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Comprehensive Plan 
Elements 

Current Plan is retained (2023). Plan is updated to meet recent legislation 
(HB 1220, HB 1110, HB 1337).  

General Concept - Incorporates VISION 2040 Policies  
- Includes zoning requirements for special 
needs housing (PSH, RRH, TH, Emergency 
Shelters)1 
- Housing Element does not fully reflect HB 
1220 zoning and policy requirements as 
summarized for Preferred Alternative 
- Does not reflect HB 1110 or HB 1337 
requirements to allow middle housing and 
ADU housing in single family areas  
- Does not incorporate information from 
analysis of impacts to residential areas 
parking due to HB 1110 and HB 1337 
densification requirements 
- Does not incorporate analysis of Regional 
Urban Growth Center per PSRC Centers 
Framework 
- Does not incorporate initial compliance 
policies with HB 1181 (2023 Climate 
Change & Resiliency Law) 
 

Incorporates VISION 2050 Policies 
- Includes zoning requirements for special 
needs housing (PSH, RRH, TH, Emergency 
Shelters) 
- Housing Element fully reflects “HB 1220” 
(2021 law) zoning and policy requirements:   
- Planning for sufficient land capacity for 
housing needs, including all economic 
segments of the population (moderate, low, 
very low and extremely low income, as well 
as emergency housing and permanent 
supportive housing); 
- Providing for moderate density housing 
options within Urban Growth Areas (UGAs), 
including but not limited to duplexes, 
triplexes and townhomes;  
- Making adequate provisions for housing 
for existing and projected needs for all 
economic segments of the community, 
including documenting programs and actions 
needed to achieve housing availability; and  
- Identifying racially disparate 
impacts, displacement and exclusion in 
housing policies and regulations, and 
beginning to undo those impacts; and 
identifying areas at higher risk of 
displacement and establishing anti-
displacement policies. 
- Reflects HB 1110 and HB 1337, 2023 
laws requiring allowance of middle housing 
and ADU housing in single family areas  
- Incorporates information from analysis of 
impacts to residential areas parking due to 
HB 1110 and HB 1337 densification 
requirements 



- Incorporates analysis of Regional Urban 
Growth Center per PSRC Centers 
Framework 
- Incorporates initial compliance policies 
with HB 1181 (2023 Climate Change & 
Resiliency Law) 

 - Maintains current residential zoning 
scheme and policies that pre-date HB 1220, 
HB 1110, and HB 1337 
- Includes 2021 Energy & Climate Change 
Chapter that pre-dates HB 1181 
- Includes 2011 Tillicum Neighborhood Plan 
and 2022 Addendum 
- Retains past data and analyses about the 
Regional Urban Growth Center that was 
drafted prior to the adoption of the PSRC 
2018 Centers Framework  
- Retains transportation level of service 
(LOS) focused on road congestion 
- Maintains content organization used since 
first adopted Comprehensive Plan. Contains 
outdated and obsolete narrative and policy 
language. No clear references to original or 
more recent Background Reports. 

- Updated residential zoning scheme and 
policies in response to HB 1220, HB 1110, 
and HB 1337 
- Updated Energy & Climate Change 
Chapter including initial compliance with HB 
1181 
- 2024 Tillicum-Woodbrook Subarea Plan 
- Adds multimodal LOS and plans. 
- Verified data regarding Lakewood 
Regional Urban Growth Center in relation 
to pending PSRC Center Review 
- Reorganized Plan content to better reflect 
GMA organization and requirements. 
Streamlined Plan language (i.e., goals and 
policies), Optional Elements (e.g., subarea 
plans), expanded technical and detailed 
Appendices, and collection of Background 
Reports. 

Future Land Use Map 
and Zoning  

Current Future Land Use Plan and Zoning 
Map is retained. 

Future Land Use Plan and Zoning Map and 
text are amended to allow for middle 
housing and ADUs. 
The CBD zone would be extended between 
the current boundary and the Clover Park 
High School. 
Consistency amendments are proposed to 
reconcile inconsistencies between use 
allowances for group homes in the 
Downtown/CBD and other Station District 
zones. 

Other Development 
Regulations 

No changes to critical areas regulations. 
No changes to parking regulations. 

Update critical areas regulations to address 
gap analysis. 
Parking regulations would be modified to 
reduce parking in proximity to high 
frequency transit or major transit stops. 

Growth Targets and 
Capacity 

Meetings population, housing, and job 
targets on the whole. Does not meet housing 
targets by affordability band. Code allows 
emergency housing where hotels are 
allowed. Spacing requirements and other 
standards are applied. 

Meets all growth targets including targets 
by affordability band. 
 Code allows emergency housing where 
hotels are allowed. Spacing requirements 
and other standards are applied but 
adjusted based on health and safety 
standards per HB 1220, Sections 2 and 3. 
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SOURCES: RCW 36.70A.020 and RCW 36.70A.480 (1), 2023; Engrossed Second Substitute House Bill 1181, 2023 
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GMA Goal VISION 2050 
Goals 

No 
Action 

Action 
Alternative 

Discussion 



GMA Goal VISION 2050 
Goals 

No 
Action 

Action 
Alternative 

Discussion 

Legend: √- lesser consistency | √ general consistency| √+ greater consistency 

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.020
https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.480
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Accessory dwelling unit  P P P P P P P P – – – – P – 

Cottage housing  P P P P – – – – – – – – – – 

Detached single-family P P P P P P – – – P – – – – 

Two-family residential – – – C P P P – – P P P – – 

Three-family residential – – – – C C P – – P P P – – 

Multifamily, four + units – – – – – – P P P P P P P P 

Mixed use – – – – – – – – – – P P P P 

https://lakewood.municipal.codes/LMC/18A.10.180__dd24403485b5a89c94bdb949ba253ade
https://lakewood.municipal.codes/LMC/18A.40.110(B)(3)
https://lakewood.municipal.codes/LMC/18A.10.180__f151a920a5242f3a40500283af16b60d
https://lakewood.municipal.codes/LMC/18A.10.180__dcaaaf763a6edac8affebd03a23adfa5
https://lakewood.municipal.codes/LMC/18A.10.180__b334ca0eaca39270e3eeb4e7e331c853
https://lakewood.municipal.codes/LMC/18A.10.180__d1b93351c4f8d17b5f53b0013594aa93
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DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE (DS) AND REQUEST FOR COMMENTS 

ON SCOPE OF NON-PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) 
 

Proposal Name:   Lakewood 2024 Comprehensive Plan Periodic Review 
 

Lead Agency/Proponent:  City of Lakewood Community & Economic Development  
Department  

 

Date of Issuance:   February 8, 2023 
 

Agency Contact:   Tiffany Speir, Long Range & Strategic Planning Manager  
(253) 983-7702 | tspeir@cityoflakewood.us   

 

Application Number:  N/A 
 

Location:    City of Lakewood, WA  
 

Background and Purpose  
The City of Lakewood is preparing for a periodic review and update to its Comprehensive 
Plan. The Comprehensive Plan is the 20-year plan for land use and growth based on the 
community’s vision of the future. It guides City decisions about where housing and jobs 
should be located, and how public investments are made in things like transportation, utilities, 
parks, and other assets.  
 
The Comprehensive Plan fits into a state, regional, and local planning framework, and must 
be consistent with the Growth Management Act (GMA), the Puget Sound Regional Council’s 
Vision 2050 Plan (V2050), and the Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs.) 
Vision 2050 includes multicounty planning policies (MPPs) and the regional growth strategy 
for the central Puget Sound region, including King, Kitsap, Pierce, and Snohomish counties. 
The CPPs are a set of policies addressing a similar set of issues that apply to Pierce County 
and the cities and towns within the county.  
 
Through Ordinance 2022-46s, the Pierce County Council adopted 20-year growth targets (to 
2044), which are distributed in the following way for the City of Lakewood: 
 
2044 Population Target 2044 Housing Unit Target 2044 Employment Target 

86,792 36,713 39,735 
 
The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is an informational document that provides the 
County, members of the public, and other groups and entities with information to inform the 
decision-making process. An EIS is required under the State Environmental Policy Act 
(SEPA) for many major actions. The EIS focuses on identifying and avoiding adverse 
impacts and can also identify potential beneficial outcomes. The EIS evaluation and 
mitigation measures will help inform the development of the proposal “Lakewood 2024 
Comprehensive Plan Periodic Review.”  
 

mailto:tspeir@cityoflakewood.us
https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A
https://www.psrc.org/planning-2050/vision-2050
https://www.piercecountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/92170/Countywide-Planning-Policies-adopted-by-2022-29?bidId=
https://www.piercecountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/23902/Appendix-A-CPPs
https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=43.21C
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Proposal Description  
The proposal will include the following:  

• Necessary updates to City of Lakewood Comprehensive Plan Text and Maps, 
including goals, policies, and objectives, to comply with the GMA, Vision 2050, and 
the Countywide Planning Policies.  
• A consolidated capital facilities plan for investing in transportation systems, utilities, 
public facilities, and services to serve the 20-year growth in the City of Lakewood.  
• Necessary updates to development regulations to comply with the GMA, Vision 
2050, and the Countywide Planning Policies. 
• Updated regulations for critical areas based on an assessment of best available 
science.  

Policy area updates expected to be included in the proposal:  
• Land use and zoning changes. 
• Policies related to racial and historically disadvantaged community equity.  
• Housing policy updates to better support affordability and implement housing 
targets by income band.  
• Policies to support a multi-modal level of service standard for transportation.  
• Integration of policies from the 2020 Legacy Plan, the City’s Parks, Recreation, and 
Open Space Plan.  
• Policies related to climate change adaptation, mitigation, and resiliency, including 
policies to meet a 45% reduction in GHG emissions.  
• Consideration of health and equity.  
• Enhanced coordination policies with Tribes, adjacent jurisdictions, military 
installations, and special purpose districts.  
• Protection of environmentally sensitive areas.  
• Strategies to prevent failing water systems.  
• Policies to support access to broadband service.  
• Design guidance for transit facilities.  
• Economic vitality policies.  

Determination  
The Lakewood Community & Economic Development Department has determined that this 
proposal is likely to have a significant adverse impact on the environment. An environmental 
impact statement (EIS) is required under RCW 43.21C.030 (2)(c) and will be prepared. The 
EIS will analyze impacts and alternatives broadly and at the level of detail appropriate for 
this non-project proposal in accordance with WAC 197-11-442 and WAC 197-11-443.  The 
City’s 2000 and 2015 Comprehensive Plan EIS documents, the 2018 Downtown Subarea EIS 
document, and the 2021 Lakewood Station District Subarea Expanded SEPA Checklist will 
all inform the process to review the 2024 Comprehnive Plan Periodic Review. 
 
Appeal  
There is no administrative appeal of this threshold determination. Lakewood Municipal Code 
Section 18A.20.070 and State statute RCW 36.70A.280 provide for SEPA appeals of City of 
Lakewood GMA legislative actions. Once the City Council takes legislative action on the 
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Comprehensive Plan Periodic Review and Update, the EIS may be appealed to the Growth 
Management Hearings Board (GMHB) within 60 days following publication in the City 
paper of record for the underlying governmental action pursuant to RCW 36.70.290(2) and 
WAC 242-03-200. Review Practicing Before the Growth Management Hearings Board 

Handbook for additional information on the appeal process. In some cases, the SEPA appeal 
must be combined with any appeal of the underlying governmental action pursuant to RCW 
43.21C.075(2)(a).  
 
Significant Impacts (Preliminary Alternatives)  
An EIS is required to identify and analyze alternative approaches to meeting the goals of a 
proposal and are the basis for environmental analysis. Analyzing and comparing different 
alternatives provides information for the public and assists decision-makers in selecting a 
preferred course of action.  
 
The alternatives will include a No Action Alternative. The no action alternative will 
integrate the 2044 growth targets into the Comprehensive Plan with no changes to current 
plans, policies, or regulations.  
 
The City will also study at least one additional alternative that will be drawn from the 
concepts below. The City is seeking input on the development of these alternatives.  
 

• Compliance updates. Legally required updates to achieve minimum consistency 
with laws, regulations, and policies.  
• Land use changes. The range of alternatives may include: increasing densities 
and/or expanding allowed use types in residential zones; increasing densities in high 
capacity transit areas; updating environmental protection and climate change policies; 
and/or or other land use changes.  
• Transportation. The range of alternatives may include approaches to reducing 
traffic by: integrating multi-modal transportation options such as transit, pedestrian, 
and bicycle options, transportation demand management, strategies to reduce vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT), or other changes.  
• Capital facilities and services. The range of alternatives may include reducing or 
changing level of service standards for utilities, facilities, services, or parks and open 
space.  
• Critical areas. This will include updated regulation of critical areas such as 
wetlands, riparian areas or stream corridors, geological hazards, critical aquifer 
recharge areas, and wildlife habitat areas based on the best available science.  
• Climate. The range of alternatives may include: strategies to achieve a 45% 
reduction in GHG emissions that go beyond the recommendations of Sustainability 
2030, strategies to increase open space and support carbon sequestration, different 
approaches to mitigation and resiliency, or other changes.  

 
Scoping  
Scoping comments are due no later than March 15, 2023 and may be submitted:  
• Via e-mail at: tspeir@cityoflakewood.us   
• Online at https://lakewoodwaspeaks.org/projects/2024-comprehensive-plan-periodic-review  
• In writing to:  

City of Lakewood 2024 Periodic Review 

mailto:tspeir@cityoflakewood.us
https://lakewoodwaspeaks.org/projects/2024-comprehensive-plan-periodic-review
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Attn: Tiffany Speir  
6000 Main St SW 
Lakewood, WA  98499 

 
Scoping provides an opportunity for the public to learn about the proposal and to provide 
comments on the project as it begins. Agencies, tribes, and members of the public are invited 
to comment on the scope of the EIS including alternatives, probable significant adverse 
impacts, possible mitigation measures, and licenses or other approvals that may be required. 
Feedback on these issues is particularly important as it will inform the analysis in the EIS.  
Based on the input received during scoping, the lead agency will refine the alternatives, 
probable significant impacts, and mitigation measures that will be included in the EIS.  
 

Get Involved  
To learn more about the proposal and share your feedback, please visit and subscribe to the 
project website https://lakewoodwaspeaks.org/projects/2024-comprehensive-plan-periodic-
review.  The website will also list the dates and times of events as they are set. 
 

Responsible Official:      Date: February 8, 2023 
 

       
Dave Bugher, Assistant City Manager  
for Development Services, 
SEPA Responsible Official  

https://lakewoodwaspeaks.org/projects/2024-comprehensive-plan-periodic-review
https://lakewoodwaspeaks.org/projects/2024-comprehensive-plan-periodic-review
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HB 1220 Affordability Evaluation 

No Action Current Plan and Action Alternative | March 2024 | Prepared by BERK Consulting, Inc. 

This appendix summarizes the City of Lakewood Growth Targets with a  focus on housing and affordable 

housing targets. Following the presentation of the targets, the tables identify key steps in determining 

capacity, dwelling types allowed, relationship to affordability levels, and resulting achievement or gaps 

in meeting targets. 

Growth Targets 
Targets: https://www.piercecountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/23902/Appendix-A-CPPs  

2020 Growth 
2020-2044 

2044 Total 

Population 63,612 23,180 86,792 

Jobs 29,872 9,863 39,735 

Housing 26,999 9,378 36,377 

 
Housing by Affordability Level: https://online.co.pierce.wa.us/cfapps/council/model/otDocDownload.cfm 

Year Total 0-30% 
Non-PSH 

0-30% 
PSH 

>30-
50% 

>50-
80% 

>80-
100% 

>100-
120% 

>120% Emergency 
Housing 

2020 26,999 588 101 4,565 11,699 4,347 2,250 3,449 8 

2020-
2044 

9,378 1,212 1,637 1,739 1,375 592 536 2,287 574 

PSH = Permanent Supportive Housing 

Consolidation of Housing Targets by Area Median Income (AMI) 

Income AMI Units 

0-80% 5,963 

80-120% 1,128 

120% + 2,287 

Total 9,378 
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Commerce HB 1220 Steps and Results 

Commerce Guidebook: Guidance for Updating your Housing Element (Book 2)  

Step 1 – Land Capacity by Zone 

 

 

Buildable Lands 2021 – Lakewood  

Zone Adjusted 
Vac + UU 

Acres 

Assumed 
Density 

Gross 
Capacity 

Displaced 
Units 

Net 
Residential 
Capacity 

 AC1 - - - - - 

 AC2 - - - - - 

 ARC 13.23 15 198 41 127 

 C1 - - - 19 (12) 

 C2 - - - 3 (2) 

 C3 - - - - - 

 CBD 39.83 80 3,186 86 2,590 

 CZ - - - - - 

 I1 - - - 7 (5) 

 I2 - - - - - 

 IBP - - - 28 (18) 

 MF1 81.83 22 1,800 279 1,181 

 MF2 55.92 35 1,957 137 1,514 

 MF3 31.57 54 1,705 233 1,131 

 ML - - - - - 

 MR1 24.50 8 196 39 117 

 MR2 63.52 14 889 195 532 

 NC1 1.08 22 24 11 54 

 NC2 17.75 35 621 132 421 

 OSR1 - - - - - 

 OSR2 - - - - - 

 PI - - - 1 (1) 

 R1 21.21 2 42 8 45 

 R2 68.11 2 136 21 148 

 R3 231.45 5 1,157 233 850 

 R4 56.44 6 339 69 287 

 ROW - - - - - 

 TOC 13.35 54 721 130 1,283 

Grand Total 719.79 
 

12,973 1,672 10,242 

https://deptofcommerce.box.com/s/1d9d5l7g509r389f0mjpowh8isjpirlh
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Step 2 – Categorize Zones 

 

 

Categorized Zones – Lakewood  

Zone Density 
Category 
(BLR) 

Building 
Height (ft) 

Assumed 
Density 
(du/ac) 

Zone Category Housing Types Allowed 

AC1 Very Low 
 

0 n/a   

AC2 Very Low 
 

0 n/a   

ARC Medium Low 40 15 Moderate Density SF, Duplex,Triplex, Multifamily 

C1 Very Low 60 0 n/a   

C2 Very Low 60 0 n/a   

C3 Very Low 60 0 n/a   

CBD High 90 80 Mid-rise Multifamily Multifamily, Mixed Use 

CZ Very Low 
 

0     

I1 Very Low 60 0 n/a   

I2 Very Low 60 0 n/a   

IBP Very Low 60 0 n/a   

MF1 Medium Low 45 22 Low-rise Multifamily ADU, Duplex,Triplex, Multifamily 

MF2 Medium High 65 35 Mid-rise Multifamily ADU, Duplex,Triplex, Multifamily 

MF3 High 80 54 Mid-rise Multifamily Multifamily (Station District also 
Duplex,Triplex,Townhomes, Multifamily) 

ML Very Low 
 

0     

MR1 Low 35 8 Moderate Density SF, ADU, Duplex,Triplex-CUP 

MR2 Medium Low 50 14 Moderate Density SF, ADU, Duplex,Triplex-CUP 

NC1 Medium Low 50 22 Low-rise Multifamily Duplex,Triplex, Multifamily, Mixed Use 

NC2 Medium High 60 35 Mid-rise Multifamily Duplex,Triplex, Multifamily, Mixed Use 

OSR1 Very Low 
 

0     

OSR2 Very Low 
 

0     

PI Very Low 
 

0 n/a   

R1 Very Low 35 2 Low Density SF, ADU 

R2 Very Low 35 2 Low Density SF, ADU 

R3 Low 35 5 Low Density SF, ADU 

R4 Low 35 6 Low Density SF, ADU 

ROW Very Low 
 

0     

TOC High 90 54 Mid-rise Multifamily ADU, Multifamily, Mixed Use 

ADU – Accessory Dwelling Unit, SF – Single Family 
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Step 3 – Zones and Incomes 

 

 

Lakewood Zones and Income Levels 

 

 

  

Zone

Zone Category Housing Types Allowed
Building 

Height (ft)

Assumed 
Density 
(du/ac) Density Category (BLR)

AMI Bracket by Density Category  
(Market Rate Commerce)

Total 
Housing Unit 
Capacity

AC1 n/a 0 Very Low 0
AC2 n/a 0 Very Low 0
ARC Moderate Density SF, Duplex,Triplex, Multifamily 40 15 Medium Low Moderate Income (80-100% AMI) 127
C1 n/a 60 0 Very Low -12
C2 n/a 60 0 Very Low -2
C3 n/a 60 0 Very Low 0
CBD Mid-rise Multifamily Multifamily, Mixed Use 90 80 High Low Income (>50-80%) AMI 2,590
CZ 0 Very Low 0
I1 n/a 60 0 Very Low -5
I2 n/a 60 0 Very Low 0
IBP n/a 60 0 Very Low -18
MF1 Low-rise Multifamily ADU, Duplex,Triplex, Multifamily 45 22 Medium Low Low Income (>50-80%) AMI 1,181
MF2 Mid-rise Multifamily ADU, Duplex,Triplex, Multifamily 65 35 Medium High Low Income (>50-80%) AMI 1,514
MF3 Mid-rise Multifamily Multifamily (Station District also 

Duplex,Triplex,Townhomes, 
Multifamily)

80 54 High Low Income (>50-80%) AMI 1,131

ML 0 Very Low 0
MR1 Moderate Density SF, ADU, Duplex,Triplex-CUP 35 8 Low Moderate Income (80-100% AMI) 117
MR2 Moderate Density SF, ADU, Duplex,Triplex-CUP 50 14 Medium Low Moderate Income (80-100% AMI) 532
NC1 Low-rise Multifamily Duplex,Triplex, Multifamily, Mixed Use 50 22 Medium Low Low Income (>50-80%) AMI 54
NC2 Mid-rise Multifamily Duplex,Triplex, Multifamily, Mixed Use 60 35 Medium High Low Income (>50-80%) AMI 421
OSR1 0 Very Low 0
OSR2 0 Very Low 0
PI n/a 0 Very Low -1
R1 Low Density SF, ADU 35 2 Very Low Higher Income (>120% AMI) 45
R2 Low Density SF, ADU 35 2 Very Low Higher Income (>120% AMI) 148
R3 Low Density SF, ADU 35 5 Low Higher Income (>120% AMI) 850
R4 Low Density SF, ADU 35 6 Low Higher Income (>120% AMI) 287
ROW 0 Very Low 0
TOC Mid-rise Multifamily ADU, Multifamily, Mixed Use 90 54 High Low Income (>50-80%) AMI 1,283

10,242
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Step 4 – Capacity by Income 

 

 

Lakewood  Zone Capacity by Income Levels 

 

Summary 

 

No Action Action 

Low Income (>50-80%) AMI 8,136  9,064  

Moderate Income (80-100% AMI) 776  2,969  

Higher Income (>120% AMI) 1,330  5,455  

Total 10,242  17,488 * 

*Unadjusted for Loss in Non-Residential Zones. By removing lost dwellings in zones that do not allow residential uses (C1, C2, C3, I1, I2, IBP) 
there would be -38 units. 

  

No Action

Zone Zone Category
AMI Bracket by Density Category  

(Market Rate Commerce)

Total 
Housing Unit 
Capacity SFR Middle MFR ADU

Total 
Housing Unit 

Capacity
AC1 n/a 0 0 0 0 0 0
AC2 n/a 0 0 0 0 0 0
ARC Moderate Density Moderate Income (80-100% AMI) 127 0 151 0 0 151
C1 n/a Low Income (>50-80%) AMI -12 0 0 0 0 0
C2 n/a Low Income (>50-80%) AMI -2 0 0 0 0 0
C3 n/a Low Income (>50-80%) AMI 0 0 0 0 0 0
CBD Mid-rise Multifamily Low Income (>50-80%) AMI 2,590 -23 -3 3,607 0 3,580
CZ 0 0 0 0 0 0
I1 n/a Low Income (>50-80%) AMI -5 0 0 0 0 0
I2 n/a Low Income (>50-80%) AMI 0 0 0 0 0 0
IBP n/a Low Income (>50-80%) AMI -18 0 0 0 0 0
MF1 Low-rise Multifamily Low Income (>50-80%) AMI 1,181 0 1,294 0 0 1,294
MF2 Mid-rise Multifamily Low Income (>50-80%) AMI 1,514 -2 1,609 -5 0 1,602
MF3 Mid-rise Multifamily Low Income (>50-80%) AMI 1,131 -1 0 1,315 0 1,314
ML 0 0 0 0 0 0
MR1 Moderate Density Moderate Income (80-100% AMI) 117 -192 -1 953 0 760
MR2 Moderate Density Moderate Income (80-100% AMI) 532 -188 -80 1,790 0 1,523
NC1 Low-rise Multifamily Low Income (>50-80%) AMI 54 0 0 18 0 18
NC2 Mid-rise Multifamily Low Income (>50-80%) AMI 421 -3 0 480 0 477
OSR1 0 0 0 0 0 0
OSR2 0 0 0 0 0 0
PI n/a Low Income (>50-80%) AMI -1 0 0 0 0 0
R1 Low Density Higher Income (>120% AMI) 45 55 215 0 36 306
R2 Low Density Higher Income (>120% AMI) 148 229 296 0 46 570
R2T Moderate Density Moderate Income (80-100% AMI) 15 0 0 1 16
R3 Low Density Higher Income (>120% AMI) 850 -176 3,462 -19 164 3,431
R3T Moderate Density Moderate Income (80-100% AMI) -115 -21 433 4 302
R4 Low Density Higher Income (>120% AMI) 287 -456 1,571 -32 65 1,148
R4T Moderate Density Moderate Income (80-100% AMI) -111 -21 350 1 218
ROW 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOC Mid-rise Multifamily Low Income (>50-80%) AMI 1,283 -6 -3 788 0 779

10,242 -977 8,470 9,679 316 17,488

Action
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Step 5 – Comparison of Projected Housing Needs to Capacity 

 

 

No Action (Current Plan) – Capacity and Need 

 

 

Action Alternative – Commerce Zone Based Approach 

 

 

No Action

Income
Projected 
Housing Need

Zoning Categories 
Serving Needs

Aggregated 
Housing Needs Total Capacity

Capacity 
Surplus/Deficit

0-30% Non-PSH 1,212
0-30% PSH 1,637
>30-50% 1,739
>50-80% 1,375
>80-100% 592
>100-120% 536
>120% 2,287 Low Density 2,287 1,330 (957)
Total 9,378 9,378 10,242 864

Low-Rise 
Multifamily + 

ADUs 5,963 8,136 2,173

Moderate Density 1,128 776 (352)

Income
Projected 
Housing Need

Zoning Categories 
Serving Needs

Aggregated 
Housing Needs Total Capacity

Capacity 
Surplus/Deficit

0-30% Non-PSH 1,212
0-30% PSH 1,637
>30-50% 1,739
>50-80% 1,375
>80-100% 592
>100-120% 536
>120% 2,287 Low Density 2,287 5,455 3,168                          
Total 9,378 9,378 17,488 8,110                          

Low-Rise 
Multifamily + 

ADUs 5,963 9,064 3,101                          

Moderate Density 1,128 2,969 1,841                          
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Action Alternative – Unit Capacity Based Approach 

 

 

Income
Projected 
Housing Need

Zoning Categories 
Serving Needs

Aggregated 
Housing Needs Total Capacity

Capacity 
Surplus/Deficit

0-30% Non-PSH 1,212
0-30% PSH 1,637
>30-50% 1,739
>50-80% 1,375
>80-100% 592
>100-120% 536
>120% 2,287 Low Density 2,287 5,376 3,089                          
Total 9,378 9,378 17,488 8,110                          

Low-Rise 
Multifamily + 

ADUs 5,963 9,995 4,032                          

Moderate Density 1,128 2,117 989                              
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MEMORANDUM  

Date: April 26, 2024 TG: 1.22324.00

To:  Andrew Bjorn, BERK 

From:  Jon Pascal, PE, Transpo Group 

John Lewis, Transpo Group 

Jonathan DenHaan, Transpo Group 

Drew Heckathorn, Transpo Group 

cc: Tiffany Speir, City of Lakewood 

Subject: Lakewood Comprehensive Plan Update: Transportation Element Review 

Introduction 

The City of Lakewood is currently updating its Comprehensive Plan to comply with the latest State 
of Washington GMA requirements, PSRC certification standards, and prepare for housing and job 
growth targets through the year 2044. A previous technical memorandum provided a high-level 
description of the extent of the effort required to update the Transportation Element portion of the 
Comprehensive Plan. This memorandum provides a more detailed analysis of components of the 
Transportation Element which need to be updated as part of the overall Comprehensive Plan 
update. 
 
Specifically, the analysis described in this memorandum includes the development of travel 
forecasts for two future scenarios – 2044 Baseline and 2044 Plan. The adopted Roadway Level of 
Service (LOS) has been updated to show the results for selected corridors for both future 
scenarios. For any deficiencies identified beyond those described in the adopted Transportation 
Element, this memorandum provides a potential list of mitigation strategies. Additionally, this 
memorandum describes a parking analysis conducted to prepare for recent State legislation 
regarding zoning for middle housing. The results of these analyses will help inform the necessary 
updates to the Transportation Element. 

Travel Forecasts 

This section provides an overview of the potential roadway deficiencies of the 2044 Plan scenario 
and any mitigation necessary to accommodate the City’s housing and job growth targets. To do 
this, we conducted a travel demand model comparison between the 2044 Baseline and 2044 Plan 
land use scenarios. 
 
The travel demand model used for this analysis was derived from the previous Lakewood Model 
that was prepared as part of the last Comprehensive Plan update and more recent Subarea Plans. 
This model can be utilized to forecast travel demand based on the City’s housing and job growth 
targets. The land use assumptions included in this analysis are consistent with work being 
performed in updating the Land Use Plan and are intended for planning purposes only and in no 
way are meant to restrict or require specific land use actions. 

2044 Baseline Scenario 

The 2044 Baseline scenario model builds upon the 2030 Plan scenario model used in the previous 
Transportation Element update and incorporates more recent land use planning efforts, such as 
the Downtown Plan and Station Area Plan. Additionally, the 2044 Baseline scenario model 
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includes one minor roadway improvement – the widening of Murray Road north of 146th SW to 
two lanes in each direction. This scenario is used as a future baseline to consider only approved 
land use capacity and roadway improvements. 

2044 Plan Scenario Model 

The 2044 Plan scenario model builds upon the 2044 Baseline scenario model by adding the City’s 
housing and job growth targets through the year 2044. The two models are otherwise identical, 
allowing for a measurement of the traffic volume effects of the additional housing and job growth. 

Land Use Changes 

The housing and job growth targets incorporated into the 2044 Plan scenario model were informed 
by other components of the Comprehensive Plan update. Land use data for this scenario model 
were provided by the prime consultant (BERK) who is working with the City in updating the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Table 1 shows a comparison of total occupied households and employees for the 2044 Baseline 
and 2044 Plan scenarios for the City overall and within specific districts. For reference, Figure 1 
shows the analysis districts included in this analysis. Land uses outside of the City of Lakewood 
were assumed to be unchanged in both future scenarios in order to compare and contrast the 
transportation impacts of the land use changes internal to the City.   
 

Table 1. Land Use Assumptions 

 Downtown District Station Area District 
Other Lakewood 

District1 
City of Lakewood 

Total 

Occupied Households     

2044 Baseline 2,688 2,553 31,727 36,968 

2044 Plan 2,915 2,564 30,151 35,630 

Difference 227 11 (1,576) (1,338) 

% Difference 8.4% 0.4% (5.0%) (3.6%) 

Employees     

2044 Baseline 13,498 3,145 24,407 41,050 

2044 Plan 14,739 4,998 20,007 39,744 

Difference 1,241 1,853 (4,400) (1,306) 

% Difference 9.2% 58.9% (18.0%) (3.2%) 

1. All other areas in the City outside the Downtown and Station Area Districts. 

Key Findings 

• Under the 2044 Plan scenario, there is a slight decrease in households and employees 
citywide compared to the 2044 Baseline scenario. 

• The 2044 Plan scenario shifts household growth to concentrate more within the Downtown 
(+227) and Station Area (+11) districts and less outside of these areas (-1,576). 

• The 2044 Plan scenario also shifts employee growth to concentrate more within the 
Downtown (+1,241) and Station Area (+1,853) districts and less outside of these areas (-
4,400). 

 
These land use changes for the 2044 Plan scenario are intended to increase density in areas of 
the City with greater access to transit and other active transportation modes such as walking and 
biking. 
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Figure 1. Analysis Districts 
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Vehicle Miles Travelled 

Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) measures the total number of miles travelled by all vehicles leaving, 
arriving, and/or passing through a geographic region. Table 2 shows the VMT results for the two 
future scenarios overall and by analysis district. 
 

Table 2. Vehicle Miles Travelled Analysis Results 

 
Downtown 

District 
Station Area 

District 
Other Lakewood 

Districts 
City of Lakewood 

Total Other Model 

2044 Baseline 11,630 8,539 55,243 75,412 1,207,587 

2044 Plan 12,339 9,489 52,668 74,496 1,218,125 

Difference 709 950 (2,575) (916) 10,538 

% Difference 6.1% 11.1% (4.7%) (1.2%) 0.9% 

Key Findings 

• Both the Downtown and Station Area districts show VMT increases of 6.1% and 11.1% 
respectively in the 2044 Plan scenario. These increases are consistent with the changes 
in land use for this scenario. 

• Other areas of the City of Lakewood are projected to produce less VMT (-4.7%) in the 
2044 Plan scenario, also consistent with the changes in land use for this scenario. 

• VMT within the City of Lakewood overall is projected to decrease slightly (-1.2%) under 
the 2044 Plan scenario. 

• VMT outside of the City of Lakewood is projected to increase slightly (0.9%) under the 
2044 Plan scenario. 

Level of Service Analysis 

The travel demand model was utilized to model both land use scenarios outlined previously. 
Traffic volumes, roadway volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratios, and level of service (LOS) were then 
calculated for mid-block arterial roadway segments throughout the City of Lakewood. The v/c and 
LOS calculations are based on the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology and the PM 
peak hour traffic volumes from the two model scenarios. The LOS is consistent with the 
methodologies adopted in the existing Comprehensive Plan. Table 3 shows the results from this 
analysis. 
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Table 3. 2044 Weekday PM Peak Hour Roadway Traffic Operations Summary 

 2044 Baseline  2044 Plan 

Intersection LOS12 
V/C 

(NB/EB) 
V/C 

(SB/WB)  LOS 
V/C 

(NB/EB) 
V/C 

(SB/WB) 

Ardmore Dr SW        

Southeast of Steilacoom Blvd SW D 0.74 0.83  C 0.68 0.71 

Northwest of Whitman Ave SW B 0.40 0.63  A 0.36 0.55 

Bridgeport Way W        

North of 75th St W C 0.79 0.69  C 0.80 0.66 

North of Custer Rd W B 0.66 0.62  B 0.69 0.60 

South of Custer Rd W C 0.71 0.63  C 0.76 0.62 

North of Gravelly Lake Dr SW A 0.56 0.54  A 0.59 0.51 

South of Gravelly Lake Dr SW A 0.39 0.43  A 0.42 0.40 

North of 100th St SW A 0.50 0.52  A 0.53 0.53 

South of 100th St SW A 0.26 0.23  A 0.30 0.25 

South of Lakewood Dr SW A 0.51 0.56  A 0.58 0.60 

North of 112th St SW A 0.52 0.58  A 0.59 0.58 

North of Pacific Highway SW C 0.67 0.78  C 0.78 0.78 

South of Pacific Highway SW D 0.79 0.85  D 0.78 0.84 

I-5 Overcrossing B 0.58 0.62  B 0.54 0.65 

At Clover Creek Bridge South of I-5 A 0.44 0.31  A 0.44 0.33 

Custer Rd SW/W        

Northeast of Bridgeport Way SW C 0.62 0.75  C 0.64 0.75 

Southwest of Bridgeport Way SW C 0.52 0.72  B 0.52 0.70 

North of 88th St SW B 0.47 0.66  B 0.47 0.64 

South of 88th St SW A 0.55 0.04  A 0.51 0.03 

Far West Dr SW        

South of Steilacoom Blvd SW A 0.12 0.16  A 0.25 0.18 

Gravelly Lake Dr SW        

Southwest of Steilacoom Blvd SW A 0.30 0.56  A 0.34 0.59 

Northeast of Bridgeport Way SW A 0.15 0.37  A 0.19 0.39 

Southwest of Bridgeport Way SW A 0.25 0.29  A 0.26 0.29 

South of Mount Tacoma Dr SW A 0.26 0.19  A 0.29 0.22 

South of 100th St SW A 0.39 0.41  A 0.43 0.45 

South of Alfaretta St SW A 0.26 0.30  A 0.29 0.33 

North of Wildaire Rd SW A 0.48 0.50  A 0.45 0.49 

North of 112th St SW A 0.45 0.45  A 0.45 0.50 

West of 112th St SW B 0.50 0.65  B 0.48 0.62 

West of Nyanza Rd SW/S E 0.89 0.97  D 0.75 0.87 

North of Pacific Highway SW B 0.70 0.54  B 0.67 0.47 

South of Pacific Highway SW B 0.68 0.55  B 0.65 0.51 

I-5 Overcrossing A 0.47 0.33  A 0.45 0.32 

Hipkins Rd SW        

South of Steilacoom Blvd SW A 0.33 0.43  A 0.26 0.36 

Lakeview Ave SW        

South of 100th St SW A 0.24 0.39  A 0.27 0.43 

South of Steilacoom Blvd SW A 0.34 0.26  A 0.44 0.28 
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Lakewood Dr SW        

North of 74th St W D 0.66 0.86  D 0.72 0.88 

South of 74th St W D 0.66 0.81  D 0.72 0.82 

North of Steilacoom Blvd SW C 0.67 0.79  C 0.74 0.80 

South of Steilacoom Blvd SW A 0.54 0.51  A 0.60 0.51 

North of 100th St SW A 0.40 0.48  A 0.48 0.54 

Military Rd SW        

South of 112th St SW A 0.39 0.34  A 0.37 0.39 

Northwest of 112th St SW A 0.19 0.16  A 0.17 0.14 

Mount Tacoma Dr SW        

West of Bridgeport Way A 0.15 0.19  A 0.25 0.22 

West of Gravelly Lake Dr A 0.18 0.28  A 0.16 0.26 

Murray Rd SW        

North of 146th St SW A 0.58 0.50  A 0.55 0.45 

North Thorne Ln SW        

Southeast of Union Ave SW B 0.66 0.67  B 0.56 0.65 

Nyanza Rd SW        

North of Gravelly Lake Dr SW A 0.55 0.28  A 0.57 0.26 

South of Gravelly Lake Dr SW A 0.55 0.30  A 0.57 0.30 

Pacific Highway SW        

North of 108th St SW C 0.76 0.69  E 0.94 0.72 

Southwest of 108th St SW A 0.47 0.39  B 0.69 0.48 

Northeast of Bridgeport Way SW A 0.48 0.45  B 0.59 0.68 

Southwest of Bridgeport Way SW B 0.58 0.63  C 0.66 0.71 

East of Gravelly Lake Dr SW B 0.54 0.64  B 0.47 0.63 

Phillips Rd SW        

North of Steilacoom Blvd SW C 0.71 0.35  A 0.58 0.31 

South Tacoma Way        

North of 84th St SW D 0.64 0.89  D 0.65 0.90 

North of Steilacoom Blvd SW D 0.75 0.87  D 0.78 0.87 

South of Steilacoom Blvd SW C 0.72 0.77  D 0.72 0.83 

North of 96th St S C 0.65 0.75  C 0.68 0.80 

North of 100th St SW D 0.89 0.62  E 0.93 0.62 

South of SR 512 C 0.79 0.67  E 0.92 0.67 

Southeast of Pacific Highway SW A 0.30 0.29  A 0.30 0.31 

Steilacoom Blvd SW        

East of Farwest Dr SW A 0.39 0.49  A 0.48 0.47 

West of 87th Ave SW A 0.56 0.52  A 0.48 0.47 

West of 83rd Ave SW/Hipkins Rd SW A 0.52 0.51  A 0.46 0.50 

West of Phillips Rd SW F 0.84 1.02  E 0.72 0.94 

East of Phillips Rd SW F 0.84 1.12  F 0.73 1.01 

Southeast of 88th St SW C 0.78 0.68  B 0.66 0.60 

West of Bridgeport Way SW B 0.38 0.65  A 0.31 0.57 

East of Bridgeport Way SW A 0.33 0.53  A 0.28 0.49 

West of Gravelly Lake Dr SW A 0.32 0.47  A 0.28 0.43 

East of Lakewood Dr SW A 0.35 0.47  A 0.34 0.44 

West of Lakeview Ave SW A 0.35 0.49  A 0.34 0.46 
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West of South Tacoma Way A 0.48 0.54  A 0.55 0.53 

Union Ave SW        

Northeast of Berkeley St SW A 0.16 0.21  A 0.13 0.16 

Southwest of North Thorne Ln SW A 0.37 0.31  A 0.28 0.29 

Washington Blvd SW        

West of Gravelly Lake Dr SW E 0.66 0.99  E 0.65 0.96 

Whitman Ave SW        

South of Ardmore Dr SW A 0.13 0.14  A 0.13 0.13 

40th Ave SW        

North of 100th St SW B 0.32 0.62  B 0.37 0.66 

74th St S        

West of Lakewood Dr SW C 0.56 0.71  A 0.57 0.71 

83rd Ave SW        

North of Steilacoom Blvd SW A 0.56 0.33  A 0.39 0.26 

84th St S        

East of South Tacoma Way A 0.39 0.25  A 0.41 0.26 

87th Ave SW        

South of Steilacoom Blvd SW A 0.09 0.09  A 0.03 0.03 

North of Steilacoom Blvd SW A 0.36 0.28  A 0.30 0.14 

88th St SW        

East of Steilacoom Blvd SW A 0.17 0.58  A 0.15 0.53 

93rd St SW        

East of Whitman Ave SW A 0.46 0.34  A 0.39 0.32 

96th St S        

West of South Tacoma Way C 0.61 0.77  C 0.52 0.73 

East of South Tacoma Way D 0.81 0.45  D 0.81 0.44 

100th St SW        

West of South Tacoma Way C 0.72 0.53  C 0.78 0.53 

East of Lakeview Dr SW D 0.83 0.82  D 0.90 0.83 

West of Lakeview Dr SW C 0.74 0.63  C 0.80 0.63 

East of Lakewood Dr SW C 0.73 0.68  C 0.75 0.67 

East of Bridgeport Way SW B 0.64 0.63  B 0.69 0.65 

East of Gravelly Lake Dr SW A 0.13 0.19  A 0.16 0.21 

108th St SW        

West of Pacific Highway SW C 0.71 0.74  D 0.82 0.80 

East of Bridgeport Way SW A 0.57 0.42  A 0.60 0.45 

West of Bridgeport Way SW A 0.45 0.31  A 0.46 0.28 

East of Davisson Rd SW A 0.48 0.34  A 0.47 0.30 

112th St SW/S        

Between Military Rd SW & Farwest Dr S A 0.25 0.35  A 0.26 0.48 

East of Gravelly Lake Dr SW B 0.31 0.61  A 0.32 0.49 

East of Bridgeport Way SW B 0.54 0.66  A 0.56 0.56 

West of Bridgeport Way SW B 0.49 0.68  B 0.57 0.61 

150th St SW        

East of Woodbrook Rd SW F 1.05 0.75  C 0.80 0.57 

1. Level of service, based on Highway Capacity Manual, 7th Edition methodology. 
2. Level of service reported for worst performing direction of travel. 
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Key Findings 

Our analysis of the two model scenarios focuses on roadway segments which operate at LOS E or 
worse (v/c > 0.90) since the general concurrency threshold for the City of Lakewood is to maintain 
LOS D or better along all arterial roadways. However, as discussed in greater detail below, the 
City has previously identified some roadway segments that are unable to maintain LOS D or better 
through feasible mitigation or improvements in the future. For these roadway segments, the City 
has established either a LOS E or LOS F threshold, depending on the roadway segment. 
 
The following two lists summarize the roadway segments projected to operate at LOS E or worse 
in either the 2044 Baseline or the 2044 Plan model scenarios. The first list shows roadway 
segments projected to operate better in the 2044 Plan than the 2044 Baseline model scenario. 
The second list shows roadway segments projected to operate worse in the 2044 Plan than the 
2044 Baseline model scenario. 
 

1. Roadway operating conditions are projected to improve under the 2044 Plan model 
scenario for the following segments: 

a. Gravelly Lake Dr SW west of the end of Nyanza Rd SW from LOS E (v/c 0.97) to 
LOS D (V/C 0.87) 

b. Steilacoom Blvd SW west of Phillips Rd SW from LOS F (v/c 1.02) to LOS E (v/c 
0.94) 

c. Steilacoom Blvd SW east of Phillips Rd SW from LOS F (v/c 1.12) to LOS F (v/c 
1.01) 

d. Washington Blvd SW west of Gravelly Lake Dr SW from LOS E (v/c 0.99) to LOS 
E (v/c 0.96) 

e. 150th St SW east of Woodbrook Rd SW from LOS F (v/c 1.05) to LOS C (v/c 
0.80) 

2. Roadway operating conditions are projected to worsen under the 2044 Plan model 
scenario for the following segments: 

a. Pacific Highway SW north of 108th St SW from LOS D (v/c 0.76) to LOS E (v/c 
0.94) 

b. South Tacoma Way north of 100th St SW from LOS D (v/c 0.89) to LOS E (v/c 
0.93) 

c. South Tacoma Way south of SR 512 from LOS D (v/c 0.79) to LOS E (v/c 0.92) 

Potential Mitigations 

The roadway segments along Steilacoom Blvd SW and Washington Blvd SW which continue to 
operate at LOS E or worse in the 2044 Plan model scenario have previously been identified by the 
City as segments which are unable to maintain LOS D or better through feasible mitigation or 
improvements. Therefore, our analysis does not consider potential mitigations for these roadway 
segments since the results are similar to what had been shown in the adopted Transportation 
Element. 
 
The remaining roadway segments along Pacific Highway SW and South Tacoma Way which 
continue to operate at LOS E or worse in the 2044 Plan model scenario are considered for 
potential mitigations in our analysis. These two roadways directly serve the Station Area District 
and the increased land use intensity in the 2044 Plan model scenario contributed to the worsening 
roadway segment LOS. 
 
Given the City’s focus on improving transit accessibility, especially for active transportation modes 
such as walking and biking, within the Station Area District, it is not likely feasible to mitigate the 
roadway segment deficiencies along Pacific Highway SW and South Tacoma Way through 
roadway widening improvements. However, the Sound Transit Board of Directors approved a 
series of improvements within the Station Area District which may encourage greater transit, 
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walking, and biking use and decrease the demand for driving on the surrounding roadway 
network. These improvements include: 
 

1. 115th St Ct SW trail to station – adds a multi-use trail in Sound Transit right-of-way from 
the end of 115th St. Court SW to the pedestrian bridge over the railroad tracks connecting 
to Lakewood Station. 

2. Station area curb and sidewalk improvements – improve curbs and sidewalks within a 
half mile radius of the station area. 

3. Pierce Transit Route 206 bus stop at Lakewood Station – modify the intersection of 
Pacific Hwy. SW and Bridgeport Way to improve the bus turning radius, which makes a 
Pierce Transit stop at the station more feasible. 

 
Additionally, the City of Lakewood could consider adjusting the LOS threshold for these deficient 
roadway segments as they’ve done previously for other deficient roadway segments in the City. 
These adjustments would further emphasize the City’s focus on improving transit access, walking, 
and biking within the Station Area District and surrounding area. 

Parking Analysis 

This section describes the analysis conducted by both BERK and Transpo Group to evaluate and 
identify areas within the City of Lakewood where a potential increase in on-street parking demand 
due to middle housing developments allowed under the State of Washington HB 1110 might cause 
significant safety issues. The State plans to provide guidance to local jurisdictions on how to 
evaluate significant safety issues related to HB 1110. However, prior to the issuance of this 
guidance, our analysis provides a methodology for evaluating significant safety issues that can be 
applied consistently to all roadway segments in the City related to parking impacts. 
 
Our analysis assumes that significant safety issues stemming from increased on-street parking 
could arise on roadways that were not originally designed for on-street parking. In the context of 
residential areas within the City of Lakewood, this would typically include narrow local roads 
without curbs. On-street parked vehicles on these roadways may contribute to significant safety 
issues, such as reduced sight distances, increased risk of dooring collisions for people biking, or 
preventing adequate space for two-way travel. 

Data and Assumptions 

The City of Lakewood provided the data used in this study. GIS data layers used included: 
 

1. Travelways: a line layer showing the edge of pavement for the entire City. This layer also 
shows driveway access to/from all parcels. 

2. ROW under 60: a line layer showing areas of the City where the public right of way is less 
than 60 feet wide. 

3. Arterials: a line layer showing all roads in the City. 
4. Parcels: a polygon layer showing parcels in the City. 

 
These GIS data layers were utilized to identify narrow roadway segments throughout the City of 
Lakewood. However, it’s important to note that since our analysis relies on the “ROWunder60” 
layer to identify narrow roadway segments, it’s possible that this excludes other roadway 
segments that might have significant safety issues related to on-street parking. For example, a 
roadway segment with adequate public ROW but the pavement width is still narrow or missing 
curbs. The City should consider if further study is necessary to evaluate safety in these areas. 
 
Once parcels along narrow roadway segments were identified, our analysis excluded parcels that 
were within 300 feet walking distance from a roadway segment with adequate public ROW. The 
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assumption here is that a person living at one of these parcels could park their vehicle along the 
roadway segment with adequate public ROW and conveniently walk to their residence. 

Methodology to Identify Inadequate On-Street Parking 

The following steps were conducted to identify roadway segments with potentially significant 
safety issues related to on-street parking. 
 
Step 1: Identify where HB 1110 land uses would initially be allowed absent other data. Utilize the 
existing low-density residential zoning GIS layer for R1-R4 designated areas. Remove areas with 
lot sizes below a minimum threshold or lot size. 
 

This step was completed by BERK and the filtered dataset was then provided to Transpo 
Group for further analysis. This filtered dataset included 8,983 parcels. 

 
Step 2: Remove properties within ½ mile walking distance of a major transit stop. A major transit 
stop provides daily service frequency of 30 minutes or greater. 
 

This step was also completed by BERK. Major transit stops within the City included stops 
with either future bus rapid transit or commuter rail service. Excluding parcels within a ½ 
mile walking distance of major transit stops reduced the number of parcels relevant to the 
parking analysis to 2,300. 

 
Step 3: Utilize estimates of potential development capacity, such as number of additional units 
that could be added, to highlight areas with higher likelihood of off-site parking needs. 
 

BERK identified parcels where middle housing would not be allowed or would not be 
possible to build. The exclusion of these parcels reduced the number of parcels relevant to 
the parking analysis to 1,615. 

 
Step 4: Highlight properties that have direct access to public streets that have substandard public 
ROW widths of under 60 feet. Assume on-street parking within 300 feet of a property is within 
acceptable walking distance. 
 

This step was completed by Transpo Group and reduced the number of parcels relevant 
to the parking analysis to 191. Figure 2 shows the location of the 191 parcels within the 
City. 

Key Findings 

Our analysis highlights two neighborhoods within the City with a high concentration of parcels with 
potentially significant on-street parking safety issues – the Interlaken and Harts Idyllwild/Lake 
Holme developments. These neighborhoods include mostly low-density single-family homes. 
Roadways within these neighborhoods are primarily narrow and without curbs or sidewalks. The 
neighborhoods were designed to be accessed primarily by automobile. The low density and 
roadway connectivity also allows for walking without the need for sidewalks since the traffic 
volumes are likely low and people walking have the option to walk off pavement within the public 
right of way. Since these roadways were not designed to accommodate higher residential 
densities and on-street parking, they may be appropriate areas to exempt from the HB 1110 
middle housing zoning requirements. However additional evaluation may be necessary to consider 
other data points and information, such as equity, demographics, and practicality or risk of 
exempting these areas from middle housing zoning. 
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Figure 2. Parcels of Concern for Significant On-Street Parking Safety Issues  

 
 



From: Jon Pascal <jon.pascal@transpogroup.com> 
Sent: Friday, May 24, 2024 11:50 
To: Andrew Bjorn <Andrew@Berkconsulting.com> 
Cc: Drew Heckathorn <drew.heckathorn@transpogroup.com>; John Lewis 
<john.lewis@transpogroup.com> 
Subject: RE: Transportation Element Review for Lakewood  
  
Andrew, 
Attached is a spreadsheet with the I-5 volumes from the model. As expected, the Planned Action 
volumes are slightly lower in general compared to baseline or No Action. Let us know if you need 
anything else. Thanks and have a good weekend. 
  

  

Jon  Pascal PE  | 
  

Managing Principal 
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Northbound I-5 Southbound I-5

Interchange Baseline

Planned 

Action % Diff Interchange Baseline

Planned 

Action % Diff

Mainline 15,588         15,373         -1.4% Mainline 25,155         25,144         0.0%

Off Ramp 922                830                -10.0% Off Ramp 4,967            4,977            0.2%

On Ramp 3,603            3,552            -1.4% On Ramp 987                1,013            2.6%

Mainline 18,270         18,095         -1.0% Mainline 21,175         21,180         0.0%

Off Ramp 882                1,045            18.5% S. 84th St On Ramp 1,081            1,049            -3.0%

On Ramp 3,371            3,178            -5.7% Mainline 22,256         22,230         -0.1%

Mainline 20,759         20,229         -2.6% Off Ramp 6,386            6,161            -3.5%

Off Ramp 2,200            2,134            -3.0% On Ramp 4,918            4,602            -6.4%

On Ramp 1,426            1,371            -3.9% Mainline 20,787         20,671         -0.6%

Mainline 19,984         19,466         -2.6% Off Ramp 2,502            2,850            13.9%

Off Ramp 1,931            1,925            -0.3% On Ramp 2,651            2,505            -5.5%

On Ramp 2,661            3,035            14.1% Mainline 20,936         20,326         -2.9%

Mainline 20,715         20,576         -0.7% Off Ramp 1,851            1,874            1.2%

Off Ramp 5,510            5,444            -1.2% On Ramp 2,049            1,791            -12.6%

On Ramp 5,238            5,299            1.2% Mainline 21,134         20,243         -4.2%

Mainline 20,442         20,431         -0.1% Off Ramp 2,955            2,310            -21.8%

S. 84th St Off Ramp 1,928            1,816            -5.8% On Ramp 839                871                3.8%

Mainline 18,514         18,614         0.5% Mainline 19,017         18,805         -1.1%

Off Ramp 1,845            1,782            -3.4% Off Ramp 2,100            1,912            -9.0%

On Ramp 3,671            3,668            -0.1% On Ramp 395                381                -3.5%

Mainline 20,340         20,500         0.8% Mainline 17,313         17,274         -0.2%

Total On Ramps 19,970         20,103         0.7% On Ramps 12,920         12,212         -5.5%

Off Ramps 15,218         14,976         -1.6% Off Ramps 20,761         20,084         -3.3%

Mainline 154,612      153,284      -0.9% Mainline 167,773      165,873      -1.1%

All Links 189,800      188,363      -0.8% All Links 201,454      198,169      -1.6%

Rounded & Balanced

Northbound I-5 Southbound I-5

Interchange Baseline

Planned 

Action % Diff Interchange Baseline

Planned 

Action % Diff

Mainline 15,590         15,370         -1.4% Mainline 25,160         25,140         -0.1%

Off Ramp 920                830                -9.8% Off Ramp 4,970            4,970            0.0%

On Ramp 3,600            3,550            -1.4% On Ramp 990                1,010            2.0%

Mainline 18,270         18,090         -1.0% Mainline 21,180         21,180         0.0%

Off Ramp 880                1,040            18.2% S. 84th St On Ramp 1,080            1,050            -2.8%

On Ramp 3,370            3,180            -5.6% Mainline 22,260         22,230         -0.1%

Mainline 20,760         20,230         -2.6% Off Ramp 6,390            6,160            -3.6%

Off Ramp 2,200            2,130            -3.2% On Ramp 4,920            4,600            -6.5%

On Ramp 1,430            1,370            -4.2% Mainline 20,790         20,670         -0.6%

Mainline 19,990         19,470         -2.6% Off Ramp 2,500            2,850            14.0%

Off Ramp 1,930            1,930            0.0% On Ramp 2,650            2,510            -5.3%

On Ramp 2,660            3,040            14.3% Mainline 20,940         20,330         -2.9%

Mainline 20,720         20,580         -0.7% Off Ramp 1,850            1,880            1.6%

Off Ramp 5,510            5,450            -1.1% On Ramp 2,050            1,790            -12.7%

On Ramp 5,230            5,300            1.3% Mainline 21,140         20,240         -4.3%

Mainline 20,440         20,430         0.0% Off Ramp 2,960            2,310            -22.0%

S. 84th St Off Ramp 1,930            1,820            -5.7% On Ramp 840                870                3.6%

Mainline 18,510         18,610         0.5% Mainline 19,020         18,800         -1.2%

Off Ramp 1,840            1,780            -3.3% Off Ramp 2,100            1,910            -9.0%

On Ramp 3,670            3,670            0.0% On Ramp 390                380                -2.6%

Mainline 20,340         20,500         0.8% Mainline 17,310         17,270         -0.2%
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C R I T I C A L  A R E A S  O R D I N A N C E  G A P  A N A L Y S I S  

C ITY OF LAKEWOOD  

1 INTRODUCTION 

With passage of the Growth Management Act (GMA), local jurisdictions 

throughout Washington State, including the City of Lakewood (City), were 

required to develop policies and regulations to designate and protect critical 

areas.  Critical areas, as defined by the GMA (Revised Code of Washington 

[RCW] 36.70A.030(5)), include wetlands, areas with a critical recharging effect on 

aquifers used for potable water, fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas, 

frequently flooded areas, and geologically hazardous areas.   

An ongoing requirement of the GMA is for local jurisdictions to periodically 

review and evaluate their adopted critical areas policies and regulations.  In 

accordance with the GMA, the City adopted a Critical Areas Ordinance 

(Ordinance No. 362) in 2004 and sections of this ordinance were updated and 

adopted in Ordinance No. 630 in 2015.  The City is now considering further 

updates to its critical area policies and regulations to be consistent with recent 

updates to the best available science (BAS).  Any deviations from science-based 

recommendations should be identified, assessed, and explained (Washington 

Administrative Code [WAC] 365-195-915).  In addition, jurisdictions are to give 

special consideration to conservation or protection measures necessary to 

preserve or enhance anadromous fisheries. 

The City’s critical areas regulations are currently codified in Chapters 14.02 

through 14.165 of the Lakewood Municipal Code (LMC or Code) (Lakewood, 

2023).   

This gap analysis provides a review of the current critical areas regulations, 

noting gaps where existing policies or regulations may not be consistent with 

BAS or the GMA.  It also documents where revisions could be made to aid in 

clarity and general usability of the code based on a review and use of the code by 

DCG/Watershed and City staff. The primary intention of this gap analysis is to 

help guide the update of the City’s critical areas regulations.   

1.1 GMA Regulatory Process 

The City of Lakewood is conducting a substantive review and revision of its 

Critical Areas Ordinance (Lakewood Municipal Code Title 14, Chapter 14.02). 

The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires all cities and counties in 

Washington to adopt regulations protecting critical areas to preserve the natural 
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environment, wildlife habitats, and sources of fresh drinking water. Critical areas 

regulation also encourages public safety by limiting development in areas prone 

to natural hazards like floods and landslides. All jurisdictions are required to 

review, evaluate, and, if necessary, revise their critical areas ordinances 

according to an update schedule. Furthermore, the GMA, under RCW 36.70A.172 

requires all counties and cities to “include the best available science in 

developing policies and development regulation to protect the functions and 

values of critical areas.”  

1.2   Document Organization 

Recommendations for updating the City’s existing critical areas regulations are 

provided in Sections 2 through 7.  Section 2 addresses the general provisions that 

are applicable to all critical areas and Sections 3 through 7 address the different 

types of critical areas covered by the GMA.  To highlight findings of the gap 

analysis, a Code review summary table is provided at the beginning of each 

section.  Where a potential gap is identified, subsections provide further 

discussion.   

2 GENERAL PROVISIONS – LMC 14.142 

Code sections 14.142.010 through 14.142.200 contain general provisions that are 

applicable to all types of critical areas.  While overall the general provisions 

contained in these sections are strong, some refinements could be made to further 

align these sections with the GMA and BAS.  Table 1 (general provisions review 

summary) below provides a summary of recommendations that are described in 

detail in this section. 

    Table 1.   General provisions review summary. 

Code 
Section 

Title Review Comment / Recommendations* 

14.142.010-
14.142.200 

General Provisions • Add a section for best available science 

• Add allowed activities section  

14.142.010 Authority and title None 

14.142.020 Intent None 

14.142.030 Interpretation None 

14.142.040 Applicability and Mapping Create City-owned critical area maps or add 
reference to BAS map resources in individual 
sections 

14.142.050 Permitted Uses None 

14.142.060 Regulated uses/activities None 

14.142.070 Exemptions • Specify requirements for demonstrating 
project exemption 

• Add reference to Pierce County Noxious 
Weed Control Board species list 
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Code 
Section 

Title Review Comment / Recommendations* 

14.142.080 Reasonable use 
exception 

• Update reasonable use exceptions  

14.142.090 Reasonable use 
exception and 
modification of critical 
requirements for 
individual single-family 
residences 

None 

14.142.100 Process • Add requirement in subsection (B), 
requiring staff to confirm no net loss of 
ecological function for each project 
application, pursuant to WAC 365-196-
830(4).  

• Add general language on impact 
avoidance and mitigation sequencing.  

14.142.110 Variances None 

14.142.120 Current use assessment None 

14.142.130 Compliance provisions None 

14.142.140 Appeal procedures None 

14.142.160 Fees None 

14.142.170 Title and pat notification Correct spelling of “plat” 

14.142.180 Nonconforming uses • Recommend breaking section into 
subsections for Nonconforming use, 
nonconforming structure, and nonconforming 
lots 

• Recommend adding definitions for new items 
to Section 14.165 

14.142.190 Administrative 
procedures and technical 
criteria 

None 

14.142.200 Severability None 

14.165 Definitions Review and consider revisions 

     * See discussion of comments/recommendations in the subparts below this table. 

2.1 General Provisions (LMC 14.142.010- 14.124.200, LMC 
14.165) 

2.1.1 Add a section for best available science 

RCW 36.70A.172(1) requires the inclusion of best available science (BAS) in 

critical area regulations. The application of BAS is not discussed in the current 

CAO. Such a section could identify criteria for what qualifies as BAS, identify 

the process to be followed in absence of valid scientific information, and how 

BAS will be used to preserve or enhance anadromous fisheries (a special 

consideration required by Chapter 365-195 WAC).  
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2.1.2 Add allowed activities section 

Some jurisdictions have expressed an interest in adding an allowed uses 

section which lists activities allowed in critical areas. Creation of such a 

section should involve review of the existing exemptions section of the code 

and reconcile and clarify which activities are considered exempt and which 

are allowed and what the difference is. As the code is currently written, it 

appears exempt uses do not require submittal of a critical areas report, or 

mitigation. Allowed uses should still be required to provide mitigation if 

activities would result in a loss of the function and values of the critical area. 

2.2 Applicability and Mapping (LMC 14.142.040) 

2.2.1 Add City maps or map resources  

The current CAO defines/designates regulated critical areas according to 

guidelines, however there are no reference maps or resources which 

applicants can use to identify potential critical areas in their project area. The 

City should either add a reference to publicly available resources for critical 

areas identification or create City maps containing those designations that are 

updated regularly.  

2.3 Exemptions (LMC 14.142.070) 

2.3.1 Specify requirements for proving project exemption 

This section lists actions which are exempt from the critical areas code. 

However, it does not specify what the responsibilities of a project proponent 

are in proposing such an action.  The City should consider adding language 

clarifying what, if any, approval is needed prior to engaging in an exempt 

activity. To promote protection of critical areas even from exempt activities, 

language similar to the following is recommended for insertion at the 

beginning of this section: 

All exempted activities shall use reasonable methods to avoid potential impacts to 

critical areas.  To be exempt from this Chapter does not give permission to 

degrade a critical area or ignore risk from natural hazards.  Any incidental 

damage to, or alteration of, a critical area that is not a necessary outcome of the 

exempted activity shall be restored, rehabilitated, or replaced at the responsible 

party’s expense (CTED 2007). 

2.3.2 Add reference to Pierce County Noxious Weed Control Board 
species list 

Regulation R of this section references the state noxious weed list allowed to 

be removed under the stated exemption. To include the coverage of more 

weeds, the City should consider adding a reference to include all weeds listed 
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on the Noxious Weeds Designated for Control or Eradication in Pierce County 

by the Pierce County Noxious Weed Control Board annual list.   

2.4 Reasonable Use Exceptions (LMC 14.142.080) 

The LMC currently allows for “reasonable use” if the CAO would otherwise deny 

all reasonable use of a property. The code does not currently contain provisions 

for establishing legal lot status, which can cause issues with review of reasonable 

use exceptions. The city should consider revisions to this section that incorporate 

determination of lot status.  

2.5 Process (LMC 14.142.100) 

2.5.1 Add requirement in subsection (B), requiring staff to confirm no 
net loss of ecological function for each project application, 
pursuant to WAC 365-196-830(4). 

 
Pursuant to WAC 365-196-830(4), Counties and Cities are required to ensure 

no-net-loss of critical area functions for any proposed development. Although 

counties and cities may protect critical areas in different ways or may allow 

some localized impacts to critical areas, or even the potential loss of some 

critical areas, development regulations must preserve the existing functions 

and values of critical areas. Avoidance is the most effective way to protect 

critical areas. If development regulations allow harm to critical areas, they 

must require compensatory mitigation of the harm. Development regulations 

may not allow a net loss of the functions and values of the ecosystem that 

includes the impacted or lost critical areas. 

2.5.2 Add general language on impact avoidance and mitigation 
sequencing.  

Pursuant to WAC 197-11-768, mitigation consists of a specific sequence which 

includes: avoidance, minimization, rectification, reduction, and compensatory 

mitigation. We recommend adding general language on impact avoidance and 

each step of the mitigation sequence.   

2.6 Title and Pat Notification (14.142.170) 

2.6.1 Correct spelling of “plat”.  

2.7 Nonconforming Uses (LMC 14.142.180) 

2.7.1 Recommend breaking section into subsections for 
nonconforming use, nonconforming structure, and 
nonconforming lots 

The Lakewood Shoreline Master Program (SMP) adopted in 2019 incorporates 

the Department of Ecology recommended changes listed in WAC 173-27-080, 
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which separates “nonconforming uses and development” into 

“nonconforming uses”, “nonconforming structures”, and “nonconforming 

lots”. These updates are only required for SMPs, however we recommend 

updating the CAO sections with similar verbiage to be consistent with the 

SMP as well as provide clarity on “nonconforming” regulations. We also 

recommend adding the new definitions to Section 14.165. 

 

2.8 Definitions (LMC 14.165) 

2.8.1 Review and consider revisions 

The City should conduct a thorough review of the definitions section and 

remove or modify redundant definitions, those which are not used in the 

code, and those which may require revisions as a result of other code 

amendments.   

 

3 GEOLOGICALLY HAZARDOUS AREAS – LMC 

14.146 

The goal of geologic hazard regulations is to classify and designate areas on 

which development should be prohibited, restricted, or otherwise controlled 

because of danger from geological hazards. Geologically hazardous areas 

addressed in the Code include erosion and landslide hazard areas and seismic 

hazard areas. The Code does not designate mine, volcanic or tsunami hazard 

areas as geologically hazardous areas.  

Table 2. Geologically hazardous areas review summary 

Code 
Section 

Title Review Comment / Recommendations* 

14.146.010-
14.146.050 

Geologically Hazardous 
Areas 

Consider updating definition to match RCW 
definition 

14.146.010 Purpose Update types of hazards included  

14.146.020 Designation of erosion 
and landslide hazard 
areas 

Update classification criteria consistent with WAC 
365-190-120 
Update list of mapping resources   

14.146.030 Protection standards for 
erosion and landslide 
hazard areas 

None 

14.146.040 Designation of seismic 
hazard areas 

Update definition of seismic hazard areas  

14.146.050 Protection standards in 
seismic hazard areas  

None 

* See discussion of comments/recommendations in the subparts below this table. 
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3.1 Geologically Hazardous Areas (LMC 14.146.010-14.146.050). 

3.1.1 Consider adding RCW definition 

The LMC contains a definition of geologically hazardous areas, however the 

language differs slightly from the RCW definition. The City should consider 

adding the definition of geologically hazardous areas consistent with RCW 

36.70A.030(9) to the definitions section in 14.165.  

3.1.2 Consider adding a section for designation of Mine Hazard Areas 

The LMC does not address volcanic or mine hazard areas. Based on the DNR 

Geologic Information Portal there are no volcanic vents in the area around 

Lakewood however there are surface mines within the City limits such as the 

Miles Sand and Gravel Company. Areas such as this should be addressed in 

the CAO to address future development of these areas.    

3.2 Purpose (LMC 14.146.010). 

3.2.1 Consider adding further explanation for areas that are considered 
geologically hazardous. 

This section specifies geologically hazardous areas to include erosion and 

landslide hazard areas and seismic hazard areas. The City should consider 

adding the following language “For purposes of this title, geologically 

hazardous areas include the following: erosion, landslide and seismic hazard 

areas, and other hazard areas subject to other geological events such as coal mine 

hazards and volcanic hazards including mass wasting, debris flow, rock falls, and 

differential settlement” to align with WAC-190-120. 

3.3 Designation of erosion and landslide hazard areas (LMC 
14.146.020). 

3.3.1 Consider adding further explanation for areas that are considered 
geologically hazardous. 

The classification criteria included in this section are not complete and lack 

criteria for landslide hazard areas. This list should be updated consistent with 

WAC 365-190-120 6.(a-i).  

3.3.2 Consider updating map resources 

The LMC contains a list of sources that may be used to delineate geologically 

hazardous areas. These sources may be out of date and/or other sources that 

are considered BAS may be available. For example, the Soil Survey of Pierce 

County Area listed in this section is from 1979.    
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3.4 Designation of seismic hazard areas (LMC 14.146.040). 

3.4.1 General 

The LMC contains a list of areas considered seismic hazard areas, however the 

language differs slightly from the RCW designation. The City should consider 

adding the complete list of seismic hazard areas consistent with WAC 365-

190-120 (7).  

3.4.2 Mapping 

The Lakewood code references two sources for mapping of seismic hazard 

areas, both of which were published in 2003. The Washington Department of 

Commerce recommends the following source: Geologic Hazards and the 

Environment | WA - DNR.   

4 CRITICAL AQUIFER RECHARGE AREAS – LMC 

14.150 

Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas (CARA) are defined in Lakewood Municipal Code 

(LMC 14.150) and designated in LMC 14.150.020. LMC 14.150.040 lists the requirements 

for hydrogeological assessments when required through the permitting process. The 

current regulations appear generally consistent with the CARA guidance provided by 

the Department of Ecology. The following subsections are suggestions for improving the 

level of aquifer protection and general clarification of regulations to implement the plan.  

4.1 Consider adding maps of CARAs (LMC 14.150) 

The LMC designates CARAs based on DRASTIC zones seen in the Pierce County 

Map of Groundwater Pollution Potential and the Clover/Chambers Creek Aquifer 

Basin boundary, as identified in the Draft Clover/Cambers Creek Basin Ground 

Water Management Program. However, there are no listed resources for 

applicants to see if their project site is within a regulated CARA. We recommend 

either listing resource map links (such as those mentioned in LMC 

14.150.020(B)(1) or for the City to consider creating its own CARA map for 

applicants to utilize as a reference during project development.  

4.2 Create an inventory of potential contaminant sources (LMC 
14.150) 

Aquifer vulnerability analyses based on susceptibility assessments benefit from 

updated inventories of potential contaminant sources and their pathways. A 

monitoring well program (resource protection wells) with piezometers above and 

below the aquitards can provide early detection of changes in groundwater levels 

or water quality in specific aquifers, as well as long-term monitoring of water 

level trends and aquifer recharge. An inventory of existing wells in the CARA, 

https://www.dnr.wa.gov/programs-and-services/geology/geologic-hazards-and-environment
https://www.dnr.wa.gov/programs-and-services/geology/geologic-hazards-and-environment
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particularly smaller domestic water supply wells, can be used to assess hazards 

from spills and contamination affecting municipal water supplies. An inventory 

of existing wells in the CARA can provide information for implementing a well 

abandonment program to prevent abandoned wells or open casings from causing 

contamination of groundwater supplies in the future.  

5 FISH AND WILDLIFE HABITAT AREAS – LMC 

14.154 

Code sections 14.154.010 through 14.154.090 contain provisions that are 

applicable to all Fish and Wildlife Habitat Areas. The City’s habitat conservation 

areas regulations require some modifications to align with BAS and to clarify 

applicability and facilitate ease of use. The following subsections are suggestions 

for improving the level of Fish and Wildlife Habitat protection and general 

clarification of regulations to implement the plan. 

     Table 3.   Fish and wildlife habitat areas review summary. 

Code 
Section 

Title Review Comment / Recommendations* 

14.154.010-
14.154.090 

Fish and Wildlife Habitat 
Areas 

• Update title of chapter 

• Update definition in 14.165 

• Include designation and protection of 
waters of the State 

14.154.010 Purpose and intent None  

14.154.020 Designation of critical fish 
and wildlife habitat areas 

• Provisions of this title apply to both public 
and private lands 

• Add identification information consistent 
with WAC 365-190-030 

• Update map resources 

• Update identification consistence with 
WAC-365-190-130 

• Include anadromous fisheries  

14.154.030 Habitat protection 
standards 

• Add BAS to section B 

• Expand on the sources and methods of 
identifying critical fish and wildlife habitat 
areas 

14.154.040 Title and plat notification  None 

14.154.050 Habitat protection for 
rivers and streams 

• Update stream protection buffers to 
ensure consistency with BAS 

• Add language for “no-net-loss” of 
ecological function  

14.154.060 Habitat protection for 
lakes 

• Update the buffer requirements for lakes 
that are urban in character  

14.154.070 Habitat protection ponds • Add buffer requirements for naturally 
occurring ponds under 20-acres in size 
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Code 
Section 

Title Review Comment / Recommendations* 

14.154.080 Provisions for priority 
Oregon white oak trees 
and woodlands 

None 

14.154.090 Provisions for fish and 
wildlife, habitat buffers, 
where required  

None 

     * See discussion of comments/recommendations in the subparts below this table. 

 

5.1 Fish and Wildlife Habitat Areas (LMC 14.154.010-
14.154.090). 

5.1.1 Update title of chapter 

Chapter 14.154 of the LMC is currently titled Fish and Wildlife Habitat Areas, 

the RCW 36.70A.030(6) references these areas as Fish and Wildlife Habitat 

Conservation Areas. For clarity, the City could consider revising the chapter 

title and applicable language throughout the chapter to be consistent with the 

title “Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas”. 

5.1.2 Update definition in 14.165 

Concurrently with the update suggested in 5.1.1, we recommend updating the 

definition for “Fish and Wildlife Habitat Areas” in Section 14.165 to be 

consistent.  

5.1.3 Include designation and protection of waters of the State 

RCW 90.48.020 defines waters of the State, which include all surface waters, 

salt waters, groundwater, and all other water courses in Washington. Per 

WAC 365-190-1300(2) all waters of the state should be designated as fish and 

wildlife habitat conservation areas. The City should add a definition for 

“waters of the state” as well as designating them under this chapter.   

 

5.2 Designation of critical fish and wildlife habitat areas (LMC 
14.154.020). 

5.2.1 Provisions of this title apply to both public and private lands 

Chapter 14.154 currently states that this chapter applies to proposed regulated 

activities within critical fish and wildlife habitat areas. For the purpose of 

adding clarity to the document it is recommended that the City add language 

stating that this chapter applies to proposed regulated activities within critical 

fish and wildlife habitat areas on all public and private lands.  
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5.2.2 Add identification information consistent with WAC 365-190-030 

Section A of this chapter includes areas currently identified as critical fish and 

wildlife species and habitats are referenced by CFR and WAC sections. 

Language stating “and which, if altered, may reduce the likelihood that the 

species will maintain and reproduce persist over the long term” should be 

retained. 

5.2.3 Update map resources 

The LMC references four resources for information on critical fish and wildlife 

habitat areas. This section lists both the Washington Department of Wildlife 

and the Washington Department of Fisheries. This section should be updated 

with the BAS as well as updating these two departments to the single entity of 

the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

5.2.4 Update identification consistence with WAC-365-190-130 

Section B of this chapter should expand on the sources and methods of 

identifying critical fish and wildlife habitat areas as outlined in WAC-365-190-

130(4)(a-i). 

 
WAC 365-190-130(4)(i) recommends sources and methods for protecting fish 

and wildlife habitat conservation areas, including salmonid habitat. BAS is 

available from the US Department of Fish and Wildlife Service, the State 

Recreation and Conservation Office, and the Puget Sound Partnership and the 

City should consider recommendations found in the regional and watershed 

specific salmon recovery plan (Governor's Salmon Recovery Office - 

Recreation and Conservation Office (wa.gov). 

5.3 Habitat Protection Standards (LMC 14.154.030). 

5.3.1 Add BAS to Section B 

Section B of this chapter references existing codes and policies, both state and 

local, that are used to implement Habitat Protection Standards. This list 

should include BAS as set forth in RCW 36.70A.172.  in addition to the 

WDFW’s Priority Habitat and Species webpage (Priority Habitats and Species 

(PHS) | Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife) as required by WAC 365-

190-130 (4). 

5.3.2 Expand on the sources and methods of identifying critical fish 
and wildlife habitat areas 

The City should consider listing publicly available resources to help 

applicants identify critical fish and wildlife habitat areas. At minimum the 

City should list the WDFW’s Priority Habitat and Species webpage (Priority 

Habitats and Species (PHS) | Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife) as 

required by WAC 365-190-130 (4). 

https://wdfw.wa.gov/species-habitats/at-risk/phs
https://wdfw.wa.gov/species-habitats/at-risk/phs
https://wdfw.wa.gov/species-habitats/at-risk/phs
https://wdfw.wa.gov/species-habitats/at-risk/phs
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5.4 Habitat protection for rivers and streams (LMC 14.154.050). 

5.4.1 Update stream protection buffers to ensure consistency with BAS 

The current standards set forth in 14.154.050 for river and stream buffers have 

not been updated since 2015 (Ordinance No. 630). In 2020, the Washington 

Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) came out with new guidance ( 

(Rentz et al. 2020)) for protection of riparian areas that heavily emphasizes a 

shift in terminology from the concept of “stream buffers” to “riparian 

management zones” (RMZs). An RMZ is defined as “…a scientifically based 

description of the area adjacent to rivers and streams that has the potential to 

provide full function based on the SPTH [site potential tree height] conceptual 

framework.” This differs from the use of “buffer(s),” as an RMZ is by 

definition wide enough to potentially provide full riparian function.  Stream 

buffers are established through policy decisions and are clearly intended to 

protect streams but may or may not be intended to provide full riparian 

function or a close approximation of it.  The guidance recommends that a 

RMZ be delineated on a site-specific basis and be measured from the outer 

channel migration zone.  

The City could consider requiring site specific RMZs, rather than set buffer 

widths. However, this approach is difficult to implement, and many 

jurisdictions are choosing to continue with set buffer widths, while taking into 

consideration the range of widths that the custom RMZ mapping would 

produce. The 200-foot set buffer width currently recommended for Type F 

streams is on the larger end of what is seen in many jurisdictions and should 

be adequate to protect most stream and stream buffer function.  

5.4.2 Add language for “no-net-loss” of ecological function 

Section D of this chapter currently states that “new development shall not 

reduce the effective flood storage volume of the regulatory floodplain”. The 

current recommended language states that there shall be “no-net-loss of 

ecologic function”. This language should be added to this section per WAC 

365-196-830(4).   

5.5 Habitat protection for lakes (LMC 14.154.060). 

5.5.1 Regulated activities  

Regulated activities proposed on lakes that are urban in nature are currently 

exempt from buffering requirements of this chapter.  However, the lakes in 

the City of Lakewood fall under the jurisdiction of the Shoreline Master 

Program. We recommend adding a clarifying statement to this section such as: 
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All activities within 200 ft. of regulated shorelines are subject to the regulations in the 

Shoreline Master Program (SMP). Applicants should consult the Lakewood SMP for 

setback/buffer requirements.   

5.6 Habitat protection for ponds (LMC 14.154.070). 

5.6.1 Regulated activities  

Naturally occurring ponds under 20-acres and their submerged aquatic beds 

that provide fish or wildlife habitat are considered Fish and Wildlife Habitat 

Conservation Areas per WAC 365-190-130. The state code also states that 

“naturally occurring ponds do not include ponds deliberately designed and 

created from dry sites, such as canals, detention facilities, wastewater 

treatment facilities, farmponds, temporary construction ponds (of less than 

three years duration) and landscape amenities. However, naturally occurring 

ponds may include those artificial ponds intentionally created from dry areas 

in order to mitigate conversion of ponds, if permitted by a regulatory 

authority.” It is recommended that the City update this section to provide 

clear buffer requirements for ponds under 20-acres in size. 

6 FLOOD HAZARD AREAS – LMC 14.158 

The existing Code includes restrictions on development within floodplains, 

which are outlined in LMC 18A.50 – Article 1. Flood Hazard Overlay (FHO). 

Existing regulations could be enhanced by providing specific critical area special 

study and/or habitat assessment requirements as detailed below.  

Table 4. Flood hazard areas review summary 

Code 
Section 

Title Review Comment / Recommendations* 

14.158.010
-
14.158.030 

Flood Hazard Areas • Consider revising chapter title to “frequently 
flooded areas”, consistent with GMA language 

• Specific critical area report requirements for 
floodplains not included—consider including 

• Require a habitat assessment (FEMA Biological 
Opinion process) for development in the 
floodway or floodplain 

14.158.010 Purpose Consider updating this section to be consistent with 
referenced LMC 18A.50 (Article 1) 

14.158.020 Designation Consider adding links to FEMA resource maps 

14.158.030 Protection None 
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6.1 Flood Hazard Areas (LMC 14.158.010-14.158.030) 

6.1.1 Consider revising chapter title to “frequently flooded areas” 

RCW 36.70A.030 defines the five types of critical areas which are required to 

be protected, including “frequently flooded areas”. "Frequently flooded areas" 

are lands in the floodplain subject to at least a one percent or greater chance of 

flooding in any given year, or within areas subject to flooding due to high 

groundwater (WAC 365-190-030). Section 14.158.020 of the Flood Hazard 

Areas chapter specifies that the chapter applies to all “areas of special flood 

hazard”. A “Flood Hazard areas” definition is included in 14.165, which we 

recommend be updated to be consistent with the GMA definition in WAC 

365-190-030. For clarity, the City could consider revising the chapter title and 

applicable language throughout the chapter to be consistent with the 

“frequently flooded area” term. 

6.1.2 Consider including critical area report requirements for frequently 
flooded areas 

The Flood Hazard Area chapter does not have a critical area report section 

specifying requirements for a critical area report specific to frequently flooded 

areas, nor does the linked Overlay District chapter (LMC 18A.50 – Article 1). 

The City should consider adding specific requirements for a floodplain critical 

area report or study to ensure no-net-loss of floodplain function.  

6.1.3 Require a habitat assessment (FEMA BiOp process) for 
development in the floodway or floodplain 

As a result of the 2008 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Biological 

Opinion (BiOp) on the implementation of the National Flood Insurance 

Program (NFIP) in the Puget Sound region, the City is required to adopt one 

of the three following approaches (or “doors”) to managing development 

within the floodplain:  

1. Adopt the model ordinance; 

2. Develop floodplain regulations that protect floodplain functions on a 

programmatic basis; or 

3. Require the completion of a floodplain habitat assessment for any 

development within the floodplain.  Habitat assessments must evaluate 

impacts to stormwater, floodplain capacity, and vegetative habitat. 

It is our understanding that the City has not adopted the model ordinance 

(Door 1) nor has customized floodplain regulations that have been reviewed 

and approved by FEMA (Door 2), therefore Door 3 is the default requirement. 

Door 1, the model ordinance, would likely represent the most conservative 
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approach to protecting floodplain functions, but it also would also be 

expected to be the most restrictive option in terms of future development and 

provide the least flexibility in implementation.  Door 2 allows local 

jurisdictions to establish regulations that recognize local conditions and may 

incorporate programs that enhance floodplain functions into the evaluation of 

how floodplain functions are maintained.  However, FEMA must approve any 

Door 2 approach before it is implemented.  The timing to get approval for 

Door 2 depends on the approach and detail in the application submittal.  If 

Door 3 is the desired approach, a regulation should be added to this section 

specifying when a habitat assessment is required and the minimum content 

requirements.   

6.2 Purpose 

6.2.1 Consider updating section to be consistent with referenced LMC 
18A.50 (Article 1) 

The protection standards for “flood hazard areas” are listed via the City’s Cite 

Development Regulations and Chapter 18A.50 of the LMC (Article 1). These 

standards list the purpose of that section, which mirrors the purpose listed in 

this section. For consistency as well as highlighting the importance of 

maintaining no-net-loss standards (pursuant to WAC 365-196-830), 

recommend updating this section to match LMC 18A.50.010(A)-(L).  

 

6.3 Designation 

6.3.1 Consider adding links to FEMA resource maps 

The designation of flood hazard areas is identified by the Federal Insurance 

Administration in a report entitled “The Flood Insurance Study for Pierce 

County and Incorporated Areas” dated March 7, 2017. We understand that the 

City will update the designated flood hazard areas upon receiving revisions to 

this report, however we recommend referencing the FEMA floodplain map as 

an additional resource. The FEMA online floodplain map is updated regularly 

and is considered a resource for incorporating best available science into local 

regulations.  

 

7 WETLANDS AREAS – LMC 14.162 

The wetland sections are extensive, but they could be updated to be consistent 

with BAS related to habitat score ranges, buffer functionality and mitigation 

sequencing.  
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Table 5. Wetlands areas review summary 

Code 
Section 

Title Review Comment / Recommendations* 

14.162.070 Delineation, and wetland 
analysis requirements 

• Update Critical Areas Atlas to include BAS 
resources 

• Consider establishing a requirement for a 
qualified wetland professional to complete any 
needed wetland report 

• Consider listing requirements of a wetland 
analysis report 

14.152-080 Protection standards – 
Establishing buffers 

• Update habitat score ranges to reflect Ecology 
recommendations 

• Consider adding provision to end buffer where 
there is a functional disconnection 

• Protection of wetland buffer widths 

14.162.100 Mitigation 1. Update mitigation ratio table to reflect Ecology 
recommendations 

2. Add additional information for required mitigation 
steps 

3. Add requirement for monitoring when a project 
requires on-site mitigation 

7.1 Delineation, and Wetland Analysis Requirements (LMC 
14.162.070) 

7.1.1 Update Critical Areas Atlas to include BAS resources 

The LMC Code 14.162.070(A) refers to a Critical Area Atlas which is a City 

Wetland Inventory map which provides an indication of where potential 

wetlands are located within the county. This resource does not include the 

source of its information; therefore it is unknown if it is incorporating BAS as 

a part of its designation. We recommend either 1) listing resources utilized to 

create the Critical Areas Atlas and how often it is updated with assurances 

that BAS is used during the review process; or 2) switching to listed public 

resources which use BAS and are updating frequently (for example the 

National Wetland Inventory, Web Soil Survey, WDFW PHS, etc).  

7.1.2 Consider establishing a requirement for a qualified wetland 
professional to complete any needed wetland report 

When a wetland analysis report is required by the Department, we 

recommend listing a requirement which states that such reports must be 

completed by a qualified professional. Wetlands are complex ecosystems, and 

to be delineated/classified accurately requires extensive training and 

experience. The City can refer to the Pierce County approved consultant list or 

outline specific requirements for certifications and experience.  
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7.1.3 Consider listing requirements for a wetland analysis report 

The City currently has two wetland reports listed in LMC 14.165 – Wetland 

Verification Report and Wetland Analysis Report. However, neither section 

lists the requirements for said reports. The City should consider outlining 

requirements for each report, including (but not limited to) wetland 

delineation and rating documentation required by the methods referenced in 

14.162.020 and 14.162.030, specifically wetland data sheets, and Ecology 2014 

rating form(s) and figures.  

7.2 Protection Standards – Establishing Buffers (LMC 14.152-
080) 

7.2.1 Update habitat score ranges to reflect Ecology recommendations 

Effective wetland buffer widths vary depending on the targeted wetland 

functions, intensity of surrounding land use, and buffer characteristics.  The 

Code’s existing buffer widths are based on wetland category and habitat 

score. In July of 2018 Ecology released updated guidance modifying the 

habitat ranges in their wetland buffer tables (Granger, 2018). In previous 

Ecology wetland buffer tables, low habitat function was represented by a 

habitat score of 3 or 4 points and moderate habitat function by a score of 5 to 7 

points. The new guidance re-categorizes a habitat score of 5 as part of the low 

category. Using the Code’s existing buffer system, this change would result in 

a reduction in the buffer width for wetlands with a habitat score of 5.  

Therefore, the habitat score ranges and buffer widths used in the current 

buffer system must be updated to match the revised Ecology guidance. The 

buffer width table in the current Code, updated to reflect the July 2018 

Ecology guidance, is shown below.  

Table 6. Current wetland buffer table, updated with July 2018 Ecology changes. Existing 
buffer widths included in () for comparison.  

Wetland Category1  

Buffer Width according to Habitat Score1 

(3-4) 3-5 points (5 points) 6-7 points 

 
8-9 points 

Category I: Based on 
total score 

75 ft (105 ft) 
(165 ft) 110 

ft 
 

(225 ft) 225 ft 

Category I: Bogs and 
wetlands with a High 
Conservation Value 

 
190 ft  

 
225 ft 

Category I: Coastal 
lagoons 

 
       (150 ft)                                     (165 ft) 
 
150 ft (buffer with not based on habitat scores) 

 
(225 ft) 225 ft 

Category I: Interdunal 
(225 ft) 

225 ft (buffer width not based on habitat 
scores) 

 
(225 ft) 225 ft 
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Wetland Category1  

Buffer Width according to Habitat Score1 

(3-4) 3-5 points (5 points) 6-7 points 

 
8-9 points 

Category I: Forested (75 ft) 75 ft (105 ft)  
(165 ft) 225 

ft 
(225 ft) 225 ft 

Category I: Estuarine 150 ft (buffer with not based on habitat scores) 

Category II: Based on 
score 

75 ft (105 ft) 
(165 ft) 165 

ft 
 

(225ft) 225 ft 

Category II: Interdunal 
wetlands 

 
       (110 ft)                                    (165 ft) 
 
110 ft (buffer width not based on habitat 
scores) 

 
(225 ft) 225 ft 

Category II: Estuarine 110 ft (buffer width not based on habitat scores) 

Category III (all) (60 ft) 60 ft (105 ft) 
(165 ft) 225 

ft 
(225 ft) 225 ft 

Category IV 40 ft 

 
The current buffer system, when updated to reflect the change in habitat score 

ranges, will be aligned with BAS. The current code also mandates that for any 

project that does not employ the mitigation measures listed in table 14.2, a 33% 

buffer width increase will be required. This multi-tiered approach helps to 

ensure no-net-loss of wetland functions.   

7.2.2 Consider adding provision to end buffer where there is a 
functional disconnection 

Areas that are disconnected from the wetland by a permanent road or other 

substantially developed surface often do not provide significant buffer 

function. The City could consider adding a provision that the edge of an 

improved right-of-way or similar infrastructure of a linear nature shall be 

considered the extent of the buffer, if the part of the critical area buffer on the 

other side of the infrastructure provides insignificant function in relation to 

the part of the buffer adjacent to the wetland, unless the infrastructure can be 

feasibly removed, relocated or restored to provide buffer functions. Such 

functional analysis should be included in the critical areas report. 

 

7.2.3 Reduction of wetland buffer widths 

Current LMC allows for up to a 25% buffer reduction on a case-by-case basis 

for unique wetland circumstances. However, the current recommended buffer 

widths provided by Ecology already includes reduced widths than what is 

normally required, and these widths should not used in conjunction with 

other reductions. We recommend removing the allowance for up to a 25% 

buffer reduction. Alternatively, if the City wishes to keep the reduction option 

in the code, updated buffer widths would be required which would increase 

each buffer width by 33%.  
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7.3 Mitigation (LMC 14.162.100) 

7.3.1 Update mitigation ratios to reflect Ecology recommendations 

Ecology’s recent publication Wetland Guidance for Critical Areas Ordinance 

(CAO) Updates dated October 2022 (Shorelands and Environmental Assistance 

Program, 2022) outlines additional research for mitigation practices. These 

updates include new recommended mitigation ratios. We recommend that 

you update the mitigation ratios located in LMC 14.162.100 (B)(3) to reflect 

Ecology’s recommended ratios. The mitigation ratio table in the current Code, 

updated with Ecology’s 2022 guidance is shown below.  

 

Table 7. Current wetland mitigation ratio, updated with 2022 Ecology guidance 

Category and Type of 
Wetland 

Creation or 
Reestablishment 

Rehabilitation Preservation Enhancement 

Category I: Mature forested 6:1 12:1 24:1 16:1 

Category I: Based on functions 4:1 8:1 16:1 16:1 

Category II 3:1 6:1 12:1 12:1 

Category III 2:1 4:1 8:1 8:1 

Category IV 1.5:1 3:1 6:1 6:1 

  
4. Add additional information for required mitigation steps 

7.3.2 Add additional information for required mitigation steps.  

Ecology’s recent publication Wetland Guidance for Critcal Areas Ordinance 

(CAO) Updates dated October 2022 outlines recommended mitigation steps to 

ensure a thorough approach to no net loss for development projects. We 

recommend that you expand on the existing code language and incorporate 

the following language into the mitigation section of the LMC.  

 

14.162.100 – Mitigation 

(A) Mitigation Sequencing. Before being authorized to impact any wetland or 

its buffer, an applicant must demonstrate that they have implemented 

mitigation in the following order.  

1. Avoid impacts altogether by not taking certain action or parts of an 

action. 

2. Minimize 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. Rectify impacts by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected 

environment.  

4. Reduce or eliminate impacts over time by preservation and 

maintenance operations.  
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5. Compensate for impacts by replacing, enhancing, or providing 

substitute resources or environments.  

6. Monitor required compensation and take remedial or corrective 

measures when necessary.  

 

(C) Methods of Compensatory Mitigation. Mitigation for wetland and 

buffer impacts shall rely on a method listed below in order of preference. 

A lower-preference form of mitigation shall be used only if the applicant’s 

qualified wetland professional demonstrates to the [Administrator]’s 

satisfaction that all higher-ranked types of mitigation are not viable, 

consistent with the criteria in this Section.  

1. Restoration: The manipulation of the physical, chemical, or biological 

characteristics of a site with the goal of returning natural/historic 

functions and environmental processes to a former or degraded 

wetland. Restoration is divided into two categories: 

a. Re-establishment: The manipulation of the physical, chemical, or 

biological characteristics of a site with the goal of returning 

natural/historic functions and environmental processes to a former 

wetland. Re-establishment results in rebuilding a former wetland 

and results in a gain in wetland area and functions. Example 

activities could include removing fill, plugging ditches, or breaking 

drain tiles to restore a wetland hydroperiod, which in turn will 

lead to restoring wetland biotic communities and environmental 

processes. 

b. Rehabilitation: The manipulation of the physical, chemical, or 

biological characteristics of a site with the goal of repairing 

natural/historic functions and environmental processes to a 

degraded wetland. Rehabilitation results in a gain in wetland 

function but does not result in a gain in wetland area. The area 

already meets wetland criteria, but hydrological processes have 

been altered. Rehabilitation involves restoring historic hydrologic 

processes. Example activities could involve breaching a dike to 

reconnect wetlands to a floodplain or return tidal influence to a 

wetland. 

2. Establishment (Creation): The manipulation of the physical, chemical, 

or biological characteristics of a site to develop a wetland on an upland 

where a wetland did not previously exist at an upland site. 

Establishment results in a gain in wetland area and functions. An 

example activity could involve excavation of upland soils to elevations 

that will produce a wetland hydroperiod and hydric soils by 

intercepting groundwater, and in turn supports the growth of 

hydrophytic plant species. 
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a. If a site is not available for wetland restoration to compensate 

for expected wetland and/or buffer impacts, the 

[Administrator] may authorize establishment of a wetland and 

buffer upon demonstration by the applicant’s qualified wetland 

professional that: 

i. The hydrology and soil conditions at the proposed 

mitigation site are conducive for sustaining the 

proposed wetland and that establishment of a wetland 

at the site will not likely cause hydrologic problems 

elsewhere; 

ii. Adjacent land uses and site conditions do not 

jeopardize the viability of the proposed wetland and 

buffer (e.g., due to the presence of invasive plants or 

noxious weeds, stormwater runoff, noise, light, or other 

impacts); and 

iii. The proposed wetland and buffer will eventually be 

self-sustaining with little or no long-term maintenance. 

iv. The proposed wetland would not be established at the 

cost of another high-functioning habitat (i.e., 

ecologically important uplands). 

3. Preservation (Protection/Maintenance). The removal of a threat to, or 

preventing the decline of, wetlands by an action in or near those 

wetlands. This term includes activities commonly associated with the 

protection and maintenance of wetlands through the implementation 

of appropriate legal and physical mechanisms such as recording 

conservation easements and providing structural protection like fences 

and signs. Preservation does not result in a gain of aquatic resource 

area or functions but may result in a gain in functions over the long 

term. Preservation of a wetland and associated buffer can be used only 

if: 

a. The [Administrator] determines that the proposed preservation 

is the best mitigation option; 

b. The proposed preservation site is under threat of undesirable 

ecological change due to permitted, planned, or likely actions that 

will not be adequately mitigated under existing regulations; 

c. The area proposed for preservation is of high quality or critical 

for the health and ecological sustainability of the watershed or 

sub-basin. Some of the following features may be indicative of 

high-quality sites: 

i. Category I or II wetland rating. 

ii. Rare or irreplaceable wetland type [e.g, peatlands, mature 

forested wetland, estuaries, vernal pools, alkali wetlands] 
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or aquatic habitat that is rare or a limited resource in the 

area. 

iii. The presence of habitat for threatened or endangered 

species (state, federal, or both). 

iv. Provides biological and/or hydrological connectivity to 

other habitats. 
v. Priority sites identified in an adopted watershed plan 

c. Permanent preservation of the wetland and buffer shall be 

provided through a legal mechanism such as a conservation 

easement or tract held by an appropriate natural land resource 

manager/land trust. 

d. The [Administrator] may approve another legal and administrative 

mechanism in lieu of a conservation easement if it is determined to 

be adequate to protect the site. 

4. Enhancement. The manipulation of the physical, chemical, or 

biological characteristics of a wetland to heighten, intensify, or 

improve specific wetland function(s). Enhancement is undertaken for 

specified purposes such as water quality improvement, flood water 

retention, or wildlife habitat. Enhancement results in the gain of 

selected wetland function(s) but may also lead to a decline in other 

wetland function(s). Enhancement does not result in a gain in wetland 

area. Enhancement activities could include planting vegetation, 

controlling non-native or invasive species, and modifying site 

elevations to alter hydroperiods in existing wetlands.  

 

Applicants proposing to enhance wetlands and/or associated buffers 

shall demonstrate how the proposed enhancement will increase the 

wetland and/or buffer functions, how this increase in function will 

adequately compensate for the impacts, and how existing wetland 

functions at the mitigation site will be protected. 

 

5. Alternative Types of Mitigation/Resource Tradeoffs. The 

[Administrator] may approve alternative mitigation proposals that are 

based on best available science, such as priority restoration plans that 

achieve restoration goals identified in the SMP. Alternative mitigation 

proposals shall provide an equivalent or better level of ecological 

functions and values than would be provided by standard mitigation 

approaches. Alternative mitigation approaches shall comply with all 

reporting, monitoring, and performance measures of this Section 

including adherence to mitigation sequencing. The [City/County] may 

consult with agencies with expertise and jurisdiction over the critical 

areas during the review to assist with analysis and identification of 

appropriate performance measures that adequately safeguard critical 



 DCG/Watershed 
October 2023 

 

23 
 

areas. The [Administrator] will consider the following for approval of 

an alternative mitigation proposal: 

a. Clear identification of how an alternative approach will achieve 

equal or better ecological benefit. 

b. The proposal uses a watershed approach consistent with 

Selecting Wetland Mitigation Sites Using a Watershed 

Approach [Western Washington or Eastern Washington 

(Ecology Publication #09-06-32 or Publication #10-06- 007), or as 

revised].  

c. All impacts are identified, evaluated, and mitigated.  

d. Methods to demonstrate ecological success are clear and 

measurable.  

 

(D) Location of Compensatory Mitigation. Permitee-responsible 

compensatory mitigation actions shall be conducted using a watershed 

approach and shall generally occur within the same sub-drainage basin. 

However, when the applicant can demonstrate that a mitigation site in a 

different sub-drainage basin is ecologically preferable, it should be used.  

 

The following criteria will be evaluated when determining whether on-

site or offsite compensatory mitigation is ecologically preferable. When 

considering the location of mitigation, preference should be given to 

using programmatic approaches, such as a mitigation bank or an ILF 

program.  

1. No reasonable opportunities exist on site or within the sub-drainage 

basin or opportunities on site or within the sub-drainage basin do not 

have a high likelihood of success based on a determination of the 

capability of the site to compensate for the impacts. Considerations 

should include anticipated replacement ratios for wetland mitigation, 

buffer conditions and required widths, available water to maintain 

anticipated hydrogeomorphic class(es) of wetlands when restored, 

proposed flood storage capacity, and potential to mitigate riparian fish 

and wildlife impacts (such as connectivity); 

2. On-site mitigation would require elimination of high-quality upland 

habitat; 
3. Off-site mitigation has a greater likelihood of providing equal or 

improved wetland functions compared to the altered wetland. 
4. Off-site locations shall be in the same sub-drainage basin unless:  

a. Watershed goals for water quality, flood storage or conveyance, 

habitat, or other wetland functions have been established by 

the [City/County] and strongly justify locating mitigation at 

another site; 
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b. Credits from a state-certified wetland mitigation bank are used 

as compensation, and the use of credits is consistent with the 

terms of the certified bank instrument; 
c. Fees are paid to an approved ILF program to compensate for 

the impacts. 

5. The design for the compensatory mitigation project needs to be 

appropriate for its position in the landscape. Therefore, compensatory 

mitigation should not result in the creation, restoration, or 

enhancement of an atypical wetland. 

 

(D) Timing of Compensatory Mitigation. It is preferred that compensatory 

mitigation projects be completed prior to activities that will impact wetlands. At 

the least, compensatory mitigation shall be completed immediately following 

wetland impacts and prior to use or occupancy of the action or development. 

Construction of mitigation projects shall be timed to reduce impacts to existing 

fisheries, wildlife, and flora. 

1. The [Administrator] may authorize a one-time temporary delay in 

completing construction or installation of the compensatory mitigation 

when the applicant provides a written explanation from a qualified 

wetland professional as to the rationale for the delay. An appropriate 

rationale would include identification of the environmental conditions 

that could produce a high probability of failure or significant construction 

difficulties. For example, a project delay that creates conflicts with other 

regulatory requirements (fisheries, wildlife, stormwater, etc.) or installing 

plants should be delayed until the dormant season to ensure greater 

survival of installed materials. The delay shall not create or perpetuate 

hazardous conditions or environmental damage or degradation, and the 

delay shall not be injurious to the health, safety, or general welfare of the 

public. The request for the delay shall include a written justification that 

documents the environmental constraints that preclude timely 

implementation of the compensatory mitigation plan. The justification 

will be verified by the [City/County] who will issue a formal decision. 
 

(E) Monitoring. Mitigation monitoring shall be required for a period necessary to 

establish that performance standards have been met, but not for a period less than five 

years. If a scrub-shrub or forested vegetation community is proposed, monitoring may 

be required for ten years or more. The mitigation plan shall include monitoring elements 

that ensure success for the wetland and buffer functions. If the mitigation goals are not 

attained within the initially established monitoring period, the applicant remains 

responsible for managing the mitigation project until the goals of the mitigation plan are 

achieved.  
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