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 Technical Memorandum  
To: Thaniel Gouk, City of Auburn       File Number: 1190.0017 

From: Jon Pickett, Soundview Consultants LLC     Date: September 13, 2019 

Re: Response to City SEPA Comments – BCE# 20411 - Prologis - Hunt 

Dear Mr. Gouk,  

Soundview Consultants LLC (SVC) has been assisting Prologis (Applicant) with a Wetland and Fish 
and Wildlife Habitat Assessment and In-Lieu Fee (ILF) Use Plan for the proposed industrial 
development of an 8.82-acre site located at 28511 and 28427 West Valley Highway North in the City 
of Auburn, Washington.  The subject property consists of two parcels situated in the Southeast ¼ of 
Section 35, Township 22 North, Range 4 East, W.M. (King County Tax Parcel Numbers 3522049021 
and 3522049049).   

This Technical Memorandum has been prepared in response to City of Auburn’s (City) comments 
dated August 1, 2019 regarding the review of the Wetland and Fish and Wildlife Habitat Assessment 
Report and ILF Use Plan by SVC dated (revised) June 12, 2019.  This memorandum supersedes any 
inconsistencies that may remain between the memorandum and the report.  The following is the City’s 
comments (italicized) followed by SVC’s responses:    

1. Critical Areas Report (ILF Plan): Staff has reviewed the Soundview proposal to fill the three wetlands located on 
the site and utilize the King Co. In-Lieu Fee (ILF) program to offset the fill, along with the City’s consultant 
(Raedeke) review of the proposal and Soundview’s rebuttal to the Raedeke review. Soundview’s proposal includes 
1.241 credits to be purchased from the ILF program; Raedeke’s review shows a total of 3.195 credits that would 
need to be purchased. The City stands by Raedeke’s review of the proposal for the following reasons: 
 

a. Septic location(s). According to the information provided by Soundview in “reviewing survey data” there is 
a septic field located north of the house on Parcel No. 352204-9021 (the northern parcel), however, the 
OSS record from 1984 seems to indicate that an as-built is not available and does not show a location for 
the drainfield. Also, it is unclear what survey is being referenced as the ALTA (by Barghausen, 
8/28/2018) notes that “underground utilities and features depicted hereon are bases on field observation, 
development plans, and/or available record documents only…” and the only item shown on the drawing 
is the septic tank lid on the northern property line.  
 
The Soundview report goes on to note that there is no septic location available on Parcel No. 352204-
9049, however, it appears from the King Co. OSS records that the drainfield may be located in the grassy 
area north of the driveway off of West Valley Hwy. Note that the driveway location shown to the building 
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located west of the house is not accurate which is not atypical for septic drawings (the current driveway 
configuration is also the same as shown on aerials back to about 1998). 
 
Based on the aerial images, the OSS documents available, the lack of information from Soundview showing 
other probable locations for the septic drainfields, and the location of the undeveloped (i.e. grass/pasture 
areas) north of the home on -0949 and south of the home on -0921, Staff concludes that there are septic 
systems within 250 feet of the wetlands and therefore box D 2.3 should have a score of “1” on the credit-
debit worksheets and thereby increasing the “rating of landscape potential” from “M” to “H” (i.e. from 
“1 or 2” to “3 or 4”) for Wetlands A and B, as well as Wetland C (see following comment).   
 
In addition to the septic field locations related to the credit-debit worksheets for all the wetlands, box D 
2.1 should also be a “1” instead of a “0” according to Soundview’s report which states they all receive 
“surface sheet flow”. Again, this would increase the landscape potential for the wetlands from an M to an 
H.   

Response: 

Based on the approximate location of the septic and drainfield provided by the City, as well as 
the attached septic map and accompanying exhibits, it appears Wetland A is approximately 
320-feet from the nearest location of the drainfield (Attachment A) on the southern parcel (-
9049). In addition, Wetland A is likely greater than 300-feet from likely potential locations of 
the drainfield south and west of the existing residence on the northern parcel (-9049). SVC 
agrees Wetland B and Wetland C are likely within 250-feet of these drainfields. As such, 
Wetland A should remain at “0” for question D2.3 and scored as moderate for landscape 
potential. Wetland B and Wetland C would score as “1” for questions D2.3 and receive a high 
scoring for landscape potential. 

 
b. Wetland C. Soundview proposes that this wetland is a slope wetland and after Raedeke’s review they 

classify the wetland as depressional. Soundview contends that it is a slope wetland based on (in general) the 
wetland drains in one direction and does not impound water. Raedeke’s classification differs from both of 
these contentions, which Staff also believes to be the case, per the following: 

i. Based on the 2004 ECY rating manual, slope wetlands “Flow in one direction…and the 
gradient is steep enough that the water is not impounded”; based on both Raedeke’s and Staff’s 
visit to the site, this does not appear to be applicable to this wetland. A slight slope from west to 
east, towards the road-side ditch is present, however, according to the wetland delineation by 
Soundview, the wetland ends at the fence along West Valley Hwy., before the slope drops off to 
the ditch, thus not meeting this portion of the definition for a slope wetland. 

ii. In addition, the wetland does receive backflow, as was noted in Soundview’s report, although it 
was indicated as “artificial” in an area that has historically dealt with flooding issues, meaning 
the wetland does not have a “unidirectional flow to the east”, as is evidenced by Raedeke’s site 
visit in early Spring 2019 (which is when hydrology is often monitored for wetlands), in the Google 
Street View image from August 2017, and as well as a King Co. flood photo from 1995. These 
photos also show that surface ponding is, in fact, present at times which is consistent with the 
2004 ECY rating manual which states “If a wetland has surface ponding, even if only for a 
short time, and is not lake-fringe, or riverine, it can be classified as depressional…” As Raedeke 
has noted, during their site visit “…this wetland feature appears to be ponded more than 10% 
of the wetland and at a diameter that is more than 3 feet (a note to be considered when deciding 
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if it is a slope HGM class or not)”. In addition the manual states if “…you have more than two 
HGM classes within a wetland boundary, classify the wetland as depressional for the rating.” 

Based on these findings, Wetland C should be rated as a depressional wetland, and the ratings forms and credit-
debit worksheet updated to reflect this. The number of credits that will need to be purchased from the King Co. 
ILF program will therefore need to be 3.195. The Applicant will have two options to address this discrepancy; 
per WAC 197-11-350 the Applicant may request Soundview to revise their proposal to accurately reflect the 
number of credits that are required to offset filling of the wetlands and a SEPA Determination of Non-
Significance (DNS) can be issued, or, the City will issue a Mitigated DNS (MDNS) that will include a 
mitigation measure to purchase the correct number of credits.   

Response: 

The Applicant agrees to treat the onsite wetlands as classified and scored by Raedeke with the 
exception to the above consideration regarding Wetland A and question D2.3. However, SVC 
requests the City to allow a more accurate calculation of the wetland debit scoring and not 
round the debit calculations until the end where the debits are summed by function. This is a 
much more precise way to calculate the required debit scoring and commonly done as 
indicated by King County Staff (Attachment B). 

SVC has included a debit scoring table based on the above consideration which scores a 
“moderate” for the landscape potential for Wetland A based on the provided analysis 
regarding septic and drainfield proximity, as well as a more accurate and precise calculation of 
the total debits (Attachment C). Also included in Attachment C is Raedeke’s scoring table. 
SVC would like to note the one discrepancy on Raedeke’s table in comparison to SVC’s table 
that appears to be a transcription error under the hydrological column for Wetland B in which 
the scoring has been transposed (Value and Landscape Potential). This transcription does not 
change the overall debit scoring and the total would score 6 points. 

 
I trust this Technical Memorandum addresses the City’s comments.  Please do not hesitate to 
contact me with any question or concerns you may have.  

Sincerely,  

 

 

_____________________________________ 
Jon Pickett 
Senior Environmental Planner/Scientist 
Office 253.514.8952x027 
Fax: 253.514.8954 
jon@soundviewconsultants.com 
  

mailto:jon@soundviewconsultants.com
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Attachment A – Septic and Drainfield Exhibits  
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Attachment E6
Map of Septic System on
28511 W. Valley Hwy.
(from King County online records)
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Attachment B – ILF Credit Rounding Email  from 
KCMRP 



From: Webb, Megan
To: Jon Pickett
Subject: Acre Credit Rounding
Date: Wednesday, September 11, 2019 12:51:29 PM

Jon,
 
The King County Mitigation Reserves Program In-Lieu Fee Mitigation Program prefers acre credit
calculations be rounded to the nearest hundredth or two decimal points. We typically see the
rounding at the end of the Credit/Debit Calculations. In some instances, we have sold mitigation
credits that were rounded to the nearest thousandth or three decimal points, but this is not our
preference. We cannot deduct mitigation credits from our ledger that carry out more than three
decimal points. Feel free to contact me if you need additional clarification.
 
Thanks,
 

Megan Webb
In-Lieu Fee Mitigation and Transfer of Development Rights
King County Water & Land Resources Division
Department of Natural Resources & Parks
(206) 477-3865
Megan.Webb@Kingcounty.gov
 

mailto:Megan.Webb@kingcounty.gov
mailto:jon@soundviewconsultants.com
mailto:Megan.Webb@Kingcounty.gov
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Attachment C – ILF Scoring Table 
 

 



Improving 

WQ
Hydrologic Habitat

Improving 

WQ
Hydrologic Habitat

Improving 

WQ
Hydrologic Habitat

Site potential (H, M, L) L L L L L L L L L

Landscape potential (H, M, L) M M L H H L H H L

Value (H, M, L) H M L H M M H M M

Score for wetland unit 6 5 3 7 6 4 7 6 4

Non-Forested Areas Impacted

Acres of Impact (AOI) 0.0180 0.0180 0.0180 0.0053 0.0053 0.0053 0.0353 0.0353 0.0353

Basic Mitigation Credit (BMC) = AOI x Score 0.1079 0.0899 0.0539 0.0370 0.0317 0.0211 0.2470 0.2117 0.1411

Temporal Loss Factor (TLF) 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

DEBITS (BMC x TLF) 0.3236 0.2696 0.1618 0.1109 0.0950 0.0634 0.7410 0.6351 0.4234

Total Debits by Function
Improving 

WQ
Hydrologic Habitat TOTAL

Acre-Points 1.18 1.00 0.65 2.82

1190.00017 PROLOGIS HUNT - ILF DEBIT SCORING TABLE

Wetland A (Depressional) Wetland B (Depressional) Wetland C (Depresional)
Wetland Rating for Wetland Unit Being 

Altered



Attachment B - Summary of Raedeke Associates, Inc. Recommended Revisions 

to Soundview 2019 Appendix G Debit Calculations

DEBIT WORKSHEET

DEBIT Worksheet Calculations Project:

Mitigation Project is: DELAYED Prepared: 15-Mar-19 By: WKH

Improving 

WQ
Hydrologic Habitat

Improving 

WQ
Hydrologic Habitat

Improving 

WQ
Hydrologic Habitat

L L L L L L L L L

H M L H M L H H L

H M L H H M H M M

7 5 3 7 6 4 7 6 4

0.02 0.02 0.02 0.005 0.005 0.005 0.04 0.04 0.04

0.14 0.1 0.06 0.035 0.03 0.02 0.28 0.24 0.16

3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

0.42 0.3 0.18 0.105 0.09 0.06 0.84 0.72 0.48

Improving 

WQ
Hydrologic Habitat TOTAL

1.365 1.11 0.72 3.195

Wetland Rating for Wetland Unit being 

Altered (Impacted)

Calculating Credits and Debits for Compensatory Mitigation in Wetlands of Western Washington

Prologis Hunt ILF 3rd Party Review

Wetland A (Depressional)* Wetland B (Depressional)* Wetland C (Depressional)*

1
 based on WDOE 2012 Scoring System for Calculating Credits and Debits for Compensatory Mitigation In wetlands of Wetster Washington and Acre of Impacts 

presented in Appendix G of Soundview Consultings LLC January 3, 2019 ILF Use Plan

Site Potential (H,M,L)

Landscape Potential (H,M,L)

Value (H,M,L)

Score for Wetland Unit

NON-Forested Areas Impacted

Acres of Impact (AOI)

Basic mitigation Credit (BMC) = AOI x Score

Temporal Loss Factor (TLF, see below)

DEBITS (BMC x TLF)

Total Debits by Function

Acre-Points

RAEDEKE ASSOCIATES , INC. PROJECT NUMBER:  2016-042-201
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