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 OPTIONAL DETERMINATION OF NON-SIGNIFICANCE (DNS) NOTICE MATERIALS 
 
 
The attached materials are being sent to you pursuant to the requirements for the Optional DNS 

Process (WAC 197-11-355).  A DNS on the attached proposal is likely.  This may be the only 

opportunity to comment on environmental impacts of the proposal.  Mitigation measures from 

standard codes will apply.  Project review may require mitigation regardless of whether an EIS is 

prepared.   A copy of the subsequent threshold determination for this proposal may be obtained upon 

request. 

File No.  15-125982-LO     

 

Project Name/Address: Factoria Village Shopping Center/3600 Factoria Blvd 

SE     

    

Planner:    David Wong      

   

Phone Number:   425-452-4282/dwong@bellevuewa.gov     

  
 

Minimum Comment Period:  12/17/2015     

 
Materials included in this Notice: 
 

 Blue Bulletin 

 Checklist 

 Vicinity Map 

Plans 

Other:        
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 State Department of Fish and Wildlife / Sterwart.Reinbold@dfw.gov; Christa.Heller@dfw.wa.gov;  
 State Department of Ecology, Shoreline Planner N.W. Region / Jobu461@ecy.wa.gov; sepaunit@ecy.wa.gov   
 Army Corps of Engineers Susan.M.Powell@nws02.usace.army.mil  
 Attorney General  ecyolyef@atg.wa.gov  

 Muckleshoot Indian Tribe Karen.Walter@muckleshoot.nsn.us; Fisheries.fileroom@muckleshoot.nsn.us  
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ENVIRONMENTAL  CHECKLIST  
10/9/2009 

Thank you in advance for your cooperation and adherence to these procedures.  If you need assistance in 
completing the checklist or have any questions regarding the environmental review process, please visit or 
call Development Services (425-452-6800) between 8 a.m. and 4 p.m., Monday through Friday (Wednesday, 
10 to 4).  Assistance for the hearing impaired: Dial 711 (Telecommunications Relay Service).  

 

INTRODUCTION 

Purpose of the Checklist: 

 
The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), Chapter 43.21c RCW, requires all governmental agencies to 
consider the environmental impacts of a proposal before making decisions.  An environmental impact 
statement (EIS) must be prepared for all proposals with probable significant adverse impacts on the quality 
of the environment.  The purpose of this checklist is to provide information to help you and the City of 
Bellevue identify impacts from your proposal (and to reduce or avoid impacts from the proposal, if it can be 
done) and to help the City decide whether an EIS is required. 

 

 

Instructions for Applicants: 
 
This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal.  Answer the 
questions briefly, with the most precise information known, or give the best description you can.  You must 
answer each question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge.  In most cases, you should be 
able to answer the questions from your own observations or project plans without the need to hire experts.  If 
you really do not know the answer or if a question does not apply to your proposal, write "do not know" or 
"does not apply."  Giving complete answers to the questions now may avoid unnecessary delays later. 
 
Some questions ask about governmental regulations such as zoning, shoreline, and landmark designations. 
Answer these questions if you can.  If you have problems, the Planner in the Permit Center can assist you. 
 
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.  Include reference to any reports on studies that you are aware of which are relevant 
to the answers you provide.  The City may ask you to explain your answers or provide additional information 
reasonably related to determining if there may be significant adverse impacts. 
 
 

Use of a Checklist for Nonproject Proposals: A nonproject proposal includes plans, policies, and 
programs where actions are different or broader than a single site-specific proposal. 
 
For nonproject proposals, complete the Environmental Checklist even though you may answer "does not 
apply" to most questions.  In addition, complete the Supplemental Sheet for Nonproject Actions available 
from Permit Processing. 
 
For nonproject actions, the references in the checklist to the words project, applicant, and property or site 
should be read as proposal, proposer, and affected geographic area, respectively. 
 
 

Attach an 8 ½” x 11 vicinity map which accurately locates the proposed site. 
 
 
  

 

SEPA Checklist Reviewed by:
David Wong on 12/4/2015

DW
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

 
Property Owner: 
 
Proponent: 
 
Contact Person: 
(If different from the owner.  All questions and correspondence will be directed to the individual listed.) 
 
 Address: 
 
 Phone: 
 
Proposal Title: 

 
Proposal Location: 
(Street address and nearest cross street or intersection) Provide a legal description if available. 
 
Please attach an 8 ½” x 11" vicinity map that accurately locates the proposal site. 
 
Give an accurate, brief description of the proposal’s scope and nature: 
 
1.   General description: 
 
2.   Acreage of site: 
 
3.   Number of dwelling units/buildings to be demolished: 
 
4.   Number of dwelling units/buildings to be constructed: 
 
5.   Square footage of buildings to be demolished: 
 
6.   Square footage of buildings to be constructed: 
 
7.   Quantity of earth movement (in cubic yards): 
 
8.   Proposed land use: 
 
9.   Design features, including building height, number of stories and proposed exterior materials: 
 
 
10. Other 
 
 

 
 
 
Estimated date of completion of the proposal or timing of phasing: 
 
 
 
 
Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or connected with this proposal?   If yes, 
explain. 
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List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be prepared, directly related to this 
proposal. 
 
 
 
 
Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other proposals directly affecting the 
property covered by your proposal?   If yes, explain.  List dates applied for and file numbers, if known. 
 
 
 
 
List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known.   If permits have been applied 
for, list application date and file numbers, if known. 
 
 
 
 
Please provide one or more of the following exhibits, if applicable to your proposal. 
(Please check appropriate box(es) for exhibits submitted with your proposal): 
 

 
 

 
      Preliminary plat map 
 

 
      Plan of existing and proposed grading 
      Development plans 
 

 Building Permit (or Design Review)  
      Site plan 
      Clearing & grading plan 
 

 
      Site plan  
 
 
A.   ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS 
 

     1.    Earth  
 

   
 

b.   What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)? 
 
 

c.   What general types of soil are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, gravel, peat, and muck)?  If you know 
      the classification of agricultural soils, specify them and note any prime farmland. 

 
 
 
 

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

DW
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e.   Describe the purpose, type, and approximate quantities of any filling or grading proposed.  Indicate source       
      of fill. 

 
 
 
 
 

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

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

 
 
 

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

     2.   AIR 
 

a.  What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal (i.e. dust, automobile odors, and industrial      
     wood smoke) during construction and when the project is completed?  If any, generally describe and give          
     approximate quantities if known. 

 
 
 
 
 

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

c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to the air, if any: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     3.   WATER 
 

a. Surface 
 

(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. 

 
 
 
 
 

(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.   

 
 

DW

Richards Creek has been typed as a Type F stream

Erosion Control regulated by BCC 23.76
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(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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
(4)   Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions?  Give general description,               
       purpose, and approximate quantities if known. 

 
 
 
 
 

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

(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. 

 
 
 
 
 

b.   Ground 

 

 
(1)   Will ground water be withdrawn, or will water be discharged to ground water?  Give general                 
       description.     

 
 
 
 
 

(2)   Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks or other sources,     
        if any (for example: 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. 

 
 
 
 
 

c.   Water  Runoff  (Including storm water) 

 

 
(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. 

 
 
 
 
 

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

DW

None proposed.

None proposed.
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d.   Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water impacts, if any: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.   Plants 
 

a.   Check or circle types of vegetation found on the site: 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 eelgrass, milfoil, other 
 

 
 
 

b.   What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered? 
 
 
 
 
 

c.   List threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the site. 
 
 
 
 
 

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

 
 
 
 

5.   ANIMALS 
 

a.   Check or circle any birds and animals which have been observed on or near the site or are known to be on      
      or near the site: 

 
irds: hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

See attached critical areas report dated 9/28/2015
for more information.

DW
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b.   List any threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the site. 
 
 

c.   Is the site part of a migration route?  If so, explain. 
 
 

d.   Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any: 
 
 

6.   Energy and Natural Resources 

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

 
 

b.   Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties?  If so, generally describe. 
 
 

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

 
 

7.   Environmental Health 
 

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

 
 
 
 
 

(1)   Describe special emergency services that might be required. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(2)   Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, if any. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chinook, Coho, Sockeye salmon along with Cutthroat trout have been observed in various
segments of Richards Creek but not on site

DW
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b.   Noise 
 

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

 
 
  
 
 

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

 
 
 
 
 

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

8.   Land and Shoreline Use 
 

a.   What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? 
 
 

b.   Has the site been used for agriculture?  If so, describe. 
 
 

c.   Describe any structures on the site. 
 
 
 
 
 

d.   Will any structures be demolished?  If so, what? 
 
 

e.   What is the current zoning classification of the site? 
 
 

f.   What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site? 
 
 

g.   If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site? 
 
 

h.   Has any part of the site been classified as an “environmentally sensitive” area?  If so, specify. 
 
 

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

j.   Approximately how many people would the completed project displace? 
 
 

 

DW

Noise regulated by BCC 9.18

None proposed
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k.   Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any: 
 
 
 
 
 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

9.   Housing 
 
 

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

 
 
 
 
 

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

 
 
 
 
 

c.   Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any: 
 
 
 
 

 

10.   Aesthetics 
 
 

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

 
 

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

c.   Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N/A

DW
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11.   Light and Glare 

 

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

 
 

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

c.   What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal? 
 
 

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

12.   Recreation 
 

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

b.   Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses?  If so, describe. 
 
 
 

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

 
 
 
 

13.   Historic and Cultural Preservation 

 
a.   Are there any places or objects listed on, or proposed for, national, state, or local preservation registers            
      known to be on or next to the site?  If so, generally describe. 

 
 

b.   Generally describe any landmarks or evidence of historic, archeological, scientific, or cultural importance          
      known to be on or next to the site. 

 
 

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

14.   Transportation 

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

 
 

b.   Is site currently served by public transit?  If not, what is the approximate distance to the nearest transit stop? 
 
 
 

c.   How many parking spaces would be completed project have?  How many would the project eliminate? 

DW
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d.   Will the proposal require any new roads or streets, or improvements to existing roads or streets, not                 
       including driveways?  If so, generally describe (indicate whether public or private). 

 
 

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

 
 
 
 
 

f.   How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project?  If known, indicate when          
     peak volumes would occur. 

 
 

g.   Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any: 
 
 
 
  
 

15.   Public Services 
 
 

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

 
 
 
 
 

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

16.   Utilities 

 

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

 
 

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. 

 
 
 

Signature 

 
The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge.  I understand that the lead agency is        
relying on them to make its decision. 

 
 
 
 

Signature.................................................................................................Date Submitted........................................... 

DW
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FACTORIA VILLAGE 
BELLEVUE, WASHINGTON 
CRITICAL AREAS REPORT 

September 28, 2015 
 
 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 
This report is the result of a critical areas study for a proposed re-development of the 
Keg Restaurant located in Factoria Village in the City of Bellevue, Washington.  The 
purpose of this report is to: 1) describe the critical areas identified on the site, 2) 
identify proposed modifications to the structure setback requirements, and 3) 
describe the measures that will be implemented to support these modifications.   
 
 
2.0 GENERAL PROPERTY DESCRIPTION AND LAND USE 
The project site consists of Parcels 092405-9015 and -9100 located at 3600 Factoria 
Blvd. SE and is developed with the existing Factoria Village Shopping Center.  The 
focus of the critical areas study is on the northwest portion of the site, in the vicinity 
of the old Keg Restaurant and a remnant open channel of Richards Creek. 
 
 
3.0 METHODOLOGY 
On June 2, 2015, John Altmann, principal ecologist with AOA, conducted a wetland 
and stream reconnaissance on the subject property utilizing the methodology 
outlined in the May 2010 Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland 
Delineation Manual:  Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region (Version 2.0).  
Additional field investigations, including a habitat assessment, were conducted on 
September 1, 2015. 
 
 
4.0 EXISTING CRITICAL AREAS 
One stream (Richards Creek) was identified along the northwest property boundary.  
Small unidentified salmonids were observed within the stream during the site review.  
No wetlands were identified along the creek or on any other portion of the property 
during the field investigation.   
 
Richards Creek flows from south to north within a well-defined channel at the bottom 
of a rocked slope.  The on-site portion of the stream enters a large culvert located 
under Interstate 90.  The on-site slope is rocked from the east ordinary high water of 
the stream to the top of the slope.  A thin strip of mowed grass and a Photinia hedge 
is located between the rocked top of slope and the edge of the existing paved 
parking lot.  Vegetation on the rocked slope consisted almost entirely of monotypic 
Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus). 
 
The western bank of the stream consisted of a narrow terrace dominated by 
Himalayan blackberry, reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea), Watson’s willow-
herb (Epilobium watsoni), and horsetail (Equisetum sp.).   
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Richards Creek is considered a Type F stream and requires a standard 50-foot 
buffer plus 50-foot structure setback on Developed Sites per BMC 20.25H.035.A.  
This buffer is measured from the “Top of Bank” as defined in BMC 20.50.048, which 
on this site corresponds closely to the top of the slope adjacent the existing parking.  
The Top of Bank was subsequently surveyed and is depicted on Drawing W-1.   
 
Nearly all of the buffer is currently developed with the existing entry to the Factoria 
Village Shopping Center and associated parking.  The 50-foot structure setback 
extends into the existing Keg Restaurant building.   
 
Per BMC 20.25H.035B, “where a primary structure legally established on a site prior 
to August 1, 2006, encroaches into the critical area buffer or structure setback 
established in subsection A, the critical area buffer and/or structure setback shall be 
modified to exclude the footprint of the existing primary structure.”  This code section 
applies since the standard buffer and structure setback area on the site is developed 
with the existing entry road, parking and building. 
 
4.1 Existing Stream Buffer Functions 
Stream buffers, in general, provide many valuable ecological and social 
functions, including water quality protection and wildlife habitat.  Buffer areas 
often provide stormwater storage that may reduce downstream flooding 
while trapping sediments.  The trapping of sediments and other pollutants 
within the buffer maintains water quality in downstream areas and aids in the 
prevention of fish habitat degradation by limiting silt accumulation within 
spawning areas.  
 
The existing stream buffer currently provides very limited functions to the 
riparian corridor of the creek due to its relatively narrow width and a 
dominant invasive plant community.  The side slopes adjacent the stream 
limit the buffer’s ability to provide stormwater storage.  In addition, the site’s 
isolation from other habitat areas and the low plant species diversity limit the 
site’s habitat value.   
 
The existing buffer currently benefits the stream primarily by: 1) providing 
some minor shade to keep the water cool during the summer months, 2) 
contributing detritus and other desirable allochthonous inputs into the 
aquatic environment, and 3) providing some overhead cover to fish. 
 
Although privately owned, the riparian area does provide some cultural 
functions as part of the overall open space associated with the Richards 
Creek corridor.  The stream and buffer also contain some passive 
recreational opportunities such as wildlife viewing, and have the potential to 
provide educational opportunities. 
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Photo 1:  View of Richards Creek looking north 
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5.0 PROPOSED STREAM BUFFER IMPROVEMENTS & STRUCTURE SETBACK 
MODIFICATIONS  
The proposed project consists of the re-development of the Keg Restaurant into a 
retail development.  Although no new building expansion would occur within the 
existing buffer, 1,246 s.f. of building expansion would occur within the structure 
setback.  The area of building expansion currently consists of an existing sidewalk 
and mulched landscape bed.  The area of proposed expansion is separated from the 
stream by the existing entry road to the Factoria Village Shopping Center and does 
not provide any functional benefit to the stream. 
 
The structure setback modification is justified due to the proposed improvements to 
the post-construction buffer functions that will be provided by implementation of the 
buffer enhancement plan (see Section 6).  Following construction, the amount of 
native vegetation within the post-construction buffer will be significantly greater than 
currently exists on the site. 
 

 
Photo 2:  View of proposed structure setback modification area. 
 
5.1 Potential Cumulative Impacts to Critical Areas 
There are no anticipated cumulative impacts to the riparian corridor from the 
proposed project.  As part of the project, the functioning buffer on the site will be 
increased through the planting of willows along the west side of the stream.  No 
native plant communities would be impacted as part of the development.   



FACTORIA VILLAGE   
September 28, 2015   

   

5

 
Photo 3:  View of existing entry located between stream and proposed re-
development 
 
5.2 Required Performance Standards in LUC 20.25H.080 
All development on sites with a Type F stream require that the following 
performance standards be incorporated into the design of the development.  The 
performance standards in LUC 20.25H.080 include: 
 

1. Lights shall be directed away from the stream. 
 
All outdoor lights from the proposed re-development should contain low-wattage 
bulbs with narrow angles of illumination directed away from the stream buffer to the 
extent feasible.  If possible, metal hoods should be added to all exterior lights to 
direct lighting down and not out from fixtures. 
 

2. Activity that generates noise such as parking lots, generators, and residential 
uses shall be located away from the stream or any noise shall be minimized 
through use of design and insulation techniques. 

 
The site is currently developed with the Factoria Village Shopping Center and it is 
not anticipated that the proposed re-development would significantly modify noise 
levels over current conditions.  In addition, due to the surrounding existing urban 
development it is anticipated that wildlife currently utilizing the site has become 
acclimated to noise levels associated with urban environs.   
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3. Toxic runoff from new impervious area shall be routed away from the stream. 

 
All stormwater associated with the proposed re-development will be collected and 
routed into the existing storm system.  No runoff would be directed into the stream 
channel.     
 

4. Treated water may be allowed to enter the stream critical area buffer. 
 
All collected runoff will be routed into the existing storm system and no runoff would 
be directed to the stream.   
 

5. The outer edge of the stream critical area buffer shall be planted with dense 
vegetation to limit pet or human use. 

 
The existing dense Photinia hedge would remain along the edge of the parking area 
to limit pet and human intrusion onto the slope.   
 

6. Use of pesticides, insecticides and fertilizers within 150 feet of the edge of the 
stream critical area buffer shall be in accordance with the City of Bellevue’s 
“Environmental Best Management Practices,” now or as hereafter amended. 

 
All plants utilized in the buffer enhancement plan are native species that should not 
require pesticides, insecticides, or fertilizers to establish or maintain. 
 
5.3 General Critical Areas Report Decision LUC 20.25H.255 

The Director may approve, or approve with modifications, the proposed modification 
where the applicant demonstrates: 

1. The modifications and performance standards included in the proposal lead 
to levels of protection of critical area functions and values at least as 
protective as application of the regulations and standards of this code; 
 
The existing structure setback area proposed for modification currently 
consists of sidewalk and non-native landscape vegetation that does not 
provide any functional benefit to the stream corridor.  Implementation of the 
proposed buffer enhancement plan would increase shade and habitat 
functions of the riparian corridor on the site over current conditions.  Natural 
cover and detritus input into the aquatic area would also increase following 
implementation of the plan.   
 
 

2. Adequate resources to ensure completion of any required mitigation and 
monitoring efforts; 

 
To ensure the success of the enhancement plan, a financial guarantee will be 
posted by the applicant for the duration of the 5-year mitigation and 
monitoring effort.   
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3. The modifications and performance standards included in the proposal are 
not detrimental to the functions and values of critical area and critical area 
buffers off-site; and 

 
The minor modifications to the on-site structure setback will not be 
detrimental to or impact any off-site critical areas or buffers.   

 

4. The resulting development is compatible with other uses and development 
in the same land use district. 

 
The proposed re-development is compatible with on-site and adjacent land 
uses. 

 
5.4 Decision Criteria per LUC 20.30P.140 

The Director may approve or approve with modifications an application for a Critical 
Areas Land Use Permit if: 

A. The proposal obtains all other permits required by the Land Use Code; and 
 

It is our understanding that all other permits required by the Land Use Code will 
be obtained. 
 

B. The proposal utilizes to the maximum extent possible the best available 
construction, design and development techniques which result in the least 
impact on the critical area and critical area buffer; and 

 
The project will utilize all of the best available construction, design, and 
development techniques to ensure the least possible impact on the critical 
area and its buffer.  

 

C.  The proposal incorporates the performance standards of Part 20.25H LUC to 
the maximum extent applicable; and 

 
All of the performance standards in LUC 20.25H.080 would be implemented to 
the maximum extent applicable. 
 

D. The proposal will be served by adequate public facilities including streets, fire 
protection, and utilities; and 

 
It is our understanding that the proposal will be served by adequate public 
facilities including streets, fire protection, and utilities. 

 

E. The proposal includes a mitigation or restoration plan consistent with the 
requirements of LUC 20.25H.210; except that a proposal to modify or remove 



FACTORIA VILLAGE   
September 28, 2015   

   

8

vegetation pursuant to an approved Vegetation Management Plan under LUC 
20.25H.055.C.3.i shall not require a mitigation or restoration plan; and 

 
A buffer enhancement plan has been prepared that is consistent with the 
requirements of LUC 20.25H.210. 

 

F. The proposal complies with other applicable requirements of this code.  
 

It is our understanding that all other applicable requirements of the Land Use 
Code will be met. 

 
 
6.0 CRITICAL AREA MITIGATION 
A stream buffer enhancement plan has been prepared by AOA.  As part of the 
enhancement plan, existing invasive plants along the west terrace of the stream 
would be removed and willow cuttings would be installed along the stream bank.  It 
was determined that planting the west bank would provide the most shade and best 
opportunity for meaningful habitat enhancement.  Due to the armored condition of 
the east slope, this area does not likely contain a substrate suitable for the 
establishment of a native plant community.   
 
The native willow plantings would also provide an increased visual and physical 
screen to the stream from the adjacent roadway.     
 
6.1 Post Construction Functional Assessment 
As part of a Critical Areas Report, the City of Bellevue requires “an analysis of the 
level of protection of critical area functions and values provided by the regulations or 
standards of this code, compared with the level of protection provided by the 
proposal.  The analysis shall include:” 

a. A discussion of the functions and values currently provided by the critical 
area and critical area buffer on the site and their relative importance to the 
ecosystem in which they exist; 

 
As previously discussed in Section 4.1, the existing stream buffer currently 
provides very limited functions to the riparian corridor of the creek due to its 
relatively narrow width and a dominant invasive plant community.  The side 
slopes adjacent the stream limit the buffer’s ability to provide stormwater 
storage.  In addition, the site’s isolation from other habitat areas and the low 
plant species diversity limit the site’s habitat value.   
 
The existing buffer currently benefits the stream primarily by: 1) providing 
some minor shade to keep the water cool during the summer months, 2) 
contributing detritus and other desirable allochthonous inputs into the 
aquatic environment, and 3) providing some minor overhead cover to fish.  
Since Richards Creek is known to support salmonids, a functioning buffer is 
important for long-term fish survival.  
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Although privately owned, the riparian area does provide some cultural functions as 
part of the overall open space associated with the Richards Creek corridor.  The 
stream and buffer also contain some passive recreational opportunities such as 
wildlife viewing, and have the potential to provide educational opportunities. 
 

b. A discussion of the functions and values likely to be provided by the critical 
area and critical area buffer on the site through application of the regulations 
and standards of this Code over the anticipated life of the proposed 
development; and 

 
The Land Use Code requires a standard 50-foot buffer and 50-foot structure 
setback from Richards Creek.  As previously discussed, this buffer and structure 
setback is currently developed and provides very limited functional value to the 
riparian corridor.  If no modifications were proposed within the buffer or structure 
setback and the existing conditions were to remain, there would be no functional 
lift associated with the implementation of a buffer enhancement plan.  
Preservation of the existing degraded standard buffer would also not increase 
shade or fish cover.   
 

c. A discussion of the functions and values likely to be provided by the critical 
area and critical area buffer on the site through the modifications and 
performance standards included in the proposal over the anticipated life of 
the proposed development; 

 
Proposed modifications include 1,246 s.f. of building expansion within the structure 
setback.  This structure setback area consists of sidewalk and non-native 
landscaping and does not currently provide any functional value to the riparian 
corridor. 
 
Implementation of the proposed buffer enhancement plan as mitigation for this minor 
encroachment would increase the functions of the riparian corridor on the site over 
current conditions.  Natural shade, cover, and detritus input into the aquatic area 
would also increase following implementation of the plan.   
 
6.2 Goal, Objectives, and Performance Standards for Enhancement Areas 
The primary goal of the mitigation plan is to increase the habitat and shade functions 
of the buffer on the site over current conditions.  To meet this goal, the following 
objectives and performance standards have been incorporated into the design of the 
plan: 
 
Objective A: Increase the structural and plant species diversity within the 
enhancement areas. 
Performance Standard: There will be 100% survival of all woody planted species 
throughout the enhancement area at the end of the first year of planting.  Following 
Year 1, success will be based on an 80% survival rate.  Areal coverage of plantings 
or native re-colonized species will be at least 15% at Year 1, 20% at year 2, 40% at 
year 3, and 60% at year 5. 
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Objective B: Limit the amount of invasive and exotic species within the enhancement 
areas. 
Performance Standard: After construction and following every monitoring event for a 
period of at least five years, exotic and invasive plant species will be maintained at 
levels below 10% total cover in all planted areas.  These species include, but are not 
limited to, Himalayan and evergreen blackberry, Japanese knotweed, English ivy, 
thistle, and creeping nightshade. 
 
6.3 Construction Management 
Prior to commencement of any work in the enhancement areas, the clearing limits 
will be staked and all existing vegetation to be saved will be clearly marked.  A pre-
construction meeting will be held at the site to review and discuss all aspects of the 
project with the landscape contractor and the owner.   
 
A consultant will supervise plan implementation during construction to ensure that 
objectives and specifications of the enhancement plan are met.  Any necessary 
significant modifications to the design that occur as a result of unforeseen site 
conditions will be jointly approved by the City of Bellevue and the consultant prior to 
their implementation.   
 
6.4 Monitoring Methodology 
The monitoring program will be conducted for a period of five years, with annual 
reports submitted to the City of Bellevue.  Permanent vegetation sampling plots will 
be established to monitor the general appearance, health, mortality, colonization 
rates, percent cover, percent survival, volunteer plant species, and invasive weeds. 
 
Photo-points will be established from which photographs will be taken throughout the 
monitoring period.  These photographs will document general appearance and progress 
in plant community establishment in the enhancement areas.  Review of the photos over 
time will provide a visual representation of success of the plan. 
 
6.5 Maintenance Plan 
Maintenance will be conducted on a routine, year round basis.  Additional 
maintenance needs will be identified and addressed following a twice-yearly 
maintenance review.  Contingency measures and remedial action on the site shall 
be implemented on an as-needed basis at the direction of the consultant or the 
owner.   
 
Routine removal and control of non-native and other invasive plants (e.g., Himalayan 
and evergreen blackberry, Japanese knotweed, English ivy, thistle and creeping 
nightshade) should be performed only by manual means.  Undesirable and weedy 
exotic plant species shall be maintained at levels below 10% total cover within any 
given stratum at any time during the five-year monitoring period.   
 
6.6 Contingency Plan  
All dead plants will be replaced with the same species or an approved substitute 
species that meets the goal of the enhancement plan.  Plant material shall meet the 
same specifications as originally-installed material.  Replanting will not occur until 
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after reason for failure has been identified (e.g., moisture regime, poor plant stock, 
disease, shade/sun conditions, wildlife damage, etc.).  Replanting shall be 
completed under the direction of the consultant, City of Bellevue, or the owner. 
 
6.7 As-Built Plan 
Following completion of construction activities, an as-built plan for the restoration 
area will be provided to the City of Bellevue.  The plan will identify and describe any 
changes in relation to the original approved plan. 
 
6.8 Financial Guarantee 
A financial guarantee will be posted to ensure that the mitigation and monitoring 
program is fully implemented.    
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FACTORIA VILLAGE 
HABITAT ASSESSMENT 

BELLEVUE, WASHINGTON 
 

September 28, 2015 
 
 

 
1.0 METHODOLOGY 
A habitat assessment was conducted by John Altmann on September 1, 2015 and 
included the general methodology outlined in Using the Bellevue Urban Wildlife 
Habitat Functional Assessment Model (revised February 2010).  During this site visit 
an on-site analysis of vegetation structure and composition was conducted.  
Observations were also made of the presence of habitat features and the extent of 
human disturbance.  Prior to conducting the habitat assessment, the Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife Priority Habitats and Species database (PHS) was 
reviewed.   
 
 
2.0 WILDLIFE HABITAT ASSESSMENT 
Based on the habitat classifications outlined in Wildlife-Habitat Relationships in 
Oregon and Washington (Johnson and O’Neil, 2001) the study area would be 
classified as Urban and Mixed Environs – High Density Zone.   
 
The site is currently developed with the Factoria Village Shopping Center.  The only 
significant habitat area on the site is Richards Creek, which flows from south to north 
within a well-defined channel at the bottom of a rocked slope in the northwestern 
portion of the site.  The rocked slope extends east from the stream to the top of the 
slope and the edge of the existing paved parking lot.   
 
Vegetation on the site is generally limited to Himalayan blackberry (Rubus 
armeniacus) and other weeds located along the stream channel.  No significant 
native plant communities or habitat features were observed on the property.   
 
2.1 Draft Functional Assessment Tool 
The project site has a numerical score of 15 based on the City of Bellevue’s Draft 
Functional Assessment Tool for Upland Habitat (attached).  In general, sites with 
scores of 11 to 25 indicate that “while habitat might be present in the landscape, 
potential for wildlife to use the property might be low”.  The property received low 
scores for the existing high impervious surface, isolation from other habitat areas, 
and a dominance of invasive species.  The site’s habitat value is primarily 
associated with the presence of Richards Creek, a known salmonid stream.  
Although Richards Creek provides a corridor for fish and aquatic wildlife, the project 
site is effectively isolated from large habitat patches by the surrounding development 
and roadway network.   
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2.2 Wildlife Species of Local Importance  
Twenty three (23) species have been designated by the City of Bellevue as species 
of local importance (LUC 20.25H.150).  The potential of site utilization by each 
species is briefly described below:  
 

 Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus):  site not located within Bald Eagle 
Buffer Management Zone per PHS data and no nest or perch sites observed.  
Primary Association:  no. 

 
 Peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus):  generally associated with coastal cliffs 

and shorelines, but also use large buildings in city center.  Use of project site 
unlikely.  Primary Association:  no. 

 
 Common Loon (Gavia immer):  no presence - highly aquatic species 

associated with large water bodies.  Primary Association:  no.  
 

 Pileated woodpecker (Dryocopus pileatus):  Pileated woodpeckers generally 
inhabit mature and old-growth forests, and second-growth forests with large 
snags and fallen trees.  No forests are located on the site.  Primary 
Association:  no. 

 
 Vaux’s swift (Chaetura vauxi):  Vaux’s swifts are strongly associated with old 

growth and mature forests throughout the state and are highly dependent on 
large hollow trees and snags for breeding and roosting.  No forests are 
located on the site.  Primary Association:  no. 

 
 Merlin (Falco columbarius):  unlikely presence – generally require coastal or 

high elevation forests.  Primary Association:  no. 
 

 Purple martin (Progne subis):  unlikely presence – generally require cavities 
near or over permanent water for nesting.  Primary Association:  no. 

 
 Western grebe (Aechmophorus occidentalis):  no presence – highly aquatic 

species associated with large water bodies.  Primary Association:  no. 
 

 Great blue heron (Ardea herodias):  potential presence - some highly limited 
potential foraging possible within riparian corridor, but no roosts observed on 
or adjacent site.  Primary Association:  no. 

 
 Osprey (Pandion haliaetus):  unlikely presence - perch availability not 

immediately adjacent large water body.  Primary Association:  no. 
 

 Green heron (Butorides striatus):  potential presence – some limited potential 
foraging possible within riparian corridor.  Primary Association:  no. 

 
 Red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis):  no suitable perching sites.  Primary 

Association:  no. 
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 Western big-eared bat (Plecotus townsendii):  unlikely presence.  No known 
nearby hibernacula, caves, or significant concentration of cavities.  Primary 
Association:  no. 

 
 Keen’s myotis (Myotis keenii):  unlikely presence.  Generally associated with 

larger coniferous forests so not considered a habitat of primary association.  
Primary Association:  no. 

 
 Long-legged myotis (Myotis volans):  unlikely presence.  Generally 

associated with larger coniferous forests so not considered a habitat of 
primary association.  Primary Association:  no. 

 
 Long-eared myotis (Myotis evotis):  unlikely presence.  Generally associated 

with larger coniferous forests so not considered a habitat of primary 
association.  Primary Association:  no. 

 
 Oregon spotted frog (Rana pretiosa):  no presence - believed to be extirpated 

from nearly all of western Washington and no permanent ponding on the site.  
Primary Association:  no. 

 
 Western toad (Bufo boreas):  unlikely presence.  Not considered habitat of 

primary association.  Primary Association:  no. 
 

 Western pond turtle (Clemmys marmorata):  unlikely presence - no 
permanent ponding on site and no known nearby populations.  Primary 
Association:  no. 

 
 Chinook (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha):  potential presence – identified by 

WDFW as occurring in downstream portion of Richards Creek.  Primary 
Association:  possible.   

 
 Bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus):  unlikely presence – not known to occur 

within Richards Creek.  Primary Association:  no. 
 

 Coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch):  potential presence – identified by 
WDFW as occurring in downstream portion of Richards Creek.  Primary 
Association:  possible. 

 
 River lamprey (Lampetra ayresi):  unlikely presence – not known to occur 

within Richards Creek.  Primary Association:  no. 
 
Of the 23 species of local importance, Chinook salmon and Coho salmon are known 
to occur within downstream portions of Richards Creek and may have a primary 
association with habitat on the project site.  Although not listed as species of local 
importance by the City of Bellevue, other priority fish species within Richards Creek 
listed by the WDFW that may utilize the site include coastal resident cutthroat, 
sockeye salmon, and winter steelhead.  No other species of local importance are 
anticipated to utilize the site on a regular basis. 
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2.3 Other Wildlife 
The project site likely provides habitat for a variety of songbird and small mammals 
that are acclimated to urban development.  Larger mammals are unlikely to utilize 
the site due to its isolation and disconnect from other significant habitat areas by a 
network of surrounding development and roadways.     
 
 
3.0 PROPOSED PROJECT 
The proposed project consists of the re-development of the Keg Restaurant into 
retail use.   Since the construction would occur within the existing developed portion 
of the site, there would be no loss of significant habitat area on the property.  
Modifications within the vegetated stream buffer will be limited to removal of invasive 
plant species and re-planting willow cuttings along the bank.    
 
3.1 Impacts to Wildlife Species of Local Importance from Proposed Project 
Since no impacts to Richards Creek or the primary habitat of salmonids would occur 
as part of the project, there are no anticipated negative impacts to these species 
from the proposed development.  Implementation of the proposed buffer 
enhancement plan would provide a net benefit to the salmonids located within the 
creek.  Native plantings will provide increased shade and would also create habitat 
for benthic invertebrates, while contributing detritus and other desirable 
allochthonous inputs into the aquatic environment.   
 
3.2 Vegetation Management Plan 
As part of the proposed project, the critical area buffers on the site would be 
enhanced to provide an improvement in habitat quality.  The plantings would also 
provide an increased visual and physical screen to Richards Creek from the 
surrounding roadway.  Implementation of the buffer enhancement plan would 
increase the functions of the buffer over current conditions.      
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	Property Owner: Panos Properties LLC
	Proponent: 
	Contact Person: Freiheit & Ho Architects, Jen Caudle
	Address 1: 5209 Lake Washington Blvd NE
	Address 2: Kirkland, WA 98033
	Phone 1: 425-827-2100
	Proposal Title: Factoria Village Redevelopment
	Location: 3600 Factoria Blvd SE, Bellevue, WA 98006
	General Desription 1: New commercial building and associated site improvements of surface parking and landscape areas to replace existing restaurant building. 
	Acerage of site: +/- 10.5 acres
	Units Demolished: n/a
	Building Constructed: n/a
	SQ FT Demolished: 9,836 sf
	SQ FT Buildings Constructed: 11,450 sf
	Proposed Land Use 1: Retail/Restaurant
	Earth Movement: TBD
	Design Features: 1-story building with an average parapet at approximately 21'-4" above grade and a tower element at approximately 34' above grade. Proposed exterior materials: brick and aluminum storefront.
	Other : 
	Date of completion or phasing: Target construction completion late 2016/early 2017.
	Future Additions: No.
	Environmental Info: A Critical Areas Report has been prepared by Altmann Oliver Associates dated 9/28/2015 and is included as part of the Critical Land Use (LO) permit submittal package.
	Pending Applications: No.
	Text25: No.
	Land Use Reclassification: Off
	Preliminary Plat or PUD: Off
	Clearing & Grading Permit: Off
	Building Permit: Off
	SMP Site Plan: Off
	Flat: Yes
	Rolling: Off
	Hilly: Off
	Steep Slopes: Off
	Mountains: Off
	Other3: Off
	Text26: Unknown
	Soil Types: A mixture of silt, clay, and fine sand with occasional organic material.
	Unstable Soils: No.
	Legal Description: 
	Text30: No fill is anticipated. Grading will be performed to incorporate new design into existing site drainage system.
	Text31: No
	Text32: Approximately 90%
	Text33: Common construction erosion control measures will be used during the course of construction.
	Text34: During construction: Dust generated from construction work and associated vehicle exhaust.

After construction: Unknown
	Text35: Unknown
	Text36: Unknown
	Text37: Richards Creek (stream) runs along northwest property line.
	Text38: Yes, new building and associated site improvements will occur within 200 feet of Richards Creek. Refer to attached site plan for proposal.
	Text39: None.
	Text40: No.
	Text41: No.
	Text42: No.
	Text43: Unknown
	Text44: Unknown
	Text45: Storm water to be collected by catch basins and water detention pipes to be used for dispersion into existing storm collection system.
	Text46: Unknown
	Text47: Storm water to be collected by catch basins and water detention pipes to be used for dispersion into existing storm collection system.
	Check Box12: Yes
	Check Box13: Yes
	Check Box14: Yes
	Check Box15: Yes
	Check Box16: Off
	Check Box17: Off
	Check Box18: Yes
	Check Box19: Off
	Check Box20: Off
	Text48: Existing invasive plants (himalayan blackberry) and other weeds along the west terrace of the stream would be removed 
	Text49: None.
	Text50: Willow cuttings would be installed along the stream bank.
	Check Box21: Off
	Check Box22: Off
	Check Box23: Yes
	Text51: Unknown
	Text52: Unknown
	Text53: Provide landscaping that will provide shade at stream edge.
	Text54: Electric, natural gas. Heating, lighting, cooking.
	Text55: No
	Text56: Energy efficient glazing system and wall construction.
	Text57: None expected.
	Text58: n/a
	Text59: n/a
	Text60: Road noise from adjacent roadway, interstate nearby.
	Text61: Increased construction traffic, typical construction noise expected from 7am to 5pm, Monday - Friday only during short-term construction period.
	Text62: Unknown
	Text63: Retail shopping center, adjacent to other retail shopping centers, with an office park to the east.
	Text64: Unknown
	Text65: Retail shopping center consisting of three separate multi-tenant buildings of approximately 116,000 square feet. Two separate individual tenant pad buildings; Applebees of approximately 5,700 sf and Keg building which is subject of this proposal.
	Text66: An existing restaurant building will be removed and replaced with a multi-tenant building for retail/restaurant use.
	Text67: CB
	Text68: Retail
	Text69: n/a
	Text70: Unknown
	Text71: Unknown
	Text72: Unknown
	Text73: Unknown
	Text74: Proposal is compatible with current land use and comprehensive plan land use.
	Text75: n/a
	Text76: n/a
	Text77: n/a
	Text78: A tower element at approximately 34' above grade. Proposed exterior materials: brick and aluminum storefront.
	Text79: Unknown
	Text80: Proposed building is designed to maintain scale consistent with existing shopping center. Proposed materials and massing are compatible within existing center.
	Text81: Building mounted lights that light building facade are proposed.
	Text82: Unknown
	Text83: Parking lot and street lighting
	Text84: Unknown
	Text85: Unknown
	Text86: No
	Text87: Unknown
	Text88: No
	Text89: No
	Text90: n/a
	Text91: Factoria Blvd SE is adjacent to the site to the west, existing site access to remain, no change.
	Text92: A bus stop on Factoria Blvd SE approximately 0.1 miles to the south of the proposed multi-tenant building.
	Text93: Approx. 578 existing parking stalls, proposal will increase shopping center parking count by approx. 11 stalls.
	Text94: No
	Text95: No
	Text96: Unknown
	Text97: None
	Text98: No
	Text99: n/a
	Text100: Electricity, natural gas, water, refuse service, telephone, sanitary sewer, storm sewer.
	Text101: Unknown
	Text102: 


