Sumner-Pacific Manufacturing
Industrial Center Subarea Plan
July 5, 2018 | Responses to Comments on Draft Plan and SEPA Determination

Introduction
In June 2018, the cities of Sumner and Pacific separately issued a Determination of Non-Significance
(DNS) regarding the proposed adoption of a Sumner-Pacific Manufacturing Industrial Center (MIC)
Subarea Plan, but had common analysis in their State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) Checklist and a
common Draft MIC Plan. The cities received comments during their DNS comment periods as follows:


Michelle Tirhi, Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife, District biologist, Pierce and
Thurston (May 28, 2018), and Linda Burgess, local citizen and member of Biodiversity Alliance (May
24, 2018), in a common email string.



Deborah Johnson, Washington State Department of Health (May 29, 2018)



Karen Walter, Muckleshoot Indian Tribe Fisheries Division Habitat Program (June 7, 2018 and June
2018). A similar letter to each city was received.

These comments are attached, and a summary of comments and responses is provided below.

Summary of Comments and Responses
WDFW/BURGESS BIODIVERSITY
Response to Comment
The City of Pacific has referenced the Biodiversity Plan in its Comprehensive Plan Natural Environment
Element. See Goal 10 and associated policies.
GOAL NE-10: Protect biodiversity along the White River in Pacific
Policy NE-10.1: Finalize, implement actions, and track progress of the Lower White River
Biodiversity Management Area (BMA) Stewardship Plan.
Policy NE-10.2: Identify partners and volunteer citizen groups who can advance the Lower White
River BMA Stewardship Plan.
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Policy NE-10.3: Coordinate with other jurisdictions within the Lower White River BMA (Sumner,
Auburn, Buckley, Pierce County, King County, Muckleshoot Tribe of Indians) and meet periodically
to align goals, objectives and strategies, and monitor progress.
In 2015 the City of Sumner also incorporated references to the importance of biodiversity in the
Comprehensive Plan and committed to finishing the Sumner section in the Lower White River Biodiversity
Plan.
Vision Statement, page 19: “The City has reserved lands in a natural state along rivers and
wetlands for passive enjoyment and to benefit fish and wildlife and biodiversity.”
Values, page 21:
“We recognize the biologically rich and diverse area adjacent to the
White River as a unique and special place and strive to protect and restore these areas to
maintain and increase biodiversity.”
Policy 3.12, page 77: The City will collaborate with partners and volunteers (sic) citizen groups
that make up the Pierce County Biodiversity Alliance to assist in completing the Sumner Chapter of
the Lower White River BMA Stewardship Plan.
Sumner has also adopted a Parks and Open Space Element of the Comprehensive Plan identifying open
space resources including the shoreline area along the White River.
Sumner’s regulatory approach to protection of ecological conditions is to apply its Shoreline Master
Program and Critical Areas Regulations. Sumner’s regulations provides for setbacks/buffers from
development. The Shoreline Master Program also provides a voluntary restoration plan. Sumner is also
working with the White River Dialogue Group to more specifically plan for ecological restoration. All of
these policy, regulatory, and voluntary efforts support ecological protection and biodiversity.

Proposed Amendment to MIC Subarea Plan
A map similar to that found in the Sumner Comprehensive Plan is being added to the MIC Existing
Conditions Report which shows Sumner’s shoreline buffers, parks and trails, as well as steep slopes.
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Exhibit 1. SPMIC and Open Space Resources

Source: City of Sumner 2015, BERK Consulting 2018
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
Response to Comment
Please note that some of the wellhead protection areas mapped may fall within the Valley floor, but the
springs are at a much higher elevation than any of the development that would occur in the MIC. Other
wellhead protection areas apply to the Valley floor, and development would need to comply with state
and local requirements, which may limit some uses in this location.

Proposed Amendment to MIC Subarea Plan
The MIC Existing Conditions Report can be amended to describe critical aquifer recharge area
regulations adopted by the City of Pacific and City of Sumner, such as:


Pacific’s Comprehensive Plan includes Policy NE-7.3 to protect areas that are critical for aquifer
recharge. Pacific classifies environmentally sensitive lands such as aquifer recharge areas in the
Open Space (OS) land use category.



Sumner’s Comprehensive Plan includes Policy 1.5 to protect groundwater quality within the aquifer
recharge area from substantial degradation. CARAs are regulated under Ch. 16.48 of the Sumner
Municipal Code and under Ch.23.30 of the Pacific Municipal Code. Areas of the SPMIC are subject
to these regulations.

As with any development permits, each property’s conditions would be considered in relation to policies
and regulations.

MUCKLESHOOT INDIAN TRIBE
White River Dialog Group
Response to Comment
The Draft MIC Plan text intended to summarize the direction of the Dialog Group and can be adjusted to
reflect the current Dialog Group approach and status.

Proposed Amendment to MIC Subarea Plan
The Washington State Department of Commerce White River Restoration Project approved an
appropriation grant scope in 2016. The full scope indicates:
Develop design plans to reduce flood risk associated with aggradation, improve aquatic
and habitat environments while managing downstream effects of the installation of the
new King County, County-Line Setback Levee.
This project phase will develop design solutions for flooding and floodplain habitat design
for the northern portion of the White River as it enters City of Sumner jurisdiction and
flows downstream to 16th Street East at the beginning of Sumner’s Manufacturing and
Industrial Center. Design will both reduce flood risks and restore salmon habitat
preferably through reconnecting the river with its floodplain and a sustainable riparian
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corridor. Project designs and plans must also identify lands for acquisition needed for
floodplain reconnection where pending or existing development eliminates the potential
for riparian and aquatic habitat restoration. The city shall work cooperatively with the
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe and the Puyallup Tribe of Indians, and develop a plan
collaboratively to achieve both flood reduction and habitat restoration.
A summary of this scope will be added into the Draft MIC Subarea Plan showing intent of the White River
Dialogue Group’s efforts. The Draft Plan will also clarify that listed flood reduction and habitat
improvement projects are under consideration by the Dialogue Group, but there may be other projects,
and the specific outcome of the Dialogue Group process has not yet been determined.

Floodplain Mapping
Response to Comment
The Draft MIC Plan intends to show floodplain information and regulations available to date and can be
amended to clarify the status of the information.

Proposed Amendment to MIC Subarea Plan
The MIC Existing Conditions Report can be amended to show West mapping of the floodplain. See map
on following page.
Additionally, the MIC Existing Conditions Report can clarify how each city allows consideration of newer
information when reviewing development in the floodplain:


City of Pacific: The City’s floodplain regulations identify FEMA-based flood maps; however, the
regulations allow the City to interpret floodplain boundaries where they differ between maps and
field conditions (PMC 23.40.120.E). Further, the City’s SEPA review process allows the City to
consider the best available information.



City of Sumner: The City’s floodplain regulations identify FEMA-based reports, but the code allows
“Where the Flood Insurance Study, FIRM, and floodway maps do not provide adequate, best, or
most recent information, the city of Sumner may utilize flood information that is more restrictive or
detailed than the FEMA data which can be used for identifying flood hazard areas. The city may
utilize the following sources of flood hazard data for floodplain boundaries, regulatory floodway
boundaries, base flood elevations or cross sections when determining a flood hazard area… Any
other available data that accurately classifies and delineates the flood hazard area or base flood
elevation and has been prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, or any other qualified
person or agency with expertise.” (SMC 15.52.070) Additionally, the City’s SEPA review process
allows the City to consider the best available information.
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Exhibit 2. Preliminary Flood Mapping – King County Levee Scenario with Temporary Flood Protection
Measures (100 Year Event) January 2017

Source: West Consultants, Inc. 2017
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Butte Avenue Flooding
Response to Comment
East of Butte Avenue much of the area is owned by Pierce County and consists of wetlands. West of Butte
Avenue, there are some industrial uses (e.g. storage yard) and some undeveloped areas. The land
capacity analysis excluded potentially constrained land from future employment capacity and addressed
recent critical area mapping (see map below). Some of the recent flood hazard management
improvements on the left bank appear to have altered flood conditions. It would be premature to remove
Butte Avenue property from the MIC.
Exhibit 3. Development Capacity Within SPMIC

Source: CAI Market Study, 2017 (Updated by City of Sumner—May 14, 2018)
Note: The consultant supporting the Dialogue Group process suggested a 1,300 foot wide corridor along the White River for
habitat protection and enhancement.
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Proposed Amendment to MIC Subarea Plan
The cities proposed to add a policy to the Draft MIC Plan that promotes coordination with Flood Districts
on locating flood hazard management improvements and to monitor flood conditions and adaptively
respond in planning and permitting accordingly.

Attachment – Comment Letters
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Johnson, Deborah L (DOH)
ryanw@sumnerwa.gov
Jack Dodge; lunderwood-bultmann@psrc.org; ECY RE SEPA HELP; Nwankwo, Ike (COM); Idleburg, Gary (COM); shaunp@ci.sumner.wa.us; James Schunke; Craig@ci.puyallup.wa.us
Comments - Sumner-Pacific Manufacturing/Industrial Center Subarea Plan/DNS
Tuesday, May 29, 2018 5:33:36 PM

Hi Ryan,
I’m sending this to you since we know one another, but I can see that both Sumner & Pacific are partners on this project so am also cc’ing Jack Dodge. One of our
goals is to better integrate source water protection with local planning actions, our specific area of interest being critical areas & particularly critical aquifer recharge
areas (CARAs). CARAs are regulated under Ch. 16.48 of the SMC & Ch. 23.30 of the PMC. Each includes wellhead protection areas (WHPAs). Critical areas are
mentioned several times in the SEPA checklist for the SPMIC subarea plan (most specifically on p. 21, q. 8.h) but do not discuss CARAs.
The WHPAs associated with three Sumner municipal water sources (Dieringer Well, Sumner Springs, & Country Springs) overlay a considerable portion of the
subarea. It also looks like a small portion of Pacific’s West Well WHPA overlays the subarea in a couple of locations near the King/Pierce line. You can see these in
the 1st screenshot below. The 2nd screenshot reveals a Puyallup WPHA (Salmon Springs) that is more or less hidden by the Sumner WHPAs. (You can see these more
easily by clicking on the dynamic map. As you click on each WHPA it will pop up the identifying label.) This means that quite a bit of the subarea acreage is subject to
CARAs regulation under the appropriate municipal code. As a result, certain uses that might typically be found within a manufacturing/industrial environment may
need to undergo additional review or regulation, or may not be viable within certain portions of the subarea, in order to protect drinking water sources.
Just as the SEPA checklist for the subarea plan, as a non-project action, defers evaluation of many impacts to the project level, it will be appropriate to consider
CARAs regulation on a case-specific basis as development within the subarea occurs out in the future. At the same time, I didn’t see this broached within the
subarea plan so perhaps your two cities will want to include a section there as well. Much of the land-use analysis for each of these WHPAs probably already exists
within each jurisdiction’s water system plan. I wouldn’t perceive that as a substantive change requiring additional SEPA review so much as augmenting the
environmental record for the subarea plan. (continued below)

Hope all is well with you, & thank you for considering these comments. Please let me know if you need additional information or have questions.
Deborah Johnson
Wellhead Protection Specialist
Office of Drinking Water
Washington State Dept. of Health
Phone: 360.236.3133
Email: deborah.johnson@doh.wa.gov
Web: www.doh.wa.gov/drinkingwater

Mail:
PO Box 47822
Olympia, WA 98504-7822

Walk-In:
243 Israel Road SE, 2nd floor
Tumwater, WA

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Paula Wiech
Jack Dodge
FW: Comment on Sumner-Pacific MIC Subarea Plan page 5-6
Tuesday, May 29, 2018 7:44:54 PM

FYI--Paula
From: Tirhi, Michelle J (DFW) [mailto:Michelle.Tirhi@dfw.wa.gov]
Sent: Monday, May 28, 2018 5:01 PM
To: LT Burgess
Cc: Paula Wiech; Bockstiegel, Elizabeth A (DFW); Jeanne Fancher
Subject: Re: Comment on Sumner-Pacific MIC Subarea Plan page 5-6

No. The LWR BMA was targeted based on extensive modeling using multiple fish wildlife
and habitat layers. The location and connectivity of the BMA is important locally and
regionally. It’s value cannot simply be replaced by providing some green space wherever it is
convenient to Sumner. That solution also does not provide permanent biodiversity protection
even if it were in the BMA which it isn’t. As we have heard, engineers are finding more ways
than ever to engineer steep slopes and other hazard areas for livability. While I agree that
where those locations exist within the BMA they could be targeted for multiple objectives,
such as biodiversity Preservation and steep slope stability. But those secondary objectives
should not be viewed as a means for permanent protection of the biodiversity unless those
areas are in a category of permanent protection.
Michelle Tirhi
District biologist, Pierce and Thurston
7801 Phillips Rd., Southwest
Lakewood, WA. 98498
206–406–9966
tirhimjt@dfw.wa.gov
On May 24, 2018, at 2:19 PM, LT Burgess <ltburgess3@msn.com> wrote:
Hi All,
The following comment [RW18] appears in the Draft Sumner-Pacific MIC Subarea
Plan on page 5-6.
'The Biodiversity Plan also recommends including the Biodversity Management
Area in the City of Pacific’s open space map in a future Comprehensive Plan
Update. Purchase or transfer of development rights program are suggested
programs, and funding sources for open space conservation and fish and wildlife
barriers are identified. The plan also suggests education and outreach programs
and participation in multi-agency groups.
Commented [RW18]: The Sumner Comp Plan contains some general policies
promoting biodiversity. However, we see river buffers, setbacks, steep slope
restrictions, etc. as providing for the habitat to promote such biodiversity and do
not have any regulatory requirements for biodiversity. '

Based on what we heard from the City of Tacoma at our last LWR Biodiversity
Stewardship inter jurisdictional meeting. Is it sufficient to say we don't need
biodiversity specific regulatory requirements because steep slope and other
regulatory requirements will be sufficient to protect biodiversity .
I would appreciate your comments about this.
Thanks,
Linda

