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ATTORNEYS AT LAW

October 5, 2009

VIA HAND DELIVERY
Carol Lumb and Members of the Tukwila City Council
do City of Tukwila Department of Community Development
6300 Southcenter Blvd., #100
Tukwila, WA 98188

Re: Supplemental Comments on City of Tukwila Shoreline Master Program (SMP)
Update

Dear Ms. Lumb and Council Members:

We represent the James Campbell Co. LLC, which owns property in the City of Tukwila
including four parcels along the Green River. This letter addresses an important issue that has
been discussed during the City Council work sessions regarding the SMP: the circumstances
under which the proposed 125-foot buffer in areas with levees could be reduced following
reconstruction of a levee. We are proposing what we believe is a mutually beneficial solution on
this issue. We trust that copies of this letter will be provided to the members of the City
Council.’

A. Background of Buffer Reduction Issue

The proposed 125-foot buffer encroaches on existing buildings and site improvements on
the James Campbell Company’s property in a number of places. See Survey, attached as Exhibit
A (the buffer line is highlighted in yellow). The proposed 125-foot buffer width reflects the
City’s estimate of the maximum width that would be required to accommodate reconstruction of
a levee in conformance with the City’s preferred levee “profile”.2 That profile includes a number
of elements: riverside levee faces with a maximum slope of 2h:lv, a 15-foot-wide vegetated
mid-slope bench, a 20-foot wide levee top, a landward levee face (e.g., backslope) with a
maximum slope of 2:1, and a 10-foot access easement.

Depending on site-specific circumstances, the horizontal distance required to
accommodate this profile will vary. During the working sessions, the Council directed staff to
propose language allowing the buffer to be reduced, upon levee reconstruction, to the actual
width required to accommodate the City’s profile (with the elements of that profile being very

At the July 20 hearing, the city attorney indicated that written comments would continue to be accepted up to the
Council’s decision and would be provided to the Council. We also appreciate the Council’s expressed desire, at the
last work session, to receive comments that propose solutions to outstanding issues, which is our intent here.
2 The levee “profile” is more accurately referred to as the levee “cross-section”, but this letter uses the City’s

terminology.
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Carol Lumb and Members of October 5, 2009
the Tukwila City Council

specifically defined). Staff has not yet released that language. We believe, however, that the
foregoing approach does not provide sufficient flexibility in light of the realities of levee
reconstruction. As discussed below, our client’s properties vividly illustrate these realities and
the need for a more flexible approach.3 We are proposing language that provides the needed
flexibility; that language is attached as Exhibit B and also discussed below.4

B. Buffer Reduction in Connection with Future Levee Reconstruction Projects

Two of the parcels owned by the James Campbell Co. are located inside a bend in the
Green River at the south end of the City. These parcels are developed with very large
commercial/light industrial buildings (shown in the aerial photo on the first page of Exhibit C).
The King County Flood Control District intends to undertake a levee reconstruction project
along this stretch of river in the very near future.

We retained a consultant to evaluate levee reconstruction options for these parcels, and
the consultant determined that, in many places, there is not sufficient room to accommodate a
levee reconstruction project incorporating every element of the City’s preferred levee profile
without encroaching on existing site improvements. See Geoengineers Figures, attached as
Exhibit C.

For example, at Conceptual Levee Section D, the City’s profile would result in the levee
backslope and access easement being located on a portion of the existing building access road,
which provides access to building openings and parking. At Conceptual Levee Section E, the
City’s profile would result in the backslope and access easement impacting the existing building
access road and a parking area that is needed to meet parking requirements. Most significantly,
at Conceptual Levee Section F, the City’s profile would result in the backslope covering the
existing railroad line (without any room for a levee access easement between the backsiope and
the building).

However, there are alternatives to the City’s profile that allow the City to achieve its key
goals without impacting the existing improvements. For example, at Conceptual Levee Sections
D and E, the levee access easement could be combined with the existing building access road. If
the levee backslope left insufficient area for an adequate access road and parking, it might be
necessary to use a floodwall in lieu of the backslope, reduce the levee top, or use some other
alternative. More important, at Conceptual Levee Section F, the consultant determined that a
“double” floodwall could be used to fit the reconstructed levee into the area waterward of the
railroad line (assuming that the levee access easement could coexist with the railroad).5

~ We do not waive our previous legal arguments regarding the validity of the City’s buffer approach. However, as it
is clear that the City is not inclined to consider changes to the proposed 125-foot buffer prior to levee reconstruction,
we are trying in this letter propose changes that we believe the City could accept.
4 The first paragraph in Ethibit B would contain the language that the City Council has directed staff to develop
regarding buffer reduction. We envision that the language in Exhibit B would replace the last paragraph in section
7.7.C of the draft SMP (page 66 of the “clean” Planning Commission version) and would also be used in the cells of
Table 3 that address areas with an Urban conservancy designation and a 125’ proposed buffer.
~ All of these comments reflect conceptual design ideas, and the required variations and solutions could be different
when comprehensive design work is undertaken.
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Crucially, because the alternatives set forth by Geoengineers primarily vary the back side
of the levee (with only minor potential modifications to the levee profile on the river side of the
levee) and continue to provide a midsiope bench, these alternatives would not interfere with the
City’s preferred approach to increasing river capacity and providing habitat improvements.

Both the City and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers recently approved a levee profile
substituting a floodwall for an earthen backsiope, and making other modifications to the City’s
preferred profile, in a recent levee reconstruction project directly across the river from the James
Campbell Co.’s property. In addition, we have discussed this matter with King County
personnel, who did not believe the City’s profile was the only acceptable one and were
particularly receptive to taking an alternative approach in order to avoid existing improvements.6

Thus, we propose the following language to address this issue:

Upon reconstruction of a levee, the Director shall reduce the buffer
to the width of the reconstructed levee, notwithstanding that the
reconstructed levee varies from the City’s standard levee profile, if
the City’s standard levee profile would encroach on site
improvements (e.g., buildings andJor related facilities such as
parking, access roads, rail spurs, etc.).

We see no reason why the City would not want to draft the SMP to allow flexibility to
accommodate design variation at the time of levee reconstruction. Any levee reconstruction
project will require approval by some combination of the following agencies: the City of
Tukwila, King County, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and National Marine Fisheries Service
(to ensure Endangered Species Act compliance). Without question, these agencies will ensure
that the design of any levee reconstruction project serves the City’s key goals even if the design
varies somewhat from the City’s preferred levee profile. Moreover, if these agencies found that
too many design compromises would be required to reconstruct a levee without impacting
existing site improvements, the lead agency would condemn the land and improvements needed
to achieve the City’s preferred profile, and the buffer reduction issue discussed herein would be
moot.

By the same token, if the SMP does not anticipate the possibility that alternative levee
profiles are possible (and, indeed, are likely to be used), the City could find itself in a difficult
position: upon completion of a levee reconstruction using an alternative profile, the SMP would
not allow the City to reduce the buffer to the width of the reconstructed levee. This would leave
a portion of the property burdened by a buffer that served absolutely no purpose, which would be

6 We note that all of the pertinent agencies should be concerned about avoiding encroachment by levee

reconstruction projects on existing improvements. To the extent that any agency believed that the 125-foot buffer
would reduce their condemnation costs, it bears emphasis that such a strategy will not be successful and the
condemning agency will ultimately be required to pay the pre-buffer value of any property that is condemned. City
ofBellevue v. Kravik, 69 Wash. App. 735 (1993). Thus, it is in everyone’s interest to avoid the need to condenm
existing improvements.
Y:\WP~JAMES CAMPBELL CO\L1 00509F[NAL.JSW.DOC
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illegal under the various legal doctrines set forth in our previous comment letters, including
giving rise to a claim of inverse condemnation subjecting the City to damages.

C. Buffer Reduction in Connection with Completed Levee Reconstruction Projects

In addition to the foregoing, it is also necessary to allow buffer reduction in the (very
rare) case where a levee reconstruction project has recently occurred. While progress on levee
reconstruction has not been rapid in recent years due to funding constraints, one such project
occuned in 1998-2003 and reconstructed the levee adjacent to two of the James Campbell Co.’s
other parcels (one of which is occupied by the “Glacier Building”). See King County Project
Descriptions, attached as Exhibit D.

This County reconstruction project (which included consultation under the Endangered
Species Act) “set back” the existing levee to achieve adequate stability and created a densely
vegetated midsiope bench, as well as adding large woody debris below the ordinary high water
mark to create salmon habitat. The developer of the Glacier Building, which was built in the
same timeframe as the levee reconstruction, relocated the proposed building further landward to
allow the levee reconstruction, and the reconstructed levee immediately abuts the edge of the
building. In connection with the levee reconstruction project, the public access trail was also
completely rebuilt.

There is no reason to contemplate reconstruction, within the time horizon of the SMP, of
a levee that has been completely reconstructed in the past ten years with the inclusion of the
foregoing habitat elements. Thus, we propose the following language to address this issue:

Where a levee has been reconstructed after 1997 and before
adoption of this SMP, the Director shall reduce the buffer to the
width of the reconstructed levee, notwithstanding that the
reconstructed levee varies from the City’s standard levee profile, if
the reconstructed levee could not be extended significantly further
landward without interfering with site improvements (e.g.,
buildings andJor related facilities such as parking, access roads, rail
spurs, etc.) existing as of the date of adoption of this SMP.

This language is carefully drafted to ensure that it only applies to reconstruction projects
that are consistent with the City’s goals. The limitation to reconstruction projects subsequent to
1997 ensures that any included projects incorporated modern levee standards and habitat
improvements and went through review under the Endangered Species Act. Moreover, the
requirement that existing site improvements preclude landward extension of the reconstructed
levee preserves the City’s future options in the case of undeveloped properties.7

7 If the City wished to further limit the applicability of the foregoing language, we note that the abovereferenced

reconstruction project is the only levee setback project that is included in the list of completed restoration projects in
the City’s May, 2007, Shoreline Restoration Plan for the Shoreline Master Program Update. See Restoration Plan,
Table 3.
Y:\WP~JAMES CAMPBELL CO\LIOO5O9FINALJSW DOC
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Again, we see no reason why the City would not wish to provide itself flexibility to
reduce the 125-foot buffer in this case. Indeed, given the lack of need for any further levee
reconstruction at this location, the City should want the SMP to allow reduction of the buffer on
this property, as allowing the buffer to burden any portion of the existing improvements violates
the various legal doctrines set forth in our previous comment letters, including giving rise to a
claim of inverse condemnation subjecting the City to damages.

D. Conclusion

We appreciate your consideration of the foregoing. We believe there is the potential for a
win-win solution on this issue and would be happy to meet with City staff, and/or Council
members, to further discuss our proposed language.

Very truly yours,

GORDONDERR LLP

Jeff S. Weber

Attachments
cc: Clyde Skeen (w/att.)
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EXHIBIT B



New language to replace last paragraph in section 7.7.C and pertinent cells in Table 3: 1

1. Upon reconstruction of a levee in accordance with the City’s standard levee profile, the
Director shall reduce the buffer to the actual width required. The City’s standard levee
profile shall consist of [insert description]. 2

2. Upon reconstruction of a levee, the Director shall reduce the buffer to the width of the
reconstructed levee, notwithstanding that the reconstructed levee varies from the City’s
standard levee profile, if the City’s standard levee profile would encroach on site
improvements (e.g., buildings and/or related facilities such as parking, access roads, rail
spurs, etc.).

3. Where a levee has been reconstructed after 1997 and before adoption of this SMP, the
Director shall reduce the buffer to the width of the reconstructed levee, notwithstanding
that the reconstructed levee varies from the City’s standard levee profile, if the
reconstructed levee could not be extended significantly further landward without
interfering with site improvements (e.g., buildings and/or related facilities such as
parking, access roads, rail spurs, etc.) existing as of the date of adoption of this SMP.

1 We envision that the language on this exhibit would replace the last paragraph in section 7.7.C of the draft SMP
(page 66 of the “clean” Planning Commission version) and would also be used in the cells of Table 3 that address
areas with an Urban Conservancy designation and a 125’ proposed buffer.
2 Paragraph I would contain the language that the City Council has directed staff to develop regarding buffer
reduction.
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW

November 10, 2009

VIA HAND DELIVERY
Carol Lumb and Members of the Tukwila City Council
c/o City of Tukwila Department of Community Development
6300 Southcenter Blvd., #100
Tukwila, WA 98188

Re: Supplemental Comments on City of Tukwila Shoreline Master Program (SMP)
Update

Dear Ms. Lumb and Council Members:

We represent the James Campbell Company LLC, which owns property in the City of
Tukwila including four parcels along the Green River. We appreciate the willingness of City
staff and various Council members to meet with us to discuss the City’s proposed Shoreline
Master Program (SMP). In a meeting with Councilmember Quinn last week, he requested
additional information regarding the reconstruction of the levee adjacent to the James Campbell
Company’s “Glacier Building” as well as any language we might wish to propose to address the
situation of that building.

The levee adjacent to the Glacier Building was reconstructed by King County
approximately ten years ago. Copies of the plans for King County’s reconstruction of the levee
are attached hereto as Exhibit A. The King County Flood Control District has no programmed
capital improvement project for the levee adjacent to the Glacier Building. See Map, Exhibit B
hereto.’

As you know, on October 21, 2009, staff transmitted to Council additional proposed
changes to the SMP, including changes addressing the City’s “preferred levee profile”. Based on
staffs proposal, the James Campbell Company’s consultant, Geoengineers, evaluated the levee
adjacent to the Glacier Building. While the levee does not, in its current configuration, comply
with the City’s “preferred levee profile,” Geoengineers determined that, in the event of further
reconstruction of that levee, the City’s “preferred levee profile” could be accommodated without
encroaching on the existing building, with the exception of a small variation in the width of the

1 The District’s programmed capital improvement projects are shown in purple on the map; no project is shown for

the levee adjacent to the Glacier Building. As shown by the other materials in Exhibit B, the District’s Desimone #4
project terminates to the north of the Glacier Building and the District’s Briscoe project terminates well to the south
of the Glacier Building.
Y \WP’JAMES CAMPBELL CO\L1 0509 DOC
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Carol Lumb and Members of - 2 - November 10, 2009
the Tukwila City Council

levee top that would not affect the stability of the levee. See Geoengineers Letter, Exhibit C
hereto.2

Given that the levee could be reconstructed in the manner described above without
encroaching on the existing building, we see no justification for the City to impose a buffer that
includes any portion of the building. Such a buffer constitutes a taking and violates RCW
82.02.020 and the James Campbell Company’s substantive due process rights. Moreover, we do
not believe that allowing the buffer to be reduced upon reconstruction of the levee resolves the
foregoing legal defects. This would be true even if reconstruction were imminent; however, no
reconstruction of the levee adjacent to the Glacier Building is likely to occur in the foreseeable
future given that the County reconstructed the levee ten years ago and no further reconstruction
is programmed.

Upon adoption of the proposed SMP, the uses in the portion of the Glacier Building
within the buffer would become nonconforming. As detailed in our previous comment letters,
the proposed SMP’s provisions regarding nonconformance do not provide sufficient protection
to the property owner. Unfortunately, staff’s proposal to address this issue -- by allowing
existing uses to be changed to different nonconforming uses upon approval of a Conditional Use
Permit -- does not protect the owner’s ability to continue to use the building in a commercially
reasonable manner.3

The commercial/industrial leasing market is highly competitive, particularly in the
current economic climate. Prospective tenants will not wait to lease space in a building where a
CUP process involving both City of Tukwila and Department of Ecology review — a months long
process — is required in order to determine whether the lease is allowable. See Letter from Clyde
Skeen, Exhibit D. In cases (like that of the Glacier Building) where such a CUP is likely to be
needed to re-lease space that becomes vacant, the CUP requirement is likely to preclude re
leasing of the space as a practical matter. Id. Moreover, while we do not believe the CUP
process represents a workable solution to the nonconformance issue as a general matter, the CUP
process is particularly unworkable where (as with the Glacier Building) no reconstruction is
likely to occur in the foreseeable future, such that CUPs will be needed for new tenants for a
period of decades.

In our October 5, 2009, comment letter, we proposed language to address a situation (like
that of the Glacier Building) where the levee has recently been reconstructed and the landward
edge of the levee is immediately adjacent to a building. We suggested that, in such cases (of
which there are likely to be very few), the buffer extend no further than the landward edge of the
levee. While we still believe this is the best approach, we are also open to an approach under
which the use regulations for the buffer area would not be applied to the portion of a building
lying within the buffer area as long as that building retains its nonconforming status:

2 Indeed, even the variation of the levee top width appears to be consistent with the City’s “preferred levee profile”
given that staffs proposed language states that “minor variations of the profile” may be allowed in order to provide
10’ clearance between a floodwall and a structure existing at the time of adoption of the SMP.
~ Staff’s proposed language on this point was first presented as part of the materials for the September 22, 2009,
working session.
Y~\WP~JAMES CAMPBELL CO\LI 10509DOC



Carol Lumb and Members of - 3 - November 10, 2009
the Tukwila City Council

Where a levee has been reconstructed after 1997 and before adoption of this
Master Program and the reconstruction included creation of a midslope bench and
planting of native vegetation, and a structure is located landward of such levee
and was legally constructed prior to the date of adoption of this Master Program,
the portion of such structure that lies within the buffer shall not be subject to the
use regulations for the buffer, and may be devoted to any use allowed in the
applicable shoreline environment outside the buffer, so long as the structure
retains its nonconforming status.

We hope that staff and/or Councilmembers will be willing to propose, and that the
Council will adopt, language addressing the Glacier Building situation either as proposed in our
October 5 letter or as proposed above. Again, we appreciate the time and efforts of staff and the
Council and would be happy to engage in further discussions regarding this matter. Thank you
for your consideration.

Very truly yours,

GORDONDERR LLP

Jeff S. Weber

Attachments
cc: Clyde Skeen (w/att.)

Y:\WP’JAMES CAMPBELL CO\L1 10509DOC
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GREEN RIVER
RIVER MILE 15.45 RIGHT BANK

LOCATION MAP

£ONG7m~ MOWS

I. STAGING AREAS S ALONG THE CREST OF THE LEVEE, UPSTRE~4 OF THE PROJECT LIMITS.
THE LIMITS OF THESTAGING AREA WILl. BE DElINEATED IN THE FIELD BEPORE THE
START OF CONSTRUCTION. FOLLOWING CONSTRUCTION, CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS
TWILL BE REMOVED AND BARE SQl. IN THE STAGING AREA ‘jiLl. BE KYDROSEEDED.

2. STARTING AT BOTH THE UPSTREAN AND DOWNSTREAM ENDS OF THE PROJECT
SITE, THE EXISITNC RkEZD LEVEE FlU. WILL BE EXCAVATED AND REPLACED
LANDWARD IN THE SEE’CK LEVEE AIJGNMENT. THE REMAiNDER OF DIE BENCH
WILL BE EXCAVATED or’~ER BY EQUIPMENT OPERATiNG ALONG THE RELOCATED CREST
OF THE SETBACK LEvEE. OR %~A CONSTRUCTION RMPS AT BOTH THE UPSTREAM AND
DOWNSTREAM ENDS OF THE BENCH. TOE TRENCHES WTI.L BE EXCAVATED EITHER
FROM THIS BENCH. OR BY DRAGLINE OPERATING FROM THE TOP—OF—BANK.

3. HEAVr EQUIPMENT TILL OPERATE EITHER FROM THE TOP—OF—BANK, OR FROM A
BENCH WELl. ABOVE DIE “lATER. THE EXCAVATOR BUCI~T WILL ENTER THE WATER
ONLY TO EXCAVATE U47,JiLAL TO ALLOW PLACEMENT OF TOE ROCK. ECOLOGY BLOCK
ANCHORS AND/OR LOG STRUCTURES. ALl. WORK, INCUJDING EXCAVAITON FOR PlACEMENT
OF TOE ECOLOGY BLOCK ANCHORS AND/OR LOG STRUOTuF~S, WILL OCCUR WITHIN THE
PROFit OF THE SLOPE PRIOR TO FNLURE.

4. DIE POSITiONING OF LARGE LOGS WILL BE FiELD DIRECTED BY THE
PROJECT ENGINEER AND ECOLOGIST.

5. ALL GAS AND 01, CONTAINERS FOR SMALL EQUIPMENT SHALL BE
S.say AND SECURELY STORED IN UTHJTf VUACLES.

FRO~C*I CONTROL ANt ‘LTGETATIDN MOTES

I. VEGETATiON TO BE PRESERVED *10 LIMITS OF CLEARING All. BE
FLAGGED IN THE FIELD PRIOR TO START OF CONSTRUCTION.

2. BRUSH LAYERS IN ThE TRENCHES WILL BE MADE OF LIvE NATiVE WILLOW AND/OR
DOGWOOD CUTTiNGS CF EIGHT TO TWELVE (8—12) FEET IN LENGTH. BOlT ENDS OF
THE CUTTiNGS CAN BE UP TO FOUR (4) INCHES IN DLAMEIER. EXPOSED EROS OF
CLITTYIGS WILL E)CIThD NO MORE THAN ONE FOOT FROM THE FiNISHED SLOPE.

3. CUTTiNGS WILL BE COLLECTED FROM AN EXISTINO STAND OFF—STIE IN A
MANNER THAT CONSERVES THE NATURAl. STAND. NO MORE TRMN ONE—HALF
OF THIS STAND SILALL BE REMOVED. STEMS SKILL BE CUT ABOVE THE
GROUND TO ALLOW REGENEPJLIION,

4. EROSION CONTROL 01155 MIX WILl. BE USED AS INITIAL GROUND COVER

5. THE TflIPORATh’ ACCESS RMAP AND AU. EASTIJRBED SURFACES WILL BE
RESEEDED WITH EROSION CONTROL CR155 MIX IMNEDLILIE.Y FOLLDWINO CONSTRUCTION.

SEOUEHCE OF CONSTRUCTION

REPAIR WILL BE CONSTRUCTED IN FOUR PHASES: (I) PREUMINARY CLEARING AND ORUBOING.
AND ESTABLISHMENT OF TENPORIRY STAGING AREA~ (2) FYCAVARION CF TRENCHES AND PLACEMENT
OF TRENCH ROCK. LOG FLOW DEFISCTORS. (3) RECONSTRUCTiON OF VEGETATED GEDGFdDS WITHIN
THE TRENCHES ABOVE O~MiA. (4) EXCAVATING THE E)BSTBIG LEVEE MATERMLS AND RELOCATING
THE NEW SETEACIc LEVEE LINDWARD.

(I) PRELIMINARY CLEARING AND GRADING.

I. ACCESS THE SITE FROM THE RECREATIONAL TRJL ADJOINING RUSSELL ROAD.
2. CLEAR AND GRUB VEGETATION FROM BDTH FAILURE SITES AND TEMPORARY STAGING AREA

AS NEEDED.
3. ERADE STAGING AREA AS NEEDED TO PROvIDE TEMPORARY STOCI~IUNG OF MATERIALS AND

ECU IPMOYT.

(2) REVEDJENT REPAIR.

I EXCAVATE TRENCHES AT TOE OF SI.OPE USING DRACUNES, OR CONSTRUCT TEMPO~IKY
ACCESS RAMP AND EXCAVATE BENCH DOWN TO APPROX. 10—12 FT ABOVE THE OfMN.

2. EXCAVATE TRENCHES IN 10—15 FT SEGMENTS TD BELOW THE OMAN FOR
PLACEMENT CF ECOLOGY BLOCK ANCHORS AND TOE ROCK.

3. IMMEDLATELY STABILIZE EXCAVATED AREA WITH 2—FT. LAYER OF LIGHT—LOOSE RIPRA? AND
OUA~Y SPALL BEDDING FOR TOE ROCK.

4. PLACE ECOLOGY BEOCK ANCHORS AND LOG FLOW DETLECTORS. SECURE IN PLACE WITH
4—6 FT. DIAMETER TOE ROCK. TOP ELEVATION OF 4—8 FT. DIAMETER TOE ROCK SHOULD
MATCH THE OMAN.

5. PLACE LIGHT—LOOSE RIPRA? AND DUARRY SPAnS TO flU, VOIDS ON TOP OF TOE ROOK IN
WENCHES TO ARPROXIMATELY ONE FOOT ABOVE THE DHWM.

6. PLACE ALTERNATINO LA~ OF CIJTTThIGS AND POTTED PLANTS IN TDPSCIL AND UFTS OF CLEAN
SAND AND GRAVEl. WRARPED IN COIR FABRIC (GEOGR1DSD. FOR A TOTAL OF THREE CUTTiNG LAYERS
AND FOUR LIFTS OF CLEAN FiLL WRAPPED IN COIR IN EACH TRENCH.

7. PLACE TOPSOIL ON THE UPPER EMBANKMENT SLOPE AS HEEDED.
a. HYDROS~ DIS1TJRBED SOIL AREAS.
9. INSTALL ADDFICWJ. POTTED PLANTS ON RIVERWARD BENCH AND SIDE SLOPES
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KING COUNTY DEPT. OF NATURAL RESOURCES
PAM BISSONNETTE, DIRECTOR

WATER AND LAND RESOURCES DIVISION

DESIMONE LEVEE STABILIZATION
~4 RivEfi, R1V8~ ~I&E 15.45 R.a

STABILIZATION

97—98SURVEYED: KC RIdERS

BASE MAP PLOT: _________

DESIGN PLOT: ____________

CHECKED: _________________

FiELD BOOK: __________

BY DATE REV1SIOH

PROJECT
MANAGER: ANDY LEVESOUE EXATh 8”1998

PROJECT
ECOLOGIST: RUIN sCHAEFER DATTO &~ 19—98

DESIGNED: ANDY LEVESQUE DATt 8—19—98

BY DATE

U.S DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING &
URBAN DEVELOPMENT COMMUNITY
BLOCK GRANT PROJECT NO. C96658

DRAWN: J≤DLZWUG DATE: ~ PROJECT No. OB9555

SHEET’
1

OF

7
SHEETS



CONCRETE

BUILDING

I
/

PROJECT
KWLAGER: WJDY LEVESQUE DATE 819-98 U.S DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING &

PROJECT URBAN DEVELOPMENT COMMUNITY
ECOLOGIST: RUTH SCHAEFER DATE: 8—19—98 BLOCK GRANT PROJECT NO. C96558

O~IGNEO: _ANOY LEVESOUE DATE: C— 19—98

PROJECT No. 089565DRAWN: KEN ZWZIG DATE: 81998

KING COUNTY DEPT. OF NA11JRAL RESOURCES
PAM BISS0NNErIE, DIRECTOR

WATER AND LAND RESOURCES DMSION

DESIMONE LEVEE STABILIZATION
C~~N RVEI9, RIVER !.LE 15.45 RB.

EXISTiNG PLAN ‘~EW RIVERS SECTION



I
K]NG CDOUNTf DEPT. OF NATURAL

PAM BISSONNrYE. DIRECTOR
WATER AND LAND RESOURCES DIVISION

DESIMONE LEVEE STABIIJZATION
it!a~~

/
/

fly flAW

PROJECT
IW4AGER: ANDY LFWSDUE

I
DATE: p—Is—ga

PROJECT
ECOLOGIST: RUIN SCk~€FER DATE: 8—19—96

DES[GN~: $C( LEVF~E DATE: 6-19-98

DR&Vfl1~ KFN 7Wflfl

U.S DEPARTX4ENT OF HOUSING &
URBAN O~VELOPMENT COMMUNITY
BLOCK CRANT PROJECT NO. C96658

DATh 8—19—98
PROJECT No. 089565

0

RESOURCES



EI1VAT1WI I2~S FEET
flROXI{ATE

30

LIVE ~‘Q1U.OW AND
DOGWOOD CUTTINGS 2S
IN TOPSOIL LAYERS
TO BACKFILL TRENCHES

20

ELEVAI1OIOIS FEET IS
APPROXIMATE Q4W

Ia

IN. DLIA4. CHAiN
TO SECURE LOG
DEFI.ECTORS TO

ECOLOGY BLOCK
ANCHOR

REPlACE
SPHALT iItáJL

ASPHALT TR’JI_

REPLACE
ASPHAlT TRAiL

35

30
LIVE WIL.LOW AND
DOGWOOD CUTTiNGS —

IN TOPSOIL LAYERS 25
TO BACKFiLL TRENCHES

20

aLVAUTNUSFEET ./N IS
APPROXPIATE OKWH

ID
LOG OEFT.ECTORS

WITH ROOIWAtS~’-..~

-60 /
IN. OL4I. CHAIN
TO SECURE LOG
D~I.ECTORS TO

ECOLOGY BLOCK
ANCHOR

*20 +30

LNE W1U.OW AND
DOGWOOD CUTTINGS —

IN TOPSOIL LAYERS
TO BACKFILL WENCHE~5

LOG DEI.ECTORS
WON ROOTWM3S~._.~~F~

I IN. DLAM. CHAIN
TO SECURE LOG
DD’LECTORS TO

ECOLOGY BLOCK
ANCHOR

+40

PROJECT
kW~AGER: ANDY LEVE~UE DATE: 85—98

PROJ ECT
ECOLOGIST: RUTH SQ4AUER DATE: 8—5—98

U.S DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING &
URBAN DEVELOPMENT COMMUNIrr
BLOCK GRANT PROJECT NO. C96658

SECT 57

35

*
SFE~?

z— t~

I IN. DLAM. CHAiN
TO SECURE LOG
DEFLECTORS TO~

ECOLOGY BLOCK
ANCHOR

LOG OEFLECTORS
WON ROOTWAt≤~’\

I
i a -~

IA ?‘S~? ≤.—l—-to SECLATE EL DLOC BLOdkM. ~i6W

-40

ETh__ 1C_ZZ~ZEzzz~
BIJ9INTR~ ‘9. —LO<SE——

I P RIP.jRAP ~E0DI IN ENCHES
—20

SECT 58

LiVE WILLOW AND
DOGWOOD CUTTINGS
IN TOPSOIL LAYERS
TO BACKFILL TRENCHES25

ELEVAT)ON 123 FEET
APPROXHATE

+20

REPLACE
ASPHALT TRAiL

IN. DEW. CHAIN
TO SECURE LOG
DU1.ECTORS TO

ECOLOGY BLOCK
ANCHOR

ZsRiJ~~_4j~ ii
~ dAND AND G~AVTh FiLL ~~-_>_._1

~
kt7Th%,. ,ff

I ~I—f-C-f
E ~z~E]~~Htw

Ar 6 FT. DLAIAgTFR du.irn’~ par
TO $ECU9E ECOLOGY BLOCK ANCHOR

Alq~ -40

zi__
~ I

RiP-RAP BEDDING IN TR~4CNES

‘-

CØIR rA8RTCOVERW~PpED I
—~

—20

SECT 59

\

rr~ ~wrcC TO Oh VE1II

\

\\j_I_ —

LEVEE WiDTH
• 20 —

REPLACE
ASPHALT TRAIL

211 —

—__

SURVEYED: KC RIVERS

—

ELEVATEN ItS FEE
APPROXPIATE

—I—

97—98

E~:rnt4;~I_t~>t_.:_ -

r

.:~ ~

~-“r
HER~ IN

—-

BASE hAP PLOT: __________

DESIGN PLOT: _____________

CHECKED: ________________

FIfl.D BOOK: __________

rn ——

~ir_i_ — ~,- —

-~

~I

TflNCH S

- - -

E€0&GY ~CKLQ+LtZ
BUR~1 IN TRENCH I

ID ~~TO6~D~ QUARRY ROCK

%.~A~%_4~.r KIR~A? 9tULii9~ IN jntrAI.Ipt~ — —

.z~LTt THICkNESS UGNt-LOO~E

40 —20

DESIGNED: ANDY IEVESOUE DATE: 8—5—98

SECT 62
+20

KING COUNfl DEPT. OF NATURAL RESOURCES
PAM BISSONNEITE, DIRECTOR

WATER AND LAND RESOURCES DIVISION

DESIMONE LEVEE STABILIZATION
~1 FW~ FWSi I~tE 15.45 RE.

SHEEr
4
Or

7
SHEETS

DRAWN: JEEN ZWTIG PROJECT No. 089565
DATE: 8—5—98

nhifrnec’rnr’n.



EtCVATI~I Th5 FEET__~4
APPROXIMATE OFIWII

10

LOG DEFLECTORS
WITH ROOIWAOS’\ 5

IN. D~4. CNJN
TO SECURE LOG
DEPLECTORS TO

ECOLOGY BLOCK
ANCHOR

30
LNE WiLLOW MID
DOGW000 CUTTINGS —

IN TOPSOIL LAYERS 25
TO BACKFiLL WENCHES

20

ELEYATEII 12.5
APPROXIIATE OIIWN

LOG DEFLECTORS
WITH ROOIWADS

I IN. DLAM. CHAiN
TO SECURE LOG
OEFLCCTORS TO

ECOLOGY BLOCK
ANCHOR

LNE WILLOW AND
DOGWOOD CUI’I1NGS
IN TOPSOIL LAYERS
TO BACKFiLL WENCHES

20

LOGO

1 IN. DLAJA. CHAIN
TO SECURE LOG
OEFI.ECTORS TO

ECOLOGY BLOCK
ANCHOR

LOCATION
PROTECTION

30

LNE WiLLOW AND
DOGWOOD CUTtiNGS 25
IN TOPSOIL LAYERS
TO BACKFILL WENCHES—

20

O,E’VAlIOIM 123 FEET
APPRO~KTE ~CWH

LOG DEFLECTORS 5
MW ROOTWA0S”..~~~~1.

I IN. DINt CHAIN
TO SECURE LOG
DEUCTORS TO

ECOLOGY BLOCK
ANCHOR

Lrwt WILLOW MiD 30
DOGWOOD CUTTINGS —
IN TOPSOIL LAYERS 25
TO BACKFILL TRENCHES

20

B.EVAIIOII 123 FEET
APPRO)W(ATEOI{W IS

LOG OEF1,ECTORS
WITH RODIWADS

TOSECU ~
DEFLECTORS TO

ECOLOGY 8LOCK
ANCHOR

APPROXIWJE LOCATiON

Z— OF NEW RNER PROTECTiONCASEMENT

U.S DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING &
URBAN DEVELOPMENT COMMUNITY
BLOCK GRN’IT PROJECT NO. C96558

PROJECT No. _~O~565

35

LNE WiLLOW MID 30
DOGWOOD CUTTINGS
IN TOPSOIL LAYERS 25TO BACKFiLL TRENCHES

20

r
APPROXI~AATE LOCATiON

~MDTh -

_____________________________ OF NEW R~/ER PROTECTION

‘ 20’ ~ I - / EASEMENT
REF*JCE 5

______ I “I

Z JIR FAhRIC JOVERJW4~ J1Z11

~ H
\ \ D<CA’ It TO HER IN RENC ES —

~ ‘t~]~j,/1_~ZZZ
I ~

~ ~1 I?—TG 3—fl. -DW.4 rut ~UAflRt—nOc

z~______
-~

-40

TI41014kSS-
~ BEbDING

—20
IN Th NCIIFtS

36’

SECT 63

0 +20

LEVEE WIDTH

REPLACE
¼SPH IRNL

ElEVATION I23~~~.../”\ IS
APPRDXR*IE

+40

Z_~~~6

HaI:t~;I~~ CAVA T HER IN 1REN~ S

10

‘i~ /f”l A I ~ ~ Fr OIAtJFTCP (11 AD

fj~7~f~ SEC 1RE E~oLoGfrBLotKA~CNOR

-40

:;- ~B~K~NCH9R L__LEZEEEEEZZZEZ
~, 2rHIIO1NESS1+IG#tOOdE—_J

~ L ,-““9RIP—~AP nrnn~Na IN WFNC$IFc — — —
—20 0 +20

SECT 66

IN. OLIN. CHAIN
TO SECURE LOG
DEFLECTORS TO

ECOLOGY BLOCK
ANCHOR

35

+40

36’
LEVEE W1DIH

2D’ —
REPLACE

~SPKALT WAiL

35—— __________— ______ ____

10

N H
I~~ ZZEEZEEEEfZiiZ

~ ZEZZ

APPROXIW.TE LOCATION
OF’ NEW RIVER PROTECTION
EASEMENT

X\ L.NcJ/ A

36

22—i1 ~éi~~

W1DIN
20’

REFUGE
ASPHALT IPAIL

I A’

II I,

~Ø~fli~:R_EE-__----__

F

APPROXIMATE LOCATICH
OF NEW RIVER PROTECTION

—40 —20

SECT 67

G~~4J ZEtEEJE

~ -~i EGAV4IE TO HER IN Th&ICH S —

i: —__

o —-__

ECOLOGY BLOCI~ MIC OR I —

~~r~rn~1d-4 ~I

0 1-20

35

-40

36

—20

SECT 65

KC RPAERS

0

LEVEE WIDTH
— 20’ ~

REFUGE
ASPHALT TIWL
— 16’ e”I

+20

~l.
~ —J~-f 1~I —

EE~~LEEE~

+40

ID

APPROXIMATE LOCATION
OF NEW RIVER PROTECTION
EASEMENT

BASE W-P PLOT: —

D~ICN PLOT: —

CHECKED: —

FIELD BOOK:

v 1I≥~SN Zi—TOISECURF ~C& DRY RI nnIc ni&in~

DATE

&~~TBLOCK~.NCH~R_]EEEEEEEZFEEZZ
~fseR~rJ04~9~_ EEEEE EE(EEEE

PROJECT
IMXAGER: ANDY LEVESQUE DATE 8—5—98

PROJECT
ECOLOGIST: RUIN SCHAEFER DATE: 8598

DESIGNED: ANDY LEVESOUC DAlE: 8—5—98

DRAWiI: KEN ZWF1G DATE: 8—5—98

—40 —20

SECT 68
+20 +40

KiNG COUNTY DEPT. OF NATURAL RESOURCES
PAM BISSONNETTE. DIRECTOR

WATER AND LAND RESOURCES DIVISION

DESIMONE LEVEE STABILIZATION
c#eq F31V~, 9VER I&E 15,45 RB.

caossn

SHEET

5
OF

7
SHEETS

PIvFP~ cFCTIDMREVISION fl-i nATE’



36 36

SECT 69

SECT 70

APPROXIMATE LOCATION
,r—OF NEW RIVER PROTECTION

EASEMENT

SECT 72

SECT 73

APPROXIMATE LOCATION
OF NEW RIVER PROTECTION
EASEMENT

U.S DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING &
URBAN DE’JELOPMENT COMMUNITY
BLOCK GRANT PROJECT NO. C96658

PROJECT No. 089565

F
LO~’1E WiDTH

— 20
REPLICE

miL

E FE ~
————•~— ~ —H —

EZ~ /1~
/L—

2
crbri, &i A’

—60

vrrnmlnk

-40 —20

~1EZE~JZ I 1
F

U

LEWE WiDTH
— 20 •

REPIJCE
ASPKALT 1PJ4L

APPROXIMATE LOCATION
£/— OF NEW RP~ER PROThCTION

EASEMENT

+ 40

APPROXIMATE LOCATION
OF NEW RIVER PROTECTION
EASEMENT

-- I III’~~J

+20

36

EEEE~FEEEEE~
———~— .~

— — —7 — — ~cAbcppnpnRrr ?[15 c — — — —

‘5
35

30

25

20

EtEVATION 12$ FEET
APFRO)OHAIE

IC

5

0

35

30

25

20

EtEVATIGN 123 FEET
APPRD)GMATE

10

5

0

35

30

25

20

ELEVA1I~I 123 FEET
APPROXIAII 0HWNfl~”\ ~

-S

LEVEE WIDTH
-

REPIA&
SPHAI ~

EEEEEEEJrEEL~*b~E

~eHE~ ~

2~

40

ZZ

~ZliZJ~4ZZIZEEEHEZEE

C-

35

30

25

20

ELEVA1~1 IZS FE
APPROXNATE 0HIa,4_~fN1~

10

5

0_,

35

30

25

20

ELEVATION ItS FEE
JIPROXTIATE

JO

5

2.60

EZEEZ~EZ~~~ZZ
4r~ -

E

—20

7 - .iL. ~IIt4HN JL2~R.~IN b\~ ~ti,IIUr

+60

— I— —

APPROXIMATE LOCATION
/— OF NEW RIVER PROTECTION

EASEMENT

APPROXIMATE LOCATION

Z— OF NEW RIVER PROTECTIONEASEMENT

+40

EE Z EDE ~2f PrISH~Lt ~
~

+20

36

+20

r LEVEE WIDTH
— 20 ~

REPUCE
A.WRILL TRIJL

+20 +40

ZZE zE~z4zEzErz~z zzz

c

.1

3.6

SAME Dp(r1pfl

LEVEE WIOTH

REPI.ICE
SPWLT mAil.

IA.

nrA.-r,r K I krn!in.. ii AC

~rr r ?fl’ S
C’ Irt”T fl K I— — ...)L lit IN lJL’.J~R3IN 29Z ‘Q W1~

~fEEbth~~EEEEEEE

ZEEEEEEZ I [ J[Th~ EZE~

EEEE~E~E~b~ :~
EE~~ZEZE~ZZEZEZ~
— — — — C -. M=— ~fl~c~

40 —20

.Dfr\IyI C.

10

5

2.60

- SFUD]1C N flES ICR

+20 +40

A~ SECUON

-40

EEZ~~j~J~ZZZEEEEE
‘*1~ZEEEZ

—20

SECT 71
0

SURVEyED: KC RNERS 97—95

+40

BASE KaP PLOT: _________

DESIGN PLOT: __________

CHECKED: _________________
FiELD BOOK: __________

PROJECT
F1mAG~: M4DV I.EVEOUE DAlE 8—5—98

PROJECT
ECOLOGIST: RUTH ScHAEFER ~ 5—5—95

DESIGNED: ANDY LEVESOIJE DAlE 8-5-98

SECT 74

KING COUNTY DEPT. OF NATURAL RESOURCES
PAM BISSONNETTE. DIRECTOR

WATER AND LAND RESOURCES DMSION

DESIMONE LEVEE STABILIZATION
~4 RTVEft PdVEA ~E 15A5 RR

cressns

SHEET
6
OF

7
SHEETS

RIVERS SECTIONBy DATE REViSION DATE
DR4m1: KEN DAlE 8—5—98



35

30

25

20

ELEVATOI ‘2.5 FET
APPR0X~1ATE

SECT 76

36
tEst! F’lOlH

AFB1 FROU 20 0 SEcT.
74- 10 6 0 SECt. 76

~- -H

APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF NEW
SETBACK FOR RELOCATION OF
EXISTING CHAIN UNK FENCE

30

25

20

£LEVAE%JN 2$ FEET
APPROXIIATE

IC

5

SECT 77

U.S DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING &
URBAN DEVELOPMENT COMMUNITY
BLOCK GR8NT PROJECT NO. C96658

KING COUNT( DEPT. OF NATURAL RESOURCES
PAM BISSONNEITE. DIRECTOR

WATER AND LAND RESOURCES DEV1SION

DESIMONE LEVEE STABILIZA11ON
cwei ~ RV9~ ~S&E 15.45 RB.

c~oss ~an~

F I

——~—————————~ ————————

~ F

~~I~~___

/
-fl cd C

cç~~Tin~i nrsinN AS SrrTFnftF.
c4rr c’,,ir-r

-40

I—-—t~
t/—
~F —___

≤~‘_F

36

—20

LEvEE rCP

EI~,saws TRW

APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF NEW
/— SETBACK FOR RELOCATION OF

EXISTING CHAIN UNI< FENCE

30
IM WILLOW fl4D
000W000 CUTI1NGS —
IN TOPSOIL LAYERS 25
TO BACKRLL TROICHES

20

ELEYAl~4I25FET 15
APPROXNATE ~Ii

10

TRIPLE LOG DEELECTORS
WITH NO ROOIWACS 5
UPSTREAM PROJECT ~

FM,RGIN ONLY J4~

1 IN. DIAM. CHAIN
TO SECURE LOG
DET1ICTORS TO

ECOLOGY BLOCK
M4CNCR

SECT 75

COIR~FA8RIC CO~ WRAPPED F ~ iX ]
0VERFS~NOfllWG~Y~I.lL~ I F

t~~fl4z [ Er
,/

+40+20

36

nfl L~XJ?8&7 — !‘. “JIO
I r-~-., ~.—ynFcts-nnc

E E F E

LEvEE TOP

REPIJCC
AWR’LT mw.

es’fl, (YTh4 01 tVV OJPIjnO

EZZ !CCOLh~4LEZE~ZJZ~E
• I BLJThI IN 1~4CHF I

EEEEZ__ I jr—’~-~II I
—.—— I —— I~-~ i~S. J5— I ~ A I —

EEEZZ ~_ZEL~Hz1_~ L..L.NL_~
— ~

Z~EZ D~I
— — ~1— SAJkAF

/
A,

5

2,

35

30

25

20

ELEVAOON ‘25 FEET
~PROXE1AM

IC

5

0~60

35

30

25

20

ELEvAtrfl 25 FEET
APflBxhATE

10

5

-~1

—20

SECT 78
+20

.JLJLsIIUIN iUCW511 r
em

—I

-40

4-ia

L/-H F bd—brSEE bEthO ‘H
~2”t 1 F

~ —L F F
s~’ I 1

I ILJIM

36
LEvEE TOP

l6~•

REPUtE
AWIOLT IRA

, I P I
I~ ~

~EEE1~~E
E3EEEE~E±
-J

+20

36

01

LEVEE TOP

ASPHALT TRAIL

E7~EEEHEEFEE±

~~
+40

APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF NEW
~—SETBACK FOR RELOCATION OF

./ OOSTING CHAIN LINK FENCE

20 40

SECT 79

APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF NEW

1/— SETBACK FOR RELOCATION OFEXISTING CHAIN UNK FENCE

APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF NEW
SETBACK FOR RELOCATION OF
D(IST1NO CHAIN LINK FENCE

3.375

H~z~!E1J~Z~

— — — ~ Pa12~Tcq’~~5$

60 40 60

—5-

PLANT SCHEDULE

-ni lnrn,r.J,
aCjc,I ~ F—”— )P~?IfI t~

AC’
-J

+40

‘c-LA

E7~t~~ S

I LIIN

—40

930
ç~0 (30

SURVEYED: XC RIVERS

+20

97—ga

8ASE ILL? PLOT: ___________

DESIGN PLOT: _____________
rwrr,crn•

Quantity Common Name Species Name Pot Size

TREES
80 Bigleaf Maple Acer macrophyllum 1 gallon

200 Stka Spruce Picea sitchensis 1 gallon
1 20 Black Cottonwood Populus trichocarpo 1 gallon

80 Douglas Ar Pseudotsuga menziesii I gallon
200 Western Red Cedar Thuja plicata 1 gallon
680 Total Trees

SHRUBS
800 Red—osier Dogwood Carnus stolonifero 1 gallon
120 Oceonsproy Holodiscus discolor 1 gallon
120 Block Twinberry Lonicera involucrota 1 gallon

90 Indian Plum Oemlerio cerasiforrnis 1 gallon
300 Pacific Ninebork Physocarpus copitotu, 1 gallon
300 Nootko Rose Rosa nutkono 1 gallon
240 Thimblebersy Rubus parviflorus 1 gallon
120 Red Elderberry Sombucos rocemosa 1 gollon
400 Snowberry Symphoricarpos olbo 1 gallon

2490 Total Shrubs

3170 Totol Potted Plants L- F
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DESIMONE LEVEE TOE REPAIR
GREEN RIVER, RIVER

.1

RIGHT BANK

Temporazy &osion and Sediment Control (TESO):

• The blowing w~l be nought to the site and staged on a do~, bosis as needed:
• Strow bales for slope mdctk.g -

• flt fencing for peeknetw siltation control
• crushed or washed. radi for control of soil ganging on sspassd salle In heat’ batik

aiwow
• 5/S koch nines, crushed rock for etoging areas and rood shoulders
• Pea grovel for fler bn and 1t fence kntosotiane
• Hood brooms. itreet ssnpn and seth buds for control 4 sediments on pond

traffic s,jrfocea -

• An und’.stznbed band at aisting vegetation will be left intact clang Use waterline until
excavation of foiled or denoged toe buttress areas for installatiOn of crushed rock
bedding, toe hci, two anchor rod,., and IWO.

• A tisbldity curtot, wI be Installed at the site during in-’woter construction.

• As in—water coretrLictioo .1 accvx between June 15 and k,gust IS. 2001. to avoid extended
periods of mi’’ weather and ugh river diechange. and to coincide with th5 period of minimum
habitat utlixaliar. by j.awille and adult solmanids.

• AS paved traffic anal wil be kept free frani sediment accumulation, by doily sweeping
and washing.

• Turbidby wit be monitored at the conetniction site, at flogged sampling stations 50
feet upstream fin Sloe excevatian cisc and 250 feet downstream ‘morn the sxcavatian
area to -focilitate canipllance with IfMs on turbidity set faith in Washington Deportment
of Ecology Order Na. DC 97W0—007 (February 24. 19i7). and at a flogged samp&r.g
italian located one mie dawneizeono frons the site.

Construction Cequence; Toe end Bank Repair
I. Stoke Inits of ,anstzuction area at site.

2- Sloop. romps ~ access bends from ereisting levee crest upstream and downstream of
bends area.

3. Operating frau, ~,e levee bend,. detach the LWD rode anchor chains front the poplar.
prwniausfr star., on the law bw.dt

4. StartIng at the tntreom project knits. instol the floating tstidlty curtain in 175—
foot—long. increr. ens to Isolate the instream wart area(s) from the flowing stream.

& Starting at dcembeam project &T1le canetruct toe repairs in flfteei foot lang
(n.asdemsn) Inc’ .snts, as falaet

& Starting at we tjer,sb-eain end of the project dear arid grub existing blodthereies and
reed caroarygrar rom the lower ba* slope, above the 0+111W. in 15 foot increments.
bport these i~ and sail noateriab to an approved diepoed location (PaciFic ToØa
sit. in Kee’.t or -tng Count. Raade l~eieian sail rscydng center in Renton).

7. ~ava4s eidsti.,g foiled levee rip—.op and unedtthle .tg.ode mot.a$ob horn th. lower
entonlonent ek’r.-se. atave the water sudaoe devotion, in the earTW 15 foot k.aenw,ts,
E,port these nitwit to en approved deposd location (Podia Topsoil sit, in Kent or
fl,g Ccun4’ ~ , tllsWan od fscycfr.g center in Ree,ton).

8. Excavate bLed v-. daeaged toe buttress now and esoerifoble s.thgeode aooter~ from
below the wotef ‘.wfaae devotion far ploan,t of esew crushed rode bed&og, toe rode.

sd two andnr -acts, in the sore.. 15 foot increments. Wodde’.g trw, the en*aelcnwvt
side toward the -abe’s edge, lean an kotod eelben plug’ et the ,iverw~ edge at
If. toe rode n~ two anchor rode Cecavatiari area atoll the moment of ecb,d toe
buttress bedding and rode placement in order to es*.inelxe bsbldty.

9. Excavate and rut,., Its. esthen plug kant dong the sote?s edge. co.npletlr.g the
o’afioe. to erich a sqii*jr poesblt b,nediotefry ploae 2—1/4’ crushed railroad

bdet and qurr.i soots to ettitre the ~oeed netted and entedainerit sole, s.d to
provIde suitable :idcie’q conditions tar ploceenent of toe and IWO anchor rode.
Complete t* r it: stiM, the nose iS foot Increments.

IC. Place rack tIlt) anchors .thin the prepared toe buttress bedding area at a 25 fact
spodng, wilts ara chains ~eo.fr attached Ia qoony holes *Sed in the lode. Place
odditiond toe bot~ rod, in place to fn%. sean the IWO anchors in place, and to
seats the tiP-i: be buttress against uroderajti.ing erosion, wartimeg wiThin the sane IS
foot increments ic above. Laid the top edge at the rode toe buttress at a r.nlshed
elevatin oppraxlaatefr one foot above the Offtfll. using light loose rip—cop. 2—1/2’
crushed bolast. cr~ —1/4’ crushed gravel to provide a tease base for subsequent sail
Iftx and plantinç,.

11. Using the trocld,oe bucket, gently place the poplar. and additional coniferous tWO into
the water eaten.. securing then along the bonlttroe to the anchor rock with the chain
attachments, and to each other, starting at the dantnaen end and proceeding
upstream. Overlap ast lag ends riverword of the next raatwad protruding downstream
and secure overtopped lag, to sods other with additional ane-kide diameter anchor
chain. The LWO should overlap In a downstream direction ow shown on the plan sheets.
Ia the maseirnun’ extant. anchoring of the IWO should sean the logs as far below the
0+111W as practical .Me minimising the potential for kodM&od logs to float up and become
lodged an the bonldine. during flood events. Precise placement at irdnidool IWO pieces wit
be occompreshed under the supervision of the project eng.rseer and the Senior Ecologist.

Ii Proceed as specified above in IS foot Increments upstream, rwlacoting the floating
turbidity curtain os needed for subsequent portions of the Instreom sack, to the end of
the project repair read,.

13. Remove turbidity curtok,.

Levee Slope Reconstruction:

I - Following completion of as Instream toe buttress construction and LIlt placement, p1oce
3—kid. lift of crushed quany screenings the full length of the toe buttress along the top

edge of the newly placed rode. Seal of underlying voids and to create a secure base for
subsequent placement of soil ift and planting layers. hake ei.we the top surface of the
screenings is located at o n,inimurn of six inches above the 01*111 elevation.

2. Place an 5—inch layer of Groco—amend.d planting soil (≥ 20% Grace content) along the fiji length
of the bench adjoering the rlverbae* within the project 0mg. extend’esg for a mininium of eight feet
in width. Place a layer of tve willow and dogwood cuttings onto the planting sail layer as
shown an the croes section drawings. The cuttings will up to 10 feet i0 length in order
ta extend the width of the prepared soil Wits. Place additional potted native ripomion shrub
and tree species into the exposed edge ot the soil lilt as specified irs the planting schedule.
Butt ends af the cuttings con be up to fcot incIses in diarneteç eqowed ends of the
cuttings wit extend no more than one foot rivwrword frorsi the rushed slope. Cover the layer
of cuttings and patted plants with on odditianal 6 to 8 Inches of planting sail and compact lightly
with a single p055 at the trodthoe or busdozer tracts. Once instated in this manner, each layer
of plantings ,lll be embedded in a one foot minimum thidmess of Craco—amended planting sail.

3. Impart selected cevee Ill soils to the site and coenpoct therei in sight led. lifts to form f15
layers between the layers of I,~ cuttings. Each fit lay-er wit be composed at tyse
camopocted sail Wb, extending the fat length of the riverbank tilt tie project area.
Each finished fit layer wit be wrapped wfth call’ fabric for erosion protection.

4. Selected fJ sails sit be supplerneveted in Ifte with crushed rode mateelots ow noted
above during periods of roinf~ to provIde for odequate compaction and to prevent
pes’nping of mud in att~ eubject to equ~rnent passage and truck bdr,c.

5. Mten.ats planting layers and ask wrapped fit and reconstruct loww- entonlonent elopes
to finished grads ow eleoso on the cross section drawings and plan sheet.

6. The lower srthankmnent slope Ift. w be brought — dose ow paesble to rushed grade -

and eneiched wrd. straw en a do~y basis oe needed during ar~. anticipated perIods of— weather.

7. ilydraseed —v remaining xbed sail eurfooee ksvenediatek~’ folawing completion at ol
a --

8. Std, slope now abject to slester kse,s,dotian with 0* fd,eic cr the completed
hydaoesed cover ow needed to prevent winter audan,

9. Plant nidde end upper slaps _~ with adSior.d potted esaiivw dvvke desk.9 the
fofeoeksg plaret dansionq’ se~n (October 1 Itnogh Macdo 31) in oeao.donce with
planting plan end p1st schedule thaso on the project drawings.

10. Water plants and grass seed needed, twice a week minie,wjm, unll the onset at foe

II. Cqc4rne’st tloedt PC ~, 730 a-ed 330 bode hoes, 10 CY d,xevp buds, 18 CI be~
dewnop bode, pidep bud,, I tan flatbed buds, 30’ bed trash hauler. bydeoseed bud,,
water truck. arid 06 b*ader.

Long Tc ESO Monilorinc

As stobitred slops an ~bs mated far elgns of erosion &xIng wet s~nter monlw
cod lmrnediote4’ ewpakwd. Repairs ran Indude straw ene9dilng. straw nuld, packing of
incipient mRs. grovel patching at incised mRs. additional placement at topsail, additional
band— and/ar hydroseeding. additional fr.etaaatian of waow & dogwood toe cuttings and/or potted
native riporian etinste and bees, placement of washed rock filter berms. arid locaiced
placement of additional .lt fencing. The goal is to mointoke a vigorous estabilst,nwat of dense,
deeply sooted eroeion control grosses and native riparion vegetation on aS distorted snaps orbs
at ol times.
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PLANTING SCHEDULE

Common Name

Bigleaf Maple
Red Pider
Otegon Ash
Silka Spruce
Black Cottonwood
Western Crabapple
Western Red Cedar

*
Red.osler Dogwood
Western Hazelnut
Black Hawthorn
Ocea~
Black Twlnberiy
Indian Plum
Pacific Wmebaxtc
Red Flowering Cunent
N~ Rose

S~nnteny
Red Sderberry
S~wbeffy

cp~jus comutus

Physocarpus ca~s
Ribes sanquineriru
Rosa~
Rosa p~ocwpa
Robus ~&n~
Rubusspectablrls

~7ppjpdcarpos arra

KING COUNTY DEPT. OF NATURAL RESOURCES
PP34 BISSONNETTE. DIRECTOR

WATER flID LAND RESOURCES OMSION

DESIMONE LEVEE TOE REPAIR
GREEN RIVER. RIVER MILE 15.45 R.S.

PUN~nNC PLAN

Total
Plants

By Species

50
185

Typical

185
185
235
185
185

Total Trees 1210

Approx. Lower Bench UpperSpecies Name Pot Size Spacing Bank Bank

TREES
Acer ma~ophyilum 1 gallon 10+ 55 0
Ainuswbra 1 gallon 6’+ 185 0
Frwdnuslatjfofia igallon 6’+ 45 185
Piceasltotiensis 1 gallon 1O’+ 185
Populus tiichocarpa I gallon 6+ 45 320
Pyiusfusca lgalion 6’+ 45 185
Tht4aplicata lgallon ~+ 185 0

TOTAL 135 1300 0

548
415
548
688
548
415
274
415
274

SHRUBS
Amelanchieralnifolja 1 gallon 4+ 548
Cornus stolonifera 4+ 275 140

427

I aflon

427

41.4.

274
140

Cratageus douglasii 1 gallon 4’+ 140 548
Holocliscus discolor - 1 gallon 4+ 548

hivoluc*: lgallon 4+ 275 140
~cerasitornt 1 gallcm 4l~ 274

3425
688

548

1 gallon ______

I gallon
Iqaflon

275 140

I gall ______

Igallon

Total Shrubs 9506

Ljs 12/acTOE I~’AW
~*VflD: KG mYERS 97—ga

WP PInT:______

-• PWT:_____

FEW =~. -

Loallon 4+

________ 274

140 274
140 274

274

4,4.

140

Br D41t

TOTAL 825

1300 2i~
140 548

2420 6235

ILAWJXR FJCf 1EVE~Y~Z ~_____

PROJECT
EcOc.OGIST: RU111 SO4IUER 0It 1/01

D~e Nor I rVEflç w1t~ .1121__

E~A~’t ~N 7*T1G cx~m I/al
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HOME NEWS SERVICES DIRECTORY CONTACT

I.. I

Services and Resources for King County, Washington

You’re in: Flooding >> King County Flood Control Zone District>> Programs and Projects>>
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Services and Resources for King County, Washington

Youre in: Flooding > King County Flood Control Zone District>) Programs and Projects>>
Capital Improvement Projects

Flood Protection Capital Improvement Projects

Flood project selection
Desimone Levee #4 search again
Map

‘ Projects (line, e.g.
levee repair or setbaci’)

Zoom in out all

Project
details

Projects (point, e.g.
i~stoiation project)

Home I Privacy I Accessi~jj~y I Terms of use I Search
Links to external sites do not constitute endorsements by King County. By visiting this and other
King County web pages, you expressly agree to be bound by terms and conditions of the site.
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Services and Resources for King County, Washington

You’re in: Flooding > King County Flood Control Zone District>> Programs and Projects >>
Capital Improvement Projects
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CEOENGINEERS2

2924 Colby Avenue
Everett, Washington 98201

425.252.4565

November 10, 2009

James Campbell Company, LLC
425 California Street, Suite 1000
San Francisco, California 94104

Attention: Mr. Clyde Skeen, Regional Manager

Subject: Addendum Letter
Geotechnical and Hydrologic Consultation
Conceptual Levee Section, Glacier Building
Tukwila, Washington
File No. 18922-001-00

This letter documents our additional geotechnical and hydrologic consultation and evaluation of the Green River
levee located adjacent to the Glacier Building within the James Campbell Company property in Tukwila, Washington.
The James Campbell Company property includes four parcels situated between S. 180th Street and S. l9Oth Street
along the east side of the Green River. This letter is site specific to the Glacier Building parcel, Parcel
No. 7888900120, located roughly 2,000 feet south of South 180th Street.

We understand that in its proposed Shoreline Master Program (SMP), the City of Tukwila is proposing a 125-foot
buffer to accommodate reconstruction of levees in accordance with the City’s “Preferred Levee profile’. The
“Preferred Levee Profile” is defined and depicted in the draft SMP attached to staff’s October 21, 2009,
memorandum to the City Council. Excerpts from the October 21, 2009 version of the draft SMP indicating
circumstances under which alternatives such as a floodwall could be used are included as Attachment A.1 The City’s
Preferred Levee Profile is included as Figure 1.

We developed a conceptual levee section for the levee adjacent to the Glacier Building, presented as Section II’ on
attached Figure 2, The specific location of Section I-I’ is shown on the Tr ad survey prey ously submitted to the City,
The conceptual levee section in Figure 2 is generally representative of the situation on the Glacier Building parcel as
a whole.

Consistent with the SMP language in Figure 1, our conceptual levee section utilizes a floodwall in lieu of an earthen
backslope in order to provide 10’ clearance from the building. The only element of the City’s “Preferred Levee
Profile” not included in our conceptual levee section is an 18-foot wide levee top. Due to space constraints, a

‘The handwritten language on the pages n Attachment A and Figure 1 represents corrections presented by staff at the
October 27, 2009, City Council working session.



James Campbell Company LLC November 6. 2009 Page 2

16-foot wide levee top is provided. This reduction in the width of the levee top does not impact the stability of the
levee, In our opinion.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide services to James Campbell Company and Gordon Derr on this project.
Our services have been completed in accordance with our agreement dated September 18, 2009 for the purposes
of developing conceptual levee profiles. Please call if you have any questions regarding our services or about this
letter.

Sincerely,
GeoEngineers, Inc.

in
Debra C. Overbay. PE Gordon M. Denby, PE, PhD
Senior Engineer Senior Principal

GMD:DCO:ta
Seat\p\00\llnals\18922flO1ooltr2_draft,~o~

Attachment k City of Tukwila Proposed SMP Buffer Definition
Figure i. cay of Tukwila Preferred Levee Profile
Figure 2. Conceptual Levee Section I-I’

cc: Jeff Weber
Gordon Derr, Attorneys At Law
2025 First Avenue, Suite 500
Seattle. Washington 98121-3140

copyright® 2009 by GeoEnglneers, Inc. All rights reserved.

Disclaimer Any electmnle Ibrm, facsimile or ham copy of the original document (email, text, table, and/or figure). if provided, and any attachments are only a
copy of the original document The original document Is stored byGeoEiiglneers. Inc. and will serve as the official document of record.

GEOENGINEER~
File No- 18922.001cc
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::: :ee Areas: /‘~‘+jd~”t’~’
For properties located behind the Army Corps of En$neers (ACOE) Certified 205 levee
and County constructed levees, the buffer will e/ctend 125 feet landward from the
ordinary high water mark, determined at the time offtlevelopment or redevelopment of the
site or when levee replacement or repair is prq~ranimed. This buffer width is the
maximum needed to reconfigure the river bank td achieve an overall slope of 2.5:1, the
“angle of repose” or the maximum angle of a stable slope. The establishment of the 2.5:1
slope along the Corps certified 205 levee in the Tulcwila Urban Center will allow for
incorporating a mid-slope bench that can be planted with vegetation to improve river
habitat. The mid-slope bench also will allow access for maintenance equipment, when
needed, As the Corps of Engineers does not permit planting on the levee prism, the only
way to improve habitat along the 205 levee portion of the river is to create a bench that
can be vegetated that will not create a hazard for the stability of the levee. A ten foot
easement necessary to allow access for levee inspection is required on the landward side
of the levee at the toe. As noted earlier, the ACQE has indicated the 2.5:1 levee profile
with the mid-slope bench (D.R. 07/09) will be the template for future levee repairs.

As an alternative to the 125 foot buffer for leveed areas, a property owner may construct
levee or riverbank improvements that meet the Army Corps of Engineers, King County
Flood Control District, and City of Tukwila levoo otandardrjpreferred levee profile. These
standards at a minimum shall include an overall slope of 2.5:1 from the toe of the levee to
the riverward edge pf the crown, a 15 foot mid slope bench,-2018’ access across the top
of the levee, a 2:1 back slope, and an additional 10 foot no-build area measured from the
landward toe for inspection and repairs. In instances where an existing building that has
not lost its nonconforming status prevents the complete construction of the oreferred
levee urofile. achieving an overall slope of 2.5:1 may be difficult — however, the slope
should be as close to 2.5:1 as possible. ~ j~~aCCL~ UALJL4,

‘ .4’w ,.wtA~v& .fw.ctiotn.U+7
A floodwall is not the ureferred back slope vrqt~le for a levee and may be substituted for
all or a vortion of the back slope only where q€cessary to avoid encroachment or damage
to a structure legally constructed prior to the gate of adoption of this Master Program and
which has not lost its nonconforming status~ The floodwall shall be designed to be the
minimum necessary to provide 10’ (ten foot) clearance between the levee and the
building or the minimum necessary to preserve access needed for building functionality
while meeting all engineering safety standards, provided that minor variations ipay be
allowed in order to provide the 10’ (ten foot) clearance. A floodwall may also b~sed,
and other minor variations made, where necessary to avoid encroachment on a rail}oad
easement. \ A
In areas of the river where this condition the preferred levee urofile currently exists or
where the property owner or a government agency has constructed these
mp*e’veffientpreferred profile, the cetbackbuffer will be reduced to the actual distance as

measured from the ordinary high water mark to the landward toe of the levee or face of a
pro existing floodwall, plus 10 feet. In the event that the owner provides the City with a
10-foot levee maintenance easement measured landward from the landward toe of the
levee or levee wall (which easement prohibits the construction of any structures and
allows the City to access the area to inspect the levee), then the buffer shall be reduced to
the landward toe of the levee, or landward edge of the levee floodwall, as the case may

101211/2009 II~3&00AM4fi/4Wa9g94,4.~00.RM



SECTION 7.7

Figure 4. Schematic of Proposed Shoreline Jurisdiction and Buffers for the Urban
Conservancy Environment in Areas with Levees

I CL
W:~Lopg Range Projecis\SiioreIrne~Coirncjt Rcview~StaffJ’rcposed Changes

10120/200’) I [:38:00 AM1Q/19i20O~ 6: (7:00PM

be.

In cases where fill is placed along the back slone of the levee, the shoreline buffer may be
further reduced to the point where the ground plane intersects the back slope. The area
between the landward edge of the buffer and a point ten (10) feet landward of the
underground levee toe shall be covered by an easement prohibiting the construction of
any structures and allowing the City ~to access the area to inspect the levee and/or
floodwafl and make any necessary reoair\

200’
Urban Conservancy Environment

Ic 125’
I I
I AIIowroom I
I for levee I I
~ repairor i Buffer
i replacement i
I I



SECTION 3 DEFINITIONS: SUMMARY SHEET

PROPOSED NEW DEFIM1ION #1

Technical Correction

New definition 11

Provide a definition that identifies the City’s preferred levee profile.

Levee, Preferred Proffle: shall mean, where there is room, the preferred levee
profile for any new or reconstructed levees is the King County “Briscoe Levee” profile —

2.5:1 overall slope with 15 foot mid-slope bench for maintenance access and native
vegetation plantings. Where there is insufficient room for a levee backslope due to the
presence of er~ahig,structures,~a floodwall may be substituted. See Figure X for an
illustration of the ~7kferred pro~e.

t~tc~ ~vio’~ kt Ldte~ 6¼(’
Typical Shoreline Buffer in LevejAreas.Width Will Vary

Staff Recommended Solution

Staff recommends including the new definition and the illustration of the preferred
profile.

CL
W:~Lcng Range ProjecIs~Shorcline~Council Review~Matrix\Section 3 summary Sheet

Reconfigured Levee

Vegetated Bench

Willows

Levee

Maintenance Easement

Reconfigured Slope averages 2.5:1 wfth bench

Preferred Levee Profile
Not To Scale

10/20/2009 2:28:00 PM
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JAMES CAMPBELL COMPANY LLC

November 10, 2009

Members of the Tukwila City Council
6200 Southcenter Blvd.
Tukwila, WA 98188

Dear City Council Members:

Re: Comments on Shoreline Master Program

I am the Vice President, Regional Manager for the James Campbell Co. LLC, which owns a
number of parcels in the City of Tukwila, including the parcel developed with the “Glacier
Building.” I previously submitted a comment letter dated April 17, 2009. This letter
addresses an issue that has arisen since that Lime, e.g., City staffs proposed changes to the
SMP’s nonconformance provisions that were first presented with the materials for the
Council’s September 22, 2009, working session.

As set forth in my original letter, the SMP’s provisions regarding nonconforming uses and
structures would greatly interfere with the continued use and operation of the Glacier Building.
Among other problems, the SMP construes use categories very narrowly, so an owner of a
building impacted by the proposed buffer could retain nonconforming status only by finding a
replacement tenant whose business was virtually the same as the vacating tenant’s, effectively
eliminating the possibility of timely finding a replacement tenant.

Staffs proposal to allow a nonconforming use to be changed to a different nonconforming use
upon approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) does not constitute an acceptable solution to
this issue. The commercial industrial leasing market is highly competitive, particularly in the
current economic climate. Commercial/industrial leasing deals often must occur in a matter of
weeks if the property owner is to land the new tenant. In the current market, tenants in the
Kent Valley have a vast number of choices and any factor that increases the time needed to
negotiate a lease with a particular property owner is highly problematic.

The obligation to obtain a CUP would typically be placed on the prospective tenant. The
typical prospective tenant in the commercial/industrial sector (many of whom are small
businesses) will be unwilling to go through a CUP process. When faced with such a
requirement, the tenant will simply find another building (either outside of the shoreline zone
in Tukwila, or in another city) in which to lease space. Moreover, the need to obtain a CUP
for buildings along the river in Tukwila will create a negative impression of the Tukwila
business environment among tenants in this sector.

425 California Street Suite 10(X) San Francisco. California 94104 Phone (415) 397—4000 Fax (415) 29 —5720 Website: www.janiescamphell.com



Members of the Tukwila City Council
November 10, 2009
Page 2

As owners of buildings impacted by the buffer find that the CUP requirement prevents them
from landing tenants, the owners will initiate the CUP process on behalf every prospective
tenant in hopes of leasing their space. Since leasing a given space often requires dealing with
multiple prospective tenants, the City will potentially be faced with a large volume of CUP
applications. In the end, however, most if not all of these applications will be dropped (though
only after causing substantial administrative burdens on the City). In the commercial/industrial
sector, prospective tenants will not wait to lease space in a building where they are required to
go through a CUP process involving the hiring of an attorney to guide them through both the
City of Tukwila and Department of Ecology review. This will be a months long complex
process where the outcome will not be known until the process is completed. Businesses need
efficiency, cost effectiveness and certainty when making decisions and commitments as to
where to locate their operations.

Thus, in cases (like the Glacier Building) where the uses engaged in by current tenants mean
that a CUP is likely to be needed to re-lease space that becomes vacant, the CUP requirement
is likely to preclude re-leasing of the space as a practical matter. The owner will ultimately
lose the use of the building, giving rise to an inverse condemnation claim against the City. It
bears emphasis that the CUP requirement is particularly problematic in a situation (like the
Glacier Building) where no levee reconstruction is likely to occur for the foreseeable future
and thus the buffer will continue to burden the building for many years. The Glacier Building
is approximately ten years old and has a long remaining useful life. It is highly likely that use
of some or all of this building will be prematurely lost if the nonconformance provisions as
proposed by staff (including the CUP process) are adopted by the Council.

I respectfully request that you make the changes to the draft SMP recommended by our
attorney in order to address the issues discussed herein. Thank you for your consideration.

Ve truly yours,

Clyde Skeen
Vice President
Regional Manager



GordonDe
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

November 20, 2009

VIA HAND DELIVERY
Members of the Tukwila City Council
c o City of Tukwila City Clerk
Tukwila City Hall
6200 Southcenter Blvd.
Tukwila, WA 98188

Re: Supplemental Comments on City of Tukwila Shoreline Master Program (SMP)
Update

Dear Council Members:

We represent the James Campbell Company LLC, which owns property in the City of
Tukwila including four parcels along the Green River. At the Council working session on
November 17, the Council declined to request changes to the draft SMP to address the situation
of the “Glacier Building”. As described in our prior comments, there is sufficient room to
reconstruct the levee adjacent to the Glacier Building in accordance with the City’s minimum
levee profile (with only a minor variation to the levee top that does not affect the stability of the
levee) without encroaching on the existing building.

Based on Councilmember Robertson’s comments at the working session, the apparent
rationale for the Council’s refusal to adopt the changes to the SMP proposed by James Campbell
Company in its November 10, 2009, comment letter is that, in the event of future sloughing of
the levee, additional horizontal distance may be required to achieve the City’s minimum levee
profile, and thus the buffer line should be set landward of the edge of the existing building.

As explained in the attached letter from Geoengineers, there is no engineering basis for
this rationale. See Geoengineers Letter, Exhibit A hereto. In the event of sloughing, the levee
should be repaired, but such repairs can be made within the existing levee configuration and,
assuming repairs are promptly made, there is no reason to expect any additional horizontal
distance will be required over the long term to reconstruct the levee. While this letter takes no
position as to what entity, if any, might have an obligation to make such repairs, if no public
agency timely made the necessary repairs, the landowner would reserve, at its discretion, the
right to make the repairs itself in order to preserve the potential for reconstructing the levee
without encroaching on the existing building (such that buffer impacts to the building could be
avoided).

To address the City’s concern consistent with the engineering principles set forth by
Geoengineers, we would suggest the following language for the SMP (which modifies the
language proposed in our November 10 comment letter):
V WPUAMES CAMPBELL CO~CITYCOUNCILI 12009DOC

025 First Avenue, Suite 500. Seattle, WA 98121 314 206-382-9540 lax 206-626-0675 www.6ordonDerr.com



Members of the Tukwila City November 20, 2009
Council

Where a levee has been reconstructed after 1997 and before adoption of this
Master Program and the reconstruction included creation of a midsiope bench and
planting of native vegetation (but varied in other respects from the Minimum
Levee Profile established under this Master Program), and a structure is located
landward of such levee and was legally constructed prior to the date of adoption
of this Master Program, the portion of such structure that lies within the buffer
shall not be subject to the use regulations for the buffer, and may be devoted to
any use allowed in the applicable shoreline environment outside the buffer, so
long as the structure retains its nonconforming status. Provided that, if repairs are
required to such a levee in order to remedy sloughing/erosion and reestablish the
preexisting levee toe (not including work to repair damage to a substantial portion
of the levee resulting from unusually high water levels or work that goes beyond
reestablishing the preexisting levee configuration), the owner of the property
adjacent to the levee shall have the option, at its discretion, to make the necessary
repairs.

In sum, we continue to see absolutely no justification for the City to impose a buffer that
encroaches on the Glacier Building, and again request that the City either not impose such a
buffer under the SMP or not apply the use regulations for the buffer area to the portion of the
existing building within the buffer as set forth above. Given the SMP’s highly unforgiving
treatment of nonconforming uses, imposing a buffer that encroaches on the Glacier Building will
provide the building owner with little alternative but to consider all remedies available to redress
the matter.

Thank you for your consideration.

Very truly yours,

GORDONDERR LLP

Jeff S. Weber

Attachment
cc: Clyde Skeen (w an.)

Y WPUAMES CAMPBELL CO~CITYCOUNCILI 2009 DOC
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G EO ENGINEER~

600 Stewart Street, Suite 1700
Seattle, Washington 98101

206.728.2674

November 19, 2009

James Campbell Company, LLC
425 California Street, Suite 1000
San Francisco, California 94104

Attention: Mr. Clyde Skeen, Regional Manager

Subject Addendum Letter
Geotechnical and Hydrologic Consultation
Conceptual Levee Section, Glacier Building
Tukwila, Washington
File No. 18922-001-00

This letter provides our additional opinions regarding the Green River evee and proposed buffer adjacent to the
Glacier Building within the James Campbell Company property in Tukwila, Washington. We provided a conceptua
levee profile adjacent to the building and an eva uation of the City of Tukwila preferred levee profile in a previous
letter dated November 10, 2009. Our previous conceptual levee prof le II located adjacent to the Glacier Building is
also attached to this letter for reference.

We understand that the City of Tukwila has concerns that reconstruction of the levee adjacent to the Glacier Building
may require additional horizontal distance in the landward direction, beyond that shown in our profile I-I, in the event
of future sloughing of the levee (such that the buffer line should be set further landward than the edge of the existing
building). In our opinion, any sloughing of the existing levee including erosion of the toe should be repaired
immediately to reduce potential additional impacts to the downstream levee. Such repairs should be completed as
soon as practical to re-establish the armored toe and levee slope, and can be achieved within the current levee
configuration. Assuming such repairs are promptly made, we do not expect that any additional horizontal distance,
beyond that shown in profile II’, would be required over the long term in order to reconstruct the levee in the
configuration shown in that profile. As shown n the figure, the current toe can be maintained and the slope
flattened to a 2H:1V md nation, including a midslope bench, without encroaching on the existing building.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide services to James Campbell Company and Gordon Derr on this project.
Our services have been completed in accordance with our agreement dated September 18, 2009 for the purposes
of developing conceptual levee prof les.



James Campbell Company LLC November 19.2009

Please call if you have any questions regarding our services or about this letter.

Sincerely,
GeoEngineers, Inc.

i~ IZ4
Debra C. Overbay, PE Gordon M. Denby, PE, PhD
Senior Engineer Senior Principal

GMD:DCO:ta
Seat\P:\ 18 1892 200 1\0o’.plna ls\ 5892200 looltjS.doa

Attachment: Figure 1. Conceptual Levee Section I-I

cc: Jeff Weber
Gordon Derr, Attorneys At Law
2025 First Avenue, Suite 500
Seatve, Washington 98121-3140

Copyrighte 2009 by GeoEn~neers, Inc All rights reserved.

Disclaimer Any electronic form, facsimile or hard ~py of the original document (emaIl, text, table, and/or figure), ii provided, and any attachments are only a
copyof the original document. The original document isstored byGeoEnglneers, Inc. and will serve asthe official document of record.
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Notes
1. The ocations of all features shown are approximate.
2 This drawing s for information purposes. It is intended to

assist n showing features discussed in an attached
document. GeoEngineers, Inc. can not guarantee the
accuracy and content of electronic files. The master file is
stored by GeoEngineers, Inc. and will serve as the official
record of this communication.
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