From: Heidi S. <heidigs@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, June 1, 2026 2:04 PM
To: Tacoma City Clerk's Office (Official)
Subject: Written Public Comments - 6/2/2026 City Council Meeting

Written Public Comments
June 2, 2026 City Council Meeting

Re: ORD 29107
Updated Stormwater Management Manual

If Tacoma would catch-up with the surrounding jurisdictions by implementing stricter impervious surface limitations and tree
protections, most contaminated surface run-off into storm drains wouldn’t be nearly as much of an issue.

Re: ORD 29108
2026 Annual Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code

Day Cares allowed in light industrial zones are often near heavy industrial zones, and should take individual location
considerations.

The fact that detention centers are allowed is being treated very evasively... King County found a way to put a moratorium on
them, and Tacoma should, too.

Data Centers and battery banks also need to be proactively prohibited.

It seems odd that, at this point of approval, the council is still only being presented “segments” of the code, but not a full draft
version.

Over five years ago we were promised a South Tacoma Subarea review, which doesn't appear to be materializing.

Re: RES 41924
Amending Rule 9 of the Rules of Procedure of the Council of the City of Tacoma relating to Public Comment and Community Forum

Nowhere in the very flowery resolution, does it actually state the new rule which, itself, is extremely vague, stating only that the
new Community Forum “may be held in the City Council Chambers during the regular business meeting, or in-district as a
special meeting of the Council or stand-alone event.”

It no longer mentions how often Community Forum will be, or even if it has to be held ever at alll Moving forums out of City
Council to “special district meetings” feels to be deliberately dividing residents as well as keeping issues out of public record.
The way the resolution is written is meaningless compared to the actual rule being proposed.

If this Council truly wanted to “improve” Community Forum, the current semi-monthly forum would remain in addition to in-district
meetings.

~ Heidi Stephens



From: Cathie Urwin <cjsraine52258@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, June 1, 2026 3:05 PM
To: Tacoma City Clerk's Office (Official)
Subject: City Council meeting (6/2/2026) 'Public Comments' submission for: '2026 Amendment to the

Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code'
Dear Mayor Ibsen, Deputy Mayor Bushnell and City Council members,

With # 22 (Ordinance 29108) on the June 2nd City Council Agenda,
please choose 'ALTERNATIVE 2' ("Delaying FINAL reading to accommodate further Council deliberation") listed on the 'City
Council Action Memorandum'.

These 2026 Amendment 'sections/topic areas' (listed as Exhibits A, B, C & D) are being presented to you in an incomplete
format ..still in a 'draft' (separated out/piecemeal type) format.

You have not been given a FINAL format to review and a FINAL format should be used to LEGALLY support the writing of this
new Ordinance
No. 29108.

The PDS Department Planner is suggesting that you approve these individual 'Exhibits' WITHOUT first seeing a 'Final' version of
the total document/municipal code updates for this 2026 Amendment' planning process.

Reportedly, the PDS Dept plan is to THEN write the FINAL document/Municipal codes AFTER you have voted on these 4
subsections.

Would this above PDS Dept plan/approach be considered an acceptable and/or responsible 'legal' plan that could be used also in
the future for writing new ordinances?
Please do not set this precedent...

Please request that this 2026 Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code' be provided to you
again...AFTER the PDS Dept incorporates ALL of these Exhibits (A,B,C, & D) into a FINAL written DOCUMENT.

Please take the time to review and discuss/deliberate on this new ordinance (29108) BEFORE adding it to an upcoming meeting
AGENDA for
a FINAL ORDINANCE Reading.

Thank you for your time and consideration...

Cathie (Raine) Urwin
District 3/South Tacoma resident
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From: Planning

Sent: Friday, May 22, 2026 11:27 AM

To: SENCo; Planning

Cc: Tacoma City Clerk's Office (Official)

Subject: RE: Chapter Amendments 13.11 Critical Areas Preservation
Hello Andrea,

Thank you for providing the comments. Confirming receipt and that | have forwarded to the City Clerk’s office to be
added as part of the comments/public record for the City Council public hearing on 6/2/2026.

Thank you,
Adam

From: SENCo <senco253@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2026 7:40 PM
To: Planning <planning@tacoma.gov>
Subject: RE: Chapter Amendments 13.11 Critical Areas Preservation

Dear Planning Commission Members,

As Tacoma considers updates to the Critical Areas Preservation Ordinance, I ask the Commission to seriously examine a growing
procedural and accountability gap that community members are encountering regarding protected wildlife species and habitat
concerns.

In practice, residents are repeatedly being told that wildlife enforcement and protected species concerns fall under Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife or federal jurisdiction. However, when community members attempt to report urgent concerns,
those systems are often difficult to access, fragmented, delayed, or functionally unavailable in real time while active development
continues.

This raises a critical question:

What happens when the enforcement mechanisms the public is directed toward are not functioning in a timely or accessible
manner?

At present, the answer appears to be that development proceeds anyway.
That is deeply concerning.

If the City is aware that:

» residents have reported potentially protected species or active nesting activity.

» federal and state agencies are not immediately reachable or responsive.

* habitat disturbance has already occurred or could occur.

* permitting and construction timelines continue advancing despite unresolved concerns.

Then should the City truly have no authority, responsibility, or precautionary mechanism to temporarily pause activity until concerns
can be independently evaluated?

Right now, the burden is falling entirely on residents to:
* document evidence.
* navigate multiple agencies.


mailto:senco253@gmail.com
mailto:planning@tacoma.gov

* locate federal enforcement contacts.
* interpret overlapping regulations.
» escalate concerns publicly while disturbance potentially continues in real time.

That is not a functional public protection system.

[ urge the Planning Commission and City Council to consider adding stronger procedural safeguards within Tacoma’s Critical
Areas framework, including;

* temporary administrative pause mechanisms when protected species concerns are raised.

» mandatory interagency coordination procedures.

* independent biological review options.

* clear escalation pathways when state or federal response systems are delayed or inaccessible.

* protections for newly identified habitat concerns discovered after permit issuance or SEPA review.

A precautionary pause is not anti development. It is a recognition that irreversible environmental harm cannot always be corrected
after the fact.

If Tacoma’s position is that responsibility lies elsewhere, but those systems fail to function in time to prevent harm, then the City
must ask whether its own processes contain sufficient safeguards to protect the public interest, ecological systems, and public trust.

Thank you for your consideration.
Andrea "Andi" Haug
She/Her/They

SENCo Chair



From: Spadoni, Lisa

Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2026 4:33 PM

To: Tacoma City Clerk's Office (Official)

Subject: FW: IPS Committee | Recommendations from Climate and Sustainability Commission re: Critical
Areas Ordinance Update

Attachments: Critical Areas Update_Climate & Sustainability Commission_ FINAL LETTER_5.21.2026.pdf

Making sure this gets into the record for the Public Hearing. Thank you!

Lisa Spadoni (she/her)

Natural Resources Program Supervisor

Planning and Development Services Department
Ispadoni@tacoma.gov

(253) 377-3310

We work with the community to plan and permit a safe, sustainable, livable city.

Please take our survey to provide feedback about your experience.

From: Babbitt, Patrick <PBabbitt@tacoma.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2026 4:23 PM

To: Wilhelme, Carrie <cwilhelme@tacoma.gov>; Spadoni, Lisa <Ispadoni@tacoma.gov>

Cc: Lynett, Kristin <klynett@tacoma.gov>

Subject: FW: IPS Committee | Recommendations from Climate and Sustainability Commission re: Critical Areas Ordinance
Update

FYI — forwarding for awareness since Transportation Commission reports to IPS Committee, and since Lisa
coordinates the CAO update!

From: Babbitt, Patrick

Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2026 4:22 PM

To: Walker, Kristina <KWalker@tacoma.gov>; Sadalge, Sandesh <SSadalge @tacoma.gov>; Diaz, Olgy <ODiaz@tacoma.gov>;
Hines, John <JHinesl@tacoma.gov>

Cc: Lynett, Kristin <klynett@tacoma.gov>; Colon, Jacques <JColon@tacoma.gov>; Kim, Hyun <HKim2 @tacoma.gov>; Hope
Springer <hopespringerl0@outlook.com>; Laura Svancarek (laura.svancarek@gmail.com) <laura.svancarek@gmail.com>;
Atkinson, Stephen <satkinson@tacoma.gov>

Subject: IPS Committee | Recommendations from Climate and Sustainability Commission re: Critical Areas Ordinance Update

Chair Walker and Infrastructure, Planning, and Sustainability Committee Members,

On behalf of your Climate & Sustainability Commission, | am delivering Commission recommendations regarding
Tacoma'’s Critical Areas Ordinance Update.

Commission chairpersons and staff liaisons are cc’ed.

Patrick Babbitt (he/they)

Senior Climate & Sustainability Analyst

Office of Environmental Policy and Sustainability
City Manager’s Office | Center for Strategic Priorities
pbabbitt@tacoma.gov | (253) 533-0055
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FW: IPS Committee | Recommendations from Climate and Sustainability Commission re: Critical Areas Ordinance Update->Critical Areas Update_Climate & Sustainability
Commission_ FINAL LETTER_5.21.2026.pdf
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CITY OF

Tacoma

Tacoma Climate and Sustainability Commission
May 21, 2026
Dear Chair Walker and IPS Committee,

We are writing in support of robust Critical Areas code protections and the recommendations of
Tacoma’s Planning Commission. Overall, City Council should enhance protections for our few remaining
critical areas, given their cultural importance, significant ecosystem services, public health benefits, and
green economy opportunities as well as the risks incurred if they are damaged or contaminated.

About Critical Areas

Critical Areas are defined by state law to include: wetlands, streams, fish and wildlife habitat
conservation areas, critical aquifer recharge areas, geologically hazardous areas, and flood hazard
areas.! They are environmentally sensitive lands that require special protection.? 3 Protecting critical
areas reduces hazards from landslides or flooding, maintains natural elements that define our landscape
and history, and provides ecosystem services like fisheries, foraging opportunities, clean air and water,
and more.*° The tideflats remains a key piece of Tacoma’s critical areas. Once inventoried to cover over
approximately 2,600 miles, the Puyallup River watershed’s nearshore habitat and tidal wetlands are
preciously important to Tacoma and the Puyallup Tribe.® 7 As the tideflats demonstrate, once critical
areas are lost it can be costly or even impossible to replace.? To sufficiently protect Tacoma’s Critical
Areas, City Council should support the following specific code requirements.

High Priority Recommendations

1. Expand South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District regulations to full Central Pierce County
Aquifer area, which is covered in the code by the Critical Aquifer Recharge Area (CARA)

1 http://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=36.70a.030

2 https://www.commerce.wa.gov/growth-management/ecosystem-planning/critical-areas/

3 https://mrsc.org/explore-topics/environment/regulations/critical-areas

4 https://www.commerce.wa.gov/growth-management/ecosystem-planning/critical-areas/

> https://mrsc.org/explore-topics/environment/regulations/critical-areas

6 https://puyallupwatershed.org/focus-areas/estuaries/
7 https://cms.tacoma.gov/Planning/Tideflats/Subarea%20Plan/2%20Context%20and%20History.pdf

8 https://www.commerce.wa.gov/growth-management/ecosystem-planning/critical-areas/
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a. Code section: 13.11.800 Critical Aquifer Recharge Area
2. Include building setbacks of 10 feet for new structures

a. Code section: 13.11.250 General Standards
3. Create and maintain vegetated buffers for streams and wetlands

a. Support this with pro-active identification, monitoring, and reporting. Identification of

wetlands may be particularly necessary on private property.

b. Code sections:

i

ii.

iii.

iv.

V.

Then, the City must enforce this code through

permitting. Draft code sections may be referenced
here: TMC-Chapter-13.11 DRAFT-2026.04.26.pdf

13.11.270 General Mitigation Requirements
13.11.310 Wetland Identification and Classification
13.11.320 Wetland Buffers)

13.11.340 Wetland Mitigation Requirements
13.11.420 Stream Buffers

Importance of the South Tacoma
Groundwater Protection District within
the Critical Aquifer Recharge Area

Regarding the first recommendation, City Council
should bring protections into alignment with
existing South Tacoma Groundwater Protection
District (STGPD) regulations. Doing so will address
a critical geographic gap in protections for the
Central Pierce County Aquifer, which spans much of
Tacoma. As the map at right demonstrates, the
STGPD area (outlined in red) encompasses only a
portion of the Central Pierce County Aquifer area
(land area in light blue) in Tacoma. The Critical
Areas code update has the opportunity to make
specifications and additions to remedy this gap. In o \ Gty oo
policy terms, the Central Pierce County Aquifer is
covered by draft code that classifies the aquifer as a

Central Pierce

Acea SSA

1 inch = 80,000 feet

Critical Aquifer Recharge Area (CARA).°

Image: Revised Critical Aquifer Recharge Area map,

Planning Commission presentation, January 21, 2026

s https://cms.tacoma.gov/Planning/CAPO/TMC-Chapter-13.11 DRAFT-2026.04.26.pdf

10 https://cms.tacoma.gov/Planning/Planning%20Commission/PC%20Presentations%202026/PC 20260121 Presentations.pdf
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Conclusion

Tacoma'’s critical areas are both culturally important and also provide valuable ecosystem services,
public health benefits, and assets to accelerate a just transition to a green, circular economy. We thank
Tacoma City Council for upholding high standards by taking precautions and using the latest best
available science to improve protections for our remaining critical areas. We appreciate City Council’s
attention to this matter, and applaud the work of Council, staff, and community on the Tideflats Subarea
Plan. The Commission also believes this demonstrates a lesson learning opportunity, where the 7-year
Tideflats Subarea planning process could and should have better examined, deliberated on, and
developed regulations for aquifer protection in light of South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District
work. Tacoma and our neighbors in Pierce County need and will greatly benefit from careful precautions
for this vital water source over countless generations to come.

Sincerely,

Laura Svancarek, Co-Chair

Laura Svancarek,
Hope Springer, Co-Chair

Hope Springer

CC:

Jacques Colon, Center for Strategic Priorities Director
Hyun Kim, City Manager

Kristin Lynett, Chief Sustainability Officer

Planning Commission



Appendix

The Climate and Sustainability Commission would like to highlight the following facts for IPS

Committee’s awareness and deliberation, and we make our own recommendations in light of them.

Key Facts for Consideration

In 1993, the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) designated the Central Pierce County
Aquifer a “Sole Source Aquifer” (SSA), which is an aquifer that may supply 50% or more of the
drinking water in its service area and for which there are no reasonable alternatives if it
becomes contaminated.!

Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department has assessed that present day usage of the aquifer is
typically around 5-10% of total water demand, but as much as 40-50% during the peak of
summertime 12 13

This aquifer draws from much of Tacoma’s land mass and is partially covered and regulated by
the South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District. However, there is a gap in protections for
the remainder of the aquifer recharge area in Tacoma city limits.*

According to City of Tacoma Planning and Development Services staff, there is evidence of
pollutant infiltration into wells in the Critical Aquifer Recharge Area as far back as the 1980s.
The EPA affirmed this pollution risk in 1993, when their SSA designation included reporting that
although concentrations of nonpoint contaminants (such as nitrate and chloride) were still
generally below drinking water standards, they had increased significantly over time throughout
parts of the aquifer system.®®

Once an aquifer is polluted, it is virtually impossible to remediate. Deep wells can penetrate
multiple portions of the underground aquifer system and contaminants or pollutants can spread
greatly.

The depth to the ground water varies from zero to hundreds of feet.®

Ground water discharge occurs to surface bodies and wetlands within the area.'’

Per the EPA and Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department, subsurface disposal of waste and
wastewater are the chief threats to ground water quality over much of the aquifer system.
Disposal can be accidental. Sources can more specifically include individual and community
septic systems, urban stormwater, solid waste landfills, aboveground or underground storage

tanks, and stormwater infiltration facilities.'® *°

n Federal Register, Volume 59 Issue 1 (Monday, January 3, 1994)

12 https://tpchd.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/STGPD HIA Report 04-30-2025.pdf

13 https://tpchd.org/professionals/waste-management/business-pollution-prevention/south-tacoma-groundwater-protection-district/

14 https://www.piercecountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/22597/Draft1-Sole-Source-Aquifer

15 Federal Register, Volume 59 Issue 1 (Monday, January 3, 1994)

16 Federal Register, Volume 59 Issue 1 (Monday, January 3, 1994)

17 Federal Register, Volume 59 Issue 1 (Monday, January 3, 1994)

18 Federal Register, Volume 59 Issue 1 (Monday, January 3, 1994)

13 https://tpchd.org/professionals/waste-management/business-pollution-prevention/south-tacoma-groundwater-protection-district/
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® Asetback is a space where no permanent structures may be located, with exceptions
Building setbacks are used to protect ecosystem functions, public health, and safety by reducing
risks from pollution/contamination and hazards like landslides and flooding

e Building setbacks in critical areas are mandatory and often 50-100+ feet in distance, providing a
buffer from features like wetlands, steep slopes, or fish/wildlife habitats.

e Per WA Ecology, vegetated and undeveloped zones (buffers) surrounding aquatic resources help
filter pollutants, stabilize banks, protect water quality, and support habitat (such as through
temperature regulation). WA Ecology suggests a minimum 50-foot buffer based on the scientific
literature, but emphasizes that many areas require 100-300 or more feet for high-quality
protection depending on site-specific factors. Ideal vegetation includes a mix of native trees,
shrubs, and grasses.?

e Practically speaking, expanding STGPD protections to the rest of the Critical Aquifer Recharge
Area will only affect the SCM land use zone of Tacoma’s tideflats, where a sliver of land makes
the aquifer vulnerable to high-risk and high-impact uses such as asphalt and cement batching,
metal recycling, and chemical manufacture, processing, and storage are permitted by the
Tideflats Subarea Plan.*

20 wa Ecology Homeowners' Guide to Wetlands & Buffers
21 https://cms.tacoma.gov/Planning/Planning%20Commission/PC%20Presentations%202026/PC 20260121 Presentations.pdf
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https://cms.tacoma.gov/Planning/Planning%20Commission/PC%20Presentations%202026/PC_20260121_Presentations.pdf

From:

Atkins, Emily (ECY) <eatk461@ECY.WA.GOV>

Sent: Friday, May 29, 2026 1:30 AM

To: Tacoma City Clerk's Office (Official)

Subject: Ecology Wetland Feedback on Tacoma Draft CAO
Hello,

| am the Wetland Ciritical Area Ordinance Coordinator with the Department of Ecology's SEA program. Thank you
for giving Ecology the opportunity to provide review and comments on your draft CAO. Ecology previously had the
opportunity to provide early feedback on the draft CAO. We can see that a lot of work has gone into this periodic
update and appreciate that the City has used Ecology's guidance in places such as the wetland buffer tables, the
removal of complete buffer reductions that may impact wetland functions and values, and the update to the
qualified wetland professional definition.

We have two comments in TMC 13.001.110 (Definitions). The first is regarding the mitigation sequence as
defined in 13.01.110.M. We would recommend that you update this definition to align with the sequence as
outlined and defined by SEPA:

"Your CAO will need to include requirements on how to prevent or reduce impacts to wetlands. When an
alteration to a wetland is proposed, mitigation will need to be implemented in the following order (WAC
197-11-76851):

1. Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action;

2. Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation, by using
appropriate technology, or by taking affirmative steps to avoid or reduce impacts;

3. Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment;

4. Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the
life of the action;

5. Compensating for the impact by replacing, enhancing, or providing substitute resources or
environments; and/or

6. Monitoring the impact and taking appropriate corrective measures."

Our second comment is in regard to 13.01.110.W and your wetland definition. The wetland definition under the
GMA is required as written and your current definition has some minor differences. We would very strongly
recommend you update to align more closely to GMA.

“Wetland” or “wetlands” means areas that are inundated or saturated by surface water or ground water at a
frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands generally include
swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas. Wetlands do not include those artificial wetlands intentionally
created from non-wetland sites, including, but not limited to, irrigation and drainage ditches, grass-lined
swales, canals, detention facilities, wastewater treatment facilities, farm ponds, and landscape amenities,
or those wetlands created after July 1, 1990, that were unintentionally created as a result of the
construction of a road, street, or highway. Wetlands may include those artificial wetlands intentionally
created from non-wetland areas created to mitigate conversion of wetlands. (RCW 36-70A-030)

Thank you again for reaching out Ecology for feedback on your draft. We appreciate your willingness to work with
Ecology on your periodic update. If you have any questions, please feel free to reach out to me.

Best,

Emily Atkins



She/Her

Critical Areas Ordinance Coordinator

Shorelands and Environmental Assistance Program
WA State Dept of Ecology
emily.atkins@ecy.wa.gov | 360-628-6680
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From: McDaniel, Alice <amcdaniel@portoftacoma.com>

Sent: Friday, May 29, 2026 9:45 AM

To: Tacoma City Clerk's Office (Official)

Subject: Port of Tacoma’s public comments - June 2nd Agenda
Attachments: 2026.04.24_Port of Tacoma CAPO Comment Letter to Mayor.pdf

Madam Clerk,

Please see the Port of Tacoma’s public comments and requested amendments to item 26-0407 on the June 2, 2026
Council Agenda - regarding the proposed amendments to Chapter 13.11 of the Municipal Code, relating to Critical Areas
Preservation, as recommended by the Planning Commission.

Warm Regards,

Alice McDaniel

Local Government Affairs Manager
PORT OF TACOMA

C:253.219.3317
www.portoftacoma.com

Port of E EE

Tacoma

People. Partnership. Pe

All e-mail communications with the Port of Tacoma are subject to disclosure under the Public Records Act and should be presumed to be public.
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Port of Tacoma’s public comments - June 2nd Agenda ->2026.04.24_Port of Tacoma CAPO Comment Letter to Mayor.pdf

Port of E E E P.0. Box 1837

Ta CO m a J:chivma, WA 98401-1837
.portoftacoma.com

April 24, 2026

The Honorable Mayor Anders Ibsen

City of Tacoma

747 Market Street

Tacoma, WA 98402

Re: Port of Tacoma Comments on Proposed Critical Areas Preservation Ordinance
Dear Mayor lbsen,

On behalf of the Port of Tacoma, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed
updates to Chapter 13.11, Critical Areas Preservation Ordinance (CAPO). We appreciate the
City’s ongoing commitment to protecting environmentally sensitive areas, strengthening
groundwater safeguards, and advancing long-term environmental resilience across Tacoma.
The Port unequivocally shares these priorities and values our long-standing partnership with
the Council to ensure strong environmental protection that is paired with regulatory certainty
and responsible economic development.

As we have stated in several letters since August, the Port continues to have significant
concerns regarding the broad application of the proposed High Impact Use prohibitions,
particularly within the Critical Aquifer Recharge Area (CARA). As currently drafted, these
provisions risk creating conflicts with recently adopted City policy and could introduce
unnecessary regulatory uncertainty in areas where robust environmental protections are
already firmly established and rigorously enforced. For these reasons, we respectfully urge the
Council to ensure the final ordinance remains fully consistent with the recently adopted
Tideflats Subarea Plan.

The Tideflats Subarea Plan represents nearly a decade of extensive collaboration among the
City, the Port, the Puyallup Tribe of Indians, business stakeholders, and community members. It
is the City’s most comprehensive framework for balancing environmental protection, public
health, industrial land use, and economic vitality in the Tideflats. Revisions to city code should
reinforce, not undermine policy decisions that were thoroughly analyzed, publicly vetted, and
formally adopted just last December. Preserving this consistency is essential to maintaining
trust in the planning process and ensuring predictable implementation.

Following discussions with City staff, the Planning Commission, the Community and Economic
Development Department, and the City Manager’s Office, Port staff developed two targeted
amendments that directly address these concerns and conversations over the last several
months. Together, these new amendments advance the City’s environmental objectives while
preserving alignment with adopted plans and longstanding policy commitments. Adoption of
both amendments is critical to achieving the intended outcomes of the CAPO update while
avoiding unintended consequences.



CARA Amendment

This amendment clarifies and updates the Tacoma Municipal Code to ensure consistency with
adopted policy documents governing development in the Tideflats. It explicitly aligns CAPO with
the Tideflats Subarea Plan, which clearly establishes allowed uses within the Tideflats
Manufacturing/Industrial Center, including high- impact industrial activities that are already
subject to extensive review and regulation within the Seaport zoning districts. Additionally, the
amendment reinforces and integrates the hazardous substance storage and management
requirements of the South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District. By directly referencing
these standards, the code ensures that hazardous materials storage, handling, and
management in the Tideflats remain subject to stringent, well established environmental
protections. This approach strengthens groundwater protection while avoiding duplicative or
conflicting regulations.

Critical Area Preservation Language Amendment

This technical amendment provides necessary clarification to sections covering legal tests,
general mitigation requirements, and wetland mitigation ratios. These refinements align the
code with state law and best practices while improving regulatory clarity and consistency for
both applicants and administrators. Though technical in nature, these changes are essential to
effective implementation and defensible decision making.

The Port of Tacoma remains firmly and demonstrably committed to protecting critical natural
resources. Our record reflects this commitment, and our many projects underscore that
environmental stewardship and a strong working waterfront are not competing priorities, but
mutually reinforcing ones. We are committed to continued collaboration with the City to
protect Tacoma’s environmental resources while sustaining the maritime and industrial activity
that anchors the regional economy and supports more than 41,000 family wage jobs.

Adoption of both proposed amendments is essential to maintaining this balance and to
ensuring that the CAPO update strengthens, rather than fractures, the City’s integrated
planning framework.

We appreciate your thoughtful consideration and look forward to continued partnership as this
important work moves forward.

Sincerely,

= - g .
Cooiee n;fifjﬁ Crraman

Eric D. Johnson, Executive Director
Port of Tacoma

Cc: Tacoma City Council
Enclosure: Port of Tacoma Amendment language
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April 24, 2026 Enclosure: Port of Tacoma Amendment language
Critical Areas Preservation Ord. TMC Ch 13.11
Page numbering from March 18, 2026 Draft

Changes shown in this format

CARA Amendment

This amendment clarifies and updates the Tacoma Municipal Code, 13.11.800 Critical Aquifer Recharge
Areas, to ensure consistency with adopted policy documents governing development in the Tideflats.

13.11.820 Standards.

Please include the following highlighted language on page 73 of 74 under 13.11.800 Critical
Aquifer Recharge Areas, section A. High Impact Uses, new item 4:

A.High Impact Uses
4, Tideflats Manufacturing/Industrial Center. High Impact Uses shall be

allowed in the Tideflats MIC consistent with the underlying uses
allowed in the Seaport zoning districts subject to compliance with the
development standards set forth in Section 13.06.070 D.9. Hazardous
substance storage and management.

Critical Area Preservation Language Amendment

This technical amendment provides necessary language to legal tests, general mitigation requirements,
and wetland mitigation ratios sections aligning the code with state law and best practices.

1.a.240 Legal Test(s)

Please include the following highlighted language on page 18 of 74 under section B. Reasonable
Use, item 2 subsection a.

e The maximum amount of disturbance shall be no more than 10 percent of the critical
area and buffer area on the lot area or 2,500 square feet, whichever is greater.

13.11.270 General Mitigation Requirements:

Please include the following highlighted language starting on page 23 of 74 under section J.
Vegetated Buffer Standards:

e 2. When Vegetative Buffer Standard Applies.
a. A partial vegetative buffer shall be installed when:
(2) When a new net impervious surface on the subject
property totals less than 50 square feet or up to 1% of the
lot area, whichever is greater, no vegetation is required to
be planted in the buffer; and
e 3. Vegetative Buffer Standard — The following vegetative buffer standards shall be met:
d. Removal of debris, lawn and any illegal fill as determined by the City. lllegal fill

3


https://www.tacomapermits.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/TMC-Chapter-13.11_DRAFT-2026.04.08.pdf

does not include legacy contamination or unpermitted historic fill.
e 4. Additional Standards.

a. All existing improvements and structures in a buffer must
should be removed when the vegetative buffer installation is
required pursuant to subsection (3)(a) of this section;
e 8. Protection and Maintenance of Vegetative Buffer — Critical areas and buffers shall be
placed in recorded critical area easements or tracts, or be noticed on title, pursuant to
TMC 13.11.280 and shall be maintained in perpetuity.

13.11.340 Wetland Mitigation Requirements.

To be consistent with the State, please include the following highlighted language on page 38 of
74 undersection D. Mitigation rations, Table 4 Category Il Estuarine:

Table 45. Wetland Mitigation Ratios ferprejectsin-Western-Washingtonthatdo-notalter

Category Case-by- 44 Case-hy- Limited

Il cased:1 3:1 (re- rehabilitation €ase circumstances

Estuarine establishment of an-estuarine 16:1 (Case-by-case)
only) wetand-8:16:1 12:1




From: Ryan Spence <RyanS@tacomachamber.org>

Sent: Monday, June 1, 2026 11:29 AM

To: Tacoma City Clerk's Office (Official)
Cc: Tom Pierson

Subject: CAO Public Comment 6_1_26
Attachments: CAO Public Comment 6_1_26 TPCC.pdf

Please see our attached written comment regarding:
The City Council public hearing on the proposed amendments to Chapter 13.11 of the Municipal Code, relating to Critical Areas Preservation, on Tuesday, June 2, 2026
Thank you.

Ryan Spence

Program Director

SOUTH SOUND

MANUFACTURING Office: (253) 627-2175

INDUSTRIAL COUNCIL  Direct: (253) 682-1720
950 Pacific Ave., Suite 300, Tacoma, WA 98402
www.tacomachamber.or
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”e THE 52
CHAMBER
June 1, 2026

Mayor and Members of the Tacoma City Council

747 Market Street

Tacoma, WA 98402

RE: Draft Critical Areas Protection Ordinance (CAPO) Update — Public Hearing

Dear Mayor and Councilmembers,

On behalf of the Tacoma-Pierce County Chamber and the Manufacturing Industrial
Council (MIC) of the South Sound, we appreciate the opportunity to provide input on
the proposed update to the Critical Areas Protection Ordinance (CAPO).

We want to begin by recognizing that this work is important. Updating critical areas
regulations to reflect best available science, protect environmentally sensitive areas,
and meet state requirements is both necessary and appropriate. We share the City’s
commitment to environmental stewardship and public safety. At the same time, this
ordinance will shape the future of Tacoma’s industrial base, redevelopment potential,
and economic vitality for decades to come so it is critical that we get both the
process and the policy right.

From our perspective, one of the most significant challenges with the current draft is
that it has moved forward without sufficient time for meaningful review. While this
effort has been underway since 2025, the most substantive changes were made
available only shortly before key decisions were advanced. For a proposal of this
scope and complexity, that has limited the ability of stakeholders, technical experts,
and affected industries to fully evaluate the implications and provide informed input.

This connects to a broader concern about the lack of thorough technical and partner
engagement in shaping the draft. There has not been a clear or comprehensive
analysis of existing site conditions to justify the magnitude of proposed changes, nor
a transparent methodology explaining why certain long-standing and heavily
regulated industrial uses should now be restricted, particularly within critical aquifer
recharge areas. Just as importantly, the process has not consistently demonstrated
how input from subject matter experts, operators, and partner organizations is being
incorporated into the final product. That gap ultimately weakens both the policy and
its practical implementation.

We are also concerned that the current draft does not adequately account for
economic and competitiveness impacts. Tacoma has worked intentionally to grow
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family-wage jobs, expand its industrial base, and advance a Green Economy strategy.
However, as written, the ordinance risks creating new uncertainty and cost burdens
that could discourage investment, delay projects, or make some redevelopment
opportunities infeasible. Expanded buffers, added studies, and rigid compliance
requirements—combined with existing provisions such as inflexible upfront
bonding—can disproportionately affect infill development, housing projects, and
smaller-scale investments that are essential to the City’s overall growth strategy.

2

The primary concern is the misalignment between the CAPO draft and the adopted
Tideflats Subarea Plan. The Tideflats plan reflects years of coordinated planning and
clearly establishes expectations for industrial uses within the Seaport Core
Manufacturing Zone. The current CAPO draft would prohibit or constrain uses that
have long been contemplated and are already subject to extensive environmental
regulation. That inconsistency creates uncertainty for businesses, undermines
confidence in adopted plans, and risks weakening one of the region’s most important
economic assets—the working waterfront.

For these reasons, we want to express our support for the Port of Tacoma’s proposed
amendments, which provide a thoughtful and targeted path forward. These
amendments would better align the ordinance with the Tideflats Subarea Plan,
reinforce existing environmental protections, particularly around hazardous
materials—without creating duplication or conflict, and improve the clarity and
defensibility of the code. We believe these changes represent a practical, balanced
approach that advances environmental goals while maintaining consistency with
long-standing policy and regulatory frameworks.

We also want to highlight the need to revisit bonding requirements within the code.
Tacoma’s current approach, which requires both performance and maintenance
bonds upfront without administrative flexibility, places the City at a disadvantage
compared to peer jurisdictions. These requirements can tie up significant capital for
extended periods, sometimes years, adding real cost and risk to projects without
necessarily improving environmental outcomes. We support targeted amendments
that would modernize this approach, introduce reasonable flexibility, and better align
Tacoma with regional best practices while still ensuring accountability and
environmental protection.

Ultimately, we believe Tacoma has an opportunity to adopt a CAPO update that
reflects both strong environmental leadership and a clear commitment to economic
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vitality. Achieving that balance will require additional time, clearer analysis, and a
more collaborative approach to incorporating stakeholder and technical expertise.

We respectfully urge the Council to take the time necessary to refine this ordinance,
incorporate the Port’s proposed amendments, address bonding and implementation
concerns, and ensure alignment with the Tideflats Subarea Plan and broader
economic development goals.

Thank you for your leadership and your consideration of these comments.

7 [} O —

Tom Pierson, President & CEO Ryan Spence, Director
Tacoma-Pierce County Chamber Manufacturing Industrial Council South Sound
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From: SENCo <senco253@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, June 1, 2026 1:22 PM

To: SENCo

Subject: RE:Request for Pause in City Council Review of Critical Areas Ordinance Recommendations
Attachments: CAP Draft Matrix.pdf

Dear Planning Commissioners and City Council,

This communication is regarding the City Council's upcoming review of the Planning Commission's recommendations related to
Critical Areas protections.

Since the Commission concluded its deliberations, additional information and potential considerations have emerged regarding
wildlife protections, particularly related to nesting birds, habitat impacts, independent environmental review processes, and
opportunities to strengthen the City's approach to ecological stewardship.

Given the significance and long term implications of these code changes, I respectfully request that the Planning Commission
consider asking the City Council to pause its review of the recommendations until this new information can be fully evaluated and
incorporated into the public record. We are asking the City Council to pause the review in light of this consideration.

A brief pause would help ensure that Council members have the benefit of the most current information available before making
decisions that could affect wildlife habitat, critical areas, and community trust in the planning process for years to come.

The draft is moving in the right direction and should be strengthened before adoption to address several remaining gaps.

Please see attached supplemental information and recommendations for your consideration. The intention is not to delay progress,
but rather to ensure that Tacoma adopts the strongest and most informed protections possible while maintaining transparency and
public confidence in the process.

Thank you for your service and your continued commitment to thoughtful stewardship of Tacoma's natural resources.
In community,

Andrea "Andi" Haug

She/Her/They

SENCo Chair

Please accept these very DRAFT Considerations &3

E Supplemental Alignment and Policy Considerations 2026

E CAP Code/Policy **Draft Suggestions**
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RE:Request for Pause in City Council Review of Critical Areas Ordinance Recommendations->CAP Draft Matrix.pdf

CAP Draft Matrix

Critical Areas Preservation Draft Review Matrix

Prepared for Consideration by the Tacoma Planning Commission and Tacoma City Council

Purpose

The purpose of this matrix is to identify opportunities to strengthen the proposed amendments to Tacoma
Municipal Code Chapter 13.11 Critical Areas Preservation. These recommendations are intended to
supplement the current draft by incorporating additional protections related to wildlife habitat, nesting
birds, independent scientific review, habitat connectivity, cumulative impacts, ecological resilience, and

public transparency.

Current Draft

Topic Observation CAP Recommendation
Language
No explicit Require seasonal nesting bird
) ) References priority requirement for surveys and avoidance buffers
Nesting Bird . . . . .
i species and habitat nesting bird surveys around active nests before
Protection

Wildlife Habitat
Review

Independent
Scientific Review

Environmental
Objectivity

Habitat
Connectivity

Habitat
Fragmentation

protections.

Requires consideration
of priority habitats and
species.

Applicant prepared
environmental studies
with City review and
potential peer review.

Best Available Science
standard is
referenced.

Biodiversity Areas and
Habitat Corridors are
recognized.

Biodiversity
protections included.

prior to vegetation
removal.

Habitat impacts may
be evaluated after
project design is
largely established.

Review process
remains largely
consultant driven.

No formal process
exists for resolving
conflicting biological
interpretations.

Regional wildlife
movement may not be
fully evaluated.

Incremental
fragmentation impacts
may not be fully
assessed.

land clearing or tree removal
activities.

Require wildlife habitat
assessment early in project
review to support avoidance
first.

Establish independent third
party biological review for
major projects affecting
critical areas.

Create independent review
pathways using qualified
biologists, universities, or
scientific panels.

Require habitat connectivity
analysis for projects affecting
designated corridors or large
habitat blocks.

Evaluate corridor narrowing,
habitat isolation, and
fragmentation impacts at the
neighborhood and watershed
scale.



Current Draft

Topic Observation CAP Recommendation
Language
Require cumulative impact
. o No standardized analysis for larger
Cumulative Cumulative impacts o .
cumulative impact developments and projects
Impacts are acknowledged.

Tree Removal
and Habitat
Loss

Ecological
Restoration

Climate
Resilience

Public

Transparency

Public Notice

Academic
Partnerships

Monitoring and

Accountability

Community
Knowledge

Summary

Vegetation protections
are included.

Supports restoration
and enhancement
projects.

Some future condition
analysis is included.

Reports become part
of permit records.

Existing notice
requirements apply.

Not specifically
addressed.

Monitoring
requirements are
included for mitigation
projects.

Community
participation occurs
through existing
public processes.

methodology.

Large tree removals
can eliminate nesting
and foraging habitat.

Focus remains
primarily on no net
loss.

Long term climate
impacts are not
consistently
incorporated.

Technical reports may
be difficult for the
public to locate and
review.

Communities may not
become aware of
ecological impacts
until late in the
process.

Opportunity exists to
strengthen scientific
review capacity.

Long term ecological
performance may not
be fully tracked.

Local ecological
observations are often
overlooked.

occurring within ecologically
sensitive areas.

Require habitat function
analysis when significant tree
removal is proposed.

Encourage net ecological gain
where feasible through
restoration, enhancement,
and habitat expansion.

Require evaluation of future
habitat resilience and climate
adaptation opportunities.

Create a public online
repository for critical area
studies, mitigation plans, and
monitoring reports.

Provide enhanced notice for
projects affecting critical
areas, biodiversity corridors,
wetlands, streams, and
significant tree stands.

Explore partnerships with
universities and scientific
institutions for independent
review and technical support.

Strengthen monitoring
requirements and require
adaptive management when
mitigation goals are not
achieved.

Encourage consideration of
community based ecological
knowledge and long term
stewardship observations.



The CAP Draft Matrix is intended to support a more comprehensive review of the proposed Critical Areas
Preservation amendments. While the draft represents meaningful progress in several areas, additional
consideration of nesting bird protections, independent scientific review, habitat connectivity, cumulative
impacts, and ecological resilience would strengthen the City's ability to protect critical areas and maintain
public confidence in the review process.

Recommendation

Given the significance of these issues and the emergence of additional information, consideration should
be given to pausing final adoption to allow review of these supplemental recommendations before final
Council action.



From: Heidi S. <heidigs@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, June 1, 2026 2:31 PM
To: Tacoma City Clerk's Office (Official)
Subject: Corrected / Re: Written Public Comments - 6/2/26 Critical Areas Public Hearing

Please submit only this corrected submission ~ thank you.

Written Public Comments
June 2, 2026 Public Hearing
Proposed Amendments to Chapter 13.11 of the Municipal Code, relating to Critical Areas Preservation

In a recent City Council Study Session, | was glad to hear one council member say he wants Tacoma to be “leading” in the area of
environmental protection, and he assumed we were ahead of surrounding jurisdictions; unfortunately, regarding Critical Aquifer
Recharge, he learned that Tacoma is far behind implementing state recommendations.

For updating Tacoma's Critical Area code, one item seriously lacking is: cross-referencing the Washington Administrative Code (WAC)
aquifer requirements with this Critical Area Ordinance (CAO) and the South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District (STGPD).

Although Tacoma is finally acknowledging that the South Tacoma Aquifer is a sole source critical aquifer recharge area (CARA), it was
revealed in a Planning Commission meeting that Tacoma currently has no one on staff qualified to review these applications and we are
still seeing current permits and the Planning Department (PDS) continuing to completely skip the step of required CARA reports and
reviews.

PDS recently boasted to the Planning Commission about cross-referencing housing codes (to make those requirements much clearer
for developers) yet is still deliberately avoiding doing the same with the WAC / CAO.

If Tacoma continues to omit this, then true environmental protection is clearly not the goal considering this known noncompliance.

It's been well reported that the Department of Ecology has declared a drought emergency following the fourth consecutive year of sub-
par snow accumulation and mountain snowpack which has fallen to a near-record low. Our drinking water from Green River may be
abundant during spring melt, but likely lacking when we need it most in the fall. That's when the South Tacoma Aquifer becomes even
more vital and provides up to 40% of our city's water during such times.

However, despite every reason to protect our aquifer, PDS is continuing to completely avoid the required WAC regarding CARA. The
WAC must be part of the Critical Areas Ordinance and also embedded within the STGPD code to ensure CARA requirements are
followed which, at this time, are not at all — there are no biologist reports nor mention of CARA, in any of the incomplete Critical Area
reviews being incorrectly approved.

This updated CAO is also lacking effective tree requirements, instead simply promoting:

1) only in the Manufacturing Industrial Centers and
2) only for decorative landscaping

... but not the robust tree retention needed within the CARA for water and carbon retention in soil for effective stormwater infiltration.

Other items:
It's unclear why stream corridors stricken from 13.11.120 Intent. A.

Typo on the legend of “Figure 1. Central Pierce County SSA, Wellhead Protection Areas and Time of Travel Zones” — it's the
South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District... not Grownwater...

Should be no “in-lieu fee” mitigation.



But, at the bare minimum, please insist we no longer allow permit applicants within CARAs to omit complying with:
WAC 197-11-908 / TMC 13.12.908 and 930 — SEPA Designations
WAC 365-190-100 — CARAs
WAC 365-195-920(1) — absence of valid or incomplete scientific information

... and to have these codes clearly spelled out in both the CAO and STGPD.

Thank you,
Heidi Stephens



From: Babby, Elaine <Elaine.Babby@pse.com>

Sent: Monday, June 1, 2026 2:51 PM

To: Spadoni, Lisa; Tacoma City Clerk's Office (Official)

Cc: Ibsen, Anders; Scott, Jamika; Bushnell, Joe; Hines, John; Walker, Kristina; Rumbaugh, Sarah; Palmer,
Latasha; Sadalge, Sandesh; Diaz, Olgy; Kim, Hyun; Nhan, Christine; Nicholl, Mary - EASi

Subject: Tacoma's Critical Area Preservation Code Update - PSE Comments

Attachments: PSE Comments - Tacoma CAO FINAL.pdf

On behalf of Puget Sound Energy, please find attached comments on the city of Tacoma’s proposed revisions to
the Critical Areas Ordinance (TMC 13.11 Critical Areas Preservation). Any questions on these comments can be
directed to me or Christine Nhan, PSE Local Government Affairs and Public Policy Manager. Thank you.

Regards,

Elaine Babby | Consulting Land Planner

Puget Sound Energy
Cell 206.604.3061
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@ PUGET SOUND ENERGY

June 1, 2026

Nicole Emery, Tacoma City Clerk (via e-mail)
City Clerk’s Office

747 Market Street

Tacoma, WA 98402

RE: City of Tacoma’s Critical Area Preservation Code Update
Puget Sound Energy Comments

Dear Ms. Emery:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed updates to the city of
Tacoma'’s Critical Areas Preservation code (TMC 13.11). Puget Sound Energy, Inc. (PSE) is
Washington’s oldest and largest energy utility and provides natural gas service to the city of
Tacoma. As of 2021 (the most recent data available), PSE served nearly 38,000 natural gas
customers within the city. PSE has an obligation to provide service to customers per WAC
480-90, and to maintain the natural gas system in a safe and reliable condition. The
following comments are respectfully submitted in support of the efficient operation of
PSE’s system in order to meet those obligations.

A. Ability to Perform Low-Impact Utility Work

The proposed code amendment adds new regulations for protecting Biodiversity Areas,
Habitat Corridors, Oregon White Oak trees and Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas. While
the current code does include an allowance for the maintenance and repair of utilities
in both TMC 13.11.200 and 210, there is no consideration of new utility facilities. In
addition, changes to the Interrupted Buffer section (TMC 13.11.210.B(8)) may
complicate the timely review of routine minor utility installations. PSE suggests that
inclusion of limited new utility activities be considered in TMC 13.11.210. For
reference, the Department of Commerce’s Critical Areas Handbook supports the
inclusion of Minor Utility Projects as an allowed activity, and contains the following
language:
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Minor utility projects. Utility projects with minor or short-duration impacts to critical
areas and no significant impact on the function or values of a critical area, provided such

projects are constructed with best management practices and additional restoration
measures.

. Support Co-Location of Utilities and Trails

Alsoin TMC 13.11.210, Section A(9) includes an existing allowance for new pedestrian
trails in certain critical areas and/or buffers, subject to specific criteria. PSE has been an
active partner with various local agencies in jointly developing trails and utilities. PSE
suggests that in consideration of potential efficiencies, cost-savings and impact
reduction, utility installations that are co-located with pedestrian trails be included in this
section. For example, a new item (i) could be added as follows:

“(i) Pedestrian trails may include co-located utilities when all the above criteria are

met and no additional permanent impacts are created beyond those related to the
pedestrian trail.”

. Clarify New CARA Regulation Exemptions

In TMC 13.11.820.B(4) Exemptions, certain pipelines are exempted from the new CARA
regulations. The existing exemption makes reference to various federal and state laws
governing both natural gas and petroleum liquids. As currently written, applicants or
city staff won’t have a simple way to determine whether a pipeline can be considered
exempt. In consideration of the expanded regulations in this section and the broad

geographic area it applies to, PSE recommends the following minor revision to TMC
13.11.820B(4):

“A pipeline facility (including gathering lines and natural gas distribution lines)
regulated under: (1) the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 1968....”
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The suggested language does not add a new category of exempt facilities (natural gas
distribution lines are covered by the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act, as well as state
natural gas safety regulations); it simply clarifies what facilities are regulated under the
referenced codes.

Thank you for considering these comments and supporting PSE’s efforts to maintain
reliable energy systems for the city of Tacoma.

Sincerely,

Elaine Babby

Consulting Land Planner, Puget Sound Energy

Cc:

Lisa Spadoni, Planning and Development Services

Hyun Kim, Tacoma City Manager

Tacoma City Council

Christine Nhan, PSE Local Government Affairs & Public Policy Manager



From: Aaron Hallenberg <ahallenberg@masterbuilderspierce.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 2, 2026 10:25 AM

To: Ibsen, Anders; Scott, Jamika; Bushnell, Joe; Hines, John; Walker, Kristina; Palmer, Latasha; Diaz, Olgy;
Sadalge, Sandesh; Rumbaugh, Sarah

Cc: Tacoma City Clerk's Office (Official)

Subject: Critical Area Ordinance

Attachments: MBAPC CAO Comments.pdf

Mayor Ibsen and Councilmembers,

Attached you will find the Master Builders Association's comments and suggested changes to Critical Areas Ordinance that is
being heard this evening. If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to reach out. I will also be at the council
meeting this evening to speak to this request.

Best,

Aaron Hallenberg, MPA
Director of Government Affairs
Office (253) 272-2112
www.masterbuilderspierce.com

Build Homes Not Barriers

‘ MASTER BUILDERS © vmmesereeterspiercecom

@) sz
ASSOCIATION OF PIERCE COUNTY
BUILD HOMES NOT BARRIERS (¥) 1211 south Pear 5t. Tacama, WA

E‘; Book time to meet with me
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MASTER
BUILDERS

ASSOCIATION OF 1211 South Pearl St. | Tacoma, WA 98465
PIERCE COUNTY 253.272.2112 | www.masterbuilderspierce.com

Mayor and Councilmembers,

With over 800 members, the Master Builders Association of Pierce County (MBAPC) is the
leading homebuilders’ association serving Pierce County’s residential construction
industry. For decades, we have dedicated ourselves to being the most trusted and
respected voice on housing in the region. Today we are writing to summarize some of our
concerns regarding the proposed updates to Tacoma’s Critical Areas Ordinance. As
stakeholders who value both environmental stewardship and housing attainability, we
believe this update requires additional refinement to avoid unintended consequences for
housing attainability. Below you can find a summary of our concerns. Thank you for your
time and consideration.

1. Sureties
Section 13.11.290 is an outlier in the South Sound, requiring both performance and
maintenance bonds as a condition of permit and project approval. Not only does
this increase the risk on a project, but it increases the cost and ultimately the price
of the homes. To bring Tacoma up to speed with neighboring jurisdictions, we ask
that Council implement a linear approach to the required bonds rather than an all-
upfront requirement.

2. Removal of the Public Interest Legal Test
The proposed removal of the Public Interest test under Section 13.11.240 raises
concern. This test has historically provided an important legal basis for balancing
the community benefits of housing and infrastructure with potential environmental
impacts, at the discretion of the Director. Without this option, applicants will have
limited flexibility and justification for projects that serve a broader public good. We
encourage the City to retain or revise the Public Interest test to ensure that critical
area regulations continue to accommodate projects that serve clear community
benefits.

3. Buffer Expansion and Increased Wetland Mitigation Ratios
Section 13.11.250 introduces a new requirement that buildings and other structures
be set back an additional ten feet from the edge of wetland and stream buffers. This



requirement is layered on top of existing buffer widths, further reducing the
developable area of a site. For small parcels and infill projects in particular, this
additional setback can eliminate otherwise feasible housing opportunities. In
addition, the ordinance expands compensatory wetland mitigation ratios, which
may add costs and complexity for projects. While we support the goal of ensuring
ecological protection, it is important to ensure that mitigation requirements remain
proportional and predictable, so they do not unintentionally discourage much
needed housing development.

4. Buffer Expansion and Addition of Streams and Wetlands of Local Significance
Sections 13.11.310, 13.11.320, and 13.11.420 add new designations for Streams
and Wetlands of Local Significance, along with expanded buffer requirements,
specifically for non-fish bearing streams. While we understand the intent to
recognize and protect valued local resources, some of these features are located
within or pass through already urbanized areas. Applying new buffer standards in
these settings may add challenges for redevelopment and infill housing
opportunities in Tacoma. We encourage the city to carefully consider how this new
designation is applied in urbanized areas and adopt measures that provide
appropriate flexibility, ensuring that housing development and local preservation
can be achieved together.

MBAPC members are committed to responsible development that respects Tacoma’s
natural resources. At the same time, the city faces significant challenges in providing
attainable housing. We encourage the Council to refine this ordinance to balance
environmental protections with the need for housing and economic development.
Thoughtful approaches, such as proportional mitigation standards and careful application
of regulatory areas, can help achieve both resource stewardship and development goals.

Sincerely,

Master Builders Association of Pierce County



From: Sophia Steele Conley <ssteele@wspa.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 2, 2026 12:29 PM

To: Tacoma City Clerk's Office (Official)

Cc: Jessica Spiegel

Subject: WSPA CAO Comment Letter

Attachments: WSPA Taoma CAO Comment Letter 6.2.2026.pdf

Good Afternoon,

On behalf of the Western States Petroleum Association, please see the attached comment letter on the CAO. |
deeply apologize for being late on the deadline and hope you will still consider reviewing and accepting our
comments as apart of the official record.

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding our feedback.

Thank you,
Sophia

Sr. Manager, Northwest Region

1k wsea

:425.890.9723
360.352.4516
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Sophia Steele Conley
Senior Manager, Northwest Government Affairs

June 2, 2026

City Clerk’s Office Email to: cityclerk@tacoma.gov
747 Market Street
Tacoma, WA 98402

Dear Tacoma City Council Members,

The Western States Petroleum Association (WSPA) appreciates the opportunity to
provide comments on the City of Tacoma’s proposed updates to its Critical Areas
Ordinance (CAO), including provisions related to Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas
(CARA) and High Impact Uses.

WSPA is a non-profit trade association that represents companies that safely explore
for, produce, refine, transport and market petroleum, petroleum products, natural gas
and other energy supplies in California, Washington, Oregon, Nevada, and Arizona. Our
members operate industrial facilities in Tacoma, including within the Tideflats Subarea,
and are directly affected by the proposed amendments.

We want to begin by highlighting changes to implementing regulations, including the
proposed CAO, that appear to conflict with policies in the adopted Comprehensive Plan
and Tideflats Subarea Plan. For example, the Tideflats Subarea Plan starts by
recognizing that “[pJreservation of available industrial waterfront land for port and port-
related container and industrial activity is vital to the City’s economy.”

Taken together, the recent proposed revisions to regulations that are intended to
implement policies that support industrial activity in the Tacoma Tideflats instead appear
to limit the long-term viability of this designated industrial area. The Tideflats are a
longstanding industrial area that supports high-quality jobs, contributes significantly to
the regional economy, and plays an important role in advancing Washington’s climate
and energy goals through continued investment and innovation. We encourage the City
to consider the cumulative impact of these changes and ensure that the City’s
Comprehensive Plan and implementing regulations continue to support a viable and
modern industrial district.

We are flagging two specific items in the CAO that we believe need correction. First, the
hydrogeologic data does not support the inclusion of the Tideflats within the CARA
boundary; and would therefore not meet the standard of Best Available Science for
inclusion. As a result, we recommend that the Tideflats be removed from the CARA.
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Second, the inclusion of industrial facilities in the CARA boundary also results in
unnecessary additional hazardous materials management. Facilities handling larger
quantities of hazardous waste, regulated under WAC 173-303, must already comply
with the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), 42 U.S.C. 11 6901 et
seq., and Washington Hazardous Waste Management Act, RCW ch. 70A.300, as
implemented through WAC 173-303. Washington is an authorized state under RCRA,
meaning the Department of Ecology administers and enforces these federal
requirements—with standards that are generally stricter than the federal baseline.
RCRA and its state counterpart cover the handling, transportation, treatment, storage,
and disposal of hazardous waste through a comprehensive “cradle-to-grave” regulatory
program.

Regardless of inclusion within the CARA, we recommend that the City of Tacoma
exclude facilities already complying with RCRA and Washington’s Hazardous Waste
Management Act from additional hazardous materials requirements under its local COA,
as this could create an unnecessary burden on city resources and result in duplicative
or contradictory regulation in an area of environmental protection already
comprehensively regulated and managed by the Department of Ecology.

Policy Inconsistency with Climate Goals

As noted above, recent proposed change to the City’s development regulations appear
inconsistent with policies in the Comprehensive Plan update, which “supports economic
flexibility by preserving core industrial uses and encouraging industries that meet
environmental goals and facilitate innovation in clean energy.”

The changes also conflict with statewide objectives in the Washington Climate
Commitment Act, which contemplates not only the continued operation and
modernization of existing industrial facilities to achieve emissions reductions, but also
the development of facilities needed to meet the state’s climate goals, such as
sustainable aviation fuels, hydrogen facilities, and renewable fuels blending
opportunities. As an example, in RCW 70A.65.005(6), the Legislature emphasizes the
importance of “enabling these industries to innovate, improve energy efficiency, utilize
lower-carbon fuels, and remain competitive as leaders in a transitioning low-carbon
economy’.

Achieving meaningful decarbonization requires continued investment in industrial
facilities. Regulatory approaches that restrict or limit operations in established industrial
areas risk undermining these objectives by discouraging in-state investment and shifting
production out of state.
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Tideflats Subarea Does Not Meet Regulatory Definition of CARA

Critical areas include Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas, which are defined as “areas with
a critical recharging effect on aquifers used for potable water, including areas where an
aquifer that is a source of drinking water is vulnerable to contamination that would affect
the potability of the water, or is susceptible to reduced recharge.” WAC 365-190-030(3).
Counties are required to classify such recharge areas according to aquifer vulnerability,
defined as the combined effect of hydrogeological susceptibility to contamination and
contamination loading potential. WAC 365-190-100(3). As noted above, the proposed
CARA boundary extends into the Tacoma Tideflats, an area where available
hydrogeologic evidence does not support classification as a recharge zone. A technical
review conducted by TRC Environmental Corporation evaluated the Tideflats area.
(Appendix A). Based on their review of existing data within the area:

e The Tideflats are part of the Puyallup River delta, consisting of interlayered silts,
sands, and clays that occur as discontinuous stratigraphic layers across the
entire Tideflats. Groundwater is discontinuous with many areas influenced by
saltwater encroachment and mixing.

e The hydrologic data shows that groundwater flows from the Tacoma uplands
down towards Thea Foss Waterway and Commencement Bay. Any stormwater
that falls on the Tideflats discharges to the waterways and does not recharge the
South Tacoma Groundwater Protection (STGP) well field.

e Finally, there are no potable drinking water wells in the tideflats area and the
water in the Tideflats is unfit for potability because it is contaminated historically
and/or brackish.

The Growth Management Act requires that critical area designations be supported by
Best Available Science (BAS). RCW 36.70A.172. Based on the TRC assessment, Best
Available Science does not support inclusion of the Tideflats within the CARA
boundary.’ We recommend that the City defer finalizing the CARA boundary for the
Tideflats area and move the proposed CARA boundary inland to a point where data
supports the existence of a recharge area for the STGP well field.

New Permitting Requirements for Hazardous Materials

"The HDR document titled: City of Tacoma, South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District Technical
Memorandum (2025), used to assess the CARA boundary, did not include two directly relevant groundwater
studies. The Ground-Water Hydrology of the Tacoma-Puyallup Area, Pierce County, WA, USGS Report No. 99-
4013, dated 1999, and a groundwater study documented in a draft report titled: Remedial Investigation
Report, Tacoma Coal Gasification Site, prepared by Dalton, Olmsted & Fuglevand, Inc., and dated June 2019,
available on the Washington State Department of Ecology’s (Ecology’s) website.



9 WSPA

TMC 13.11.820 introduces new operational standards for “High Impact Uses,” including
hazardous substance management requirements, storage and disposal restrictions for
businesses located within the CARA. As noted above, facilities handling hazardous
waste regulated under WAC 173-303 must already comply with federal RCRA
requirements and Washington’s Hazardous Waste Management Act. Department of
Ecology administers and enforces these requirements with standards that are generally
stricter than the federal baseline; and these regulations are comprehensive, covering
handling, transportation, treatment, storage and disposal of such waste. Terminals and
other facilities managing petroleum products are also subject to a host of additional
regulations (Appendix B).

As a result, we recommend that the City of Tacoma exclude facilities already complying
with RCRA and Washington’s dangerous waste regulations from additional hazardous
material handling regulation under local critical area ordinances. The Department of
Ecology, as the authorized state agency administering these federal and state
hazardous waste programs, already provides comprehensive regulatory oversight of
these facilities.

Regardless of inclusion within CARA, we recommend that the City of Tacoma exclude
facilities complying with RCRA from additional hazardous materials requirements, as
this could create an unnecessary burden on city resources, and result in duplicative or
contradictory regulation- in an area of environmental protection well managed by the
Department of Ecology.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments and welcome continued
engagement with the City to support an approach that protects groundwater resources
while allowing for the continued operation and modernization of existing industrial
facilities.

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please contact me directly at (360)
352-4516 or via email at ssteele@wspa.org.

Sincerely,

D - Mule

Sophia Steele Conley

Appendix A: Federal and State Requirements: Risk Management, Hazardous Waste
Management, Spill Prevention and Response

Appendix B: TRC Environmental Corporation Review of City of Tacoma’s proposed
CARA Boundary City of Tacoma Tideflats. May 11, 2026



Appendix A
SUMMARY

Refineries and marine terminals in Washington are already subject to a robust federal and
state laws regulatory regime addressing their safe and reliable operation. Existing laws
already prohibit discharges of oil and hazardous substances, require oil storage facilities
to comply with rigorous design standards, and require facilities to develop and implement
approved plans spill prevention and response contingency plans. Additional regulations
by the City of Tacoma would be duplicative and unnecessary.

FEDERAL AND STATE REQUIREMENTS
Risk Management

e Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) Section 112(r) and 40 C.F.R. Part 68, Subpart G.
Section 112(r) requires facilities, such as refineries, that handle certain listed
hazardous substances to develop and implement a Risk Management Plan governing
the handling of those substances.

e Washington Safety Standards for Process Safety Management of Highly Hazardous
Chemicals (WAC ch. 296-67).
Washington Department of Labor and Industries requires refineries and terminals to
implement comprehensive Process Safety Management (PSM) programs addressing 14
specified management system elements.

Hazardous Waste Management

e Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), 42 U.S.C. Section 6901
et seq, and Washington Hazardous Waste Management Act, RCW ch. 70A.30.
RCRA and Washington’s Hazardous Waste Management Act govern the storage,
transportation, treatment, and disposal of hazardous waste. This comprehensive
“cradle-to-grave” regulatory scheme is designed to safeguard communities and the
environment.

Spill Prevention & Response

e Federal Clean Water Act (CWA), 33 U.S.C. 8§ 1311.
The CWA prohibits refineries and terminals from discharging pollutants to waters of the
U.S. without a permit. Refineries and marine terminals may have industrial wastewater
or stormwater NPDES permits, which may include effluent limitations, pollution
prevention requirements, and spill control plan requirements.



Federal Oil Pollution Act (OPA 90), 33 U.S.C. 8§ 2701, and 40 C.F.R. Part 112.

The OPA and the Oil Pollution Prevention regulations make facilities discharging oil to
waters of the U.S. responsible for removal costs and damages, and require the certain
facilities to prepare Facility Response Plans, which must be approved by EPA. The
regulations establish procedures, methods, equipment, training and other
requirements to prevent the discharge of oil.

Washington Facility Oil Handling Standards (WAC ch. 173-180).

The Washington Department of Ecology has established oil handling standards for
Class 1 facilities, which include refineries and marine oil-handling terminals. Among
other things, Class 1 oil handling facilities are required to install seismic protection
measures and provide secondary containment. These Washington regulations are
designed to be more stringent than federal spill prevention and response requirements.

Washington QOil Spill Contingency Plan Regulations (WAC ch. 173-182).

Refineries and terminals are required to have comprehensive oil spill contingency
plans that address response procedures, equipment and training. The plans must be
submitted to and approved by the Department of Ecology. Plans must be updated and
re-approved every five years. Facilities must also conduct deployment, tabletop and
worse-case drills.

Washington Financial Responsibility Regulations (WAC ch. 173-187).
Refineries and terminals are required to maintain financial resources adequate to
address the cost of clean up and damages from oil spills.

Washington Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA), RCW ch. 70A.350, and implementing
regulations (WAC ch. 173-340).

MTCA and its implementing regulations govern the investigation and clean-up of
hazardous substances released into the environment.
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

DATE:  May 11, 2026

TO: Ms. Jessica Spiegel
Western States Petroleum Association

CC: Ms. Sophia Steele Conley
Western States Petroleum Association

ERIC L. CADDEY

Peter Masson, Principal Project Manager %m %'44,

RE: Review of City of Tacoma’s Proposed CARA Boundary
City of Tacoma Tideflats
Tacoma, Washington

FROM: Mr. Eric Caddey, LG, Principal Geologist

TRC Project Number: 692300

INTRODUCTION

TRC Environmental Corporation (TRC) has reviewed the DRAFT Technical Memorandum “South
Tacoma Groundwater Protection District Review” prepared by HDR and Terraphase and dated
March 27, 2025 (Technical Memorandum). The document includes a proposed boundary for a
Critical Aquifer Recharge Area (CARA) for the South Tacoma Groundwater Protection (STGP)
well field. The proposed CARA boundary, as shown in Figure 1 of the Technical Memorandum,
includes most of the city of Tacoma uplands and a small area on the northeast side in the Tacoma
Tideflats (tideflats). According to the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology), the goal
of establishing CARAs is to protect a community’s drinking water by preventing pollution and
maintaining supply.

The CARA that includes the tideflats is a highly industrialized area located between Interstate 5
and Commencement Bay, and between the Thea Foss Waterway and the Puyallup River. TRC
reviewed available geologic maps as well as extensive hydrologic studies performed on
contaminated sites within this area of the tideflats to determine if groundwater recharge occurs in
this area and confirm that the tideflats should be included within the CARA proposed by the
Technical Memorandum.

GEOLOGIC SETTING AND SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS

The tideflats are in the delta region of the Puyallup River. Sediment deposited at the mouth of the
Puyallup River built a large estuarine delta complex into Commencement Bay. The delta consists
of a tidal flat that merged landward with complex tidal marches and sinuous tidal channels
(Ground-Water Hydrology of the Tacoma-Puyallup Area, Pierce County, WA, USGS Report No.



Jessica Spiegel, WSPA

Review of City of Tacoma’s Proposed CARA Boundary
City of Tacoma Tideflats

May 11, 2026

99-4013, dated 1999). These sediments include interlayered silts, sand, and clays that occur as
discontinuous stratigraphic layers across the entire tideflats. In the early 1900s, the Puyallup River
delta was reshaped into alternating waterways and land “fingers” by dredging each waterway and
placing the excavated sand/silts and clays on top of the existing land to create the alternating land
and waterways that are present today. Groundwater is discontinuous with many areas influenced
by saltwater encroachment and mixing.

TRC reviewed a groundwater study documented in a draft report titled Remedial Investigation
Report, Tacoma Coal Gasification Site, prepared by Dalton, Olmsted & Fuglevand, Inc., and dated
June 2019. The report is available on the Washington State Department of Ecology’s (Ecology’s)
website. This site is located in the southwest corner of the tideflats within the proposed CARA at
the intersection of Interstate 705 and State Route 509, directly between the tideflats and the
STGP. The report indicates that at least 30 groundwater monitoring wells have been installed at
the site with the deepest well drilled to a depth of 40 feet. The study indicates that groundwater
flow is toward the Thea Foss Waterway and groundwater discharges to the waterway. The
hydrologic data show that groundwater flows from the Tacoma uplands towards Thea Foss
Waterway and Commencement Bay. There is no recharge or flow in the opposite direction
towards the STGP. The data show that groundwater in the uplands around Tacoma actually
discharge to the tideflats. Any stormwater that falls on the tideflats discharges to the waterways
and does not recharge the STGP aquifers. The report indicates that the groundwater at the site
is highly contaminated from the surface industrial facilities and migrates down to a depth of 30
feet.

Also, Ecology’s contaminated site database, Not in My Backyard, identifies this site and at least
50 other contaminated and spill sites across the tideflats between the Thea Foss Waterway and
the Puyallup River, all within the proposed CARA boundary. There are well over 100 contaminated
sites across the entire highly industrialized tideflats area.

REGULATORY REVIEW

TRC reviewed the city of Tacoma’s document entitled Critical Area Ordinance Gap Analysis,
prepared by Facet and dated May 2025. Section 8 of this document describes the data gaps with
the analysis regarding the CARA. The analysis indicates data gaps in the following areas: (1)
Aquifer discharge—need to cross reference other publicly available CARA maps; (2)
Classification—need to develop hydrologic parameters by a hydrologist; and (3) Standards—
need to develop standard since the cross-reference of standards is incorrect. If these three data
gaps were rectified, then it would be obvious (as described geologically above), especially from
a classification point, that the tideflats should not be included within the boundary of the CARA.

TRC also reviewed Ecology’s guidance document entitled Critical Aquifer Recharge Area
Guidance, revised March 2021. A CARA is defined by Ecology as follows:

“Areas with a critical recharging effect on aquifers used for potable water,
including areas where an aquifer that is a source of drinking water is vulnerable
to contamination that would affect the potability of the water, or is susceptible
to reduced recharge.”

l\ 2
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TRC Project Number: 692300



Jessica Spiegel, WSPA

Review of City of Tacoma’s Proposed CARA Boundary
City of Tacoma Tideflats

May 11, 2026

There are no potable drinking water wells in the tideflats area and the water in the tideflats is unfit
for potability because it is contaminated or brackish (mixed with sea water). The main issue, as
shown in the report above, is that the discontinuous and contaminated groundwater found on the
tideflats does not recharge the STGP, so therefore, the tideflats area does not meet Ecology’s
definition of a CARA.

CLOSING

Based on the data reviewed by TRC, it is believed that the tideflats does not meet the definition
of a CARA because the tideflats is an area of groundwater discharge rather than an area of
groundwater recharge. The area is highly industrialized with many contaminated facilities. TRC
recommends that the tideflats area be removed from the current proposed CARA boundary.

l\ 3
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From: Cathie Urwin <cjsraine52258@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, June 1, 2026 5:00 PM
To: Tacoma City Clerk's Office (Official)
Subject: PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS ('Critical Areas Ordinance') for June 2nd 2026 City Council Meeting

These written 'Public Comments' are being submitted for the record of the 'Critical Areas Ordinance' Public Hearing.
st ske sk she sk sk sfe sie s ske sk sfe sk sk sfe s she sk sk sfe sk st sk sk sfeoske sk sk sleoskeoske sk skeskosk sk

Dear Mayor Ibsen, Deputy Mayor Bushnell and City Council members,

I have reviewed the 'Critical Areas Ordinance' as currently written and also have reviewed Peter Huffman's recent May 27th
Memorandum (submitted to City Manager Kim) that included responses/statements to questions from the City Council members.

This 'Critical Areas Ordinance' document, as currently written, offers very weak protections of the wildlife and environment in
Tacoma.

However, as is the case with the other 'Planning and Development Services (PDS) Dept'-related codes written, the business and
development communities have been protected well in this 'Critical Areas Ordinance'(CAO).

Various sections of this CAO provide examples of situations where the wildlife and environmental protections could easily be
ignored and/or dismissed by the PDS Dept during their review of permit applications.

Example: 2.8 Legal Test
(Chapter 13.11.240).." the City would want to allow riparian/stream and wetlands buffer reductions beyond the minimum, or if
such situatikns could all be handled through reasonable use"

We have already seen several real life examples of permit applications being approved that involved massive sized projects being
crammed onto land sites...necessitating the removal of tree groves. It is very concerning that the business and housing development
projects seem to be getting much larger in size over the past 5-10 years as well...more in the way of environmental impacts

The 'enforcement' side is very weak...almost non-existent as the first step is listed as 'voluntary'. A 'Stop Work order' should
certainly be required as a 'first step' with certain wildlife situations (NOT a call to 311). There is not enough information provided
on the use of the 'Stop work' orders..too much in the way of vague language has been used.

Also...the concept of the use of 'Best Available Science'(BAS) needs to be discussed further with the PDS Dept Director and
staff. The PDS Dept's decision to hire a 'Consultant Company' to use 'Best Available Science' to conduct environmental studies
DOES NOT GUARANTEE that BAS was actually considered or used for environmental studies. The PDS Dept IS able to
determine the 'scope of studies'...what factors the PDS Dept wants to include in these Consultant and environmental studies. The
PDS Dept (and, City, in general) has no Ordinances that detail what items/factors are to be required in ALL Consultant studies.
With the Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas comparisons/benchmarking,

further investigation into other communities should have been done too (i e...a community that has an industrial-zoned area located
over an Aquifer).

More attention needs to be given to protection..the 'monitoring' and 'enforcement' angle with this CAO.
The enforcement should NOT be dependent on being observed/monitored by the Public..to then be reported to the City.

Respectfully submitted,
Cathie (Raine) Urwin
South Tacoma resident






From: Nhan, Christine <Christine.Nhan@pse.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 2, 2026 7:18 PM

To: Tacoma City Clerk's Office (Official); Ibsen, Anders; Scott, Jamika; Bushnell, Joe; Hines, John; Walker,
Kristina; Rumbaugh, Sarah; Palmer, Latasha; Sadalge, Sandesh; Diaz, Olgy

Subject: PSE Public Comment - Item 23, Public Hearing Critical Areas Preservation

Good Evening Mayor and Members of the City Council,

Apologies for the technical issues this evening trying to unmute my microphone. My computer is having issues, but | am
following up below.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on item 23, public hearing relating to Critical Areas Preservation. | would like to
draw your attention to the Public Comment letter submitted by PSE. We would appreciate the City Council to consider our
requests and further clarification. | also would like to acknowledge that we are supportive of the letter and comments
submitted by our partners at the Tacoma Chamber’s Manufacturing Industrial Council and the Port of Tacoma.

Again, thank you for the opportunity and consideration.

Christine Nhan

Local Government Affairs & Public Policy Manager
Puget Sound Energy

(253) 229-0953



From: Troske, Andrew <ATroske @ parpacific.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 2, 2026 1:57 PM

To: Tacoma City Clerk's Office (Official)

Cc: Gustafson, John; Scholes, Dallas; Mike Welch

Subject: U.S. Oil & Refining Co. comments on the Critical Area Ordinance
Attachments: CAO comment letter final-ajt-20260602.pdf

To Whom it may concern,

Attached are comments from U.S. Oil & Refining Co. on the Critical Area Ordinance Update.

Andrew Troske

Refinery Manager & VP of Manufacturing
U.S. Oil & Refining Co. | Par Tacoma, LLC
3001 Marshall Avenue, Tacoma, WA 98421
0 253.680.3258 | M 808.479.0539
ATroske@ParPacific.com

\63 Far Pacific

LS. O & Pefining Ca,

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic transmission and any attached documents or other writings are intended only for
the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged, confidential or otherwise protected from
disclosure. If you have received this communication in error, please immediately notify sender by return e-mail and destroy the
communication. Any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action concerning the contents of this communication or
any attachments by anyone other than the named recipient is strictly prohibited.


mailto:ATroske@ParPacific.com
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http:/www.usor.com/__;!!CRCbkf1f!SpMLCd56026zc4FVXAJxfr-h4TKr3dF_zUhZO8ioHLdY5GLRvK_eKE4zmf3s1QDGNO-U6fWcbudn_T2DfMJaz8o$

U.S. Oil & Refining Co. comments on the Critical Area Ordinance->CAO comment letter final-ajt-20260602.pdf

U.S. Oil & Refining Co.
@ par pa cific m 3001 Marshall Avenue

Tacoma, Washington 98421
o= Tel: (253) 383-1651
Web: www.usor.com

June 1, 2026

City of Tacoma Delivered Electronically to cityclerk@tacoma.gov
Planning and Development Services

747 Market Street

Tacoma, WA 98402

Re: Comments on Proposed Critical Areas Ordinance Update

To Whom It May Concern:

U.S. Oil and Refining Company (USOR) and Par Pacific (PAR) appreciates the opportunity to provide
comments on the City of Tacoma’s proposed updates to the Critical Areas Ordinance (CAO). Our
comments focus on the implications of the proposal for industrial facilities located within the Tacoma
Tideflats, including refineries and fuel terminals, such as U.S. Oil and Refining CO. (USOR). These
facilities operate in one of the most heavily regulated industrial environments in Washington State, and it
is essential that local regulations be grounded in best available science, avoid duplication of existing state
and federal programs, and reflect the highly engineered nature of the Tideflats landscape.

U.S. Oil and Refining Company (USOR) has been a trusted and valued local provider of high-quality
clean fuels since the late 1950s. Today, while still the smallest refinery in Washington, USOR is one of
the most carbon emission efficient refineries in the world. For example, USOR produces 2 to 3 times
less direct carbon emissions per barrel of crude processed than the other refineries in Washington. We
are proud of this history and, while recognizing the change in demand for fuels, we believe USOR will
play an important role in the local and regional energy future for many years to come. USOR has
invested in Cleaner Fuels production and looks forward to continued investments to supply the future
demand for Cleaner Fuels. A brief history and summary of carbon emissions, jobs, and economic value
of USOR are attached to this letter.

Aligned with the Western States Petroleum Association (WSPA), whose comments we fully endorse and
incorporate by reference, USOR and PAR is concerned that the Critical Aquire Recharge Area (CARA)
boundary is not scientifically justified and should be reassessed and determined based on best available
science. We also are concerned that imposition of additional requirements by the City duplicate and in
some cases conflict with existing regulatory authority of the EPA and Washington Department of Ecology
and will require resources that are not available within City staff to fairly and equitably assess.

We recommend the following:

1. Reevaluate the proposed CARA expansion using site-specific hydrogeologic data consistent with best
available science.



2. Avoid duplicative hazardous-substances requirements that overlap with RCRA and Washington
Dangerous Waste regulations.

3. Tailor CAO provisions to the highly engineered nature of the Tideflats, recognizing that
natural-condition assumptions do not apply in this setting.

4. Ensure that new requirements do not conflict with or duplicate existing federal and state programs,
particularly those governing spill prevention, flood resilience, shoreline development, and habitat
protection.

These concerns are discussed in more depth below.

1. Expansion of the Critical Aquifer Recharge Area (CARA) into the Tideflats Is Not Supported by
Best Available Science

The proposed extension of the CARA boundary into the Tideflats is not scientifically justified. The
Tideflats are characterized by deep, low-permeability fill, extensive shoreline armoring, and a complex
subsurface environment shaped by decades of industrial development and dredge-and-fill activity. These
conditions do not function as natural recharge areas, nor do they exhibit the hydrogeologic characteristics
that define CARA under state guidance.

Washington’s Growth Management Act requires that critical area designations be based on best available
science, which includes site-specific hydrogeologic data, not generalized assumptions. The City’s
proposal appears to rely on broad mapping overlays rather than the detailed subsurface characterization
necessary to support a CARA designation in this unique industrial setting.

Basing the boundary of the CARA on broad mapping will potentially impose added requirements
hindering growth and development of industries within the tideflats that provide jobs and economic value
to Tacoma with little or no actual benefit in protecting the critical aquifer in Tacoma.

2. Hazardous Waste Overlay Requirements Are Duplicative of Existing State and Federal
Regulation

The proposed hazardous-substances provisions for CARA areas would impose requirements on industrial
facilities that already operate under comprehensive federal and state hazardous waste and spill-prevention
programs, including:

» Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)

» Washington Dangerous Waste Regulations (WAC 173-303)

* Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) rules

* Facility Response Plans (FRP)

» State and federal stormwater permits

* Department of Ecology inspections and corrective action authority

These programs collectively regulate hazardous waste generation, storage, treatment, disposal, spill
prevention, secondary containment, and emergency response. Adding a local hazardous-substances



overlay risks regulatory duplication without measurable environmental benefit, while increasing
administrative burden and permitting complexity.

3. Other CAO Elements May Significantly Affect Tideflats Industrial Facilities Even Outside the
CARA

Even for facilities located outside the proposed CARA boundary, several other CAO components could
materially affect operations, maintenance, and future development. These include:

a. Shoreline Buffers

The Tideflats shoreline is fully industrialized, armored, and dredged. Applying natural-condition shoreline
buffers in this context may not reflect best available science and could constrain routine maintenance,
dock improvements, pipeline realignments, and stormwater retrofits.

b. Flood Hazard Area Requirements

The proposed CAO may impose new floodproofing, compensatory storage, or elevation requirements that
duplicate or conflict with existing federal and state engineering standards already applied to refineries and
terminals and other industrial facilities within the tideflats.

c. Fish & Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas

Designations related to eelgrass, forage fish, or nearshore habitat could introduce new biological
assessments, seasonal work windows, or mitigation requirements for over-water structures, despite the
fact that these activities are already regulated under ESA, NMFS, USACE, and HPA processes.

d. Geologic Hazard Areas

Liquefaction and seismic hazard designations may trigger additional geotechnical studies or design
requirements beyond the stringent API, ASCE, and NFPA standards already applied to industrial facilities.

e. Wetlands and Wetland Buffers

Artificial or stormwater-related depressions may be classified as wetlands, potentially restricting tank
replacements, utility corridors, or grading activities.

f. Administrative and Procedural Requirements

Expanded reporting, peer review, mitigation planning, and monitoring requirements could significantly
increase permitting timelines for routine industrial maintenance.

4. Recommendation

Given the extensive regulatory framework already governing industrial operations in the Tideflats, We
respectfully recommend that the City:

1. Reevaluate the proposed CARA expansion using site-specific hydrogeologic data consistent
with best available science.

2. Avoid duplicative hazardous-substances requirements that overlap with RCRA and Washington
Dangerous Waste regulations.



3. Tailor CAO provisions to the highly engineered nature of the Tideflats, recognizing that
natural-condition assumptions do not apply in this setting.

4. Ensure that new requirements do not conflict with or duplicate existing federal and state
programs, particularly those governing spill prevention, flood resilience, shoreline development,
and habitat protection.

A more targeted, science-based approach will better support environmental protection while maintaining
the operational reliability of critical energy infrastructure that serves the region.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Andrew Troske
Refinery Manager
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Planning and Development Services

What is happening and why am I being notified?
The City of Tacoma is proposing to update its Critical Areas Protection Ordinance (CAO) — the primary local
regulation that protects environmentally sensitive lands including wetlands, streams, fish and wildlife habitat,
geologically hazardous areas, flood hazard areas, and critical aquifer recharge areas. You are recewmg this noti
because you are on the City’s distribution list for this update. L/(j,’ Sé{ I S

S Tlode /
About the Proposed CAO UM‘/T_;_E gma’s ’/ Nh i/ V(‘:\?

ij/ 7 cf C@U € /@' c-/
The Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A.130) requires cities and counties to pefiodically update their critical

areas regulations to reflect best available science. The proposed update modernizes Tacoma'd.éritical areas «ﬁé(f— < J’W/\ Cr
protections to align with current science, state requirements, and the City's adopted environmental and climate

Cez 4(/
goals. c 0(;?? /‘wa-%

The proposed update was developed following a gap analysis, extensive public outreach, several rounds of !"{vo‘j v
Planning Commission review, and a public hearing on August 20, 2025. The Planning Commission completed its C*‘}‘f”""}(”&
recommendation on April 1, 2026. All public comments received through the process are documented in the
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What happens at the public meeting?
r_ ¥
The City Council will conduct a public hearing on the proposed CAO Update durlnﬂ‘[h rﬂ {& aﬁ“y’% ga'é d?éltyy ;@
Council meeting on June 2, 2026. The Council will accept testimony from community members, property owners, (7
businesses, and other interested parties wishing to provide comment on the proposed code amendments. Written M y
r]?

comments submitted prior to the hearing will also be included in the public record.
The public hearing is an opportunity for the Council to hear from the community before taking action on the

proposed update. The Council will net vote on adOptlon at the June 2nd hearmg-j A i ‘7&&%’7 01 @ I uﬁ', ( E - j é
VI
v

What happens after the public hearing? Jﬂ:‘k lﬁrcrlrfﬂ M | d)ﬁ &(‘ %5 Dldc Cdpevs
Following the public hearing, the City Council is tentatively scheduled to ‘r)ms er the proposed CAO Update for
a first reading on June 16, 2026, and for a final reading and adoption on June 23, 2026. These dates are subject to
change depending on the outcome of the publlc hz% and Council deliberation. The City will provide updated
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Upon a tton ed CA 1II apply to new developm apphcatlons and permit reviews c1tyw1dc Y" ¢ (‘9‘
Existing appry permsts and vested appllcatlons are not affected by the update. CT%’ /(
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You are NOT required to take any action, but if you wis

to provide oral testimony and/or written comments,
please follow instructions on this nonceﬁ !147, 2@?‘@ f/\Jl (/(, :Q E' Efl ﬁ/W &ﬁ
Staff Contact %@ A m r(o '

Yot (jQ.Q
For more information, please contact Robin Boly 1Grant Land Use Division ! anager, at {2 401-1413 or
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-First, | want to thank Staff and the Planning Commission for stowing down the CAO update process

last year to increase engagement with the Puyallup tribe and other Tacomans. The current draft is
signifieantly-improved from where we started.

Hello, my name is Allison Cook, and 1 live & in Central Tacoma.

As-aformer-bietogistinTacoma's-Planning Department-Hmow-howimpertant-this-codelisin
shaping-eur-eritical areas forthe-rextfitteenyears. Along with fully endorsing the planning
commission recommendations, | urge Council to require one important change to the Biodiversity
Areas section.

The current draft requires native vegetation be dominant for each layer of herbaﬂ?eoﬁI ?hrub Fnd 4-u,l -

tree canopy layers on a 2 acre or larger site to qualify as a Biodiversity Area. In practice, thls creates §L

a loophole to exclude many of the last undeveloped green spaces from protection. A site may

contain mature forest canopy that provides many ecosystem services for wildlife and human

health, but if invasive species like blackberry dominate 50% or more of the understory, the site no

longer qualifies. AT itstands;if-a-siteisconsidered-a-biodiversity-area; thedeveloper still gets-to——
~develep-35% percent of the sitewhile-protecting 65%.

Wildlife dees-netstop-using these areas because invasive plants are present and Tacomans don’t
stop benefiting from ecosystem sew&ge\s&ch as stormwater filtration, air quality, and shading

. L, bl (Cadtbad
benefits that trees provide either. posecLand-h|ston&defmﬂmmatlowsectﬂogrcattyva@@
sites to be fully impacted and developed without any protections. | encourage a revision so that
native vegetation is evaluated across the site as a whole, rather than layer by lq;{;?r of vegetation.
Without revision, we get more developments like the watchtower plat in North Tac ma, and the
bridge industrial warehouse that both coutd have had more protections if vegetation was evaluated

holistically instead of layer by layer.

talso want te-address-pubtie-participation. The staffrepert-and-Planning Commissien-materiats—
state that 18 public comments were received on this update. However, Communities for a Healthy
Bay organized an Action Network campaign that resulted in 68 letters in suppoa &f strg%ger wetland
protections being submitted to the planning inbox. Those comments were not or an
unknown reason.

Tacomans care deeply about these issues but have limited time to navigate complex meeting
processes and submittal deadtines. Organized letter campaigns are a tegitimate form of civic
engagement and should be recognized as public comment. | urge Council to review why these
comments were excluded and to ensure these more modern tools are accepted in the future.

Thank you!
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From: Heidi S. <heidigs@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, June 1, 2026 2:07 PM
To: Tacoma City Clerk's Office (Official)
Subject: Written Public Comments - 6/2/26 Six-Year Transportation Public Hearing

Written Public Comments

June 2, 2026 Public Hearing

RE: Proposed Six-Year Comprehensive Transportation Improvement Program amended for
the years 2026 and 2027-2032

It would have been helpful to have a map, anywhere in the draft, since a number of the location descriptions do not make sense...
... and no where does there seem to be serious consideration of the impacts from tens of thousands additional vehicle trips per day, to
and from the mega-warehouse. The City seems refusing to see what's coming instead of requiring builders to appropriately pay for

street improvements needed.

Regarding the plan for Sound Transit STSA - South 60th Street — absolutely no trees should be cut if expanding or adding bike trails
through the SERA campus... actually, no cutting of any trees anywhere in South Tacoma.

Also, it's incomprehensible why it would take over a million and a half dollars to plant trees in the small area of S. 315t to Hwy 16 along
Union Ave — that’s literally only a few blocks... yet title this section it as if it's a “Tree Canopy Enhancement” for all of South Tacomal!

Six-Year Comprehensive Transportation Improvement Program Amended 2026 and 2027-2032

Project Title: 5 Tacoma Tree Canopy Enhancement
Prnjtl:t Manager: Darws Thompson Projﬂ:t Mumber: Not yat asssgned
Project Location: Union Ave between 5 315t Stand 58 16 Project Phaze: Design

Project Description:

This project partners with the Department of Ecology to plant trees, install a landscaped medion, and construct a parkiot as part of the 5 Tocoma Tree
Canopy Enhancement project.

1026 0T oy 1028 1028 1019-1032 | 2029-2032
Funding Source Prior Prior New Prior New Prior New Unconfirmed Total
Grant - State 5312600 50 50 ) 51,250,400 50 50 50 50 51,563,000
Grand Total 5312600 50 50 | 51,250,400 50 50 50 50 51,563,000

It begs the question of what else is being indicated as extremely over cost.

~ Heidi Stephens
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On Tuesday, June 2, 2026, the City Council will conduct a pub{l’/ h/\anng on the draft Six- / F?’!ﬂﬁnﬂf
Comprehensive Transportation Improvement Program Amended 2026 and 2027- 2032.72 S @; /13_ N{

CerRza(/
Section 35.77.010 of the Revised Code of Washington (RCW) provides that the legislative body of each city .~ [Q 2,
and town prepare and adopt a comprehensive transportation program for the ensuing six calendar years and (/ ol 0’) %
annually thereafter pursuant to one or more public hearings, prepare and adopt a revised and extended /I/ 'E)?_, \;gg
comprehensive transportation program, and each one-year extension and revision thereof will be filed with

the Secretary of Transportation of the State of Washington. Section 35.77.010 of the RCW further prov1des 0 ("‘ U
that each city will include in their comprehensive transportation program how they intend to expend the h,&.

revenues for non-motorized transportation purposes. The comprehensive transportation program can ‘j{
amended at any time with City Council adoption after a public hearing. { ha't P (Q fas %M‘ (S w@p\ ﬂ.ﬂ/\
- - Mo kf\cm@/

The draft Six-Year Comprehensive Transportation Improvement Program Amended 2026 and 2027-2032 QQ i
(Program) includes roadways, bridges, non-motorized facilities, sidewalks, and other capital related SN IF’\‘«Z
transportation projects. The draft Program is based upon annmpate Tevenues versus desuable projects. QC’M’\ < >
There are always more pI‘O_] than available reva(es 9, (L 17142, 0)() et ) ;’*{g = [5 % ”{7 5
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he City ad&tcd t Transporén and Mobtluy PII‘T%‘MP) in June 2075 which includes a< rtaﬂtrzcd@
list of transportation projects. The adoption of the TMP included citywide community outreach and two

public hearings. The proposed list of projects to be added to the draft Program support the goals and pollc1es l rﬁW\g Fir_%‘(h’
as well as network priorities outlined in the TMP. Cé’ A 'H n UQS {*f; %_ c)vuz. (}@ [L,éz_. 3‘) j
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on the annual Six-Year Comprehensive Transportation Improvement Program amendment process and V 3,, ;}
major changes on March 11, 2026, and received a recommendation to forward the draft program to az @
City Council on April 22, 2026 Staff also provided a presentation to the Transportation Commission ogu? @ﬁ/
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For more information, plcasb}c‘oma@t Jennifer Kammerzell Project Manager, at (253) 591-5511 or
jkammerzell(@tacoma.gov.
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