From: Haycock, Kristina

To: Erin Dilworth; kjohnston; Winslow, Frank (ECY); Mitchell, Treasure (ECY); Klem, Jon (ECY); DAHP 2102
Cc: Schultz, Shirley; Lawrence, Dustin

Subject: Request for Consult - LU25-0147 - 35th and Pacific Housing - Due 8/20/25

Date: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 2:35:50 PM

Attachments: SEPA Checklist with redlines (1).pdf

Mercy Housing 35th and Pacific Traffic Impact Analysis Report V2 combined (1).pdf
LU25-0147 Site Plan and Vicinity Map (1) (1).pdf

35P Tacoma RI-FS-CAP Report Final no app (1).pdf

35th Street Landfill R DAHP Concurrence.pdf

35P_Ecology Requirements for CAP Letter.pdf

External Email
Good afternoon,

I’m reaching out to you prior to issuing this MDNS to see if you have any mitigation to add.
This site is the previous City Fill landfill site, so there are known concerns about methane.
I’ve attached the Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study And Cleanup Action Plan, site
plan and drawings, SEPA checklist with my redlines, and their TIA. They also submitted
correspondence regarding the proposed CAP and their inadvertent discovery plan. There
are a lot of documents so please don’t hesitate to reach out if you have questions or would
like to see more documentation. This has also been posted to the ECY SEPA record as a
consult action and should be published shortly.

| appreciate anything you have to add,

Kristina Haycock, AICP

Senior Planner | 253-591-5845

Planning and Development Services Department
TacomaPermits.org  Tacoma Permits (ACA)

Please Take our Survey!
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SEPA® Environmental Checklist

Purpose of checklist

Governmental agencies use this checklist to help determine whether the environmental impacts of your
proposal are significant. This information is also helpful to determine if available avoidance, minimization, or
compensatory mitigation measures will address the probable significant impacts or if an environmental impact
statement will be prepared to further analyze the proposal.

Instructions for applicants

This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal. Please answer
each question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge. You may need to consult with an
agency specialist or private consultant for some questions. You may use “not applicable” or “does not apply”
only when you can explain why it does not apply and not when the answer is unknown. You may also attach
or incorporate by reference additional studies reports. Complete and accurate answers to these questions
often avoid delays with the SEPA process as well as later in the decision-making process.

The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a period of time
or on different parcels of land. Attach any additional information that will help describe your proposal or its

environmental effects. The agency to which you submit this checklist may ask you to explain your answers or
provide additional information reasonably related to determining if there may be significant adverse impact.

Instructions for lead agencies

Please adjust the format of this template as needed. Additional information may be necessary to evaluate the
existing environment, all interrelated aspects of the proposal and an analysis of adverse impacts. The checklist
is considered the first but not necessarily the only source of information needed to make an adequate
threshold determination. Once a threshold determination is made, the lead agency is responsible for the
completeness and accuracy of the checklist and other supporting documents.

Use of checklist for nonproject proposals

For nonproject proposals (such as ordinances, regulations, plans and programs), complete the applicable parts
of sections A and B, plus the Supplemental Sheet for Nonproject Actions (Part D). Please completely answer all
guestions that apply and note that the words "project,” "applicant," and "property or site" should be read as
"proposal," "proponent," and "affected geographic area," respectively. The lead agency may exclude (for non-
projects) questions in “Part B: Environmental Elements” that do not contribute meaningfully to the analysis of
the proposal.

! https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/Checklist-guidance
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A.Background

Find help answering background questions?

1. Name of proposed project, if applicable:
35™ and Pacific Family Housing
2. Name of applicant:

Developer: Mercy Housing Northwest
Architect: SMR Architects

3. Address and phone number of applicant and contact person:

Katie Randall

Mercy Housing Northwest

6930 Martin Luther King Jr. Way South
Seattle WA 98118

Email: katie.randall@mercyhousing.org
Phone: 206-602-3494

Rumi Takahashi

SMR Architects

117 South Main Street, Suite 400
Seattle WA 98104

Email: rtakahashi@smrarchitects.com
Phone: 206-623-1104

4. Date checklist prepared:
July 1, 2025

5. Agency requesting checklist:
City of Tacoma

6. Proposed timing of schedule (including phasing, if applicable):
Preliminary earthwork and clean soil import scheduled for August 2025
Construction and remaining clean up: Nov. 2025-May 2027

7. Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or
connected with this proposal? If yes, explain.

No.

8. List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be
prepared, directly related to this proposal.

2 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-A-Background
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Check tax parcel - appears
to be missing a number.

Note: Tax parcels 740021282, 2086140010, 2086140020, 3651 Pacific Ave is the current
project site. Tax parcel 474023329, 3580 Pacific Ave E is not part of the current project site.

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study and Clean Up Action Plan - Final, June 19, 2025
Geotechnical Engineering Report — Final, February 2, 2025

Wetland and Stream Feasibility Study, Emerald Environmental, December 17, 2024
Arborist Report, Advanced Arboricultural Assessment, October 4, 2024

Phase | Environmental Site Assessment, Pierce County Tax Parcels 747023329 and
740021282, 3580 and 3651 Pacific Avenue East, Tacoma Washington 98418, ECI, June 8,
2013

9. Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other
proposals directly affecting the property covered by your proposal? If yes, explain.

No
10. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known.

City of Tacoma Building Permit |City of Tacoma RTRE permit |

City of Tacoma Site Development Permit
City of Tacoma Work Order Permit (for work in adjacent right of way)
Department of Ecology Stormwater General Permit Number 51563

11. Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the
size of the project and site. There are several questions later in this checklist that ask you
to describe certain aspects of your proposal. You do not need to repeat those answers on
this page. (Lead agencies may modify this form to include additional specific information
on project description.)

Construct an affordable mixed use multifamily five story apartment building (R-2
occupancy) with a one-story commercial wing (M and B occupancies) and associated site
improvements developed by Mercy Housing Northwest, a nonprofit affordable housing
provider on land provided by the Tacoma Community Redevelopment Authority through an
RFP process in 2023. The residential portion of the building provides 80 affordable family
apartments with over 50% two- and three-bedroom units serving households with incomes
ranging from below 30% AMI to 50-60% AMI. The building will include space for associated
services. The proposed use for the one-story wing is a no cost food market.

The site fronts Pacific Avenue and is adjacent to a currently undeveloped portion of the
Harrison Street right of way to the north. The site is currently occupied by a tiny house
village, which is currently being removed and is not expected to be present on the site
when this project commences. Due to previous urban fill placement on the current site
before construction commences, capping of existing soil in contaminated areas will be
required. This capping effort is being undertaken under a clear and grade site development

SEPA Environmental checklist September 2023 Page 3
(WAC 197-11-960)



KHAYCOCK

Text Box

City of Tacoma RTRE permit



KHAYCOCK

Highlight



KHAYCOCK

Text Box

Check tax parcel - appears to be missing a number.





permit (City of Tacoma permit number SDEV25-0168/LU25-0146). Site investigation shows
that the contaminated areas are only a 38,000 sqft area in the northwest corner of the site.

The total area of the site is 129,559 square feet or approx. 2.97 acres. The total square
footage of the proposed building is 92,297 over five stories with a footprint of 22,265

square feet.

12. Location of the proposal. Give sufficient information for a person to understand the
precise location of your proposed project, including a street address, if any, and section,
township, and range, if known. If a proposal would occur over a range of area, provide the
range or boundaries of the site(s). Provide a legal description, site plan, vicinity map, and
topographic map, if reasonably available. While you should submit any plans required by
the agency, you are not required to duplicate maps or detailed plans submitted with any
permit applications related to this checklist.

The proposed site plan, vicinity map, and site topographic survey are attached.
Property Address: 3561 Pacific Avenue , Tacoma, Washington 98418

Assessor Parcel nos.: 7470021282, 2086140010, 2086140020

Legal Description:

Parcel 7470021282: Section 16 Township 20 Range 03 Quarter 21 1st School Ld Add: 1st
School Ld Add B 70 Beg At Nw Cor Of Blk Th S 437.68 Ft Th E 288.36 Ft Th N 437.68 Ft Th W
288.36 Ft To Beg Seg G 5879 Sp

Parcel 2086140010: Section 09 Township 20 Range 03 Quarter 34 : Tacoma Ld Cos 1st L 3
Thru 8 B 8614

Parcel 2086140020: Section 09 Township 20 Range 03 Quarter 34 : Tacoma Ld Cos 1st L9 &
10B 8614

B. Environmental Elements
Earth

Find help answering earth questions3

a. General description of the site:

Generally flat, sloping down towards a swale at the northeast corner of the site.

Circle or highlight one: Flat, rolling, hilly, steep slopes, mountainous, other:
b. What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)?

The steepest slope on site is approximately 33% on the eastern side of the property.
However, this slope is in the conveyance swale and is not a critical area.

3 https://ecology.wa.gov/regulations-permits/sepa/environmental-review/sepa-guidance/sepa-checklist-
guidance/sepa-checklist-section-b-environmental-elements/environmental-elements-carth
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c¢. What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, gravel, peat,
muck)? If you know the classification of agricultural soils, specify them, and note any
agricultural land of long-term commercial significance and whether the proposal
results in removing any of these soils.

The site is underlain by undocumented fill with construction debris extending to depths
ranging between approximately 30 feet to over 100 feet below the ground surface. The
fill is associated with the filling of a former ravine at the Site that occurred in the 1950s
and/or 1960s. The fill is underlain by native dense glacial till. The glacial till unit is a
diamict of unsorted, unstratified sand, gravel, cobbles, silt, clay, and occasional boulders

d. Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity? If
so, describe.

Although it is not suitable to provide direct bearing support for the new building due to
the potential for excessive total and differential static settlements, the existing fill is
stable and settled.

e. Describe the purpose, type, total area, and approximate quantities and total affected
area of any filling, excavation, and grading proposed. Indicate source of fill.

Under clear and grade site development permit (City of Tacoma permit numbers
SDEV25-0168 and LU25-0146), approximately 12,000 to 14,000 cubic yards of imported
soil may be required, pending subsurface conditions. Fill soil will be from two sources.
Approximately 4,000 cubic yards will be brought from a construction site in Tacoma,
with the balance of materials coming from a pit in Nisqually. All imported fill soil will be
verified as non-contaminated by soil sampling.

For the purposes of this application, 0 cubic yards of imported fill is anticipated.

f. Could erosion occur because of clearing, construction, or use? If so, generally describe.

No, the site was previously cleared in order to place a short term tiny house village on it.
During construction TESC measures following State and local recommended procedures
will be taken.

g. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project
construction (for example, asphalt or buildings)?

Proposed impervious surfaces (building, pavement, and sidewalks) will be approximately
75%.

h. Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the earth, if any.

During construction, temporary erosion control best practice measures will be in effect.
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2. Air

Find help answering air questions®

a. What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal during construction,
operation, and maintenance when the project is completed? If any, generally describe
and give approximate quantities if known.

During construction machinery exhaust and dust would most likely be emitted.

b. Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect your proposal? If

so, generally describe.
None known.
c. Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any:

The general contractor will follow state and local guidelines for air emissions and will
ensure that idling equipment and vehicles are limited on site.

3. Water

Find help answering water questions®

a. Surface:
Find help answering surface water questions®

1. Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of the site
(including year-round and seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes, ponds, wetlands)? If
yes, describe type and provide names. If appropriate, state what stream or river it
flows into.

No, as described in the attached report prepared by Emerald Environmental no
wetlands are present on the property.

2. Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within 200 feet) the
described waters? If yes, please describe and attach available plans.

Not applicable.

3. Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed in or
removed from surface water or wetlands and indicate the area of the site that
would be affected. Indicate the source of fill material.

None.

4 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-Air

5 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-3-Water

¢ https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-3-Water/Environmental-
elements-Surface-water
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4. Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions? Give a general
description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known.

No.

5. Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain? If so, note location on the site
plan.

No

6. Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters? If
so, describe the type of waste and anticipated volume of discharge.

No

b. Ground:
Find help answering ground water questions’

1. Will groundwater be withdrawn from a well for drinking water or other purposes?
If so, give a general description of the well, proposed uses and approximate
qguantities withdrawn from the well. Will water be discharged to groundwater?
Give a general description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known.

No.

2. Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks
or other sources, if any (domestic sewage; industrial, containing the following
chemicals...; agricultural; etc.). Describe the general size of the system, the number
of such systems, the number of houses to be served (if applicable), or the number
of animals or humans the system(s) are expected to serve.

None.
c¢. Water Runoff (including stormwater):

1. Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of collection
and disposal, if any (include quantities, if known). Where will this water flow? Will
this water flow into other waters? If so, describe.

Storm runoff from the majority of the proposed development will be collected in
catch basins and piped to the storm system in Pacific Avenue. A small portion of the
site in the northeast will connect to the future Harrison Street storm system. The
storm system in Harrison connects to the Pacific Avenue storm system and
stormwater flow north in Pacific Avenue to the Foss Waterway. The project
property is within the City of Tacoma’s “Foss Waterway” watershed. Verify with Tom
this description is accurate when clear and grade permit is complete.

2. Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters? If so, generally describe.

7 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-3-Water/Environmental-
elements-Groundwater
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It is not anticipated that waste materials will enter ground or surface water, as the
site will have a stormwater conveyance system.

3. Does the proposal alter or otherwise affect drainage patterns in the vicinity of the
site? If so, describe.

It is not anticipated that the development will affect drainage patterns.

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water, and
drainage pattern impacts, if any:

The storm conveyance system and landscaping will help control runoff and reduce
erosion impacts.

4. Plants

Find help answering plants questions

a. Check the types of vegetation found on the site:
deciduous tree: alder, maple, aspen, other
X evergreen tree: fir, cedar, pine, other
[ shrubs
grass
[] pasture
L] crop or grain
[ orchards, vineyards, or other permanent crops.
[] wet soil plants: cattail, buttercup, bullrush, skunk cabbage, other
O water plants: water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other
[] other types of vegetation
b. What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered?
All existing vegetation would be removed in preparation for grading and cut and fill.
c. List threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site.
None known.

d. Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or enhance
vegetation on the site, if any.

See proposed landscaping plan utilizing drought tolerant native or adaptive plants
e. List all noxious weeds and invasive species known to be on or near the site.

None known.
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5. Animals
Find help answering animal questions®

a. List any birds and other animals that have been observed on or near the site or are
known to be on or near the site.

Examples include:

e Birds: hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other:
¢ Mammals: deer, bear, elk, beaver, other:
* Fish: bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other:

Songbirds and crows
b. List any threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site.

None known.
c. Is the site part of a migration route? If so, explain.

No
d. Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any.

None.
e. List any invasive animal species known to be on or near the site.

None known.

6. Energy and natural resources
Find help answering energy and natural resource questions®

a. What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stove, solar) will be used to meet
the completed project's energy needs? Describe whether it will be used for heating,
manufacturing, etc.

Electricity and solar energy. Heat and hot water will be electric heat pump.

b. Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties? If
so, generally describe.
No

c. What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the plans of this proposal?
List other proposed measures to reduce or control energy impacts, if any.

Solar photovoltaic array, preparation for future additional solar photovoltaic array,
energy efficient lighting, heat pump hot water plant, insulation per Washington State
2021 Energy code.

8 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-5-Animals

? https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-6-Energy-natural-resou
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7. Environmental health
Health Find help with answering environmental health questions®

a. Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals,
risk of fire and explosion, spill, or hazardous waste, that could occur because of this
proposal? If so, describe.

Under the clear and grade permit (SDEV25-0168/LU25-0146), contaminated fill soil
present at the Site will be contained and capped in-place as a result of the cleanup
activities and will not be exposed at ground surface. There are no anticipated complete
exposure pathways related to contaminated soil.

Methane gas is present in subsurface soil gas at 4-5 feet bgs at the Site measured at
concentrations up to 8.8 percent by volume, slightly exceeding the lower explosive limit
of 5 percent by volume. Methane risk will be mitigated during construction activities by
installation of a methane mitigation system, consisting of passive or active venting and
vapor intrusion barrier.

Refer to the Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study and Cleanup Action Plan dated
June 19, 2025 for additional discussion of current and future exposure pathways.

1. Describe any known or possible contamination at the site from present or past
uses.

Imported urban fill soil placed at the Site contains carcinogenic polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (cPAHs) and at concentrations that exceed the Model Toxics Control
Act (MTCA) Method A cleanup levels, at depths of 7 to 28 feet below ground surface
(bgs) in the northwest corner of the Site. Overlying soil between ground surface and
7 feet bgs is verified not contaminated. Contaminated soil will not be exposed at
ground surface.

Slightly elevated methane is present in soil gas at the Site at 4-5 feet bgs, sourced
from degradation of organic material placed with the imported urban fill soil.

Refer to the Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study and Cleanup Action Plan dated
June 19, 2025 for environmental investigation data results and additional discussion
of contaminants present at the Site.

2. Describe existing hazardous chemicals/conditions that might affect project
development and design. This includes underground hazardous liquid and gas
transmission pipelines located within the project area and in the vicinity.

The only known hazardous condition is the contaminated soil fill and methane gas that

will be remediated and mitigated during construction activities at the Site comprised of
installation of a methane mitigation system, consisting of passive or active venting and

vapor intrusion barrier.

10 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-eclements/Environmental-elements-7-Environmental-health
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3. Describe any toxic or hazardous chemicals that might be stored, used, or produced
during the project's development or construction, or at any time during the
operating life of the project.

None.
4. Describe special emergency services that might be required.

Only medical and life safety emergencies typically associated with the proposed
occupancies and uses.

5. Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, if any.

Under clear and grade site development permit (City of Tacoma permit number
SDEV25-0168), cleanup activities will consist of containment and capping of
contaminated fill soil to remediate contaminated soil.

Activities undertaken during building construction (BLDCN24-0084) and site
development (SDEV25-0059) include construction of a methane mitigation system to
mitigate exposure risk to methane gas.

b. Noise

1. What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example:
traffic, equipment, operation, other)?

Traffic on Pacific Ave.

2. What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the project
on a short-term or a long-term basis (for example: traffic, construction, operation,
other)? Indicate what hours noise would come from the site)?

On a short-term basis, there would be tool and machinery noise associated with
building activities. The general contractor will follow all guidelines from the City of
Tacoma regarding noise mitigation. Any building activity would not occur outside the
allowed hours.

3. Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any:

The general contractor will follow all guidelines from the City of Tacoma regarding
noise mitigation, including managing and reducing all idling equipment and vehicles
on the project site.
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8. Land and shoreline use
Find help answering land and shoreline use questions!?

a.

What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? Will the proposal affect
current land uses on nearby or adjacent properties? If so, describe.

The current use of the site is a short term Tiny House Village. This use is scheduled to
end in July 2025, so the project will not affect it. Adjacent uses include a power
substation to the south and a 911 call center across the street to the west, and a parking
lot to the east. There is a residential neighborhood further east of the site. The
residential neighborhood may be affected in the short term by construction noise.

Has the project site been used as working farmlands or working forest lands? If so,
describe. How much agricultural or forest land of long-term commercial significance
will be converted to other uses because of the proposal, if any? If resource lands have
not been designated, how many acres in farmland or forest land tax status will be
converted to nonfarm or nonforest use?

No.

1. Will the proposal affect or be affected by surrounding working farm or forest land
normal business operations, such as oversize equipment access, the application of
pesticides, tilling, and harvesting? If so, how?

No

Describe any structures on the site.

Temporary tiny houses are currently being removed and will be gone by the time the
project commences.

Will any structures be demolished? If so, what?

No.

What is the current zoning classification of the site?

CCX: Community Commercial Mixed Use

What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site?

Crossroads Center

If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site?
Not applicable

Has any part of the site been classified as a critical area by the city or county? If so,
specify.

No

Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project?
200

I https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-8-Land-shoreline-use
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j. Approximately how many people would the completed project displace?
0

k. Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any.
Not Applicable

I. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected
land uses and plans, if any.

Compliance with Tacoma CCX zoning district development standards including
requirements for building appearance, landscaping, and common exterior amenity
spaces.

m. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts to agricultural and forest lands of
long-term commercial significance, if any:

Not Applicable

9. Housing
Find help answering housing questions!?

a. Approximately how many units would be provided, if any? Indicate whether high,
middle, or low-income housing.

80 units of low income housing

b. Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate whether high,
middle, or low-income housing.

None
c. Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any:

Use of government subsidies.

10. Aesthetics

Find help answering aesthetics questions!3

a. What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas; what is
the principal exterior building material(s) proposed?

Proposed building height to roof is 54’-7”. The tallest proposed structure is the elevator
penthouse with a height of 67’-3”.

b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed?

None

12 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-9-Housing

13 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-10-Aesthetics
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c. Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any:

Compliance with CCX zoning design standards for facade details and articulation.

11. Light and glare

Find help answering light and glare questions!*

a. What type of light or glare will the proposal produce? What time of day would it
mainly occur?

Light will be limited to site pathway, parking, and building mounted exterior
lighting necessary for safety. Light will occur continuously between dusk and
dawn. Downcasting will limit glare to the surrounding areas.

b. Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere with
views?

No

c¢. What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal?
None

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any:

Exterior light sources/fixtures will be shielded to limit excessive light pollution.
Lights will be on during nighttime hours to provide for safety and way finding.

12. Recreation
Find help answering recreation questions

a. What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate
vicinity?

Lincoln Park is located within a mile of the property.
b. Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses? If so, describe.
No

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreation
opportunities to be provided by the project or applicant, if any:

Property amenities will include a playground, outdoor plaza, dog run, and a p-patch
garden.

14 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-11-Light-glare

SEPA Environmental checklist September 2023 Page 14
(WAC 197-11-960)





13. Historic and cultural preservation
Find help answering historic and cultural preservation questions®

a. Are there any buildings, structures, or sites, located on or near the site that are over
45 years old listed in or eligible for listing in national, state, or local preservation
registers? If so, specifically describe.

No

b. Are there any landmarks, features, or other evidence of Indian or historic use or
occupation? This may include human burials or old cemeteries. Are there any material
evidence, artifacts, or areas of cultural importance on or near the site? Please list any
professional studies conducted at the site to identify such resources.

No

c. Describe the methods used to assess the potential impacts to cultural and historic
resources on or near the project site. Examples include consultation with tribes and
the department of archeology and historic preservation, archaeological surveys,
historic maps, GIS data, etc.

The Washington State Department of Ecology has consulted with DAHP and local tribes
regarding the site. They determined that the project has a low potential for impact to
cultural resources and historic properties. DAHP concurred with this determination. See
attached documents.

d. Proposed measures to avoid, minimize, or compensate for loss, changes to, and
disturbance to resources. Please include plans for the above and any permits that may
be required.

Per Dept. of Ecology’s recommendation, a project specific Inadvertent Discovery Plan
was prepared dated May 8, 2024 and will be implemented for the project.

14. Transportation
Find help with answering transportation questions®

a. Identify public streets and highways serving the site or affected geographic area and
describe proposed access to the existing street system. Show on site plans, if any.

Per the attached plans, the main existing public street serving the site is Pacific Avenue.
The south half of the currently undeveloped Harrison Street right of way directly north
of the property will be developed to provide access to the site.

b. Is the site or affected geographic area currently served by public transit? If so,
generally describe. If not, what is the approximate distance to the nearest transit
stop?

13 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements- 13-Historic-cultural-p
16 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-14-Transportation
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Yes, there are public bus stops on Pacific Ave directly across the street and immediately
south of the property. The closest bus stop is less than 300 feet from the property.

c. Will the proposal require any new or improvements to existing roads, streets,
pedestrian, bicycle, or state transportation facilities, not including driveways? If so,
generally describe (indicate whether public or private).

Yes, the Harrison Street right of way to the north of the property will be developed. This
work will include a new intersection with Pacific Avenue. Sidewalks adjacent to the
property along Pacific Avenue and Harrison Street will be constructed where necessary
and improved with street trees.

d. Will the project or proposal use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or
air transportation? If so, generally describe.

No

e. How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project or
proposal? If known, indicate when peak volumes would occur and what percentage of
the volume would be trucks (such as commercial and nonpassenger vehicles). What
data or transportation models were used to make these estimates?

See the attached traffic report. Site specific data and trip generation rates published in
the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual were used to estimate
vehicle trips. It is estimated that the proposed housing will generate 335 daily trips and
the proposed no cost food market or food bank will generate 295 daily trips, however
the number of daily trips due to low income housing with access to public
transportation is likely to be lower than this estimate.

The anticipated peak hour of traffic generated by the site would likely be in the evening,
from 3 pm to 6 pm, coinciding with the end of the operating hours for the no cost food
market and typical peak hour traffic for residential development. The percentage of site
traffic that would be trucks, depends on the no cost food market operations, but is
assumed to be no more than one truck during the peak hour, equating to approximately
2% of total peak hour traffic.

f. Will the proposal interfere with, affect, or be affected by the movement of agricultural
and forest products on roads or streets in the area? If so, generally describe.

No
g. Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any:

To reduce the impact on Pacific Avenue traffic the proposed main entrance is to be
located on the newly developed Harrison Street. It is proposed to limit a driveway to
Pacific Avenue for right turn exits only.
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15. Public services
Find help answering public service questions!’

a. Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example: fire
protection, police protection, public transit, health care, schools, other)? If so,
generally describe.

The project will create 80 residential dwelling units. New residents will use public
services, transportation, health care, etc. The degree to which such services would need
to be increased is not known.

b. Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, if any.

None.

16. Utilities

Find help answering utilities questions!®

a. Circle utilities currently available at the site: electricity, natural gas, water, refuse
service, telephone, sanitary sewer, septic system, other:

Existing utility services will be capped at the property line under clear and grade
activities (SDEV25-0168, LU25-0146). New utilities will be constructed with new
connections. Re-use of existing service connections will be utilized if possible.

b. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing the
service, and the general construction activities on the site or in the immediate vicinity
which might be needed.

Proposed utility services

Electricity: Tacoma Power (Requires pad mount transformer and new electrical service)
Water: Tacoma Water, Tacoma Public Utilities (Requires new water main and service
piping and connection)

Sanitary Sewer: City of Tacoma Environmental Services, Wastewater (Requires new
connection and piping)

Stormwater: City of Tacoma Environmental Services, Stormwater (Requires new
connection and piping)

Refuse Collection: City of Tacoma Environmental Services, Solid Waste (Requires new
pick up locations and driveways for site access.

17 https://ecology.wa.gov/regulations-permits/sepa/environmental-review/sepa-guidance/sepa-checklist-
guidance/sepa-checklist-section-b-environmental-elements/environmental-elements-15-public-services
18 https://ecology.wa.gov/regulations-permits/sepa/environmental-review/sepa-guidance/sepa-checklist-
guidance/sepa-checklist-section-b-environmental-elements/environmental-elements-16-utilities
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C.Signature

Find help about who should sign1®

The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge. | understand that the

lead agency is relying on them to make its decision.

m Recoverable Signature

X@M

Sianed by: 518c4c70-56f1-4300-b1be-3ea77afe9d29
Type name of signee: Rumi Takahashi

Position and agency/organization: Principal, SMR Architects

Date submitted: July 3, 2025

19 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-

guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-C-Signature
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D.Supplemental sheet for nonproject actions

Find help for the nonproject actions worksheet?°

Do not use this section for project actions.

Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read them in conjunction with
the list of the elements of the environment.

When answering these questions, be aware of the extent the proposal, or the types of activities
likely to result from the proposal, would affect the item at a greater intensity or at a faster rate
than if the proposal were not implemented. Respond briefly and in general terms.

1. How would the proposal be likely to increase discharge to water; emissions to air;
production, storage, or release of toxic or hazardous substances; or production of
noise?

* Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are:

2. How would the proposal be likely to affect plants, animals, fish, or marine life?

* Proposed measures to protect or conserve plants, animals, fish, or marine life are:

3. How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources?

° Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources are:

4. How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive areas or
areas designated (or eligible or under study) for governmental protection, such as
parks, wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, threatened or endangered species habitat,
historic or cultural sites, wetlands, floodplains, or prime farmlands?

* Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce impacts are:

5. How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use, including whether it
would allow or encourage land or shoreline uses incompatible with existing plans?

20 https://ecology.wa.gov/regulations-permits/sepa/environmental-review/sepa-guidance/sepa-checklist-
guidance/sepa-checklist-section-d-non-project-actions

SEPA Environmental checklist September 2023 Page 19
(WAC 197-11-960)





* Proposed measures to avoid or reduce shoreline and land use impacts are:

6. How would the proposal be likely to increase demands on transportation or public
services and utilities?

* Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demand(s) are:

7. Identify, if possible, whether the proposal may conflict with local, state, or federal laws
or requirements for the protection of the environment.
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1. Executive Summary

This study summarizes the potential transportation-related impacts of the proposed Mercy Housing
affordable housing development located at 3561 Pacific Avenue in Tacoma, Washington. This project
proposes constructing on a vacant lot currently used as a City Authorized Emergency Shelter for
unhoused individuals. The proposed development will provide approximately 4,120 square feet of
commercial space for a food market and 80 affordable multifamily housing units. The project proposes
two access driveways to the development site, two different access scenarios are analyzed in this study.
This study includes a traffic impact analysis for 2025 and 2034 Background and Plus Project conditions at
key intersections and a parking study for the proposed development. This study found that the project
does not significantly impact the traffic conditions of Pacific Avenue and Division Lane. For all analyzed
scenarios, the intersection level of service (LOS) does not exceed B and the traffic volumes do not meet
traffic signal warrant requirements. A parking analysis confirmed that the development is not required to
provide parking stalls and that the site plan meets the city's requirements.

1.1 Project Conditions

The Mercy Housing affordable housing development includes commercial and multifamily housing land
uses. Fehr & Peers estimated the project’s weekday evening peak hour trip generation using site-specific
data and trip generation rates published in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation
Manual, 11th Edition, 2021. This section describes the trip generation for each land use. Table 1 shows the
proposed land use and the trips generated by the development.

Table 1: Trip Generation Estimates

PM Peak Hour

Land Use' Quantity Trip Rate
0 ] o [rom o

T=039(X) + 0.34
(61% Enter, 39% Exit)

(221) Residential Multifamily Housing

(Mid-Rise) 80 Dwelling Units

13 32 335

7.56 trips/ 1,000 GSF
(65% Enter, 35% Exit)

1. (XXX) Indicates ITE Land Use Code. Land Use Code from the Institute of Transportation Engineers - 11th Edition Trip Generation
Manual (ITE Manual).

2. The food market is expected to operate 10 AM — 4 PM. A conservative assumption was used that peak hour traffic generated by
the food market would still be applied to the PM peak hour. This provides this analysis with a trip generation that is likely
higher than the actual PM peak hour trips generated by the site. In this conservative approach, no mitigations were deemed
necessary, and scenarios with fewer vehicle trips generated would have an even smaller impact on the traffic conditions.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2025.

Food Market 4,120 Square Feet 20 11 31 295

1.2 Traffic Conditions

Fehr & Peers analyzed weekday evening peak hour traffic conditions for 2025 and 2034 Background and
Plus Project conditions at key intersections. Two Plus Project conditions were considered, one scenario
where two accesses were provided to the north and west of the proposed development, and another
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scenario where only a north access is provided. Table 2 shows the study’'s analysis results. With only the
north site access, the delay of Intersection 1 increases by one second in the Existing Plus Project and
Future Plus Project conditions, and the delay of the north site access does not change from the delay
observed with dual site access. With dual site access, the delay of the west site access does not exceed 13
seconds in the Existing Plus Project and the Future Plus Project conditions. These changes are within City
guidelines and do not disrupt vehicle circulation. Therefore, no intersection improvements are required to
mitigate delays from the proposed development.

Table 2: Evening Peak Hour Level of Service Summary

Existing Existing

Intersection Existing | Conditions + | Conditions + Ba:I':t:::nd Conditions + | Conditions +
Conditions | Project North | Project Dual g‘ . Project North | Project Dual
Conditions
Period LOS / Delay | LOS / Delay | LOS / Delay | LOS / Delay | LOS / Delay | LOS / Delay
(in seconds) | (in seconds) | (in seconds) | (in seconds) | (in seconds) | (in seconds)
Pacific
1 Ag?\/?:i:f PM B/ 11 (EB) B/ 13 (EB) B/ 12 (EB) B/ 12 (EB) B/ 14 (EB) B/ 13 (EB)
Lane
North Site
Access &
101 Harrison PM - A /9 (NB) A /9 (NB) - A /9 (NB) A /9 (NB)
Street
Pacific
Avenue &
102 \estsite M - - B/ 12 (WB) - - B/ 13 (WB)
Access

. LOS is reported as the worst movement of an unsignalized intersection using the HCM 7 methodology.
. NB=Northbound, SB=Southbound, EB=Eastbound, WB=Westbound.
. LOS highlighted in bold indicates deficient LOS, none of the movements are operating at deficient LOS.

1
2
3
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2025.
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2. Introduction

This traffic impact analysis (TIA) summarizes results and recommendations developed through traffic
operations analysis to evaluate potential impacts from the proposed Mercy Housing development located
at 3561 Pacific Avenue in Tacoma, Washington.

This study analyzes the traffic operations and impacts for 2025 and 2034 Background and Plus Project
conditions at key intersections described below in the Scope section. The Plus Project conditions analyses
were performed using volumes generated by the proposed development in both analysis years. A warrant
analysis was performed to determine if a new traffic signal would be required at the intersection of Pacific
Avenue and Division Lane. Parking requirements were researched to confirm that the development does
not need to provide parking in order to adhere to the city code.

2.1 Scope

This study analyzes the expected traffic impacts from the proposed development at an adjacent
intersection and the two possible site accesses. Impacts are specifically addressed at the following study
intersections:

1. Pacific Avenue & Division Lane — Two-Way Stop Controlled
101.  North Site Access & Harrison Street — Access Stop Controlled
102.  Pacific Avenue & West Site Access — Access Stop Controlled

Figure 1 shows the study intersections and project accesses analyzed in this study.
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2.2 Analysis Method

Level of Service (LOS) is a term that describes the operating performance of an intersection or roadway.
LOS is measured quantitatively and reported on a scale from A to F, with A representing the best
performance and F the worst. For this study, acceptable LOS is defined as LOS A through D; unacceptable
LOS is defined as LOS E or F. Table 3 provides a brief description of each LOS letter designation and an
accompanying average delay per vehicle for both signalized and unsignalized intersections. The Highway
Capacity Manual 7th Edition (HCM 7th Edition) methodology was used in this study to remain consistent
with “state of the practice” professional standards. This methodology has different quantitative
evaluations for signalized and unsignalized intersections. For signalized intersections, the LOS is provided
for the overall intersection (weighted average of all approach delays). For unsignalized intersections, the
LOS is provided for the worst intersection movement (average of worst approach delays).

Table 3: Level of Service Descriptions

Signalized Unsignalized
Intersections Intersections

Avg. Delay (sec/veh)'| Avg. Delay (sec/veh)?
Free Flow / Insignificant Delay

A Extremely favorable progression. Individual users are virtually < 10.0 <10.0
unaffected by others in the traffic stream.

Description

Stable Operations / Minimum Delays
B Good progression. The presence of other users in the traffic > 10.0 to 20.0 > 10.0to 15.0
stream becomes noticeable.

Stable Operations / Acceptable Delays
C  Fair progression. The operation of individual users is affected > 20.0 to 35.0 > 15.0 to 25.0
by interactions with others in the traffic stream

Approaching Unstable Flows / Tolerable Delays
D Marginal progression. Operating conditions are noticeably > 35.0 to 55.0 > 25.0to 35.0
more constrained.

Unstable Operations / Significant Delays Can Occur
E Poor progression. Operating conditions are at or near > 55.0 to 80.0 > 35.0 to 50.0
capacity.

Forced, Unpredictable Flows / Excessive Delays
F Unacceptable progression with forced or breakdown of > 80.0 > 50.0
operating conditions.

1. Overall intersection LOS and average delay (seconds/vehicle) for all approaches.
2. Worst approach LOS and delay (seconds/vehicle) only.
Source: Fehr & Peers descriptions, based on Highway Capacity Manual, 7" Edition.
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3. Existing (2025) Background
Conditions

3.1 Purpose

The Existing Background conditions analysis examines the nearby study intersection during the peak PM
travel period of the day under existing traffic and geometric conditions. Through this analysis, Fehr &
Peers can identify existing traffic operations deficiencies and recommend relevant mitigation measures.
For this project, no operational deficiencies were evident from the current roadway layout and vehicle
volumes.

3.2 Roadway System

The primary roadway that will provide access to the project is Pacific Avenue. Pacific Avenue is a two-lane
road in each direction with a 35-mph speed limit near the study area. The road includes a two-way left
turn lane in the center of the north and southbound travel lanes.

3.3 Future Plans

The City of Tacoma is currently working on a sub-area plan for Pacific Avenue. The stated goal of the
study is to guide future investments and support the planned enhanced bus corridor along Pacific
Avenue. The study is expected to wrap up in late 2024 and may include pedestrian and bicyclist
infrastructure projects near the proposed development.

3.4 Crash History

Fehr & Peers reviewed vehicle crash data, collected from WSDOT, reported along Pacific Avenue between
34 and 37t Street, near the proposed development during a five-year period from 2019 to 2023. Table 4
and Table 5 summarize the vehicle and pedestrian/bicycle crash history. From a review of the roadway
layout, there are no apparent safety issues along Pacific Avenue near the proposed development.
According to the crash data, at the intersection of Pacific Avenue and Division Lane two vehicle crashes
have resulted in injury over the last 5 years. Additional building frontage space along the roadway may
reduce drivers’ desire to speed and could potentially improve traffic safety.

Sight distance was estimated for the intersection of Pacific Avenue and Division Lane. From the side street
of Division Lane, the sight distance to the north is roughly 500 feet while the sight distance to the south is
over 500 feet. These distances are largely the same for the proposed project access on Pacific Avenue. The
estimated sight distance of 500 feet meets the recommended sight distance of 390 feet for a minor
approach to a 35-mile-an-hour main road.





Table 4: Vehicle Crash Data Summary by Year, 2019 to 2023

5-Year Collisions

. Average
Intersection Annual
Wi/t\h Pacific |2019(2020|2021|2022|2023| garious | Minor | Possible Ap:a(:ent Collision

venue Injury | Injury | Injury Injury Frequency
34th Street 0 2 2 1 2 0 1 3 3 7 14
Division Lane 0 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 0.8
37th Street 1 2 0 2 2 0 0 4 3 7 14

Source: WSDOT Crash Data

Table 5: Pedestrian and Bike Crash Data Summary by Year, 2019 to 2023

5-Year Collisions

Intersection l‘\Qveragr
with Pacific . . No (AL
Minor | Possible Collision
LI Inju Inju Inju Apparent
jury jury jury Injury Frequency

34th Street 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 04
Division Lane 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

37th Street 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Source: WSDOT Crash Data

3.5 Transit Services

Pierce Transit provides transit service in Tacoma. Bus Route 1 (6" Ave / Pacific Ave) runs adjacent to the
study area and crosses through the study intersections along Pacific Avenue. Route 1 provides service on
weekdays from 4:15 AM to 9:45 PM, on Saturdays from 4:50 AM to 11:45 PM, and on Sundays from 6:30
AM to 8:30 PM. Route 1 starts at Tacoma Community College, runs along 6 Avenue, continues south
along Pacific Avenue, and then shifts to Mountain Highway where it terminates at the Roy Y Park and
Ride. During peak hours the route has 15-minute headways. A sheltered bus stop is provided roughly 500
feet south of the intersection of Pacific Avenue and Division Lane. In 2024, Route 1 was Pierce Transit's
most popular route, with more than double the boardings of the next most popular route. Pierce Transit is
currently planning to introduce enhanced bus service along the Pacific Avenue corridor in coordination
with Tacoma's Pacific Avenue sub-area plan.

3.6 Pedestrian & Cyclist Facilities

Pacific Avenue, Division Lane, and Harrison Street have sidewalks on both sides of the road. There are two
designated pedestrian crossings with a center refuge island near the study area on Pacific Avenue. One is
just south of the intersection at Division Lane and the other is located at the driveway entrance to 3580
Pacific Avenue. There are no other striped pedestrian crossings near the study intersection. There are no
marked bicycle facilities near the study area.
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3.7 Traffic Volumes

Fehr & Peers coordinated with IDAX Data Solutions to collect intersection turning movement counts at
the intersection of Pacific Avenue and Division Lane. These counts were used to establish a baseline of
existing conditions and operations for the intersection adjacent to the proposed development. Counts
were collected from 4:00 to 6:00 PM to capture the evening peak period. Figure 2 shows Existing
Background weekday PM peak hour volumes.

3.8 Level of Service Analyses

Using Synchro software and the HCM 7 delay thresholds outlined in the Introduction, Fehr & Peers
computed the existing conditions of weekday PM peak hour LOS at the existing study intersection. Table
6 reports the results of the weekday PM peak hour level of service (see Appendix E for the detailed LOS
reports). As shown in the table, the intersection was found to operate at acceptable levels of service in the
Existing Conditions analysis in the PM peak hour.

Table 6: PM Peak Hour Level of Service: Existing Conditions

Intersection Existing Conditions

ﬂ“ Intersection Control LOS / Delay (in seconds)

Pacific Avenue & Division Lane E-W Stop Controlled B/ 11 (EB)

101 North Site Access & Harrison Street NB Access Stop Controlled PM -

102 Pacific Avenue & West Site Access WN Access Stop Controlled PM -

1. LOS is reported as the worst movement of an unsignalized intersection using the HCM 7 methodology.
2.  NB=Northbound, SB=Southbound, EB=Eastbound, WB=Westbound.

3. LOS highlighted in bold indicates deficient LOS, none of the movements are operating at deficient LOS.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2025.
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4. Project Conditions

4.1 Purpose

The project conditions analysis explains the type and intensity of development. This provides the basis for
trip generation, distribution, and assignment of project trips to the surrounding study intersections
defined in the Introduction of this report.

4.2 Project Description

Mercy Housing proposes building a mixed-use development at 3561 Pacific Avenue in Tacoma,
Washington. The development contains 80 multifamily housing units that will be offered as affordable
housing targeting 60% Area Median Income (AMI) and below. On the ground floor, 4,120 square feet of
the development will be dedicated to a no-cost food market operated by Eloise’s Cooking Pot. The
proposed site plan includes two accesses to the roadway network and is shown in Appendix A. Additional
analysis was completed assuming only one project access north of the development along the expected
Harrison Street extension to Pacific Avenue. The project will construct the access to Pacific Avenue to be
for emergency vehicles only.

4.3 Trip Generation

The Mercy Housing affordable housing development includes commercial and multifamily housing land
uses. Fehr & Peers estimated the project’s weekday evening peak hour trip generation using site-specific
data and trip generation rates published in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation
Manual, 11th Edition, 2021. This section describes the trip generation for each land use.

Trip generation for the proposed food market was based on site-specific data due to the lack of relevant
ITE Trip Generation data. Data was collected at the Redmond Hopelink food bank in Redmond,
Washington, during the weekday evening peak hour on two separate dates. The average trip generation
rate was 7.56 vehicles per 1,000 square feet. This trip rate was applied to the proposed Eloise Cooking Pot
Food Market. The food market is proposed to operate between 10 AM and 4 PM. The peak hour of traffic
generated by the food market is expected to be within this time frame; however, to provide conservative
calculations, this TIA applied the calculated trip generation to the PM peak traffic timeframe of 4 PM - 6
PM.

Trip generation for the proposed multifamily housing was based on the fitted curve equation for the
Residential Multifamily Housing (Mid-Rise) (land use 221) published in the ITE Trip Generation Manual.
This is likely an overestimate due to lower vehicle ownership in low-income housing. However, this land
use provides a conservative estimate for impacts on the surrounding roadway. Table 7 shows the
proposed land use and the trips generated by the development.





Table 7: Trip Generation Estimates

PM Peak Hour? | Daily?

o ot Tt

19 13 32 335

Land Use' Quantity PM Trip Rate

(221) Residential Multifamily Housing
(Mid-Rise)

T=0.39(X) + 0.34

EUPREIE SIS o o seme may

7.56 trips/ 1,000 GSF
(65% Enter, 35% Exit)

1. (XXX) Indicates ITE Land Use Code. Land Use Code from the Institute of Transportation Engineers - 11th Edition Trip
Generation Manual (ITE Manual).

2. Traffic generated by the development according to trip generation rates provided in the table.

3. Daily trips for the food market estimated by applying a factor of 9.5 to the PM peak hour trips, taken from factors between
PM peak hour and daily trip generation of similar uses in the ITE trip generation manual. The resulting 295 daily vehicle
trips is consistent with Eloise Cooking Pot's expected 360 daily patrons and the location’s proximity to high-capacity
transit.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2025.

Food Market 4,120 Square Feet 20 11 31 295

4.4 Trip Distribution and Assignment

Project traffic was assigned to the roadway network based on the proximity to major streets and freeways,
roadway network, population densities, and regional attractions. The existing travel patterns near the site
observed during data collection also provided helpful guidance to establish these distribution
percentages. It is expected that once this development is complete Harrison Street will be extended to
connect to Pacific Avenue at the current intersection of Pacific Avenue and Division Lane. This new
connection was taken into consideration when routing vehicles through the nearby street network. Fehr &
Peers distributed the project-generated trips to and from the study intersections in the project conditions
analyses in the following percentages:

e Site Trip Generation Distribution
o Pacific Avenue (North) — 40%
o Pacific Avenue (South) — 35%
o Division Lane (West) — 5%

o Harrison Street (East) — 20%

Two access scenarios were considered for the development. One scenario had vehicular access on the
north and west sides of the development, along the future Harrison Street extension and Pacific Avenue,
respectively. The second scenario constrained the project access to one driveway on the north side of the
development along the future Harrison Street extension. Under the scenario with two accesses, the
driveway along Pacific Avenue is located roughly 330 feet south of the intersection of Division Lane and
Pacific Avenue. The driveway provides a sidewalk connected to the Pacific Avenue sidewalk. The
development also includes a pedestrian entrance along Pacific Avenue that will be connected to the
sidewalk. The northern access along the future Harrison Street extension is located roughly 160 feet east

of the intersection of Division Lane and Pacific Avenue. This access would also include a sidewalk
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connected to the one alongside the roadway. Figures 3a and 3b outline the distributed vehicle trips

generated by the Mercy Housing development.

4.5 Access Analysis

The provided site plan gives pedestrians and bicyclists immediate access to the development from both
Pacific Avenue and Harrison Street. Transit users accessing the development from the bus stops currently
located on Pacific Avenue have paved sidewalks and marked crosswalks in the near vicinity of the
development. The new intersection of Pacific Avenue & Division Lane/Harrison Street will include
rectangular rapid flashing beacons (RRFBs) at all corners for pedestrians to safely cross the road. The
layout of the parking spaces provides ample space for temporary parking of larger vehicles for
loading/unloading. The dimensions of the driveway and parking area are appropriate so as not to impede
the flow of passenger vehicles. The potential loading areas are located such that the operation of vehicles
in these areas will not confine other vehicles accessing the development. The parking area provides space
for larger vehicles to complete turning movements for backing into loading spaces without unnecessary
difficulty, including waste trucks needed for the large amount of cardboard and other waste generated by

the site.
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5. Existing Plus Project Conditions

5.1 Purpose

The Existing Plus Project conditions analysis evaluates the impact of the proposed development's traffic
on the surrounding roadway network. To analyze the impact of the development, Fehr & Peers combined
the Existing Background traffic volumes with volumes generated by the development during the peak
evening traffic hour.

5.2 Traffic Volumes

Fehr & Peers added the project-generated traffic to the Background existing volumes to yield Existing
Plus Project weekday peak hour volumes as shown in Figures 4a and 4b.

5.3 Level of Service Analyses

Using Synchro software and the HCM 7 delay thresholds outlined in the Introduction, Fehr & Peers
computed the Existing Plus Project weekday PM peak hour LOS at each study intersection. Table 8 reports
the results of the weekday PM peak hour level of service (see Appendix C for the detailed LOS reports).
As shown in the table, all study intersections were found to operate at acceptable levels of service in the
Existing Plus Project conditions analysis in the PM peak hour. Since all study intersections operated
acceptably, no intersection improvements are recommended for the Existing Plus Project conditions.

Table 8: PM Peak Hour Level of Service: Existing Plus Project Conditions

Existing Conditions | Existing Conditions

Intersection + Project North + Project Dual
Access Access

Intersection Control |Period LOS / Delay (in LOS / Delay (in

seconds) seconds)

Pacific Avenue & Division Lane  E-W Stop Controlled PM B/ 13 (EB) B/ 12 (EB)

North Site Access & Harrison NB Access Stop
101 Street Controlled PM A/9(NB) A/9(NB)
102 Pacific Avenue & West Site WN Access Stop PM . B /12 (WB)
Access Controlled

1. LOS is reported at the worst movement of an unsignalized intersection using the HCM 7 methodology.
2. NB=Northbound, SB=Southbound, EB=Eastbound, WB=Westbound.

3. LOS highlighted in bold indicates deficient LOS, none of the movements are operating at deficient LOS.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2025.
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6. Future (2034) Background
Conditions

6.1 Purpose

The Future 2034 Background analysis evaluates the study intersections during the peak travel periods of
the day under projected future horizon year traffic volumes. This analysis provides a baseline condition for
the year 2034, which can be used to determine future project impacts.

6.2 Traffic Volumes

Future volumes were calculated by applying an average annual growth rate of 1% to the existing
conditions volumes. The 1% growth rate is the typical growth rate that Fehr & Peers has derived for
Tacoma-area projects based on previous traffic impact analyses conducted throughout the City. Figure 5
shows the projected 2034 Background weekday peak hour traffic volumes.

6.3 Level of Service Analyses

Using Synchro software and the HCM 7 delay thresholds outlined in the Introduction, Fehr & Peers
computed the future weekday PM peak hour LOS at each study intersection. Table 9 reports the results of
the weekday PM peak hour level of service (see Appendix C for the detailed LOS reports). As shown in
the table, all study intersections were found to operate at acceptable levels of service in the Future
Background conditions analysis in the PM peak hour. Since all study intersections operated acceptably, no
intersection improvements are recommended for the Future Background conditions.

Table 9: PM Peak Hour Level of Service: Future Background Conditions

Future Background

Intersection L.
Conditions

g

Pacific Avenue & Division Lane E-W Stop Controlled B/ 12 (EB)

1017 North Site Access & Harrison Street NB Access Stop Controlled PM -

102 Pacific Avenue & West Site Access WN Access Stop Controlled PM -

4. LOS is reported at the worst movement of an unsignalized intersection using the HCM 7 methodology.
1. NB=Northbound, SB=Southbound, EB=Eastbound, WB=Westbound.

2. LOS highlighted in bold indicates deficient LOS, none of the movements are operating at deficient LOS.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2025.
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7. Future (2034 ) Plus Project
Conditions

7.1 Purpose

The Future 2034 Plus Project conditions analysis evaluates the impact of the proposed development’s
traffic on the surrounding roadway network in the year 2034. To analyze this impact, Fehr & Peers
combined the Future Background traffic volumes with volumes generated by the proposed project. The
results of this analysis can be compared to the results of the Future Background traffic volumes to
determine the impact of the proposed project.

7.2 Traffic Volumes

Fehr & Peers added the project-generated traffic (Figures 3a and 3b) to the Future 2034 Background
volumes (Figure 5) to yield Future Plus Project weekday PM peak hour traffic volumes at the study
intersections, as shown in Figures 6a and 6b.

7.3 Level of Service Analyses

Using Synchro software and the HCM 7 delay thresholds outlined in the Introduction, Fehr & Peers
computed the future weekday PM peak hour LOS at each study intersection. Table 10 reports the results
of the weekday PM peak hour level of service (see Appendix C for the detailed LOS reports). As shown in
the table, all study intersections were found to operate at acceptable levels of service in the Future Plus
Project conditions analysis in the PM peak hour. Since all study intersections operated acceptably, no
intersection improvements are recommended for the Future Plus Project conditions.

Table 10: PM Peak Hour Level of Service: Future Plus Project Conditions

Future Conditions + | Future Conditions +

Intersection . q
: Project North Access | Project Dual Access

Location Intersection Control |Period e feelavitin e feslavitin
seconds) seconds)

Pacific Avenue & Division Lane  E-W Stop Controlled PM B/ 14 (EB) B/ 13 (EB)
North Site Access & Harrison NB Access Stop
101 Street Controlled PM A/9(NB) A/9 (NB)
102 Pacific Avenue & West Site WN Access Stop PM ) B/ 13 (WB)
Access Controlled

1. LOS is reported at the worst movement of an unsignalized intersection using the HCM 7 methodology.
2.  NB=Northbound, SB=Southbound, EB=Eastbound, WB=Westbound.

3. LOS highlighted in bold indicates deficient LOS, none of the movements are operating at deficient LOS.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2025.

Mercy Housing 18





WS~

Far

S
<
A%)
e
S
M
5

LEGEND

‘.101;;

. AL

Harr!

@ Stop Sign ! Signalized

w_  AM(PM) Peak Hour
Lane { <— am (PM)} Traffic Volume

Configuration LAY M) o
Intersection Level of Service (LOS):

0 00 606

ison; Street ‘(,fq-tur.e) y

1. Pacific Avenue/Division
Lane/Harrison Street

101. North Site
Access/Harrison Street

i
g & e 20 (10)
© 3
s388 + o M)
Division Lane ‘il !‘ Harrison Street  Harrison Street
© i 0 Y ®
Q= |cggs —~ &
(15) “ET G -

Figure 6a

Future Plus Project Conditions (North Access)





102. Pacific Avenue/West Site

1. Pacific Avenue/Division 101. North Site
Lane/Harrison Street Access/Harrison Street Access
% e (15) % e
~ £y ~ £
RS SIS
Division Lane ‘il!‘ Harrison Street  Harrison Street lU‘
[ o
) Ar . y ® 1
n% | €E€E3< o s G
(16) ) 5
i treet (
Harrison/Ste .
/ i;‘i !
01D i1
=
:
)
=
S
o
LEGEND
© Stop Sign 8 Signalized
»_  AM(PM) Peak Hour
Lane 4; AM (PM)} Traffic Volume
Configuration AM(PM) 2 per lane Figure 6b

Intersection Level of Service (LOS): Future HUS PrOJ ect Con ditions (DU aI A )

0 00 606





8. Signal Warrant Analysis

A signal warrant analysis was completed for the intersection of Pacific Avenue and Division Lane, each
scenario described above was evaluated. The Future Plus Project scenarios have the highest traffic volume
at the intersection. The graphs for both Future Plus Project scenarios are shown below. The blue line
applies to this analysis, as the main street (Pacific Ave) has 2 lanes of traffic in each direction, and the
minor street (Division Ln/Harrison St) has 1 lane in each direction. The red dot near the bottom of the
graph is the intersection volume for the given scenario. Neither of these scenarios, nor any other scenario,
met the requirements for a signal warrant.

Figure 7: Future + Project Dual Access Signal Warrant

500 Warrant 3B, Peak Hour: Future + Project Dual Access
|

500 \ — 2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

\ ~
400 .
\M \L< _— 2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane

300 S — R

S———

y 150*
100 1 Lane & 1 Lane . m 00*

400 500 600 700 800 900 1000 1100 1200 1300 1400 1500 1600 1700 1800
Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicle Per Hour (VPH)

o

Minor Street Higher Volume Approach -
VPH
N
o
o

* Note: 150 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor-street
approach with two or more lanes and 100 vph applies as the lower
threshold volume for a minor-street approach with one lane.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, Caltrans, 2014

Figure 8: Future + Project Single Access Signal Warrant
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9. Parking Analysis

This development is located on a parcel zoned as CCX (Community Commercial Mixed Use) which is
described as a district that evolves into a denser urban district with a wide variety of uses. According to
the Tacoma municipal code, the parking rates that apply to this development include 1 stall per residential
unit and 2.4 stalls per 1,000 square feet of commercial space. Applying these requirements to the
development would require 80 stalls for residential use and 10 for commercial use, for a total of 90
parking stalls. However, the development qualifies for parking reductions described in the municipal code.
Bus route 1 has two stops within 500 feet of the proposed development, during peak hours this route has
a headway of roughly 15 minutes. This qualifies the development for a 50% reduction in required parking.
Figure 9, displays a map of the area and the current transit schedule for Route 1.

In CCX-designated zones, no parking is required for buildings that are within 10 feet of the right-of-way
(ROW) of a designated core pedestrian street. According to section 13.06.300.C, Pacific Avenue is
identified as a designated core pedestrian street for two mixed-use centers, South 34" & Pacific and
South 72" & Pacific. The city has noted that this parking exemption does apply to the proposed
development. Taking this into account, the development is not required to provide any parking. The site
plan provided shows 60 parking stalls, an ample amount for this site. Additionally, in a CCX-designated
zone, no parking is required for the first 3,000 square feet of ground-level retail, eating, or drinking
establishments. This may not explicitly apply to a food market, but the commercial nature of development
implies that this exemption could be applicable. And provides more context for the intent of Tacoma'’s
parking reductions that could be applicable to this development.

Fehr & Peers analyzed five other multifamily affordable housing developments to provide additional
context for the amount of parking provided. The rate of parking stalls used per residential unit ranged
from 0.2 to 0.7 stalls per unit, with the most similar development having a rate of roughly 0.4 parking
stalls per residential unit. Applying this 0.4 stalls per unit rate to the Mercy housing development would
result in 32 parking stalls for residential use.

Fehr & Peers also used the Urban Land Institute’s (ULI) Shared Parking tool to identify the hours of peak
parking demand at the development and assess the ability of the mixed-use development to share
parking stalls between the commercial and residential uses. According to ULI's Shared Parking tool, the
two uses are complementary in terms of parking demand. The residential parking is likely busiest between
6 PM and 8 AM and the commercial parking is likely busiest between 10 AM and 5 PM. The parking lot is
designed such that roughly 40 parking stalls are located near the food market; this is expected to serve
the food market customers as well as residents (along with the roughly 20 stalls further away from the
food market) without causing conflicts between the two user groups. Taking all of these factors into
account the provided parking stalls are appropriate for this mixed-use development.
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10. Conclusion and
Recommendations

This study summarizes the potential transportation-related impacts of the proposed Mercy Housing
development located at 3561 Pacific Avenue in Tacoma, Washington. The impacts from this mixed-use
development are not expected to have a significant impact on the existing travel conditions of the area.
Existing conditions, Existing conditions Plus Project, Future Background conditions, and Future conditions
Plus Project scenarios were evaluated. Additionally, the Plus Project scenarios tested two different
configurations: a dual access scenario with driveways to the north and west of the project site, and a
single access scenario with a driveway north of the proposed development. Level of service analyses
found that no intersection (including the driveways) exceeded LOS B in any of the tested scenarios.

Further analysis found that no scenario would meet the signal warrant requirements for the intersection of
Pacific Avenue and Division Lane. Therefore, a traffic signal was not evaluated or recommended at this
intersection. A review of parking requirements per the Tacoma municipal code found that this
development is not required to provide any parking stalls and the planned parking lot provides
appropriate parking for the mixed-use development with adequate circulation for passenger vehicles and
delivery vehicles.










Appendix A: Development Site Plan
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Appendix B: Traffic Counts





www.idaxdata.com

Pacific Ave i daa
S Division Ln {
Q Date: 09/18/2024
N Peak Hour Count Period: 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Peak Hour: 4:15PM to 5:15PM
g
t
do
o o o
U J 1
<0000
A 2 A
© 795 ? 3 = ) '
— s 4==) PHF: 096 OQO 0= 5 ﬂ ©
16 0 ¢
— [y ..\ 1 <{n0oot-4
ivision Ln
& e HV %: PHF e e
;_3 EB  6.3% 0.40 y
wB - - 0"0
g g NB 3.9% 0.94
< %)
SB 2.5% 0.94
TOTAL 3.1% 0.96
Two-Hour Count Summaries
S Division Ln 0 Pacific Ave Pacific Ave . .
Interval 15-min | Rolling
Start Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound Total |one Hour
uT LT TH RT uT LT TH RT uT LT TH RT uT LT TH RT
4:00 PM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 79 0 0 0 108 0 190 0
4:15 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 75 0 0 0 108 1 186 0
4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 86 0 0 0 117 1 207 0
4:45 PM 0 & 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 2 82 0 0 0 103 1 198 781
5:00 PM 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 83 0 0 0 115 0 204 795
5:15 PM 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 76 0 0 0 103 1 184 793
5:30 PM 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 3 80 0 0 0 103 0 191 777
5:45 PM 0 6 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 69 0 0 0 87 2 166 745
Count Total 0 18 0 17 0 0 0 0 1 10 630 0 0 0 844 6 1,526 0
All 0 4 0 12 0 0 0 0 1 6 326 0 0 0 443 & 795 0
5?3': vl o 1 o o]o o o oo 1 122 oo o 11 o 25 0
HV% - 25% - 0% - - - - 0% 17% 4% - - - 2% 0% 3% 0
Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.
Interval Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

Start EB wB NB SB Total] EB WB NB SB Total] East West North South  Total
4:00 PM 0 0 3 6 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:15 PM 0 0 2 5 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2
4:30 PM 0 0 3 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 4
4:45 PM 0 0 6 3 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 3
5:00 PM 1 0 2 2 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 4
5:15 PM 0 0 2 3 5 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
5:30 PM 0 0 3 2 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 4
5:45 PM 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Count Total 1 0 21 25 47 0 0 1 0 1 0 8 2 8 18
Peak Hr 1 0 13 11 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 2 6 13

project.manager.wa@idaxdata.com
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Two-Hour Count Summaries - Heavy Vehicles
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Two-Hour Count Summaries - B
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Note: U-Turn volumes for bikes are included in Left-Turn, if any.
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Appendix C: Detailed Synchro Reports





HCM 7th TWSC

1: Pacific Avenue & Division Lane

Fehr & Peers

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 04
Movement EBL EBR NBU NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations * 4 4
Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 12 1 6 326 443 3
Future Vol, veh/h 4 12 1 6 326 443 3
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 7 1" 6 1 0 0 7
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 96
Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Mvmt Flow 4 13 1 6 340 461 3
Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow Al 665 254 465 476 0 - 0
Stage 1 474 - - - - - -
Stage 2 191 - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.86 6.96 6.46 4.16 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.86 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.86 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 353 333 253 223
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 391 742 725 1076 - -
Stage 1 589 - - -
Stage 2 819 - - - -
Platoon blocked, %
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 379 727 994 994 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 379 - - -
Stage 1 579 - - - -
Stage 2 811
Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s/v11.26 0.31 0
HCM LOS B
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 76 591 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.006 - 0.028
HCM Control Delay (s/veh) 86 01 113 -
HCM Lane LOS A A B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 0.1 -

EXPM

Existing (2025) Weekday PM Peak Hour

Synchro 12 Report
Page 1





HCM 7th TWSC Fehr & Peers
1: Pacific Avenue & Division Lane/Harrison Street

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBU NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations s s Fiu LI 4

Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 2 12 8 1 20 1 6 326 14 33 443 3

Future Vol, veh/h 4 2 12 8 1 20 1 6 326 14 33 443 3

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 7 0o M 11 0 7 6 11 0o M 7 0 7

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - 100 - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - - 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor % 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 96 96 96 96 96

Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

Mvmt Flow 4 2 13 8 1 21 1 6 340 15 34 461 3

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 735 923 254 684 917 195 465 476 0 0 365 0 0
Stage 1 543 543 - 3712 372 - - - - - - - -
Stage 2 192 380 - 312 544 - - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 756 6.56 6.96 7.56 6.56 6.96 646 4.16 - - 416 - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.56 5.56 - 656 556 - - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.56 5.56 - 656 556 - - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 353 403 333 353 403 333 253 223 - - 2283 - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 306 267 742 333 269 810 725 1076 - - 1183 - -
Stage 1 439 515 - 618 615 - - - - - - - -
Stage 2 789 610 - 671 515 - - - - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 281 251 727 306 253 796 994 994 - - 1170 - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 281 251 - 306 253 - - - - - - - -
Stage 1 470 495 - 606 603 - - - - - - - -
Stage 2 755 599 - 631 494 - - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s/v13.07 12.27 0.3 0.56

HCM LOS B B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBREBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 69 - - 465 525 1170 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.006 - - 0.04 0.058 0.029 - -

HCM Control Delay (s/veh) 86 0.1 - 131 123 82 - -

HCM Lane LOS A A - B B A - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 01 02 041 - -

EX+P PM (North Access Only) Synchro 12 Report

Existing (2025) Weekday Plus Project PM Peak Hour (North Access Only) Page 1





HCM 7th TWSC Fehr & Peers
101: North Site Access & Harrison Street

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 3
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations T d %
Traffic Vol, veh/h 17 32 8 10 19 5
Future Vol, veh/h 17 32 8 10 19 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 5 B 0 B 5
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor % 9% 9% 9% 96 9%
Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 3 3 3 3
Mvmt Flow 18 33 8 10 20 5
Major/Minor Maijor1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow Al 0 0 56 0 71 44
Stage 1 - - - - 39 -
Stage 2 - - - - 32 -
Critical Hdwy - - 413 - 643 6.23
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 543 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 543 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.227 - 3.527 3.327
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1542 - 930 1023
Stage 1 - - - - 981 -
Stage 2 - - - - 988 -
Platoon blocked, % - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1535 - 916 1013
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - 916 -
Stage 1 - - - - 976 -
Stage 2 - - - - 978 -
Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, siv 0 3.27 8.96
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 935 - - 800 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.027 - - 0.005 -
HCM Control Delay (s/veh) 9 - - 74 0
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - 0 -
EX+P PM (North Access Only) Synchro 12 Report

Existing (2025) Weekday Plus Project PM Peak Hour (North Access Only) Page 2





HCM 7th TWSC Fehr & Peers
1: Pacific Avenue & Division Lane/Harrison Street

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.9

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBU NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations s s Fiu LI 4

Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 1 13 1 1 15 1 7 33 1 25 451 3

Future Vol, veh/h 4 1 13 1 1 15 1 7 33 1 25 451 3

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 7 0o M 11 0 7 6 11 0o M 7 0 7

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - 100 - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - - 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor % 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 96 96 96 96 96

Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

Mvmt Flow 4 1 14 1 1 16 1 7 345 1 26 470 3

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 731 908 258 671 909 191 473 484 0 0 357 0 0
Stage 1 534 534 - 373 373 - - - - - - - -
Stage 2 197 374 - 299 536 - - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 756 6.56 6.96 7.56 6.56 6.96 646 4.16 - - 416 - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.56 5.56 - 656 556 - - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.56 5.56 - 656 556 - - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 353 403 333 353 403 333 253 223 - - 2283 - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 308 272 737 340 272 815 716 1068 - - 1191 - -
Stage 1 495 520 - 617 614 - - - - - - - -
Stage 2 784 614 - 683 519 - - - - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 286 258 722 315 258 801 994 994 - - 1179 - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 286 258 - 315 258 - - - - - - - -
Stage 1 479 503 - 605 602 - - - - - - - -
Stage 2 755 602 - 647 502 - - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s/v12.45 10.61 0.35 0.42

HCM LOS B B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBREBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 84 - - 502 660 1179 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.007 - - 0.037 0.027 0.022 - -

HCM Control Delay (s/veh) 87 02 - 124 106 841 - -

HCM Lane LOS A A - B B A - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 01 01 041 - -

EX+P PM (Both Accesses) Synchro 12 Report

Existing (2025) Weekday Plus Project PM Peak Hour (Both Accesses) Page 1





HCM 7th TWSC Fehr & Peers
101: North Site Access & Harrison Street

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.8
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations T d %
Traffic Vol, veh/h 17 10 8 10 6 5
Future Vol, veh/h 17 10 8 10 6 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 5 B 0 B 5
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor % 9% 9% 9% 96 9%
Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 3 3 3 3
Mvmt Flow 18 10 8 10 6 5
Major/Minor Maijor1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 33 0 60 33
Stage 1 - - - - 28 -
Stage 2 - - - - 32 -
Critical Hdwy - - 413 - 643 6.23
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 543 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 543 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.227 - 3.527 3.327
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1572 - 944 1038
Stage 1 - - - - 992 -
Stage 2 - - - - 988 -
Platoon blocked, % - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1565 - 930 1028
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - 930 -
Stage 1 - - - - 987 -
Stage 2 - - - - 978 -
Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, siv 0 3.25 8.75
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 972 - - 800 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.012 - - 0.005 -
HCM Control Delay (s/veh) 8.7 - - 73 0
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0 -
EX+P PM (Both Accesses) Synchro 12 Report

Existing (2025) Weekday Plus Project PM Peak Hour (Both Accesses) Page 2





HCM 7th TWSC

102: Pacific Avenue & West Site Access

Fehr & Peers

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.3
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations * +b L &
Traffic Vol, veh/h 8 6 33 13 9 457
Future Vol, veh/h 8 6 334 13 9 457
Conflicting Peds, #/hr B 5 0 5 B 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - 100 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 0 - 0
Peak Hour Factor % 9% 9% 9% 96 9%
Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 3 3 3 3
Mvmt Flow 8 6 348 14 9 476
Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 621 191 0 0 366 0
Stage 1 360 - - - - -
Stage 2 262 - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.86 6.96 - - 416 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.86 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.86 - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.53 3.33 - 2.23
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 417 816 - - 1182 -
Stage 1 674 - - - -
Stage 2 755 - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 409 808 - - 1176 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 409 - - - -
Stage 1 671 - - - -
Stage 2 746
Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s/v12.13 0 0.16
HCM LOS B
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 519 1176 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.028 0.008
HCM Control Delay (s/veh) - - 121 841 -
HCM Lane LOS - - B A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.1 0 -

EX+P PM (Both Accesses)

Existing (2025) Weekday Plus Project PM Peak Hour (Both Accesses)

Synchro 12 Report
Page 3





HCM 7th TWSC Fehr & Peers
1: Pacific Avenue & Division Lane

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.6

Movement EBL EBR NBU NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations * 4 4

Traffic Vol, veh/h 5 15 5 10 360 485 5

Future Vol, veh/h 5 15 5 10 360 485 5

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 10 15 10 15 0 0 10

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - - 0 0 -

Grade, % 0 - - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 96

Heavy Vehicles, % 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

Mvmt Flow 5 16 5 10 375 505 5

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 752 285 510 525 0 - 0
Stage 1 523 - - - - - -
Stage 2 229 - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.9 7 65 42 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.9 - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.9 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 355 335 255 225 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 340 703 669 1017 - - -
Stage 1 551 - - - - - -
Stage 2 779 - - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 324 683 851 851 - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 324 - - - - - -
Stage 1 532 - - - - - -
Stage 2 767 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s/v12.01 0.71 0

HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 144 - 534 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.012 - 0.039 - -

HCM Control Delay (s/veh) 93 04 12 - -

HCM Lane LOS A A B - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.1 - -

Future PM Synchro 12 Report

Horizon Year (2034) Baseline PM Peak Hour Page 1





HCM 7th TWSC Fehr & Peers
1: Pacific Avenue & Division Lane/Harrison Street

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBU NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations s s Fiu LI 4

Traffic Vol, veh/h 5 2 15 8 1 20 1 10 360 14 36 485 5

Future Vol, veh/h 5 2 15 8 1 20 1 10 360 14 36 485 5

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 10 0 15 15 0 10 10 15 0 15 10 0 10

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - 100 - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - - 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor % 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 96 96 96 96 96

Heavy Vehicles, % 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

Mvmt Flow 5 2 16 8 1 21 1 10 375 15 38 505 5

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 819 1025 285 764 1021 220 510 525 0 0 405 0 0
Stage 1 598 598 - 420 420 - - - - - - - -
Stage 2 221 428 - 344 600 - - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 76 6.6 7 76 66 7 65 42 - - 42 - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 66 56 - 66 56 - - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 66 56 - 66 56 - - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 355 405 335 355 405 335 255 225 2.25 - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 262 229 703 288 230 775 669 1017 - - 1129 - -
Stage 1 449 482 - 573 580 - - - - - - - -
Stage 2 753 576 - 637 480 - - - - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 236 212 683 258 213 757 956 956 - - 1113 - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 236 212 - 258 213 - - - - - - - -
Stage 1 427 459 - 558 564 - - - - - - - -
Stage 2 714 560 - 590 458 - - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s/v 14.1 13.25 0.46 0.57

HCM LOS B B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBREBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 98 - - M9 467 1113 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.011 - - 0.055 0.065 0.034 - -

HCM Control Delay (s/veh) 88 02 - 141 132 83 - -

HCM Lane LOS A A - B B A - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 02 02 041 - -

Future+P PM (North Access Only) Synchro 12 Report

Horizon Year (2034) Plus Project PM Peak Hour (North Access Only) Page 1





HCM 7th TWSC Fehr & Peers
101: North Site Access & Harrison Street

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 29
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations T d %
Traffic Vol, veh/h 20 32 8 10 19 5
Future Vol, veh/h 20 32 8 10 19 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 5 B 0 B 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0
Peak Hour Factor % 9% 9% 9% 96 9%
Heavy Vehicles, % 5 5 5 5 5 5
Mvmt Flow 21 33 8 10 20 5
Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 59 0 75 43
Stage 1 - - - - 43 -
Stage 2 - - - - 32 -
Critical Hdwy - - 415 - 645 6.25
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 545 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 545 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2245 - 3.545 3.345
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1526 - 922 1020
Stage 1 - - - - 972 -
Stage 2 - - - - 983 -
Platoon blocked, % - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1518 - 908 1015
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - 908 -
Stage 1 - - - - 968 -
Stage 2 - - - - 973 -
Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, siv 0 3.28 8.99
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 928 - - 800 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.027 - - 0.005 -
HCM Control Delay (s/veh) 9 - - 74 0
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - 0 -
Future+P PM (North Access Only) Synchro 12 Report

Horizon Year (2034) Plus Project PM Peak Hour (North Access Only) Page 2





HCM 7th TWSC Fehr & Peers
1: Pacific Avenue & Division Lane/Harrison Street

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBU NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations s s Fiu LI 4

Traffic Vol, veh/h 5 1 16 1 1 15 1 11 365 1 28 493 5

Future Vol, veh/h 5 1 16 1 1 15 1 11 365 1 28 493 5

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 10 0 15 15 0 10 10 15 0 15 10 0 10

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - 100 - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - - 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor % 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 96 96 96 96 96

Heavy Vehicles, % 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

Mvmt Flow 5 1 17 1 1 16 1 11 380 1 29 514 5

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 815 1011 289 751 1013 216 519 534 0 0 39 0 0
Stage 1 589 589 - 421 42 - - - - - - - -
Stage 2 226 421 - 331 592 - - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 76 6.6 7 76 66 7 65 42 - - 42 - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 66 56 - 66 56 - - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 66 56 - 66 56 - - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 355 405 335 355 405 335 255 225 2.25 - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 264 233 698 294 233 780 661 1010 - - 1138 - -
Stage 1 454 486 - 573 580 - - - - - - - -
Stage 2 748 580 - 648 485 - - - - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 241 218 679 266 217 761 952 952 - - 1121 - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 241 218 - 266 217 - - - - - - - -
Stage 1 436 467 - 556 563 - - - - - - - -
Stage 2 714 563 - 606 465 - - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s/v13.43 11.12 0.52 0.44

HCM LOS B B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBREBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 114 - - 450 606 1121 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.012 - - 0.051 0.029 0.026 - -

HCM Control Delay (s/veh) 88 02 - 134 111 83 - -

HCM Lane LOS A A - B B A - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 02 01 041 - -

Future+P PM (Both Accesses) Synchro 12 Report

Horizon Year (2034) Plus Project PM Peak Hour (Both Accesses) Page 1





HCM 7th TWSC

101: North Site Access & Harrison Street

Fehr & Peers

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.6
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations T d %
Traffic Vol, veh/h 20 10 8 10 6 5
Future Vol, veh/h 20 10 8 10 6 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 5 B 0 B 5
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor % 9% 9% 9% 96 9%
Heavy Vehicles, % 5 5 5 5 5 5
Mvmt Flow 21 10 8 10 6 5
Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 36 0 63 36
Stage 1 - - - 31 -
Stage 2 - - - - 32 -
Critical Hdwy - - 415 - 645 6.25
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - 5.45 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 545 -
Follow-up Hdwy - 2245 - 3.545 3.345
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1555 - 935 1028
Stage 1 - - - - 984 -
Stage 2 - - - 983 -
Platoon blocked, % -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1548 - 921 1018
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - 921 -
Stage 1 - - - 979 -
Stage 2 - - - 973
Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, siv 0 3.26 8.78
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 963 - 800 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.012 - 0.005 -
HCM Control Delay (s/veh) 8.8 - 73 0
HCM Lane LOS A - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0 -

Future+P PM (Both Accesses)

Horizon Year (2034) Plus Project PM Peak Hour (Both Accesses)

Synchro 12 Report
Page 2





HCM 7th TWSC
102: Pacific Avenue & West Site Access

Fehr & Peers

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.3
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations * +b L &
Traffic Vol, veh/h 8 6 372 13 9 502
Future Vol, veh/h 8 6 372 13 9 502
Conflicting Peds, #/hr B 5 0 5 B 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - 100 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor % 9% 9% 9% 96 9%
Heavy Vehicles, % 5 5 5 5 5 5
Mvmt Flow 8 6 388 14 9 523
Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow Al 684 211 0 0 406 0
Stage 1 399 - - - - -
Stage 2 285 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.9 7 - - 42 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.9

Follow-up Hdwy 355 3.35 2.25

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 376 786 - - 1128 -
Stage 1 638 - - - - -
Stage 2 729 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 369 778 - - 1123 -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 369 - - - - -
Stage 1 635 - - - - -
Stage 2 719 - - - - -

Approach WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s/iv 12.8 0 0.15

HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT

Capacity (veh/h) - - 476 1123 -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.031 0.008 -

HCM Control Delay (s/veh) - - 128 82 -

HCM Lane LOS - - B A -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 041 0 -

Future+P PM (Both Accesses)
Horizon Year (2034) Plus Project PM Peak Hour (Both Accesses)

Synchro 12 Report
Page 3
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PROJECT DATA:

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 3561 PACIFIC AVENUE, TACOMA, WASHINGTON 98418

DESIGN TEAM:

DEVELOPER: CIVIL ENGINEER:

MERCY HOUSING NORTHWEST AHBL, INC.

6930 MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. WAY SOUTH 2215 N 30TH ST.
SEATTLE, WA 98118 TACOMA, WA 98403

PH: 206.602.3494 PH: 253.383.2422
CONTACT: KATIE RANDALL CONTACT: TOM DARGAN
katie.randall@mercyhousing.org tdargan@ahbl.com
CONTACT: STEFANIE BARRERA

ELECTRICAL/FIRE ALARM:
KIRBY ELECTRIC

4826 B ST. NW #101

AUBURN, WA 98001

PH: 253.859.2000

CONTACT: KYLE MCBARRON
kylem@kirbyelectric.com
CONTACT: JAKE WALCZAK

ASSESSOR PARCEL NO.: 7470021282, 2086140010, 2086140020

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
PARCEL 7470021282: Section 16 Township 20 Range 03 Quarter 21 1ST SCHOOL LD ADD: 1ST SCHOOL LD ADD B 70 BEG AT NW COR
OF BLK TH S 437.68 FT TH E 288.36 FT TH N 437.68 FT TH W 288.36 FT TO BEG SEG G 5879 SP

PARCEL 2086140010: Section 09 Township 20 Range 03 Quarter 34 : TACOMA LD COS 1ST L 3 THRU 8 B 8614 stefanie.barrera@mercyhousing.org /I;AHJ;ES'ﬁéPE ARCHITECT: jacobw@kirbyelectric.com
PARCEL 2086140020: Section 09 Township 20 Range 03 Quarter 34 : TACOMA LD COS 1ST L 9 & 10 B 8614 CONTRACTOR: 2215 N 30TH ST. HVAC: 3561 PACIFIC AVE.

WALSH CONSTRUCTION CO
315 5TH AVE. S #600

TACOMA, WA 98403
PH: 253.383.2422
CONTACT: SARAH SINGLETON SCHROEDEL

EMERALD AIRE

5108 D ST. NW TACOMA, WA 98418

ZONING: CCX (COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL MIXED USE)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: AFFORDABLE MIXED USE MULTIFAMILY FIVE STORY APARTMENT BUILDING (R-2 OCCUPANCY) WITH A ONE STORY
COMMERCIAL (M OCCUPANCY) AND ASSOCIATED SITE IMPROVEMENTS DEVELOPED BY MERCY HOUSING NORTHWEST, A NONPROFIT
AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROVIDER ON LAND PROVIDED BY THE TACOMA COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY THROUGH A RFP PROCESS

SEATTLE, WA 98104

PH: (206.547.4008
CONTACT: SUSAN HORI
shori@walshconstruction.com

ssingleton@ahbl.com

BUILDING PERFORMANCE:

AUBURN, WA 98001

PH: 253.872.5665
CONTACT: DAVID HAPPE
davidh@emeraldaire.com

4/21/2025 3:37:05 PM

CONTACT: NATHAN CONNAWAY
nconnaway@walshconstruction.com

O'BRIEN360

710 SECOND AVENUE SUITE 925
SEATTLE, WA 98104

PH: 206.621.8626

CONTACT: CALLAN RECKINGER
callan@obrien360.com

CONTACT: DAVID REDDY
david@obrien360.com

8337 REGISTERED
ARCHITECT

IN 2023. THE RESIDENTIAL PORTION OF THE BUILDING TO PROVIDE 80 AFFORDABLE FAMILY APARTMENTS WITH OVER 50% TWO AND THREE
BEDROOM UNITS SERVING HOUSEHOLDS WITH A INCOMES RANGING FROM BELOW 30% AMI TO 50-60% AMI. THE BUILDING WILL INCLUDE SPACE
FOR ASSOCIATED SERVICES. THE PROPOSED USE FOR THE ONE STORY WING IS A NO COST FOOD MARKET.

PLUMBING:

SUNRISE PLUMBING

1415 22ND ST. NW

AUBURN, WA 98001

PH: 253.874.4083

CONTACT: CAREY PARKERSON
cparkerson@sunriseplumbing.com
CONTACT: STEVE BLOEDEL
steve@hvengineering.biz

ARCHITECT:

SMR ARCHITECTS

117 SOUTH MAIN ST SUITE 400
SEATTLE, WA 98104

PH: 206.623.1104

CONTACT: DEAN KRALIOS
dkralios@smrarchitects.com
CONTACT: RUMI TAKAHASHI

THE SITE FRONTS ON TO PACIFIC AVENUE AND IS ADJACENT TO A CURRENTLY UNDEVELOPED PORTION OF THE HARRISON STREET RIGHT OF
WAY TO THE NORTH.

DEAN A. KRALIOS
STATE OF WASHINGTON

THE SITE IS CURRENTLY OCCUPIED BY A TINY HOUSE VILLAGE, WHICH IS EXPECTED TO VACATE THE SITE NO LATER THAN MAY 2025. DUE TO
PREVIOUS LAND FILL ACTIVITIES ON THE CURRENT SITE BEFORE CONSTRUCTION COMMENCES, SITE REMEDIATION WILL BE REQUIRED BEFORE

THE PROPOSED START OF CONSTRUCTION IN THE LAST QUARTER OF 2025. INTERIOR DESIGNER:

C. HOKI DESIGN

rtakahashi@smrarchitects.com 2152 N 112TH ST. #316 SPRINKLER:
PROJECT INFORMATION: CONTACT: KIM ANH TRAN-DINH SEATTTLE, WA 98133 PATRIOT FIRE ISSUED SETS
SITE AREA: 129,559 SF: APPROX. 2.97 ACRES katrandinh@smrarchitects.com PH: 206.465.6767 2707 70TH AVE. E DATE DESCRIPTION
DENSITY CALC: 27 UNITS PER ACRE CONTACT: CARLIHOKI FIFE, WA 98424 10/16/24 100% SD
BUILDING FOOTPRINT:  22.265 SF STRUCTURAL ENGINEER: carlih@chokidesign.com PH: 253.284.3429 11/08/24 PRICING SET
BUILDING HEIGHT: 54 FT 5 INCHES COUGHLIN PORTER LUNDEEN CONTACT: KEN FISH 12/06/24  BLDG PERMIT SUB
BUILDING OCCUPANCIES: R-2. A-3. M 801 SECOND AVE SUITE 900 kenf@patriotfire.com
BUILDING CONSTRUCTION TYPE: V-A SEATTLE, WA 98104 CONTACT: CLINT CARR 2/19/25 SDEV PERMIT SUB
PARKING SPACES: 46 PH: 206.343.0460 clintc@patriotfire.com
BIKE STORAGE: 68 CO.NTACT:. CHRIS DUVALL
# OF UNITS: 80 chrisd@cplinc.com
FIRE PROTECTION: FULLY SPRINKLERED PER NFPA 13 R R e e e e e e e e e e e e A e e e P AR R
REVISIONS / NOTES
ADDITIONAL ASSOCIATED PERMIT SUBMITTALS: DEFERRED DESIGN/BUILD PERMIT SUBMITTALS: SPECIAL INSPECTIONS (NOT LIMITED TO):
- SEPA - PLUMBING . GEOTECHNICAL NO  DATE DESCRIPTION
.+ SITE DEVELOPMENT (SDEV25-0059) «  ELECTRICAL «  SMOKE CONTROL INSPECTIONS PER WSBC 1 04/15/25 BLDG PERMIT
- MECHANICAL «  FIRE PROTECTION 1705.19 COMMENT 1
+  WORK ORDER (FOR ROW WORK) W025-0035)  + SEISMIC HOLD-DOWN SYSTEM + IFC SECTION 510 - EMERGENCY RESPONDER RESPONSE
- LAND USE +  PREFABRICATED CONNECTOR PLATE WOOD ROOF TRUSSES RADIO COVERAGE
+  SMOKE CONTROL SYSTEM AND NARRATIVE «  PREFABRICATED ROOF AND WALL PANELS
«  FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEM, UNDERGROUND, STANDPIPE
«  FIRE ALARM
«  EMERGENCY VOICE/ALARM COMMUNICATION SYSTEM
PRELIMINARY SITE DEVELOPMENT (LANDSCAPE AND CIVIL), ELECTRICAL AND FIRE PROTECTION PLANS INCLUDED IN THIS SUBMITTAL FOR REFERENCE
e
1
UNIT SCHEDULE UNIT SCHEDULE
NO. |[UNITTYPE| ACCESSIBILITY TYPE | GROSS AREA REMARKS NO. |UNITTYPE| ACCESSIBILITY TYPE | GROSS AREA REMARKS
LEVEL 1 321 |[1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF
114 |1-BDRM |TYPE-A 570 SF ROLL IN SHOWER 322 [1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF
116 |3-BDRM |TYPE-A* 1080 SF ROLL IN SHOWER 323 [1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF
117 |2-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 835 SF ROLL IN SHOWER 324 [3-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE* 1085 SF
118 |2-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 836 SF 325 |2-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 835 SF
119 |2-BDRM |TYPE-B 742 SF 326 |3-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 1085 SF
120 |[1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE* 585 SF FOR AGEN CY
121 |[1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF LEVEL 4
122 |[1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF 410 |2-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 776 SF REVI EW
000 UNIT COUNT BUILDING GROSS AREA PARKING COUNTS 123 |1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF 411 |[1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 626 SF
(MEASURE TO EXTERIOR SIDE OF STUD FRAMING) o~ 124 [3-BDRM | TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 1085 SF 412 |1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF
LEVEL TYPE COUNT LEVEL | PROGRAM TYPE | ~AREA TYPE L W | ACOUNTN 125 |2-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 835 SF 413 [3-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 1085 SF AHJ STAMP
LEVEL 1 1-BDRM 5 ADA [16'-6" |8-6" |\ 5 Y 126 |3-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 1085 SF 414 [1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF
LEVEL 1 2-BDRM 4 ILEVEL1  |COMMERCIAL - COMMUNITY ROOM\, [1320 SF | c [15-0" 7-6" | > 12 < 415 |1-BDRM | TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF
LEVEL 1 3-BDRM 3 COMMERCIAL - COMMUNITY ROOM 1320 SF s |16-6" |8-6" | 43 § LEVEL 2 416 |3-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 1085 SF
LEVEL 1 12 TOTAL PARKING STALLS 60 210 [2-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 776 SF 417 |2-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 835 SF
LEVEL 2 1-BDRM 8 ILEVEL1  [COMMERCIAL - MARKET N]4128SF | \/K 211 [1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 626 SF 418 [2-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 840 SF
LEVEL 2 2-BDRM 5 COMMERCIAL - MARKET 4128 SF 212 |[1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF 419 [2-BDRM |TYPE-B 742 SF
LEVEL 2 3-BDRM 4 ﬁ 213 [3-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 1085 SF 420 [1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE* 585 SF
LEVEL 2 17 LEVEL 1 RESIDENTIAL 16699 SF 214 [1-BDRM |TYPE-A* 584 SF 421 |[1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF
LEVEL 3 1-BDRM 8 LEVEL 2 RESIDENTIAL /117537 SF 215 [1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF 422 |1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF
LEVEL 3 2-BDRM 5 LEVEL 3 RESIDENTIAL \ 17537 SF 216 [3-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 1085 SF ROLL IN SHOWER 423 [1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF TITLE
LEVEL 3 3-BDRM 4 LEVEL 4 RESIDENTIAL (|17537 SF 217 |2-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 835 SF 424 [2-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 1085 SF
LEVEL 3 17 LEVEL 5 RESIDENTIAL 17537 SF 218 [2-BDRM |TYPE-A* 840 SF 425 |2-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE* 835 SF
LEVEL 4 1-BDRM 7 RESIDENTIAL 86849 SF 219 [2-BDRM |TYPE-B 742 SF 426 |3-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 1085 SF SHEET INDEX
LEVEL 4 <varies> 7 BUILDING TOTAL 92297 SF 220 [1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 585 SF
LEVEL 4 3-BDRM 3 221 |[1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF LEVEL 5
LEVEL 4 17 222 |[1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF 510 |2-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE* 776 SF
LEVEL 5 1-BDRM 8 223 |[1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF 511 |1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 626 SF
LEVEL 5 2-BDRM 5 224 |3-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 1085 SF 512 |1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF
LEVEL 5 3-BDRM 4 225 |2-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 835 SF 513 |3-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 1085 SF PRE-APP # PRE24-0130
LEVEL 5 17 226 |3-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 1085 SF 514 |1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF
TOTAL UNIT COUNTS 80 515 |1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF SDEV # SDEV25-0059
LEVEL 3 516 |3-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 1085 SF
310 [2-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 776 SF 517 |2-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 835 SF WORK # W025-0035
UNIT MIX-OVERALL 311 [1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 626 SF 518 |2-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 840 SF PERMIT# BLDCN24-0084
AVG UNIT TYPE 312 [1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF 519 |2-BDRM |TYPE-B 742 SF
TYPE COUNT % NSF 313 |3-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 1085 SF 520 |1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 585 SF DRAWN KATD, JA, RT
1-BDRM 36 45.00% 587.61 SF 314 [1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF ROLL IN SHOWER 521 |1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF
2-BDRM 26 32.50% 810.28 SF 315 [1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE* 584 SF 522 |1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF CHECKED DK, PD
3-BDRM 18 22.50% 1084.52 SF 316 [3-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 1085 SF 523 |1-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 584 SF ISSUE DATE 12/06/24
TOTAL 80 100.00% 2482.41 SF 317 |2-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 835 SF 524 |3-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 1085 SF
318 |2-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 840 SF ROLL IN SHOWER 525 |2-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 835 SF PROJECT # 23052
319 |2-BDRM |TYPE-B 742 SF 526 |3-BDRM |TYPE-B ADAPTABLE* 1085 SF
320 1-BDRM | TYPE-B ADAPTABLE 585 SF SHEET #

TOTAL TYPE A UNITS =4 UNITS (5% OF TOTAL UNITS)

* ACCESSIBLE COMMUNICATION DEVICES INSTALLED IN
UNIT PER IBC 907.5.2.3.2 AND ICC A117.1 CHAPTER 10

A G001
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Executive Summary

Aspect Consulting, a Geosyntec Company, (Aspect) has prepared this Remedial
Investigation (RI), Feasibility Study (FS), and Cleanup Action Plan (CAP) for the
proposed 35P Development Project in Tacoma, Washington (Project). The Project spans
one Pierce County tax parcel (7470021282) located at the intersection of Pacific Avenue
and South 35" Street, in Tacoma, Washington (Subject Property). Mercy Housing
Northwest (Mercy) intends to redevelop the Subject Property with a new affordable
housing development. The development will consist of a 5-story mixed use building
constructed with a slab-on-grade foundation (no underground levels) with paved parking,
landscaped and lawn areas, and a courtyard with playground.

The Subject Property is being enrolled in the Expedited Voluntary Cleanup Program
(VCP) concurrently with submittal of this report. Following successful implementation of
the cleanup action, the Subject Property will be eligible for a Property-specific No
Further Action (NFA) determination from the Washington State Department of Ecology

(Ecology).

Remedial Investigation

Historically, the Subject Property was a deep ravine that was filled with soil and inert
construction debris derived from construction of Interstate 5 in the 1960s and from other
nearby construction projects completed in the 1960s to the 1990s. The imported fill
material consists of sandy silts and silty sands with gravel; inert building demolition
debris such as concrete, bricks, and asphalt; and organic materials such as roots and wood
debris. At its deepest, the fill material at the Subject Property extends to approximately
103 feet below ground surface (bgs) and overlies native glacial till deposits. Groundwater
is present at 85 feet bgs, with an inferred flow direction toward the north-northeast.

The RI identified that the fill material in the northwest corner of the Subject Property
contains concentrations of carcinogenic polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (CPAHS)
exceeding the Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA) Method A cleanup levels, which are
contaminants typically associated with urban fill soils. The RI data indicate cPAH
contamination is isolated to the imported fill soil deposited on the Subject Property as the
underlying glacial till and regional groundwater was not impacted by urban fill
contaminants. Vertically, cPAH contamination in soil extends from 7 feet to 28 feet bgs,
with shallower and deeper soil showing contaminants either not detected or detected
below Method A cleanup levels, indicating that the top 7 feet of fill soil are acting as a
“cap” for the cPAH-contaminated fill soil at the Subject Property. Methane is also present
in soil vapor on the Subject Property, likely sourced from natural degradation of organic
materials present in the imported fill soil.

Feasibility Study and Selected Remedy

The FS developed three alternatives for cleanup of the Subject Property and evaluated
each against criteria defined by MTCA.
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» Alternative 1 relies on institutional controls and monitoring, and was determined to
be incompatible with the planned change of use/redevelopment.

» Alternative 2 consists of excavation and off-Property disposal of contaminated fill
soil and then backfilling the excavation to restore ground surface to facilitate
redevelopment. Alternative 2 was determined to have a clearly disproportionate cost
of implementation when compared to Alternative 3, and was eliminated from
evaluation.

» Alternative 3 consists of maintaining the existing soil cap overlying contaminated fill
soil, and constructing the redevelopment features on top of the soil cap.

Based on the results of the FS evaluation, the recommended alternative is Alternative 3,
because it has a reasonable restoration time frame, is the most cost-effective alternative,
is permanent to the maximum extent practicable, and is direct compatible with the
planned change of use for the Subject Property.

As described in the CAP, Alternative 3 will result in the contaminated fill soil being
capped by approximately 10 feet of non-contaminated soil, with hardscape (concrete
building foundation and concrete walkways) and softscape (lawn, landscaped planting
beds, and woodchips over geotextile barrier) constructed over the soil cap. Institutional
controls in the form of an environmental covenant will be implemented to manage the
contaminated soil remaining in place, and an inspection, monitoring, and maintenance
(IM&M) program will be implemented to monitor integrity of the cap. A methane
mitigation system, to consist of subslab depressurization system (SSDS) and vapor
barrier, will be incorporated into the building design.

The cleanup construction is planned to begin with placement of imported non-
contaminated fill soil in Third Quarter 2025 and cleanup is anticipated to be complete
within 18 months. The cleanup action will be summarized in a Cleanup Action Report for
submittal to Ecology.

This Executive Summary should only be used in the context of the full report.
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1 Introduction

This report presents the Remedial Investigation (R1), Feasibility Study (FS), and Cleanup
Action Plan (CAP) for the proposed 35P Development Project in Tacoma, Washington
(Project). The Project spans one Pierce County tax parcel (7470021282) located at the
intersection of Pacific Avenue and South 35th Street, in Tacoma, Washington (Subject
Property; Figure 1). The Subject Property is partially undeveloped and vegetated, and
partially in use for temporary supportive housing (mobile tiny homes, tents, and support
facilities).

Mercy Housing Northwest (Mercy) intends to redevelop the Subject Property with a new
affordable housing residential development. The development will consist of a 5-story
residential building constructed slab-on-grade (no underground levels) with paved
parking, landscaped and lawn areas, and a courtyard with playground.

Historically, the Subject Property was a deep forested ravine and was used for placement
of imported fill materials sourced mostly from construction projects during the 1960s to
1990s. At its deepest, the fill material at the Subject Property extends to approximately
103 feet bgs. The fill materials contain elevated concentrations of typical contaminants
associated with urban fill soils, including carcinogenic polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
(cPAHSs) exceeding the Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA) Method A cleanup levels.

The RI, FS, and CAP were completed in accordance with the Washington State MTCA,
Chapter 70A.305 Revised Code of Washington (RCW) and its implementing regulations,
Chapter 173-340 Washington Administrative Code (WAC).

2 Subject Property Description and Background

This section describes the Subject Property location, ownership and use history, current
land use, and a description of the proposed Project and future land use.

2.1 General Site Information
The general site information for the Subject Property is summarized in the table below.

Table A. Site and Subject Property Information

Address 3561 Pacific Avenue, Tacoma, Washington

Site Name Subject Property is not an Ecology-listed Site

Tax Parcel Number 7470021282

Washington State

Department of Subject Property is not an Ecology-listed Site
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Ecology (Ecology)
Identification

Location
Description

The Subject Property is located east of Pacific Avenue,
just southeast of the intersection with Harrison Street, in
Tacoma, Washington.

Subject Property
and Topography
Description

The Subject Property is undeveloped with the exception
of a temporary supportive housing facility. The Subject
Property is at an elevation of approximately 301 to 306
feet NAVDS88, sloping minorly down to the east.

Potential Sources of
Soil and/or
Groundwater
Contamination
(discussed in
Section 2.3)

Placement of imported fill soils from urban properties.

Current Subject

Property Owner Tacoma Community Redevelopment Authority

Aspect Consulting, a Geosyntec Company

Environmental Dave Cook, LG, CPG, Senior Principal Geologist

Consultant dave.cook@aspectconsulting.com
206.838.5837

Ecology Site .

Manager Not yet assigned

Note: NAVD88 — North American Vertical Datum of 1988

2.2 Current and Future Land Use

The Subject Property is a 2.97-acre lot comprised of a single tax parcel (Pierce County
parcel no. 7470021282) situated in Tacoma, Washington, at an approximate elevation of
301-306 feet NAVD88. The Subject Property is undeveloped, with the exception of a
temporary supportive housing facility, visible on Figure 2. The supportive housing
facility is comprised primarily of tents and portable kitchen and sanitary facilities on
gravel pavement. The remaining areas of the Subject Property are vegetated and/or
forested. The Subject Property is currently owned by the Tacoma Community
Redevelopment Authority. The northern 55-feet of the Subject Property parcel is subject
to an easement with the City of Tacoma (City) due to the presence of City-owned utility
lines that run east-west through this portion of the Subject Property (referred to in this
report as the City Easement Area). The easement prohibits ground disturbance or
placement of barriers at ground surface (such as pavement) that would inhibit the City’s
ability to access the subgrade utility lines in an emergency situation. The City Easement
Area is shown on Figure 2.

The Subject Property is bordered on the north by the Harrison Street right of way (ROW),
which is currently undeveloped forested land and not developed with pavement, roadway,
or other ROW structures. To the south the Subject Property is bordered by a Tacoma City
Light electrical substation. To the east, the Subject Property is bordered by a paved
parking lot supporting a retirement facility and undeveloped forested lots, and beyond to
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the east are single-family residential properties. Pacific Avenue is adjacent to the western
property boundary and beyond the roadway, farther west, is a commercial office building
operated by a 911 call center (Figure 2).

Future land use for the Subject Property consists of a change of use related to the planned
redevelopment. Mercy intends to redevelop the Subject Property with an affordable
housing mixed use multi-family apartment building. The building will be comprised of
five-stories of 80 affordable family apartments, one story of commercial space (possibly
a food market), and space for associated services and community spaces. The building
will be constructed slab-on-grade with no underground levels. Other areas of the Subject
Property will be developed with paved parking and driveway areas, and lawn and
landscaped garden and playpark areas. The conceptual layout of the proposed Project is
shown on Figure 2.

2.3 Historical Use

The Subject Property has never been developed; however, significant quantities of fill
have been placed on the Subject Property and adjoining parcels. The original ground
surface topography prior to fill placement consisted of a north-south trending ravine with
the bottom of the ravine situated between 80 and 120 feet below today’s ground surface
according to the 1961 U.S. Department of Interior Topographic Survey. A photograph of
the Property from 1946 shows the Subject Property ravine as forested, and shows no use
or development activity (TRU, 1992). Historical aerial photographs show the Property
generally consisting of the ravine until at least 1957, with extensive filling of the entire
ravine by 1968 (coinciding with construction of the interstates to the north and east of the
Subject Property vicinity). A selection of historical aerial photographs dated 1957, 1968,
1990, and 2017 included as Figure 3 show changes to the Subject Property and adjoining
properties over the time period. Photographs, maps, interview records, and other pertinent
historical resources referenced in this section are included in Appendix A.

Research into documentation describing the fill source(s) has been conducted as part of
several previous investigations that occurred at the Subject Property and at parcels to the
north (TRU, 1992; Landau, 2008; Landau, 2021a) and additional research was conducted
in support of this RI. Of all records identified, most notable are the 1991 interview
records with representatives of the City and Dickson Construction, the primary parties
placing fill at the Subject Property and north-adjoining parcels, as well as with residents
of neighboring properties who observed fill placement (TRU, 1992). Records indicate
that filling at the Subject Property occurred from the early 1960s until December 1990
and was derived primarily from the following sources:

* By 1965, the majority of the former ravine was filled with construction debris and
soil generated by construction of Interstate-5 (I-5), Interstate-705 (I-705), and
Highway 7 extensions situated north of the Subject Property (see Figure 3). In their
1991 interview, Dickson Construction estimated that approximately half of the fill
material placed south of Division Lane (see Figure 2) was derived specifically from
construction of 1-705 between I-5 and downtown Tacoma, and consisted of excavated
soil and reinforced concrete from demolished building and bridge footings (TRU,
1992). Fill placement from these sources likely ceased when the portions of these
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roadway extensions in the immediate vicinity of the Subject Property were majorly
completed in 1968. Aerial photographs and maps showing development of the I-5, I-
705, and Highway 16 areas prior to construction were reviewed; within
approximately a half mile of the Subject Property, these areas were primarily
residentially developed with single-family homes and apartment buildings, as well
as schools. Evidence of significant commercial or industrial uses along the roadway
corridors at the time of construction was not observed in these resources.

» Construction debris was backfilled into the ravine at the Subject Property. This
material was sourced from City of Tacoma Public Utilities construction projects,
various large private construction projects, and was placed by City contractors,
including Northwest Construction, who is no longer in business (TRU, 1992). Other
contractors approved by the City to dump material at the Subject Property also
brought construction debris and excavated soil. In their 1991 interview, Dickson
Construction indicated that the material from construction projects consisted of
“mostly clean dirt and concrete”, but did not include any wood or other organic
material (TRU, 1992). Records provided no information on the specific construction
projects nor descriptions of their locations.

Filling during this time period did not require a solid waste permit per Tacoma-Pierce
County Health Department (TPCHD) because the wastes disposed of were considered
inert and the majority of filling occurred prior to regulation of inert wastes by TPCHD
(TPCHD, 2010). Records do not indicate that municipal wastes, hazardous wastes, or
other wastes typical of a formal “landfill” were placed in the former ravine, and evidence
of wastes of this nature have not been observed in explorations (see Section 3).

Filling at the Subject Property ceased in December 1990 (TRU, 1992) and the City
graded, sloped, and hydroseeded the ground surface in 1992 for stability and erosion
control (TPCHD, 2010). The Subject Property has remained generally unchanged since
that time and remains owned and maintained by the Tacoma Community Redevelopment
Authority.

2.4 Potentially Exposed Populations

The following presents information on the populations and communities in the vicinity of
the Subject Property to support discussion of potentially exposed populations, including
likely vulnerable populations and overburdened communities, in accordance with WAC
173-340-350(5)(g)(iii) and 173-350(6)(h).

Washington State law defines vulnerable population as population groups that are more
likely to be at higher risk for poor health outcomes in response to environmental harms due
to adverse socioeconomic factors (unemployment, high housing and transportation costs
relative to income, limited access to nutritious food and adequate health care, and linguistic
isolation) and sensitivity factors (such as, lower birth weight and higher rates of
hospitalization). State law defines overburdened community as a geographic area where
vulnerable populations face combined, multiple environmental harms and health impacts (
RCW 70A.02.010 and RCW 19.405.020). Ecology’s Implementation memo No. 25:
Identifying Likely Vulnerable Populations and Overburdened Communities under the
Cleanup Regulations (Ecology, 2024), provides criteria to assist in determining if a
potentially exposed population(s) is a likely vulnerable population and/or overburdened
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community for the purpose of evaluating exposure risks associated with a contaminated
site.

A potentially exposed population is a likely vulnerable population or overburdened
community if the potentially exposed population is located in a census tract that ranks a 9
or 10 on the Environmental Health Disparities Index for Washington State®.

The Subject Property is situated in census tract 53053061900, which has a population of
2,005 as of 2018. Evaluation of the Subject Property relative to the Environmental Health
Disparities Index for Washington State indicates that the Subject Property’s census tract
has a ranking of 10 on the Environmental Health Disparities Index?. Therefore, the
population immediately surrounding the Subject Property meets the criteria for likely
vulnerable populations or overburdened communities.

2.5 Climate and Natural Resources

This section describes the climate and natural resources conditions at the Subject
Property, in accordance with WAC 173-340-350(6)(f) though (i).

2.5.1 Climate
MTCA requires that sufficient information regarding climate conditions be collected to
determine what climate-related factors could influence migration of contaminants at the
Site (WAC 173-340-350(6)(f)). For the Subject Property, these factors are

e precipitation (and associated changes in groundwater levels and flow directions),
e temperature changes, and
e barometric pressures change (an important factor related to vapor migration).

May to September is generally the dry season in Tacoma, with July being the driest
month of the year averaging 0.58 inches in precipitation historically. October to April is
generally the rainy season, with more than 75 percent of the average annual precipitation
falling during that time, and average historical precipitation ranging from 3.05 to 6.44
inches per month. The RI field program (see Section 3.3) occurred from January to June
2025; precipitation during this period was below historical averages, ranging from 0.01
inches in June 2025 to 4.66 inches in March 2025. Historical averages for January

! The Washington Environmental Health Disparities (EHD) Index estimates a cumulative
environmental health impact score on a scale of 1 to 10 (where 1 represents a low impact score and 10
represents a high impact score) for each census tract reflecting pollutant exposures and factors that
affect people’s vulnerability to environmental pollution. The rankings help to compare health and
social factors that may contribute to disparities in a community. Under the Toxics Cleanup Program’s
Implementation Memo #25, a potentially exposed population is considered a likely vulnerable
population or overburdened community if the population meets any one of three criteria. Two of these
criteria require the use of EPA’s EJScreen, which is no longer available online. On April 1, 2025,
Ecology instructed practitioners to use solely the first criteria in Implementation Memo #25 for new
demographic assessments, which relies on DOH’s EHD map.

2 The EHD Index was determined by review of the EHD Map, maintained by the Washington State
Department of Health under RCW 43.70.815, accessed on April 30, 2025.
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through June are 5.95 inches, 3.86 inches, 4.25 inches, 3.05 inches, 1.97 inches, and 1.52
inches, respectively.

The Subject Property climate is characterized by mild temperatures and a rainy season,
with considerable cloudiness during the winter months. Average winter daytime
temperatures are in the 40s (degrees Fahrenheit) and nighttime readings in the 30s.
During the summer, average daytime temperatures are usually in the 70s, with average
nighttime lows in the 50s. During the January to June field work, the average daytime
temperature was in the mid-40s to high-70s with average nighttime readings in the mid-
30s to high-50s. The barometric pressure ranged from 29.11 to 30.33 inches mercury
(Hg), with an average of 29.72 inches Hg>.

Extreme climate-related events, such as flooding, wildfires, and landslides (Ecology,
2023) are unlikely at the Subject Property due to the urban environment and the high
elevation relative to the nearest surface water bodies and sea level. Climate data for the
Subject Property presented in this section was obtained from the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA’s) National Weather Service portal.

2.5.2 Climate Change
MTCA requires consideration of a cleanup action’s resiliency to climate change factors;
WAC 173-340-360(3)(a)(v) states that a cleanup action should “provide resilience to
climate change impacts that have a high likelihood of occurring and severely
compromising its long-term effectiveness,” and Ecology has identified that climate
change factors most likely to pose a risk to sites in Washington State include rising sea
levels, extreme precipitation events, severe drought, increased wildfire risk, and marine
water acidification (Ecology, 2023). Of these, the factors most likely to affect
environmental conditions at the Subject Property are changes in weather such as seasonal
rainfall patterns and the magnitude and frequency of extreme storm events, which could
result in notable changes as follows:

¢ Significant changes to precipitation could result in changes to groundwater
elevation, flow direction, and gradient, which influences the flow and transport of
contaminates in groundwater, if present.

¢ Significant storm events or major rainfall events could result in erosion of
exposed fill soil at ground surface, with runoff transporting suspended fill soil
particles and associated contaminants in fill soil, if present.

e Significant changes in barometric pressure (such as, related to changes in weather
patterns), may affect migration of contaminates in soil vapor, if present.

In accordance with MTCA, resiliency to climate change factors will be incorporated into
evaluation of the cleanup alternatives during the FS (Section 6).

3 Data was acquired from Synoptic Data, station ID G5284 Tacoma, over a period from January 6,
2025, to June 12, 2025.
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2.5.3 Natural Resources

2.5.3.1 Flora and Fauna
MTCA requires consideration of the natural resources and ecological receptors (flora and
fauna) that are reasonably likely to be potentially exposed to hazardous substances at the
Site (WAC 173-340-350(6)(i)). The Subject Property is situated in an urban
neighborhood consisting of commercial and municipal properties, private residences, and
City-owned paved ROWSs. With the exception of the existing ravine over 500 feet north
of the Subject Property, the surrounding area is typical of urban developed land, with
vegetation limited to landscaped planting areas, street-side trees, lawns and plantings on
residential properties, and park space. The parcels to the north of the Subject Property
within the historic ravine are undeveloped and heavily vegetated.

Natural resources of a scale, magnitude, or significance that would change or drive the
cleanup action selection process are not present at the Subject Property. Terrestrial
ecological receptors are further discussed in Section 4.5.2.

2.5.3.2 Groundwater Use
Properties in and surrounding the Subject Property are served by municipal water supply.
Drinking water for the City is provided from a combination of 24 local City-owned water
supply wells and the Green River Municipal Watershed. A drinking water use survey for
the area was completed by searching Ecology’s Well Database and the Source Water
Assessment Program well database. No use of groundwater or surface water for drinking
purposes were identified within a half mile of the Subject Property. According to the
Pierce County water quality data map, the nearest water supply wells are approximately
2.5 miles east-southeast of the Subject Property. According to the Washington State
Department of Health, Source Water Assessment Program Map, the Subject Property is
within the 5-year Time of Travel of the Tacoma Water Division, Wellhead Protection
Area.

3 Remedial Investigation

This section presents a summary of the previous environmental investigation work, and
presents the scope, approach, and results of the RI field program completed by Aspect.
Exploration locations are shown on Figure 4.

3.1 Previous Investigations and Existing Data

In support of a previous proposed redevelopment that was ultimately not pursued, an
environmental and geotechnical investigation occurred at the Subject Property in 2018, as
follows. The investigation locations from 2018 are shown on Figure 4.

In 2018, a combined environmental and geotechnical soils and hydrology assessment was
performed at the Subject Property by SCJ Alliance and Intertek (SCJ Alliance, 2018 and
Intertek, 2018). The assessment consisted of test pits and soil borings, as follows:
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«  Twelve test pits (TP-1 to TP-12%; Figure 4) were excavated to depths ranging from 11
to 17 feet bgs, distributed roughly evenly across the parcel in a grid-like pattern. Ten
soil samples were collected and analyzed for petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) and
metals (arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium, lead, selenium, silver, and mercury),
with none of these contaminants detected at concentrations above the MTCA Method
A cleanup levels. Soils observed in the test pits consisted of imported fill soil, more
specifically interpreted as “a mixture of reworked native soils, quarry spalls, concrete
chunks, and some woody debris” (SCJ Alliance, 2018). Minor quantities of water
were observed in the test pits, interpreted to be infiltrating winter stormwater perched
in some subsoil layers. SCJ Alliance did not sample soil and groundwater for other
contaminants commonly associated with imported urban fill soils (for example,
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons [PAHS]).

* Nine deep soil borings were advanced to define the thickness of fill at the Subject
Property (B-1 to B-9; Figure 4). The borings were advanced to depths ranging from
86.5 to 106.5 feet bgs. Fill was observed in all borings, and underlying native soils
were encountered in B-7 at a depth of 82.5 feet bgs. Fill thickness ranged between
82.5 to 106.5 feet thick, with underlying native soils consisting of “glacial deposits”.
Regional groundwater was encountered in two deep borings, B-8 and B-9, at 96 feet
and 93 feet bgs, respectively. Soil or groundwater samples for laboratory analysis
were not collected from the borings.

3.1.1 Nearby Known Contaminated Sites
Six Pierce County tax parcels to the north of the Subject Property (2081410040,
2084140050, 2085130060, 2085130070, 2085140040, and 2085140070) make up the Site
known to Ecology as the “35th Street Landfill City Fill,” listed on Ecology’s Confirmed
and Suspected Contaminated Sites List (CSCSL) with Cleanup Site Identification (CSID)
No. 341, and also referred to as the “Former City of Tacoma’s Street and Grounds Fill
Site”. The 35th Street Fill Site was reported to Ecology on August 5, 2005, and recurring
annual to semi-annual monitoring of soil and groundwater seeps and quarterly to annual
methane monitoring was conducted at the 35th Street Fill Site by the City and the
TPCHD from approximately 1990 to 2006.

In 2008, the City and TPCHD conducted an RI focusing on the parcels north of Division
Lane (Landau, 2008). The RI consisted of test pits, a deep boring, and shallow direct-
push borings converted to soil gas monitoring wells. Out of 41 soil samples analyzed for
TPH, arsenic, and cPAHSs, eight samples showed concentrations of cPAHSs that exceed
the MTCA Method A cleanup level of 0.1 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) including
four 12-foot deep test pits: TP-LAI-03,- 06, -09, -10, and four 24- to 28-foot deep direct
push borings (GP-LAI-01, -03, -04, -05). TPH exceeded Method A cleanup levels, with
oil-range TPH at 4,000 mg/kg in the 35-36.5 feet samples in soil boring B-LAI-01.
Arsenic exceeded Method A cleanup levels at 21.5 mg/kg in the 16-20 feet samples in
GP-LAI-04.

4 Note that the 12 test pits have varying nomenclature between the two 2018 reports. The Intertek
report refers to the test pits as TP-1 through TP-12, while the SCJ Alliance report refers to the same
test pits as SP-1 through SP-12. In this Phase | ESA report, the test pits are referred to as TP-1 through
TP-12 only for simplicity.
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Methane monitoring within the six gas probes showed that methane exceeded the lower
explosive limit (LEL) of 5 percent at two of the probes during the first sampling event
(27 percent at GP-LAI-05 and 30.1 percent at GP-LAI-06 on May 15, 2008), but not in
subsequent events (1.7 percent at GP-LAI-05 and 0.1 percent at GP-LAI-06 on May 29,
2008). During sampling events conducted between 2004 and 2006, overall methane
levels were at or below 0.15 percent.

Subsequently, in 2021, Landau conducted a Phase Il field investigation at the request of
Tacoma Community Redevelopment Authority to supplement the prior RI work, and
assess potential impacts to future development on parcels within the 35th Street Landfill
Site (Landau, 2021b). The investigation consisted of three soil borings (B-1-21 through
B-3-21) advanced to a maximum depth of 31.5 feet bgs. Two soil samples were collected
from each boring; one at 5 feet bgs and a second at 30 feet bgs. The soil samples were
analyzed for TPH, metals (arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium, mercury, selenium, and
silver), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and semi- volatile organic compounds
(SVOCs; including cPAHS). The results of the investigation showed cPAHs above the
MTCA cleanup level of 0.1 mg/kg in one soil sample collected from B-2 at 5 feet bgs.
Remaining analytes tested were non-detect or detected below the MTCA cleanup levels.

The City continues to perform quarterly methane monitoring, utilizing the six permanent
gas probes installed during the 2008 RI (GP-LAI-01 to GP-LAI-06). The First Quarter
2022 through Fourth Quarter 2023 shows methane above the LEL of 5 percent methane
in GP-LAI-05 and GP-LAI-06 in nearly all quarters. The most recent monitoring data at
the time of this report, Fourth Quarter 2023, showed 45.8 percent methane in LAI-GP-05
and 29.5 percent methane in GP-LAI-06. These soil vapor monitoring wells are located
approximately 300 feet north of the Subject Property.

Additional discussion and figures showing exploration locations are available on
Ecology’s Cleanup Site webpage for the 35th St City Fill Site®.

3.2 Contaminants of Potential Concern and RI Screening
Levels

As described in Section 2.3, a significant quantity of imported urban fill soil has been
placed at the Subject Property. The research described in Section 2, as well as the soil,
groundwater, and soil vapor conditions observed during previous investigations described
in Section 3.1, were used to identify the contaminants of potential concern (COPCs) and
media of concern for assessment during the RI field program. Specifically, the COPCs
are those contaminants that are commonly associated with imported fill and debris sites.

For all areas of the Subject Property, the list of COPCs evaluated are:
e Gasoline-, diesel-, and oil-range TPH in soil and groundwater

¢ VOCs, including petroleum-associated and halogenated VOCs in soil and
groundwater

5 https://apps.ecology.wa.gov/cleanupsearch/site/341
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e SVOCs, including PAHs and cPAHS in soil, and cPAHSs in groundwater
e Metals in soil

Because organic matter may have been included with the fill soil placed at the Subject
Property, and because the methane in soil vapor at the 35th St City Fill Site may migrate
in soil vapor to the Subject Property, there is also potential for methane to be present in
soil vapor at the Subject Property. Methane is not a MTCA-regulated hazardous
substance but can pose an exposure risk to occupants of the Subject Property. Therefore,
methane in soil vapor is also identified for assessment during the RI field program.

The screening levels for the Rl sample data, or the values that are used to evaluate data
collected during the RI to assess the nature and extent of contamination at the Subject
Property, are the MTCA Method A values for Unrestricted Land Use for soil, and
Method A values for groundwater. Methane in soil vapor, which does not have an
established screening level in MTCA, is evaluated relative to the LEL of 5 percent.

The screening levels are selected based on the potential exposure pathways and receptors
and applicable regulatory criteria, as follows:

o Soil/fill leaching to groundwater. Contaminants in soil can leach to groundwater
by infiltration of precipitation below unpaved or gravel surface areas through
contaminated soil, or where groundwater is in contact with contaminated soil.

e Ingestion of groundwater. Human receptors have the potential to contact
contaminants in groundwater via ingestion. Note that while groundwater at the
Subject Property is not currently used as drinking water, the screening levels
reflect the highest beneficial use of groundwater as drinking water.

¢ Direct contact with soil and fill. Human receptors have the potential to contact
contaminants in fill soil where it is exposed at ground surface. Construction
workers have the potential to contact contaminants in soil during redevelopment
activities.

¢ Soil vapor/methane discharge to indoor air. Methane in soil vapor has the
potential to migrate and expose indoor air receptors, collect in subsurface utility
vaults and create an oxygen deficient space, or collect beneath future structures
and pose an explosion hazard.

The presence, nature, and extent of COPCs in soil and groundwater, and the presence and
magnitude of methane in soil vapor are evaluated to determine whether any of these
potential exposure pathways are complete or incomplete based on RI data in Section 4.5.

3.3 Remedial Investigation Field Program

The scope of work for the RI field program was developed to address data gaps regarding
the nature and extent of contamination, with the ultimate goal of acquiring sufficient and
additional data to enable selection of cleanup standards and develop cleanup alternatives
for the Subject Property. The primary data gaps identified are as follows:

1. Data Gap 1: Uncharacterized Fill Soil. The thickness of fill across the
Subject Property, and the presence/absence of COPCs, was only partially
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assessed during the previous investigations (see Section 3.1), and additional
investigation was needed in areas of the Subject Property that were not
investigated previously, areas where borings were not deep enough to
encounter native soils beneath fill, and/or where chemical analysis of soil
samples was limited or did not occur during previous investigations.

2. Data Gap 2: Uncharacterized Groundwater Conditions and Quality.
Previous investigations have not included assessment of groundwater
conditions or quality and the presence/absence of contaminants in
groundwater (particularly if/where fill is in contact with groundwater) are
unknown.

3. Data Gap 3: Unknown Methane Risk. The potential for methane in soil
vapor at the Subject Property has not been evaluated. As discussed in Section
3.1.1, methane has been observed on parcels north of the Subject Property.

The RI field program scope of work was developed to address the three data gaps listed
above, and consists of:

¢ Advancing three soil borings through the fill soil to underlying native soil (AB-
06: 81.5 feet bgs, AB-07: 111.5 feet bgs, and AMW-04: 96.5 feet bgs), and five
soil borings to shallower depths (15 feet bgs; AB-01, AB-02, and AGP-01
through AGP-03) within the fill soil, and collecting soil samples for analysis of
COPCs.

e Completing one soil boring as a groundwater monitoring well (AMW-04)
screened from 75 to 95 feet bgs, and sampling groundwater for analysis of
COPCs.

e Completing the three shallow borings as soil vapor probes screened at 4 to 4.5
feet bgs, for collection of methane measurements (AGP-01 through AGP-03).

In addition to the above explorations conducted at the Subject Property, one soil boring
was also advanced in the Harrison Street ROW to the north of the Subject Property (AB-
08) for construction planning purposes and is referred to herein as an “off-Property
boring”.

The field activities are described in the following sections, and the results of the RI field
program are described in Section 3.4. Exploration locations are shown on Figure 4.

3.3.1 Drilling and Soil Sampling
To address Data Gap 1 (uncharacterized fill soil) and assess the vertical and horizontal
extent of fill soil and fill soil quality on the Subject Property, soil characterization was
conducted in two mobilizations, as follows:

e January 6 to 21, 2025: Three soil borings (AB-06, AB-07, and AMW-04) were
advanced using sonic drilling methods.

e March 17 to 18, 2025: Two soil borings (AB-01 and AB-02) and three soil vapor
probes (AGP-01 through AGP-03) were advanced using direct push methods.
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Soil boring locations are shown on Figure 4. Drilling equipment was operated by Cascade
Drilling LP of Woodinville, Washington. Boreholes were advanced to depths ranging
from 15 feet to 111.5 feet bgs; the final depth of each boring was determined based on
reaching native soils for borings AB-06, AB-07, and AMW-04, or by reaching 15 feet
bgs for the remaining shallower soil borings. An Aspect field geologist performed field
screening for signs of petroleum or volatiles impacts using water sheen methods and by
headspace volatiles assessment using a photoionization detector (PID). The geology was
logged in general accordance with the ASTM International (ASTM) Standard D2488 for
visual classification of soils using the Unified Soil Classification System (USCS). Soil
and field screening observations are recorded on the boring logs included as Appendix B.

A total of 51 soil samples were collected for chemical analysis based on field screening
results, soil types, and the presence of debris. Soil was placed directly into laboratory-
supplied sample containers and were transported to Friedman and Bruya of Seattle,
Washington, and analyzed for the following constituents:

e SVOCs, including PAHs and cPAHs by EPA Method 8270E.
e VOCs by EPA Method 8260

e Gasoline-range TPH by NWTPH-Gx

e Diesel-range and oil-range TPH by NWTPH-Dx

¢ Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 8 Metals by EPA Method
6020B

Select soil samples collected from AB-06, AB-07, AB-08, and AMW-04 were also
analyzed for asbestos by EPA 400 Point Count Method to support soil disposal planning
for the future redevelopment. The soil investigation results are presented in Section
3.4.2.

Following completion, soil borings were backfilled by the licensed driller using bentonite
per Chapter 173-160 of WAC. The horizontal location of each boring was surveyed with
respect to the Washington State Plane Coordinate System using the 2011 North American
Datum (NAD83 [2011]) using a handheld global positioning system (GPS) device with
submeter accuracy.

3.3.2 Groundwater Sampling
To assess Data Gap 2 (uncharacterized groundwater), a groundwater monitoring well was
constructed in the soil boring, AMW-04, and consisted of a 2-inch-diameter Schedule 40
PVC casing and 0.010-inch (10-slot) screen set across the water table using a 20-foot
screen interval from 75 to 95 feet bgs (elevation 212 to 232) to capture fluctuating
groundwater levels. Following installation, the well was developed to improve hydraulic
connectivity between the well and the surrounding formation. Development consisted of
surging and purging the well using a single- or double- stage pump with a flow controller
until at least 10 casing volumes were removed and water was visibly clear. Well
construction details are included on the boring logs in Appendix B.

A groundwater sample was collected from the well on March 20, 2025, using low-flow
sampling methodology (EPA, 1996) following stabilization of field parameters
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(temperature, specific conductivity, dissolved oxygen, pH, oxidation reduction potential,
and turbidity). Sample intake tubing was placed at the midpoint of the submerged portion
of the well screen. The groundwater sample was submitted to Friedman & Bruya of
Seattle, Washington, for laboratory analysis of the following constituents:

e VOCs by EPA Method 8260D

e CcPAHs by EPA Method 8270E

e Gasoline-range TPH by NWTPG-Gx

e Diesel- and oil-range TPH by NWTPH-Dx

3.3.3 Methane Gas Monitoring
To assess Data Gap 3 (uncharacterized methane), three permanent soil vapor probes were
installed on March 17 and 18, 2025, to evaluate methane concentrations in soil vapor at
the Subject Property. Soil vapor probes (AGP-01 to AGP-03; Figure 4) were installed
using direct-push drilling methods by Cascade Drilling LP of Woodinville, Washington,
in the northeast and west sections of the Subject Property, in locations that will be within
the future building footprint (Figure 4).

The soil vapor probes were constructed of 0.25-inch-diameter fluoropolymer tubing
connected to a 6-inch-long stainless-steel vapor screen. The soil vapor probe was
screened from 4 to 4.5 feet bgs. The vapor probes were completed using a 10/12 silica
sand filter pack from the bottom of the boring to 6 inches above the top of the vapor
screen, with an angular seal of bentonite placed above the filter pack to within 1.5 feet
bgs. During drilling, high moisture content was observed in fill soil at 5 feet bgs at each
of the soil vapor probe installation locations, so the probe screens were installed at 4 feet
bgs to avoid screening in saturated soil.

Soil vapor monitoring was performed on March 20 and April 7, 2025, and a follow up
measurement was collected on June 12, 2025. Prior to soil vapor probe monitoring, an
Aspect representative checked each soil vapor probe for water accumulation and removed
moisture from the tubing with a peristaltic pump, if present. Each soil vapor probe was
monitored with a LANDTEC GEM 5000 to gauge for methane gas concentrations. At the
time of monitoring, Aspect observed falling barometric pressure and recorded pressures
of 29.99 in Hg on March 20th, 29.84 in Hg on April 7th, and 29.74 in Hg on June 12,
2025.

3.3.4 Investigation Derived Waste
Investigation-derived waste (IDW) generated by both investigation phases (soil cuttings,
decontamination water, and purged groundwater) was containerized in 55-gallon drums
and ultimately disposed of at Lafarge North America in Seattle, Washington (Appendix
C).

3.4 Remedial Investigation Results

This section presents the analytical results of the RI field program described above.
Analytical data is presented in Tables 1, 2, and 3, and laboratory reports are included in
Appendix D.
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3.4.1 Geology and Hydrogeology
The fill soil at the Subject Property consists of brown to gray sandy silts and silty sands
with varying gravel content, gravel with varying sand and silt content, as well as cobbles,
concrete debris, asphalt, brick, and organic material such as roots and wood debris. The
various debris types were observed throughout the Subject Property at various depths
typically in trace amounts, with the exception of AB-06, where a 2-foot-thick section of
concrete debris was observed with additional trace debris observed for an additional 2
feet (Appendix B). Fill soil thicknesses on the Subject Property ranged from 78 to 103
feet thick in the RI explorations. The Vashon till underlies the fill soil and consists of
dense brown to gray silty sand with gravel and sand with silt and gravel.

Regional groundwater was encountered at 85 feet bgs (elevation 219) at the Subject
Property well AMW-04. Moist to wet soil was observed in soil samples obtained at
depths ranging from 4.5 feet bgs (in AB-01) to 55 feet bgs (in AB-08), typically in more
porous fill soil intervals. It is likely that this water represents precipitation that seeped
into the looser fill material and percolated into airspace between gravel and sand grains.

3.4.2 Fill Soil Results
The chemical analytical results for soil samples collected during the January to April
2025 field program were evaluated against the MTCA Method A values, as described in
Section 3.2. The fill soil extents are shown graphically on the cross sections in Figures 5
and 6. Analytical soil results for the Subject Property COPCs are shown in Table 1 and
are shown on Figure 7.

In AB-06, benzo(a)pyrene and cPAHSs toxic equivalent concentration (TEQ) were
detected at 0.88 mg/kg and 1.17 mg/kg, respectively, at 7 feet and at 0.16 mg/kg and 0.21
mg/kg, respectively, at 28 feet; all of which exceed the MTCA Method A cleanup level
of 0.1 mg/kg.

In the remaining 7 soil borings and 49 samples collected on-Property, all other analytes
were either not detected at concentrations above laboratory reporting limits or were
detected at concentrations below the MTCA Method A values.

Off-Property soil boring AB-08 (in the north-adjacent Harrison Street ROW) contained
cPAHs TEQ at a concentration of 0.104 mg/kg at 6 feet bgs, which exceeds the MTCA
Method A cleanup level of 0.1 mg/kg, as well as benzene at a concentration of 0.047
mg/kg at 17 feet bgs which also exceeds the MTCA Method A cleanup level of 0.03
mg/kg.

3.4.3 Groundwater Results
Groundwater analytical results from monitoring well AMW-04 are presented in Table 2
and shown on Figure 8. All analyzed analytes were not detected at concentrations above
laboratory reporting limits.

3.4.4 Methane Monitoring Results
Methane measurements are presented in Table 3 and shown on Figure 9. Methane gas
concentrations were as follows:
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= March 2025: Methane concentrations were 3.6 percent methane by volume in
AGP-03. Methane was not measured in AGP-01 or AGP-02 due to precipitation
in the vapor probe tubing.

= April 2025: Methane concentrations ranged from 0.3 percent in AGP-01 to 8.8
percent by volume in AGP-02.

= June 2025: Methane concentrations ranged from 0.0 percent in AGP-01 to 5.7
percent by volume in AGP-02.

When compared to the LEL for methane of 5 percent by volume, the LEL was exceeded
in AGP-02 in April and June 2025 and in AGP-03 in April 2025.

4 Conceptual Site Model

This section presents the Conceptual Site Model (CSM) using all pre-existing and
historical Subject Property characterization data and the results of the RI field program
described in Section 3. The CSM is the basis for developing technically feasible cleanup
alternatives and selecting a final cleanup action. The following sections discuss the
components of the CSM, including the sources of the COPCs, the nature and extent of
contamination, contaminant fate and transport, and a preliminary exposure assessment.

4.1 Environmental Setting

The physical characteristics of the Subject Property and its immediate vicinity, including
topography, hydrologic conditions, and existing uses of groundwater are described in this
section.

The Subject Property is located in the Puget Lowland region, comprising a broad glacial
drift plain between the Olympic Mountains and foothills of the Cascade Range,
characterized by glacial deposits. On a more localized scale, geologic maps covering the
Subject Property area identify the surface unit at the Subject Property as Quaternary
Vashon till (Qvt) deposited during the Vashon Stade of the Fraser Glaciation between
25,000 to 10,000 years ago (Smith, 1977), which is now present beneath the fill at the
Subject Property. Vashon till is characterized by very dense silt, sand, and gravel,
however the upper 3 feet of the unit is generally weathered and exhibits medium density.
Vashon till was encountered throughout the Subject Property in historical borings at 33.5
feet bgs in B-1, at 38 feet bgs in B-5, at 34 feet bgs in B-6, and at 82.5 feet bgs in B-7 and
in Aspect explorations at 78 feet bgs in AB-06, at 103 feet bgs in AB-07, at 85 feet bgs in
AB-08, and at 83 feet bgs in AMW-04 (Figures 5 and 6).

The Subject Property is situated approximately 2 miles west of the Puyallup River Valley
and 1 mile south-southwest of the Puyallup River delta at Commencement Bay, where
surface geology is comprised of Quaternary alluvium. Prior to the fill placement
described in Section 2.3, the Subject Property was a natural ravine (up to 120 feet deep),
oriented north-south that drained into Commencement Bay.
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The U.S. Department of the Interior Topographic Survey for the Tacoma South
Quadrangle dated 1961 shows the historical, natural ground surface topography of the
ravine as elevation 300 feet above mean sea level (msl) at the top of the ravine edge,
sloping steeply down to the bottom of the ravine at elevation 220 feet at the south end of
the Subject Property (80 foot difference). Based on drilling observations, the former
ravine is 105 feet deep at the north end of the Subject Property (elevation 305 feet at the
top to elevation 200 feet bottom in AB-07) and 83 feet deep at the south end of the
Subject Property (elevation 224 feet in AMW-04). The ravine is shallower along the
western property boundary (78 feet deep and 82.5 feet deep in AB-07 and B-7,
respectively). Filling activities, including the various materials placed as fill, are
described in Section 2.3. Today, surface topography at the Subject Property gently slopes
to the northeast from elevation 306 on the west to elevation 301 on the east.

Regional groundwater has been encountered at depths of approximately 89 to 93 feet bgs
during drilling at the Subject Property (elevation 216 in AMW-04 to elevation 212 in B-
9), and static groundwater was measured in AMW-04 at 85.25 feet bgs in March 2025.
Based on historical and current surface topography of the Subject Property and
surrounding area, regional groundwater likely flows to the north-northeast toward
Commencement Bay. Shallow water seepage in the fill has been encountered at various
depths ranging from 4.5 feet bgs (in AB-01) to 55 feet bgs (in AB-08), interpreted as
infiltrated precipitation in more permeable fill layers. In some cases, this water appears to
collect in air pockets created by the various debris deposited in the fill, such as in AB-06
at 35 feet bgs and in AB-07 at 10 feet bgs (Appendix B).

4.2 Sources and Contaminants of Concern

The Subject Property was undeveloped and unused prior to fill placement and there are
no indications of past point source releases of hazardous substances at the Subject
Property. As described in Section 2, historical records indicate that the fill material
primarily consists of excavated soil from construction projects, and inert building
demolition debris, and some woody material was observed during investigation activities.
Historical records related to the specific source properties for the excavated soil from
construction projects are limited, and the only specific source properties identified are
those properties/areas that are now occupied by the I-5, 1-705, and Highway 16, north of
the Subject Property. Prior use of the properties now occupied by these interstates
appears to be primarily residential.

The contaminants of concern (COCs) for the Subject Property are cPAHSs in soil, which
are the only COPCs that were identified at the Subject Property exceeding the RI
screening levels (the MTCA Method A values).

No COPCs were identified in groundwater and groundwater is therefore not an affected
media at the Subject Property.

While not regulated under MTCA, methane gas was also considered during this Rl
because of the potential for methane gas to be generated at urban fill sites and because
methane is present in soil vapor on parcels north of the Subject Property. Methane in soil
vapor at the Subject Property appears to fluctuate with changing barometric and weather
conditions, and occasionally has been measured slightly above the LEL of 5 percent
(April 2025, AGP-02 at 8.8 percent). The source of the methane in soil vapor at the
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Subject Property is likely related to woody material observed in the fill, and may also be
migrating onto the Subject Property from other nearby parcels that make up for the
former ravine. The concentrations of methane in soil vapor are significantly higher at the
35th Street City Fill Site located approximately 300 feet north of the Subject Property,
based on quarterly monitoring data collected in 2023 (see Section 3.1.1).

4.3 Nature and Extent of Contamination

Contamination at the Subject Property is isolated to the imported fill soil, and soil results
indicate the native glacially consolidated soils are not impacted. The nature of the
contamination at the Subject Property is cPAHSs associated with imported fill from urban
sources. The extent of cPAH-contaminated fill soil at the Subject Property is limited to
the northwest corner in the vicinity of AB-06, the only exploration location out of eight
with soil samples that contained any COCs at concentrations exceeding the MTCA
Method A cleanup level. This area is referred to in this report as the “Contaminated Fill
Area.” Vertically, the Contaminated Fill Area extends from 7 feet to 28 feet bgs, with
shallower and deeper soil showing contaminants either not detected or detected below
Method A cleanup levels. Laterally, the Contaminated Fill Area extends west of AB-06
to the Subject Property boundary, east to AB-07, and south to AGP-01, where
contaminants were not detected or detected below cleanup levels.

As discussed in Section 4.2, fill soil is the only media containing COCs at the Subject

Property. Groundwater does not come into contact with any contaminated soil, and the
groundwater sample from AMW-04 did not contain any contaminants, so there are no

indications that groundwater is contaminated at the Subject Property.

Methane in soil vapor was measured in each of the on-Property vapor probes, AGP-01 to
AGP-03, and is present in soil vapor probes on parcels to the north that are also located
within the former ravine. Based on these data, and because fill is present across the full
Property, methane in soil vapor at the Subject Property likely extends across the full
Property at fluctuating concentrations.

4.4 Fate and Transport of Contamination

Contaminants derived from the sources described in Section 4.2 were introduced to the
Subject Property when the contaminated fill material was placed there. In soil, cPAHs are
present in the Contaminated Fill Area between 7 and 28 feet bgs. Although precipitation
likely infiltrates from ground surface downward, through the Contaminated Fill Area and
possibly to deeper depths, the lack of COCs in groundwater suggest that any downward
movement, if it occurred, ceased at a depth above groundwater. Because the
Contaminated Fill Area is located beneath, up to 7 feet of non-contaminated fill, transport
of soil COCs via erosion or surface runoff is unlikely.

Methane concentrations identified in soil vapor did not vary significantly between the
three sampling locations, suggesting that sources of methane to soil vapor are likely
distributed through the fill in the former ravine (including both on- and off-Property
areas). Methane in soil vapor may migrate by diffusion, including via preferential
pathways such as utility trenches.
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4.5 Potential Receptors and Exposure Pathways

An exposure pathway describes the mechanisms by which human or ecological exposure
to a contaminant can occur under current conditions, assuming no remedial action or
protective control is in place. To be considered complete, an exposure pathway has the
following characteristics:

* An identified source of contaminants

* A mechanism for contaminant release and transport from the source

» An exposure route through which contact with the contaminant can occur
» A receptor that can be exposed to the contaminant

4 5.1 Protection of Human Health

The nature and extent of COCs in Subject Property media determine the potential
exposure pathways and receptors at the Subject Property. The following section provides
a description of the potential exposure pathways and receptors for the Subject Property.

» Direct contact with soil and fill. The direct contact pathway considers both dermal
contact and ingestion of soil beneath the Subject Property. There is potential for
workers to be exposed to soil contamination present in the Contaminated Fill Area at
7 feet bgs when redevelopment activities commence, if excavation extends to that
depth or deeper. Therefore, the direct contact pathway is considered complete for this
area of the Subject Property, shown on Figure 10 as the “Contaminated Fill Area”.
Because contaminants do not exceed the RI screening levels in other areas of the
Subject Property, the direct contact pathway is incomplete for other areas of the
Subject Property.

» Soil vapor/methane discharge to ambient air and/or into future structures.
Methane in soil vapor has the potential to be explosive and to displace oxygen in
certain confined environments. Methane has the potential to migrate and expose
ambient air receptors, humans in confined spaces, and/or humans in structures built
above methane sources. Therefore, there is potential for the soil vapor to indoor air
pathway to be complete under current and future uses, such as during Subject
Property redevelopment and in any Subject Property buildings occupied after
redevelopment.

4.5.2 Protection of Terrestrial Ecological Receptors

The purpose of a Terrestrial Ecological Evaluation (TEE) is to assess the potential risk to
terrestrial plants and/or animals that live entirely or primarily on affected land. This
Subject Property qualifies for a TEE exclusion under WAC 173-340-7491(1)(a) and
WAC 173-340-7491(1)(b) because all soil contamination is, or will be, at least 6 feet
below the surface, physical barriers (such as buildings or paved areas) will be used to
prevent exposure to plants and wildlife, and institutional controls will be used to manage
remaining contamination. A copy of the TEE form documenting this exclusion is
provided in Appendix E.
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5 Proposed Cleanup Standards

The proposed cleanup standards include the cleanup levels and the point of compliance
for the Subject Property.

5.1 Establishment of Cleanup Levels

Preliminary soil cleanup levels are developed during a RI for those contaminants
identified at concentrations exceeding the RI screening levels, referred to as the COCs
(Section 4.2), and for which there is a current or likely future exposure pathway (Section
4.5.2).

The preliminary cleanup levels for soil are the MTCA Method A Cleanup Levels for
Unrestricted Use.

There are no MTCA cleanup levels established for methane, because it is not a regulated
hazardous substance. Methane will be evaluated against the LEL.

5.2 Points of Compliance

The point of compliance is the point where contaminant- and media-specific cleanup
levels shall be met, in accordance with MTCA. Based on the findings of the RI, the
points of compliance for the Subject Property consist of the following:

e For soil, the point of compliance for soil is throughout the Subject Property from
the ground surface to 15 feet bgs, a reasonable estimate of the depth of soil that
will be excavated and distributed at the soil surface as a result of Subject Property
development activities. (WAC 173-340-740(6)(d)).

The points of compliance are used for development and evaluation of the cleanup
alternatives in the Feasibility Study (Section 6).

6 Feasibility Study

This section presents the FS for the cleanup alternatives for the Property. This FS
considers the criteria defined in WAC 173-340-360 Selection of Cleanup Actions for
evaluating cleanup alternatives and selecting a cleanup action. The findings of the FS and
recommended cleanup alternative for the Subject Property are presented in Section 6.6.

6.1 Cleanup Action Objectives

The objective of the cleanup is to obtain a No Further Action (NFA) determination from
Ecology for the Subject Property and to allow for redevelopment as an affordable
housing building with ground-level parking and outdoor spaces. To obtain an NFA, the
existing contaminated fill soil will need to be remediated at the established points of
compliance in accordance with MTCA.
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The cleanup action objectives (CAOs) are goals for protecting human and environmental
health. They are established based on the nature and extent of contamination, the
receptors that are current and potentially threatened, and the potential for human and
environmental exposure. Based on the potential exposure pathways, receptors, and the
characterization described in the RI, the CAOs for the Subject Property are as follows:

e Protection of humans from direct contact with contaminated fill soil

While not a MTCA-regulated substance, methane was also identified in soil vapor at the
Subject Property during the R1. Methane exposure mitigation will be incorporated into
the design of the selected cleanup action alternative.

The CAOs form the basis of development of proposed cleanup alternatives, described in
the following sections.

6.2 Potentially Applicable Laws and Regulations

The cleanup action must comply with state and federal laws (WAC 173-340-710[1]).
Requirements from state and federal laws that are determined to be legally applicable or
relevant and appropriate are collectively referred to as applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements (ARARS). Potentially applicable state and federal laws are
discussed below.

MTCA. The MTCA statute (Chapter 70.105D Revised Code of Washington [RCW)]) is
the primary law that governs cleanup of contaminated sites in the state of Washington
(Ecology, 2013). The MTCA cleanup regulation (Chapter 173-340 WAC) specifies
criteria for the evaluation and conduct of a cleanup action. It requires that cleanup actions
protect human health and the environment, meet environmental standards in other
applicable laws, and provide for monitoring to confirm compliance with cleanup levels.

For cleanup actions involving containment (such as, capping) of hazardous substances,
MTCA has requirements that must be met for the cleanup action to be considered in
compliance with soil cleanup standards. These include implementing a monitoring
program that is designed to ensure the long-term integrity of the containment system and
applying institutional controls where appropriate to the affected areas (WAC 173-340-
440).

SEPA. The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA; Chapter 197-11 WAC) and the
SEPA procedures (Chapter 173-802 WAC) ensure that state and local government
officials consider environmental values when making decisions. The SEPA process
begins when an application for a permit is submitted to an agency, or an agency proposes
to take some official action, such as implementing a CAP under MTCA. Completion of a
SEPA checklist may be required prior to initiating remedial construction activities.

Solid and Hazardous Waste Management. The Washington Dangerous Waste
Regulations (Chapter 173-303 WAC) would apply if dangerous wastes are generated, and
United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) and Washington State Department
of Transportation (WSDOT) regulations regarding transport of hazardous materials (49
CFR Parts 171-180) would apply if regulated material is transported off-site as part of the
cleanup action. The Washington Solid Waste Handling Standards (Chapter 173-350
WAQC) regulate handling, treatment, or off-site disposal of nonhazardous solid waste.
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Other:

* Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and Washington Industrial
Safety and Health Act (WISHA) regulations (29 CFR 1910.120; Chapter 296-62
WAC) governing worker safety during cleanup action execution. Compliance would
be achieved through preparation and implementation of site-specific health and safety
plan(s) with appropriate controls, worker training and certifications, and occupational
monitoring.

» City of Tacoma and Pierce County regulations and codes include those related to
methane mitigation. Compliance with the City and Pierce County requirements will
be achieved through the permitting processes for the redevelopment construction.

* Washington State Water Well Construction Regulations (Chapter 173-160 WAC)
regulating groundwater well installation and decommissioning as part of the cleanup
action.

The Archeological and Historical Preservation Act (16 USCA 496a-1) would be
applicable if any subject materials are discovered during grading and excavation
activities. A cultural resources assessment and archeological oversight of subsurface
disturbing activities may be required elements of the project.

6.3 Remedial Technologies Considered

This section presents the appropriate remedial technologies considered during
development of the cleanup action alternatives for the Subject Property.

» Capping. Based on the RI data, contaminated fill soil is currently capped by non-
contaminated fill soil. For development of the cleanup action alternatives, capping
would consist of maintaining the existing non-contaminated fill soil cap overlying the
Contaminated Soil Area, and/or modifying it to improve protectiveness such as by
adding additional non-contaminated soil to increase the cap thickness, constructing
hardscapes (asphalt or concrete pavement, or building foundations) at ground surface.
In areas where hardscapes are not constructed, an isolation barrier (geotextile fabric)
can be added to allow for a reduction in total cap thickness while still meeting the
MTCA requirements for the protection of terrestrial ecological receptors and human
receptors via direct contract. Capping will achieve the CAOs by limiting the current
and potential future human and terrestrial ecological exposure to contaminated fill
soil. Note that because of the elevated methane in soil vapor identified during the RI,
utilizing a capping technology that involves hardscapes would also include methane
exposure mitigation components, such as a subslab depressurization system (SSDS)
and vapor barrier.

* Source Removal (Contaminated Soil Excavation). Source removal would consist
of physical removal and off-Property disposal of contaminated fill soil. Source
removal would meet the CAOs by permanently removing the source at the Subject
Property. Standard excavation techniques would be used for source removal, although
the large volume of material requiring removal and the proximity of the
Contaminated Fill Area to adjoining rights-of-way would result in significant
implementability issues and cost. Additionally, ground disturbance is not permitted in
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the City Easement Area under the current easement, and excavation of the
contaminated fill soil in this area would require significant coordination and
negotiation of easement terms with the City. Contaminated fill soil removed from the
Subject Property would be eligible for disposal at a Subtitle D landfill.

Institutional Controls. Institutional Controls consist of measures that are not
intended to physically alter the conditions at the Subject Property or reduce
contamination, but involve administrative or engineered tools to limit potential
exposure risk to contaminated fill soil. Those measures appropriate to meet the CAOs
are recording a restrictive covenant on the Subject Property deed limiting land use or
ground disturbance at the contaminated fill area.

Monitoring. Monitoring is not a stand-alone technology but is a required element of
any cleanup action conducted under MTCA. Monitoring would be conducted to
ensure that the selected remedy meets the cleanup standards, both during the cleanup
construction activities and after cleanup construction activities are completed. During
cleanup construction activities, monitoring requirements may include soil sampling at
the limits of contaminated fill soil excavation to document the quality of soil
remaining in-place at the Subject Property and/or inspections during construction to
document cap integrity and compliance with the design requirements. Post-cleanup
construction monitoring requirements may include periodic inspections of the cap
overlying contaminated fill soil.

The cleanup action alternatives, developed based on the list in this section, are described
in Section 6.4.

6.4 Cleanup Action Alternatives

A description of the three cleanup alternatives evaluated for the FS are presented below.
Alternatives are evaluated in Section 6.5.

1.

Alternative No. 1 — Institutional Controls Only

In Alternative 1, all contaminated fill soil remains in-place beneath the existing non-
contaminated fill soil cap, the cap is not disturbed or modified, and residual
contaminated fill soil is managed by maintenance of the existing soil cap, placement
of physical barriers (fencing), and recording a restrictive covenant.

Physical barriers would include fencing with signage around the perimeter of the
contaminated fill soil area to discourage use of that portion of the Subject Property by
human receptors that could lead to disturbance of the soil cap and/or contact with the
underlying contaminated fill soil. An inspection, maintenance, and monitoring
(IM&M) program would be required, and include periodic inspection of Subject
Property conditions, maintenance of the soil cap performed on an as-needed basis,
and periodic reporting of maintenance activities to Ecology, including 5-year reviews.

The restrictive covenant would be recorded with the Subject Property deed and would
restrict ground disturbance unless approved by Ecology in writing. Future structures
would not be permissible within the Contaminated Fill Area.

Future structures elsewhere on the Subject Property would require methane
mitigation be incorporated into building design.

22
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2. Alternative No. 2 — Removal of Contaminated Fill Soil
In Alternative 2, contaminated fill soil would be excavated and removed from the
Subject Property for disposal at a Subtitle D Landfill. Soil, including both the non-
contaminated overburden soil and the underlying contaminated fill soil, would be
excavated in the Contaminated Fill Area (Figure 10) surrounding AB-06 extending
north to the northern Subject Property line, west to the western Subject Property line,
and east and south to AB-07, AGP-02, and AGP-01 at which soil samples showed
contaminants were either not detected or detected below the cleanup levels during the
RI. This area measures approximately 38,000 square feet. Excavation depth in this
area would extend down to 15 feet bgs, the standard soil point of compliance for
direct contact, resulting in approximately 21,111 cubic yards of contaminated fill soil
for off-Property disposal.

Compliance monitoring would be achieved by collecting confirmation soil samples at
the excavation extents. The depth of the excavation, and proximity to the west-
adjoining Pacific Avenue and the north-adjoining Harrison Street, would require
installation of temporary shoring at the perimeter of the excavation. The excavation
would include a portion of the City Easement Area, where City-owned utility lines
are present, and would require coordination and easement negotiations with the City
prior to excavation. To facilitate the planned Subject Property redevelopment, the
excavation would then be backfilled with clean structural fill and compacted to
restore ground surface so that building construction could begin. Because all
contaminated fill at the Subject Property would be removed to the 15-foot point of
compliance depth, cleanup levels would be met at the point of compliance and
Alternative 2 would not require institutional controls or an IM&M program.

Future structures constructed at the Subject Property would require methane
mitigation be incorporated into building design, similar to Alternative 1.

3. Alternative No. 3 — Capping & Institutional Controls
For Alternative 3, the Contaminated Fill Area remains capped by the existing
overlying non-impacted soil, and the Subject Property is redeveloped with
construction of the new building, concrete pathways, and landscaping occurring over
the top of the existing soil cap.

The redevelopment requires that the ground surface be raised to match elevation of
west-adjoining Pacific Avenue, requiring import and placement of clean fill soil that
would be placed across the Subject Property, including over the soil cap within the
Contaminated Fill Area. This would result in the soil cap at the Contaminated Fill
Area increasing in thickness by 1 to 4 feet. After placement of imported clean fill

soil, the redevelopment would continue with the construction of hardscape (building
foundation, concrete walkways) and softscape (lawn, planting beds, and woodchips
over geotextile barrier) components of the redevelopment. Alternative 3 includes no
excavation of contaminated fill soil and therefore no costs for off-Property disposal of
soil.

Compliance monitoring would be achieved by performing inspections during
placement of imported clean soil and construction of hardscapes and softscapes to
ensure that redevelopment components constructed over the top of the existing soil
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cap are constructed in accordance with the design requirements. Compliance soil
sampling would not be performed because excavation into contaminated fill soil
would not occur under Alternative 3. The contaminated fill soil would remain in-
place beneath the soil cap, hardscapes, and softscapes; therefore, institutional controls
and an IM&M program would be required under Alternative 3.

Future structures at the Subject Property would require methane mitigation be
incorporated into building design, similar to Alternative 1 and 3.

6.5 Evaluation of Alternatives

The cleanup alternatives presented in Section 6.4 above are evaluated in this section with
respect to MTCA criteria. The evaluation is accomplished by evaluating each alternative
against cleanup action requirements and by cost-benefit analysis. In addition to MTCA
criteria, the alternatives are also evaluated in the context of the planned change in Subject
Property use associated with the redevelopment.

6.5.1 Description of Applicable MTCA Evaluation Criteria
Cleanup actions selected under MTCA must meet 10 general requirements, applicable

action-specific requirements, and applicable media-specific requirements identified in
WAC 173-340-360(3)(a), as follows:

* General Requirements:

= Protect human health and the environment, including likely vulnerable
populations and overburdened communities

= Comply with cleanup standards
= Comply with applicable state and federal laws

= Prevent or minimize present and future releases and migration of hazardous
substances in the environment

= Provide resilience to climate change impacts that have a high likelihood of
occurring and severely compromising its long-term effectiveness

= Provide for compliance monitoring

= Not rely primarily on institutional controls and monitoring at a site, or portion
thereof, if it is technically possible to implement a more permanent action

= Not rely primarily on dilution and dispersion®
= Provide for a reasonable restoration timeframe

= Use permanent solutions to the maximum extent practicable, as determined by
evaluating the following criteria specified in WAC 173-340-360(5)(d):

* Protectiveness

5 WAC 173-340-360(3)(a) indicates “unless the incremental costs of any active remedial measures
over the costs of dilution and dispersion grossly exceed the incremental degree of benefits of active
remedial measures over the benefits of dilution and dispersion.”
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+ Permanence

+ Long-term effectiveness

+ Management of Implementation Risks
+ Implementability

Cleanup actions must also meet action- and media-specific requirements, as applicable.
The action-specific requirements applicable to the Subject Property include:

* Use of remediation levels in accordance with WAC 173-340-355

» Use of institutional controls in accordance with WAC 173-340-440

» Provision of financial assurance in accordance with WAC 173-340-440(11)
» Provision for periodic reviews in accordance with WAC 173-340-420(2)

The media-specific requirement applicable to the Subject Property indicates that a soil
cleanup action must treat, remove, or contain contaminated soils located on properties
that qualify as a potential future residential area.

6.5.2 MTCA Criteria Evaluation
In this section, each of the three alternatives described in Section 6.4 are evaluated
relative to the criteria listed in Section 6.5.1. In accordance with WAC 173-340-
351(5)(a), the cleanup alternatives are initially screened and those alternatives that do not
meet the cleanup requirements in WAC 173-340-360 (described in Section 5.5.1) or are
not technically possible are eliminated from further evaluation. Additionally, given the
planned redevelopment for the Subject Property, the initial screening also considers each
alternative’s compatibility with the planned change in use of the Subject Property. The
initial screening indicates the following:

» Alternative 1 relies completely on institutional controls and monitoring and therefore
does not meet the cleanup requirement under WAC 173-340-360(3)(a)(vii).
Alternative 1 also requires no future ground disturbance within the Contaminated Fill
Area and therefore is not compatible with the planned redevelopment and change in
Subject Property use. For these reasons, Alternative 1 is eliminated at the initial
screening phase and not further evaluated.

Alternatives 2 and 3 meet the requirements for cleanup action in WAC 173-340-360, are
technically possible, and are compatible with the planned redevelopment, therefore both
are carried forward for evaluation.

Alternatives 2 and 3 are evaluated against each of the applicable MTCA criteria listed in
Section 6.5.1 in Table 4. Note that both Alternatives 2 and 3 include the same methane
mitigation components to the building design. Therefore, the primary differences in
implementation costs for Alternatives 2 and 3 are related to excavation and disposal of
contaminated fill soil in Alternative 2 versus leaving contaminated soil in-place managed
by environmental covenant in Alternative 3. In summary:

» Alternative 2 meets each of the 10 general MTCA criteria (Section 6.5.1) and is
permanent to the maximum extent practicable. The relative MTCA Benefits Ranking
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for Alternative 2 is 41. The incremental cost for implementing Alternative 2 is
estimated as $7.47M, based on the excavation and soil disposal related components
of this alternative, which are the primary differences between Alternative 2 and
Alternative 3. The excavation components of Alternative 2 would include excavation
and off-Property disposal, installation of temporary shoring, and restoring ground
surface to facilitate the redevelopment, as follows:

= Excavation of the contaminated fill area to 15 feet bgs would result in a total of
21,111 cubic yards or 35,889 tons of soil requiring disposal at a Subtitle D
Landfill, resulting in a soil excavation, loading, transport, and disposal cost of
approximately $4.13M".

= Temporary shoring at the perimeter of the excavation would be required, and
would consist of cantilever soldier piles and timber lagging, at a cost of
approximately $1.73M8,

= Import, placement, and compaction of clean fill soil to restore ground surface at
an estimated cost of approximately $1.61M°.

As discussed in Section 6.4, Alternative 2 would not require an environmental
covenant or an IM&M program. The methane mitigation would be the same as
Alternative 3, so the cost for methane mitigation is not an incremental cost for
comparing Alternatives 2 and 3 and is not included this total.

» Alternative 3 also meets each of the 10 general MTCA criteria, with a slightly higher
relative MTCA Benefits Ranking of 43. Alternative 3 does not include excavation
and off-Property disposal, so the incremental cost of implementing Alternative 3 is
for the institutional controls (environmental covenant) and IM&M components of this
alternative, since the cap construction would occur as part of the planned
redevelopment. The incremental cost of implementing Alternative 3 is $50,000°. As
discussed in Section 6.4, Alternative 3 includes the same methane mitigation as
Alternative 2, therefore the cost for methane mitigation is not an incremental cost for
comparing Alternatives 2 and 3 and is not included in this total.

Based on the qualitative evaluation of the benefits to costs of Alternatives 2 and 3
described above, the cost to benefit for implementing Alternative 2 is considered clearly
disproportionate under WAC 173-340-360(5); therefore, Alternative 2 is eliminated from

" The volume and cost estimate for Alternative 2 assume that the contaminated fill soil area measures
38,000 square feet. Excavation to 15 feet bgs would result in 21,111 cubic yards, or 35,889 tons using
a conversion factor of 1.7. Off-Property disposal cost per ton is based on loading, transport, and tipping
fees at Waste Management’s Wenatchee Regional Landfill, estimated at $115/ton based on other
recent project experience.

8 Alternative 2 assumes that the perimeter of the excavation measures 770 feet, resulting in the exposed
square footage of the temporary shoring system measuring 11,550 square feet. Costs related to
installation of temporary shoring are estimated at $150/exposed square foot based on other recent
project experience.

% To restore ground surface, Alternative 2 assumes that 35,889 tons of clean fill is imported, placed,
and compacted after the excavation, at an estimated cost of $45/ton based on other recent project
experience.

10 The cost estimate for Alternative 3 includes recording the environmental covenant and implementing
the IM&M Plan, estimated for 20 years of monitoring. Costs are based on other recent project
experience.
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further evaluation per WAC 173-340-351(6)(c)(i) and a detailed and quantitative
disproportionate cost analysis is not warranted to select Alternative 3 as the
recommended alternative.

6.6 FS Findings & Recommendation

Based on the alternative evaluation in Section 6.5 and Table 4, Alternative 3 has the
higher MTCA Benefits Ranking, a substantially lower cost relative to Alternative 2, and
is directly compatible with the planned redevelopment of the Subject Property. For these
reasons, Alternative 3 is the recommended alternative.

7 Cleanup Action Plan

The CAP describes the cleanup action selected for the Project, based on the results of the
FS described in Section 6. A CAP is a required part of the site cleanup process under
Chapter 173-340 WAC, MTCA Cleanup Regulations. The purpose of the CAP is to
describe the components of the cleanup action, the restoration timeframe, and the
schedule for implementation.

7.1 Area Requiring Cleanup

Based on the results of the RI/FS, the area requiring cleanup at the Subject Property is the
area surrounding AB-06 where cPAHSs are present in fill soil exceeding the cleanup levels
between 7 and 28 feet bgs, referred to in this report as the Contaminated Fill Area. This
area extends north and west of AB-06 to the Subject Property boundary, and east and
south of AB-06 to explorations AB-07, AGP-02, and AGP-01 where contaminants were
not detected or detected below cleanup levels. The area measures approximately 38,000
square feet, as shown on Figure 10.

The RI data also shows that methane gas is present in soil gas at the Subject Property,
periodically at concentrations exceeding the LEL of 5 percent by volume. Methane is not
a hazardous substance regulated by MTCA, but poses an exposure risk if it collects
beneath structures or in subsurface vaults/features, or enters buildings. Therefore, the
presence of methane gas at the Subject Property is also addressed in this CAP. Methane
mitigation is likely needed in all areas of the Subject Property where hardscapes will be
present after redevelopment, and subsurface utility vaults that may need to be accessed by
workers after redevelopment. Note that subsurface utilities could also act as preferential
pathways for methane.

7.2 Description of Cleanup Action

The cleanup action consists of maintaining the existing soil cap overlying contaminated
fill soil, then redevelopment of the Subject Property, implementation of institutional
controls, and an IM&M program. Details regarding the redevelopment, such as the
volume of clean structural fill needed and the thicknesses of the building foundation,
concrete walkways, topsoil, and wood chips, are estimates based on preliminary design
plans and may be changed as the design is refined and permits are obtained. Figure 10
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shows the preliminary conceptual design for the redevelopment relative to the
Contaminated Fill Area.

» Soil Cap. The RI data indicates that the Contaminated Soil Area is currently capped
by 7-feet of non-contaminated soil. The cleanup action will maintain the existing cap,
with additions constructed on top of the cap to facilitate redevelopment, as follows:

= Increased Cap Thickness. The redevelopment requires raising the ground
surface to match Pacific Avenue; therefore, clean structural fill soil will be
placed on top of the existing soil cap to raise the ground surface to match the
elevation of west-adjoining Pacific Avenue. The clean structural fill placed on
top of the cap may consist of approximately 10,000 cubic yards of non-
contaminated fill imported to the Subject Property. Following placement, the
ground surface will be raised by 1 to 4 feet across the Subject Property, resulting
in the existing cap overlying the Contaminated Fill Area to increase in thickness
to approximately 10 feet thick.

= Addition of Hardscapes. The planned redevelopment includes construction of
hardscapes consisting of concrete walkways and the new building’s concrete
foundation, and both are planned for portions of the Contaminated Fill Area (see
Figure 10). The concrete building foundation will measure up to 4 inches thick
and the concrete walkways will measure up to 4 inches thick. Within the
Contaminated Fill Area, hardscapes may be constructed across 18,200 square
feet of the soil cap based on preliminary design plans (Figure 10).

= Addition of Softscapes with Geotextile Barrier. For areas not occupied by
hardscapes, the planned redevelopment includes softscapes consisting of lawn
and planting beds and a playground area with wood playchips. All softscape
areas within the Contaminated Fill Area will be constructed with a geotextile
barrier!! first placed on top of the soil cap. In the playground area, up to 8 inches
of playchips will be placed over the geotextile barrier. In landscaping areas, at up
to 8 inches of topsoil will be placed over the geotextile barrier and finished with
hydroseed (for lawn areas) or mulch (for planting beds). Trees, shrubs, and
groundcover plants are planned for the planting beds. Within the Contaminated
Fill Area, softscapes may be constructed across 19,800 square feet of the soil
cap, with 17,100 square feet being landscaping and 2,700 square feet being the
playchips, based on preliminary design plans (Figure 10).

* Institutional Controls. Institutional controls will include an environmental covenant
deed restriction to prevent future unrestricted development or any other activities that
could create exposure pathways for direct contact with the contaminated fill soil. The
environmental covenant will specifically apply to the Contaminated Fill Area, shown
on Figure 10. Institutional controls are required in perpetuity.

» Post-Construction Monitoring. The IM&M program will include the following:

11 The geotextile produce should conform to Standard Specification 9-33.2(1) Table 3 — Geotextile for
Separation or Soil Stabilization classification of Woven Separation material, such as the Winfab HP
line of products (or similar).
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= Periodic inspection of the condition of the soil cap, hardscapes, and softscapes
within the Contaminated Fill Area.

= Maintenance of the soil cap, hardscapes, and softscapes if needed.
= Periodic reporting of IM&M activities to Ecology, including 5-year reviews.

A methane mitigation system will also be constructed concurrently with the construction
of the new building, to include:

» Subslab Depressurization System (SSDS). To mitigate the risk of methane gas
collecting beneath the new building, a SSDS will be incorporated into the building
design. The SSDS will consist of perforated piping (such as Schedule 40 PVC)
installed below the building foundation slab in the permeable substrate and will be
connected to nonperforated header pipes that will vent into atmospheric air above the
roofline of the building. The SSDS can be designed to operate passively but allowing
for conversion to active ventilation by addition of a blower, if warranted. Since
subsurface utility lines may act as preferential pathways for methane, low
permeability dams may be installed in the utility trenches where they enter the new
building.

* Vapor Barrier. A vapor barrier will be installed below the building, consisting of a
pre-applied product(s) with documented resistance to methane gas. The vapor barrier
will be integrated into the building design plans, including specifying the connection
and termination details, and the sealing requirements around any penetrations
required for utilities, structural support, or other foundation elements.

The cleanup action will be implemented as a voluntary action through Ecology’s
Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP) with the goal of receiving a Property-Specific NFA
opinion from Ecology.

7.3 Restoration Timeframe

Cleanup will be achieved upon construction of all components of the cap, including the
hardscapes (concrete walkways, building foundation) and softscapes (landscaping, lawn,
and playground areas), and recording the Final Environmental Covenant on the Subject
Property deed. The cleanup action is anticipated to be completed in under 18 months
from the start of construction activities, which is considered a reasonable timeframe in
accordance with the factors listed in WAC 173-340-360(5)(d). The methane mitigation
system will be considered complete following construction of the SSDS, vapor barrier,
and verification testing of the methane mitigation system, which is anticipated to be
completed within 24 months from the start of construction activities.

7.4 Implementation and Schedule

The cleanup action will be implemented concurrently with redevelopment construction at
the Subject Property, and post-cleanup monitoring will commence following completion
of the cleanup action construction, as described in the following sections.
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7.4.1 Cleanup Action Construction

The implementation of the cleanup action will begin concurrently with the start of
excavation and grading activities related to the redevelopment construction, which is
anticipated to begin in Third Quarter 2025.

The cleanup action construction will be completed when all of the hardscapes (asphalt
pavement, building foundation) and softscapes (landscaping) are completed, anticipated
to occur in Second Quarter 2027.

The completed cleanup action will be documented in the Cleanup Action Report, to be
prepared following completion of the cleanup action, and is anticipated to be provided to
Ecology’s Expedited VCP in Fourth Quarter 2027. The submittal to Ecology will also
include uploading all environmental data to the Environmental Information Management
(EIM) system, and a request for NFA opinion from Ecology.

7.4.2 Institutional Controls

The institutional controls for the cleanup action include an environmental covenant in the
form of a deed restriction. The draft environmental covenant is being developed
concurrently with preparation of this CAP and will be submitted for Ecology review
separately. Following approval by Ecology, the Final Environmental Covenant will be
recorded with the property deed.

7.4.3 Monitoring and Periodic Review

Long-term inspection, maintenance, and monitoring of the cleanup action will occur after
cleanup action construction is completed as needed and not to exceed 5-year intervals, in
accordance with the IM&M Plan. The IM&M Plan provides the details and specifications
for inspection, maintenance, and repair of the soil cap, hardscapes, and softscapes
overlying the contaminated fill soil. Additional discussion will be presented in the IM&M
Plan that will be submitted for Ecology review separately.

In accordance with WAC 173-340-420, at a site where a cleanup action requires an
institutional control, Ecology will conduct a review of the Site every 5 years to ensure the
continued protection of human health and the environment. Since the contaminated fill
soil will remain onsite below the soil cap, and institutional controls will be required,
periodic reviews will occur to assess the long-term effectiveness of the cleanup action.
The 5-year inspections conducted under the IM&M Plan described above can occur on
the same schedule as the 5-year periodic reviews.
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O Limitations

Work for this project was performed for the Mercy Housing Northwest (Client), and this
report was prepared in accordance with generally accepted professional practices for the
nature and conditions of work completed in the same or similar localities, at the time the
work was performed. This report does not represent a legal opinion. No other warranty,
expressed or implied, is made.

All reports prepared by Aspect Consulting for the Client apply only to the services
described in the Agreement(s) with the Client. Any use or reuse by any party other than
the Client is at the sole risk of that party, and without liability to Aspect Consulting.
Aspect Consulting’s original files/reports shall govern in the event of any dispute
regarding the content of electronic documents furnished to others.

Please refer to Appendix F titled “Report Limitations and Guidelines for Use” for
additional information governing the use of this report.
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Table 1. Soil Analytical Results - Detections Only
Project No. AS220138B, 35P Affordable Housing Development, Tacoma, Washington

Other Semi-Volatile
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BTEX Metals (SVOCs) Petroleum Hydrocarbons
%]
L
3
(o))
— g o) S -
2 8 3 g g ) 8 53
8 ] S € o > @ g X = 5§
e o o > o 3 > 3 o ) 23 o 538 g9 8
3 & 2 = = € £ = £ S e =c o S |Bec
N S = o] ) =l o o o o a © o @ n o ®© w o ®
S S £ 5 o 3 < 3 o < 3 2 g2 @ o2 |ex®
m [ w [ < m O 4 = O O [a) O 0 [a) =0 O wo
Location Sample Date Depth mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg
MTCA A Cleanup Level 0.03 7 6 9 20 2000 250 2 19 30 2000 2000 2000
On-Property Explorations
AB-01-2.5 ]03/18/2025( 2.5ft [<0.002U|<0.002U]|<0.002U(<0.004U 2 36 12 1.9 <1luU - - - <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-01 AB-01-10 |03/18/2025 10 ft <0.002U| 0.0052 |<0.002U|<0.004U 3.7 57 35 4.5 <1luU - -- -- 8.1 120 730 850
AB-01-13 | 03/18/2025 13 ft <0.002U| 0.007J [<0.002U|<0.004U 1.4 44 14 217 <1lU - - - <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-101-13 |03/18/2025 13 ft <0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 2 59 17 4 <1U - - - <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-02-2 03/17/2025 2 ft <0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 3.5 61 21 16 <1lU - - - <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-02 AB-02-5 03/17/2025 5ft <0.002U| 0.019 <0.002U|<0.004 U 3 59 21 22 <1U - - - <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-02-13 | 03/17/2025 13 ft <0.002U|<0.002U]|<0.002U|<0.004U 2.1 27 8.5 1.8 <1lU -- -- -- <5U <50 U <250U | <250U
AB-06-1.5 |01/09/2025( 1.5ft |[<0.002U|<0.002U]|<0.002U(<0.004U 2.9 46 13 17 <1luU -- 0.0028 |<0.0025U <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-06-7 01/09/2025 7 ft <0.002U| 0.0078 |<0.002U|<0.004U 4.6 53 20 19 <1lU - 0.4 0.36 <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-06-11.5 |01/09/2025| 11.5ft |<0.002U| 0.0034 |[<0.002U|<0.004U 3.3 64 15 11 <1U - 0.003 |<0.0025Uf <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-06-17 |01/09/2025 17 ft <0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 2.7 38 15 2.5 <1luU - <0.0025 U|<0.0025 U] <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-06-19 |01/09/2025 19 ft <0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 2.3 29 10 2.2 <1U - <0.0025 U|<0.0025 U <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-06 AB-06-28 |01/09/2025 28 ft <0.002U| 0.0027 |<0.002U|<0.004U 3.2 62 12 43 <1luU -- 0.057 <0.05U <5U 260 X 1100 1360 X
AB-06-33 [ 01/09/2025 331t 0.013 0.019 0.0058 0.0128 2 110 33 4.2 1.6 1.52 0.0047 0.026 <5U <50U <250U [ <250U
AB-06-42 | 01/09/2025 42 ft <0.002U|<0.002U]|<0.002U|<0.004U 2.1 29 12 1.6 <1luU - <0.0025 U|<0.0025 U] <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-06-48 |01/09/2025 48 ft <0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 2 33 12 1.8 <1luU -- <0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-06-57 |01/09/2025 57 ft <0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 2.4 42 13 2 <1luU - <0.0025 U|<0.0025 U] <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-06-67.5 |01/10/2025| 67.5ft |<0.002 U|<0.002U|<0.002U |<0.004U 2.1 38 9.9 1.7 <1U - <0.0025 U|<0.0025U] <5U <50U | <250U | <250U
AB-06-79 |01/10/2025 79 ft <0.002U|<0.002U]|<0.002U|<0.004U 1.3 28 13 1.6 <1lU -- <0.0025 U|<0.0025 U] <5U <50 U <250U | <250U
AB-07-3 01/13/2025 3ft < 0.002 UJ|< 0.002 UJ|< 0.002 UJ[< 0.004 UJ 1.8 30 12 5.9 <1U - <0.0025 U|<0.0025 U <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-07-7 01/13/2025 7 ft < 0.002 UJ|< 0.002 UJ|< 0.002 UJ[< 0.004 UJ 1.7 33 12 2.2 <1luU - <0.0025 U|<0.0025 U] <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-07-12 | 01/13/2025 12t [<0.002 UJ|< 0.002 UJ|< 0.002 UJ[< 0.004 UJ 2.1 45 14 4.2 <1U - <0.0025 U|<0.0025 U <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-07-17.5 |01/13/2025| 17.5ft |<0.002 UJ|< 0.002 UJ[< 0.002 UJ|< 0.004 UJ 2 42 22 4.5 <1luU - <0.0025 U[<0.0025 U] <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-07-27.5 [01/14/2025| 27.5ft |<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 1.3 41 7.9 1.8 <1U - <0.0025 U[<0.0025 U] <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-07-37 |01/14/2025 37t <0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 2 38 14 3 <1luU - <0.0025U[<0.0025 U] <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-07 AB-07-42 | 01/14/2025 42 ft <0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 2.3 45 19 3 <1luU -- <0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-102-42 |01/14/2025 42 ft <0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 2.4 49 18 3.2 <1luU - <0.0025 U|<0.0025 U] <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-07-57.5 [01/14/2025| 57.5ft |<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 1.9 45 18 2.2 <1U - <0.0025 U|<0.0025 U] <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-07-63 |01/14/2025 63 ft <0.002U|<0.002U]|<0.002U|<0.004U 2 42 18 4.1 <1luU - <0.0025 U|<0.0025 U] <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-07-72.5 [01/15/2025| 72.5ft |<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 1.9 32 17 2 <1U - <0.0025 U|<0.0025 U <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-07-84 |01/15/2025 84 ft <0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 2.5 45 14 2.2 <1luU - <0.0025 U|<0.0025 U] <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-07-107.5 | 01/16/2025| 107.5ft | <0.002 U|<0.002 U|<0.002U|<0.004 U 2 34 15 3 <1U - <0.0025 U|<0.0025 U] <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AGP-01-2 [03/17/2025| 2-2ft |<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 4.4 59 11 8.3 <1luU - - - <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AGP-01 AGP-01-7.5 |03/17/2025( 7.5ft |<0.002U| 0.0056 |<0.002U|<0.004U 2.9 44 10 28 <1U - - - <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AGP-01-12.5 | 03/17/2025| 12.5ft [<0.002 U|<0.002 U|<0.002U|<0.004 U 3 59 18 4.4 <1lU -- -- -- <5U <50 U <250U | <250U
AGP-02-1.5 | 03/18/2025| 1.5ft |<0.002U| 0.022 <0.002U|<0.004 U 4.6 56 17 18 <1U - - - <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AGP-02 AGP-02-8 |03/18/2025 8 ft <0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 2.1 36 16 3.7 <1luU - - - <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AGP-02-12.5 | 03/18/2025| 12.5f |<0.002U| 0.0053 |<0.002U|<0.004U 2.4 40 14 2 <1U - - - <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AGP-03-2 |03/17/2025 2 ft <0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 3.8 51 8.8 4.9 <1luU - - - <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AGP-03 AGP-101-10 |03/17/2025 10 ft <0.002U| 0.0059 |<0.002U|<0.004U 3.3 45 16 3.2 <1U - - - <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AGP-03-10 |03/17/2025 10 ft <0.002U| 0.0058 |[<0.002U|<0.004U 2.8 39 12 2J <1lU - - - <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AGP-03-12.5 | 03/17/2025| 12.5f |<0.002U| 0.0057 |<0.002U|<0.004 U 2.8 50 17 16 <1U - - - <5U <50U <250U | <250U
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Table 1. Soil Analytical Results - Detections Only
Project No. AS220138B, 35P Affordable Housing Development, Tacoma, Washington

Other Semi-Volatile

Organic
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BTEX Metals (SVOCs) Petroleum Hydrocarbons
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Location Sample Date Depth mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg
MTCA A Cleanup Level 0.03 7 6 9 20 2000 250 2 19 30 2000 2000 2000
AMW-04-1.5 | 01/17/2025( 1.5ft |<0.002U| 0.019 |<0.002U|<0.004U 25 60 18 4.5 <1luU -- <0.0025 U[<0.0025 U <5U <50U <250U [ <250U
AMW-04-7 |01/17/2025 7 ft <0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 2 37 16 3.3 <1U - <0.0025 U|<0.0025 U <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AMW-04-37 |01/20/2025| 37ft |[<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 2.3 63 21 6.4 <1luU -- <0.0025 U[<0.0025 U <5U <50U <250U [ <250U
AMW-04-49 |01/20/2025| 49ft [<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 1.8 30 12 3.9 <1lU -- <0.0025 U[<0.0025 U <5U <50U <250U [ <250U
AMW-04 | AMW-04-56.5|01/21/2025| 56.5ft | <0.002 U|< 0.002 U|<0.002 U|<0.004 U 3.3 47 18 3.4 <1luU -- <0.0025 U[<0.0025 U <5U <50U <250U [ <250U
AMW-04-70 [01/21/2025| 70ft |[<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 1.7 41 21 3.8 <1lU -- <0.0025 U[<0.0025 U <5U <50U <250U [ <250U
AMW-103-89 | 01/21/2025| 89ft |[<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 3.3 78 34 5.4 <1lU -- <0.0025 U[< 0.0025 U <5U <50U <250U [ <250U
AMW-04-89 |01/21/2025| 89ft |[<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 5.2 98 45 7.1 <1lU -- <0.0025 U[<0.0025 U <5U <50U <250U [ <250U
AMW-04-92 [01/21/2025 92 ft <0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 1.9 30 12 2.1 <1lU - <0.0025 U[< 0.0025 U <5U <50U <250U | <250U
TP-1 Pit 1: 0-5in 2018 0-5in -- -- -- -- 5.2 57.4 30.3 7.4 <0.05U -- -- -- <20U <50 U <100U [ <100U
TP-3 Pit 3: 9-11 in 2018 9-11 in -- - -- -- <25U 37.6 20.8 <25U 1.13 -- -- -- <20U <50 U <100U [ <100U
TP-4 Pit 4: 0-2 in 2018 0-2in -- -- -- - <25U 41 20.2 2.5 <0.05U -- -- -- <20U <50 U <100U [ <100U
TP-5 Pit 5: 14-15 ft 2018 14-15 ft -- -- -- - <25U 37.6 20.8 2.5 <0.05U -- -- -- <20U <50U <100U [ <100U
TP-6 Pit 6: 0-5in 2018 0-5in -- -- -- -- 8.5 68.2 35.8 35.0 0.06 - -- -- <20U <50U <100U | <100U
TP-7 Pit 7: 9-10 ft 2018 9-10 ft -- -- -- -- 5.4 79.4 37.2 27.6 0.05 -- -- -- <20U <50U <100U [ <100U
TP-9 Pit 9: 0-5in 2018 0-5in -- -- -- - <25U 29 21.8 5.0 <0.05U -- -- - <20U <50 U <100U | <100U
TP-10 Pit 10: 0-2 ft 2018 0-2 ft -- -- -- -- 5.0 71.6 24.2 24.4 0.05 -- - -- <20U <50U 65 65
TP-10 |Pit 10: 10-11 ft 2018 10-11 ft -- -- -- -- 4.4 77.4 34.4 32.2 <0.05U -- -- -- <20U <50 U <100U [ <100V
TP-11 Pit 11: 0-5in 2018 0-5in -- -- -- - <25U 49.4 19.8 4.4 <0.05U - -- - <20U <50U <100U [ <100U
Off-Property Explorations (Harrison Street ROW)
AB-08-2.5 |01/06/2025| 2.5ft |<0.002U| 0.0054 |<0.002U|<0.004U 3.4 72 18 45 <1lU - <0.012U|<0.012U| <5U <50U <250U [ <250U
AB-08-6 01/06/2025 6 ft <0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 7.8 64 17 92 <1lU -- <0.025U|<0.025U| <5U 79 X 1100 1180 X
AB-08-12 [ 01/06/2025| 12 ft 0.0053 0.015 |<0.002U| 0.0114 5.3 58 22 15 <1luU -- <0.012U|<0.012U| <5U <50U 370 370
AB-08-17 [01/06/2025| 17 ft 0.047 0.058 0.061 0.44 2.9 33 11 6.5 <1lU -- <0.025U|<0.025U| <5U <50U 720 720
AB-08-25 [01/06/2025| 25ft |[<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 3.2 57 23 3.6 <1luU -- <0.0025 U[<0.0025 U <5U <50U <250U [ <250U
AB-08-32.5 [01/07/2025| 32.5ft |<0.002 U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 2.5 26 11 2.8 <1lU -- < 0.0025 U[ 0.0041 <5U <50U <250U [ <250U
AB-08 AB-08-47.5 [01/07/2025| 47.5ft |<0.002 U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 2.1 36 12 25 <1luU -- <0.0025 U[<0.0025 U <5U <50U <250U [ <250U
AB-101-54 |01/07/2025 54 ft <0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 3 38 17 7.2 <1U - <0.0025 U|<0.0025 U <5U <50U <250U | <250U
AB-08-54 [01/07/2025| 54ft |[<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 2.7 46 27 2.9 <1luU -- < 0.0025 U[ 0.0048 <5U <50U <250U [ <250U
AB-08-67 |[01/07/2025| 67 ft |[<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 2.2 47 12 2.1 <1lU -- <0.0025 U[<0.0025 U <5U <50U <250U [ <250U
AB-08-77 [01/08/2025| 77ft |[<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 2 37 12 2.2 <1luU -- <0.0025 U[<0.0025 U <5U <50U <250U [ <250U
AB-08-83 [01/08/2025| 83ft |[<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 2.8 44 23 2.1 <1lU -- <0.0025 U[<0.0025 U <5U <50U <250U [ <250U
AB-08-85 [01/08/2025| 85ft |[<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.002U|<0.004U 3.5 45 19 2.3 <1lU -- <0.0025 U[<0.0025 U <5U <50 U <250U [ <250U

Bold - detected

Blue Shaded - Detected result exceeds Model Toxics Control
Act (MTCA) Method A cleanup level for unrestricted use.

U - Analyte not detected at or above Reporting Limit (RL) shown

J - Result value estimated

UJ - Analyte not detected and the Reporting Limit (RL) is an
estimate

X - Chromatographic pattern does not match fuel standard used
TEQ - Toxic Equivalence Quotient (Calculated sum of)

cPAHSs - carcinogenic polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons

mag/kg - milligrams per kilogram

Aspect Consulting
6/19/2025

V:\220138 Mercy Housing 3500 Pacific Tacoma Affrd Hsng Site\Deliverables\RI FS CAP\Final\Tables\T1. Soil Results_upd 4-1-2025

Table 1

RI-FS-CAP Report
Page 2 of 4





Table 1. Soil Analytical Results - Detections Only
Project No. AS220138B, 35P Affordable Housing Development, Tacoma, Washington

Other Volatile Organic Compounds

Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHSs) (VOCs)
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Location Sample Date Depth mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg
MTCA A Cleanup Level 5 0.1 0.1

On-Property Explorations
AB-01-2.5 |03/18/2025( 2.5ft |<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U]|<0.005U]|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U[<0.006U|<0.05U | <0.05U |[<0.004U|<0.002U
AB-01-10 03/18/2025 10 ft 0.21 0.15 0.053 <0.005U]| 0.037 0.031 0.091 0.016 0.21 0.076 0.03 0.022 0.032 <0.005U 0.18 <0.005U|<0.005U| 0.0308 <0.05U | <0.05U |<0.004 U|<0.002U

AB-01 AB-01-13 [03/18/2025| 13ft [<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U]|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005UJ[<0.005U|<0.005Uf<0.005U[<0.005U[<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U]| <0.05U | <0.05U |<0.004U|<0.002U

AB-101-13 ] 03/18/2025| 13ft [<0.005U[<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U)<0.005U|<0.005U]|<0.005U[<0.005U( 0.0094 0.012 <0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U]| 0.0062 |<0.005U|<0.005U] 0.00381 | <0.05U | <0.05U [<0.004U|[<0.002U

AB-02-2 03/17/2025 2 ft <0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U| 0.0064 |<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U| 0.0051 [<0.005U(<0.005U[<0.005U[<0.005U[<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U| <0.05U | <0.05U |<0.004U]|<0.002U

AB-02 AB-02-5 03/17/2025 5 ft <0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U| 0.017 0.032 <0.005U|<0.005U 0.01 0.023 0.014 0.015 0.02 0.0073 0.018 <0.005U| 0.012 0.0208 <0.05U | <0.05U |<0.004U|<0.002U

AB-02-13 [03/17/2025] 13ft [<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U]|<0.005U]|<0.005U]|<0.005U]|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U[<0.005U[<0.005U[<0.005U[<0.005U|<0.005U]|<0.005U|<0.005U] <0.05U | <0.05U |<0.004U]|<0.002U

AB-06-1.5 |01/09/2025( 1.5ft |<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| 0.003 0.02 0.055 |<0.0025U|<0.005U| 0.019 0.043 0.024 0.031 0.042 0.015 0.03 <0.005U| o0.018 0.0415 <0.05U | <0.05U [<0.004U|<0.002U

AB-06-7 01/09/2025 7 ft 0.065 0.1 0.76 0.99 0.45 2.8 0.54 0.23 3.5 2.4 1 0.88 0.94 0.38 0.98 0.085 0.42 1.17 <0.05U | <0.05U [<0.004U|<0.002U

AB-06-11.5 [01/09/2025| 11.5ft |<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| 0.0048 0.019 0.059 0.003 <0.005U| 0.048 0.071 0.028 0.034 0.038 0.014 0.04 <0.005U]| 0.016 0.0443 <0.05U | <0.05U [<0.004U|<0.002U

AB-06-17 [01/09/2025| 17 ft [<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U] < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U< 0.0025 U< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U | < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U] <0.05U | <0.05U | <0.004 U|<0.002 U

AB-06-19 [01/09/2025| 19ft [<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U] < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U | < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U] <0.05U | <0.05U | <0.004 U|<0.002U

AB-06 AB-06-28 |[01/09/2025| 28 ft <0.05U | <0.05U 0.076 0.11 0.15 0.41 0.062 <0.01U 0.61 0.42 0.17 0.16 0.16 0.054 0.18 <0.1U <0.1U 0.21 <0.05U | <0.05U [<0.004U|<0.002U
AB-06-33 | 01/09/2025( 33 ft 0.012 0.018 0.028 0.013 <0.005U| o0.071 0.033 0.062 0.13 0.04 0.0099 0.0034 0.0089 |<0.0025U| 0.013 <0.005U|<0.005U( 0.00604 | <0.05U | <0.05U | 0.0052 0.0076

AB-06-42 [01/09/2025| 42ft [<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U] < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U< 0.0025 U< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U | < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U] <0.05U | <0.05U | <0.004 U|<0.002 U
AB-06-48 [01/09/2025| 48ft [<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U] < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U< 0.0025 U< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U | < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U] <0.05U | <0.05U | <0.004 U|<0.002U
AB-06-57 [01/09/2025| 57 ft [<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U] < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U (< 0.0025 U< 0.0025 U< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U | < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U] <0.05U | <0.05U | <0.004 U|<0.002 U
AB-06-67.5 [01/10/2025| 67.5ft |<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U] < 0.005 U | < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U] <0.05U | <0.05U |<0.004 U|<0.002U
AB-06-79 [01/10/2025] 79ft [<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U] < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U] < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U< 0.0025 U< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U | < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U] <0.05U | <0.05U | <0.004 U|<0.002 U
AB-07-3 01/13/2025 3ft [<0.0025 Ul< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U| 0.0067 |<0.0025 U[<0.005U| 0.0042 | 0.0071J |<0.005U| 0.0046 0.0054 |<0.0025U] 0.004 |<0.005U|<0.005U]| 0.00606 |<0.05UJ|<0.05UJ|<0.004UJ[<0.002UJ
AB-07-7 01/13/2025 7ft  |<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U] < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U< 0.0025 U< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U | < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U| < 0.05 UJ [ < 0.05 UJ [< 0.004 UJ|< 0.002 UJ
AB-07-12 | 01/13/2025( 12ft |<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 Uf< 0.0025 Uf< 0.0025 U| <0.005 U| 0.0045 |<0.0025 U|<0.005U| 0.006 0.0053 [<0.005U |<0.0025 U] 0.0027 |<0.0025 U|<0.0025 U|<0.005U|<0.005U| 0.00241 |<0.05UJ|<0.05UJ|<0.004 UJ[<0.002UJ
AB-07-17.5 |01/13/2025( 17.5ft |<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 Uf< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U| 0.0038 (< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U | < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U| < 0.05 UJ | < 0.05 UJ |< 0.004 UJ|< 0.002 UJ
AB-07-27.5 |01/14/2025( 27.5ft |<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 Uf< 0.0025 Uf< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U] < 0.005 U| 0.0029 (< 0.0025 Uf < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [ < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U| <0.05U | <0.05U | <0.004 U|<0.002U
AB-07-37 |01/14/2025( 37 ft |<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U[< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [ < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U| <0.05U | <0.05U | <0.004 U|<0.002 U
AB-07 AB-07-42 [01/14/2025| 42ft [<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U] < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U| 0.0029 |< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 Uf< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U | < 0.005 U |<0.0025 U] <0.05U | <0.05U | <0.004 U|<0.002U
AB-102-42 |01/14/2025| 42ft [<0.0025 U[< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 Uf < 0.005 U | < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U] <0.05U | <0.05U |<0.004 U|<0.002U
AB-07-57.5 [01/14/2025| 57.5ft |<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 Uf < 0.005 U < 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U] < 0.005 U | < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U| <0.05U | <0.05U |<0.004 U|<0.002 U
AB-07-63 |01/14/2025| 63ft |<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U| 0.0037 |[<0.0025 U| < 0.005U| 0.0033 0.0041 |[<0.005U|<0.0025U| 0.0026 |<0.0025 U|<0.0025U|<0.005U|<0.005U| 0.0024 <0.05U | <0.05U |<0.004U|<0.002U
AB-07-72.5 [01/15/2025| 72.5ft |<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 Uf < 0.005 U < 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U] < 0.005 U | <0.005 U |< 0.0025 U] <0.05U | <0.05U |<0.004 U|<0.002U
AB-07-84 |01/15/2025( 84 ft |<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 Uf< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [ < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U| <0.05U | <0.05U | <0.004 U|<0.002U
AB-07-107.5 [01/16/2025] 107.5 ft [< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U] < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U] < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 Uf< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U | < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U -- <0.05U | <0.004 U|[<0.002U
AGP-01-2 |03/17/2025 2-2ft |<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U[<0.005U| 0.011 0.0092 [<0.005U|<0.005U]| 0.005 0.0083 [<0.005U| 0.0059 0.0091 |<0.005U]| 0.0081 |<0.005U|<0.005U]| 0.00789 | <0.05U | <0.05U [<0.004U(<0.002U
AGP-01 AGP-01-7.5 |03/17/2025( 7.5ft |<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U[<0.005U| 0.017 0.017 <0.005U|<0.005U]| 0.014 0.021 0.0092 0.011 0.013 <0.005U| 0.012 <0.005U| 0.0086 0.0147 <0.05U | <0.05U |<0.004U|<0.002U
AGP-01-12.5 [ 03/17/2025| 12.5ft |<0.005U[<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U[ 0.0077 |<0.005U|<0.005U[<0.005U| 0.0079 |<0.005U[<0.005U| 0.005 <0.005U| 0.0052 [<0.005U|<0.005U]| 0.00405 | <0.05U | <0.05U |<0.004U)<0.002U
AGP-02-1.5 |03/18/2025( 1.5ft |<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U[<0.005U| 0.013 0.016 <0.005U|<0.005U| 0.013 0.014 <0.005U| 0.0071 0.012 <0.005U| o0.018 <0.005U| 0.0098 0.0102 <0.05U | <0.05U [<0.004U|<0.002U
AGP-02 AGP-02-8 |[03/18/2025 8 ft <0.005U|<0.005U]|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.00565U[<0.0056U[<0.005U[<0.005U[<0.005U[<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U| <0.05U | <0.05U [<0.004U(<0.002U
AGP-02-12.5 [ 03/18/2025| 12.5ft | <0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|[<0.005U|[<0.005U|<0.005U|[<0.005U]|<0.005U]|<0.005U]|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U| <0.05U | <0.05U [<0.004U|<0.002U
AGP-03-2 | 03/17/2025 2 ft <0.005U[<0.005U[<0.005U[<0.005U| 0.0099 |<0.006U|<0.005U|<0.005U[<0.005U[<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U]| 0.0066 |<0.005U| 0.011 <0.005U|<0.005U| 0.00427 | <0.05U [ <0.05U [<0.004 U|<0.002U
AGP-101-10 [03/17/2025| 10ft 0.0062 0.0064 [<0.005U|<0.005U]| 0.017 0.022 <0.005U|<0.005U| 0.035 0.025 0.0092 0.011 0.014 |<0.005U]| 0.034 0.0056 0.0071 0.0152 <0.05U | <0.05U [<0.004U|<0.002U

AGP-03 AGP-03-10 |03/17/2025 10 ft <0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U |<0.005 UJ|< 0.005 UJ| <0.005 U |<0.005 U |<0.005 UJ|< 0.005 UJ[ < 0.005 U |< 0.005 UJ|< 0.005 UJ[ < 0.005 U |< 0.005UJ]<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005UJ] <0.05U | <0.05U |[<0.004U|<0.002U
AGP-03-12.5 | 03/17/2025| 12.5ft |<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U| 0.0053 0.0059 0.02 <0.005U|<0.005U 0.02 0.024 0.006 0.0071 0.0081 |<0.005U]| 0.011 <0.005U|<0.005U]| 0.00937 | <0.05U | <0.05U |<0.004U|<0.002U
Aspect Consulting Table 1
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Table 1. Soil Analytical Results - Detections Only
Project No. AS220138B, 35P Affordable Housing Development, Tacoma, Washington

Other Volatile Organic Compounds
Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHSs) (VOCs)
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Location Sample Date Depth mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg
MTCA A Cleanup Level 5 0.1 0.1
AMW-04-1.5 [ 01/17/2025 1.5ft |<0.0025 U[< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U[ < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U[< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U | < 0.005U[<0.0025U| <0.05U | <0.05U [<0.004 U|<0.002U
AMW-04-7 |01/17/2025 7 ft < 0.0025 U< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 Uj< 0.0025 U] < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 Uf < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U] < 0.005 U | <0.005U|<0.0025U| <0.05U | <0.05U [<0.004 U|<0.002U
AMW-04-37 |01/20/2025 37 ft [<0.0025 Ul< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U[ < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U[ < 0.005 U |[< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U[ < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U[< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U | < 0.005U[<0.0025 U] <0.05U | <0.05U [<0.004 U|<0.002U
AMW-04-49 |01/20/2025 49 ft  |<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U] < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U] < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U[ < 0.005 U | <0.005 U |<0.0025U[ <0.05U | <0.05U |<0.004 U|<0.002U
AMW-04 | AMW-04-56.5]|01/21/2025| 56.5 ft |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U] < 0.005 U [ <0.005 U |< 0.0025 U| <0.05U | <0.05U |<0.004 U|<0.002 U
AMW-04-70 |01/21/2025 70 ft [<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U[ < 0.005U| 0.005 |<0.0025U[<0.005U| 0.0048 0.0053 |<0.005 U [<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U | < 0.005 U |<0.0025U| <0.05U | <0.05U |[<0.004 U|<0.002U
AMW-103-89 | 01/21/2025 89 ft |<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [ < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U| <0.05U | <0.05U |<0.004 U|<0.002 U
AMW-04-89 |01/21/2025 89 ft (< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U[ < 0.005 U |[< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U[ < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U | < 0.005U[<0.0025 U] <0.05U | <0.05U [<0.004 U|<0.002U
AMW-04-92 |01/21/2025 92 ft < 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 Ul< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U] < 0.005 U [ < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U] <0.05U [ <0.05U |<0.004 U|<0.002 U
TP-1 Pit 1: 0-5in 2018 0-5in -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
TP-3 Pit 3: 9-11 in 2018 9-11in -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
TP-4 Pit 4: 0-2 in 2018 0-2in -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
TP-5 Pit 5: 14-15 ft 2018 14-15 ft -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
TP-6 Pit 6: 0-5 in 2018 0-5in -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
TP-7 Pit 7: 9-10 ft 2018 9-10 ft -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
TP-9 Pit 9: 0-5 in 2018 0-5in -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
TP-10 Pit 10: 0-2 ft 2018 0-2 ft -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
TP-10 Pit 10: 10-11 ft 2018 10-11 ft -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
TP-11 Pit 11: 0-5in 2018 0-5in -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Off-Property Explorations (Harrison Street ROW)
AB-08-2.5 |[01/06/2025( 2.5ft |<0.012U[<0.012U|<0.012U|<0.012U|<0.025U|<0.012U|<0.012U| <0.01U |<0.012U|<0.012U|<0.025U|<0.012U|<0.012U|<0.012U|<0.012U|<0.025U|<0.025U|<0.012U| <0.05U | <0.05U |<0.004 U|<0.002U
AB-08-6 01/06/2025 6 ft <0.025U|<0.025U]<0.025U|<0.025U| <0.25U 0.087 <0.025U| <0.01U 0.033 0.088 0.052 <0.12U | <0.12U | <0.12U 0.13 <0.25U | <0.25U 0.104 <0.05U | <0.05U |<0.004U|<0.002U
AB-08-12 |01/06/2025| 12ft [<0.012U|<0.012U|<0.012U|<0.012U|<0.025U( 0.038 <0.012U| <0.01U 0.039 0.044 <0.025 U 0.02 0.025 <0.012U| 0.033 <0.025U[<0.025U| 0.0272 <0.05U | <0.05U | 0.0082 0.0032
AB-08-17 01/06/2025 17 ft <0.025U(<0.025U(<0.025U|<0.025U| <0.05U |<0.025U|<0.025U| <0.01U [<0.025U|<0.025U( <0.05U [<0.025U(<0.025U|<0.025U]| 0.033 <0.05U | <0.05U 0.0228 0.13 0.064 0.27 0.17
AB-08-25 |01/06/2025( 25ft |<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 Uf< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [ < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U| <0.05U | <0.05U | <0.004 U|<0.002 U
AB-08-32.5 [01/07/2025| 32.5ft |<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U] < 0.005 U| 0.0099 0.0041 |<0.005U 0.021 0.0065 |<0.005U|<0.0025U| 0.0031 |<0.0025U| 0.0036 [<0.005U|<0.005U| 0.00247 [ <0.05U | <0.05U |<0.004U|<0.002U
AB-08 AB-08-47.5 |01/07/2025| 47.5ft |<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 Uf< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U] < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U [ < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U| <0.05U | <0.05U | <0.004 U|<0.002U
AB-101-54 |01/07/2025 54 ft |<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U| 0.011 |<0.0025 U| < 0.005 U 0.014 0.007 < 0.005 U |<0.0025 U] 0.0028 |<0.0025U| 0.0027 |<0.005U|<0.005U( 0.00243 | <0.05U | <0.05U [<0.004U|<0.002U
AB-08-54 [01/07/2025| 54 ft [<0.0025 U|<0.0025 U| 0.003 0.0047 [<0.005U| 0.039 0.0058 |<0.005U| 0.046 0.026 0.0086 0.0068 0.0095 0.0032 0.0095 |<0.005U|<0.005U]| 0.00953 | <0.05U | <0.05U [<0.004U|<0.002U
AB-08-67 01/07/2025 67 ft [<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U[ < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U[ < 0.005 U |[< 0.0025 U] < 0.025 U| <0.05 U [<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U[ <0.025U|<0.005U|<0.005U|<0.005U| <0.05U | <0.05U [<0.004 U|<0.002U
AB-08-77 01/08/2025 77 ft  [<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U < 0.005 U |[< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U[ < 0.005 U [< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U | < 0.005 U [<0.0025U| <0.05U | <0.05U [<0.004 U|<0.002U
AB-08-83 01/08/2025 83 ft [<0.0025 Ul< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U[ < 0.005 U | 0.0052 |<0.0025 U[<0.005U| 0.0079 0.0029 |<0.005 U [<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U | < 0.005 U |<0.0025 U[ <0.05U | <0.05U |<0.004 U|<0.002U
AB-08-85 01/08/2025 85 ft |<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 Ul< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U | 0.006 |< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U 0.014 0.0031 |<0.005 U [<0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U|< 0.0025 U| < 0.005 U | < 0.005 U |< 0.0025 U[ <0.05U | <0.05U |<0.004 U|<0.002U
Bold - detected
Blue Shaded - Detected result exceeds Model Toxics Control
Act (MTCA) Method A cleanup level for unrestricted use.
U - Analyte not detected at or above Reporting Limit (RL) shown
J - Result value estimated
UJ - Analyte not detected and the Reporting Limit (RL) is an
estimate
X - Chromatographic pattern does not match fuel standard used
TEQ - Toxic Equivalence Quotient (Calculated sum of)
cPAHSs - carcinogenic polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
ma/kg - milligrams per kilogram
Aspect Consulting Table 1
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Table 2. Groundwater Analytical Results
Project No. AS220138B, 35P Affordable Housing Development, Tacoma, Washington

Location AMW-04
Date 03/20/2025
Sample| MTCA Method A AMW-04-032025
Screen Interval (ft bgs)| Cleanup Level for 75-95
Depth to Water (ft bTOC) Groundwater 85.25
Field Parameters
Temperature deg C 12.00
Specific Conductivity uS/cm 295.05
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L 2.94
pH 5.95
Oxidation Reduction Potential (ORP) mV 166.3
Turbidity NTU 30.9
Carcinogenic Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (cPAHS)
Benz(a)anthracene ug/L <0.02U
Benzo(a)pyrene ug/L 0.1 <0.02U
Benzo(b)fluoranthene ug/L <0.02U
Benzo(k)fluoranthene ug/L <0.02U
Chrysene ug/L <0.02U
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene ug/L <0.02U
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene ug/L <0.02U
Total cPAHs TEQ (ND = 1/2 RDL) ug/L 0.1 <0.02U
Petroleum Hydrocarbons
Gasoline Range Organics ug/L 1000 <100 U
Diesel Range Organics ug/L 500 <50U
Motor Oil Range Organics ug/L 500 <250U
Diesel and Oil Extended Range Organics ug/L 500 <250U
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs)
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane ug/L <1lU
1,1,1-Trichloroethane ug/L 200 <1lU
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane ug/L <0.2U
1,1,2-Trichloroethane ug/L <0.5U
1,1-Dichloroethane ug/L <1lU
1,1-Dichloroethene ug/L <1lU
1,1-Dichloropropene ug/L <1lU
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene ug/L <1lU
1,2,3-Trichloropropane ug/L <1lU
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene ug/L <1lU
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene ug/L <1lU
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane ug/L <10 U
1,2-Dibromoethane (EDB) ug/L 0.01 <0.01 U
1,2-Dichlorobenzene ug/L <1lU
1,2-Dichloroethane (EDC) ug/L 5 <0.2U
1,2-Dichloropropane ug/L <1lU
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene ug/L <1lU
1,3-Dichlorobenzene ug/L <1lU
1,3-Dichloropropane ug/L <1lU
1,4-Dichlorobenzene ug/L <1lU
2,2-Dichloropropane ug/L <1lU
2-Butanone ug/L <20U
2-Chlorotoluene ug/L <1lU
2-Hexanone ug/L <10U
4-Chlorotoluene ug/L <1lU
4-Methyl-2-pentanone ug/L <10U
Acetone ug/L <50U
Benzene ug/L 5 <0.35U
Bromobenzene ug/L <1lU
Bromodichloromethane ug/L <0.5U
Bromoform ug/L <5U
Bromomethane ug/L <5U
Carbon Tetrachloride ug/L <05U
Chlorobenzene ug/L <1lU
Chloroethane ug/L <1lU
Chloroform ug/L <1lU
Chloromethane ug/L <10U
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene (cDCE) ug/L <1lU
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene ug/L <04U
Dibromochloromethane ug/L <05U
Dibromomethane ug/L <1lU
Dichlorodifluoromethane ug/L <1lU

Aspect Consulting
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Table 2. Groundwater Analytical Results
Project No. AS220138B, 35P Affordable Housing Development, Tacoma, Washington

Location AMW-04
Date 03/20/2025
Sample| MTCA Method A AMW-04-032025

Screen Interval (ft bgs)| Cleanup Level for 75-95
Depth to Water (ft bTOC) Groundwater 85.25
Ethylbenzene ug/L 700 <1lU
Hexachlorobutadiene ug/L <0.5U
Isopropylbenzene ug/L <1lU
m,p-Xylenes ug/L <2U
Methyl tert-butyl ether (MTBE) ug/L 20 <1lU
Methylene Chloride ug/L 5 <5U
n-Hexane ug/L <5U
n-Propylbenzene ug/L <1lU
Naphthalene ug/L 160 <1lU
0-Xylene ug/L <1lU
p-Isopropyltoluene ug/L <1lU
sec-Butylbenzene ug/L <1lU
Styrene ug/L <1lU
tert-Butylbenzene ug/L <1lU
Tetrachloroethene (PCE) ug/L 5 <0.5U
Toluene ug/L 1000 <1lU
Total Xylenes ug/L 1000 <2U
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene ug/L <1lU
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene ug/L <0.4U

Trichloroethene (TCE) ug/L 5 <0.05U
Trichlorofluoromethane ug/L <1lU

Vinyl Chloride ug/L 0.2 <0.02 U

Notes

U - Analyte not detected at or above reporting limit shown
TEQ - Toxic Equivalence Quotient (Calculated sum of)

ND = 1/2 RDL - calculated using 1/2 the reporting limit for non-detected components

ug/L - micrograms per liter

deg C - degrees celsius

uS/cm - microSiemens per centimeter
mg/L - milligrams per liter

Aspect Consulting
6/19/2025
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Table 3. Methane Monitoring Results

Project No. AS220138B, 35P Affordable Housing Development, Tacoma, Washington

Barometric
Screen Interval Pressure * Methane
Location (ft bgs) Date Time (inches Hg) (% by volume)
3/20/2025 -- --
AGP-01 4-45 4/7/2025 11:30 29.84 v 0.3
6/12/2025 15:30 29.74 v 0.0
3/20/2025 -- --
AGP-02 4-45 4/7/2025 11:10 29.84 v 8.8
6/12/2025 15:00 29.74 4 5.7
3/20/2025 15:45 29.99 v 3.6
AGP-03 4-45 4/7/2025 11:20 29.84 v 5.0
6/12/2025 15:45 29.74 v 4.6
Notes

1 Barometric pressure data from weather station located at Seattle-Tacoma International Airport

ft bgs - feet below ground surface

Hg - mercury

¥ - indicates falling barometric pressure at time of reading
-- - not measured due to precipitation in the vapor probe tubing

Aspect Consulting
6/19/2025
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Table 4. Remedial Alternatives MTCA Criteria Evaluation
Project No. AS220138B, 35P Affordable Housing Development, Tacoma, Washington

Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Contaminated Fill Removal to 15 feet and Off-Property Disposal Containment (Capping) of Contaminated Fill with Institutional Controls
GENERAL MTCA CRITERIA WAC 173-340-360(3)(a)
1 Protection of Human Health and the Yes - Human health and the environment are protected because contaminated fill soil is removed from the [Yes - Human health and the environment are protected via containment (capping) and institutional controlg
Environment Property to 15 feet bgs, the standard point of compliance for soil for direct contact (environmental covenant) (see Section 6.3)
. . Yes - Following removal of contaminated fill soil to 15 feet bgs, the cleanup levels would be met at the point of | Yes - Following cap construction, contaminated fill soil would be contained at depths of 10 feet bgs and
2 Compliance with Cleanup Standards - . ) ) .
compliance would comply with the cleanup standards in WAC 173-340-740(6)(f)(i) through (vi).
3 Compliance with Applicable State and | Yes - Compliance with applicable laws would be ensured through obtaining required permits for conducting the| Yes - Compliance with applicable laws will be ensured through obtaining required permits for conducting
Federal Laws cleanup construction (see Section 6.2) the cleanup construction (see Section 6.2)
Prevent or Minimize Present and Future . L . . . . S . . . . .
Releases and Migration of Hazardous Yes - Contaminant exposure and migration controlled by removal of contaminated fill soil Yes - Contaminant exposure and migration controlled by containment (capping) of contaminated fill soil
5  Provide Resilience to Climate Change Yes - Climate change is not anticipated to impact performance of Alternative 2 Yes - Climate change is not anticipated to impact performance of Alternative 3
6 Provision for Compliance Monitoring Yes - Provisions for compliance monitoring would include confirmation soil sampling at the excavation extents . ves - Prowsmng for co_mpllance_ mqnltorlng |nc_lude cap inspections during construction ‘f"”d .
implementation of a inspection, monitoring, and maintenance plan to manage long-term cap integrity.
7 Not Rely Primarily on Institutional Controls| Yes - Alternative 2 includes excavation and off-Property disposal of contaminated fill soil in the upper 15 feet | Yes - Alternative 3 includes construction of cap features to limit risk for direct contact to contaminated fill
and Monitoring bgs soil (hardscape and softscapes with geotextile) (see Section 6.4.1)
8 Not Rely Primarily on Dilution or Yes - Alternative 2 includes excavation and off-Property disposal of contaminated fill soil in the upper 15 feet | Yes - Alternative 3 relies on containment (capping), institutional controls (environmental covenant), and
Dispersion bgs monitoring
9 Provides a Reasonable Restoration Time |  Yes - Cleanup would be accomplished when excavation of contaminated fill soil in the upper 15 feet bgs is | Yes - Cleanup will be accomplished when hardscapes and softscapes are constructed within 12 months of
Frame completed excavation start.
Yes - see rationale below Yes - see rationale below
Exposure risk would be lowest with this alternative, because contaminated fill soil would be removed and Exposure risk would be low, but slightly higher than Alternative 2 because this alternative relies on
Protectiveness cleanup levels would be met at the point of compliance containment of contaminated fill soil in-place managed by institutional controls
9 8
Slightly less permanent than Alternative 2, because it relies on maintenance of the containment (cap)
Permanence Highly permanent due to the removal of contaminated fill soil in the upper 15 feet from the Subject Property features. But, this alternative is still considered highly permanent because cap monitoring would be
required by the environmental covenant, which would be recorded with the Property deedin perpetuity
9 8
Permanent to Slightly less effective than Alternative 2, because the cap components (hardscapes and softscapes) will
the Maximum Long-Term Effectiveness Highly effective over the long-term due to removal of contaminated fill soil from the Subject Property require maintenance/repair over time. But, still considered highly effective over the long-term due to the
10 Extent institutional controls that require monitoring, maintenance, and repair being in-placein perpetuity
Practicable® 10 9
Management of Moderate short-term risk to human health, particularly to construction workers, during excavation of Very low short-term risk to human health (including construction workers) because contaminated fill soil
. . contaminated fill soil will not be exposed during implementation
Implementation Risks - 9
Moderate to low implementability, because excavation would require engineering of temporary shoring system,
cqreful enhgineering and design related to excavatlng_ln close-proximity to the City's major water main utility line Highly implementable, because construction of the cap features would be incorporated into design of and
Imolementabilit within the City Easement Area. And, because the City Easement Area that does not currently allow for ground occur concurrently with the planned redevelopment construction
P y disturbance, Alternative 2 would require lengthy and complicated negotiation with the City to change the y P P
easement terms.
6 9
MTCA Benefits Ranking? 41 43
Estimated Incremental Cost® $7,470,000 $50,000

Notes:
1 A numeric scale of 1 to 10 is used to rate each alternative with regards to the five criteria for evaluating the use of permanent solutions to the maximum extent practicable, where 1 is low and 10 is high

2 The MTCA Benefits Ranking for each alternative is the unweighted sum of the rating for each of the five criteria for evaluating the use of permanent solutions to the maximum extent practicable
8 The incremental costs for each of Alternatives 2 and 3 were developed as follows:

- The incremental cost for implementing Alternative 2 is based the excavation and soil disposal related components of this alternative, which are the primary differences between Alternative 2 and Alternative 3. The excavation components of Alternative 2 would include: excavation of 35,889

tons of soil requiring disposal at a Subtitle D Landfill, resulting in a soil excavation, loading, transport, and disposal cost of approximately $4.13M; temporary shoring at the perimeter of the excavation at a cost of approximately $1.73M; and, import, placement, and compaction of clean fill soil
to restore ground surface at an estimated cost of approximately $1.61M.

- Alternative 3 does not include excavation and off-Property disposal, so the incremental cost of implementing Alternative 3 is the institutional controls (environmental covenant) and IM&M components of this alternative, since the cap construction would occur as part of the planned
redevelopment. The incremental cost of implementing Alternative 3 is $50,000 for 20 years of monitoring.

Refer to Section 6.5 of the RIFS-CAP report for additional detail and cost assumptions.
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[}

_ 0 40 80
Soil Sample
sM — USCS Soil Description* Feet

Y — Water Level at Time of Drilling
¥ — Static Water Level

Horizontal Scale 1” = 40’
Vertical Scale 1" = 20’
Vertical Exaggeration 2x

definitions and further information.

- TPH = petroleum hydrocarbons

- PAHs = polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
- VOCs = volatile organic comopunds

- MTCA = Model Toxics Control Act

DISCLAIMER: The subsurface conditions presented in this
geologic cross section are conceptual. Variations may exist
between the soil and groundwater conditions depicted on
this figure and those actually underlying the site. Refer to
the contents of this report and boring logs for further
context. Site features are approximate.
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AB-08*

AB-06

Benzo(a)pyrene: 0.88 mg/kg (7 ft)
Benzo(a)pyrene: 0.16 mg/kg (28 ft)
Total cPAHs TEQ: 1.17 mg/kg (7 ft)
Total cPAHs TEQ: 0.21 mg/kg (28 ft)

] |

P

TP-12

PACIFIC AVE

AB-02

A B

TP-1

TP-5 TR

]
]
]
I
1 TP-9
1
I
1
1

P-2

TP-3
2 B AMW:

04

| Soil Analytical Results for TPH, PAHs, and VOCs

Exceeded: Analytes detected at
concentrations greater than
MTCA Method A cleanup levels.

Detected: Analytes detected at
concentrations less than MTCA
Method A cleanup levels.

Analytes not detected.

RI Field Program

A Soil Boring
B Monitoring Well
O Vvapor Probe

Historical Explorations

D Interek PSI Test Pit

E Proposed Building Footprint

a Subject Property
r’__\_,'_—| Pierce County Tax Parcels

/—Sample ID

AB-08
Total cPAHs TEQ: 0.104 mg/kg (6 ft)

Result—/ Sample_/

Depth
ﬁ 0 40 80
1 | 1

|
1 Feet

9 :\1ed SI9

Tord:

II2a\8ETOZZ B

'$202/2T/9 2@ und || ueinpfarey wssn [ [sinsay [10s - 20 de’

Notes:

- PAHs = Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons

- TPH = Petroleum hydrocarbons

- VOCs = Volatile organic compounds

- ft = feet

- cPAH = Carcinogenic Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons
- TEQ = Toxicity Equivalency Quotient

- MTCA = Model Toxics Control Act

- mg/kg = milligrams per kilogram

- * Refer to Table 2 for data results for off-Property exploration AB-08

Soil Results

RIFS-CAP Report
35P Development

3561 Pacific Avenue
Tacoma, Washington

NAspect

JUN-2025

BY:
HRC / HMD FIGURE NO.

CONSULTING

PROJECT NO.

AS220138B

REVISED BY: ?
/

Data source credits: None || Basemap Service Layer Credits: © OpenStreetMap (and) contributors, CC-BY-SA





HARRISON ST
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PACIFIC AVE
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85.25'
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for TPH, cPAHs, and VOCs

RI Field Program

B Monitoring Well
(Depth to Water)

a Subject Property

Notes:

- TPH = Petroleum hydrocarbons

- VOCs = Volatile organic compounds

- cPAH = Carcinogenic Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons

I

Groundwater Analytical Results

Analytes not detected

o Inferred Groundwater Flow
Direction Based on Topography

H : Proposed Building Footprint

r'__\_,'_—| Pierce County Tax Parcels

80

|
1 Feet

Groundwater Results

March 2025
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AGP-01
April 2025: 0.3% —
June 2025: 0.0%

AGP-03

March 2025: 3.6%
April 2025: 5%
June 2025: 4.6%

April 2025: 8.8%
O—1 |3une 2025: 5.79%

5202/.1/9 :@1ead | | ueinpfarey wssn ||siuawainseap aueyia - 60 xide’

AGP-02

RI Field Program
O Vvapor Probe

L :E Proposed Building Footprint

a Subject Property

r'__\_,'_—| Pierce County Tax Parcels

Note:
Methane concentrations In red meet or
exceed the lower explosive limit (LEL).

A 0 40 80

1 | 1 |
! 1 Feet

Methane Measurements
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PACIFIC AVENUE

80

|
1 Feet

RI Field Program -
. . I Contaminated Fill Area
< Soil Boring e

@ Monitoring Well City Easement Area

/A Vapor Probe a Subject Property

Historical Explorations dFI Pierce County Tax Parcels

2 Interek PSI Test Pit
Notes:
- Proposed redevelopment features shown are preliminary

Contaminated Fill Area and

Proposed Development Plan
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From: DAHP 2102

To: Klem, Jon (ECY

Subject: RE: Ecology Request for Consultation (EO 21-02) — 35th Street Landfill R DAHP# 2024-11-08321
Date: Friday, November 15, 2024 9:14:39 AM

Jon;

Thank you for this email. We concur with your determination.
Regards,
Rob

From: Klem, Jon (ECY) <jonk461@ECY.WA.GOV>

Sent: Thursday, November 14, 2024 3:08 PM

To: DAHP 2102 <2102@dahp.wa.gov>

Subject: Ecology Request for Consultation (EO 21-02) — 35th Street Landfill RI DAHP# 2024-11-08321

Good afternoon,

The Department of Ecology (Ecology) requests consultation under E.O. 21-02 for the 35th Street
Landfill site, located at the intersection of 35th St and Pacific Avenue in Tacoma, WA 98418,
Township 20N, Range 03E, Sections 9 and 16, Parcels 73470021281, 7470021282, 2086140010,
2086140020, 2086130020, 2086130030, 2086130020, 2085140040, 2085140070, 2085140040,
2085140050, 2085130060, 2085130070, 2084140050, and surrounding right-of-ways, as well as
parcels north of E 34th Street as necessary to determine the ultimate extent of contamination.

The site is being funded through Ecology’s Affordable Housing Planning Grant Program. The project
has also been funded through a Department of Commerce Grant, which was consulted on for a
smaller scope of investigations and related construction activity (WISAARD # 2024-05-03041-
COMM). The attached memo provides additional information, including the location and extent of
proposed field activities.

As noted in the attached memo, Ecology proposes a determination of low potential to impact cultural
resources and historic properties for the project with the following stipulations:
1. Ecology recommends that the project be conducted under a project-specific Inadvertent
Discovery Plan (IDP).

In the event of a discovery of potentially significant cultural materials or any human remains, the work
will be stopped, the find will be protected, and you will be notified.

We look forward to receiving any comments or questions you might have regarding this project by
December 15, 2024, and will consider any received before proceeding with the work.



mailto:2102@dahp.wa.gov

mailto:jonk461@ECY.WA.GOV



Please contact me at jon.klem@ecy.wa.gov with any comments or questions.

Best,
Jon

Jonathon Klem— Archaeologist
WA State Department of Ecology
Toxics Cleanup Program

Phone: (206) 556-5584

Email: jon.klem@ecy.wa.gov

“ DEPARTMEMNT OF
- ECOLOGY

State of Washington
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“Aspect

July 10, 2025

Katie Randall, Project Developer
MHNW 29 35th and Pacific LLLP
6930 Martin Luther King Jr. Way S
Seattle, Washington 98118

Re: Washington State Department of Ecology Requirements for Cleanup Action Plan
35P Development, 35th and Pacific, Tacoma, Washington
Project No. AS220138B

Dear Katie:

Aspect Consulting, a Geosyntec Company (Aspect) prepared this letter to convey the Washington State
Department of Ecology’s (Ecology) requirements for the planned cleanup action at the 35P
Development project located at 35th and Pacific in Tacoma, Washington (Project). Ecology reviewed
Aspect’s Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study and Cleanup Action Plan’ for the Project in June
2025 following receipt of Expedited Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP) application documents.
Ecology’s opinion, including required elements to be incorporated into the cleanup action, will be
documented in their forthcoming opinion letter anticipated in late July 2025. Frank Winslow of Ecology
provided a summary of the required changes to the Cleanup Action Plan via phone on July 3, 2025, as
follows:

* At the proposed playground area, Ecology requires placement of geotextile barrier over existing
fill soil, followed by either a minimum of 3-feet of clean imported soil and playchips at ground
surface OR a minimum of 1-foot of clean imported soil and rubber mat material at ground
surface.

* At landscaping beds, where future workers may dig or perform other work to maintain
landscaping, Ecology requires placement of geotextile barrier over existing fill soil and beneath
imported topsoil and/or amended soils, to demarcate the existing fill soil for worker awareness.
This requirement applies to all landscaping beds at the Project but does not apply to lawn areas.
Ecology does not require geotextile beneath lawn areas.

The above requirements conveyed by Ecology have been incorporated into SDEV25-0059, intended for
resubmittal to the City of Tacoma on July 16, 2025.

Sincerely,

Aspect consulting

Ali Cochrane, LG
Senior Geologist
ali.cochrane@aspectconsulting.com

V:\220138 Mercy Housing 3500 Pacific Tacoma Affrd Hsng Site\Deliverables\2025-07_Ecology Opinion Preview Letter\35P_Ecology
Requirements for CAP Letter.docx

! Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study and Cleanup Action Plan, 35P Development, South 35th Street and Pacific
Avenue, Tacoma, Washington, June 19, 2025.

Aspect Consulting 801 5th Avenue Suite 2200 Seattle, WA 98104 206.328.7443 www.aspectconsulting.com







