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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

This report documents the results of our investigation of the proposed 47° North Master
Site Plann the City of Cle Elum, Kittitas CounfyVashington (Figures 1 and ZJhe
purpose of our investigation wasdwaluatampacts of thgproposedviaster Site Plaon
wetlands, plantand anima, including fisheries, as part thfe Supplemental
Environmentalmpact Statement (SEIS) for the project.

This report is intended to provigeojectspecific analysis of th8EIS Alternatives
compared to impacts analyzed in frendwest PropertieSle Elum UGA EIS(City of

Cle Elum 2001, 2002 Based orJGA EIS documents and other information, the City of
Cle Elum approved Subarea Plan, Master PJaand Development Agreement for the
siteand subsequently annexed the site to the dibe currentinalysis willfocus on
comparison of the Revisédaster Site PlanSEISAlternative 6)and the No Action
Alternative,the approved Mast@&ite Plan(SEISAlternative 5to the Preferred
Alternativefrom the 2002 UGA Final EIFEIS Alternative 5)

1.2 Stuby AREA

For purposes of this documerigproject siten the 2000 EIS and the approved Master
Site Plarencompasses an approximately 1,100-acre property in the southwestern portion
of the City of Cle Elum, in Kittitas County, Washington known as Bullfrog Flats

(referred to herein as the Bullfrog property or the UGA propettyis generally located
between Interstate 90, Bullfrog Road, SR 903, and the City Cemetery (Figures 1 and 2).
The Suncadia Resort site is located to the northwest, across Bullfrog Road. Thiy proper
is currently owned by New Suncadia, LI(Guncadia”). In 2002, the City approved a
Subarea Plan, Master Plan, and Development Agreement for the property, and it was
annexed to the City that same year. Sun Communities is in the process of acquiring
approximately 824 ac. of the Bullfrog Flats property from Suncadia and is proposing
changes to the approved Master Plan and a new nafmip4th. Suncadia is retaining a
portion of the property and intends, in the future, to develop approximately 25 acres for
commercial use.

47° North Master Site PlanDraft SEIS Raedeke Associates, Inc.
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2.0 METHODS

2.1 BACKGROUND REVIEW

2.1.1 2002 EIS

Background information pertaining to wetlands for the Cle Elum UGA EIS included
USFWSNational Wetlands Inventory maps, the WDNR Natural Heritage Information
System, local wetland inventories, and the Kittitas County@iedElum Critical Areas
Ordinances in effect at that timénitial review and investigations were conducted by
Raedeke Associates, Inc. (1999b) as part of the larger Trendwest property that included the
MountairStar Master Planned Resort (now known as Suncadia) and the UGA property that
was later annexed to the City of Cle Elum and analyzed in the UGA#S0of Cle Elum

2001, 2002).

Raedeke Associates, Inc. (1999a) investigated background information pertaining to wetlands
and plants and animals for the project site as part of initial studies for theTeegdwest
property. Information systems for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), and the Washington Department of
Natural Resources (WDNR), Natural Heritage Program (NHP) were consulted in 1997 and
1999 to determine the presence, absence, or potential for occurrence of threatened and
endangered wildlife and plant species in the Cle Elum U®Aaddition, the WDFW

Priority Habitat andSpecies (PHS) database was reviewed to document the potential
occurrence of PHS species in the Cle Elum UGA and surrounding\&@&W and USFWS
web sites wereeviewed again as part of the Cle Elum UGA ElSipdatesince thesarlier

data searches.

2.1.2 Current Study

In preparation for oucurrentfield investigationsand data analysisve reviewed maps

and documentation from the previous studies (Raedeke Associates, Inc. 1999, City of Cle
Elum 2001, 2002) and information froittitas County and City of Cle Elum dime
databasemsegarding the mapped occurrence of wetlandsstne@ams on the sitdn

addition, wereviewed federal, state, and tribaference documents and méms
information on documented occurrences of egeaed, threatened, and sensitive species,
as well as occurrences of priority wildlife speci®ge collected maps and information
from the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife Priority Habitats and Specie
(WDFW 20199 ortline mapperthe USFWS (201dist of potential occurrence of
threatened and endangered species for thearddheKittitas County (2019) Public

GIS maps. We also reviewed current and historical aerial photographs (Goolyle Eart
2019) to assist in the extent, history, and definition of existing plant communities and
habitat types.We also reviewed the relevdalS documents prepared for thiee and

vicinity (City of Cle Elum 2001, 2002). We also referenced previous investigations in
the vicinity, most notably wetlands and plants and animals studies $titttadia Resort

47° North Master Site PlanDraft SEIS Raedeke Associates, Inc.
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(fka MountainStay property(Raedeke Associates, InMt999a, b) as part of previous EIS
documents.

Reference lists maintained by the WDF20Q8, 2019a), NOAA Fisheries (2016), and
USFWS (2019)wvere consulteddr information on the status of listed wildlife species that
could use the site during at least some part of the year. Species accounts and
management recommendations provided by WDFW (e.g., Rodrick and Milner 1991,
Larsen 1997, Azerrad 2004, Larsen et al. 2004) were consulted to determine habitat
associations of such species and to evaluate the likelihood of their occurrence on the
project site.

2.2 FIELD INVESTIGATIONS

2.2.1 2002 EIS

Raedeke Associates, Inc. (1999bpinally delineated wetlands on the 47° Nasitein

1998 as part of studies of the larger Trendwest Properties, including the site tha becam
the Suncadia Resdffika MountainStar) All wetlands were delineated using the

guidelines of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers wetland delineation manual
(Environmental Laboratory 1987). Shapiro & Associates, Inc. investigated the site i
November 1998 to verify the delineated wetland boundaries and to determine if any other
wetlands occurred on the site. The wetland boundaries were verified, and no additional
wetlands were identified at that time.

During initial studies, Raedeke Associates, Inc. (1999b) evaluated and ratestltmels
using the methodologies described in the WDOE Wetland Rating System for Eastern
Washington (WDOE 1991), as required at the time by Kittitas County (no date), as the
property had not yet been annexed to the City of Cle EWsnpart of the Cle Elum

UGA, Shapiro & Associates, Inc. also evaluated and rated the wetlands usingetine crit
required under the City of Elum Critical Areas Ordinance in effect at the time.

In addition to wetland investigations, Raedeke Associates, Inc. (1999a) conducted
extensive studiesf plants and animals on the larger Trendwest properties, including
Suncadia and the current 47° North site, in 1997 and 1998. These included gathering
sanple plot data of vegetation cover and composition in representative areas ohtliffere
cover types, systematic searches for potential occurrence of listed plaes spemt-

count bird surveys, mammal track and scat surveys, scent stations, an elk telemetry st
and systematic searches for reptiles and amphibians. These studies aredigsdetail

in the technical report prepared for the MountainStar MPR Draft EIS (Raedeke
Associates, Inc. 1999a).

47° North Master Site PlanDraft SEIS Raedeke Associates, Inc.
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2.2.2 Current Study

For the current studgf the 47° North project are®&kaedeke Associates, Inc. staff visited
the project site october 15, 2019 to review and verify wetland boundaries and to
gather information to update the wetland ratings using the Corps of Engineers wetland
delineation guidelines (Environmental Laboratory 1987) and the current Washington
Department of Ecology Wetland Rating System for Eastern Washington (Hruby 2914),
required under the current City of Cle Elum (2019) critical areas regidatibime
boundaries of Wetlands 1, 2, and 3 on the site were verified but delineated, as they
are located in the Cle Elum River corridor within a proposed natural open space area.
Wetlands 4 and 5 have beend@ineated and surveyed as part of current field
investigations.A new snall, isolatedvetland(Wetland 6) was located and delineated
east of Wetland 5.

Biologists from Raedeke Associates, Inc. conducted a reconnaissance of the curre
project site on October 22, 2019 to describe habitat conditions on the site, update and
refine vegetation cover type mapping, and record observations and signs of wildlife use.
During these field investigations, we searched for the presence or habithtlibé wi

species that have been listed endangered, threatened, or sensitive by the USFWS (2019)
or WDFW (201%, b. In addition, Raedeke Associates, Inc. staff contacted managers at
Suncadia, as well as local Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife stafh&r gat
updated information on elk use and fisheries resources and managemerditenahe

vicinity.

47° North Master Site PlanDraft SEIS Raedeke Associates, Inc.
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
3.1 WETLANDS

3.1.1 2002 EIS

Raedeke Associates, Inc. (1999b) identified and delineated five wetlandslWw@Ahe
property as part of studies during the 1990s, and theseconfirmed at thdime by the

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and also by Shapiro & Associates, Inc. for the 2001/2002
EIS (Tablel). These wetlands totaled approximately 4.4 acres on site. Wetlands 1, 2,
and 3are ripariarassociated wetlands locatedhe Cle Elum River Corridor and

supported by river flows. Wetlands 4 and 5 are isolated depressiansd in the west
central plateau of the site. Under the Cle Elum critical area regulations inatffee

time, Wetland 1 was rated as Category IV, which required a 25-foot buffer,ndefa

and 3 were rated as Category Il (100-foot buffer), and Wetlands 4 and 5 were rated as
Category Il (56foot buffers) (City of Cle Elum 200X¥ee Table 1)

3.1.2 Curent Study

During the current study of the 47° North site, we reviewed the five wetlands prgviousl|
identified and identified and delineated another (Wetland 6) (Figure 2, Tabléd).
boundaries of Wetlands 1, 2, and 3 have been verified but detineated as they are
located in the Cle Elum River corridor within a proposed natural open space hesse
wetlands have not changed substantially since the previous investigations in extent or
characteristics. These wetlands meet the criteria for Qgtdgeetlands under the

current WDOE rating system for eastern Washington (Hruby 20Bd¢ause they are
located in the 100-year floodplain associated with the Cle Elum River (a Shorelee of t
State), the City of Cle Elurf2016 Shoreline Master Progma(SMP) requires a 26f@ot
buffer on these wetlands (Figure 2, Table 1).

Wetlands 4 and #werere-delineated and surveyed as part of current field investigations.
Wetlands 4 and 5 meet the criteria for Category | and Il wetlands, respectivelythender
current WDOE rating system, both of which require 75-foot buffers under the current
City of Cle Elum(2019)critical areas regulations. A new small, isolated wetland
(Wetland 6) was located east of Wetlan@d®d the boundaries were delineated. Wetland
6 meets criteria as a Category IIl wetland, which requiresf@@buffer under the City
code (Figure 2, Table 1Brief descriptions of the wetlands follow.

Wetland 1 is a 0.6-acre closed depression located west of the Cle Elum River, south of
Bullfrog road, and north of Interstate 90. It is likely that the wetland occurs in an
abandoned borrow pit. The boundary of the wetland appears to be unchanged from that
described in the 2001 EIS. The wetland contains both emergent and scrub-shrub
vegetatbn and appears to have a fluctuating water surface of up to 2 feet.

47° North Master Site PlanDraft SEIS Raedeke Associates, Inc.
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Wetland 2 is a-Acre system located east of the Cle Elum River and south of Bullfrog
Road. Wetland 2 has direct hydrologic connection to the Cle Elum River. The boundary
of Wetland 2appears to be the same as that previously identified. Wetland 2 supports
emergent, scrub-shrub, and forested vegetation communities. Higher flows in the Cle
Elum River likely inundate most of Wetland 2.

Wetland 3 is a 1.4cre system located west oét@le Elum River and east of Wetland 1.
The configuration of Wetland 3 is unchanged from the previous studies. Wetland 3
appears to be an abandoned meander channel of the river and is likely inundated during
high flows in the Cle Elum River. Wetland 3 is similar to Wetland 2 and supports
emergent, scrub-shrub, and forested vegetation communities.

Wetland 4 is a closed depression located on a terrace above and east of the Cle Elum
River floodplain. Wetland 4 was determined to be larger in extent during the 2019 site
visit (0.19 acres) than had been identified in the previous studies. The wetland supports
both forested and scrub-shrub plant communities. Hydrology for Wetland 4 is from
direct precipitation and run-on from surrounding areas.

Wetland 5 is a closed depression located on a terrace above and east of the Cle Elum
River floodplain, southest of Wetland 4. Wetland 5 appears to be a similar
configuration as identified in the previous studies and occupies approximatelyddeS0-
The wetland supports a scrub-shrub plant community. Hydrology for Wetland 5 is from
direct precipitation and run-on from surrounding areas.

Wetland 6 was not identified in the 2001 EIS for the project site. Wetland 6 is a small,
0.0l1-acre closed depression located east of Wetland 5 on the terrace above the Cle Elum
River floodplain. The wetland supports a nearly monotypic stand of spirea and is
hydrologically support by direct precipitation and surface water runoff from surrounding
areas

3.2 AQUATIC AND FISH HABITATS

3.2.1 2002 EIS

As outlined in the 2001-2002 EIS for the UGA (City of Cle Elum 2001, 2002))&#
property as well as the Suncadia Resort are located within the Upper Yakima River
basin. The Cle Elum River flows through the western portion gbithieertybefore
discharging into the Yakima River at a point downstream. That portion of the river
within the Cle ElumJGA extends from approximately RM 1.0 to RM 1.75. Other than
the river andhe wetlands, no other surface waters (i.e., streams)idengfied on the
UGA propertyduring previous studies.

As former Plum Creek Timber Company property, the site has a long history of logging,
as is the case for the overall basin, and the floodplain has been extensively tAinned.

47° North Master Site PlanDraft SEIS Raedeke Associates, Inc.
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the time the 2002 EIS was prepared, the riparian corridor of the Cle Elum River within
the project reach waslatively intact angbrovided fish spawning and rearing habitat.

Winter rearing habitat for resident fislasfound principally in the mainstem Cle Elum

River and in short portions of the deeper side channels. Existing large cobble and pieces
of large woody debris provided adequate velocity shelter from existing flows, whreh

(and still areyegulated by the Bureau of Reclamation operations at Cle Elum Lake.
Review of historic records and sampling (AESI 1999) indicates that wateryquightn

the UGAwasexcellent and id not limit fish habitat value.

Previous studies have documented a variety of lampreys, minnows, suckers, sticklebacks,
skulpins, perches, codfishes, and salmonidthsithave been known to occur in or near

the UGA property(City of Cle Elum 2001). Salmonid fish known to occur in the vicinity
include spring Chinook, coho, and sockeye salmon, as well as cutthroat trout and bull
trout.

Within the UGA property, the river system suppeationly one run of anadromous fish,
the spring chinook salmon, and this run was classified as depressed (Washington
Department of Fisheries, et. al. 1993). The Cle Elum R¥asan important spawning
area for this species.

Resident troutveregenerally common to all fishearing reaches in the Yakima Basin.
Rainbow troutwvereubiquitous to the area, while cutthroat traugrereported (AESI
1999) at relatively lower densities in the mainstem Yakima River;Wwetkassumed to
use the Cle Elum River system. Bull trout are also native to the Yakima Rikiernon-
native eastern brook troutasobserved (AESI 1999) in high densities in the Cle Elum
Riverside channels during past surveys. Sculpins, mountain whitefidhdace were
other common species in the area. Numerous side channels to the Cle Elum River
seasonally suppatia high abundance of salmonids avre critical to maintenance of
both resident and anadromous fish populations.

The Cle Elum Dam, locatieupstream of the#lGA and MountainStar (now Suncadia)
propertieswas built without fish passage facilities. Since dam construction was finished
in 1933, it has been a complete barrier to upstream fish migration. Before construction,
sockeye salmon wekeown to migrate into the Upper Cle Elum drainage.

Endangered, Threatened, Sensitive, and Other Priority Fish Species

Information on threatened, endangered, sensitive, and other priority fish specidsefrom t
Cle Elum UGA Draft EIS was summarized fronetWater Intake Structure

Modifications on the Cle Elum and Yakima Rivers Biological Evaluation, Draft Report
(Fisher and McArthur 2000). Fish species with Washington State or federal stais a
time the original EIS was prepared that may use or heee the UGApropertyare listed

in Table 3.7-2 of the Draft EIS (City of Cle Elum 2001).

47° North Master Site PlanDraft SEIS Raedeke Associates, Inc.
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USFWS, WDFW, and Natural Heritage Program database searches were conducted for
the Cle Elum and Yakima rivers. Fish species with federal status under the Erdanger
Species Act (ESA) includkbull trout and Middle Columbia River steelhead. Columbia
River chum salmonvasalso included, but this stoekaslimited to the lower 300 km of

the Columbia River andiasnot in the Yakima system, narasthe system considered
critical habitat for chum.Development on Trendwest properties within the Cle Elum

UGA woud have no significant impact on Columbia River chum salmon.

Bull trout were thought previously to be fluvial (migrating as adults between the Yakima
River mainstem and upper tributaries) and to occur in the Yakima River above and below
the confluence with the Cle Elum River. The WDFW had not documented bull trout in
the Cle Elum River below the Cle Elum Dam.

At the time of the previous Final EIEity of Cle Elum 2002), small numbers of
steelhead used the upper Yakima River. Tagging studies between 1989 and 1993
documented three steelhead out of 109 taggedeaib@vRoza Dam, and none was
recorded in the Cle Elum River.

3.2.2 Current Study

On the 47° North sitehe Cle Elum River and associated riparian area remains in similar
condition as recorded in previous studids. a Shoreline of the State, the Cleifsl

River requires a 150-foot buffer under the City of Cle Elum (2016) Shoreline Master
Program (SMP). The river is designated as a “Natural” Shoreline through th&sder

the SMP, the shoreline jurisdiction encompasses the river, the associatedig;dtie
floodway, and extends into the contiguous 100-year flood plain 200 feet landward from
the floodway. Other than the wetlands, no other surface drainages were found to occur
on the project site during our 2019 investigations of the site.

Endangeed, Threatened, Sensitive, and Other Priority Fish Species

Based on the WDFW (2019a) database, salmonid fish species, including Chinook salmon
(Oncorhynchus tshawytsch&oho salmon@ncorhynchus kisutg¢hbull trout

(Salvelinus malmiarainbow trout Oncorhynchus mykigsnd steelhead trout
(Oncorhynchus mykissall are known to occur in the Cle Elum River. These species are
all also indicated on WDFW Salmonsca@@19b) maps. Of these species, only the bull
trout andMiddle Columbia River steelhearbtit are listed as threatened species. Middle
Columbia River (which includes this project area) spring Chinook are not listed as
threatened or endangered (although both Lower and Upper Columbia River runs of
Chinook salmon are listed). Columbia River chsalmon remain listed as threatened,

but as report in the previous EIS (City of Cle Elum 2001, 2002), they only occur in the
lower Columbia River and are not in the Yakima River or its tributaries.

Bull Trout (Salvelinus confluentus)

47° North Master Site PlanDraft SEIS Raedeke Associates, Inc.
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Bull trout were listed as a threatened species by the USFWS on November 1, 1999, and
critical habitat was designated by the USFWS on September 26, 2005. Under the ESA
listing, the USFWS assumes that bull trout are present in suitable habitat in Kittitas
County waters unless proven otherwise. However, their numbers in the upper Yakima
River and Cle Elum are very small (Mr. Alex Conley, Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife
Recovery Board, personal communication, March 27, 2020).

The current status of bull trout life history and numbers are summarized by the WDFW
(2020) as follows:

Although fluvial bull trout/Dolly Varden are present in the mainstem of the upper
Yakima River, they are infrequently encountered. Most bull trout/Dolly Varden
that inhabit the upper Yakima River are likely fish that outmigrate from upper
river tributaries and juvenile or sub-adult fish that are flushed out of upper river
reservoirs during irrigation water releases. Fluvial bull trout/Dolly Varden grow
and mature in the mainstem and then migrate during the late summer into upper
tributaries to spawn.

Steelhead Trout (O. mykiss)

Middle Columbia River steelhead trout (including the resident form rainbow trotg) we
listed as Threatened in1999 with listings affirmed again in 2006 and R@ithyest
Fisheries Science Cent2015) and critical habitat has been designated in the Cle Elum
and Yakima Rivers. Steelhead populations in the upper Yakima and Cle Elum Rivers
have seen significant increases in recent yeaestoimproved fish passage in key
steelhead tributaries, extensive habitat restoration and improved river #oagement
(Mr. Alex Conley, Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board, personal
communication, March 27, 2020).

Juvenile steelhead (and other salmonids) remainiangrfactor for improvement of
populations due to loss of side channel habitat. Recent habitat restoration projects near
the project site have added new juvenile rearing side channel habitat (Ms. tBlizabe
Torrey, WDFW, personal communication March 27, 2020

Other Salmonid Fish Species

Middle Columbia River Spring Chinook salmon are not a federally listed species;
however, the Cle Elum River remains a primary spawning area but numbers aragleclini
in recent years (personal communication Mr. Alex Conley, Yakima Basin Fish and
Wildlife Recovery Board 3/27/20).

Since thepreviousEIS (City of Cle Elum 2001, 2002), coho salmon have begun to be
reintroduced with a new coho facility recently being started. Goals for thigyface to
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support returning runs of approximately 20,000 adults. These runs are also aimed to
develop runs in Cle Elu lake once the fish passage facilities there are complete.

Sockeye salmon formerly existed in the upper lakes and tributaries of the upper Yakima
River. A reintroduction program has begun in Cle Elum Lake, with recent stocking of
the lake and construction of a fish passage facility to allow both upstream and
downstream migration. Self-sustaining sockeye runs are estimated to develophly possi
20 years.

3.3 PLANTS & ANIMALS

3.3.1 Vegetation
2002 EIS

As discussed in the UGA Draft EIS from previous studies, the UGA propenyitlain

the Douglas fir zone as described by Franklin anth&ss (1973) andias characterized
by dry Douglas fir Pseudotsugaenzies)i vegetation associations. Upland cover types
identified in the project site include ponderosa pine forest, early successionalggander
pine forest, mixed coniferous forest, mixed coniferous/deciduous forest, deciduous forest,
and mixed shrub/gssland communities. Most of the it been logged during the last
century. The majority of forested stands within the property setend or third

growth regeneration. In addition, most of the conifer stands in the h#@Aeen
selectively thinnedtypically by 50 to 75%), resulting in an open forest candfyese
vegetation cover types are described in detail in the UGA Draft EIS (City d&IQbe
2001). A comprehensive list of plant species observed in the Cle Elum UGA and the
results of the vegetation surveys are included in Appendix E of theX@MEIS.

The property was open to unauthorized use and trespass. Roads and trails that traverse
the site were heavily used by motorcycles, all-terrain vehicles, and snowmobilas. As
result, tke area showed signs of disturbance related to erosion, unauthorized dumping,
and offroad vehicle travel (Raedeke Associates, Inc. 4999

Endangered, Threatened, Sensitive, and Other Species of Concern

A variety of endangered, threatened, sensitive, or other plant species of concern by the
USFWS or Washington DNR at the time were listed as potentially occurring on the
property or in the surrounding area and described in the UGA Dratiriel@ssociated
appendice$City of Cle Elum 2001). Of those, theSBWS indicated thpotential for
Wenatchee Mountain checkerallow (Sidalcea oregana&ar.calva) and Ute ladies’
tresses$piranthes diluvialisto occur in the UGA propertyWenatchee Mountain
checkermallow was proposed for federal listing as endanganedUte ladies' tresses

was listed as a federal threatened species. Neither species was found durimgeextens
field investigations on site at the time. Utes ladies’ tresses is a perennial oathid th
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typically occurs above 5,000 feet elevation in wetland and riparian areas, well above the
elevation of the project site, which is below 3,000 feet. Wenatchee Mountain checker-
mallow typically occurs in wet meadows and riparian areas, and occasionally occurs i
sagebrush. No sagebrush habitat occurs ipribject site, and wetland and riparian areas
would be protected under the propose site plan.

Current Study

Currently, the 47 Northsiteand contiguous 2&ere Suncadipropertyremainlargely
undeveloped, vacant landhe site is mostlgovered by second and third growth forests;
grassland with scattered shrudye present in thievo Puget Sound Energy (PSE)
electrical transmission line easements that pass through théleitgebackiding,

hiking, and snowmobiling occur on dirt roads throughout the essteements are in place
for use of the site and certain trails by the Horse ,Retnich is located immediately to

the south.A few equestrian facilities, such as a small buildiragkpng area, and
load/unload areas, are located onsite.

Our 2019 field investigations of the 47° North project area led to the slight refinement of
these vegetation communities, identifying 9 upland vegetation communities. These
include mixed coniferdrestopen canopy, mixed conifer forest-open canopy (thinned),
Douglas-fir dominant coniferous forest — closed canopy, Ponderosa pine dominant
coniferous forest closed canopy, Ponderosa pine dominant coniferous focésted
canopy (thinned), mixed deciduous forest, mixed deciduous and coniferous forest, mixed
conifer forest- early successional, and herbaceous & scattered shrubs/saplinds2
summarizes the relative percentages of vegetative cover types witdir°thierth

project areaand Figue 3 depicts the boundaries of each habitat type within the 47°
North project areaDescriptions of each vegetation cowgne, which consist of

essentially the same composition as described in previous studies, are outlined below.

Mixed conifer foresbpen canopy: (F©). These stands are dominated by at least 90%
coniferous tree species in the overstory. dbminant species in these stands are
ponderosa pinéPinus ponderosaand Douglas fir with quaking aspémopulus
tremuloides)western larct{Larix occidentalis)and black cottonwoo(Populus
balsamifera)scattered throughout. In some stands, gran@dbres grandispndwestern

red ceda(Thuja plicata)make up a significant proportion of the oversto@erall

growth is denser than type Fc-ct stands. This cover type is primarily found in the
southwestern portion of the 47° North project area, adjacent to 1-90, bullfrog road, and
the Cle Elum River.

Mixed conifer foresbpen canopy (thinned): (Fet). These stands are also dominated by
at least 90% coniferous tree species in the overstory. They have a similar species
composition to the Fc-c type stands, apart from thinning tirhbearesting practices,

which have created an open overstory canopy isetBeands. Trees range in size from 8
to- 24 inches in diameter at breast height (dbh). Shrub species that dominate the
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understory include oceanspr@yolodiscus discolor)snowberry(Symphoricarpos
a/bus),rose(Rosasp.), beaked hazeln(€ory/us cornta), vine maple(Acer circinatum),
and western serviceber(melanchier alnifolia).Ground cover includes primarily
bracken fen{Pteridium aquilinum)Cascade Oregon graffdahonia nervosa)nd
perennial wildflowers. This cover type is widespread throughout the project area.

Douglas-fir dominant coniferous forest — closed canopy:f{Fdhis cover type has
similar characteristics to Fat stands, with the primary difference being the dominant
tree species is DougHdis. Relatively little of the pragct area is characterized by this
cover type.

Ponderosa pine dominant coniferous forest — closed canopy: (FEh®.cover type has
similar characteristics to Fat stands, with the primary difference being the dominant

tree species is Ponderosa pifiétnese areas are characterized by more closed canopy

cover and sparser understory. This cover type is found on the steeper slopes northeast of
Wood Duck road, and North of the powerline ROW.

Ponderosa pine dominant coniferous forest — closed canopwéith): (Fept). This

cover type has similar characteristics teg=stands, apart from thinning timber-

harvesting practices, which have created an open overstory canopy in these stands. Trees
in these stands are Ponderosa pine that range in size from 8 inches dbh to more than 24
inches dbh. Shrub species that dominate these stands include blue elderberry (Sambucus
caerulea), snowberry, bitterbrugbufshia tridentatg, vine maple, and rose. Ground

cover consists of bare ground, mixed grasses, and annual and perennial herbaceous
species. This is one of the most prevalent cover types throughout the project area.

Mixed deciduous forest: (Fd)lhis cover type is dominated by 90 to 100% deciduous
trees and occurs entirely in the riparaea along the €lElum River. The dominant
species include red alder, black cottonwood, bigleaf maple, willow, paperBetiia
papyrifera) and quaking aspen.

Mixed deciduous and coniferous forest: (Frfthis cover type occurs entirely in the

riparian arealong the Cle Elum River. Overstory vegetation consists of mixed

deciduous and coniferous tree species. Common tree species that occur in this cover type
include Douglas fir, black cottonwood, ponderosa pine]dagmaple(Acer

macrophyllum)and grandir. Common shrub species include oceanspray, snowberry,
andwillow (Salixsp.).

Mixed conifer forest early successional: (Fs). These stands are also dominated by at
least 90% coniferous tree species in the overstory. However, this cover type is
characterized by less mature trees and a more established shrub layer. Thesésstands
have occasional large remnant trees left from previous logging activity. This coves type
primarily found in the central portion of the 47° North project area.
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Herbaceous & Scattered Shrubs/Saplings: (ROM@Anaged shrubs and dry grassland
within the47° North project areare present along the electrical transmission corridors.
Shrubs and low trees are distributed in patches across these areas. Dmydyrassla
dominated by native and exotic grass species including quackggspyron repens),
wheatgrasgAgropyronsp.), European beach grggdsnmophila arenaria)prchardgrass
(Dactylis glomerata)wild oat (Avena fatua)wild rye (Elymus glaucusind Idaho
fescue(Festuca idahoensisThe transmission corridors also include bare ground such as
maintenance roads and other areas disturbed bypadfvehicle use.

City of Cle Elum / Priority Habitats and Criticaireas Observed GSite

Critical areasdentified in the City of Cle Elum (2019) Critical Areas Ordinance include
wetlands, riparian corridors, fish and wildlife conservation areas (includosg toutlined

in the WDFW PHS list), frequently flooded areas, and geologically hazardous aheas. T
following is an update to the summary provided in the 2002 Final EIS of WDFW priority
habitats located in the 47° North project area.

Edge habitats between different vegetation communities are a special habitatdeatu
by a variety of wildlife species. The most distinct edge habitat in the 47° Northtprojec
area is still located between the wetland, riparian, and forested vegetatiotuaities.

Snags and downed woody material provide nesting, feeding, and roosting habitat for a
variety of wildlife species, including raptors, woodpeckers, amphibians, reptiles, and

small mammals. Most snags in the 47° North project area are located within tiaayipa
wetland, and steeply sloped areas; however, during the 2019 field investigations Raedeke
biologists did note dispersed occasional snags occurring throughout the project area. The
highest concentration of snags in the upland habitats remains in the steeply sloped areas.

Instream habitat is valuable for a variety of fish and wildlife, including inveatepr
amphibian, fish, bird, and mammal species that have evolved aspects of thetrivespec
life cycles in conjunction with instream resources. Instream habitat in tHéofth

project area includes the Cle Elum River, which still provides quality habetatrés for
many salmonid species.

Riparian habitat encompasses the area beginning at the ordinary high water mark and
extends to the portion of the terrestrial landscape that is influenced by, or they dire
influences, the aquatic system. Riparian habitat includes the entire exteat of
floodplain and riparian areas of wetlands, which are directly connected to streesasc
(WDFW 2019a. New wetlands have beatentified in Raedeke Associates’ 2019
investigations of the 47° North project area and are outlined in detail in that nespect
section of this report.
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Endangered, Threatened, Sensitive, and Other Species of Concern

As in previous studies, none oktplant species listed as endangered, threatened,
sensitive, or other species of concern were found to occur on site during our 2019 field
studies.

3.3.2 Wildlife
2002 EIS

The UGA Draft EIS (City of Cle Elum 2001) describeribrity habitats and critical areas
in the UGApropertythat are identified as havirgignificant value to wildlife speciedt
also identifiel existing wildlife species that were eith@served or are likely to use the
UGA, and discussef@deral and state endangered, threateseuakitive, and other
priority species.

The UGA Draft EIS summarizes the variety afdife species observed during field
surveys (Raedeke Associates;. 1999aand speciebkely to occur in the UGA project
sitebased on their known occurrerioesimilar habitats within the state of Washingain
the time. A comprehensive list of wildlife species observeth@ UGAproperty, or
known to occur in similar habitats in Washington Statsprovided in Appendix ©f
the Draft EIS (City of Cle Elum 2001).

Endangered, Threatened, Sensitive, and Other Species of Concern

Elk. Elk use of the Cle Elum UGA property and surrounding vicinity was determined by
informationgathered from existing WDFW databases, radlemetry studies, and field
surveys. Information on herd size, behavior, and forage species reflects field surveys
performed from 1995 to 1999 Blum Creek Timber, IES Associates, and Raedeke
Associates, InRaedeke Associates, IM999a). Figure 4 shows elk distribution in
Upper Kittitas Countypased on previous studies.

Elk are considered a significant resourd@éey are regarded for their intrinsic wildlife
value, asvell as for their status as a big game specW®FW considers elk a priority
species.The herdhat uses the UGAropertywinters along the Cle Elum and Yakima
rivers and east to the TeanawRiyer. This herdvas (and still isa subherd of the
Colockum elk herd, which historically ranged between the Columbia River and the
Cascade crestPopulation estimates of this sub herd at the time of the previous studies
rangedbetween 10Gand 200 animals (IES 1997).

Cover is an important component of elk wintering and calving habitat. Etkarers
andconcentrate browsing activity on shrubs and sistaliure trees when grasses are not
available. Elk rely on river bottom, floodplain, riparian, and forested upland habitats for
wintering, calvingand migration.
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As described in the Draft EIS, elk use of the UGA propertyhigisest between

November and April.Elk concentrate in the area of tGé Elum River, and numbers

and use increase with snow accumulatiés.snowbeganto meltin early spring, elk

moved to higher elevations to the east and northeast and to thdasouagjslopes of

Easton Ridge (Raedeke Associates, Inc. 1998k use of the UGAdroperty was

limited duringthe summer months because elk move to higher elevatidksvere

foraging on blue elderberry, red-osier dogwood, oceanspray, willow, beaked hazelnut,
and serviceberrywhich occuredthroughout the UGATable E6 in Appendix E of the

Draft EIS (City of Cle Elum 2001) lists plant species browsed by elk during field surveys
conducted in 1996-1997 (IES 1997).

Unauthorized supplemental feeding of elk during the winter mamis®bserved near

Bullfrog Road near the powerline right-of-way. Concentrations of up to 67 anirasds
reported near this feeding station (IES, unpublished data, 1997); In 1998, an unauthorized
feeding station was located near Bullfrog Pond. These stations not only infletkced
movement across the UGA, but they also concenteatadals in areas where the species
typically would not congregate. This could dispose the animals to disturbance and/or
harassmentin the past, WDFW allowed seasonal sport hunting of elk on the Cle Elum
UGA property. The UGA property has been closed for hunting since 1998.

Protected Wildlife SpeciesThe Draft EIS(City of Cle Elum 2001) provided a
description of all federally listed threatened, endangered, or propdlséite species
thatwereidentified by USFWS and/or WDFW as likely to occur in B8A property or
vicinity. Species identified bW SFWS and/or WDFW as likely to occur in the UGA
propertythatwerenot protected under ESA (fedecaindidate or species of concern
status; state threatened, endangered, candidate, sensitive, monitor, or priority game
status)weredescribed in Appendix E of the Draft EIS (City of Cle Elum 2001), Plant and
Animal Species witlrederal and/or State Status. addition a description of habitats
and the likelihood of occurrence within the UGA properftall species with federal
and/or state status are pregehin Appendix Eof the Draft EIS The Draft EIS provided
a list of all wildlife species with federal and/or statatusat the timedentified by
USFWS and/or WDFW as likely to occur in the UGA property or surrounding area.

Federally listed species te time included the bald eagle and northern spotted owl.

Bald eagles, then listed as a federal threatened species, were known to wiigjeinel

Cle Elum, Yakima, and Teanaway Rivers, and winter concentration areas were
documented approximately 1 mile south of the UGA property along the Cle Elum and
Yakima Rivers. No nests were known to occur within the UGA property, but a nest was
known to occur along the shore of Cle Elum Lake (IES 1997, Raedeke Associates, Inc.
19993. Bald eagles have since beadlisted by the USFWS and WDFW, but are still
protected under the federal Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act.

The northern spotted oy federal threatened specigpically uses old-growth conifer
forest habitat, butnay also use a wider rangefofested types in the eastern Cascades.
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The edge of a spotted owlanagement circle (1-®ile radius)was locatedt the time of
previous studies approximately 2 miles north of the UGA prog§&egtion9, T20N,

RISE). Spotted owl breeding sites and mg&ent circles wensumerous within
forestlands of the Ronald, Cle Elum Lake, Kachess Lake, Teanaway Butte, and Easton
guadrangles (Raedeke Associates, Inc. 1p9awever, peferred spotted owl habitat-
where Douglas fir dominates the stands and canopy closure is dense enough to be
conducive to owl usgrasnot found within or in the immediate vicinity of the UGA.

For the Final EICity of Cle Elum 2002), Shapiro and Associates, Inc. contacted
the USFWS and WDFW in October 20 identify any changes or omissions in the
wildlife species addressed in the Draft EIS. USFWS adjusted the stahes
geographic range of five wildlife species thagre not peviously identified in the

Draft EIS. Table 3.63 in the Draft EIS presents a list of all wildlife species with federal
and/or state status that were identified at that time. The additional five wildlifiespec
are listed in Table 3-8 in the Final ES.

Current Study

A general summary of the conditions on the 47° North site and adjacant@property
with respect to wildlife habitat is presented below. A summary of each wildlitgespe
of concern and their current regulatory stgasindicated on various databasasy
potentialto occur within the project area is outlined at the end of this section.

WDFW PHS Map

The WDFW (2019a) PHS database depictsspecies of concefr(i.e., state

endangered, threatened, sensitive, or candidate) within the 47° North site boundaries
(Appendix A). These species include Columbia spotted fRagd luteiventriy elk
(Cervus elaphus Canadengsigray wolf Canis lupu$, northern goshawkccipiter
gentilis), Northern spotted owStrix occidentali} pileated woodpeckebDfyocopus
pileatus) sharptailed snake@ontia tenuiy, Townsend’s bigeared batQorynorhinus
townsendii) and wood duckAix sponsa

The WDFW (2019a) PHS mapypendix A) depicts a large area (shown in purple) of
“regular concentration” of elk, a WDFVR2(08, 2019hspecies of recreational,

commercial, and/or tribal importance, kit the project boundary. As noted in previous
studies, the elk herd found on the 47° North and Suncadia Resort sites is a subherd of the
Colockum elk herd which historically ranged between the Columbia River and the
Cascade crest. A detailed descriptadrthe herd history is given in Raedeke Associates,

Inc. (1999a). Population estimated of this subherd ranges from 100 to 200 animals.
WDFW reports that with liberal hunting seasons the overall Colockum herd is now
declining in numbers. They contend that the Colockum herd is limited by hunting
seasons and summer range and not winter range that might be found on the 47° North site
(WDFW 1997 and 2018). However, hunting is prohibited on the 47° Niaelas well
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as the adjacent Suncadia developmamdwinter forage conditions may be more
limiting for this elk subherd

The City of Cle Elum (2019) critical areas regulations provide for protectigvioiF\W-
designated priority habitats and species as one type of fish and wildlife corservati

areas Theproject site and areas to the north are shown as a “regular concentration” area
for elk (WDFW 2019a, b). Based on a combination of raeliemetry data and direct
observations, Raedeke Associates, Inc. (1999) identified the winter range ahetk w

the 47° North area to be primarily the riparian corridor of the Cle Elum River.

Distribution of radioeollared elkis shown in Figure 4, which was includedthe 2001

Draft EIS.

Within the47° North site, elk use has been documented to be concentrated in the river
corridor and associated riparian areas and wetlands (RA| Ca9%f Cle Elum2002).

Field reconnaissance of the site in October 2019 by Raedeke Associates,fInc. staf
observed most evidence of elk use in these amM¥&sdid observe widelgcattereclk

sign (pellet groups) in the uplands forests as well as some bedding sites and rubbing on
young trees. These areas are used by elk both in the summer and winter.

Both the Columbia spotted frog and sh&ajed snake are listed as Washington State
Priority Species and State Candidate Species. The-tdibag snake is also listed as

federal species of concerBoth the WDFW PHS map and Elizabeth Torrey at WDFW
(peronalcomnunication2020) confirmed occurrences of these species immediately
adjacent to the project sitét is possible that these species are utilizing this site,

especially in the open space areas near the Cle Elum River and within the wetland areas
found onsite.

Both species are associated with wetter soils as well as streams, riversdsd/pe did
not encounter either of these species during our 2019 field investigation.

No otherterrestrialspecies of concern are mapped (WDFW 20X% occurring on the
project site There are no other priority wildlife species or habitats mapped (WDFW
20193 within approximately 2,000 feet of the 47° Nosite

Federal Databases

Information regarding endangered and threatened species to address in this doasment w
compiled from agency web sites (WDFW 2018aUSFWS 2019; NOAA Fisheries
2016, 201%

The USFWS (2019) list of threatened and endangered species for the preject are
includes the Canada Lynkynx canadensjsgray wolf, North American wolverine
(Gulo gulo luscus marbled murrelet, northern spotted owl, yellow-billed cuckoo, and
bull trout, aswell as final designated critical habitat for bull trout.
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Since the publication of the 2002 Final EIS there have been a number of changes to the
listing statuses of threatened and endangered spdabte3 outlines a complete list of
endangered, threatened, proposed, candidate, species of concern, and sensitive animal
species identified by federal and state agencies as potentially occurringtitf therth
sitevicinity as of December 2019. Any changes in listing status of these species since
the rdease of the final EIS in 20G#ehighlightedin the table Species that have been
up-listed (more stringent regulations) are highlighted in yellow, species that hawe bee
down-listed (less stringent regulations) are highlighted in green.

Gray Wolf(Canis lupus) In 1973, under provisions of the federal Endangered Species
Act (ESA), gray wolvesCanis lupu} were classified as an endangered species in
Washington. In 2011, wolves in the eastern third of Washington were removed from
federal protections under the ESA. Wolves in the western two-thirds of Washington
continue to be protected under the ESA amrdctassified as an endangered species under
federal law. At present, wolves are classified as an endangered speciesaiadawst
(WAC 220-610-010) throughout Washington regardless of federal classification. The
state has been divided into three recovery areas: Eastern Washington, the Northern
Cascades, and the Southern Cascades and Northwest Coast. All the known packs in
Washington occur within the Eastern Washington and North Cascades recovery areas.
Further, any occurrence of the gray wolf is considered a Priority Area in Washington
(WDFW 2008). The 47°N project footprint is within this western tivods area and
therefore any wolves observed within the project area would fall under regulations of the
Endangered Species Act.

The gray wolf is now restricted to scattered populations in Alaska, Minnesota, Michigan,
Wisconsin, Montana, Idaho, and Washington. Habitat requirements for gray wolf include
an adequate prey base, denning and rendezvous sites, travel corridors, minimal human
disturbance, and a large home range containing hundreds of acres of undisturbed, forested
habitat (Boise National Forest 1981). Wolves prefer tundra and forested habitat, and
normally feed on large mammals, such as deer, elk, and moose, and small mammals
including mice. Sightings in Washington in the last two decades suggest that gray wolves
may be recolonizing the Cascade Mountains, likely from populations in Canada.
Although the habitat in the 4North siteis mostly forested and potential prey species

are prevalet) the forest is fragmented with dirt roads and trails and, in the past, has been
subject to yearound recreational activity. Wandering adult gray wolves are present
within the region and their population may be increasing. The most recent occurrence of
gray wolf listed in the WDFW (2019a) PHS map in the vicinity of the 47°N project site is
a polygon approximately 2 miles to the southwest of the project area where an oecurrenc
of gray wolf was listed in 1996. More recent sightings have been recorthéa w

several miles of the project site (e.g., near Easton and Cle Elum Ridge; WDFW.2019c

The nearest documented wolf packs are the Teanaway and Naneum packs, which are
approximately 2.5 miles NE and 14 miles ENE, respectively (WDFW, 20)9¢t id
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possible that occasionally dispersing or foraging individuals could utilize thesii&'N
and its associated elk herds, but the core range of neither of these packs extends onto the
the 47°N projecsite

Northern Spotted Owl (Strix occidentalis caurihaUSFWS lists the northern spotted

owl as a threatened species, and the state of Washington lists it as endangered. The
northern spotted owl typically uses old-growth conifer forest habitat, but may also use a
wider range of forested types in the easteascades. The edge of a spotted owl
management circle (1-.®ile radius) is located approximately 2 miles north of the 47°N
site(Section 9, T20N, RI5SE), but no owl circles extend onto the project perimeter.
Spotted owl breeding sites and managemeaolesitave beenumerous within

forestlands of the Ronald, Cle Elum Lake, Kachess Lake, Teanaway Butte, and Easton
guadrangles (Raedeke Associates, Inc. 1p9awever,spotted owls are now
experiencing rapidly declining numbers (Dugger et. al., 2C&) as a resultpany

spotted owl site circles that were historicallycupied consistently in the early 90’s,
including those around the 47%iemay now be unoccupied and could have been
potentially unoccupied for many years. Preferred spotted dvitidtavhere Douglas fir
dominates the stands and canopy closure is dense enough to be conducive tasowl use-
not found within or in the immediate vicinity of the 478Ke. Site visits in 2019 did not

find any changes to the site that would indicate this habitat is now present.

North American Wolverine (Gulo gulo luteus)in 2013, the USFWS proposed

threatened status for the North American wolverine, but the proposed rule waswithdra

in 2014 (Federal Register 2013, 2014d). Any area with a confircedrence of

wolverine is considered a priority area in Washington State (WDFW 2008). Although
indicated as proposed threatened and as potentially occurring within the project area
vicinity in Kittitas County by the USFWS (2019), the North American wolverine has not
been regularly documented within Kittitas County, particularly within lower e@vatr

the developed areas. Recent sightings of wolverines in Washington include the southern
Washington Cascades (WDF2019e; Conservation Northwest 2019). wéwer,

established populations in Washington have been documented only in the North Cascades
and northeastern Washington (Aubry et al. 2007, 2016), and the existence of a breeding
population farther south in the Washington Cascades and foothills hag heepe

determined (WDFW 20X). Wolverines are generally associated with alpine vegetation
and climatic conditions (Aubry et al, 2007). Habitat characteristics observed during our
October 2019 field visit do not indicate likely presence of wolverindisedr associated
denning habitat. Due to existing human disturbance at areas adjacent to the 47°N project
location and the general lack of alpine-type habitat and climate, we would not expect
wolverines to be present at this project location.

Marbled Murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus Marbled murrelets have been known
to occasionally occur in Kittitas County throughout the year (Smith et al. 1997, WDFW
2019a). They typicallpccur in many areas of western Oregon and Washington
where suitable forested habitat occurs within approximately 50 mileaggt Sound
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or the Pacific Ocean (Hamand Cummind 991). The marbled murrelet forages
almost exclusively in the nearshore mammeironment (mainly within a few miles
of shore) but flies inland to nest in mature and old growth conifer fofRalph et al.
1995). Nest trees are typically largemeter conifers (32 inches in diameter at
breast height or larger) found in inland forest stands, with-diaaeter limbs.Nest
stands in Oregon and Washington @cally composed of lowelevation conifers
with average sizes of 19 inches diameter at breast height, mutipd@y layers,
overstory canopy height of 210 feet, and canopy closure of 56%. Averagamekst
age is 641 years, and the average stand size is 996 acres (Federal Fagfijter

However, the lack of old, multi-layered forest on the site or in the vicinity and the
urbanizing, lowland setting along with its réative distance from pelagic/inshore
foraging areas make it highly unlikely that this species would occur in the project area.
Data from the PHS database maintained by WDFW @Pafvide no records of known
breeding sites or occurrences of murrelethiw at least several miles of the project site.
The stands of trees within the site or vicinity are generally too yaithgoranches that
are not large enough to provide suitable breeding sites for this species for nesting.
Potential marbled murreléibitat has been described as mature coniferous forest,
coniferous forest with an old-growth component, old-growth forest, or younger
coniferous forests that have deformations or structures suitable for nestingd é¢ di
observe any suitable habitat, nor any individuals during our October 2019 field
investigations. Based on all these factors, we do not ettpsspecies to be present
within the project site or vicinity

Westernyellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanushn October 2014, the U.S. Fish

and Wildlife Service listed the western distinct population segment (DPS) oflkbw-ye
billed cuckoo as a threatened species (Federal Register 2014b). In western North
America, the yellowbilled cuckoo typically occupies ffested streamside habitat,
particularly where dominated by willows and cottonwoods that form open woodlands
with dense, low vegetation; they are generally absent from large, urban areas and dense
forests (Seattle Audubon Society 201Yellow-billed Cuckoos apparently have been
extirpated as a breeding population in Washington, with only occasional sightings over
the last 20 years (Seattle Audubon Society 2019; Smith et al. 1997). They are not
currently listed as occurring in Kittitas County on the WDFW (2008, 20RBkS

distribution map, although have been detected in the vicinity of Cle Elum before 1950
(WilesandKalasz, 2017).

This species is associated with deciduous habitat that has dense shrubby vegetation, open
canopy cover, and is especiallysasiated with rivers, streams, and wetlands (Hughes

2015). They typically breed in riparian areas with deciduous forests typi2alto

100 acres in area (Stokes and Stokes 1®f)e areas of the project site, such as the
deciduous forest cover adjacent to the Cle Elum River in the southwest portion of,the site
have habitat that appears suitable for Yelmlled cuckoos; howevethere have been

no confirmed detections of yellow-billed cuckoos in recent years according to the
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WDFW (2019a) PHS map.

Grizzly Bear (Ursus arctos horribilis) Grizzly bears require large tracts of undisturbed,
forested habitat (Ingles 1965). Grizzly bears currently occupy the Selkirk Miountai
Range in the northeastern corner of Washington but are not currently known to occupy
the North Cascades Ecosystem in na@ehtral Washingtofi.e., the North Cascades
Recovery Zone) (Lewis 2019). The 47°N project location is outside of the defined
recovery zone for grizzly bealNo key grizzly bear areas, including den sites, are likely
within the study area (Wenatchee National Forest 1997, Lewi9.28&8ording to the
WDFW (2019a) database, grizzly bears have not been documented within 2 miles of the
47°N project location. Grizzly bears avoid areas with human actiB&gause of the
fragmented, forested habitat and high human activity, grizzly bears are not dxpecte
use the immediate vicinity of th&é7°N project location.

Canada Lynx (Lynx canadensis)Canada lynx occur in mesic coniferous forests that
have cold, snowy winters, and tend to use habitats where snowshoe harestare m
abundant (Ruggiero et al. 200@Q)ynx generally occur in favorable habitats above
4,000 feet in elevation (Koehler and Bzt 1990).In Washington, lynx denning
sites are typically in lodgpole pine, spruce, and subalpine forests more than 200
years old, with northern and northeastern aspects, and a high density etidogs
(Koehler 1990).Lynx have been observed (byosntracking) avoiding large
openings, either natural or created, during daily movements within thee raoge
(Ruediger et al. 2000)They are considered moderately tolerant of human
disturbance and even continued presence (Mowat et al. 2000). Acctardirey
WDFW database, lynx have not been documented within 2 miles 47 tNeproject
location Because of the fragmented, forested habitat, elevation below 4,00arféet
high human activity, Canada lynx are not expected to use the immediaity\of
the47°N project location Observations during the October 2019 investigation found
no indication there was suitable habitat at the project location.

Wildlife Observed Oibite

During our October 22, 2019 field investigations Raedeke biologistdldirec
observed, or observed the signs of 20 wildlife species, including 17 bird spedies
3 mammal specieslTable4 summarizes these observed wildlife species.

All species observed during the 2019 field investigations, with the exception of two
species had been observed during prior investigations of the 47° North project vicinity
and were included in Table B1.1 of Appendix E of the 2Dedft EIS. White-breasté
nuthatches and varied thrushes were previously unobserved 4rf tNerth project
vicinity, but both are common year-round residents of Kittitas County. No other species
were observed during our 2019 field investigations.
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4.0 IMPACTS

This discussin of probable impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives is based on
our field surveys, review of available literature, as well as information pradge

project consultants. Two alternatives are under consideiatiare compared to the

FEIS Altenative 5(Original Bullfrog Flats Master Site Plafrom the 2002 Final EIS:

x SEIS Alternative 6 — Proposed 47Rlorth Master Site Plan AmendmentSEIS
Alternative 6 represents the Applicant’s proposed revisions to the approved Master
Plan, and includes phased development of a mix of residential, RV resort, and open
space/recreational facilities on the &2 project sit€Figure 5). A 25-ac property
adjacent to the site could be developed in commercial uses in the future.

X SEIS Alternative 5/No Action — Approved BullfrogFlats Master Site Plan
According to SEPA, “No action” does not necessarily mean that nothing (no
development) would occur on the sifEhis alternative is typically defined as what
would most likely happen if the proposal did not ocdBiven that there is an
approved Master Plan for the site, the No Action Alternative studied in this SEIS
represents developmenttbftPlan(Figure 6), which was revised somewhat from
Alternative 5 from the 2002 Final EIS (“FEIS Alternative 5,” Figure 7). ERfEHS
Alternative 5and FEIS Alternative 5 include development of a mix of residential and
employment uses, open space/recreational facilities, and future developmenhareas o
a 1,100ac.site (Figures 6 and 7).

Detailed descriptionsf@ach alternative may be found in theald SEIS text. Table5
provides a summary comparison of the land use breakdowns und&t&aiternative
along with those under FEIS Alternative@riginal Bullfrog Flats Master Site Plan

The probable impacts of each of these alternatives on the plant and animal coasmuniti
of the property are discussed in the following sections.

Both alternativesvolve aspects ofirbanization. The process of urbanization will affect
the existing plant and animal communities in three ways: (1) direct changes in and loss
of the habitats available; (2) increase in human use and disturbance associetesl wit
roadway and (3) potential for changes in the hydrologic characteristics of the site, with
potential for impacs to wetland and riparian communities (both plants and animals).

Urbanization is a process of habitat alteration that changes the charactefigtecplant
communities and the habitat available for wildlife. The major features ahizdtion

include loss of vegetation, isolation or fragmentation of remaining vegetation patches,
replacement of native vegetation with ornamental species, removal of snags and downe
logs, potential foncrease in the use of pesticides, insecticideshanicides, the

presence of “super” predators (domestic dogs and cats), and increased noise and other
disturbance factors (Thomas et al. 1974, Penland 1984, Adams et al. 1985).
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4.1 SEISALTERNATIVE 6—PROPOSED47°NORTH MASTER SITE PLAN AMENDMENT

As noted abovéhis alternative (hereafterSEISAlternative 6) would involve

development of a mixture of residential uses, including sifegtely, multifamily, and an

RV resort area, along with recreational facilities on an approximatela&24site.As

with FEIS Alternative 5 and SEIS Alternative 5, this altéikigaincludes designation of

an approximately 12-acre site in the northeastern part of the property betweersgBullfr
Road and the powerline corridor (Figure 5) for future development of a public municipal
recreation center (no development of this site is proposed at thjsatch@dditional

SEPA review will be required when specific development is proposed

This alternative differs from the Original Bullfrog Flats Master Site Pr1$

Alternative § andthe ApprovedBullfrog FlatsMasterSite Plan SEIS Alternative 5) in

that the singldamily housing would be manufactured housing, the addition of RV resort
uses, and that mommercial developmeig included in the Master Site Plan Area (the
25-acre area designated for commercial development is not part BEtBAlternative 6
area, but is included in the analysis for tligS). TheFEIS Alternative 5 and the

adopted Master Plan also include a much larger area for comnuseegbpment. Also,
this alternative does not include the areas on which the Washington State Horse Park,
public school expansion, and the wastewater treatmentaidnnaintenance area have
since been built.

The total number of residential units under this alternative would be the same as under
SEIS Alternative 5 and FEI8Iternative 5 (1,334), but a substantial portion of these

would be in the RV resort (627 units). Consequently, the number of permanent residents
(occupying the singléamily and multifamily units) would be substantially less than

under Alternative 5 (just under 1,500 residents versus 2,809 under SEIS Alternative 5 to
2,945 undeFEIS Alternative 5). The number of visitors to the RV park areas is

estimated to average 941 visitors per dagler SEIS Alternative, with some seasonal
variation

With thedifferencesn proposed land uses, including a lackafimercialuses within

the Master Site Plan aréaEzISAlternative 6 would involve somewhat less clearing and
gradingoverallthan undeeither SEISAlternative 5 or FEIS Alternative &ESM

Consulting Engineers, LLC 2023®xcluding the facilities that have been built that were
part of the Adopted Master Plan. Approximately 477 acres (58% of the site) would be
retained as undeveloped open space, including a large area along the Cle Elum River.
This areaof dedicated open space under this alternative is grbaiieithe area under

FEIS Alternatve 5 (450 acres), but less than under SEIS Alternative 5 (524 acres; Table
5).

UnderSEISAlternative 6 stormwater management will be designed using the design
standards, including hydrologic modeling, from the Washington Department of Ecology
(2019a) Stormwater Management Manual for Eastern Washington, with reference to
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other current manuals for western \Wiagiton (WDOE 2019b, King County 201.&s

well as the WSDOT2019) Highway Runoff ManualA site-specific hydrologic model

was used to design the system that was previously developed for both Suncadia and the
47° North site.Stormwater runoff from theaveloped project areas impervious and
landscaped surfaces will generally be collected in catch basins or roadsdewedity

swales and directed to water quality and infiltration or detention facilitige(aing on
existing soil features) via pipes conveyance swales or dispersed, if feasible. Overflow
routes will be provided for all proposed stormwater facilities (ESM Consulting

Engineers, LLC 2020).

4.1.1 Impacts on Wetlands

Under SEIS Alternative 6, the proposed project would result in na dinpacts to
wetlands. As under FEIS Alternative 5, Wetlands 1, 2, and 3 are within the Cle Elum
River Corridor Open Space area and will be preserved in their existing condition. Under
SEIS Alternative 6Wetlands 4, 5, 6 are located within the RV 1 zone; howdver,
wetlands would be preserved and buffered within an open space tract that includes the
required buffers and additional retained open space beyond the buffer limits (Figure 5).
The plan includes minimal clearing and grading within this tacbnstruct an access

road between Wetlands 5 andEEIS Alternative 5 (as well as th&pproved Bullfrog
FlatsMaster Plan) would also have retained Wetlands 4 and 5, but with smaller buffers
that were required at the time. However, we assume thdbgevent under either the

FEIS Alternative 5 or SEIS Alternative 5 would be subject to current City of IGha E
critical areas regulationgvhich would result in ratings and buffers comparable to SEIS
Alternative 6 Wetland 6 was not known to exist at time of the Draft or Final EIS

and development of the site under either FEIS Alternativetbecndopted Master Plan
(SEIS Alternative pbwould impact Wetland 6 and its buffer; the plan under either of
these alternatives would need to be refined to avoid such impacts.

No wetlands are known to occur on the site reserved for a municipal recreationsmenter
future development there would have no direct impacts on wetlands.

The estimated catchment area that provides hydrologic support of Wetlands 4, 5, and 6
extends just beyond the proposed open space tract under SEIS Alternative 6, particularly
at the northwest end (Figurég 8learing and grading of the area around the open space
tract encompassinpe buffers of Wetlands 4, 5, and 6 would ircipapproximately\20%

of theoverall estimated catchment aré&glire §. Thishas the potential teeduce

hydrologic inputs to the wetlands, particularly Wetland 4, the northwestern most of these
wetlands where the largest impact to the catchment area would(appuoximately a

27% reduction). Some supplemental drainage from RV lots to the northiNdkiely

be necessary to minimize hydrologic impacts to Wetland@/é.understand that the
stormwater plan wilmatch predevelopment flows to Wetland 4 with pervious amet
treatedmperviousrunoff fromadjoining lots (Ms. Laura Bartenhagen, ESM Consulting
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Engineers, personal communication, April 9, 2020). The catchment areas contributing to
Wetlands 5 and 6 would be relatively unaffected.

Clearingand grading outside of the wetland buffers could result in an increase in
sediment reaching the wetlands as a result of stormwater runoff. It is likehestia
management practices would be employed to control erosion and sediment in the vicinity
of Wetlands 4, 5, and 6, and it is unlikely any significant impact to the wetlands would
occur undeSEISAlternative 6or under either FEIS Alternative 5 or SEIS Alternative 5.

Operational impacts on wetlands would likely be minor uB&tSAlternative6.
Wetlandswvould besubjecto City of CleElumCAQO regulations.Encroachment on
wetlands and wetland buffers from buildings, landscaped areas, and access
roadwayswould notbeallowed. Someincreasen human access to the wetlands
andassociated disturbance would be anticipated because of increased human
activity in the vicinity, and this is expected to be generally comparablel® FE
Alternative 5 in that respecihis disturbance is not expected to be significant
becauséhesavetlardsdonothaveasignificantwildlife habitatvalue.

Proposedtormwatemanagement facilities would meet or exceed all applicable
detention and water quality standard®velopment regulations requiring adequate
wetland buffers would be implemented and the buffers would remain in their
natural state to protect wetland hydrology maintained primarily through
precipitation. Some supplemental drainage from lots adjoininglaviel 4would be
provided as needed to match pdevelopment flows to maintain hydrologic support
of this wetland.No significant adversenpactsareanticipated.

4.1.2 Impacts on Aquatic and Fish Habitats

SEISAlternative 6the Revised Master PIaREIS Alternative 5, an8EISAlternative 5

the ApprovedBullfrog FlatsMasterSite Plan alternative, are similaith respecto the
locations and scale of designated land use areas and thus their potential ifipacts
most significant of these similarities between the Alternatives related to potentiat impa
to aquatic and fish habitats are:

x designation of the river corridor open space and managed open spaces at the west
end of the property encompassing the Cle Elum River, and

X providing treatmenhand complete infiltration of stormwater from the developed
portions of the project, thereby having no direct discharges to either the Cle Elum
or Yakima Rivers.

Retention of Aquatic Habitats

As noted aboveSEIS Alternative &vould retain the entire CIElum River and
associated riparian wetlands and habitat within dedicated open space. An adjoining area
of managed open space would be retained as well, allowing only recreationakactivit
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such that no residential or RV resort development would occur within at least 1,900 feet
of the river. Thus, no direct impacts to aquatic and fish habitat would occur under this
alternativeor under FEIS Alternative 5 or the Adopted Master Plan (SEIS Alternative 5)
No surface waters are known to occur on the sgemved for a municipal recreation

center, so future development there would have no direct impacts on aquaticdrabitat
fisheries.

Stormwater Management and Water Quality Treatment

Development will not occur in the Cle Elum River basin portion ofttes will be

phased over time, and during construction will follow erosion control measures as
directed in the Stormwater Management Manual for Eastern Washington (SWMMEW,;
WDOE 2019a) and associated regulationgtierCity of Cle Elum and Kittitas County
Somewhatess clearing will occur und&EISAlternative 6 than undegither FEIS
Alternative 50r SEIS Alternative 5 (not including the areas that were dedicated to
features that have since been buisulting in less ground surface disturbance and
associated stormwater impacts during construction (ESM Consulting Engine€rs, LL
2020) As no other stream channels occur on site, infiltration of stormwater will result in
no stormwater discharges to the Cle Elum or Yakima Rivers during construgson.

noted above, under SEIS Alternative 6, the isolated wetlands within the RV park site will
be retained along with their required buffers, and any supplemental stormwater runoff
provided from impervious surfaces to help maintain pre-development flows to Wetland 4
would undergo water quality treatment prior to discharge.

At full buildout, gormwater collection and treatment will follow recommended treatment
in the SWMMEW/(ESM Consulting Engineers, LLC 2020)hese measures provide
collection and treatmenihrough combined infiltration ponds, swales, and dispersion to
upland infiltration, with no surface discharges to the Cle Elum or Yakima Rivers. No
dischargeof stormwaterunoff from developed areas wouwdcur within the Cle Elum
drainage basin.

Becawse the soils in the areas of infiltration provide considerable transmissivity,

infiltrated stormwater will disperse broadly in the near surface groundwafiembey

2000 feet or more from Yakima River surface waters. Surface geology and groundwater
condtions are summarizdaly Associated Earth Sciences, Inc. (2020)d nosignificant

new conditions were discovered from the previous EIS. The resulting transmission of
stormwater through the near surface groundwater should result in no discernable impact
to Yakima River surface water quality or associated fish and habitat.

Non-point Water Quality: Landscaping
Residential use of fertilizer and pesticidesuld be expected to occur und&IS

Alternative 6. However, use of these compounds may be less tharFii8er
Alternative 5and SEIS Alternative,Jecause this alternative includes fewer permanent
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residents. Seasonal RV occupancy units uS@@sAlternative 6would presumably
require less landscape maintenati@n singlelamily residential units

Direct infiltration on site and in stormwater treatment systemgwoNide some

treatment through adsorptive removal and degradation. Like the stormwateetreatm
and flow through the groundwater described above, fertilizers and pesticides are not
expected to have a discernable impact on Yakima River surface waters or assgbiated f
and habitat.

Population Impacts on Fish and Aquatic Habitat

As underFEIS Alternative 5and SEIS Alternative,3ncreased local population could

have impacts on riparian and shoreline habitats, and fish populations through increased
recreaibn and fishing in the local area, including nearby tributaries to the Yakima River.
While the yeairound population estimates are less than for FEIS Alternative 5 and SEIS
Alternative 5, the RV visitor population may present more recreational activity dheng t
nine-month visitors’ season.

Fishing in the Yakima River is quite active, with fishing rules in the upper Yakima Rive
remainingessentially the sanmses in 2002. These regulatiosyecifyselective geaand
catch and release with some exceptisash aslosures around bull trout protection.

As a surrogate for potential fishing pressure, total fishing licenses sold in 1998 and 1999
were 7,370 and 8,055 respectivedg€ Table 34 from the Final EISCity of Cle Elum

2002). Currently, annlificenses are expected to be greater in number, reflecting the
overall increase in population in the local area in Kittitas County, as well asiadjoi
counties in the Puget Sound region, over the last 20 years. Population increases from the
proposed development mdsidenial units undeSEISAlternative 6(not including
seasonavisitorsin the RV resort areasyould beless tharunder FEIS Alternative 5 and
SEISAlternative 5(estimated aapproximately 1,500 people, versus 2,800 to 2,900).
However, seasonal visitors to the RV resort areas would add a substantial atimber
people to the site at various times of the yeHne RV transient population may represent

a proportionally larger degree of impacts on natural environments and fishing pressure if
these visitors are more oriented to outdoor activity during their stay. The degree of this
difference is uncertajrso the impact of additional residents in the project area under this
alternative may be compdnla to that anticipated in the 2002 FEIS.

Impacts to Threatened or Endangered Fish Species

As noted above, several species of salmonid fish, including steelhead, and bull trout, both
listed as federal threatened species, are known to occur withetidumand Yakima

Rivers. Middle Columbia Chinook salmon, though not listed, also occur in these rivers.
As described above, no direct impacts to riparian habitat on the Cle Elum or Yakima
Rivers will occur, and infiltrated stormwater will not have a sugable direct effeain
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the Yakima River. Thus, impacts to fish and associated habitat showmliehibgal under
SEIS Alternative 6 or FEIS Alternative 5 or SEIS Alternative 5

4.1.3 Impacts on Vegetation

Development of the 47 North site un@&EISAlternative 6 would convert much of the
existingforestvegetation communities within the approximate®d&cres to developed
land uses, including singfamily and multifamily residential, commercial, aad
recreational vehicle resort ardadure 5 Table5). Existing vegetation would be
replaced by buildings, roads, and other impervious surfaces, as well aatian-
plantings. Developed uses on the site ugtaSAlternative 6 would total
approximately 34&creg(plus the 25acre commercial delopment site along SR 903,
which is currently owned by Suncadialhe area to be cleared under this alternative
would total approximately 31acres plus approximately 18 acres for the commercial
development, for a total of 333 acrekghtly less tharundereither FEIS Alternative 6r
SEIS Alternative 3ESM Consulting Engineers, LLC 2020). Most of the forest
vegetation impacted by the proposed development under this alteaisists of
previously thinned mixed conifer and Ponderosa pine stands with a developing
understory of young trees. Portions of the RV Resort area would be located in early
successional mixed conifer foregtith remnant larger trees, that has devettgince
timber harvest in the early 1990s. Future development of thees@eved for a

municipal recreation center would impact primarily clesadopy Ponderosa pine forest.

SEISAlternative 6 would retain approximately 4@@res of open space8% of the site),

all of which, except the powerline corridors, would remain as undeveloped forese(Figur
5, Table5). UnderSEISAlternative 6, as withrEIS Alternative 5 and SEISlternative

5, areas within the Cle Elum River corridor, including Wetlands 1, 2, and 3, as well as
their required buffersyould be retained as undeveloped open sphdtlee wayto the
boundary of the geomorphic floodplain (west ridge). This open space area includes all of
the deciduous and mixed riparian forest along the river, mixed coniferous forest west of
the river, more open, thinned forest of Ponderosa pine and Douglas fir east of the river
(Bullfrog Flats areashown as “Managed Open Space” onSEgSAlternative 6 site

plan), as well as denser conifer forest dwated by pine on the slopes above on the west
ridge.

Other areas of undeveloped open space to be retained across the site includedtie isolat
wetlandg(4, 5, and 6) and buffers in the proposed R¥rea, steeper slope areas, a
perimeter buffer along Bullfrog Road, and existing powerline corridors (Figures 5.and 7
The proposed development under this alternative would result in disjunct patches
“fingers” of native forestincreasng forest fragmentation on the saedleaving these
retained open gte areas within or between the various development areas to become
mostly edge habitat. Most of these areas of retained forest would remain conmected t
off-site forest areas, including the river corridor.
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The retained open space areas on site would include a network of trails anatedso

active and passive features such as gazebos, viewpoints, benches, and gathering places.
The 104acre “Managed Open Space” anedhe western part of the 47° North site

(Figure 5), would allow for continued forest management to provide open, “firewise”
stands for healthy forest, wildlife habitat, and recreational opportunities. @aenay

include features such as benches, gazebos, exhibits, or overlooks. TdwelBiver

Corridor Figure 5) is intended for wildlife habitat and recreational uses with no
improvements allowed.

4.1.4 Impacts onwildlife

Impacts of constructing the development under SEIS Alternataoed®s the site include
both temporary impacts during construction and loigen impacts of habitat alteration.
Construction related impacts include increases in noise, dust, human activity, tgmpora
disturbance of vegetation for staging areas, potential erosion and sediment traosport f
exposed soils, and other potential water quality impacts. These can alter ahiavabie
causing avoidance of adjoining habitats, alteration of movement and dispersal patterns,
abandonment of nest sites, reduced breeding success, and increased mortality.

Direct alteration (removal) dheexisting mixture of vegetation communities resulting
from construction of these developed areas and associated facilitiesSti8er

Alternative 6 would affect the distribution and composition of wildlife populations on the
project area and vicinity. As previously mentioned, at buildout the proposed
development and associated facilities would convert approximately 348 acres to urban
and recreational uses (373 acres includingstdmmercial development area), which
would removeapproximately 31%cres 833 acres including the commercial

development area) of existing habitats available for wildlife across the paogegt
including a variety of forest cover of different composition and age classes, including
early successional areas, and both oped-closeecanopy forest types. As noted above,
the total area of wildlife habitat to be removed (cleared) under SEIS Alteritats

slightly less than under either FEIS Alternative 5 or SEIS Alternative 5 (Tabl&l$9,
future development of the Idtre site reserved for a municipal recreation center would
remove an additional area of Ponderosa pine habitat.

Elimination of native vegetation cover and replacement with impergordaces and
landscaped areas would displace animals inhabiting those areas and would reduce the
local populations of most native species in the area and may make the areadbkes suit
for a number of native wildlife species. Planted ornamentals offgrodifar fewer

insect species per unit area than native vegetation due to a smaller amountlésisage (
foliage volume) and simpler vegetation structure. Landscaped areas along theysoadw
throughout the development would likely be managed to limit the growth of tall woody
vegetation. Developed landscapes can often facilitate the spread of exotic invasive
species (both plants and animals), especially along a linear corridor. No inyseiiess
would be included in the proposed landscaping of the development.
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At buildout, proposed development under SEIS Alternative 6 would reduce the habitat
available for native wildlife across the site. This would reduce the local piomsl@f

most native species on the property and cause a number of changes in the species
composition associated with an urban level of development. Some native species would
likely be eliminated from the site. Bird species diversity may decrease on delvelope
portions of the site, which can be accompanied by an increase in bird density (Batten
1972, Vale and Vale 1976, Woolfenden and Rohwer 1969; see also Bollinger and Linder
1994, Dowd 1992, Herkert 1994, Martin-Yanny 199Zhis may resulin increased

densities of omnivores and seealters and a corresponding decrease in insectivores
(Beissinger and Osborne 1982). The species typically favored in urban or urbanizing
environments are habitat generalists, some of which are invasive exotissggicts in

the urban environment primarily forage on the ground while birds in the nearby forest
primarily forage in the tree canopy. Planted ornamentals often support far feweer inse
species per unit area than native vegetation due to a smaller amount foliadaiflge
volume) in the upper canopy.

Species that dwell primarily in forested habitats, but can persist in-paloéyized
environmentssuch as chickadees, squirrels, shrews, garter snakes, and some species of
amphibians, may persist in the larger open space areas in southwest parts ohéae site
the Cle Elum River as well as the perimeter of the site, but in lower numbers. Other
native species adapted to a wide range of habitats, or urban environments, such as
American robin, American crow, hummingbirds, swallows, bushtit, dark-eyed junco,
house wren, song sparrow, raccoon, and coyote may increase in abundance on the site,
especiallym developed areas (Robbins 1979, Penland 1984, Tilghman 1987).

Animals that are least tolerant of human disturbance, such as ground- and shrub-nesting
birds, ground-dwelling mammals, and carnivores, would be most affected by the

proposed development. Examples include spotted towhee, ruffed grouse, deer mouse,
weasels, and black bear. Beca8&4#S Alternative @enerally involves urban

development, the diversity and abundance of bird species that breed locally and migrate
to the tropics (“Neotropical migrants”), such as vireos, warblers, thrushes nage s,

as well as their reproductive viability, would likely decrease across thessiera

developed areas are introduced (e.g., Donovan et al. 1995, Friesen et al. 1995). For areas
of native habitathtat remain (such as in the open space areas near the Cle Elum River),
studies have shown that some species may not be able to consistently produce young due
to competition from urban-adapted species, habitat fragmentation, or increased exposure
to edges (e.g., Donovan et al. 1995, Friesen et al. 1995). For example, species such as
brown creeper, golden-crowned kinglet, and black-throated gray warblers, which tend to
occupy forest interior settings (e.g., Pearson and Manuwal 2000, 2001) may be adversely
affected by predation, nest parasitism, and competition with other species under the
proposed development (Marzluff et al. 2007).
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Populations of reptiles and amphibians, which rely on forest duff, downed logs, snags,
and wetlands, would be substantiallgueed within developed areas across the site.
Existing wetlands and streams on the site will remain intact, but other special habita
features throughout the site and some local dispersal habitat would be eliminated due to
increased fragmentation of retad habitats and the introduction of roadways throughout
all the dwelling areas.

The clearing, grading, and constructiorS&ISAlternative 6 would separate habitat

areas and increase fragmentation. This, together with increased distudgnce

vehicular traffic, human presence throughout the trail systems) may affect eravem
patterns of some wildlife species, creating a barrier to movements of small mammals,
reptiles, and amphibians. Increased mortality would likely result from animals

attempting ® cross roads, and some animals may alter movement patterns to avoid areas
or time periods of high activity. Increased fragmentation of remaining native habitat,
together with the expected increased human activity on existing and proposed trails,
would afect animal movement patterns by causing the animals to avoid areas or time
periods of high activity. However, many species would probably continue to use
undeveloped areas of the site. Anticipated road crossings in the developing areas would
likely represent barriers to movement of some species, such as small mammals and some
amphibians, but little or no barriers to other mammals and most birds.

Larger, more wideganging carnivores would likely reduce their usage of the site as it
develops; however, this site also likely represents a small portion of the home range of
species such as black bear and coyotes.

Impacts Due to Increased Human Activity

The introduction of large number of dwellings, RV sites, and activity centers under SEIS
Alternative 6will result inincreased amount of human activity throughout the project

site. This includes human presence on trails, driving through the site on developed roads,
increased noise at the dwellings and RV sites, and introduction of foreign materials by
occumants. All these activities could lead to avoidance by local wildlife populations and
even mortality due to interactions such as vehicular strikes. The impact from human
activity under SEIS Alternative 6 is expected to be comparable to or slightly dess th

FEIS Alternative 5 and SEIS Alternative 5, with fewer permanent residents and
seasonally variable activity of visitors to the RV resort areas.

In addition, an increase in the presence of domestic pets would increase the likelihood of
disturbance of tained habitats and potentially affect movements and activities of

animals on site. Native species can be adversely impacted by domestic cats and dogs,
which can act as “supgredators,” (Leu et al. 2008, Odell and Knight 2001, Penland
1984), particularly with a greater human population at full buildout.
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Materials brought on-site by new occupants could have potentially detrimentalsmpact

on local wildlife populations. The use of insecticides by homeowners has been shown to
reduces the food resource of insectivorous animal species (Penland 1984), and the
introduction of features such as birdfeeders could also lead to an increase ingienerali
bird species that could compete with previously present populatitk.fewer

permanent residents, SEIS Ahative 6 would likely result in less of these types of

impacts than FEIS Alternative 5 or SEIS Alternative 5.

4.1.5 Impacts to Endangered, Threatened, Sensitive, and Other Priority Species

No endangered, threatened, or sensitive plant species are known or likely to occur in the
project areaincluding the 12acre site reserved for future development of a municipal
recreation centerConsequently, development of the site urgleiSAlternative 6, or

under FEIS Alternative 5 or SEIS Alternativevould not adversely impact such

species.

Similarly, development of the sitender SEIS Alternative 6 (or under FEIS Alternative 5
or SEIS Alternative 5)including future development of the site reserved for a municipal
recreation centers generally not expected t@ve significant impacts e@ndangered,
threatened, or sensitive animal speciBgcussions of specific species are provided in
the following sections.

Gray Wolf

As noted above, the nearest know wolf packs are locatedi®and 14 miles ENE of

the project site, and the core range of neither of these packs extends onto the 47° North
project site.Wolves are widganging and can travel great distances in asidgy and

it is possible that dispersing or foraging individuals could occasionally wander onto the
site or vicinity in search of prey (deer or elk). However, wolves tend to avoidatonfli

with humans, and the existing developments in the vicinity, dsawgeafround

recreational activitieprobably discourage regular use of the area by wolves, despite the
prevalence of potential prey species such as elk, especially during the winter.

Increased forest fragmentation and increased human distursonceted with the

proposed development would further discourage wolves from using this area. Increased
car traffic, increased noise, and increased visual human presence on the sitehaotld al
as deterrents for these individuals. Although developnfahecsiteunder SEIS

Alternative 6 or the other alternativemy have adverse impacts on prey species, given
the existing development and human activity in the area, they would not likely have a
significant adverse impact on local wolf populations.

Northern Spotted Owl

The nearest known spotted owl management circle is approximately 2 miles north, but
given recent population declines, it is not clear whether the management cititlle is s
occupied. Spotted owls are known to travel while foraging, and young owls will
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potentially travel great distances when dispersing and establishing a new home range
Given the relative lack of preferred habitat on the site or in the vicinity and thatofiuc

the surrounding areas contain already fragmented forest or developedt éseadikely

that spotted owls would occur on site. Consequently, we do not anticipate significant
adverse impacts on spotted owls from the proposed development under SEIS Alternative
6 or the other development alternatives.

Other Listed Species

Wolverines are not expected to occur on site or find suitable habitat. Similarbledchar
murrelets are not regularly found in Kittitas County, and the site lacks suitable habita
(old, multidayered forests with large trees and a relativedgetl canopy) for nesting.
Yellow-billed cuckoos are thought to be extirpated as a breeding population in
Washington, and only occasional sightings have been recorded in recent dieades
only potentially suitable habitat on site, deciduous riparian forest, is limited, but would be
retained under the proposed development. Grizzly bears are not known to occur in the
area, and because of the fragmented forest cover in the general area and high human
activity, the site lacks suitable habitat. Canada lyexnat known to occur in the area,

and because of the fragmented, forested habitat, elevation below 4,000 feet, and high
human activity, lynx are not expected to use the immediate vicinity of the psagot
vicinity. Consequently, the proposed depeh@ntunder SEIS Alternative 6 is not
expected to adversely affect thepecies.

Other Priority Species
Elk

The47° Northdevelopmentnder SEIS Alternative 6 (as well as FEIS Alternative 5 or
SEIS Alternative 5yvould reduce the amount of elk habidgaailable and likely reduce

the elk population using the site. While large portions of the uplands within 47° North
would be developed and no longer elk habitat, the identified riparian corridor that
connects thd7° Northsite with offsite habitat in the Suncadia development and
surrounding lands would be retained as undeveloped open space. The retained open
space area contiguous with the river corridor under SEIS Alternative 6 is slighgdy la
(wider) than under FEIS Alternative 5 and essentially the same as under the Adopted
Master Plan (SEIS Alternative 5).his corridor area and associated wetlands provide the
majority of foraging areas on the 47° North site and would allow continued elk
movement to offsite propees where elk feeding still occurs and to other seasonal range
areas (e.g., summer range). As such, we expect there to be minimal impactvardhe o
elk sub-herd.

SEIS Alternative 6 would likely result ik and human conflicts. Beck (2019) and

Craven (2019) both report that, with hunting prohibited within Suncadia, the elk have
habituated to humans and the activities within the development. EIk have been observed
throughout the development, and there have been issues of elk foraging on landscape
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plants and damage to golf course features. Similar conflicts can be expebtadheit
47° North development. Increased traffic on Bullfrog Road would increase thhdibe|i
of conflicts between elk and vehicles, with potential for more road kill or injury to the
animals and damage to vehicles, particularly during winter when elk use of tise site i
expected to be the highest.

The RV resorunder SEIS Alternative 8 located adjacent to the retaimeger corridor
open space where we would expect mbshabitat to be located. Recreational activity
associated with the RV resort would disrupt elk use of the open space unless the
recreational activityd closely regulated. This risk may be slightly greater than under
FEIS Alternative 5 or FEIS Alternae 5, which do not include RV uselliking trails
could be located outside the river corridor such that elk viewing would be possible
without traversing the elk habitat. Elk viewing areas could be established.

Columbia Spotted Frog/Sharp-Tailed Snake

The wetland and moist soil habitat found on the project site that are associatedseith the
species would be retained in the open space areas in the southwest pbtlierste

under SEIS Alternative 6, as well as the other development alternativegpreserving

the most suitable habitat. However, development of the RVypattér SEIS Alternative

6 or other residential uses under FEIS Alternative 5 or SEIS Alternative 5 ahmund t
smaller wetlands could impact dispersal and connectivity to and from this habitat, w
could adversely impacting individuals that could occur in these locations.

Bald Eagle

Bald eagles, now a delisted species, have been observed in the vicinity on occasion, and
known winter concentration areas occur to the south along the Cle Elum and Yakima
Rivers, but as noted above, the nearest knownweesseveral miles away near Lake Cle
Elum. Eagles would be expected to continue to forage for salmon along the Cle Elum
River. Clearing ofvell-developed forest throughout the site could eliminate some
potential perching habitat for wintering or breeding eagles, but most of the ekis&sg

along the river, would remain. Consequently, the proposed project SBEt&r

Alternative6 (or FEIS Alternative 5 or SEIS Alternative 5) is not expected to have
significant adverse impacts on bald eagles.

Pileated Woodpecker

The loss or alteration of native forest on-site upon buildout under SEIS Alternative 6
could reduce the amount of potentially suitable habitat available in the area ftedilea
woodpeckers (a Sta@andidatespecies).The development would eliminate abstantial
area of forest on site, but large snags suitable for nesting in the upland forestse,are
given past forest management, and no nest or roost sites are known to occur on the
project site As noted above, SEIS Alternative 6 would likely resuless clearing than
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the other development alternatives, @&ndould retain more area in designated open
space than FEIS Alternative 5, but less than SEIS AlternatifI&ted woodpeckers
would likely continue to forage within remaining forested o of the local area as the
project continues to undergo development but would do so over a larger range to
compensate for the habitat loss.

4.2 SEISALTERNATIVE 5/NO ACTION —APPROVED BULLFROG FLATS MASTER SITE
PLAN

As noted aboveSEISAlternative5 include development of a mix of residential and
employment uses, with recreational facilities and dedicated open space, as futlre
development areas on an 1,1&¢re sitgFigure 6 Table5). The approved Master Plan
does not include a permanent RV resort, but the commercial property on site could be
used as a temporary RV site for construction workers. The approved Master Plan site
includes areas dedicated for public school expansion, a wastewater treatmeartgblant
associated maintenance area, and a “Reserve” area that includes the Washington State
Horse Park, which have all been built since the 2002 Final Bi®se areas are not
included in the Master Site Plan Area un8&iSAlternative 6.

The total number of residential units under thisraative(1,334)is the same as under
SEISAlternative 6, but they would all be permanent sirfgleily or multifamily units
(Table5). This alternative includes an area for commercial development (75 acres)
which is larger than the commercial development site adjacent 8Eill$Alternative 6
Master Site Plan areas noted above, this alternative is expected to result in a greater
number of permanent residents than under Alternative 6 at full buildout. This alternative
would retain slightly moreedicatedpen space (524 acres), but it represents a smaller
percentage of the site (48%) than un8EtSAlternative 6. SEIS Alternatives would

result in essentially the same amount of vegetation clearing as FEIS Alterndtute 5
slightly more than under SEIS Alternative 6 (333 acres, inclutithgcres in the adjacent
25-acre commercial development property; see Taple 5

4.2.1 Impacts to Wetlands

As underSEISAlternative 6, no direct impacts to wetlands would occur us@gs

Alternative 5. UndeSEISAlternative 5,no developmenivasproposed within any of the
identified wetlands or wetland buffers within tpeoject area Wetlands 1, 2, and 3 are

within the Cle Elum River corridor, which is designated as undeveloped open space.
Wetlands 4 and 5 would be protected by buff@EISAlternative 5 would keep all
development at least 50 feet away from Wetlands 4 and 5, consistent with regulations in
place during the 2002 EIS preparation. If the site were to be developed under the adopted
Master Planimpacts to Wetland 6 and its buffer would occur; the plan would need to be
adjusted to eliminate these impacts
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As underSEISAlternative 6, mpactduringconstructiorareanticipatedo beminor
becaus¢heconstructionndustry'sbestmanagemenpracticesvouldbein effectand
erosiomndsedimentatiomitigationmeasuresvouldberequiredto control
stormwaterunoff. If uncontrolled sediment release occurred in onsite wetlands,
shortterm water quality impairmebuldoccur.

Operational impacts on wetlands would likely be minor uigtSAlternative5,

asthe wetlandswould be subjectto City of Cle Elum CAQO regulations as under
SEISAlternative 6 Significant eacroachment on wetlands and wetland buffers
from buildings, landscaped areas, and access roadvwayd not be allowed.
Someincreasan human access to the wetlands and associated disturbance would
be anticipated because of increased human activity in the vicifig. disturbance

IS not expected to be significant becatisseare very small wetlanddo not have
asignificantwildlif e habitatvalue.

As underSEISAlternative 6,stormwatemanagement facilitiesnder Alternative 5
would meet or exceed aurrentapplicable detention and water quality standards.
Development regulations requiring adequate wetland buffers wouhddéemented
and the buffers would remain in their natural state to protectmaeligdrology
maintained primarily througprecipitation. No significantimpactsareanticipated.

UnderSEISAlternative5, potential impacts on wetlands within theoject area from
pesticides and herbicides associated with maintenance of landsaepexpected to
be minor becausa therequiredvetlandbuffers.

4.2.2 Impacts to Aquatic and Fish Habitats

As the site layout oBEISAlternative 5 isgenerallysimilar tothat undeiSEIS

Alternative 6,SEISAlternative 5 would have no direct impacts to the fish or fish habitats
of the Cle Elum or Yakima Rivers. As und&EISAlternative 6, stormwater runoff

would be collected, undergeater quality treatment in accordance with applicable
stormwater management regulations, and infiltrated and dispersed such thattno dire
discharges would be routed to waters of the Yakima River, which are located
approximately 2,000 feet away. Consedlygemo significant impacts to the water quality
of receiving waters are expected under this alternative.

Somewhat greater estimates of futpegmanent residents under this alterative (as well as
FEIS Alternative 5rould increase fishing pressure ondl riversby a small amount,
compared witlfSEISAlternative 6. On the other hand, seasonal occupants of the RV
resort areas may be more inclined to fish than permanent residents, resulting in some
additional fishing pressure und8EISAlternaive 6, canpared withSEISAlternative 5

or FEIS Alternative 5which may render the overall impacts comparable under either
alternative.
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4.2.3 Impacts to Vegetation

In addition to the areas set aside for facilities that are already lahitiqlsexpansion,

hore park, wastewater treatment plant, and maintenance asedopment undeBEIS
Alternative 5, the adopted Master Plan, would convert a ggnhecanparable area of
existing forest to urban uses as under AlternativBBLSAlternative 5 would retain
slightly more area inedicatedindeveloped open spattacts(524 acres, or 48% of the
site) than Alternative 6 (477 acres, or 58% of the site under that alternativeder

FEIS Alternative 5 (450 acres; Table 5). However, with more area dedicated to
commercial developmenBEISAlternative 5 (not including the built facilities such as the
horse park in the Reserve Area) would result in more clearing and gradirggl&n
Alternative6 (ESM Consulting Engineers, LLC 202Dable 5.

SEISAlternative 5 would impact the same general graad thus the same general forest
types, of the site as und8EISAlternative 6(and FEIS Alternative 5) and retain the

same general areas as undeveloped open space. The dedicated open space areas include
the river corridor and the large area of adjoining forest in the geomorphic floodplain, as
well assteep slope areas and perimeter buffers. Thus, as under Alternative 6, Alternative
5 would retain the deciduous and mixed riparian forest along the river, the riparian and
isolated wetlands, and a portion of the mixed conifer forests on site (both the very open,
thinned forest on Bullfrog Flats, as well as portions of the previously thinned mixed
conifer and pine stands that have matured somewhat since 2802}l as the powerline
corridors. Alternative 5 would similarly fragment remaining natfeeesthabitat over

the site particularly in the eastemith similar risk of encroachment by non-native,

invasive species

As underSEISAlternative6, neither SEISAlternative5 nor FEIS Alternative 5 are
expected to impact any endangered, threatened, or sensitive plants, as none of these
species are known or expected to occuthenprojecsite.

4.2.4 Impacts to Wildlife

In general SEISAlternative5 would affect wildlife communities in essentially the same
ways as undeBEISAlternative6. Most existing wildlife habitat would be eliminated

from thedeveloped portions of the site, to be replaced with buildings, paved roads, and
associatd graded and landscaped areas. This alterative would similarly displace wildlife
occupying those areas and would reduce local populations of most wildlife species
currently in the area.

As underSEISAlternative6, development of thadopted Master PhlaunderSEIS
Alternative5 is not expected to substantially affect endangered, threatened, or sensitive
species.With respecto other priority species, Alternative$expected to have

generally comparablienpacts to habitat for these specieS&$SAlternative6t.
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With respect to elk habitaGEISAlternative 5would be similar in magnitude as the basic
footprint of development isomparable t&EISAlternative 6. Development in both
alternatives is located in the upland areas away for the riparian river corridor an
wetlands.More permanent residents expected ureiSAlternative 5(and under FEIS
Alternative 5)may result in more potential for elk harassment and habitat degradation
than undeSEISAlternative 6, unless activity was restricted to limit such impacts in the
retained open space.

4.3 CUMULATIVE |MPACTS

Cumulative impacts to wetlands, plants and animals, and fisheries resources waltild re
from this and other developments in the vicinity of the 47° North site. For purposes of
this analysis, cumulative impacts include the existing Suncadia Master Plarswetl Re
(MPR) development, as well as two other developments within the Urban Groveth Are
of CleElum: City Heights and Cle Elum Pines WE3tily Record 2017). The Suncadia
MPR, which continues to be under construction, encompasses well over 6,000 acres and
includes 4,400 residential units, three golf courses, a lodge afednmantion center,
recreational facilities, multiuse trails and other related ameniggproximately 1,129

of the residential homes are built or are under construction, and most of the other
amenities are builtThe MPR site includes over 3,400 acres of natural and managed
(undeveloped) open space, primarily the Cle Elum River corridor and in the western
portions of the site up to Easton Ridge.

The City Heights is a mixedse master planned development on 358 acres within the
north Urban Growth Area of Cle Elum north of the original downtown. The project
includesa mixture of singldamily and multifamily residential units (totaling up to 955
units), along with two commercial use spaces, a series of public parks. None of the
residential unit®r other features are budr under construction to date, but the applicant
The development includes 40-46% open space, including retention of mature conifer
trees, steep slope areas, wetlands, and streams.

Cle Elum Pines West is mixagse community under construction on a 2#essite north
of state Route 903 and west of the existing Cle Elum Pines housing developtinemt.
completed over the next 20 years orthe,development is expected to bé&68
residential with approximately 150 residential undt® of which are built or under
construction to datel5%of the property is designated for commercial use andi$7%
designated for open space (along Crystal Creek).

4.3.1 Impacts on Wetlang

The existing Suncadia MPR directly impacted less than 1 acre of wetlands andreks tha
acres of wetland buffersThese impacts are completed, and compensatory mitigation
plans were approved and implemented. The City Heights development in Cle Elum
includes up to 46% open space, including retention of steep slopes, wetlands, and
streams. Similarly, the Cle Elum Pines West Development includes 15% opethshace
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encompasses Crystal Creakd its buffer. Thus, we assume that impacts to any existing
wetlands and buffers wouldrgelybe avoided, and if any impacts are proposed,
compensatory mitigation would be implemented in accordance with local, state, and
federal regulations. Development of the 47° North site under any of the alternatives
would not contribute to cumulative impacts on wetlands, as no direct impacts are
proposed, and would largely avoid impacts to wetland buffers.

Development of the 4Morth site along with the other projects, has the potential to
increase risk to wetlands from stormwater runoff and associated sedmdent a
contaminants. However, stormwater management plans developed and implemented in
accordance with current stormwater manuals (i.e., WDOE 2019a), along with agigropri
BMPs would minimize this risk.

4.3.2 Impacts on Aquatic and Fish Habitats

The Suncadia MPR largely avoided direct impdigh-bearing streams, including the Cle
Elum River, other than bridged crossings for roads. As with wetlands, mitigation plans
for impacts to stream buffers were approved and implemented. It is assuntbd that
City Heights and Cle Elum Pines West depenents also largely avoided direct impacts
to streams and other surface waters, and that any impacts would be mitigated in
accordance with applicable critical areas regulations. Development of’thNo#f site
under any of the alternatives would nontribute to direct cumulative impacts to streams
or other surface waters, as no impacts are proposed.

Development of the 47° North site along with Suncadia MPR and the other projects
represent sources of potential pollutant loading on the underlying groundwater aquifer
and with it potential for adverse impacts to fish habitat in receiving wattwever, the
lack of direct discharge to receiving waters, together with implementation ef wat
quality treatment and infiltration facilities and expecteaumidwater mixing, adverse
impacts to water quality of receiving waters from Suncadia ant\dith are expected to
be minimal. In addition, it is assumed that development of City Heights and Cle Elum
Pines West include stormwater management plans dedetmgkimplemented in
accordance with current stormwater manuaith water quality treatment measures to
avoid or minimize impacts to water quality of nearby streams.

The projects do not involve direct impacts to the Cle Elum or Yakima Rivers or

assocated riparian habitat in whidmdangered or threatenish species occur, and the
projects are not expected to result in substantial impacts to water qualityrivetise
Consequently, no substantial impacts to these species are expected to occur due to habitat
loss or water quality impacts.

As discused above, the increase in human population and associated recreational
activities (e.g., fishing, wading, rafting, etc.) from gradual buildout of these pro@sts
the potential to cause impacts on fish, streams, and riparian functions. To what extent
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these impacts occur depends on the effectiveness of conservation measures in the
dedicated open space areas as well as enforcement of these mdsiamasal

population impacts from development of the Suncadia MPR anN@¥ihi property

(under SEIS Alterative 6)are generally comparable to those discussed in the 2002 Final
EIS (City of Cle Elum 2002). Development of the City Heights and Cle Elum Pines

West projects would add another estimated 2,000 residents to the area during the course
of buildout of the 47° North property (assuming a 17-year buildout).

As discussed in the Final EIS (City of Cle Elum 2002), the increase in local population
from development and continued buildout of Suncadia, as well as the 47° North project
site is expected to increaghing pressure on local rivers and tributaries. The impacts

on fish populations from these two developments are likely comparable to those
discussed in the Final EIS. Development of City Heights and Cle Elum Pines West, as
well as general population growth in Kittitas County (and adjoining counties in the Puget
Sound region) over the last 18 years, would likely add to this pressure. Fishing pressure
from new residents and guests would most likely occur in areas already used by existing
anglers, and thse areas most accessible by roads.

4.3.3 Impacts on Plants and Animals

Cumulative impacts on vegetation communities from development of the Suncadia MPR
and the 47° North property would be generally comparable to those described for the
MPR and UGA poperty in the 2002 Final EIS (City of Cle Elum 2002). However, as
discussed above, development under SEIS Alternative 6 for 47° North would result in
slightly less vegetation clearing than FEIS Alternative 5 or the Adopted Master Plan
(SEIS Alternative 5) In addition, development of City Heights would convert
approximately 55% to 60% of the existing vegetation (mostly cofafes) on that 358-

acre site to urban uses, and development of Cle Elum Pines West would eliminate
approximately 83% of the existirapniferforestvegetation on that 28¢ere site to

residential and commercial usgSonversely, substantial portions of the MPR and 47°
North properties would be retained as undeveloped in designated open space tracts, as
would portions of the City Heights and Cle Elum Pines West sites. These tracts would
retain and protect critical areas, including the Cle Elum River corridornstreegetlands,

and steep slopes, and associated habitats.

Clearing and removal of existing forest vegetation on these project sites woeksmc
forest fragmentation in the area, which would increase the risk of spread of inplasitve
species Removal of existing forest habitat would reduce local populations of wildlife,
particularly those adapted to interior forest conditions, and favor species adapted to
artificially created edges.

Residential development on the NGrth site, as wellsacontinuing and expected
development of the Suncadia MPR site and the two other projects, would contribute to
increases in population in the area, with associated human actidtgased
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recreational activities associated with increased human popuiatinde use of trails

for hiking, bicycling, and horseback riding, fishing (as discussed above), along with
vehicular traffic during the summer and snowmobile traffic in the winter. These

activities can cause increased disturbandeedbaceous and woody understory

vegetation and soil compaction, both on these project sites and in the surrounding areas.
It is difficult to predict the locations or relative magnitude of impact to specific

vegetation communitiesom these types of activities

Impacts o wildlife from increased recreational activities on surrounding lands include
potential disruption of habitat use and movement patterns (such as for large mamomal
directeffects on vegetation cover. This can induce abnormal vigilance, prevent access to
important resources, and potentially reduce productivity and survival. Increased human
activity could render some areas unsuitable for species sensitive to disturithecéye
alteration of habitat conditions or by causing animals to avoid areas of particularly high
use. These effects, or conversely tolerance to human intrusion, vary considerably withi
and among species and among habitats (e.g., Gutzwiler et al. 1998). Because of this, and
because actual changes in levels of specific recreatetigities are uncertain, specific
impacts to wildlife are difficult to predict.

Conversion of these additional areas to urban and rural development would eliminate
additional native habitat that could be used by listed and priority species. However, no
endangered, threatened, or sensitive plant species are known to occur on the MPR and
47° North properties. Most of the terrestrial species listed as endangerezhtartad

are not expected to find primary habitat within the project sites or regularly thecar
Consequently, we do not expect significant adverse impacts on those species.
Development of the City Heights and Cle Elum Pines West projects would add
incrementally to habitat and human disturbance impacts to priority species suclaas elk,
described for the development of the MPR and 47° North (UGA property), as described
in the 2002 FEIS (City of Cle Elum 2002).
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5.0 SUMMARY OF MITIGATION

5.1 MITIGATION SEQUENCE

Mitigation has been defined by the State Environmental Polic§$¥ePA) (WAC 197
11-768; cf. Cooper 1987), and subsequently in a Memorandum of Agreement between
the Environmental Protection Agency and the COE (Anonymous 1989). In order of
desirability, mitigation may include:

X Avoidance - avoiding impacts by not taking action or parts of an action;

X Minimization - minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the
action and its implementation;

x Compensatory Mitigation - may involve:
a) repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment;
b) replacing or creating substitute resources or environments;
c) mitigation banking.

The Proposed Action under SEIS Alternativi@orporates a number of measures to
avoid or minimize potential impacts @retlands, plants arahimals,and isheries.

5.2 REQUIRED AND PROPOSEDM ITIGATION

Wetlands and streams are protected by Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act and
other state and local policies and ordinances inclu@ihgof Cle Elumcode. Similarly,

listed fish and wildlife spees and their habitats are protected under federal and state law,
and other priority wildlife species are protected by state and local lawsuchghe47°

North projectwill adhere tathe City of Cle Elumcritical areas ordinance and Shoreline
Master Pogramregulations regarding avoidance and minimization of impacts, as well as
buffer requirements and protection of fish and wildlife habitat conservatios. area

No direct impacts would occur toettandsor the Cle Elum Riveunder theRevised

Master Plar(SEIS Alternative 6) The riparian wetlands along the Cle Elum River would
be retained within dedicated open space that encompasses their requirecahdftbes
entire river corridor and additional forest habitat. Isolated Wetlands 4, 5, andd lveoul
retained in an open space tract within the RV resort area that encompassestuined req
buffers. No compensatorynitigation fordirectimpacts would be required.

In addition, theRevised Master Plancludes a number of measures to minimize impacts
to wetlands, water quality, and associatedetation and fish and wildlife habitat both
during and after construction:
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x Construction limits, including staging areas, would be clearly marked in the field
prior to beginning construction activities.

x Clearly marking the limits of wetland buffer areas on construction plans and in
the field to prevent unauthorized damage to critical areas during construction

X A permanent stormwater management system would benéelsend installed
consistent with th&tormwater Management Manual for Eastern Washington
(WDOE 2019a) and applicable City of Cle Elum development regulations in
place at the time of permitting fproject Operation of this system would avoid
and minimiz the potential for impacts surface waters arftsheries resources.

x Appropriate BMPs and TESC measures would be implemented in accordance
with an approved SWPPP, consistent with standards althentStormwater
Management Manual for Eastern Washimgiocluding specific measures to
prevent and control spills of pollutants, and to handle, control, and store potential
contaminants

x Construction staging areas would be located outside of wetland bwifieirs the
RV resort are@ minimize impacts to vegation

x If any wetland buffer areas temporarily disturbed for construction access and
staging would be revegetated, subject to an approved mitigationliara,
mixture of native plant species following completion of construction activities

X Avoiding vehicle re-fueling and maintenance activities within wetland buffers, or
within at least 100 feet of wetlands

X The proposed landscaping onsite would generally consist of natural, local, and
drought tolerant planthat may benefit wildlifeincluding hydroseed mixes that
could include wildflowers, but not any plants considered to be noxious weeds.
Also, imported soil materials would be wefde.

With respect to impacts of increased angler fishing pressure on fishenesaes and

habitat, WOFW is expected to continue to manage the regional fishery in much the same
way as it has in the past. They would continue to monitor fishing in the Cle Elum and
Yakima Rivers and evaluate local fish populations. If problems were identified, the
WDFW woul likely implement selective gear rules in affected areas. If populations
continued to decline, WDFW could apply catch and release regulations in additional
areas, narrow the fishing season, or as a last resort enact closures.

With respect taverall fish andvildlife habitat, as outlined in the UGA Final EIS (City

of Cle Elum 2002), mitigation measures inherent to the project include those provisions
in the Cooperative Agreement among Trendwest, WDFW, and the Yakama tation
apply to potential cumulative impacts from the MPR and Cle Elum UGA developments.
For example, thegreementdentifies use restrictions within thier corridor to protect

the value of fish andiildlife resources
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Programmatic elements tifatagreement included:

* MountainStanow Kittitas) Conservation TrustThe Cooperative Agreement
established this non-profit organization, in which Trendwest, WDFW, and the
Yakama Nation agreed to participate for the purpose of owning and managing
conservation easements in the Cle Elum River corridor and West Side Open Space
Areas (in the Master Planned Re¥oitheKittitas Conservation TruskKCT) was
created for the purpose of holding conservation easements in the Cle Elum River
Corridor and in Managed and Natural open spaces within the Trendwest Properties.

» Offsite Conservation Easemerithe Trust will acquire a Conservation Easement
on, or development rights to, an additional 1,500 acres outside of lands owned by
Trendwest.

» Development/Implementation of a Land Stewarggblian A conceptualand
Stewardship Plan was originally developed by Raedeke Associates, Inc. (2000a),
and was subsequently followed by specific LSPs covering the Cle Elum River
corridor and other portions of the Master Planned Resort (MPR) pr¢Redsieke
Associates, Inc. 2018). Conservation Easements granted under this plan include
natural and managed open space within the entire Cle Elum River corridor,
including the portion on the current 47° North property. This plan is intended to
promote the f#ective management of open space areas on Tren¢mest
Sundcadia) land with a primary focus on: (1) healthy aquatic and upland
ecosystems, (2) maintaining and enhancing forest health, and (3) protecting and
enhancing fish and wildlife habitat.

TheKCT monitors and enforces compliance with restrictions contained in the
conservation easements in perpetuity. KCT also undertakes additional adtvities

protect and enhance natural resource and recreation values within the upper Yakima ba
including owning land, holding conservation easements, and restoring and enhancing
critical open space that support fish and wildlife habitat.

Lands within the conservation easements are to be forever managed predominately for
their wildlife habitat andcompatible recreational opportunities. The easements prohibit
use of the conservation easement lands that would significantly impair or inteitfere
these stated objectives. The terms of the easements also include the requaoek@mnt f
approval of Land Stewardship Plans developed for these areas, and any changes and
revisions to these land stewardship plans. This also includes approval of forest
management activities occurring on easement laMiEnagement activities may include
actions that promote firewise and healthy forests.

Protection and management of forest and wildlife habitat under conservatioreeasem
encompassing the river corridor would protect the areas most used by elk. Minimizing
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the extent of trails within the river corridor open space would imétimize potential
human-elk conflicts.

5.3 OTHER POTENTIAL MITIGATION MEASURES

Conservation easements could be conveyed to additional designated open space areas
across the site, where feasilbdeyond the Cle Elum River corridor, which would enable
these to be managed for healthy forests and wildlife habitat in coordination with
recreational uses.

Landscape strips within the road corridors may also include native plants thabhmeve s
value for wildlife cover and foqgdvhere feasiblegiven considerations of maintaining
adequate sight distance for public safety and other applicable road standards.

As noted in the 2002 FEIS, additional potential measures to mitigate impacts ofédcreas
fishing pressure on fisheries resources could incltleexploring angler management
options with the WDFW and Yakama Nation, such as increased angler education,
dispersing angling pressure to underused areas, and providing alternatives to traditional
fishing opportunities(2) implementation of creel surveys (coordinated with WDFW) to
address issues directly related to angler fishing presence; or (3) impleameotdish
population surveys (coordinated with WDFW to assess quantitative changes in discrete
stream reaches

Hiking trails could be located outside the river corridor so that elk viewing would be
possible without traversing the elk habitat. Elk viewing areas could be established.
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6.0 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

Similar to the conclusion reached in the 2@03, ro significant impacts to wetlands or
aqguatic or fish habitat are expected under the Revised MasteAREmm4tive 6.
Development of theroject site under eith&EISAlternative5 or 6 would result in the
following unavoidable adversmpacts:

1.

Removalof a substantial areaf the existing native vegetation and soils and
replacement by nonative communities or impervious surfaces; retained native
vegetation communitiesmong the various development areas would become
primarily edge hbitat

A reduction in the local populations of most native wildlife speani¢ise area

and continuation of a shift in species composition to favor species more adapted
to urban environmentshose animals displaced from the site would likely perish;
and

An increase in disturbance of adjoining arafasative foresand ripariarhabitat
and on adjacent lands as a result of increased human activity including vehicular
traffic.

Such impacts are typical and unavoidable in the context of urban geegib

No additional significant unavoidable adverse impacts to plants and animals not
identified forthis project arean the Draft or Final EIS (City of Cle Elum 2002002
would likely occur undeeitherSEISAlternative5 or SEISAlternative6.
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7.0 LIMITATIONS

We have prepared this report for the exclusive use of The City of Cle Elum, Sun
Communities, EA ES;Tand their consultants. No other person or agency may rely upon
the information, analysis, or conclusions contained herein without permissiothizom

The determination of ecological system classifications, functions, values, and esindar
is an inexact science, and different individuals and agencies may reach different
conclusions. With regard to wetlands, the final determination of their boundaries for
regulatory purposes is the responsibility of the various agencies that regulate
development activities in wetlands. We cannot guarantee the outcome of such
determinations. Therefore, the conclusions of this report should be reviewed by the
appropriate regulatory agencies.

We warrant that the work performed conforms to standards generally accepted in our
field, and prepared substantially in accordance with then-current technicairgesdeid
criteria. The conclusions of this report represent the results of our analrses of

information provided by the project proponent and their consultants, together with
information gathered in the course of the study. No other warranty, expressed or implied,

is made.
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Table 1. Summary of wetlands on the 47° North project site based on previous EIS
studies (City of Cle Elum 2001, 2002) and the current EIS Update.

Size 2001/2002 EIS 2020 SEIS
Wetland | Vegetation Clasqy (acres) | Rating | Buffer (ft) | Rating | Buffer (ft)
1 PEM/PSS 0.6 v 25 [l 20C°
2 PSS/PFO 2 Il 100 I 20C°
3 PSS/PFO 14 I 100 [l 20C°
4 PSS/PFO 0.19 1 50 I 75
5 PSS 0.30 1 50 Il 75
6 PSS 0.01 -- -- 1 60

1 Ratings and buffers from the 2001/2002 EIS are based on then-current City of Cle
Elum code requirements.

2 Ratings and buffers for the current SEIS are based on the current WDOE rating

system (Hruby 2014) and the current City of Cle Elum (2019) critical areas
regulations.

3 Wetlands 1, 2, and 3 are located in the flood plain of the Cle Elum River, which

requires 200-foot buffers under the City of Cle Elum (2016) Shoreline
Management Program.
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Table 2. Summary of egetative Covetypes within the 47° Nroject site based on 2019 field

investigations.

Cover Type Cover Type| Existing Habitat [Percentage of Cover Within 47° N
Symbol (Acres) Footprint
Forested Coniferous: mixed coniferous sped
Forested Coniferous: mixed coniferous sped 0
open canopy (thinned) Fect 3130 39.0%
Forested Coniferou®ouglasfir dominant, 0
Closed canopy Fcf 12.1 1.5%
Forested Coniferous: Ponderosa pine domirf
closed canopy Fcp 66.8 8.3%
Forested Coniferous: Ponderosa pine domir] n
closed canopy (thinned) Heol Ly Lyeas
Forested Deciduous: mixettciduous species Fd 21.4 2.7%
Forested Mixed: mixed deciduous and Q
coniferous species Al e g
Forested Early Successional: mixed conifer Fsc 128.2 16.0%
Cle Elum River River 16.4 2.0%
Powerline Corridor Righof-way: herbaceous ROW 389 4.8%
& scattered shrubs/saplings ’ o7
Wetland WL 7.4 0.9%
Total 803.1 100.0%
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Table3. Endangered, Threatened, Proposed, Candidate, Species of Cande®ensitive Animal Species
Identified by Federal and State Agencies as Potentially Occurring in the pfigjedty .

Scientific Name

Common Name

Federal Status

State Status

Haliaeetus leucocephalus | Bald eagle none sensitive
Strixoccidentalis caurina Northern spotted owl threatened endangered
Rana cascadae Cascades frog none none
Rana luteiventris Columbia spotted frog None candidate
Plethodon larselli Larch Mountain salamander species of concern sensitive
Ascaphus truei Tailed frog species of concern monitor
Chlidonias niger Black tern none none
Buteo regalis Ferruginous hark species of concern threatened
Hisrrionicus hisrrionicus Harlequin duck none none
Empidonax traillii brewsteri | Little willow flycatcher none none
Accipiter gentilis Northern goshawk species of concern candidate
Contopus cooperii Olivesided flycatcher species of concern none
Falco peregrinus Peregrine falcon species of concern none
Myotis (five species) Myotis bats species of concern monitor
Martes pennanti Pacific fisher candidate endangered
Corynorhinus townsendii Pacific/Pale Townsend's bégared bat | species of concern candidate
Sciurus griseus griseus Western gray squirrel species of concern threatened
Contia tenuis Sharptailed Snake species of concern candidate
Picoides arcticus Blackbacked Woodpecker none candidate
Dryocopus pileatus Pileated Woodpecker none candidate
Chaetura vauxi Vaux's swift none candidate
Pandion haliaetus Osprey none none
Cathartes aura Turkey vulture none none
Sialia mexicana Western bluebird none none
Odocoileus hemionus Rocky Mountain mule deer none priority game species
Cervus elaphus nelsoni Rocky Mountain Elk none priority game species
Canis lupus Gray wolf endangered endangered*
Lynx canadensis Canada lynx threatened endangered
Ursus arctos Grizzly bear threatened endangered
Gulo gulo luteus North American wolverine candidate candidate
Brachyramphus marmoratuy Marbled murrelet threatened threatened
Coccyzus americanus Western vellowbilled cuckoo threatened endangered

Source: WDFW2008; USFWS 201,2019

* Gray wolf is listed as endangered in the westesmthirds of Washington and not listed in the eastern

third of Washington

** Species that have been up-listed (more stringent regulations) since 2002 are higlighte
yellow, species that have been down-listed (less stringent regulations) since 20Q2laykted

in green.
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Table4. Common and scientific names of wildlife obser{@een or heard) and
wildlife sign recordedwvithin the project siteluring our October 2019

field investigation

Common Name

Scientific Name

BIRDS

Golden-crowned kinglet
White-breasted nuthatch
Black-capped Chickadee
American Crow
Common Raven
Mountain Chickadee
Redbreasted nuthatch
Varied thrush

Downy Woodpecker
Hairy Woodpecker
Pileated Woodpecker
Redtailed Hawk
American Robin
Dark-eyed Junco
Steller's Jay

GrayJay

Spotted Towhee

Ruffed Grouse

Regulus satrapa

Sitta carolinensis
Poecile atricapillus
Corvus brachyrhynchos
Corvus corax

Poecile gambeli

Sitta canadensis
Ixoreus naevius
Picoides pubescens
Leuconotopicus villosus
Dryocopus pileatus
Buteo jamaicensis
Turdus migratorius
Junco hyemalis
Cyanacitta stelleri
Perisoreus canadensis
Pipilo maculatus
Bonasa umbellus

M AMMALS

Black-tailed deer
Elk
Towsend’s Mole

Odocoileus hemionus
Cervus elaphus
Scapanus townsendii
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Table5. Summary of Land Use by Alternative.

FEIS Alt. 5 SEIS Alt. 5 SEIS Alt. 6

Ac. | Units | Ac. | Units | Ac. | Units
Residential Uses
SingleFamily 213 810 165 810 | 124.7| 527
Multi-Family 78 524 56 524 | 18.6 | 180
RV Resort 1456 | 627
Affordable Housing Site 75 | (507 | 6.8 -1
Subtotal 291 | 1,334 228.5| 1,334 | 295.7 | 1,334
Non-Residential Uses
Neighborhood Clubhouse & Lake 22 18 16.9
(Amenity/Adventure Centers)
Recreation Expansion 11 10.5
Subtotal 33 28.5 16.9
Other Uses
Community (Municipal) Recreation Center| 12 12 12.2
School Expansion Site 35 35 --3
Cemetery Expansion Site 10 10 134
Commercial Development 80 75 (25.4)

4
Water Treatment Plant Site 12 12 --3
Reserve: Horse Park, Open Space, Buffer] 175 175 -
Maintenance Area 2
Connector Road --5 --5 9.5
Subtotal 326 319 35.1
Open Space
Undeveloped Open Space 287 246 436.1
7

Steep Slope Areas/Buffers 126 172 -8
Wetlands/Buffers -2 -2 3.4
Powerline Right of Way 37 37 37.2
Residential Buffers 69 ---10
Subtotal 450 524 476.7
TOTAL 1,100 | 1,334| 1,100 | 1,334 | 824.4| 1,334
TOTAL CLEARED AREA 4032 401 333.3

Source: 2002 UGA FEIS, 2002 Development Agreement and Sun Commod#ies, 2
INo development of affordable housing units are assumed at this time undsrA3E6.
°The affordable housing units are not included in the total residential unit countnu®HES Alt. 5.

3The school expansion and water treatment sites have been dedidatéhe Cle Elum Roslyn
School District and the City of Cle Elum, respectively. Therefore, #ieas are not included
under SEIS Alt. 6.
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Table5. Continued.

4The commercial development is not included in SEIS Alt. 6 because it istlyuotened by
Suncadia. The cleared area (18.0 acres) is included in the SEIS Alt. 6 totalacksared

5The reserve area consists of the Horse Park (112 ac.) to the south of°*tdeside, open space
between the Horse Park and the M site (55 ac.), and theuffer along 190 (8 ac.). The reserve
area is not included as cleared in FEIS Alt. 5, SEIS Alt. 5, or SEIS Alt. 6.

5The connector road is incorporated into the other developed areas und& A&E 5 and SEIS Alt.
5.

The undeveloped open space includ@ger corridor open space (160.0 ac.), managed open
space (103.9 ac.), and natural open space (172.2 ac.) under SEIS Alt. 6

8The steep slope areas and the buffers inlRAfe included in the undeveloped open space under
SEIS Alt. 6; other wetlands/buféeare included in the river corridor open space.

9The wetlands/buffers are included in the river corridor open space.

OWhile some vegetation would be preserved/provided in the residemtiahs under SEIS Alt. 6,
these areas are not included in the opgrase calculations.

1Some of the areas assumed to be cleared and in impervious surfaces differebetive
alternatives (e.g., the areas for the public facilities, community recreatienter, school
expansion, and cemetery expansion) becadi$ierent assumptions were made for these areas in
the 2002 EIS for FEIS Alt.5, the 2002 DA for SEIS Alt. 5, and the curseqdtp&an for SEIS Alt. 6.

12Cleared area for FEIS Alt. 5 was obtained from 2002 EIS Appendix E, Séeriaggirechnical
Repat Table 11.
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WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
PRIORITY HABITATS AND SPECIES REPORT

SOURCE DATASET: PHSPIlusPublic

REPORT DATE:

10/16/2019 10.05

Query ID: P191016100524

Common Name Site Name Priority Area Accuracy Federal Status Sensitive Data Source Entity
Scientific Name Source Dataset Occurrence Type State Status Resolution Geometry Type
Source Record More Information (URL) PHS Listing Status
Notes Source Date Mgmt Recommendations
Chinook Cle Elum River Occurrence NA Not Warranted N WDFW Fish Program
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha SASI Occurrence N/A AS MAPPED Lines
1747 http://wdfw.wa.gov/wim/diversty/soc/soc.htm
http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php? PHS Listed
Coho Cle Elum River Breeding Area NA N/A N
Oncorhynchus kisutch SWIFD Breeding area N/A AS MAPPED Lines
5615 http://wdfw.wa.gov/wim/diversty/soc/soc.htm
http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php? PHS LISTED
Dolly Varden/ Bull Trout Cle Elum River Occurrence/Migration NA N/A N
Salvelinus malma SWIFD Occurrence/migration N/A AS MAPPED Lines
5619 http://wdfw.wa.gov/wim/diversty/soc/soc.htm
http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php? PHS LISTED
Elk DOMERIE FLATS ELK Regular Concentration 1/4 mile (Quarter N/A N WA Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
Cervus elaphus PHSREGION Regular concentration N/A AS MAPPED Polygons
901287
http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php? PHS LISTED
Freshwater Forested/Shrub N/A Aquatic Habitat NA N/A N US Fish and Wildlife Service
NWIWetlands Aquatic habitat N/A AS MAPPED Polygons
http://www.ecy.wa. PHS Listed
Freshwater Forested/Shrub N/A Aquatic Habitat NA N/A N US Fish and Wildlife Service
NWIWetlands Aquatic habitat N/A AS MAPPED Polygons
http://www.ecy.wa. PHS Listed
Freshwater Forested/Shrub N/A Aquatic Habitat NA N/A N US Fish and Wildlife Service
NWIWetlands Aquatic habitat N/A AS MAPPED Polygons
http://www.ecy.wa. PHS Listed
10/16/2019 10.05
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Priority Area

Common Name Site Name Accuracy Federal Status Sensitive Data Source Entity
Scientific Name Source Dataset Occurrence Type State Status Resolution Geometry Type
Source Record More Information (URL) PHS Listing Status
Notes Source Date Mgmt Recommendations
Freshwater Forested/Shrub N/A Aquatic Habitat NA N/A N US Fish and Wildlife Service
NWIWetlands Aquatic habitat N/A AS MAPPED Polygons
http://www.ecy.wa. PHS Listed
Freshwater Forested/Shrub N/A Aquatic Habitat NA N/A N US Fish and Wildlife Service
NWIWetlands Aquatic habitat N/A AS MAPPED Polygons
http://www.ecy.wa. PHS Listed
Northern Spotted Ow Occurrence Map 1:24,000 <= 40  Threatened Y WA Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
Strix occidentalis WS_OccurPoint Biotic detection Endangered TOWNSHIP Points
75817
May 17, 2003 http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php? PHS LISTED
Northern Spotted Owl Management Buffer NA Threatened Y WA Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
Strix occidentalis WS_OwliStatus_Buf Management buffer Endangered TOWNSHIP Polygons
http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php? PHS Listed
Rainbow Trout Cle Elum River Occurrence/Migration NA N/A N
Oncorhynchus mykiss SWIFD Occurrence/migration N/A AS MAPPED Lines
5627 http://wdfw.wa.gov/iwim/diversty/soc/soc.htm
http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php? PHS LISTED
Riverine N/A Aquatic Habitat NA N/A N US Fish and Wildlife Service
NWIWetlands Aquatic habitat N/A AS MAPPED Polygons
http://www.ecy.wa. PHS Listed
Sharp-tailed Snake Occurrence 1/4 mile (Quarter N/A Y WA Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
Contia tenuis WS_OccurPoint Biotic detection Candidate QTR-TWP Points
17662
August 21, 1999 http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php? PHS LISTED
Sharp-tailed Snake Occurrence GPS N/A Y WA Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
Contia tenuis WS_OccurPoint Biotic detection Candidate QTR-TWP Points
146725
May 06, 2018 http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php? PHS LISTED

10/16/2019 10.05
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Common Name Site Name Priority Area Accuracy Federal Status Sensitive Data Source Entity
Scientific Name Source Dataset Occurrence Type State Status Resolution Geometry Type

Source Record More Information (URL) PHS Listing Status
Notes Source Date Mgmt Recommendations
Sharp-tailed Snake Occurrence 1/4 mile (Quarter N/A Y WA Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
Contia tenuis WS_OccurPoint Biotic detection Candidate QTR-TWP Points

10681

April 21, 1994 http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php? PHS LISTED
Sharp-tailed Snake Occurrence 1/4 mile (Quarter N/A Y WA Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
Contia tenuis WS_OccurPoint Biotic detection Candidate QTR-TWP Points

17488

April 12, 1994 http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php? PHS LISTED
Sharp-tailed Snake Occurrence 1/4 mile (Quarter N/A Y WA Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
Contia tenuis PHSREGION Individual occurrence Candidate QTR-TWP Polygons

917950

http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php? PHS LISTED

Sharp-tailed Snake Occurrence 1/4 mile (Quarter N/A Y WA Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
Contia tenuis WS_OccurPoint Biotic detection Candidate QTR-TWP Points

10272

July 01, 1978 http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php? PHS LISTED
Sharp-tailed Snake Occurrence 1/4 mile (Quarter N/A Y WA Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
Contia tenuis WS_OccurPoint Biotic detection Candidate QTR-TWP Points

10274

May 01, 1978 http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php? PHS LISTED
Sharp-tailed Snake Occurrence 1/4 mile (Quarter N/A Y WA Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
Contia tenuis WS_OccurPoint Biotic detection Candidate QTR-TWP Points

10686

May 18, 1994 http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php? PHS LISTED
Sharp-tailed Snake Occurrence 1/4 mile (Quarter N/A Y WA Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
Contia tenuis WS_OccurPoint Biotic detection Candidate QTR-TWP Points

17493

July 02, 1997 http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php? PHS LISTED
Sharp-tailed Snake Occurrence 1/4 mile (Quarter N/A Y WA Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
Contia tenuis PHSREGION Individual occurrence Candidate QTR-TWP Polygons

917950

http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php? PHS LISTED

10/16/2019 10.05
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Priority Area

Common Name Site Name Accuracy Federal Status Sensitive Data Source Entity
Scientific Name Source Dataset Occurrence Type State Status Resolution Geometry Type
Source Record More Information (URL) PHS Listing Status
Notes Source Date Mgmt Recommendations
Spring Chinook Cle Elum River Breeding Area NA N/A N
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha SWIFD Breeding area N/A AS MAPPED Lines
5612 http://wdfw.wa.gov/wim/diversty/soc/soc.htm
http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php? PHS LISTED
Steelhead Cle Elum River Occurrence NA Threatened N WDFW Fish Program
Oncorhynchus mykiss SASI Occurrence N/A AS MAPPED Lines
6894 http://wdfw.wa.gov/wlm/diversty/soc/soc.htm
http://Awdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php? PHS Listed
Summer Steelhead Cle Elum River Breeding Area NA N/A N
Oncorhynchus mykiss SWIFD Breeding area N/A AS MAPPED Lines
5628 http://wdfw.wa.gov/wim/diversty/soc/soc.htm
http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php? PHS LISTED
Westslope Cutthroat Cle Elum River Occurrence/Migration NA N/A N
Oncorhynchus clarki lewisi  SWIFD Occurrence/migration N/A AS MAPPED Lines
5630 http://wdfw.wa.gov/wim/diversty/soc/soc.htm
http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php? PHS LISTED

DISCLAIMER. This report includes information that the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) maintains in a central computer database.
as to the impacts of your project on fish and wildlife. This information only documents the location of fish and wildlife resources to the best of our knowledge. It is not a complete inventory and it is important to note that fish
and wildlife resources may occur in areas not currently known to WDFW biologists, or in areas for which comprehensive surveys have not been conducted. Site specific surveys are frequently necesssary to rule out the
presence of priority resources. Locations of fish and wildlife resources are subject to vraition caused by disturbance, changes in season and weather, and other factors. WDFW does not recommend using reports more than

six months old.

10/16/20191b¢518

It is not an attempt to provide you with an official agency response
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WDFW Test Map

October 16, 2019 1:32,858
0 0.275 0.55 1.1 mi
PHS Report Clip Area POLY QTR-TWP [ T S T N S S
" PT TOWNSHIP Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Aibus
SECTION DS, USDA, USGS, AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
CITY000492
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for

West Coast Salmon & Steelhead

Evolutionarily Significant Unit / ESA | Date of ESA | Date of CH
Distinct Population Segment Status Listing Designation
Puget Sound Recovery Domain
Hood Canal Summer-run Chum Salmon T 3/25/1999 9/212005
Ozette Lake Sockeye Salmon T 3/25/1999 9/2/2005
Puget Sound Chinook Salmon T 3/24/1999 9/2/2005
Puget Sound Steelhead T 5/11/2007 2/24/2016
Interior Columbia Recovery Domain
. I 3/25/1999
Middle Columbia River Steelhead T 1/5/2006 9/2/2005
Snake River Fall-run Chinook Salmon T 4/22/1992 12/281993
bAHO Snake River Spring / Summer-run Chinook T 42211992 10/25/1999
Salmon
Snake River Sockeye Salmon E 11/20/1991 12/28/1993
8/18/1997
ke Ri teelh T 2/200!
Snake River Steelhead 1/5/2006 9/2/2005
U Columbia River Spring-run Chinook
pper Columbia River Spring-run Chinool z 372411999 /212005
Salmon
8/18/1997
Upper Columbia River Steelhead T 9/2/2005
1/5/2006
Willamette / Lower Columbia Recovery Domain
Columbia River Chum Salmon T 3/25/1999 9/2/2005
Lower Columbia River Chinook Salmon T 3/24/1999 9/2/2005
Lower Columbia River Coho Salmon T 6/28/2005 2/24/2016
R 3/19/1998
Lower Columbia River Steelhead T 1/5/2006 9/2/2005
Upper Willamette River Chinook Salmon T 3/24/1999 9/2/2005
Upper Willamette River Steelhead T SIEEIEER 9/2/2005
1/5/2006

Oregon Coast Recovery Domain

Oregon Coast Coho Salmon

| T | 2/11/2008 |2/11/2008

Southern Oregon / Northern California Coast Recover

y Domain

Southern OR / Northern CA Coasts Coho
Salmon

T 5/6/1997 5/5/1999

North-Central California Coast Recovery Domain

California Coastal Chinook Salmon T 9/16/1999 9/2/2005
10/31/1996 (T)
Central California Coast Coho Salmon E | 6/28/2005 (E) 5/5/1999
4/2/2012 (RE)
18/1997
Central California Coast Steelhead T R 9/2/2005
1/5/2006
Northern California Steelhead T CPE 9/2/2005
1/5/2006
Central Valley Recovery Domain
. . 3/19/1998
California Central Valley Steelhead T 1/5/2006 9/2/2005
Central Valley Spring-run Chinook Salmon T 9/16/19%9 9/2/2005
Sacramento River Winter-run Chinook E 11/5/1990 (T) 6/16/1993
Salmon 1/4/1994 (E)
South-Central / Southern California Coast Recovery  Domain
18/1997
South-Central California Coast Steelhead T B 9/2/2005
1/5/2006
8/18/1997
Southern California Steelhead E 5/1/2002 (RE) 9/2/2005
1/5/2006
ESA = Endangered Species Act, CH = Cri&lnmnge Extension

E = Endangered,

T = Threatened,




,3D& ([SORUH /RFDWLRQ

a2Cé& 75 )KUJ O9KNFNKF

a2C& TGUQWTEG NKUV

6JKU TGRQTV KU CP CWVQOCVKECNN[ IGPGTCVGF NKUV QH URGEKC
EQNNGEVKXGN[ VGWHVT GE MIVMEEGVJIG 7 5 )KUJ CPF 9KNFNKHG 5G
LWTKUFKEVKQP VJCV CTG MPQYP QT GZRGEVGF VQ DG QP QT PGCT
OC[ CNUQ KPENWFG VTWUV TGUQWTEGU VJCV QEEWT QWVUKFG QH
FKTGEVN[ QT KPFKTGEVN[ CAGEVGF D[ CEVKXKVKGU KP VJG RTQLG
CPF GZVGPV QH GAaGEVU C RTQLGEV OC[ JCXG QP VIWUV TGUQWTE
UKVG URGEKOE G | XGIGVCVKQP URGEKGU UWTXG[U CPF RTQLGE
RTQRQUGF CEVKXKVKGU KPHQTOCVKQP

%GNQY KU C UWOOCT[ QH VJG RTQLGEV KPHQTOCVKQP [QW RTQXKI
QPEG U YKVJ LWTKUFKEVKQP KP VJG FGOPGF RTQLGEV CTGC 2NG
VICV HQNNQYU (PFCPIGTGF 5RGEKGU /KITCVQT[ %KTFU 75)95 )CE
CFFKVKQPCN KPHQTOCVKQP CRRNKECDNG VQ VJG VTWUV TGUQWTE

.QECVKQP

-KVVKVCU &QWPV[ 9CUJKPIVQP

.QECN QPEG

9CUJKPIVQP )KUJ $PF 9KNFNKHG 1PEG

™

“

'GUOQPF 'TKXG 5G S5WKVG
.CEG[ 9%

JVVR YYY HYU IQX YCHYQ
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,3D& ([SORUH /RFDWLRQ

(PFCPIGTGF URGEKGU

6JKU TGUQWTEG NKUV KU HQT KPHQTOCVKQPCN RWTRQUGU QPNJ[ C
RTQLGEV NGXGN KORCEVU

6JG RTKOCT[ KPHQTOCVKQP WUGF VQ IGPGTCVG VJKU NKUV KU VJC
$FFKVKQPCN CTGCU QH KPOWGPEG $14 HQT URGEKGU CTG CNUQ
VIJG URGEKGU TCPIG KH VJG URGEKGU EQWNF DG KPFKTGEVN[ CaG
FCO WRUVTGCO QH C OUJ RQRWNCVKQP GXGP KH VJCV OUJ FQGU
KORCEV VJG URGEKGU D[ TGFWEKPI QT GNKOKPCVKPI YCVGT OQY F
CPF UKVG EQPFKVKQPU ECP EJCPIG VJG URGEKGU QP VJKU NKUV ¢
VJG RTQLGEV CTGC 6Q HWNN[ FGVGTOKPG CP[ RQVGPVKCN GAaGEV
RTQLGEV URGEKOE KPHQTOCVKQP KU QHVGP TGSWKTGF

5GEVKQP QH VJG (PFCPITTGMWKOFEBKIEWN KHGPEKGU VQ TGSWGUV
KPHQTOCVKQP YJGVJGT CP[ URGEKGU YJKEJ KU NKUVGF QT RTQRQ
QH UWEJ RTQRQUGF CEVKQP HQT CP[ RTQLGEV VJCV KU EQPFWEV!
)GFGTCN CIGPE[ $ NGVVGT HTQO VJG NQECN QPEG CPF C URGEKG!
QPN)G QDVCKPGF D[ TGSWGUVKPI CP QPEKCN URGEKGU NKUV HTQC(
42C& UGG FKTGEVKQPU DGNQY QT HTQO VJG NQECN OGNF QPEG F

)QT RTQLGEV GXCNWCVKQPU VIJCV TGSWKTG 75)95 EQPEWTTGPEG 1
CPF TGSWGUV CP QPEKCN URGEKGU NKUV D[ FQKPI VJG HQNNQYKP

'TCY VJG RTQLGEV NQECVKQP CPF ENKEM &106407(
&NKEM '()40( 241,(&6

.Ql KP KH FKTGEVGF VQ FQ UQ

2TQXKFG C PCOG CPF FGUETKRVKQP HQT [QWT RTQLGEV
&NKEM 4(37(56 52(&a(5 .456

.KUVGF WURGEKGU CPF VJGKT ETKVKE CNECDEMEON GTE XOLFEREY G5 @
)KUJ CPF 9KNFNKHG 5GTXKEG 75)95 CPF VJG OUJGTKGU FKXKUKQ|
$FOKPKUVTCVKQP 01$$ )KUJGTKGU

SRGEKGU CPF ETKVKECN JCDKVCVU WPFGT VJG UQN®RVWGEGOQRR BPKDXK
NKUV 2NGCUGSBEQRVOENARBEKGU WPFGT VIGKT LWTKUFKEVKQP

SRGEKGU NKUVGFEFWPIFITGFISRGEKGU $EV CTG VITGCVGPGF QT C
URGEKGU VJCV CTG ECPFKFCVGU QT RNIQURKPG U HIDFTNERVIEP | !
KPHQTOCVKQP

01$$ )KUJGTHIWW MPQYP CU VJG OCVKQPCN /CTKPG )KUJGTKGU 51
OCVKQPCN 1EGCPKE CPF $VOQURJGTKE $FOKPKUVTCVKQP YKVJK

6JG HQNNQYKPI URGEKGU CTG RQVGPVKCNN[ CaGEVGF D[ CEVKXKYV

/COOCNU

0$/( 56$675
Exhibit C-18 CITY000495
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,3D& ([SORUH /RFDWLRQ

&CPCFC .[FPZ ECPCFGPUKU 6JTGCVGPGF
6JGTAORUBNTKVKECN JCDKVCV HQT VJKU URGEKGU ;QWT NQECVKQP KU QW
VJG ETKVKECN JCDKVCV
JVVRU GEQU HYU IQX GER URGEKGU

*TC[ 9QHEPKU NWRWU (PFCPIGTGF

75% SNNOQH S$. $4 &$% &1 &6 '( ). *$ &4$ 40 4. -5 -2 .$ I$ I I

/& /1 /5 0& 0' O( O+ 0, 08 O0; 1+ 1- 2% 44 5& 5 60 6: 8%

86 94 CPF 98 CPF RQTVKQPU QH $< 0/ 14 76 CPF 9% /GZKEQ
6JGTAORONTKVKECN JCDKVCV HQT VJKU URGEKGU 6JG NQECVKQP QH VJG
ETKVKECN JCDKVCV KU PQV CXCKNCDNG
JVVRU GEQU HYU IQX GER URGEKGU

*TC[ 9Q&IGIPKU NWRWU 2TQRQUGF (PFCPIGTGF
9GUVGTP '"KUVKPEV 2QRWNCVKQP 5GIOGPV
0Q ETKVKECN JCDKVCV JCU DGGP FGUKIPCVGF HQT VJKU URGEKGU

0QTVJ $OGTKECP 9WNXGITKNYG NWUEWU 2TQRQUGF 6JTGCVGPG
0Q ETKVKECN JCDKVCV JCU DGGP FGUKIPCVGF HQT VJKU URGEKGU
JVVRU GEQU HYU IQX GER URGEKGU

KTFU

08/( 56$675

ICTDNGF /' WIRATANEIIYTCORJIJWU OCTOQTCVWU 6JTGCVGPGF
6JGTARUONTKVKECN JCDKVCV HQT VJKU URGEKGU ;QWT NQECVKQP KU QW
VJG ETKVKECN JCDKVCV
JVVRU GEQU HYU IQX GER URGEKGU

OQTVIGTP 5ROWBWWEKZAVYNEEKFGPVCNKU ECWTBPICGCVGPGF
6JGTARUONTKVKECN JCDKVCV HQT VJKU URGEKGU ;QWT NQECVKQP KU QW
VJG ETKVKECN JCDKVCV
JVVRU GEQU HYU IQX GER URGEKGU

'GNNQY DKNN@REBR[EMQ TOGTKECPWU 6JTGCVGPGF
6JGTRKQRQEGRVKECN JCDKVCV HQT VJKU URGEKGU ;QWT NQECVKQP KU
QWVUKFG VJG ETKVKECN JCDKVCYV
JVVRU GEQU HYU IQX GER URGEKGU

)KUJGU
0%/( 56%$675
%WWNN BIONWKENKPWU EQPOWGPVWU 6JTGCVGPGF

6JGTAORUNTKVKECN JCDKVCV HQT VJKU URGEKGU ;QWT NQECVKQP QXGTN
VIJG ETKVKECN JCDKVCYV
JVVRU GEQU HYU IQX GER URGEKGU
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,3D& ([SORUH /RFDWLRQ

&TKVKECN JCDKVCVU

2QVGPVKCN GaGEVU VQ ETKVKECN JCDKVCV U KP VJKU NQECVKQP
URGEKGU VIGOUGNXGU

6JKU NQECVKQP QXGTNCRU VJG ETKVKECN JCDKVCV HQT VJG HQNN

0$/( 6;2(
%WNN GIONMXGENKPWU EQPOWGPVWU YKPCN
JVVRU GEQU HYU IQX GER URGEKGU ETKVJCD

IKITCVQT[ DKTFU

&GTVCKP DKTFU CTG RTQVGEVGF WPFGT-VJG /KITCVQT[ %KTF 6TGC
2TQVGEVKQP $EV

$P[ RGTUQP QT QTICPK\CVKQP YJQ RNCPU QT EQPFWEVU CEVKXKVEk
DKTFU GCINGU CPF VJGKT JCDKVCVU UJQWNF HQNNQY CRRTQRTK
CRRTQRTKCVG EQPUGTXCVKQP MEBAUWTGU CU FGUETKDGF

6JOKITCVQT[ WKTFU @AGCV[ $EV
6JBCNF CPF *QNFGP (CINGQ@QAQVGEVKQP $EV

$FFKVKQPCN KPHQTOCVKQP ECP DG HQWPF WUKPI VIG HQNNQYKPI

e KTFU QH &QPUGTXCVKRP ¥QPHGETPIQX DKTFU OCPCIGOGPV OCP
DKTFU QH EQPUGTXCVKQP EQPEGTP RJR

e /GCUWTGU HQT CXQKFKPI CPF OKPKOK\KPI KORCEVU VQ DKTFU
JVVR YYY HYU IQX DKTFU OCPCIGOGPV RTQLGEYVY CUUGUUOGPV
EQPUGTXCVKQP OGCUWTGU RJR

e OCVKQPYKFG EQPUGTXCVKQP OGCUWTGU HQT DKTFU
JVVR YYY HYU I1QX OKITCVQT[DKTFU RFH OCPCIGOGPV PCVKQPRPY

6JG DKTFU NKUVGF DGNQY CTG DKTFU QH RCTVKEWNC T TBQ®PE GKA K
QH &QPUGTXCVKQ@RP&&QNKE®VPQT YCTTCPV URGEKCN CVVGPVKQP KP
OQTG CDQWV VJG NGXGNU QH EQPEGTP HQT DKTFU QP [QWT NKUV
DGNQ&JKU KU PQV C NKUV QH GXGT[ DKTF [QW OC[ OPF KP VJKU NQ
VIJKU NKUV YKNN DG HQWPF KP [QWT RTQLGEV CTGC 6Q UGG GZCE
RWDNKE JCXG UKIJVGF DKTFU KP CPF CTQWMK[FWT RC QLCERKRT &(
GPVGT [QWT NQECVKQP FGUKTGF FCVG TCPIG CPF C URGEKGU QP
$VNCPVKE &QCUV CFFKVKQPCN OCRU CPF OQFGNU FGVCKNKPI VJGC
URGEKGU QP [QWT NKUV CTG CXCKNCDNG .KPMU VQ CFFKVKQPCN
QVJGT KORQTVCPV KPHQTOCVKQP CDQWV [QWT OKITCVQT[ DKTF Nk
WUG [QWT OKITCVQT[ DKTF TERQDW ECP DG HQWPF
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,3D& ([SORUH /RFDWLRQ

)QT IWKFCPEG QP YJGP VQ UEJGFWNG CEVKXKVKGU QT KORNGOGP"
TGFWEG KORCEVU VQ OKITCVQT[ DKTFU QP [QWT NKUV ENKEM QP
VJG VQR QH [QWT NKUV VQ UGG YJGP VJGUG DKTFU CTG OQUV NKM
RTQLGEV CTGC

0$/( %4(('4a0* 5($510 &) $

%4(('40* 5($510 45 40'a&$
)14 $ %a4' 10 ;174 .456 6
%ad' /$; %A((' 40 ;174
241,(&6 $4($ 51/(6a/( 946+
6+( 6a/()4%/( 52(&a)a(’
9+4&+ 45 $ 8(4; .a%(4$.
(564/$6( 1) 6+( '$6(5 4054’
9+4&+ 6+( %ad' %4(('5
$&4155 465 (064a4( 4$0*(
%4(('5 (.5(9+(4( A40'4&S$6(
6+$6 6+( %Aa4’ '1(5 016 .4-
%A4((' 40 ;174 241,(&6 $4($

%CNF (GIIBKCGGVWU NGWEQEGRJCNWU %WTGGFU 'GE VQ $WiI
6JKU KU PQV C %KTF QH &QPUGTXCVKQP &QPEGTP %&& KP VJKU CTGC €
YCTTCPVU CVVGPVKQP DGECWUG QH VJG (CING $EV QT HQT RQVGPVKCN
UWUEGRVKDKNKVKGU KP QaUJQTG CTGCU HTQO EGTVCKP V[RGU QH FGXG
QT CEVKXKVKGU
JVVRU GEQU HYU IQX GER URGEKGU

%NCEM BYRKBHENQKFGU PKIGT %TGGFU ,WP VQ 5GR
6JKU KU C %KTF QH &QPUGTXCVKQP &QPEGTP %&& VITQWIIQWYV KVU TCF
VJG EQPVKPGPVCN 75%$ CPF $NCUMC
JVVRU GEQU HYU IQX GER URGEKGU

%TGYGT U 5BRRKT®NNC DTGYGTK %TGGFU /C[ VQ $WI
6JKU KU C %KTF QH &QPUGTXCVKQP &QPEGTP %&& QPN[ KP RCTVKEWNC"
&QPUGTXCVKQP 4GIKQPU %&4U KP VIJIG EQPVKPGPVCN 75%

JVVRU GEQU HYU IOX GER URGEKGU

*QNFGP (GBWEKNC EJT[UCGVQU TGGFU '"GE VQ $WI
6JKU KU C %KTF QH &QPUGTXCVKQP &QPEGTP %&& QPN[ KP RCTVKEWNC"
&QPUGTXCVKQP 4GIKQPU %&4U KP VIJG EQPVKPGPVCN 75%

JVVRU GEQU HYU IQOX GER URGEKGU

.GYKU U 9QQFREANEOWE&ITRGU NGYKU TGGFU $RT VQ 5GR
6JKU KU C %KTF QH &QPUGTXCVKQP &QPEGTP %&& VITQWIIQWY KVU TCH
VJG EQPVKPGPVCN 75%$ CPF $NCUMC
JVVRU GEQU HYU IQX GER URGEKGU

Exhibit C-18 CITY000498
KWWSV HFRV IZV JRY LSDF ORFDWLRQ 5. :4 -% -$==2 ,5) (;1 UHVRXUFHV HQGDQJHUHG VSHFLHV



,3D& ([SORUH /RFDWLRQ

INKXG UKFGF )8QFPCWVRVMET EQQRGTK TGGFU /C| VQ $WiI
6JKU KU C %KTF QH &QPUGTXCVKQP &QPEGTP %&& VITQWIIQWY KVU TCH
VJG EQPVKPGPVCN 75%$ CPF $NCUMC
JVVRU GEQU HYU IQX GER URGEKGU

5CIG 6JTCUTIGQDUEQRVGU OQPVCPWU TGGFU $RT VQ $WiI
6JKU KU C %KTF QH &QPUGTXCVKQP &QPEGTP %&& QPN[ KP RCTVKEWNC"
&QPUGTXCVKQP 4GIKQPU %&4U KP VIJG EQPVKPGPVCN 75%
JVVRU GEQU HYU IQX GER URGEKGU

9JKVG +GCFGF 9Q QKE®KWMGU CNDQNCTXCVWATGGFU /C[ VQ $WI
6JKU KU C %KTF QH &QPUGTXCVKQP &QPEGTP %&& QPN[ KP RCTVKEWNC"
&QPUGTXCVKQP 4GIKQPU %&4U KP VIJG EQPVKPGPVCN 75%
JVVRU GEQU HYU IOX GER URGEKGU

O9KNNKCOUQP U S5RRUWEKBWU VI[TQKFGWU %TGGFU /C[ VQ ,WN
6JKU KU C %KTF QH &QPUGTXCVKQP &QPEGTP %&& QPN[ KP RCTVKEWNC"
&QPUGTXCVKQP 4GIKQPU %&4U KP VIJG EQPVKPGPVCN 75%

JVVRU GEQU HYU IQX GER URGEKGU

9KNNQY )N[EORKF®PCZ VTCKNNKK %TGGFU /C[ VQ $WI
6JKU KU C %KTF QH &QPUGTXCVKQP &QPEGTP %&& QPN[ KP RCTVKEWNC"
&EQPUGTXCVKQP 4GIKQPU %&4U KP VJG EQPVKPGPVCN 75%
JVVRU GEQU HYU IQX GER URGEKGU

2TQDCDKNKV[ QH 2TGUGPEG 5WOOCT]|

6JG ITCRJU DGNQY RTQXKFG QWT DGUV WPFGTUVCPFKPI QH YJGP I
RTGUGPV KP [QWT RTQLGEV CTGC 6JKU KPHQTOCVKQP ECP DG WU
CEVKXKVKGU VQ CXQKF QT OKPKOK\G KORCEVU VQ DKTFU 2NGCUG
E2TQRGT 4PVGTRTGVCVKQP CPF 7UG QH ;QWT /KITCVQT[ %KTF 4GR
KPVGTRTGV VJKU TGRQTYV

2TQDCDKNKV[ QM 2TGUGPEG

(CEJ ITGGP DCT TGRTGUGPVU VJG DKTF U TGNCVKXG RTQDCDKNKYV
RTQLGEVY QXGTNCRU FWTKPI C RCTVKEWNCT YGGM QH VJG [GCT $
$ VCNNGT DCT KPFKECVGU C JKIJGT RTQDCDKNKV[ QH URGEKGU RT
WUGF VQ GUVCDNKUJ C NGXGN QH EQPOFGPEG KP VJG RTGUGPEG |
RTGUGPEG UEQTG KH VJG EQTTGURQPFKPI UWTXG[ GaQTV KU CNUC

+QY KU VIJG RTQDCDKNKV[ QH RTGUGPEG UEQTG ECNEWNCVGF" 6JC

6JG RTQDCDKNKV[ QH RTGUGPEG HQT GCEJ YGGM KU ECNEWNCYV
YGGM YJGTG VIJG URGEKGU YCU FGVGEVGF FKXKFGF D[ VJG VQV(
YGGM )QT GZCORNG KH KP YGGM VIGTG YGTG UWTXG[ GXGI
HQWPF KP QH VJGO VJG RTQDCDKNKV[ QH RTGUGPEG QH VJG 5
6Q RTQRGTN[ RTGUGPV VJG RCVVGTP QH RTGUGPEG CETQUU VJ(

KU ECNEWNCVGF 6JKU KU VJG RTQDCDKNKV[ QH RTGUGPEG FKXl

Exhibit C-18 CITY000499
KWWSV HFRV IZV JRY LSDF ORFDWLRQ 5. :4 -% -$==2 ,5) (;1 UHVRXUFHV HQGDQJHUHG VSHFLHV



,3D& ([SORUH /RFDWLRQ

CETQUU CNN YGGMU )QT GZCORNG KOCIKPG VJG RTQDCDKNKV]
6QYJGG KU CPF VJCV VJG RTQDCDKNKV[ QH RTGUGPEG CV Y(
YGGM QH VJG [GCT 6JG TGNCVKXG RTQDCDKNKV[ QH RTGUGPEG

6JG TGNCVKXG RTQDCDKNKV[ QH RTGUGPEG ECNEWNCVGF KP VJ
EQPXGTUKQP UQ VICV CNN RQUUKDNG XCNWGU HCNN DGVYGGP
RTGUGPEG UEQTG

6Q UGG C DCT U RTQDCDKNKV[ QH RTGUGPEG UEQTG UKORN[ JQXC

%TGGFKPI 53CUQP
'GNNQY DCTU FGPQVG C XGT[ NKDGTCN GUVKOCVG QH VJG VKOG H
GPVKTG @BPMBGTG CTG PQ [GNNQY DCTU UJQYP HQT C DKTF KV FQ

SWTXG[ (AQTV

8GTVKECN DNCEM NKPGU UWRGTKORQUGF QP RTQDCDKNKV[ QH RT!
RGTHQTOGF HQT VJCV URGEKGU KP VJG MO ITKF EGNN U [QWT R"
UWTXG[U KU GZRTGUUGEF CU C TCPIG HQT GZCORNG VQ UWTX

6Q UGG C DCT U UWTXG[ GaQTV TCPIG UKORN[ JQXGT [QWT OQWUC

0Q 'CVC
$ YGGM KU OCTMGF CU JCXKPI PQ FCVC KH VIGTG YGTG PQ UWTXG

SWTXG[ 6KOGHTCOG

SWTXG[U HTQO QPN[ VJG NCUV [GCTU CTG WUGF KP QTFGT VQ GF
KPHQTOGBVRBQEPZEGRVKQP VQ VJKU KU CTGCU Qa VJG $VNCPVKE EQC
[GCTU QH CXCKNCDNG FCVC UKPEG FCVC KP VJGUG CTGCU KU EW1

aRTQDCDKNKV] QI-aER'ITCGB(EJIH@FEIGUJ@LC\M'Q)PG[ GaDVFCV
52(&4(5 ,$0 ) (% /$4 $24 $; .70 7. $7* 5(2 186 018 (8

%CNF (CING [l Lk TE R |||| WO oy + e - e
OQP %&& 8WNPGTCDNG

——+ H+H-

P DGECWUG QH
$EV QT HQT

Y -GRVKDKNKVKGU KP
Q QTG CTGCU HTQO
EGTVCKP VIRGU QH

F OGPV QT

9
WNCEM SYKHY L iy gy F4+4+ +++4 |'|| DM e EHEE -
N8&& ACPIGYKFG

L&10  BJKU KU C %KTF

Exhibit C-18 CITY000500

KWWSV HFRV IZV JRY LSDF ORFDWLRQ 5. :4 -% -$==2 ,5) (;1 UHVRXUFHV HQGDQJHUHG VSHFLHV



,3D& ([SORUH /RFDWLRQ

A N 1 L o e R R
%&&  %8&4 6IKU KU C

% PUGTXCVKQP

&QPEGTP %&& QPN[ KP

RCTVKEWNCT %KTF

2GPUGTXCVKQP 4GIKQPU

H&4U KP VIG

E GRVEN 758

"QNFGP (CINGL IR Shus el tHEd HEHE FHEd HEHE pHer ot ot e AR
%&& %&4 6JKU KU C

%KTF QH &QPUGTXCVKQP

&QPEGTP %&& QPN[ KP

RCIVKEWNCT %KTF

&QPUGTXCVKQP 4GIKQPU

%&4U KP VJIG

EQPVKPGPVCN 758

.GYKU U

9QQFRGEMGT
%&& 4CPIGYKFG

b+t ++++ ++++ ++FF FREF FEEE FEEE rE-E BEES e —— -

JIQWV KVU TCPIG
EQPVKPGPVCN
cumMC

KP VJG

1NKXGUKFGF&||| F+++ ++++ ++4 |||| |||| Fhrvr s - e -
JN[ECVEJGT

%&& 4CPIGYKFG

(U KU C %KTF

XCVKQP

PVKPGPVCN
cumMC

5CIG 6JTCUJIGT . ., Frtt+ b |||| B++4+ +F++ +F+— 4= Ft e -
%&& %&4 6JKU KU C

% PUGTXCVKQP

&QPEGTP %&& QPN[ KP

RCTVKEWNCT %KTF

@QPUGTXCVKQP 4GIKQPU

"%&4U KP VIG

E GPVCN 75%

9‘]KVG+GCFG|F||| Fad+ 4+ |||| |||| FEEM Hft+ v+ fd— b e ffd—
9QQFRGEMGT

N&& N&4 6IKU KU C

SHKTF QH &QPUGTXCVKQP

&OPEGTP %&& QPN[ KP

RCTVKEWNCT %KTF

CQPUGTXCVKQP 4GIKQPU

WNh&4U  KP VIG

EQPVKPGPVCN 758%

OKNNKCOUQP, Y\ 4y vt 4+t Jo] |||| IR -+l +++— o e -
5CRUWEMGT

% 6JKU KU C

PUGTXCVKQP

&OPEGTP %&& QPN[ KP

RCTVKEWNCT %KTF

@QPUGTXCVKQP 4GIKQPU

"%&4U KP VIG

E GPVCN 75$

Exhibit C-18 CITY000501
KWWSV HFRV IZV JRY LSDF ORFDWLRQ 5. :4 -% -$==2 ,5) (;1 UHVRXUFHV HQGDQJHUHG VSHFLHV



,3D& ([SORUH /RFDWLRQ

QKNNQY)N[EQYHG F++ ++++ ++4+4+ +HHHQ |'|| s w4 4~ e r—
$H&& NH&4 6IKU KU

%KTF QH &QPUGTXCVKQP

&QPEGTP %&& QPN[ KP

RCTVKEWNCT %KTF

&QPUGTXCVKQP 4GIKQPU

%&4U KP VIG

6GNN OG OQTG CDQWV EQPUGTXCVKQP OGCUWTGU 4 ECP KORNGOGPV VQ CX:

OCVKQPYKFG &QPUGTXCRKQPTKDBWNTIGOUWTGU VICV ECP JGNR CXQKF CPF O
CP[ NQECVKQP [GCT TQWPF 40RNGOGPVCVKQP QH VIJGUG OGCUWTGU KU RC"
QEEWT KP VJG RTQLGEV CTGC 9JGP DKTFU OC[ DG DTGGFKPI KP VJG CTGC }
CXQKFKPI VIGKT FGUVTWEVKQP KU C XGT[ JGNRHWN KORCEV OKPKOK\CVKQP
QEEWT CPF DG DTGGFKPI KP [QWT RTQLGEV CTGC XKG Y$FB & VKGO RIGKEJD
RGTOK\WY DG CFXKUCDNG FGRGPFKPI QP VJG V[RG QH CEVKXKV[ [QW CTG EQF
DKTF URGEKGU RTGUGPV QP [QWT RTQLGEV UKVG

9JCV FQGU 42C& WUG VQ IGPGTCVG VIG OKITCVQT[ DKTFU RQVGPVKCNN[ QEE

6JG /KITCVQT[ %KTF 4GUQWTEG .KU V%I FUQ QR TKUBIEGT M 76 KIEP R QRHE G T PU RESE
VJCV OC[ YCTTCPV URGEKCN CVVGPVKQP KP [QWT RTQLGEV NQECVKQP

6JG OKITCVQT[ DKTF NKUV IGPGTCVGF HQT [QWT RTQLGEXKKP FEQKXGF I8TQR
$-0 6JG $-0 FCVC KU DCUGF QP C ITUQWIKEG [EQEREGERKQFPPDHKVK\EGP R KKGPEC
SWGTKGF CPF ONVGTGF VQ TGVWTP C NKUV QH VJQUG DKTFU TGRQTVGF CU 1
KPVGTUGEVU CPF VJCV JCXG DGGP KFGPVKOGF CU YCTTCPVKPI URGEKCN C\
CTGC CP (GCNGGFBEBWKTGOGPVU OC[ CRRN[ QT C URGEKGU VJCV JCU C RCT’
CEVKXKVKGU QT FGXGNQROGPV

$ICKP VJG /KITCVQT[ %KTF 4GUQWTEG NKUV KPENWFGU QPN[ C UWDUGV QH
TGRTGUGPVCVKXG QH CNN DKTFU VJCV OC[ QEEWT KP [QWT RTQLGEV CTGC
RTQLGEV CTGC RMNGET UGGRQUKM [VEIGQ N

9JCV FQGU 42C& WUG VQ IGPGTCVG VIJG RTQDCDKNKV[ QH RTGUGPEG ITCRJU
QEEWTTKPI KP O[ URGEKOGF NQECVKQP"

6JG RTQDCDKNKV[ QH RTGUGPEG ITCRJU CUUQEKCVGF YKVJ [QWT OKITCVQT]
$XKCP -PQYNGFIG 0GVHIKIMFGVIC KU FGTKXGF HTQO © WITQXYK P D E P NI E \CR@ PE
UEKGPEG FCVCUGVU

2TQDCDKNKV[ QH RTGUGPEG FCVC KU EQPVKPWQWUN[ DGKPI WRFCVGF CU PC
NGCTP OQTG CDQWV JQY VJG RTQDCDKNKV[ QH RTGUGPEG ITCRJU CTG RTQF'
2TQDCDKNKV[ QH 2TGUGPEG 5WOOCT[ CPF VIJGP ENKEM QP VJG 6GNN OG CD(

+QY FQ 4 MPQY KH C DKTF KU DTGGFKPI YKPVGTKPI OKITCVKPI QT RTGUGPV

6Q UGG YJCV RCTV QH C RCTVKEWNCT DKTF U TCPIG [QWT RTQLGEV CTGC HC
[GCT TQWPF [QW OC[ TGHGT VQ VIGAHQRNNPEKRI.TOUDWIEBKNIQNQI[ $NNQBD
KH [QW CTG WPUWEEGUUHWN KP NQECVKEDVPGNNKTEDQE HKPVBKN\GIM QIGTGQ
IWKF&H C DKTF QP [QWT OKITCVQT[ DKTF URGEKGU NKUV JCU C DTGGFKPI UC
KP [QWT RTQLGEV CTGC VJGTG OC[ DG PGUVU RTGUGPV CV UQOG RQKPV YK"
GNUGYJGTG KU KPFKECVGF VJGP VJG DKTF NKMGN[ FQGU PQV DTGGF KP [Q

9JCV CTG VJG NGXGNU QH EQPEGTP HQT OKITCVQT[ DKTFU™

Exhibit C-18 CITY000502
KWWSV HFRV IZV JRY LSDF ORFDWLRQ 5. :4 -% -$==2 ,5) (;1 UHVRXUFHV HQGDQJHUHG VSHFLHV



,3D& ([SORUH /RFDWLRQ
/IKITCVQT[ DKTFU FGNKXGTGF VIJTQWIJ a2C& HCNN KPVQ VJG HQNNQYKPI FKU’

%&& 4CPIGYKFG YDKKITFFW @ GQPUGTXCXE®QP \BRICNVEGT® QH EQPEGTP VITQWI
CP[YJGTG YKVJKP VJG 75 KPENWFKPI +CYCKK VJG 2CEKOE 4AUNCPFU 2W
%&& %&4 DKTFU CTG %&&U VICV CTG QH EQPEGTP QPN[ KP RCTVKEWNC
EQPVKPGPVCN 75$% CPF
0QP %&& B8WNPGTCDNG DKTFU CTG PQV %&& URGEKGU KP [QWT RTQLGE
VIGCING FBEBWKTGOGPVU HQT GCINGU QT HQT PQP GCINGU RQVGPVKCN
EGTVCKP V[RGU QH FGXGNQROGPV QT CEVKXKVKGU G | QaUJQTG GPGTI]

$NVIQWIJ KV KU KORQTVCPV VQ VT[ VQ CXQKF CPF OKPKOK\G KORCEVU VQ C
CXQKF CPF OKPKOK\G KORCEVU VQ VJG DKTFU QP VJKU NKUV GURGEKCNN][ C
OQTG KPHQTOCVKQP QP EQPUGTXCVKQP OGCUWTGU [QW ECP KORNGOGPV V(C
KORCEVU CPF TGSWKTGOGPVU HQT GCINGU RNGCUG UGG VJG )$3U HQT VJIG!

'GVCKNU CDQWYV DKTFU VJCV CTG RQVGPVKCNN[ CaGEVGF D[ QaUuJQTG RTQLC

)QT CFFKVKQPCN FGVCKNU CDQWYV VJG TGNCVKXG QEEWTTGPEG CPF CDWPFC
DKTF URGEKGU YKVJKP [QWT RTQLGEV CTGC Qa0QT/$8NUR VIKG &R COVE RREW
CNUQ QaGTU FCVC CPF KPHQTOCVKQP CDQWV QVJGT VCZC DGUKFGU DKTFU \
$NVGTPCVGN[ [QW OC[ FQYPNQCF VJG DKTF OQFGN TGUWNVU ONGY O\ERFIGT N
A4PVGITCVKXG 5VCVKUVKECN /QFGNKPI CPF 2TGFKEVKXG /CRRKPI QH /CTKPG
IWVGT &QPVKP GRPNVUNG EYGWGDRCIG

%KTF VTCEMKPI FCVC ECP CNUQ RTQXKFG CFFKVKQPCN FGVCKNU CDQWYV QEI
KPENWFKPI OKITCVKQP /QFGNU TGN[KPI QP UWTXG[ FCVC OC[ PQV KPENWEFG
OCTKPG DKTF VTCEMKRKXKPY G KUIGGE V¥ WEEP QV CI U \WNW FK@GREMINEYD 5 RXKED G N
.QTKPI

9JCV KH 4 JCXG GCINGU QP O[ NKUV"

4H [QWT RTQLGEV JCU VJG RQVGPVKCN VQ FKU¥DTOK®TCMEKG TOG®K R XK Q[pOW K
(CING $EV UJQWNF UWEJ KORCEVU QEEWT

2TQRGT aPVGTRTGVCVKQP CPF 7UG QH ;QWT /KITCVQT[ %KTF 4GRQTV

6JG OKITCVQT[ DKTF NKUV IGPGTCVGF KU PQV C NKUV QH CNN DKTFU KP [QW
EQPEGTP 6Q NGCTP OQTG CDQWV JQY [QWT NKUV KU IGPGTCVGF CPF UGG C
KP [QWT RTQLGEV CTGC RNGCUG UGG VJG )$3 E9JCV FQGU 42C& WUG VQ IGF
KP O] URGEKOGF NQECVKQPE 2NGCUG DG CYCTG VJKU TGRQTV RTQXKFGU V.
MO ITKF EGNN U VJCV QXGTNCR [QWT RTQLGEV PQV [QWT GZCEV RTQLGEV
ECTGHWNN[ CV VJG UWTXG[ GaQTV KPFKECVGF D[ VJG DNCEM XGTVKECN DC"
TGF JQTK\QPVCN DCT $ JKIJ UWTXG[ GaQTV KU VJG MG[ EQORQPGPV &aH VJC
RTGUGPEG UEQTG ECP DG XKGYGF CU OQTG FGRGPFCDNG aP EQPVTCUV C M
QH FCVC CPF VJGTGHQTG C NCEM QH EGTVCKPV[ CDQWV RTGUGPEG QH VJG
RQKPV HQT KFGPVKH[KPI YJCV DKTFU QH EQPEGTP JCXG VJG RQVGPVKCN VQ
CPF KH VJG[ OKIJV DG DTGGFKPI YJKEJ OGCPU PGUVU OKIJV DG RTGUGPV ¢
EQPOTO RTGUGPEG CPF JGNRU IWKFG [QW KP MPQYKPI YJGP VQ KORNGOGP\
OKPKOK\G RQVGPVKCN KORCEVU HTQO [QWT RTQLGEV CEVKXKVKGU UJQWNF
EQPUGTXCVKQP OGCUWTGU XKUKV VJG )$3 E6GNN OG CDQWYV EQPUGTXCVKQ
KORCEVU VQ OKITCVQT[ DKTFUE CV VJG DQVVQO QH [QWT OKITCVQT[ DKTF V'

JCEKNKVKGU

Exhibit C-18 CITY000503
KWWSV HFRV IZV JRY LSDF ORFDWLRQ 5. :4 -% -$==2 ,5) (;1 UHVRXUFHV HQGDQJHUHG VSHFLHV



,3D& ([SORUH /RFDWLRQ

OCVKQPCN 9KNFNKHG 4GHWIG NCPFU

$P[ CEVKXKV[ RTQRQUGF QP NQFERMKQECK ITKFNP N KBIGGOGEIWUNY WPFG
&QORCVKDKNKV[ 'GVGTOKPCVKQP EQPFWEVGF D[ VJG 4GHWIG 2N
FKUEWUU CP[ SWGUVKQPU QT EQPEGTPU

6+(4( $4( 01 4()7*( .$0'5 $6 6+45 .1&%$6410

)KUJ JCVEJGTKGU

6+(4( $4( 01 Y45+ +$6&+(44(5 $6 6+45 .1&$6410

O9GVNCPFU KP VJG OCVKQPCN 9¢C

AORCEWOA @PGVNCPFUQVIGT CSWCVKE JCDKVCVU OC[ DG UWDLGEV
QH VJG &NGCP 9CVGT $EV QT QVJGT 5VCVG )GFGTCN UVCVWVGU

)QT OQTG KPHQTOCVKQP RNGCUG EQPVCEV VJE &G ISVIOC \R@T[RUT Q HI
(PIKPGGTU 'KUVTKEV

2NGCUG PQVG VJCV VJG 09a FCVC DGKPI UJQYP OC[ DG QWV QH FC
QWT 094 FCVC UGV 9G TGEQOOGPF [QW XGTKH[ VIGUG TGUWNVU Y
GZVGPV QH YGVNCPFU QP UKVG

6JKU NQECVKQP QXGTNCRU VJG HQNNQYKPI YGVNCPFU

)4(5+9$6(4 (/(4*(06 9(6.$0"
2(/ )
2(/ &
2(/ )7
2(/ $
2(/ &7

)4(5+9$6(4 )14(56(' 5+47% 9(6.$0°
255&
2)1$
255%
2)1&
255 )1&
2)1 55&

)4(5+9$6(4 210"
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27%+
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Exhibit C-18 CITY000504
KWWSV HFRV IZV JRY LSDF ORFDWLRQ 5. :4 -% -$==2 ,5) (;1 UHVRXUFHV HQGDQJHUHG VSHFLHV



,3D& ([SORUH /RFDWLRQ

448(440(

4 7%+

4 5%&Z

4 5%&

4 7%+

4 75%

4 75&

4 7T%)Z
4 5%89%

$ HWNN FGUETKRVKQP HQT GCEJ YGVNCCV¥KEXPEO BGR MWGPIHQ VP K &R

'CVC NKOKVCVKQPU

6JG 5SGTXKEG U QDLGEVKXG QH OCRRKPI YGVNCPFU CPF FGGRYCVGT JCDKVC
KPHQTOCVKQP QP VIG NQECVKQP V[RG CPF UK\G QH VIGUG TGUQWTEGU 6J:
CNVKVWFG KOCIGT[ 9GVNCPFU CTG KFGPVKOGF DCUGF QP XGIGVCVKQP XKL
KU KPJGTGPV KP VJG WUG QH KOCIGT[ VJWU FGVCKNGF QP VJG ITQWPF KPU
TGXKUKQP QH VJG YGVNCPF DQWPFCTKGU QT ENCUUKOECVKQP GUVCDNKUJG

6JG CEEWTCE[ QH KOCIG KPVGTRTGVCVKQP FGRGPFU QP VJG SWCNKV[ QH VJ
VIJG COQWPV CPF SWCNKV[ QH VJG EQNNCVGTCN FCVC CPF VJG COQWPV QH |
IGVCFCVC UJQWNF DG EQPUWNVGF VQ FGVGTOKPG VJG FCVG QH VIJG UQWTE(

9GVNCPFU QT QVJGT OCRRGF HGCVWTGU OC[ JCXG EJCPIGF UKPEG VJG FCVC
QEECUKQPCN FKAGTGPEGU KP RQN[IQP DQWPFCTKGU QT ENCUUKOECVKQPU [
VIJG CEVWCN EQPFKVKQPU QP UKVG

'CVC GZENWUKQPU

&GTVCKP YGVNCPF JCDKVCVU CTG GZENWFGF HTQO VJG 0OCVKQPCN OCRRKPI
KOCIGT[ CU VJG RTKOCT[ FCVC UQWTEG WUGF VQ FGVGEV YGVNCPFU 6JGUG
CSWCVKE XGIGVCVKQP VJCV CTG HQWPF KP VJG KPVGTVKFCN CPF UWDVKFCN
5Q0G FGGRYCVGT TGGH EQOOWPKVKGU EQTCN QT VWDGTOEKF YQTO TGGHU
6JGUG JCDKVCVU DGECWUG QH VJIJGKT FGRVJ I1Q WPFGVGEVGF D[ CGTKCN K¢

'CVC RTGECWVKQPU

)GFGTCN UVCVG CPF NQECN TGIWNCVQT[ CIGPEKGU YKVJ LWTKUFKEVKQP Q
FKaGTGPV OCPPGT VJCP VJCV WUGF KP VJKU KPXGPVQT[ 6JGTG KU PQ CVVG
KPXGPVQT[ VQ FGOPG VJG NKOKVU QH RTQRTKGVCT[ LWTKUFKEVKQP QH CP]
VJG IGQITCRJKECN UEQRG QH VJG TGIWNCVQT[ RTQITCOU QH IQXGTPOGPV C|
CEVKXKVKGU KPXQNXKPI OQFKOECVKQPU YKVJKP QT CFLCEGPV VQ YGVNCPF
UVCVG QT NQECN CIGPEKGU EQPEGTPKPI URGEKOGF CIGPE[ TGIWNCVQT[ RT
CAGEV UWEJ CEVKXKVKGU

Exhibit C-18 CITY000505
KWWSV HFRV IZV JRY LSDF ORFDWLRQ 5. :4 -% -$==2 ,5) (;1 UHVRXUFHV HQGDQJHUHG VSHFLHV
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