EXHIBIT 5

West Bay Yards Public Hearing
21-2854

Detailed Project Analysis




Project Context - Location

» Adjacent Land Uses

» Comp Plan Envisions Mixed Use Commercial on both sides of
West Bay Drive.

» Zoning is both Urban Waterfront and Professional Office / Mixed
Residential.

» West Bay Woods — 2.75 acre park purchased to protect a Heron
Rookery adjacent to land owned by Olympia Ecosystems.

« 2022 Boundary Line Adjustment:
* Resulting in 5 parcels extending into the shoreline.
« Farwell Avenue has not been vacated
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Project Context - Location




Vicinity to Critical Areas
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Habitats and Species

» |[mportant habitats and Species Management Plan:

= 30+ bird species in vicinity (shorebirds, purple martin,
osprfy, egret, great blue heron). None known to be
onsite.

= Chinook, Coho, chum Salmon and Cutthroat Trout in
Budd Inlet - site does not provide quality habitat for
viable populations or spawning.

= Shellfish and Submerged Aquatic Vegetation Report:

= 5 species of clam

» Limited submerged aquatic vegetation




Geotechnical Considerations

= Legacy Fill — unstable solls

= Seismic / Liquification
Concerns

of Proposed Structures
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Loose to Medium Dense Undocumented Fi
Wood Debris
Very Soft to Soft Plastic/Cohesive Fine-grained Soil

Very Loose to Medium Dense Non-plastic Silt and Sand
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Commercial Zoning Compliance - Height

» 42" outrightly permitted

u 6 5 ’ |f bO NUS C rlte rla met Figure 6-2 Urban Waterfront and Urban Waterfront Height Limits*
' FIGURE :: ;‘:i ll
. : UW / UW-H Height Limits
u WaterfrO Nt Trall (see OMC 18.069.100)
5 ’ , . UW-35 UW-45
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» Expanded Waterfront Trall
= Public Amenities Provided

= Residential Use - Provided




Expanded Waterfront Trail
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Commercial Zoning Compliance - Height

» Height is measured from average grade
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Views

» Three separate code sections:
= View Corridor Width: Required range from 45% to 70% blockage. 70% requires bonus.
» Proposal shows 57% blockage (or 43% Open).
= Bonus achieved through Waterfront Trail / Expanded Waterfront Trall

= Design Requirements:
= Protects views from the ROW to specific features such as Budd Inlet.

= SMP — Height: 42" - 65
= 65’ requires Visual Impact Assessment that demonstrates increase will not block views from a
substantial number residences.
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Visual Impact Assessment Legend

Properties with potential view disrupbons
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Views

= New public access areas will provide increased public views.

= A substantial number of residences are not affected — but at least 3 residences are.

VIEW D OF
BUDD INLET

VIEW STUDY D - IS IN THE DIRECTION TOWARDS BUDD INLET, EAST OF THE PROPOSED SITE, WITH THE NEW RIPARIAN PLANTING ALONG THE EDGE OF THE ESPLANADE AND MAXIMUM 10" RIPARIAN PLANTING
ON THE DOWNHILL OF THE SLOPE, VIEWS ARE STILL MAINTAINED FROM THE TOP OF THE HILL.




Transportation - Traffic

Table 5. PM Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service

Project remains well below West
Bay Drive's full build out capacity. _ | i e

2020 Without With
Project Project

Required improvements aimed at - Conunl| 05 o e | 105 0een 105 0eo
multi-modal forms of
transportation.
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Shoreline Conditional Use Permit

= Mix of uses within 100’ of the \ “"-'-l-'l\\"‘—-—

= Both commercial and residential
are outrightly permitted within

. S\
this area. \,.,
|I'I

* The mix is “the primary” use
anticipated in the Urban
Waterfront Land Use Designation
In the Comp. Plan.
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Vegetation Conservation Area

= Closest 30’ to the shoreline =
(OHWM) must be revegetated
with native vegetation. gy vencs ||

WATERFRONT FROM
WESTBAY DRIVE

= Also a Soil and Vegetation
Conservation Area.

= \Waterward Shift of shoreline will
not result in additional buildable
land.

= VCA gets bigger.




The Restoration Projec
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Restoration Goals

2016 SMP adopts an incentives approach to encourage private development to incorporate restoration into projects
= Site is identified in 2012 Restoration Plan as a target site to create an intertidal beach.

2016 Restoration Assessment creates a framework for restoration — goal of restoring Chinook Salmon habitat.
» Provides concept for approaches.
» Maintains incentives approach to restoration - “Essentially Maintains” upland areas.
= Places fill waterward of OHWM - calls for sand and gravel.

2021 Development Agreement commits project to restoration objectives similar to 2016 Assessment.
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SMP Restoration Project Criteria

» Restoration is the reestablishment or ulog_rading of impaired ecological shoreline
processes or functions. Can intentionally increase or augment one’or more functions or
values of the existing area.

»* Must meet OMC 18.20.855 - Highlights:

Provide ecological benefit and be supported by outside agencies.

No significant change to sediment transport.

Avoid adverse affects to ecological processes, water quality, adjacent properties and habitat.

Cannot use of new hard armoring — soft is allowed

Can extend waterward no more than the minimum necessary to achieve intended result.



SMP - Sediment Transport

= Avoid Change to Sediment Transport:

= 2012 Restoration Plan (SMP)

» Dam / Capitol Lake %reatly reduced sediment
transport from Deschutes River and Percival Creek.

» Increased production of fine sediment, loss of
gravel, sand, rock, LWD.
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SMP - Restoration & Ecological Processes

= Avoid adverse effect to ecological processes:

= 2012 Restoration Plan (SMP)

= Budd Inlet is a heavily altered and vulnerable biologic
system.

= 90% of Budd Inlet is hard armored

= Budd Inlet does not adequately support valuable
ecolé) ically sensitive resources. Document cites a
need for:

Sand and cobble beaches
Forage and spawning areas
Marine riparian vegetation
Eelgrass and kelp beds

Soft armor instead of hard for wave
attenuation

» Proposed restoration improves ecological
processes




SMP Restoration - Water Quality

Avoid adverse effect to water quality:

= 2012 Restoration Plan (SMP)

» Budd Inlets water quality is impaired.
» Correlated to upland lakes, streams, wetlands that drain to Budd Inlet.

Proposal:
= Off-site stormwater flows through site in 3 pipes. Not treated. No change to existing condition.
= Onsite stormwater will be treated — improved condition.
= VCA will offer filtration of rainwater — improved condition.
= Removal of debris / concrete rubble — improved condition.

Other Permits

= WDFW — HPA, USACOE - Individual Permit, Ecology 401 Water Quality — Certification
= All review for water quality issues at a more detailed/specific level related to construction.

= Restoration project will avoid adverse effects on water quality.



SMP Restoration - Adjacent Properties

Avoid adverse effect to adjacent properties:

= Area is identified for urban scale commercial / residential
development on both sides of West Bay Drive.

= West side: Professional Office / Mixed Use — intended for
moderate to high density multifamily structures up to 4 stories.

= North/South; Urban Waterfront — intended for mixed use of
commercial, industrial, and multi-family up to 7 in height.

» Improved habitat functions will result in increased habitats that
might use upland hillside sites.

» |ncreased public access to shoreline

Professional Office & Multi-family Housing

= Restoration project will avoid adverse effects on adjacent properties. Urban Waterfront




SMP - Restoration & Habitat Restoration

= Avoid adverse affects to habitat:

= 2012 Restoration Plan (SMP):

» Goal of restoring estuarine habitat.
» Provide habitat for invertebrates, birds, amphibians and mammals
= High emphasis on improved riparian vegetation — Plant trees in VCA.

= 2016 Restoration Assessment:

= Target Species and Habitat: Keystone species — Chinook Salmon and
Olympia Oyster.

» Other important species: marine and shorebirds, forage fish, shellfish,
mammals.




SMP - Restoration & Existing Habitats

= Project Specific Documents:
» Attachment 10 — Habitat Reports:
= Critical Area Report
* Important Habitats and Species Report

» 14.D - Shellfish and Submerged
Aquatic Vegetation Report.

= 4| Mitigation Sequencing & NNL
Analysis

» Conclusion: Restoration project will
avoid adverse effect on habitats.




SMP - Restoration & Intended Result

“Restoration and enhancement projects shall not extend water-ward more than the minimum
necessary to achieve the intended result and shall not result in the creation of additional upland
area.

= 2016 Restoration Assessment Objectives:

= Remove in water
structures

Beach Nourishment

Regrade to natural slope
Salt Marsh
= Riparian Corridor

= New Backshore / Intertidal
Beach




SMP - Restoration & Waterward Expansion

“Restoration and enhancement projects shall not extend water-ward more than the minimum
necessary to achieve the intended result and shall not result in the creation ot additional upland
area.

= 2016 Restoration Assessment:
= Essentially maintains existing OHWM location.
= Anticipates fill waterward of OHWM.
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SMP - Fill Criteria

= Fill is allowed for:
= Restoration — beach nourishment and habitat creation
= Sea Level Rise Adaptation
= Clean-up of Contamination

= Shoreland Fill (upland or in-water) cannot result in significant damage to water
quality, fish, shellfish, and wildlife habitat.

» In-water work requires WDFW — HPA, USACE Permit, and Ecology 401 Water
Quality Certification.

» MTCA Cleanup requires Ecology Toxics permit.

= Fill (waterward of OHWM) must be the minimum necessary for intended activity
— Restoration Project.




SMP - Fill Criteria

» Shoreland Fill (upland or in-water) cannot result in significant damage to
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Alternative Restoration Design Analysis 1

Alternative 1:
Restoration is not required outside the DA
30" VCA required upland

Alternative 1:
= Retains existing shoreline conditions
= No aquatic restoration

Fin iy

SMP Incentivizes Aquatic Restoration:
= SLR adaptation
= Soft shore stablization




Alternative Restoration Design Analysis 2

= Alternative 2:

» Places 30" VCA waterward of existing OHWM — shows upland project
expansion waterward.

FIGURE 5-2:  ALTERNATIVE 2: ORIGINAL DESIGN CONCEPT

= 28" shift of OHWM

= 28,000cy of fill
waterward of OHWM

(35.7)

’ BACKSHORE i
43.5) ®




Alternative Restoration Design Analysis 3

= Alternative 3:
» 30’ VCA established from existing OHWM.
» Total VCA = 47’ (adding 17’)

FIGURE 5-3: = ALTERNATIVE 3: MODIFIED DESIGN CONCEPT - PARTIAL CUTBACK

= 17" Waterward Shift
of OHWM.

" 26,000cy of Fill .. e
waterward of OHWM il | L

'
]
l——4us SLRBACKSHORE |

: I VCA ! BUFFER :
] 1 (30" MIN) t (24.5) '
' : ‘ :

: '
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Alternative Restoration Design Analysis 4

= Alternative 4.
» 30’ VCA established from existing OHWM.

| N O Wate rwa rd S h |ft FIGURE 5-4: ALTERNATIVE 4: MODIFIED DESIGN CONCEPT - FULL CUTBACK
of OHWM.

= 24,000cy of Fill
waterward of OHWM
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TABLE 5-5: QUANTITATIVE COMPARISON OF ALTERMATIVES IN TERMS OF REQUIRED FILL |

Alternative Analysis g | e e

OHWL Available OHWL
(Ft) Science Required?

= Alternative 4: Yes- dea.

Criginal Design

= | east fill — but is infeasible to construct. Concept

(Alternative #2)

» Geotechnical / soil stability / safety factors

Yes - ideal;
wdified Desi minimized
rllmj_mﬁ; ﬂ?ael.‘_algn footprint but mests
Cuthack purpose and nead
native of restoration

— Alte rnative 3: (Alternative #3) | action.
» Represents the “minimum necessary” for et congn

standard unless

b Ot h : excavation and

backfill below
OHWM 15

= Creation of upland area conduced
= Amount of fill below OHWM "l Cuack

(Alternative £4)

= Alternative 3 achieves restoration objectives




SEPA Process

» SEPA Review occurs concurrently with project review.
» Use Checklist to potential impacts of the project.
» Evaluate supporting documents
» Evaluate development regulations — looking for coverage or gaps.

= Context matters — existing
conditions are particularly
relevant.

= Degraded conditions are
well documented:

= SMP BAS

= 2012 Restoration Plan
= Applicant Submittals
= Qutside Agency Review

West Bay of Qudd Inlet Property Boundary
;g |



Upland Project

= Scale: Consistent with Comp. Plan and City Codes.
* Noise: Project will be required to comply with noise regulations.

= Views: Visual Impact Assessment provided. Project will not affect a substantial
number of residences.

» Traffic: Complies with City’s transportation goals, policies, codes.
* Frontage improvements mitigate impacts.

» Habitats: VCA will replace existing hardscape — significant improvement to existing
conditions.

. _Flfubllic Access: Project will increase physical access to the shoreline via waterfront
rail.

» Impact: limited access during restoration construction.
________________________________& __________________§ |



Restoration Project

» Creation of intertidal beach:

» Improve spawning and forage fish habitats from existing degraded
onsite conditions.

= Beach nourishment - sand / gravel for habitat function.
» Impacts to existing clam / fish populations.
» Construction methods through HPA to limit impacts

» Impacts to water quality/turbidity during construction.
» Construction methods through HPA to limit impacts.

» Impacts to public access.

= Improved access post construction, limited impacts during
construction.



Conversion of Aquatic Land

= Conversion of 14" width closest to land from aquatic to terrestrial land.

FIGURE 5-3:  ALTERNATIVE 3: MODIFIED DESIGN CONCEPT - PARTIAL CUTBACK
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Conversion of Aquatic Land

= Conversion of 14" width closest to land from aquatic to terrestrial land.

* |mpacts:
» Public Access:
= Existing Condition — limited
» Habitats:
= Existing Condition — limited

= Contemplated by Comp. Plan and
SMP for restoration.

* |mproves habitat conditions over
existing conditions.

» Furthers specified restoration
objectives.

= (Creates increased public access




Ouvutside Agency Review

= WAC 197-11-335 — Additional Information.
= City consults with other agencies with jurisdiction or expertise:

= Qutside Agencies providing SEPA Related Comments:
» Ecology Shorelands, SEPA, and Toxics Program.
» Squaxin Island Tribe, Natural Resource and Cultural Resource Divisions
= Washington Department of Transportation
» Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife




Recommendation

» Conditional Approval of the Shoreline Substantial Development
Permit and Shoreline Conditional Use Permit as conditioned.

= Retain SEPA DNS
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