THE WOODS AT VIEWCREST
A 38-LOT PRELIMINARY PLAT
RFI1#4 RESPONSE LETTER

On August 14™ 2024, the Applicant received a Request for Information (RFI) on The
Woods at Viewcrest Preliminary Plat and associated applications (SUB2022-0011). The
RFI requested additional information related to various project reports, the SEPA Checklist,
and public comment. This RFI Response Letter provides a response to each of the action
items for which staff are requesting additional information. In addition to this Letter, please
find attached supplemental information, including updated reports, which support these
responses.

RFI Comments and Action Items*:

*please note that City comments from the RFI are identified in italics, and Applicant
responses are identified in standard text.

WILDLIFE

The 2022 Raedeke Wildlife Habitat Assessment and the corresponding project SEPA
checklist lack information specific to marine wildlife and the development’s cumulative
impacts resulting from the proposal.

ACTION ITEMS: Amend the following documents as requested.

2022 Raedeke Wildlife Habitat Assessment

1. Revise to include consideration of the City’s Nearshore Connectivity Study, City’s
Wildlife Corridor Analysis Report (2021) as an Important Wildlife Habitat Area with
Important Wildlife Corridors at the southwest and southeast project corners connecting to
other Important Wildlife Habitat Areas to the east and west. Also add City’s 2015 Habitat
Restoration Technical Assessment identification of a priority polygon for Wetland
Protection (CHC-WP2) and Forest Block 7. Also add results of an “area of interest”
request to WDFW for “sensitive” PHS data.

2. Include an analysis to address the existing water quality impairments of the estuary for
fecal coliform due to existing development and septic systems and Chuckanut Creek as a
listed 303d impaired waterbody due to bacteria.

3. ldentify if there are relevant special requirements related to recreational shellfish
harvest in receiving waterbody.

4. Add a description of recreational shellfish use.



5. Confirm / verify no presence of a bald eagle nest within the project site.

Applicant Response: The 2022 Raedeke Wildlife Habitat Assessment has been updated to
address the RFI comments listed above. Please see attached updated Wildlife Habitat
Assessment, November 22", 2024, and new Raedeke Technical Memorandum, November
22" 2024, providing a line-item response to the relevant RFI comments.

SEPA Checklist

1. Update to include fish species that are state and federally listed as threatened or
endangered that utilize Chuckanut Bay and Creek. Describe site as identified in City’s
Wildlife Corridor Analysis Report (2021) as an Important Wildlife Habitat Area with
Important Wildlife Corridors at the southwest and southeast project corners connecting to
other Important Wildlife Habitat Areas to the east and west.

2. Add additional information or reference from the 2022 NES Critical Areas Report
regarding observations of Pileated Woodpecker excavations and the City’s Nearshore
Connectivity Study and determination of the area qualifying as a Washington State Priority
Area (Biodiversity Area).

3. Add additional information or reference from the 2022 Raedeke Wildlife Habitat
Assessment regarding observed species, Washington State PHS findings in the vicinity,
Chuckanut Creek and associated species, Chuckanut Bay fish presence, evidence of cavity

nesting birds (past), and results of an “area of interest” request to WDFW for “sensitive”
PHS data.

Applicant Response: The SEPA Checklist has been updated to address the RFI comments.
Please see attached updated SEPA Checklist and Exhibit A to the Checklist.

CRITICAL AREAS

Wetlands

The site descriptions contained in Northwest Ecological Services’ 2022 Wetland
Delineation Update & Critical Areas Summary is generally consistent with code with the
exception of the following action items.

ACTION ITEMS: Provide additional documentation in regards to the February 24, 2022
NES Wetland Delineation Update and Critical Areas Summary as follows.

1. Provide additional documentation and rationale that supports the conclusion that
Chuckanut Bay (“Mud Bay”) is not a wetland. i.e., if it is not a wetland, what is it exactly
and what criteria were utilized to make this conclusion? If there are discrepancies in the
characterization of Chuckanut Bay in other documents and your conclusions please identify
these and why.



2. Include the City’s Wildlife Corridor Analysis Report (2021) as an Important Wildlife
Habitat Area with Important Wildlife Corridors at the southwest and southeast project
corners connecting to other Important Wildlife Habitat Areas to the east and west.

3. Specify if any other environmental features and/or critical areas outside of the initial
review area have been considered and/or analyzed since the 9/22/2022 Update and if so,
provide the findings and/or results.

4. Address BMC 16.55.210(C)(2)(c), 16.55.480(C)(4), and 16.55.480(C)(6).

Applicant Response: Northwest Ecological Services has prepared two new reports which
address all relevant RFI comments. Please see attached the new Wetlands HCA Addendum
Memorandum, November 22"¢, 2024, and Critical Areas Impact Assessment and Mitigation
Plan, November 22", 2024. Also, regarding comment 1, please see attached letter from
Chmelik, Sitkin and Davis attorneys, December 20, 2024,

The Project Narrative describes minor wetland buffer impacts that could result from the
development of a public trail through the project site. The 2022 NES Wetland Delineation
Update and Critical Areas Summary does not describe mitigation sequencing for those
impacts or provide an associated mitigation plan for proposed impacts.

ACTION ITEM: Provide documentation that demonstrates application of mitigation
sequencing and mitigation for proposed impacts to wetlands and/or their associated buffers
as specified in BMC 16.55.250, .260, .350.

Applicant Response: Northwest Ecological Services has prepared a Critical Areas Impact
Assessment and Mitigation Plan, November 22", 2024, which addresses all proposed
wetland and shoreline buffer impacts. This includes a discussion of mitigation sequencing
and relevant BMC codes. Please see attached.

Geologically Hazardous Areas

The 2009 Elements Geologic Feasibility Investigation discussed risks associated with
development of the site. The 2022 Geotechnical Investigation Report does not reference this
investigation and does not have the same conclusions of risk.

ACTION ITEM: Provide documentation that acknowledges the 2009 Element Geologic
Feasibility Investigation as required by BMC 16.55.430(D). Said documentation shall
include a discussion about its relevance to the current proposal and whether or not the
2022 investigation and / or Element’s Memo #I dated 6/19/2023 either includes elements of
the 2009 investigation or requires further modifications based upon the 2009 investigation.
Said documentation shall include any further modifications that may be necessary.



The Geotechnical Investigation and Geohazard Report did not include sufficient
information to determine if the proposed building envelopes, shown on Figure 3B of said
investigation and report, are outside of recommended buffer widths from landslide hazard
areas for specific lots.

ACTION ITEM: Provide documentation that confirms the current stormwater design.
Element’s Memo #1 dated 6/19/2023 includes a reference to direct a portion of the site’s
stormwater to existing infrastructure in Sea Pines Road.

Applicant Response: Element Solutions has prepared two new reports which address all
relevant RFI comments. Please see the attached new Geohazard Review Addendum —
Stormwater Outfall Plan, November 22", 2024, and the attached new Memorandum #2 —
Response to Public Comment and COB RFI, November 22", 2024.

PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE

Stormwater Management

The preliminary stormwater management report is generally sufficient for land use
application review. The action items below request additional information that would be
helpful to further understand the relationship between the site, its development, seasonal
weather events and examination of alternative methods for providing stormwater
mitigation.

ACTION ITEMS:
1. Show outfalls in relation to identified wetlands.

2. Update the stormwater management report to include the 10/6/22 Element Report
instead of the 11/3/21 Element report and the 2/24/22 wetland delineation instead of the
10/31/21 Delineation.

3. The stormwater management report shall include a section regarding functionality of the
outfall and diffuser to the estuary during seasonal precipitation / coastal flooding / high
tides.

4. The stormwater management report should include any type of alternatives analysis that
was conducted and associated conclusions on the feasibility of utilizing existing
infrastructure in Sea Pines road and the existing outfall to the Chuckanut Village Marsh
wetland.

Applicant Response: Pacific Survey & Engineering has updated the Preliminary
Stormwater Management Report, November 229, 2024, to address all relevant RFI
comments. They have also prepared a new Exhibit CC showing the stormwater
conveyance infrastructure in relation to on-site wetlands. The Report has been reviewed




and updated in consultation with Element Solutions (see Element Solutions Geohazard
Review Addendum — Stormwater Outfall Plan, November 22nd, 2024). Updated
materials are attached.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Public comments that are specific to a study and/or report prepared by a qualified
professional and submitted with the application materials must include a response from the
qualified professional who prepared the report or if the response is prepared by the
applicant, the applicant may reference where in the appropriate report the information is
provided.

Action item: Submit a response to the public comment. The format of the written response
should either include a specific reference tying the response back to the name/date of the
commenter or include responses by the general topics raised in the comment letters. The
following list includes some of the more common topics raised in the public comment
letters:

1. Drainage and stormwater runoff.

2. Wildlife and Habitat.

3. Delineation of critical areas, specifically wetlands.

4. Impacts to critical areas and geologically hazardous areas.
5. Clearing and effects of windfall and slope stability.

6. Traffic and pedestrian safety.

7. Density of proposal.

8. Neighborhood character.

9. Affordability.

Applicant Response: The Applicant has chosen to respond to the identified public comment
themes. This response is provided in the attached Chmelik, Sitkin & Davis attorneys letter,
December 20, 2024, as well as through the updated and new reports referenced throughout
this RFI response and attached hereto. The existing, and supplemented, record for this
project adequately addresses all public comment themes.

GENERAL

Please reconcile all plans, figures and reports to reflect the most current development
proposal and ensure all referenced exhibits are attached to the reports. City staff identified
several outdated plans in the critical area, stormwater and geology reports.

Applicant Response: The response to this RFI did not result in any changes to the project
plans. All reports, studies, and other response materials attached hereto have been updated
and include consistent references and figures. The plans in the critical areas, stormwater
and geology reports are all current and consistent.




