus) 

• Green heron (Butorides striatus) 

• Red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis) 

• Western big-eared bat (Plecotus townsendii) 

• Long-eared myotis (Myotis evotis) 

Other species identified in LUC 20.25H.150 were determined to have no reasonable presence at the Project site 
due to their habitat requirements.  

The Project site includes land uses with moderate to high intensity that have little to no habitat opportunity. These 
land uses include the Cedar Terrace apartment complex lawn, access trail, and detention pond; the Eastrail multi-
use corridor; the SW Bel-Kirk LLC paved parking lot; and the Evergreen Office Park roadway and planting strip. 
Vegetation on the steep slope to the west of the Eastrail multi-use corridor (parcels 2025059034, 2025059117, 
and 2025059102) is primarily invasive Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus). A sparse row of large native 
trees, including Douglas-fir, occurs at the toe of this slope on parcel 2025059102. Vegetation within the planting 
strip between parcels 2025059102 and 2025059101 includes a row of sub-mature Douglas-fir with an understory 
of salal (Gaultheria shallon) and cherry laurel (Prunus laurocerasus). Other vegetation within the vicinity of the 
Project site west of the Eastrail multi-use corridor includes lawn and landscaped areas with low, ornamental 
shrubs and ground cover. Because these vegetated areas are either dominated by invasive vegetation or include 
only a narrow area of native vegetation surrounded by paved areas and buildings, the associated habitat functions 
and values are relatively low. 

No species of local importance were observed during site visits. Additionally, no evidence of nesting by species 
of local importance was observed on the Project parcels. Thus, species that are present are more likely to use the 
properties for hunting, foraging, perching, or loafing, if at all. Due to the Project site’s connection to additional 
forested area both north and south, it is possible that species of local importance could use this vegetated area of 
the Project site as a movement corridor to access larger undisturbed areas. Overall, it is unlikely that any of the 
species listed above have a primary association with the habitat within the Project site, but use of the site by 
species of local importance cannot be fully ruled out.  
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3.6 OTHER FEATURES 
Other features include the wildland urban interface and ESA-listed species. The Project site and surrounding area 
are mapped as a non-vegetated inhabited portion of the wildland urban interface (Bellevue 2022). No 
SalmonScape or PHS species are mapped as occurring within the Project site parcels or immediately adjacent 
areas (WDFW 2021a,b). Yarrow Creek and some of its associated wetlands are noted to provide habitat for ESA-
listed species, including fall Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), coho salmon (O. kisutch), winter 
steelhead trout (O. mykiss), sockeye salmon (O. nerka), and resident coastal cutthroat trout (O. clarkii) (WDFW 
2021a,b, NMFS 2022). However, these species would not occur within the culverted tributary of Yarrow Creek 
that occurs on the Project site. 

Other ESA-listed species identified by USFWS (2021b) include marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus), 
streaked horned lark (Eremophila alpestris strigata), yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus), bull trout 
(Salvelinus confluentus), and monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus). Due to the lack of appropriate habitat—
including surface water, open prairie, and old-growth conifer forests—it is unlikely that any of these species 
would occur within the Project site. 

Two man-made detention pond facilities were identified during the site investigation. One occurs within the 
Project site near the northwestern corner of parcel 2025059160, and the second occurs off-site on parcel 
2025059275. Both detention pond features are fully fenced with culverted inlets and outlets. The on-site detention 
pond collects stormwater from the adjacent Cedar Terrace apartments and the off-site detention pond collects 
stormwater from the housing developments north of the Project site. Neither detention pond contained standing 
water during the field investigation on January 11, 2022, although water has been documented through the on-site 
detention pond during other field visits. These two detention pond features are shown on Figure 3. 

Because the detention ponds are artificially created and maintained stormwater features, these features are not 
considered critical areas per LUC 20.25H.095(A). As such, there are no regulatory buffers associated with the 
detention ponds.  
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4. POTENTIAL IMPACTS 

This section discusses the proposed Project impacts to critical areas and trees located in the Project site. A more 
detailed discussion of Project impacts can be found in the Project Narrative and Code Consistency Analysis (Tetra 
Tech and Confluence 2022). Please refer to that document for additional details. 

4.1 CRITICAL AREAS 
The Project will have no impacts to wetlands or wetland buffers. Because the unnamed tributary that runs through 
the Project site parcels is a closed stream segment, it has no critical area buffer and will not be impacted by the 
Project. The proposed crossing of the stream culvert has been designed to meet the standards in LUC 20.25H.090. 
Therefore, the Project will not have an impact on the stream or any future potential to daylight the stream.  

The geologic hazard area on the Project site—steep slopes along the east and west edges of the Eastrail multi-use 
corridor and along the detention pond—will not be impacted by the proposed Project. The Project proposes to use 
HDD to drill under the Eastrail multi-use corridor steep slopes without impacting the slope surface. This 
avoidance of the steep slopes will allow for the retention of vegetation on the slope and the stability of the slope 
feature. As required by LUC 20.25H.140(B), slope stability will be maintained during the open cut-and-cover 
portion of the work within the steep slope buffer using shoring methods. There is also a small area of fill along the 
open cut-and-cover area due to the low elevation of the ground surface in this area. The Project proposes to fill 
around the pipeline and increase the grade of the access road, which Bellevue has stated is an allowed use in a 
steep slope buffer (Folsom, pers. comm., 2022).  

No evidence of species of local importance on the Project site was observed during the site reconnaissance. Due 
to the various specific habitat requirements, it is unlikely that any of these species would have a primary 
association with the Project site. Because use of the site by species of local importance cannot be fully ruled out, 
their use at some point during the year can be assumed to occur.  

4.2 TREES 
The proposed Project has been designed to avoid impacting vegetated, natural areas to the maximum extent 
feasible by installing the new gravity pipeline through existing disturbed areas. However, the Project will impact 
13 significant trees, as defined in LUC 20.50.046. Of these 13 trees, two are located within the steep slope critical 
area. These trees—ID# 411 and ID# 412—are a red alder with a diameter at standard heigh of 9.5 inches and a 
bigleaf maple with a diameter at standard height of 28 inches, respectively. They are located on the Cedar Terrace 
apartment complex property (parcel 2025059160) immediately north of the HDD staging and work area. These 
trees are in good health condition. The bigleaf maple has a fair structural condition with deadwood in the canopy 
and large surface roots in sandy, loose soils (Tree Solutions 2022). The red alder has a good structural condition 
with no deadwood or surface roots. The other 11 trees to be removed are located outside of critical areas or their 
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buffers. All removed significant trees will be replaced at a ratio of 3:1 (restoration:impact) in critical areas and 1:1 
outside of critical areas. The higher ratio of tree replacements in critical areas, compared to the requirements 
identified in LUC 20.20.900 or in other codes and regulations (e.g., LUC 20.25E.065.F), is based on 
conversations with Drew Folsom through the predevelopment services permit (21-110757-DC). Vegetation and 
trees to be restored are identified in the Restoration Plan (Confluence et al. 2022). 

4.3 SUMMARY  
Impacts from the proposed Project will be temporary during construction. All impacts will be fully restored to 
existing conditions or better. As explained in the previous sections, there will be no impacts to streams or 
wetlands. The only impact to geologic hazard areas (steep slopes) will be the removal of two significant trees. 
There will also be temporary impacts to steep slope buffers, native vegetation, and significant trees that are not 
within critical areas. While it is unlikely that species of local importance occur on or use the Project site, it is 
possible that the species noted in Section 3.5 could be present and may alter their behaviors or avoid the site 
during Project construction. Habitat will be fully restored to existing conditions, or better, and use of the habitat 
by species of local importance will resume once restoration activities are complete. The Project will comply with 
the applicable management recommendations for these species, including avoiding nesting buffers and retaining 
large trees and snags on-site. The Project will not result in any permanent impacts to critical areas or their buffers. 
Therefore, there will be no probable cumulative impacts to critical areas from this Project.  
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King County iMap

Date: 8/3/2021 Notes:

The information included on this map has been compiled by King County staf f from a variety of sources and is subject to change
without notice.  King County makes no representations or warranties, express or implied, as to accuracy, completeness, t imeliness,
or rights to the use of such information. This document is not intended for use as a survey product.  King County shall not be liable
for any general, special, indirect,  incidental, or consequential damages including, but not limited to, lost revenues or lost profits
resulting from the use or misuse of the information contained on this map. Any sale of this map or information on this map is
prohibited except by written permission of King County. ±
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Wetlands

Source: Esri, Maxar, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS,
USDA, USGS, AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Wetlands
Estuarine and Marine Deepwater
Estuarine and Marine Wetland

Freshwater Emergent Wetland
Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland
Freshwater Pond

Lake
Other
Riverine

November 18, 2021

0 0.2 0.40.1 mi

0 0.35 0.70.175 km

1:13,180

This page was produced by the NWI mapper
National Wetlands Inventory (NWI)

This map is for general reference only. The US Fish and Wildlife 
Service is not responsible for the accuracy or currentness of the 
base data shown on this map. All wetlands related data should 
be used in accordance with the layer metadata found on the 
Wetlands Mapper web site.
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Custom Soil Resource Report
Soil Map
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MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION

Area of Interest (AOI)
Area of Interest (AOI)

Soils
Soil Map Unit Polygons

Soil Map Unit Lines

Soil Map Unit Points

Special Point Features
Blowout

Borrow Pit

Clay Spot

Closed Depression

Gravel Pit

Gravelly Spot

Landfill

Lava Flow

Marsh or swamp

Mine or Quarry

Miscellaneous Water

Perennial Water

Rock Outcrop

Saline Spot

Sandy Spot

Severely Eroded Spot

Sinkhole

Slide or Slip

Sodic Spot

Spoil Area

Stony Spot

Very Stony Spot

Wet Spot

Other

Special Line Features

Water Features
Streams and Canals

Transportation
Rails

Interstate Highways

US Routes

Major Roads

Local Roads

Background
Aerial Photography

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Soil Survey Area: King County Area, Washington
Survey Area Data: Version 17, Aug 23, 2021

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

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Jul 25, 2020—Jul 27, 
2020

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

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Map Unit Legend

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

AgC Alderwood gravelly sandy loam, 
8 to 15 percent slopes

15.3 25.2%

AgD Alderwood gravelly sandy loam, 
15 to 30 percent slopes

1.9 3.1%

EvC Everett very gravelly sandy 
loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes

11.6 19.1%

EvD Everett very gravelly sandy 
loam, 15 to 30 percent slopes

29.4 48.4%

PITS Pits 2.5 4.2%

Totals for Area of Interest 60.7 100.0%

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

A map unit delineation on a soil map represents an area dominated by one or more 
major kinds of soil or miscellaneous areas. A map unit is identified and named 
according to the taxonomic classification of the dominant soils. Within a taxonomic 
class there are precisely defined limits for the properties of the soils. On the 
landscape, however, the soils are natural phenomena, and they have the 
characteristic variability of all natural phenomena. Thus, the range of some 
observed properties may extend beyond the limits defined for a taxonomic class. 
Areas of soils of a single taxonomic class rarely, if ever, can be mapped without 
including areas of other taxonomic classes. Consequently, every map unit is made 
up of the soils or miscellaneous areas for which it is named and some minor 
components that belong to taxonomic classes other than those of the major soils.

Most minor soils have properties similar to those of the dominant soil or soils in the 
map unit, and thus they do not affect use and management. These are called 
noncontrasting, or similar, components. They may or may not be mentioned in a 
particular map unit description. Other minor components, however, have properties 
and behavioral characteristics divergent enough to affect use or to require different 
management. These are called contrasting, or dissimilar, components. They 
generally are in small areas and could not be mapped separately because of the 
scale used. Some small areas of strongly contrasting soils or miscellaneous areas 
are identified by a special symbol on the maps. If included in the database for a 
given area, the contrasting minor components are identified in the map unit 
descriptions along with some characteristics of each. A few areas of minor 
components may not have been observed, and consequently they are not 
mentioned in the descriptions, especially where the pattern was so complex that it 
was impractical to make enough observations to identify all the soils and 
miscellaneous areas on the landscape.

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Sources: Esri, HERE, Garmin, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS,
FAO, NPS, NRCAN, GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri
Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), (c) OpenStreetMap contributors, and
the GIS User Community, USGS/NHD, Dale Gombert (WDFW), WDFW

All SalmonScape Species

August 3, 2021
0 0.2 0.40.1 mi

0 0.3 0.60.15 km

1:18,056
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Source: Esri, Maxar,
GeoEye, Earthstar
Geographics, CNES/Airbus

Extreme care was used during the compilation of this map to ensure its accuracy.  
However, due to changes in data and the need to rely on outside information, the 

Department of Natural Resources cannot accept responsibility for errors or omissions,
 and therefore, there are no warranties that accompany this material. Date: 11/18/2021 Time: 8:24:35 AM

Map Symbols Additional Information

Forest Practices Activity Map - Application #______________
¯

0 0.25
Miles

 Legal Description 
S16 T25.0N  R05.0E, S21 T25.0N  R05.0E
S20 T25.0N  R05.0E, S19 T25.0N  R05.0E
S17 T25.0N  R05.0E, S18 T25.0N  R05.0E

* Waste Area
~ ~ ~ Harvest Boundary

Stream

Ç Rock Pit

U Landing

Y
Clumped 
WRTS/GRTS

× Existing Structure

Road Construction

RMZ / WMZ Buffers

suzanne.vieira
Polygonal Line



���������������	 
�����
�������������������������

������������������� ���������������
!!
"#$�#%&!��'()���*!!	�#����������+������,� ����
-.



���������������	 
�����
�������������������������

������������������� ���������������
!!
"#$�#%&!��'()���*!!	�#����������+������,� ����



���������������	 
�����
�������������������������

������������������� ���������������
!!
"#$�#%&!��'()���*!!	�#����������+������,� -���



���������������	 
�����
�������������������������

������������������� ���������������
!!
"#$�#%&!��'()���*!!	�#����������+������,� #���



���������������	 
�����
�������������������������

������������������� ���������������
!!
"#$�#%&!��'()���*!!	�#����������+������,� -���



���������������	 
�����
�������������������������

������������������� ���������������
!!
"#$�#%&!��'()���*!!	�#����������+������,� ����



���������������	 
�����
�������������������������

������������������� ���������������
!!
"#$�#%&!��'()���*!!	�#����������+������,� -���



���������������	 
�����
�������������������������

������������������� ���������������
!!
"#$�#%&!��'()���*!!	�#����������+������,� -���



���������������	 
�����
�������������������������

������������������� ���������������
!!
"#$�#%&!��'()���*!!	�#����������+������,� -���



���������������	 
�����
�������������������������

������������������� ���������������
!!
"#$�#%&!��'()���*!!	�#����������+������,� �-���



���������������	 
�����
�������������������������

������������������� ���������������
!!
"#$�#%&!��'()���*!!	�#����������+������,� �����



 

 5-2 September 2022 

Cedar Terrace Pump Station Rehabilitation Project:  
Critical Areas Study 

Appendix B. Wetland Determination Data 
Forms 
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Monthly Total Precipitation for SEATTLE SAND POINT WFO, WA

Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual

2000 3.65 4.57 2.86 1.52 3.52 0.89 0.22 0.38 1.59 3.60 3.53 2.43 28.76

2001 3.05 2.47 2.82 2.55 1.34 2.69 0.74 1.98 0.43 4.25 9.40 5.10 36.82

2002 5.68 4.43 2.68 2.79 1.34 1.36 0.70 0.18 0.65 0.51 2.86 5.24 28.42

2003 6.74 1.68 5.11 2.72 1.32 0.95 T 0.30 1.62 6.98 5.65 M M

2004 7.14 2.45 1.80 0.64 2.23 0.62 0.40 3.05 1.94 2.67 3.26 5.01 31.21

2005 3.28 1.37 3.63 3.19 2.87 2.41 0.99 0.33 1.67 2.66 4.74 7.39 34.53

2006 10.12 3.07 1.63 2.10 2.65 1.81 0.08 0.19 1.81 2.03 11.56 8.00 45.05

2007 3.29 2.14 3.28 1.54 1.41 1.03 1.52 1.20 2.00 2.52 2.80 9.10 31.83

2008 4.17 1.59 3.59 2.33 0.87 2.07 0.58 2.64 0.79 2.34 4.91 4.58 30.46

2009 3.42 1.74 3.87 2.94 3.79 0.27 0.16 0.79 2.35 5.60 8.53 2.29 35.75

2010 6.28 2.79 3.16 2.75 3.66 2.34 0.13 0.93 3.90 3.82 4.87 7.94 42.57

2011 4.85 3.33 6.00 3.36 2.95 1.53 0.61 0.11 0.91 2.97 6.14 1.49 34.25

2012 5.26 3.21 5.96 2.31 2.87 3.39 1.70 0.00 0.24 5.77 9.17 7.03 46.91

2013 5.27 1.76 2.99 4.60 1.27 1.91 0.03 1.07 5.01 1.11 3.07 1.67 29.76

2014 4.02 5.13 8.42 3.45 2.30 1.25 1.25 1.38 3.01 6.77 4.41 5.38 46.77

2015 2.66 4.40 4.46 1.52 0.91 0.15 1.04 2.70 1.11 3.83 7.16 9.41 39.35

2016 7.19 4.07 5.22 1.57 1.63 1.52 0.53 0.05 1.53 10.30 7.71 3.71 45.03

2017 3.70 8.16 6.49 4.05 3.15 1.07 0.03 0.21 1.10 3.72 8.32 4.83 44.83

2018 8.42 3.44 2.49 5.75 0.30 1.76 0.02 0.28 1.41 3.43 4.33 5.63 37.26

2019 2.87 3.98 1.60 2.21 1.45 0.78 1.50 1.33 3.86 2.61 1.77 7.31 31.27

2020 7.96 5.01 3.38 1.73 4.21 3.06 0.16 0.58 4.16 2.98 5.38 5.96 44.57

2021 7.61 4.41 3.22 0.96 1.37 2.09 0.06 0.28 2.97 4.60 7.72 4.71 40.00

2022 6.50 M M M M M M M M M M M M

Mean 5.35 3.42 3.85 2.57 2.15 1.59 0.57 0.91 2.00 3.87 5.79 5.44 37.40



Monthly Mean Avg Temperature for SEATTLE SAND POINT WFO, WA

Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual

2000 41.0 44.2 45.0 51.5 54.1 61.3 65.1 64.5 61.3 53.4 43.5 41.2 52.2

2001 42.5 41.3 46.1 49.0 55.3 58.8 63.9 66.0 61.0 51.6 47.8 42.3 52.2

2002 41.7 42.6 42.8 48.9 53.7 61.8 65.4 66.0 61.2 52.1 48.2 43.9 52.4

2003 45.8 42.5 47.5 49.7 55.5 62.8 68.2 67.1 63.1 55.5 43.4 42.3 53.7

2004 41.1 44.8 48.2 53.4 57.8 63.4 68.6 68.8 60.1 54.3 46.2 43.3 54.3

2005 42.8 43.0 49.3 51.7 59.1 60.6 66.1 67.4 59.9 54.9 44.0 41.8 53.5

2006 44.6 41.3 46.0 50.1 56.3 62.7 67.3 65.4 62.3 52.6 45.1 41.5 53.0

2007 39.2 44.4 47.3 50.8 55.7 60.5 68.1 66.0 60.6 51.5 44.9 40.8 52.5

2008 39.5 44.1 44.0 47.0 55.7 58.1 64.6 66.5 60.9 52.2 49.7 38.0 51.7

2009 39.7 41.9 42.8 49.1 55.7 63.4 69.1 66.7 62.6 52.7 47.2 38.1 52.5

2010 46.1 46.6 47.7 50.3 53.6 59.2 64.4 65.3 62.3 54.7 44.7 43.9 53.3

2011 42.6 40.1 46.5 46.9 52.9 59.4 63.5 66.4 64.6 53.6 44.1 40.7 51.8

2012 40.3 43.9 44.4 51.7 55.2 58.7 64.6 67.7 62.8 54.2 47.4 42.3 52.8

2013 39.0 44.3 47.5 50.2 58.0 63.9 67.1 69.0 63.2 51.2 46.0 38.5 53.2

2014 42.9 40.7 47.9 52.5 59.6 62.1 69.0 69.5 64.7 58.6 46.2 45.1 55.0

2015 45.4 48.3 50.7 51.9 59.1 67.1 70.9 68.4 60.4 57.5 44.5 43.4 55.7

2016 43.5 47.7 49.4 56.3 59.2 63.6 67.0 68.6 61.4 55.4 51.3 38.5 55.1

2017 38.7 41.6 46.5 50.8 58.1 62.6 67.0 69.7 64.9 53.2 46.6 40.5 53.4

2018 44.9 41.4 46.2 50.6 60.8 62.0 70.0 68.5 62.3 53.4 48.2 43.5 54.4

2019 44.0 36.6 47.4 52.0 59.5 62.0 65.5 68.5 62.3 50.9 46.4 44.2 53.4

2020 44.2 43.6 44.6 51.8 58.7 61.5 65.8 67.2 65.4 54.1 46.6 44.1 54.0

2021 43.7 41.6 45.3 52.1 56.8 66.4 68.9 68.3 62.5 53.0 48.5 38.9 53.9

2022 41.4 M M M M M M M M M M M M

Mean 42.4 43.0 46.5 50.8 56.8 61.9 66.8 67.3 62.3 53.7 46.4 41.7 53.4



Highest Precipitation by Day for MEDINA 0.6 ENE, WA (CoCoRaHS)

Day Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

1 0.00 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

2 0.00 2022 0.04 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

3 1.50 2022 0.05 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

4 0.33 2022 0.03 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

5 0.13 2022 0.01 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

6 0.85 2022 0.00 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

7 1.56 2022 0.00 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

8 0.72 2022 0.03 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

9 0.00 2022 0.02 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

10 0.00 2022 0.03 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

11 0.82 2022 0.03 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

12 0.52 2022 0.00 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

13 0.27 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

14 0.02 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

15 0.00 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

16 0.00 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

17 0.00 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

18 0.04 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

19 0.03 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

20 0.10 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

21 0.21 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

22 0.00 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

23 0.00 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

24 0.00 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

25 0.00 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

26 0.00 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

27 0.00 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

28 0.00 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

29 0.00 2022 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

30 M M - - M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M

31 0.27 2022 - - M M - - M M - - M M M M - - M M - - M M



Mean Snowfall by Day for SEATTLE 5.0 NE, WA (CoCoRaHS)

Day Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

1 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 M

2 0.0 M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M

3 M 0.0 M 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M

4 M M 0.0 M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M

5 M M M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M

6 M M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 M M M

7 M M M 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 M 0.0 M M M

8 M M M M M 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 M M M

9 M M M 0.0 M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M

10 M 0.0 M M 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M

11 M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M

12 M 0.6 0.0 0.0 M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M

13 M 4.3 0.0 0.0 M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M

14 0.0 3.3 0.0 0.0 M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M

15 M M M 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 M M 0.0 M

16 M M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M M

17 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 M M

18 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M 0.0 M

19 0.0 M M 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 M M

20 0.0 M M 0.0 M 0.0 M 0.0 M M M M

21 M M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 M M M

22 0.0 M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M

23 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M

24 M M M M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M M

25 0.0 M M M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M M

26 0.0 M M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M 4.2

27 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 M M M M 1.5

28 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M 0.6

29 0.0 M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M 0.0

30 0.0 - M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 M 2.0

31 M - 0.0 - M - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 - 0.1



Mean Snowfall by Day for BELLEVUE 1.8 W, WA (CoCoRaHS)

Day Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

1 M M 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 M

2 M M M M M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M

3 M M M 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M

4 M M 0.0 M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M

5 M M M 0.0 M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M

6 M 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 M M M

7 M 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 M 0.0 M M M

8 M T M M M 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 M M

9 0.0 M M 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M

10 0.0 0.0 M M 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 M M M

11 M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M M

12 M T 0.0 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M

13 M 8.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 M M M M

14 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 M 0.0 M M M

15 0.0 M M 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 M M M M

16 0.0 M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 M M M

17 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 M M

18 M M M 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M 0.0 M

19 0.0 M M 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 M M

20 0.0 M M 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M M

21 M M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 M

22 0.0 M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 M

23 0.0 M M M 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 M M M

24 0.0 M M M M 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 M M M

25 0.0 M M M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M

26 0.0 M M M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M 2.5

27 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 M M M M 2.3

28 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M M

29 0.0 M M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M 0.0

30 0.0 - 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M M

31 M - 0.0 - 0.0 - 0.0 M - 0.0 - M
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Cedar Terrace Pump Station Rehabilitation Critical Areas Report— 
Appendix C: Photos  

September 2022 Page C-1 

 
Photo 1—View to north from the Cedar Terrace Pump Station. 

 
Photo 2—View of Cedar Terrace stormwater pond, looking northeast from the western property 

boundary. 
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Photo 3—View of access trail along Cedar Terrace western property boundary, looking north.  

 
Photo 4—View of soils and hydrology at Test Plot (TP)-1. 
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Photo 5—View from TP-1, looking north. 

 
Photo 6—View from TP-1, looking east.  

 



Cedar Terrace Pump Station Rehabilitation Critical Areas Report—Appendix C: Photos 

September 2022 Page C-4 

 
Photo 7—View from TP-1, looking south.  

 
Photo 8—View from TP-1, looking west.  
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Photo 9—Catch basin inlet to the culvert that conveys the unnamed tributary near TP-1.  

 
Photo 10—Soil profile at TP-2.  
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Photo 11—View from TP-2, looking north.  

 
Photo 12— View from TP-2, looking east.  
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Photo 13— View from TP-2, looking south.  

 
Photo 14— View from TP-2, looking west.  
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Photo 15—Hydrology at TP-2.  

 
Photo 16—Second catch basin inlet to the culvert that conveys the unnamed tributary, east of TP-

1 and TP-2.  
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Photo 17—Third catch basin inlet to the culvert that conveys the unnamed tributary.  

 
Photo 18—Steeply sloped area to north of the Cedar Terrace property.  
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Photo 19—Stormwater pond to the northwest of the Cedar Terrace property.  

 
Photo 20—Soils at TP-3.  
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Photo 21—View from TP-3, looking north.  

 
Photo 22—View from TP-3, looking east.  
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Photo 23—View from TP-3, looking south.  

 
Photo 24—View from TP-3, looking west.  



Cedar Terrace Pump Station Rehabilitation Critical Areas Report—Appendix C: Photos 

September 2022 Page C-13 

 
Photo 25—Cedar Terrace access trail, looking south.  

 
Photo 26—Northwestern portion of the Cedar Terrace property.  
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Photo 27—Unnamed tributary culvert outlet and stand pipe inlet on the SW Bel-Kirk LLC (parcel 

2025059102).  

 
Photo 28—View of the flowing unnamed tributary at the culvert outlet/standpipe inlet.  
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Photo 29—view of the SW Bel-Kirk LLC property, looking northwest.  

 
Photo 30—Unnamed tributary outlet and open channel along NE 33rd Place, looking northwest.  
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Photo 31—NE 33rd Place, looking northwest towards the unnamed tributary outlet.  

 
Photo 32—NE 33rd Place at the driveway access to the Evergreen Office Park (parcel 2025059101), 

looking southeast. Unnamed tributary is culverted under the driveway.  
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Photo 33—SW Bel-Kirk LLC parking lot at the northeastern area, looking north.  

 
Photo 34— SW Bel-Kirk LLC parking lot at the northwestern area, looking west.  
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Photo 35—Eastrail Multi-Use Corridor trail, looking south.  

 
Photo 36—View of the Cedar Terrace parcel from the Eastrail Multi-Use Corridor trail.  
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Photo 37—Potential wetlands along the Eastrail Multi-Use Corridor trail to the north of the Project 

site.  
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	Name of proposed project, if applicable: Cedar Terrace Pump Station Rehabilitation Project
	Name of applicant: City of Bellevue Utilities Department
	Contact person: Vanaja S. Rajah, PE
	Phone: (425) 452-4881
	Contact person address: 450 110th Avenue NE, Bellevue, WA 98004
	Date this checklist was prepared: November 3, 2022
	Agency requesting the checklist: City of Bellevue
	Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable: Construction is proposed to start in Spring of 2023 and continue through to Summer of 2024. Construction will begin at the western-most portion of the new gravity pipeline and will proceed to the east and south. The last phase of work before Project completion will be to tie the new gravity pipeline into the existing wastewater infrastructure at the Cedar Terrace apartments property.
	Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion or further activity related to or : No, this pump station rehabilitation project will not require any future additions, expansions, or other activity in the project area. The Cedar Terrace Pump Station is a City of Bellevue wastewater pump station that exclusively serves the basement levels of some buildings in the Cedar Terrace apartment complex. It was built at the same time as the apartment complex—in 1983/1984— and was last upgraded in 1985. Bellevue Utilities obtained this station through bill of sale in 1985 from the Cedar Terrace Apartment complex owner. Due to several deficiencies that are causing frequent maintenance concerns, and interruption of sewer service for the building tenants, Bellevue Utilities will be discontinuing use of the Cedar Terrace Pump Station and providing gravity sewers that can convey the wastewater that the pump station currently discharges. The purpose of this project is to replace the existing force main with an 8-inch gravity pipeline.
	List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared or will be : In addition to this SEPA checklist, the following have been prepared: Documents for the City of Bellevue Critical Areas Land Use Permit (CALUP) and Clearing and Grading permits, including 1) a Project Narrative and Code Consistency Analysis; 2) a Geotechnical Report; 3) CSWPPP; 4) Critical Areas Study; 5) Restoration Plan; 6) Arborist Report; and 7) a Special Use Agreement with King County Parks Department. 
	Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other : No other applications are pending at this time, per the King County Department of Assessments (King County 2022a).
	List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known: Permit applications have been, or will be, submitted to the City of Bellevue for 1) geotechnical boring, 2) CALUP, 3) clearing and grading, 4) haul route, and 5) special use agreement with King County Parks Department. 
	 Give a brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the : The Cedar Terrace Pump Station is a City of Bellevue wastewater facility that exclusively serves the basement levels of some buildings in the Cedar Terrace apartment complex. It was built in 1983 and was last upgraded in 1985. The pump station is a suction lift station with a capacity of 200 gallons per minute. Bellevue Utilities obtained this station through bill of sale in 1985 from the Cedar Terrace Apartment complex owner. The pump station’s 4-inch-diameter force main extends 58 feet to a maintenance hole (MH) where it combines with the rest of the apartment complex sewer flows from the main floor units. The force main is within the Cedar Terrace apartment property; the gravity pipe is partly on the apartment property and partly on King County park property. Due to several deficiencies that are causing frequent maintenance concerns, and interruption of sewer service for the building tenants, Bellevue Utilities will be discontinuing use of the Cedar Terrace Pump Station and providing gravity sewers that can convey the wastewater that the pump station currently discharges. 

The new gravity pipeline will extend north from MH #2 through the first new maintenance hole (MH A1) to the second new maintenance hole (MH A) and then cross to the west to join the King County interceptor. The pipeline between MH #2 and MH A will be installed via open cut-and-cover construction. This segment of the pipeline is on the Cedar Terrace property (parcel 2025059160). The new gravity pipeline will continue west from MH A via trenchless construction underneath the former railroad corridor to the third new maintenance hole (MH B) in the rear parking lot of property owned by SW Bel-Kirk LLC (parcel 2025059102). The new gravity pipeline will continue west from MH B via open cut-and-cover construction through the parking lot to the fourth new maintenance hole (MH C), which connects to an existing Bellevue sewer pipeline in the SCGVF2 Evergreen Office Park property. The project will cross 5 parcels and occupy approximately 845 linear feet, disturb approximately 31,335 square feet of area, and require 1,047 cubic yards of excavation and 1,148 cubic yards of fill. 
	Location of the proposal. Give sufficient information for a person to understand the precise : The project is located within the City of Bellevue and S20, T25N, R05E. The proposed linear project area crosses 5 King County tax parcels: 2025059101 (the project occurs only at the eastern edge), 2025059102 (the project crosses the northern section), 2025059117 (the project crosses laterally), 2025059034 (the project crosses laterally), and 2025059160 (the project runs along the western edge). The project area is therefore associated with the following addresses from east to west: 3205 115TH AVE NE, 11120 NE 33RD PL, and 11000 NE 33RD PL. In summary, the proposed project area will cross through 2 privately owned, commercial business parks, an undeveloped King County parcel, a King County-owned trail corridor, and a privately owned apartment complex.
	Flat: Flat
	Rolling: Rolling
	Hilly: Off
	Steep Slopes: Steep Slopes
	Mountainous: Off
	Other: Off
	□ Other description of site: 
	What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)?: 70%
	Describe the purpose, type, total area and approximate quantities and total affected area : The project will require clearing and grading actions, specifically excavation and backfilling, throughout most of the project area in order to install and connect the new gravity pipeline. Only in the 2 King County-owned parcels will the gravity pipeline be installed via trenchless construction. In the other 3 parcels, open-cut construction will be used for pipeline installation. The total area of ground disturbance for open cut-and cover will be 28,115 square feet, with a total of 1,047 CY of excavation and 1,148 of fill. Fill material will be the retained native soils from the excavation to the extent possible.
	Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction or use? If so, generally describe: The project is intended to be as minimally invasive as possible by means of trenchless construction where possible, and the minimum necessary open cut-and-cover construction elsewhere. The construction will occur in 3 distinct areas: the eastern-most portion runs flat along the toe of the slope created by the King County trail corridor; the central portion will be placed through trenchless construction under the trail corridor, and the western-most segment runs through a flat and mostly developed area (parking lot). Because the pipeline is to be installed at the toe of a slope, trenchlessly, and in a flat, developed area, there is very little risk of erosion from clearing or construction. Additionally, best management practices (BMPs) will be employed to prevent erosion and sedimentation. See Item #8 and the list of proposed BMPs on the following page.
	About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project : 0%
	Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the earth, if any: The project will use standard sediment and erosion control BMPs, including perimeter sediment control around all excavated areas or disturbed soils (silt fence, straw wattles, sand bags, etc.), covering stockpiles with plastic sheeting, and using catch basin filter inserts in all storm drain inlets near the project area. See the previous page (4.1) for a list of proposed BMPs for erosion control. 
	What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal during construction, : Emissions to the air could only result from the proposed project during the construction phase.  Construction-generated emissions could result from the use of material-delivery vehicles and heavy machinery on site, including jackhammers and backhoes for open-cut excavation or drill rigs for the trenchless construction. However, any construction-generated emissions are expected to be minimal and not degrade the background air quality. Similarly, there should be no impacts to air quality from sewer off-gassing. All project operations will occur below ground and will not require any outside power source (gravity pipeline). Project maintenance is not anticipated to result in emissions unless excavation is required to access the pipeline. 
	Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect your proposal? If so, : There are no off-site sources of emissions or order that could affect the proposed project. 
	Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any: No measures are proposed. 
	Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of the site (including : Per the Critical Area Study completed for the project, there are no wetlands located within 300 feet of the project site (Confluence 2022). No open water channels were observed on the project site parcels or within 300 feet. However, an unnamed tributary to Yarrow Creek is culverted through the project site, and quickly flowing water was observed at catch basin inlets throughout parcels 2025059160 and 2025059102. This tributary’s flow is briefly exposed at the eastern edge of parcel 2025059102 where the culvert comes out from the Eastrail multi-use corridor berm and directs the tributary water into a detached standpipe. From this point, the tributary flows in an uninterrupted culvert to the southwestern edge of parcel 2025059102 along NE 33rd Place where it is daylighted into an open channel along the roadside. Fish use of this stream is highly unlikely given that the majority of the feature is in culverts through the project site, which was confirmed by WDFW (2022). This stream is a Type O water with no critical area buffer per Bellevue LUC 20.25H.075(C)(1)(b). There are no other natural surface water bodies in the immediate vicinity of the site. 
	Will the project require any work over, in or adjacent to (within 200 feet) the described : The Project alignment will cross the aforementioned unnamed tributary. However, the intersection of these features has been designed as to not disturb the existing culvert and to ensure that the stream could be daylighted in the future without impacting the project, per Bellevue LUC 20.25H.090.
	Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed in or removed : No material will be added to (fill) or removed from (dredge) any surface water or wetland. 
	Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions? Give a general : No, the proposed project will not require surface water withdrawals or diversions of any kind. 
	Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain?: No. 
	Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters? If so, : No, the proposal does not involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters. 
	Will groundwater be withdrawn from a well for drinking water or other purposes? If so, : Groundwater withdrawals during dewatering will be necessary during the open cut-and-cover construction. Sump pumps and wells may be used at the discretion of the contractor to temporarily dewater these work areas where the excavation depths are within approximately three feet below the groundwater table. Turbid water will be removed from site via vactor trucks. No discharges will be made into the groundwater. The approximate quantity of groundwater estimated to be withdrawn during construction is 20 gpm.
	Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks or : None; the proposed project will not discharge waste material to the ground. 
	 Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of collection and : Stormwater runoff during construction will occur at semi-pervious and impervious areas within the limits of construction, and in some locations from adjacent upland areas. Quantities will vary based on precipitation events. The project will not result in an increase in impervious area and so ultimately stormwater runnoff will not increase due to the project. Stormwater runoff will infiltrate, discharge to surface drainage features, or be collected in a conveyance system and ultimately flow into existing stormwater conveyance or sanitary sewer systems. The project will use standard sediment and erosion control BMPs, including perimeter sediment control around all excavated areas or disturbed soils (silt fence, straw wattles, sand bags, etc.) and covering stockpiles with plastic sheeting to prevent the generation of turbid water and to retain water on site. See Page 8.1 for a list of proposed runoff BMPs.
	Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters? If so, generally describe: No, the project will not generate waste materials that could enter ground or surface waters. BMPs will be in place to avoid unanticipated releases of sewage during construction. 

	Does the proposal alter or otherwise affect drainage patterns in the vicinity of the site? : The proposed project will not alter or impact drainage patterns on or around the site, since the completed project will occur entirely underground. The ground surface of the project area will be restored to the existing condition with one minor exception. The only location that is changing from existing conditions is the 150-foot section of fill to match the existing grade along the access road. The open cut-and-cover area in the Cedar Terrace property will also include compaction on top of the pipe and installation of ecology blocks to control erosion along the detention pond slope. Ecology blocks will be placed on the downhill side of the proposed path along the edge of the detention pond. This will provide support to the path and bank and will prevent erosion of the fill over the top of the pipe. The ecology blocks will form a wall, two blocks high, for approximately 180 feet.
	Indicate any proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground and runoff water, : Measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff as well as drainage patter impacts are included on Page 8.1. Other relevant BMPs are included on Page 4.1
	deciduous tree:  alder, maple, aspen, other: deciduous tree:  alder, maple, aspen, other
	□ other deciduous tree: Red alder, black cotton wood, bigleaf maple, willow, madrone
	evergreen tree: fir, cedar, pine, other: evergreen tree: fir, cedar, pine, other
	□ evergreen tree: other: Douglas fir, western red-cedar, shorepine 
	shrubs: shrubs
	grass: grass
	pasture: Off
	crop or grain: Off
	orchards, vineyards or other permanent crops: Off
	wet soil plants: cattail, buttercup, bulrush, skunk cabbage, other: Off
	□ wet soil plants: other: 
	water plants: water lily eelgrass, milfoil, other: Off
	□ water plants: other: 
	other types of vegetation: other types of vegetation
	□ other types of vegetation: other: Herbaceous ground cover, invasive Himalayan blackberry thickets, ornamentals
	What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered?: Vegetation to be disturbed is either a native forest community, invasive blackberry thicket, or ornamental trees and shrubs in the developed western portion. The project intends to keep vegetation disturbance and removal to a minimum to reduce impacts to the site, and it is estimated that 20,985 square feet of vegetation will be removed and replaced. The Project proposes to remove 13 significant trees from the site, including 2 trees within a steep slope critical area, as described in the Critical Areas Study (Confluence 2022). The project will replace 27 trees (Confluence et al. 2022).
	Proposed landscaping, use of native plants or other measures to preserve or enhance : The portions of the project area that occur as natural open spaces and that are disturbed during the project construction will be replanted with native species after the construction is completed, including a mix of shrubs and groundcover. Replanting will include planting 27 native trees for the 13 trees that will be removed. 
	List all noxious weeds and invasive species known to be on or near the site: Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus) and English ivy (Hedera helix).
	hawk: Off
	heron: Off
	eagle: Off
	songbirds: eagle,
	other birds: 
	deer: Off
	bear: Off
	elk: Off
	beaver: Off
	other : Off
	other mammals: 
	bass: Off
	salmon: Off
	trout: Off
	herring: Off
	shellfish: Off
	other fish: 
	Is the site part of a migration route? If so, explain: The site is not part of a known migration route for any species. 
	Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any: The project proposes to minimize impacts to habitat (i.e., soils, water, vegetation) generally, and all areas of disturbance will be restored to the existing condition or better after project completion. 
	List any invasive animal species known to be on or near the site: No invasive animal species are known to be on or near the site. 
	What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stove, solar) will be used to meet the : The completed project--a wastewater gravity pipeline--will not require any form of energy to operate. 
	Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties? If so, : No, the proposed project, once completed, will occur completely underground and therefore have no impact on the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties. 
	What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the plans of this proposal? List : None; the finished project will not use energy, and energy used during the construction of the project is the minimum required to complete the project. 
	Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals, risk of : The construction phase of this project will require the use of vehicles and heavy machinery, and as such, there are associated risks with the toxic fuels (e.g., gasoline and oil) and materials (e.g. asphalt) used to operate these machines. There is a small risk of these materials being spilled from machinery during construction, or catching fire. Appropriate best management practices will be used when fueling, operating, and maintaining this equipment. There should be no risk of exposure to sewage or other toxic chemicals or hazardous wastes. 
	Describe any known or possible contamination at the site from present or past uses: There are no known contaminations at the site. 
	Describe existing hazardous chemicals/conditions that might affect project : There are no known hazardous chemicals or site conditions within the project area.  
	Describe any toxic or hazardous chemicals that might be stored, used, or produced : During project construction, some toxic chemicals will be used on site, specifically gasoline, oil, asphalt, and other materials used in pipeline construction and the operation of heavy machinery. These materials, if stored on site, will be stored in secondary containment. Appropriate best management practices will be used when fueling, operating, and maintaining this equipment and when using any toxic building materials. No toxic or hazardous chemicals will be produced during the operating life of the project. 
	Describe special emergency services that might be required: No special emergency services will be required during project construction or operation. 
	Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, if any: During construction, BMPs will be implemented to minimize the potential for spills or mechanical failures to occur, and to minimize the potential for adverse effects from fuels, fluids, and lubricants to workers, nearby residents, or the environment. Any toxic or hazardous materials kept on site for any amount of time will be retained in proper packaging and secondary containment. Any machinery that requires toxic or hazardous materials to function will be regularly maintained and checked for leaks. Fueling equipment will occur off-site or over secondary containment (spill pads, ecopans, etc.). During construction, the contractor will be responsible for complying with all applicable regulations. Applicable Project BMPs identified above will also reduce or control environmental health hazards. Additionally, the Project will comply with following regulations by the cities of Bellevue: fire code, wastewater treatment codes, and construction spill protocols. 
	What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example: traffic, : The project occurs between I-405 and SR-520 near the intersection of these 2 major highways. Traffic from these highways as well as Northrup Way could impact the site. However, the project occurs in a relatively quiet area and is adjacent to an apartment complex, a green belt with a trail, and business park. That being said, the project is a utility project that will not be impacted by noise. 
	What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the project on a : On a long-term basis, the project will not create any noise (as a buried, wastewater gravity pipeline). On a short-term basis, specifically during construction, the heavy machinery required to install the pipeline will create elevated noise levels in and around the project area. Noise-generating machinery may include the drill rig, jack hammer, excavator, trucks, and other such equipment. The loudest of these machines may be the jackhammer at 95 Lmax at 50 feet (WSDOT 2021). Most noise will be generated from site during normal work hours (8:00AM to 5:00PM). The only exception to this is the need for a pump during horizontal directional drilling, which is needed for 24 hours during the drilling operation. 
	Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any: • The contractor will equip construction equipment engines with adequate mufflers, intake silencers, and engine enclosures to reduce their noise by 5 to 10 dBA.
• The contractor will turn off construction equipment during prolonged periods of non-use to eliminate extraneous noise.
• The contractor will maintain all equipment and train equipment operators in good practices to reduce noise levels.
• Temporary diesel generators and temporary pumping equipment to be operated at night will be required to be fitted with sound attenuation equipment.
	What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? Will the proposal affect current : The site and adjacent properties are used for multi-family residential appartment complexes, light industry (office parks), and recreation (the King County trail corridor). The proposed project will not affect current or projected land uses on adjacent properties. The project will allow the multi-family residential use to continue by providing ongoing wastewater services. 
	Has the project site been used as working farmlands or working forest lands? If so, : No, not applicable. 
	Will the proposal affect or be affected by surrounding working farm or forest land : No, not applicable.
	Describe any structures on the site: The site, composed of 5 parcels, includes multi-family residential apartments (parcel #2025059160), and office buildings and parking lots (parcel #2025059101 and #2025059102). There are no structures on parcel #2025059034 or #2025059117.
	Will any structures be demolished? If so, what?: Only the defunct Cedar Terrace Pump Station will be decommissioned and demolished. This will result in a reduction of impervious surface area, which will be replanted with trees. 
	What is the current zoning classification of the site?: R-20 (Multi-family residential) and O (office). 
	What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site?: Multi-family res/light industrial.
	If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site?: Not applicable. 
	Has any part of the site been classified as a critical area by the city or county? If so, specify: King County iMap does not show any critical areas mapped within or near the project area (King County 2022b). The City of Bellevue Map Viewer shows steep slopes within and adjacent to the site, as well as a stream just outside of the site (City of Bellevue 2022). The steep slopes and Type O (culverted) stream have been confirmed during the site investigation. 
	Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project?: 0
	Approximately how many people would the completed project displace?: 0
	Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any: None. 
	Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected land : None; the proposed project is a small, underground wastewater utility rehabilitation project, and therefore it is compatible with the existing and projected land uses (i.e., residential and office park). 
	Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with nearby agricultural and : None; there are no adjacent agricultural or forest lands of commercial significance. 
	Approximately how many units would be provided, if any? Indicate whether high, middle, : None; no housing units will be provided as a part of this project. 
	Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate whether high, middle, : None; no housing units will be eliminated as a part of this project. 
	Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any: None. 
	What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas; what is the : None; all proposed structures will occur below ground (buried gravity pipeline). 
	What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed?: None; all proposed structures will occur below ground. 
	Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any: None. 
	What type of light or glare will the proposal produce? What time of day would it mainly : Project construction will take place largely during daylight hours. No artificial light will be used for work occuring between April and September. Temporary site lighting may be used at the beginning and end of work days during construction when daylight hours are short in the fall and winter. The proposed project will not create light or glare during the operation phase of the project. 
	Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere with views?: No, the finished project will not create any light or glare (it will be a buried wastewater utility). 
	What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal?: None.
	Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any: During construction, all exterior lights will be focused or shielded as necessary to cast light only in areas that require it and to minimize light spilling onto neighboring properties. No permanent new lighting is proposed.

	What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate vicinity?: The project bisects the King County trail corridor and the Eastrail Multi-Use Trail, which can be used for walking, biking, nature viewing, etc. However, the gravity pipeline will be conveyed under the trail corridor via horizontal directional drilling, so the trail will not be impacted. 
	Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses? If so, describe: No. 
	Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreation : None, the project will neither impact recreation opportunities or create recreational opportunities. 
	Are there any buildings, structures or sites located on or near the site that are over 45 : Per the DAHP WISAARD, there are no historic buildings, structures, or sites within or near the project area. The closest eligible historical property--the Northup Homestead/Dairy and Cherry Farm--is over 1,000 feet from the project area. 
	Are there any landmarks, features or other evidence of Indian or historic use or : The DAHP WISAARD predictive model for environmental factors with archaeological resources lists the project area are occurring within both a moderately low risk area and moderate risk area. The moderately low risk area occurs at the eastern portion of the site, and the moderate risk area occurs to the west. No material evidence has been observed at these sites, and no professional studies have been conducted within the project area. 
	Describe the methods used to assess the potential impacts to cultural and historic : Potential impacts to cultural and historic resources on or near the project area were assessed via the DAHP WISAARD online database, that shows both the inventory of eligible properties and the publicly registered properties and landmarks, but also has a predictive model for archaeological resources.  
	Proposed measures to avoid, minimize or compensate for loss, changes to and disturbance : None. 
	Identify public streets and highways serving the site or affected geographic area and : The project area is served by Northup Way and 115th Ave NE, in addition to being very near I-405 and SR-520, which also directly service the area. The completed project will not require ongoing access to the existing street system. During construction, the site will be accessed from the Cedar Terrace Apartments off of 115th Ave NE as well as the Evergreen Office Park and SW Bel-Kirk LLC property off of NE 33rd Pl and Northup Way. The construction site access is shown on the site plans.
	Is the site or affected geographic area currently served by public transit? If so, generally : Yes, there are multiple bus stops along Northup Way. The project construction and operation will not use or impact public transit, however. 
	How many additional parking spaces would the completed project or non-project proposal : None, not applicable. 
	Will the proposal require any new or improvements to existing roads, streets, pedestrian, : No, not applicable. 
	Will the project or proposal use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail or air : No, not applicable. 
	How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project or : The completed project will not generated additional vehicular trips per day. However, the construction of the project will temporarily increase the number of vehicular trips per day for hauling equipment.
	Will the proposal interfere with, affect or be affected by the movement of agricultural and : No, not applicable. 
	Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any: None. 
	Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example: fire : No. 
	Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, if any: None. 
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	Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing the service and : No utilities are proposed for the project, as the project itself is a wastewater utility project intended to improve wastewater service for the Cedar Terrace Apartment Complex. 
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	List any threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site: Per the USFWS iPaC list, no threatened or endangered plant species are known to be on or near the site. Per the USFWS iPaC list, the following animal species may occur near the site: Marbled Murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus), Streaked Horned Lark (Eremophila alpestris strigata), Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus), Bull Trout (Salvelinus confluentus), and Monarch Butterfly (Danaus plexippus). It is highly likely that these birds or insect will occur on-site, and it is impossible that the bull trout occurs on-site given the lack of streams adjacent to the area. Salmonids have been documented in the nearby Yarrow Creek, including fall Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) and winter steelhead trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss), but not in the culverted streams associated with the project site (WDFW 2022). Bull trout have not been identified in Yarrow Creek.
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	What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, gravel, peat, : Per the USDA Web Soil Survey, soils along the project area are all the same series of Everett very gravelly sandy loam with 15% to 30% slopes (USDA 2022). Per the Geotechinical Report prepared for the project, the soils encountered within the project site during geotechnical investigations include: fill, recessional outwash, advance outwash, glaciolacustrine, and till-like (Shannon & Wilson 2022). Between MH2 and MHA, the soils consist primarily of fill over recessional outwash deposits consisting of glaciolacustrine and advance outwash. The fill is 7 to 12 feet thick and is loose to medium dense, silty sand and silty sand with gravel. The recessional outwash ranges from 7 to 15+ feet thick and consists of loose to medium dense, silty sand and silty sand with gravel. The glacioslacustrine is 7 feet thick and consists of hard, silty clay and dense, silty sand and the underlying advance outwash consists of very dense, silty sand. At the trenchless portion of the proposed construction, the soil consists of up to 38 feet of loose to medium dense fill within the embankment. Underlying the fill is about 11 feet of glaciolacustrine and over 40 feet of advance outwash. The fill consists of loose to medium dense, silty sand, poorly graded sand with silt, silty sand with gravel, and silty gravel with sand. The glaciolacustrine
consists of very dense, sandy silt and the underlying advance outwash consists of very dense, silty sand, poorly graded sand, and sandy silt. Between MHB and MHC, soils consist of 0 to 7 feet of recessional outwash over advance outwash and till‐like deposits. The recessional outwash consists of medium dense to dense, silty sand and silt. The advance outwash and till-like deposits consist of very dense, silty sand and silty sand with gravel.
	Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity? If so, : 
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