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From: Tage Christiansen
To: Landmarks
Subject: LPC hearing 2/9/22
Date: Friday, January 28, 2022 9:16:17 AM

Landmarks Commission,

We have lived @ 3115 N.14th for over 36 years. 4 children who attended Grant Elem.

Jason Lee & Lowell M.S. & Stadium HS. Being close to UPS is like having a park close by.

Always well kept & we’ve had no problem w/the students. There are still families in the area w/children

Who attend the various schools. It would be a shame to ruin the Historical area w/high density Apartments or
Condos.

I’m sure they can be kept along the major arterials like 6th Ave. & Proctor Dist. Thank you

Regards,
Marit, Tage & Fam.

mailto:omwinc@harbornet.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: Michael
To: Landmarks
Subject: LPC hearing 2/9/22
Date: Wednesday, January 26, 2022 11:37:25 AM

As a homeowner in the College Park Neighborhood, I strongly support its inclusion in the
Tacoma Register of Historical Places.  The neighborhood is beautiful and emblematic of the
designs and architectural styles of the 1920s, a period when Tacoma was beginning to
blossom.

Thank you,

Mike Malaier

mailto:mmalaier@hotmail.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: David Ullman
To: Landmarks
Subject: QUESTIONS FOR COLLEGE PARK DISTRICT HEARING
Date: Friday, February 4, 2022 12:36:52 PM

Among the few questions asked at regular commission meetings are questions
concerning architectural and other changes, etc. to residences.  In order to preserve the
College Park area, is there a list of all those things that home owners will have to be
considered for commission approval...prior to their request for approval?

David Ullman
3103 N. 13th St.
Tacoma

mailto:1onedeu1@gmail.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: David Ullman
To: Landmarks
Subject: QUESTIONS FOR PUBLIC HEARING
Date: Friday, February 4, 2022 12:43:07 PM

How is the Commission confronting what appears to be conflicting attitudes between
landmark preservation and the Home in Tacoma program?

Based on published reading regarding American Cities, is there any supported doubt
that the College Park area represents one of the nation's larger historic sites
representing the growth of the working middle class?

David Ullman
3103 N. 13th Street
Tacoma  

mailto:1onedeu1@gmail.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: David Ullman
To: Landmarks
Subject: QUESTIONS FOR PUBLIC HEARING
Date: Friday, February 4, 2022 12:45:46 PM

Aside from age, has the commission come to understand the blend of historical,
aspirational, and cultural significance and value of the College Park area?

Most landmarks are considered worthy of preservation because they offer more than
simply age.  More often than not, they represent life as it existed 50 to 100 years ago. Has
the commission considered that the CollegePark area represents Tacoma the aspiration
of a working middle class?

David Ullman
3103 N.13th Street
Tacoma

mailto:1onedeu1@gmail.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: David Ullman
To: Landmarks
Subject: Questions For Public Hearing
Date: Friday, February 4, 2022 12:47:35 PM

 To assist the Commissioners with their understanding of the College Park area, have
they toured the area?

At a recent meeting,  the Chair indicated that there are "resources" and costs
involved with accepting the College 
Park nomination.  What are those resources and costs?

David Ullman
3103 N. 13th Street
Tacoma

mailto:1onedeu1@gmail.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: David Ullman
To: Landmarks
Subject: QUESTIONS FOR PUBLIC HEARING
Date: Friday, February 4, 2022 12:51:03 PM

In evaluating the worthiness of the College Park area was the fact that within the area
are enough homes being cared for that , today, that represent diversified and
distinguished architecture?

Have the commissioners  considered that, along with its architecture, the
College Park trees offer great value to t the environment... in addition to being
part of the cultural representation of the values of 
Tacoma’s diversified working middle class?

David Ullman
3103 N. 13th Street
Tacoma

mailto:1onedeu1@gmail.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: Alex WEBSTER
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: College Park
Date: Friday, February 4, 2022 6:09:35 PM
Attachments: HPO.pdf

Reuben, McKnight,

Are you, our Historic Preservation Officer, dedicated to preserving our legacy? I hope
so as College Park Historic District is one place where our archaeological resources
should be preserved. Stand up for historic preservation and get this accomplished. 

When you get this done, go for more. We should save a little of Hill Top, the Railroad
District, Fern Hill and more. You know where they are and how to save a little more of
the City for the next 100 years. 

mailto:alexxwebster@yahoo.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org









From: Jenarae Bach
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: College park historic district
Date: Saturday, February 5, 2022 2:09:26 PM

Hello,

I am writing to express my support of the college park being adopted as a city district.
 I was born and raised in the college park district, and purchased a craftsman home
30 years later in the same district, to begin to raise my family. 

The district has a wonderful mix of historic homes including craftsman, 4-squares,
and Tudor homes. My husband and I are both in support of the college park district
being adopted at the city level. 

Thank you,
Jenarae and Nicholas Bach 

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:bach.jenarae@gmail.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org


From: Corso .
To: Landmarks
Cc: Rumbaugh, Sarah; Hines, John
Subject: College Park Historic District nomination to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places
Date: Sunday, February 6, 2022 11:49:59 AM

Dear Landmarks Planning Commissioners,
I continue to support the College Park Historic District nomination.
The nomination meets the threshold criteria as specified in TMC 13.07.040.B.1.a and b.,
designation criteria as specified in TMC 13.07.040.B.2a., c. and f., and the special criteria for
the designation of a historic special review district as specified in TMC 13.07.040.C.1.a, b., and
c.
While the criteria for evaluating nominations are clearly stated in the TMC, some
commissioners have been manufacturing criteria based on personal political convictions.  For
example, some commissioners have raised concern about equity during the deliberations of
this nomination even though it is not included in the list of criteria commissioners are directed
to consider.  Nowhere in the TMC are commissioners given the authority to manufacture
criteria during deliberations.  Doing so is misconduct. 
I expect Chair Bartoy to conduct principled meetings firmly grounded in the TMC, checking his
political convictions at the door, and requiring commissioners to do the same.
Sincerely,
Geoff Corso
701 N J St., Tacoma

mailto:Corso1965@live.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:SRumbaugh@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:JHines1@cityoftacoma.org


From: Julie and Jay TURNER . . . .
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: Comment for College Park hearing
Date: Sunday, February 6, 2022 2:20:06 PM

Dear Mr. McKnight,

To the Landmarks Commission:

We would like to commend to the Landmarks Preservation Commission the application of College Park National Historic
District to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places. The neighborhood is currently a lovely group of homes built from
1920 on - Craftsman, Tudor, and 4-Square architecture - in the original buildings. The National District has been
reviewed by the State of Washington's Department of Archeology and Historic Preservation, and has been deemed
deserving of a place on the National Register.  Please add it to Tacoma's Register, too.

We are sure the College Park Historic District meets the requirements for placement on the City Register.  It will be a
welcome addition to the City's collection of historic buildings and neighborhoods noted for their architectural excellence.

Please send our comments to the Commissioners. Thank you all for your work for Tacoma's citizens.

Sincerely,

Julie S. Turner
Jay R. Turner
817 North J St.
Tacoma, WA 98403

mailto:juliejayturner@gmail.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org


From: Ross and Julie Buffington
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: Support for College Park Historic District
Date: Sunday, February 6, 2022 2:48:01 PM

Dear Mr. McKnight: 

I am writing to express my strong support for the proposed addition of the College
Park Historic District to the City of Tacoma's Register of Historic Places.

I have lived in the City of Tacoma's Wedge Historic District since it's listing in 2011
and its subsequent addition to the National Register of Historic Places in 2017.  I can
attest to the positive impacts these historic designations have had on our community.
 Our neighbors have experienced greater cohesiveness, stability, and pride.
 Moreover, the Design Review process for renovation projects within the Wedge has
not only proven not to be burdensome but has in fact provided homeowners with key
ways to upgrade their homes while maintaining the buildings' historic characteristics.

I note that the College Park Historic District is already listed on the National Register
of Historic Places - a rigorous process that attests to its historic importance.  I am also
impressed with the work the applicants have done to educate and ensure support for
the residents of the district.  I encourage the members of the Landmarks Preservation
Commission to approve this application.

Sincerely,

Ross Buffington
502 S. Sheridan Ave.
Tacoma, WA. 98405

mailto:rjbuffington@comcast.net
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org


From: Margaret Heizenrader
To: Landmarks; mheizen@yahoo.com
Subject: LPC hearing 2/9/22
Date: Monday, February 7, 2022 9:32:04 AM

Landmarks Preservation Commission

My home is a contributing property within the College Park Historic District.  I fully support having this
District recognized by the City of Tacoma and the Commission.

I do, however, have neighbors who do not support this recognition.  One objection is that “I don’t want
anyone telling me what I can do” to my property.  That is fine but I would imagine that those neighbors
would be even more upset if a developer bought the house across the street with the intention of
demolishing it and replacing it with...

 this,  this,  or this.

It is my belief that if a remodel or new construction is to take place within an historic district (which would
require planning permission) that project should reflect the type of housing already present.  Set-back
from the sidewalk should be similar, the height of the new building should be similar, and design of the
new building should be complimentary to its neighbors, and measures for adequate off-street parking
should be included in the planning process.  Imagine if the examples of inappropriate and
uncomplimentary building pictured above were replaced by something like...

mailto:mheizen@yahoo.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:mheizen@yahoo.com


 this,  this,  or even this.

I hesitate to respond to the request for comments on this issue.  Special interests and developer’s wishes
often seem to be considered before the wishes of the tax paying home owning citizen, but as this issue
concerns the area in which I live I could not say nothing.

Margaret Heizenrader
3320 North 19th Street, Tacoma, WA  98406
253 241-6471



From: Marshall McClintock
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: Support for adding the College Park Historic District to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places
Date: Monday, February 7, 2022 10:09:30 AM

Dear Tacoma Landmark Preservation Commission:

As a former LPC commissioner for some 10 years, I urge you to support the listing of the
National Register College Park Historic District on the Tacoma Register of Historic Places. I
happily joined in the unanimous vote to support its inclusion on the National Register as
well as the Washington Heritage Register several years ago. That nomination passed a
higher hurdle than required by Tacoma's register, including review by the WA State
Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation and the National Park Service. The
College Park National Register District represents a significant period of development in
Tacoma both historically and architecturally and retains a high level of integrity.

Sadly there has been some adverse publicity about the College Park nomination and the
proposed Home in Tacoma (HiT) zoning plan. However, Elliott Barnett, the lead planner on
the HiT plan, has said unequivocally that historic districts are compatible with HiT. Indeed,
College Park represents a neighborhood that's retained its so-called "missing middle". The
questions LPC need to answer are about whether the proposed College Park District meets
the requirements for the establishment of a city landmark district as set out in TMC 13.07.
I think you will find that the proposed College Park District wholly meets and exceeds the
criteria for designation listed in this chapter, the goals and purposes of that chapter and the
goals and policies contained within the Preservation Plan element of the city's
Comprehensive Plan. 

Regards,

Marshall McClintock

mailto:marshalm@q.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org


From: Tim Olsen
To: Landmarks
Subject: LPC hearing 2/9/22
Date: Monday, February 7, 2022 2:45:29 PM

I wish to express my support for designating the College Park area as a local historic district.
I do not live in the College Park area.
I am not opposed to increasing density in our residential areas. I believe that this is inevitable and is
a better solution than continued sprawl of cities into rural areas. But I hope that increased density
can be wisely designed to preserve historic homes and large trees. I think that the local historic
district designation might slow down a thoughtless and ugly rush to higher density, and encourage
more thoughtful and creative planning.

Tim Olsen
Tacoma Tree Foundation Board Emeritus
8222 South Park Ave
Tacoma WA 98408
tacoma@luth.org

mailto:Tacoma@luth.org
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: ken@goldenmonkey.us
To: Landmarks
Subject: LPC Hearing 2/9/22 - Opposed to College Park Historic Special Review District
Date: Monday, February 7, 2022 3:17:03 PM

To Whom it May Concern,

I am a property owner at 1902 N Junett Street within the proposed College
Park Historic Special Review District.  I am opposed to this designation
which is to be discussed on 2/9/2022 by the Landmarks Preservation
Board.

I believe that it is in conflict with two priorities of the City of Tacoma:

1) It does not promote the equity and equality values of the city.  These
designations amount to an HOA, which historically have been used to
promote segregation.  I am opposed to anything that will have the net
effect of reinforcing systemic racism and will dilute efforts to build a more
equitable community.

2) A designation of this type would ham string the city and make efforts to
provide and promote affordable housing in all neighborhoods possible. 

Additionally, I believe that there is a third issue, which is the complexity of
work and costs associated with maintaining properties according to these
rules.  I believe it will have a dispproportionate and disparate negative
impact on seniors who own property in this area.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Ken Gibson

1902 N Junett St Tacoma, WA 98406

mailto:ken@goldenmonkey.us
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: JEAN CASSIDY
To: Landmarks
Subject: LPC hearing 2/9/22
Date: Monday, February 7, 2022 6:56:46 PM

To whom it may concern: 

We are writing this email in support of the proposed College Park Historical District
petition. We are supportive of the petition that would create a Historic Special Review
District that includes the location of our current home at 2918 N. 20th St. We have
been residents of Tacoma and our current home since 2000.  We moved to this
location as we valued the single-family homes and, more importantly, the
neighborhood feel and the craftsman style homes. Current construction that is
abound in the Tacoma area is unattractive and unwelcome - the multi-unit
construction should be concentrated in areas in downtown Tacoma where
transportation is plentiful and available. 

Jean and Justin Webber

mailto:jwebberboo18@comcast.net
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: * GAYLE RIEBER PHOTOGRAPHY
To: Landmarks
Subject: LPC hearing 2/9/22
Date: Monday, February 7, 2022 8:20:07 PM

Greetings.  I'm in favor of the College Park Historic District proposal. 
I have lived in this district for 43 years.  (I’m “historic” like the area.) Our daughter attended neighborhood schools
and as an adult she looks forward to living here again in her future.
Our house was built in 1907 by a Swedish-American man with the last name of Hammerbeck.  That name is
engraved in our front door knocker. He was a mailman and parked his horse and carriage alongside the house. Story
goes that he chopped trees in the area and brought them to a sawmill on the gulch nearby and used them to build this
house.  The house has a style called “Craftsman."It has gone through a few owners since that time.
We are fortunate to live near the University of Puget Sound  with its amenities and beautiful campus.  We love the
trees of different ages and heights.  We love the quiet and the walkability of this area (even though we’re one block
from an arterial). Many people stroll by here and walk their dogs throughout the day-- on days when it’s not raining
hard.
I believe the “historic district” designation will help preserve the integrity of this area, that it will incentivize
residents to respect its character and project that into the future of Tacoma.

Gayle Rieber
2902 North 20th St
98406

mailto:gaylephoto@comcast.net
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: Jeffrey J. Ryan
To: Landmarks
Cc: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: LPC hearing 2/9/22 - Tacoma Landmarks Commission Public Hearing Comment - College Park National Histoic

Distirct.
Date: Monday, February 7, 2022 9:08:15 PM
Attachments: TLPC public hearing letter - 07Feb2022.pdf

College Park Historic Districts Map - Current CPHD Supporting Prop.pdf

Please include the attached letter, with attachments,  as a public comment for the upcoming
Tacoma Landmarks Preservation Commission Public Hearing in regard to the Proposed College Park

Historic Special Review District scheduled for February 9th, 2022 during the TLPC meeting.

Jeff

Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
LEED AP, BD+C
College Park Historic District Association
3017 North 13th St.
Tacoma, WA 98406

v 253.759.0161
c 253.380.3197

mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org
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February 7, 2021 
 
Landmarks Preservation Commission  
Attn. Rueben McKnight 
Planning and Development Services Department 
747 Market Street Room 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 


 
 
 
 
Re: Historic Special Review District, Public Hearing scheduled for February 9th, 2022, 
Nomination of College Park National Historic District to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places. 


   
 
Dear Members of the Tacoma Landmarks Preservation Commission, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to address the commission in Support of this nomination.  
 
As the author of the nomination I would like to reaffirm our support for the nomination of the 
College Park National Historic District to the Tacoma Register of Historic places as well as 
support for the draft resolution before you. This nomination is intended as a celebration of the 
unique history of our middle and working class neighborhood within the City. This nomination 
represents hundreds of hours of work by residents of the district to bring us to this point in the 
review process.  Many thanks go out to all the volunteers that made this nomination possible. 
 
Our nomination to the Tacoma Register was based on the work that led to the district’s listing 
on both the National Register of Historic Places and the Washington State Heritage Register in 
2017. An effort that took over two years to complete and was based on research that started in 
1997, with the purchase of our first and current home within the neighborhood. The 
information presented in this nomination was previously reviewed and edited by the 
Washington State Department of Archelogy & Historic Preservation, the Governor’s Council for 
Historic Preservation and the U. S. Department of the Interiors.  It is a nomination that has 
received both awards and has been used in other cities as an example and template for meeting 
the detailed requirements for listing on the National Register. After nine months of review by 
the Tacoma Landmarks Preservation Commission it is our hope that you have found the 
nomination to be complete in form & information, capable of meeting the specific needs of the 
less involved requirements of the local nomination process.  
 
Based on the discussions to date by the Commission regarding the age of the properties within 
the district; the district’s character; boundaries; and other historic qualifications, we feel the 
nomination before you clearly meet the requirements set forth in the Tacoma Municipal Code 
(TMC) requirements, Chapter 13.07.060.  As a part of these requirements, we have also 
demonstrated substantial support required by property owners and residents for the 
designation of the Historic Special Review District designation (Listing on the Tacoma Register of 
Historic Places) as noted in the TMC requirements. This is evident by the letters, petitions 
and/or feedback from the public survey and meetings. The creation of the district is supported 
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by and compatible with the cities community and neighborhood plans and policy, as stated in 
the One Tacoma comprehensive plan and other city policies. 
   
We are proud to note that we now have over 55% of the households within the National Historic 
district expressing their support for the nomination in writing, 321 properties have signed on 
out of the total of 582 properties found within its boundary. This effort was achieved through 
mailings, petitions, door to door conversation and most recently through the TPLC own survey 
process and public meetings.  Currently, there are about 30% of the district residents who have 
yet to make their wishes known or have listed themselves as neutral on the subject of the 
nomination.  We will continue to reach out for their thoughts.  This accomplishment, a majority 
support by the residents is by comparison greater than the typical turnout in most public 
elections within the city. While this effort is not a direct vote for the listing, it does show the 
substantial support noted in the TMC for listing of a historic district to the Tacoma Register of 
Historic Places and the creation of a special review overlay district.  
 
During the submittal and review process, we have provided copies of all the letters, petitions 
and cards received as evidence of this support and have submitted them along the way, leading 
up to individual TLPC meetings and this Public Hearing. We ask that all the documents, petitions, 
cards letters etc., submitted during the review process in support of the nomination be added to 
the public record as part of this public hearing. We would be happy to resubmit them if you 
request, but to minimize the length of the attachment for this written response they were 
withheld.  Based on a request by a TLPC commissioner, made during a review meeting, we have 
also attached a copy of our current map highlighting each location of support within the historic 
district for reference. 
 
The Tacoma Municipal Code also notes that any new district be compatible with and support 
community and neighborhood plans. The creation of this special review district does support 
the neighborhood and community policies found within three principle elements of the One 
Tacoma Comprehensive Plan; The Urban Form, Design + Development and Housing Elements as 
well as the Historic Preservation Plan in general. These elements call for continued equitable, 
affordable, and sustainable development of the City of Tacoma, as well for preservation and 
strengthening of existing vibrant and unique Tacoma neighborhoods and assets.  For reference 
we have attached a list of the goals and policy’s that support the creation of historic districts 
within the city.  This list should be considered a good starting point, to be added to as the 
discussion continues.   
 
Our Nomination efforts to create Tacoma’s first historic district in over a decade is supported by 
the following local organizations though their letters of support submitted during the review 
process.  We ask that those letters be added as well to the public record along with any new 
supportive letters received prior to the public hearing. 
 
 Historic Tacoma 
 Washington Trust for Historic Preservation 
 The North End Neighborhood Council 
 The North Slope Historic District 
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We will continue to attend Landmark Meetings and make ourselves available to answer any 
questions you might have about our district, the nomination, or concerns.  We look forward to 
an open public discussion and dialog of the topics.  
 
At this time we ask for your approval of the nomination of the College Park National Historic 
District to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places and Special Review District, as outlined in the 
draft resolution before you, along with your support in the Planning Commission review ahead. 
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
Jeff Ryan, Architect 
College Park Historic District Association 
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One Tacoma, Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policy’s: 
 
The following policies and goals provide varying degrees of support for the proposal. A portion 
of this list was originally prepare by the city during last year’s discussions and approval by the 
City Council for revisions to lower building heights within View Sensitive overlay districts and 
have been added to the end of our list for reference. The VSD summary was provided to the TLPC 
earlier in the review process to demonstrate the council’s current thoughts on city policy and 
precedent in regard to special review districts but was not specifically discussed during the 
following meeting.  
 
Supporting City Goals and Policy’s:  
 
Policy UF–1.4  Direct the majority of growth and change to centers, corridors, and transit station 


areas, allowing the continuation of the general scale and characteristics of Tacoma’s 
residential areas 


 
Policy UF‐1.5 Strive for a built environment designed to provide a safe, healthful, and attractive 


environment for people of all ages and abilities 
 
Policy UF–1.9 Encourage high quality design and development that demonstrates Tacoma’s 


leadership in the design of the built environment, commitment to a more equitable city, 
and ability to experiment and generate innovative design solutions 


 
Policy UF–1.10 Leverage the power of the arts, culture and creativity to serve the community’s 


interest while driving growth in a way that builds character and quality of place. 
 
Policy UF–1.11 Evaluate the impacts of land use decisions on the physical characteristics of 


neighborhoods and current residents, particularly underserved and under‐represented 
communities. 


 
Goal UF–13 *  Promote the unique physical, social and cultural character Historic Residential 


Pattern Areas as integral to Tacoma’s sense of place.  
 
Policy UF–13.2  Promote infill development within the residential pattern areas that respects 


the context of the area and contributes to the overall quality of design. 
 
Pattern Area 3: Pre‐War Compact 


This is Tacoma’s most historic section of residential development, and also some of the 
densest neighborhoods in Tacoma, containing homes ranging from pre‐1900 to the current 
era. The street grid is very well connected and blocks tend to be fairly short, supporting a 
highly walkable environment. This area has a variety of pre‐zoning non‐conforming lot 
sizes, prevalent alleyways, many large historic homes, and a mix of residential types and 
non‐residential uses blended within the historic fabric. 


 
Policy UF–13.18  Maintain and enhance the streetcar era pattern of street‐oriented buildings. 
 
Policy UF–13.19  Preserve the area’s urban fabric of compact blocks and highly interconnected 


grid of streets. 
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Policy UF–13.21  Integrate new development into the districts’ historic development patterns. 
 
Policy UF–13.22  Continue the pattern of small, connected blocks and the regular lot patterns. 
 
Policy UF–13.24  Promote the retention of the existing tree canopy. Retain large, mature trees, 


except when they block views or pose a hazard. 
 
Policy UF–13.27  Preserve and expand historic street lighting along both arterial and 


neighborhood streets in historic districts. 
 
Policy UF–13.28  Encourage the conversion of electrical substations for recreational purposes if 


the sites are no longer needed for their intended purpose. 
 
Policy UF–13.29  Protect the residential integrity of the Wedge and North Slope neighborhoods 
 
GOAL DD–1 Design new development to respond to and enhance the distinctive physical, 


historic, aesthetic and cultural qualities of its location, while accommodating growth and 
change. 


 
Policy DD–1.1  Encourage excellence in architecture, site design, and infrastructure and 


durability in building materials to enrich the appearance of a development’s surroundings. 
 
Policy DD–1.2  Promote site and building design that provides for a sense of continuity and 


order while allowing for creative expression. 
 
Policy DD–1.3  Design buildings and streetscape of a human scale to create a more inviting 


atmosphere for pedestrians. 
 
Policy DD–1.4  Consider development of a design review program to promote high quality 


design that supports community identity, a distinctive built environment, human‐scale 
elements and amenities, resilient and durable materials, landscape enhancements, and 
other similar features. 


 
Policy DD–1.5  Encourage building and street designs that respect the unique built natural, 


historic, and cultural characteristics of Tacoma’s centers, corridors, historic residential 
pattern areas and open space corridors, described in the Urban Form chapter. 


 
Policy DD–1.6  Encourage the development of aesthetically sensitive and character‐giving 


design features that are responsive to place and the cultures of communities 
 
Goal DD‐1: Design new development to respond to and enhance the distinctive physical, historic, 


aesthetic and cultural qualities of its location, while accommodating growth and change.  
 


Policy DD‐1.6: Encourage the development of aesthetically sensitive and character‐giving 
design features that are responsive to place and the cultures of communities.  


 







6 
 


Policy DD‐1.7: Encourage residential infill development that complements the general scale, 
character, and natural landscapes features.  


 
Policy DD–1.8  Enhance the pedestrian experience throughout Tacoma, through public and 


private development that creates accessible and attractive places for all those who walk 
and/or use wheelchairs or other mobility devices. 


 
Policy DD–1.9  Encourage development, building and site design that promote active living. 
 
Policy DD–1.10  Provide for public access to light and air by managing and shaping the height, 


and mass of buildings, while accommodating urban scale development. 
 
Policy DD–1.11  Encourage building and site designs that limit reductions in privacy and solar 


access for residents and neighbors, while accommodating urban scale development. 
 
Policy DD–1.14  Encourage the continued use of alleys for parking access and expand their use 


as the location of accessory dwelling units and as multi‐purpose community space. 
 
Policy DD–4.1 *  Preserve and enhance the quality, character and function of Tacoma’s 


residential neighborhoods. 
 
Policy DD–4.2  Encourage more housing choices to accommodate a wider diversity of family 


sizes, incomes, and ages. Allow adaptive reuse of existing buildings and the creation of 
accessory dwelling units to serve the changing needs of a household over time 


 
Policy DD–4.3  Encourage residential infill development that complements the general scale, 


character, and natural landscape features of neighborhoods. Consider building forms, 
scale, street frontage relationships, setbacks, open space patterns, and landscaping. Allow 
a range of architectural styles and expression, and respect existing entitlements 


 
Policy DD–4.6  Promote the site layout of residential development where residential buildings 


face the street and parking and vehicular access is provided to the rear or side of 
buildings. Where multifamily developments are allowed in established neighborhoods, the 
layout of such developments should respect the established pattern of development, 
except where a change in context is desired per the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 


 
Policy DD‐4.7: Emphasize the natural physical qualities of the neighborhood (for example, trees, 


marine view, and natural features) and the site in locating and developing residential 
areas, provided such development can be built without adversely impacting the natural 
areas. Where possible, development should be configured to utilize existing natural 
features as an amenity to development.  


 
Policy DD–4.9  Promote multifamily residential building design that is compatible with the 


existing patterns of the area.  
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Policy DD–7.1 *  Encourage rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of buildings, especially those of 
historic or cultural significance, to conserve natural resources, reduce waste, and 
demonstrate stewardship of the built environment. 


 
Goal DD–13 *  Protect and preserve Tacoma’s historic and cultural character. 
 
Policy DD–13.1 *  Encourage the protection and restoration of high‐quality historic buildings 


and places that contribute to the distinctive character and history of Tacoma’s evolving 
urban environment. 


 
Policy DD–13.2  Encourage development that fills in vacant and underutilized gaps within the 


established urban fabric, while preserving and complementing historic resources and 
neighborhood patterns. 


 
Policy DD–13.3  Protect significant historic structures from demolition until opportunities can be 


provided for public comment, pursuit of alternatives to demolition, or actions that 
mitigate for the loss. 


 
Policy DD–13.6 *  Expand historic preservation inventories, regulations, and programs to 


encourage historic preservation in areas that are under‐represented by current historic 
preservation efforts. 


 
Policy DD–14.1 *  Increase the opportunities for the public to provide placemaking in 


Neighborhoods and business districts to help reflect, define and celebrate distinct areas. 
 
Policy DD–14.8  Leverage the creative talent of artists and designers to shape the identity of 


place, enliven a sense of belonging, and drive a compelling vision for the built 
environment. 


 
Policy H–1.4  Support the maintenance and improvement of the existing housing stock and 


encourage the adaptation of the existing housing stock to accommodate the changing 
variety of household types. 


 
Policy H–4.10 *  Encourage development and preservation of small resource‐efficient and 


affordable single family homes throughout the City. 
 
Policy HP‐2 Integrate Tacoma’s historic resources into community planning efforts. 
 
Policy HP‐26 Use zoning tools to promote historic preservation goals and support an overall 


heritage conservation system 
 
 
The following policies and goals were originally prepared by the City of Tacoma during last year’s 
discussions of VSD modifications and approval by the City Council for revisions to lower building 
height standards within View Sensitive overlay districts. Demonstrate the council’s current 
thoughts on city policy and precedent in regard to special review district, although in a higher 
end neighborhood within the city then ours, the goals equally apply to historic districts as well.. 
To avoid duplication we did not include any of the following in our previously listed city policies. 
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GOAL H–1 Promote access to high‐quality affordable housing that accommodates Tacomans’ 
needs, preferences, and financial capabilities in terms of different types, tenures, density, sizes, 
costs, and locations.  
 
GOAL H–2 Ensure equitable access to housing, making a special effort to remove disparities in 
housing access for people of color, low‐income households, diverse household types, older 
adults, and households that include people with disabilities.  
 
GOAL H–3 Promote safe, healthy housing that provides convenient access to jobs and to goods 
and services that meet daily needs. This housing is connected to the rest of the city and region by 
safe, convenient, affordable multimodal transportation.  
 
GOAL H–4 Support adequate supply of affordable housing units to meet the needs of residents 
vulnerable to increasing housing costs.  
 
GOAL H–5 Encourage access to resource efficient and high performance housing that is well 
integrated with its surroundings, for people of all abilities and income levels. 
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February 7, 2021 

Landmarks Preservation Commission  
Attn. Rueben McKnight 
Planning and Development Services Department 
747 Market Street Room 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 

Re: Historic Special Review District, Public Hearing scheduled for February 9th, 2022, 
Nomination of College Park National Historic District to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places. 

Dear Members of the Tacoma Landmarks Preservation Commission, 

Thank you for the opportunity to address the commission in Support of this nomination. 

As the author of the nomination I would like to reaffirm our support for the nomination of the 
College Park National Historic District to the Tacoma Register of Historic places as well as 
support for the draft resolution before you. This nomination is intended as a celebration of the 
unique history of our middle and working class neighborhood within the City. This nomination 
represents hundreds of hours of work by residents of the district to bring us to this point in the 
review process.  Many thanks go out to all the volunteers that made this nomination possible. 

Our nomination to the Tacoma Register was based on the work that led to the district’s listing 
on both the National Register of Historic Places and the Washington State Heritage Register in 
2017. An effort that took over two years to complete and was based on research that started in 
1997, with the purchase of our first and current home within the neighborhood. The 
information presented in this nomination was previously reviewed and edited by the 
Washington State Department of Archelogy & Historic Preservation, the Governor’s Council for 
Historic Preservation and the U. S. Department of the Interiors.  It is a nomination that has 
received both awards and has been used in other cities as an example and template for meeting 
the detailed requirements for listing on the National Register. After nine months of review by 
the Tacoma Landmarks Preservation Commission it is our hope that you have found the 
nomination to be complete in form & information, capable of meeting the specific needs of the 
less involved requirements of the local nomination process.  

Based on the discussions to date by the Commission regarding the age of the properties within 
the district; the district’s character; boundaries; and other historic qualifications, we feel the 
nomination before you clearly meet the requirements set forth in the Tacoma Municipal Code 
(TMC) requirements, Chapter 13.07.060.  As a part of these requirements, we have also 
demonstrated substantial support required by property owners and residents for the 
designation of the Historic Special Review District designation (Listing on the Tacoma Register of 
Historic Places) as noted in the TMC requirements. This is evident by the letters, petitions 
and/or feedback from the public survey and meetings. The creation of the district is supported 
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by and compatible with the cities community and neighborhood plans and policy, as stated in 
the One Tacoma comprehensive plan and other city policies. 

We are proud to note that we now have over 55% of the households within the National Historic 
district expressing their support for the nomination in writing, 321 properties have signed on 
out of the total of 582 properties found within its boundary. This effort was achieved through 
mailings, petitions, door to door conversation and most recently through the TPLC own survey 
process and public meetings.  Currently, there are about 30% of the district residents who have 
yet to make their wishes known or have listed themselves as neutral on the subject of the 
nomination.  We will continue to reach out for their thoughts.  This accomplishment, a majority 
support by the residents is by comparison greater than the typical turnout in most public 
elections within the city. While this effort is not a direct vote for the listing, it does show the 
substantial support noted in the TMC for listing of a historic district to the Tacoma Register of 
Historic Places and the creation of a special review overlay district.  

During the submittal and review process, we have provided copies of all the letters, petitions 
and cards received as evidence of this support and have submitted them along the way, leading 
up to individual TLPC meetings and this Public Hearing. We ask that all the documents, petitions, 
cards letters etc., submitted during the review process in support of the nomination be added to 
the public record as part of this public hearing. We would be happy to resubmit them if you 
request, but to minimize the length of the attachment for this written response they were 
withheld.  Based on a request by a TLPC commissioner, made during a review meeting, we have 
also attached a copy of our current map highlighting each location of support within the historic 
district for reference. 

The Tacoma Municipal Code also notes that any new district be compatible with and support 
community and neighborhood plans. The creation of this special review district does support 
the neighborhood and community policies found within three principle elements of the One 
Tacoma Comprehensive Plan; The Urban Form, Design + Development and Housing Elements as 
well as the Historic Preservation Plan in general. These elements call for continued equitable, 
affordable, and sustainable development of the City of Tacoma, as well for preservation and 
strengthening of existing vibrant and unique Tacoma neighborhoods and assets.  For reference 
we have attached a list of the goals and policy’s that support the creation of historic districts 
within the city.  This list should be considered a good starting point, to be added to as the 
discussion continues.   

Our Nomination efforts to create Tacoma’s first historic district in over a decade is supported by 
the following local organizations though their letters of support submitted during the review 
process.  We ask that those letters be added as well to the public record along with any new 
supportive letters received prior to the public hearing. 

 Historic Tacoma
 Washington Trust for Historic Preservation
 The North End Neighborhood Council
 The North Slope Historic District
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We will continue to attend Landmark Meetings and make ourselves available to answer any 
questions you might have about our district, the nomination, or concerns.  We look forward to 
an open public discussion and dialog of the topics.  

At this time we ask for your approval of the nomination of the College Park National Historic 
District to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places and Special Review District, as outlined in the 
draft resolution before you, along with your support in the Planning Commission review ahead. 

Sincerely, 

Jeff Ryan, Architect 
College Park Historic District Association 
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One Tacoma, Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policy’s: 

The following policies and goals provide varying degrees of support for the proposal. A portion 
of this list was originally prepare by the city during last year’s discussions and approval by the 
City Council for revisions to lower building heights within View Sensitive overlay districts and 
have been added to the end of our list for reference. The VSD summary was provided to the TLPC 
earlier in the review process to demonstrate the council’s current thoughts on city policy and 
precedent in regard to special review districts but was not specifically discussed during the 
following meeting.  

Supporting City Goals and Policy’s:  

Policy UF–1.4  Direct the majority of growth and change to centers, corridors, and transit station 
areas, allowing the continuation of the general scale and characteristics of Tacoma’s 
residential areas 

Policy UF‐1.5 Strive for a built environment designed to provide a safe, healthful, and attractive 
environment for people of all ages and abilities 

Policy UF–1.9 Encourage high quality design and development that demonstrates Tacoma’s 
leadership in the design of the built environment, commitment to a more equitable city, 
and ability to experiment and generate innovative design solutions 

Policy UF–1.10 Leverage the power of the arts, culture and creativity to serve the community’s 
interest while driving growth in a way that builds character and quality of place. 

Policy UF–1.11 Evaluate the impacts of land use decisions on the physical characteristics of 
neighborhoods and current residents, particularly underserved and under‐represented 
communities. 

Goal UF–13 *  Promote the unique physical, social and cultural character Historic Residential 
Pattern Areas as integral to Tacoma’s sense of place. 

Policy UF–13.2  Promote infill development within the residential pattern areas that respects 
the context of the area and contributes to the overall quality of design. 

Pattern Area 3: Pre‐War Compact 
This is Tacoma’s most historic section of residential development, and also some of the 
densest neighborhoods in Tacoma, containing homes ranging from pre‐1900 to the current 
era. The street grid is very well connected and blocks tend to be fairly short, supporting a 
highly walkable environment. This area has a variety of pre‐zoning non‐conforming lot 
sizes, prevalent alleyways, many large historic homes, and a mix of residential types and 
non‐residential uses blended within the historic fabric. 

Policy UF–13.18  Maintain and enhance the streetcar era pattern of street‐oriented buildings. 

Policy UF–13.19  Preserve the area’s urban fabric of compact blocks and highly interconnected 
grid of streets. 
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Policy UF–13.21  Integrate new development into the districts’ historic development patterns. 

Policy UF–13.22  Continue the pattern of small, connected blocks and the regular lot patterns. 

Policy UF–13.24  Promote the retention of the existing tree canopy. Retain large, mature trees, 
except when they block views or pose a hazard. 

Policy UF–13.27  Preserve and expand historic street lighting along both arterial and 
neighborhood streets in historic districts. 

Policy UF–13.28  Encourage the conversion of electrical substations for recreational purposes if 
the sites are no longer needed for their intended purpose. 

Policy UF–13.29  Protect the residential integrity of the Wedge and North Slope neighborhoods 

GOAL DD–1 Design new development to respond to and enhance the distinctive physical, 
historic, aesthetic and cultural qualities of its location, while accommodating growth and 
change. 

Policy DD–1.1  Encourage excellence in architecture, site design, and infrastructure and 
durability in building materials to enrich the appearance of a development’s surroundings. 

Policy DD–1.2  Promote site and building design that provides for a sense of continuity and 
order while allowing for creative expression. 

Policy DD–1.3  Design buildings and streetscape of a human scale to create a more inviting 
atmosphere for pedestrians. 

Policy DD–1.4  Consider development of a design review program to promote high quality 
design that supports community identity, a distinctive built environment, human‐scale 
elements and amenities, resilient and durable materials, landscape enhancements, and 
other similar features. 

Policy DD–1.5  Encourage building and street designs that respect the unique built natural, 
historic, and cultural characteristics of Tacoma’s centers, corridors, historic residential 
pattern areas and open space corridors, described in the Urban Form chapter. 

Policy DD–1.6  Encourage the development of aesthetically sensitive and character‐giving 
design features that are responsive to place and the cultures of communities 

Goal DD‐1: Design new development to respond to and enhance the distinctive physical, historic, 
aesthetic and cultural qualities of its location, while accommodating growth and change.  

Policy DD‐1.6: Encourage the development of aesthetically sensitive and character‐giving 
design features that are responsive to place and the cultures of communities.  
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Policy DD‐1.7: Encourage residential infill development that complements the general scale, 
character, and natural landscapes features.  

Policy DD–1.8  Enhance the pedestrian experience throughout Tacoma, through public and 
private development that creates accessible and attractive places for all those who walk 
and/or use wheelchairs or other mobility devices. 

Policy DD–1.9  Encourage development, building and site design that promote active living. 

Policy DD–1.10  Provide for public access to light and air by managing and shaping the height, 
and mass of buildings, while accommodating urban scale development. 

Policy DD–1.11  Encourage building and site designs that limit reductions in privacy and solar 
access for residents and neighbors, while accommodating urban scale development. 

Policy DD–1.14  Encourage the continued use of alleys for parking access and expand their use 
as the location of accessory dwelling units and as multi‐purpose community space. 

Policy DD–4.1 *  Preserve and enhance the quality, character and function of Tacoma’s 
residential neighborhoods. 

Policy DD–4.2  Encourage more housing choices to accommodate a wider diversity of family 
sizes, incomes, and ages. Allow adaptive reuse of existing buildings and the creation of 
accessory dwelling units to serve the changing needs of a household over time 

Policy DD–4.3  Encourage residential infill development that complements the general scale, 
character, and natural landscape features of neighborhoods. Consider building forms, 
scale, street frontage relationships, setbacks, open space patterns, and landscaping. Allow 
a range of architectural styles and expression, and respect existing entitlements 

Policy DD–4.6  Promote the site layout of residential development where residential buildings 
face the street and parking and vehicular access is provided to the rear or side of 
buildings. Where multifamily developments are allowed in established neighborhoods, the 
layout of such developments should respect the established pattern of development, 
except where a change in context is desired per the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

Policy DD‐4.7: Emphasize the natural physical qualities of the neighborhood (for example, trees, 
marine view, and natural features) and the site in locating and developing residential 
areas, provided such development can be built without adversely impacting the natural 
areas. Where possible, development should be configured to utilize existing natural 
features as an amenity to development.  

Policy DD–4.9  Promote multifamily residential building design that is compatible with the 
existing patterns of the area. 
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Policy DD–7.1 *  Encourage rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of buildings, especially those of 
historic or cultural significance, to conserve natural resources, reduce waste, and 
demonstrate stewardship of the built environment. 

Goal DD–13 *  Protect and preserve Tacoma’s historic and cultural character. 

Policy DD–13.1 *  Encourage the protection and restoration of high‐quality historic buildings 
and places that contribute to the distinctive character and history of Tacoma’s evolving 
urban environment. 

Policy DD–13.2  Encourage development that fills in vacant and underutilized gaps within the 
established urban fabric, while preserving and complementing historic resources and 
neighborhood patterns. 

Policy DD–13.3  Protect significant historic structures from demolition until opportunities can be 
provided for public comment, pursuit of alternatives to demolition, or actions that 
mitigate for the loss. 

Policy DD–13.6 *  Expand historic preservation inventories, regulations, and programs to 
encourage historic preservation in areas that are under‐represented by current historic 
preservation efforts. 

Policy DD–14.1 *  Increase the opportunities for the public to provide placemaking in 
Neighborhoods and business districts to help reflect, define and celebrate distinct areas. 

Policy DD–14.8  Leverage the creative talent of artists and designers to shape the identity of 
place, enliven a sense of belonging, and drive a compelling vision for the built 
environment. 

Policy H–1.4  Support the maintenance and improvement of the existing housing stock and 
encourage the adaptation of the existing housing stock to accommodate the changing 
variety of household types. 

Policy H–4.10 *  Encourage development and preservation of small resource‐efficient and 
affordable single family homes throughout the City. 

Policy HP‐2 Integrate Tacoma’s historic resources into community planning efforts. 

Policy HP‐26 Use zoning tools to promote historic preservation goals and support an overall 
heritage conservation system 

The following policies and goals were originally prepared by the City of Tacoma during last year’s 
discussions of VSD modifications and approval by the City Council for revisions to lower building 
height standards within View Sensitive overlay districts. Demonstrate the council’s current 
thoughts on city policy and precedent in regard to special review district, although in a higher 
end neighborhood within the city then ours, the goals equally apply to historic districts as well.. 
To avoid duplication we did not include any of the following in our previously listed city policies. 
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GOAL H–1 Promote access to high‐quality affordable housing that accommodates Tacomans’ 
needs, preferences, and financial capabilities in terms of different types, tenures, density, sizes, 
costs, and locations.  

GOAL H–2 Ensure equitable access to housing, making a special effort to remove disparities in 
housing access for people of color, low‐income households, diverse household types, older 
adults, and households that include people with disabilities.  

GOAL H–3 Promote safe, healthy housing that provides convenient access to jobs and to goods 
and services that meet daily needs. This housing is connected to the rest of the city and region by 
safe, convenient, affordable multimodal transportation.  

GOAL H–4 Support adequate supply of affordable housing units to meet the needs of residents 
vulnerable to increasing housing costs.  

GOAL H–5 Encourage access to resource efficient and high performance housing that is well 
integrated with its surroundings, for people of all abilities and income levels. 





From: Susan Ryan
To: McKnight, Reuben
Cc: Johnson, Susan; Crabtree, Mary
Subject: College Park Public Comment
Date: Monday, February 7, 2022 10:56:54 PM
Attachments: College Park Landmarks Public Hearing Letter.pdf

Dear Reuben,

Please add this letter to the public record for Wednesday's Public Hearing on College Park HD.

Thank you,
Susan Ryan 

mailto:sryan@harbornet.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:SJohnson7@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:MCrabtree@cityoftacoma.org



Date:		 February	7th,	2022		
	
To:	 City	of	Tacoma		


Historic	Preservation	Landmark	Commissioners	
	
From:	Susan	&	Jeff	Ryan	
	 3017	N.	13th	St.	


Tacoma,	WA		98406	
	
Re:	 Nomination	to	the	Tacoma	Register	of	Historic	Places		
		 College	Park	National	Historic	District	–	Public	Hearing	
	
Dear	Commissioners:		
	
Thank	you	for	your	time	and	commitment	towards	supporting	good	stewardship	of	Tacoma’s	
built	environment,	collective	heritage	and	cultural	history.		Your	participation	will	allow	future	
generations	to	enjoy,	learn	and	grow	from	the	past.		
	
We	ask	and	encourage	you	to	please	approve	the	College	Park	National	Historic	District	
nomination	to	the	Tacoma	Register	of	Historic	Places.		Its	historic	merits	were	already	met	
when	reviewed	and	placed	on	the	National	Register	of	Historic	Places	and	WA	State	Heritage	
Registry	in	2017.		
	
An	extensive	amount	of	research,	outreach,	documentation	and	good	faith	effort	went	into	the	
application	process.		To	address	and	support	City	of	Tacoma	Register	designation	the	following	
steps	were	taken:		
	


• Nomination	met	all	Tacoma	Municipal	Code	application	requirements.		
• Nomination	packet	included	original	707	pg.		National	Register	nomination.	
• Nomination	effort	included	documentation	demonstrating	majority	support.		
• Nomination	effort	included	supporting	documentation	before	and	after	Landmark	


meetings	to	aide	in	deliberations	to	assist	with	questions	asked.		
• Nomination	supports	COT	Historic	Preservation	Goals	
• Nomination	supports	COT	Comprehensive	Plan	Goals	
• Nomination	supports	COT	Municipal	Codes		
• Nomination	supports	Diversity,	Equity	&	Inclusivity	Goals	
• Nomination	supports	the	Biden/Harris	Administration	Goals	


	
In	closing	this	rests	in	your	hands	to	move	forward	to	the	Planning	Commission.			We	hope	
there	is	enthusiasm	to	do	so.	The	total	land	coverage	of	all	Historic	Districts	in	Tacoma	is	only	
3%,	we	feel	more	can	and	should	be	added.		City	Council	set	a	precedent	in	2021	when	
approving	a	reduction	in	height	down	to	20’	for	structures	in	View	Sensitive	Overlay	Districts.	
The	Planning	Department	cited	views,	solar	exposure,	openness	and	character	defining	
features	of	the	houses	as	supporting	evidence	for	the	height	reduction	in	their	prepared	study.		
	
Thank	you.		
	







Date:		 February	7th,	2022	

To:	 City	of	Tacoma	
Historic	Preservation	Landmark	Commissioners	

From:	Susan	&	Jeff	Ryan	
3017	N.	13th	St.	
Tacoma,	WA		98406	

Re:	 Nomination	to	the	Tacoma	Register	of	Historic	Places	
College	Park	National	Historic	District	–	Public	Hearing	

Dear	Commissioners:	

Thank	you	for	your	time	and	commitment	towards	supporting	good	stewardship	of	Tacoma’s	
built	environment,	collective	heritage	and	cultural	history.		Your	participation	will	allow	future	
generations	to	enjoy,	learn	and	grow	from	the	past.		

We	ask	and	encourage	you	to	please	approve	the	College	Park	National	Historic	District	
nomination	to	the	Tacoma	Register	of	Historic	Places.		Its	historic	merits	were	already	met	
when	reviewed	and	placed	on	the	National	Register	of	Historic	Places	and	WA	State	Heritage	
Registry	in	2017.		

An	extensive	amount	of	research,	outreach,	documentation	and	good	faith	effort	went	into	the	
application	process.		To	address	and	support	City	of	Tacoma	Register	designation	the	following	
steps	were	taken:		

• Nomination	met	all	Tacoma	Municipal	Code	application	requirements.
• Nomination	packet	included	original	707	pg.		National	Register	nomination.
• Nomination	effort	included	documentation	demonstrating	majority	support.
• Nomination	effort	included	supporting	documentation	before	and	after	Landmark

meetings	to	aide	in	deliberations	to	assist	with	questions	asked.
• Nomination	supports	COT	Historic	Preservation	Goals
• Nomination	supports	COT	Comprehensive	Plan	Goals
• Nomination	supports	COT	Municipal	Codes
• Nomination	supports	Diversity,	Equity	&	Inclusivity	Goals
• Nomination	supports	the	Biden/Harris	Administration	Goals

In	closing	this	rests	in	your	hands	to	move	forward	to	the	Planning	Commission.			We	hope	
there	is	enthusiasm	to	do	so.	The	total	land	coverage	of	all	Historic	Districts	in	Tacoma	is	only	
3%,	we	feel	more	can	and	should	be	added.		City	Council	set	a	precedent	in	2021	when	
approving	a	reduction	in	height	down	to	20’	for	structures	in	View	Sensitive	Overlay	Districts.	
The	Planning	Department	cited	views,	solar	exposure,	openness	and	character	defining	
features	of	the	houses	as	supporting	evidence	for	the	height	reduction	in	their	prepared	study.	

Thank	you.	



From: Felicity Devlin
To: Landmarks
Subject: LPC Hearing 2/9/22
Date: Tuesday, February 8, 2022 1:27:23 PM

Dear Commissioners,

I'm writing in support of the proposed College Park Historic Special Review District.

The proposed district is a remarkably intact area of homes that is historically
interesting, as an early streetcar neighborhood, and aesthetically appealing.  I'd like to
see it preserved for the next generations of Tacomans.

Hopefully, the historic designation would provide some protection to viable historic
structures.  It concerns me that many of our old homes are being demolished
because property owners want to replace them with a larger house.  Thus we lose the
history and visual coherence of a streetscape.  Not to mention the loss of a perfectly
viable building.

Sincerely,

Felicity Devlin
2417 N Washington

mailto:felicitydevlin@yahoo.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: Patricia Roundy
To: Landmarks
Subject: LPC hearing 2/9/22
Date: Tuesday, February 8, 2022 3:58:58 PM

We write today to express our strong opposition to the proposed College Park Historic Special
Review District. We appreciate very much this opportunity to express our views to you, and
thank you for your hard work in reviewing the extensive nomination materials submitted. Our
home is listed as "historic contributing" in the nomination materials for the College Park
Historic Special Review District. My husband and I bought our home in 1987 and have lived
in it continuously for 35 years. I have listened with great interest to the Landmarks
Preservation Commission (LPC) meetings when the proposed College Park Historic District
was under discussion. In doing so, I have learned a good deal, not only about the proposal, but
also about the complex, detailed, and meticulous work of the Commissioners. We have a
number of objections to the proposed College Park Historic District.

First,the City of Tacoma does not need another local historic district with LPC design review
and new construction approval as primary features. The North Slope Historic District was
created in 1994 and expanded in 1996 and 1999. The Wedge Neighborhood District was
created in 2010. Therefore, it has been 12 years since the most recent approval of an historic
district. Unfortunately, one way that the status quo is perpetuated is by using precedent to
justify new action. Yes, these two historic districts exist, but no, the City does not need
another one. Our concern is one of equity. We need to take into account the world around us
today.  The LPC design review is laborious and adds time to the renovation process of existing
historic structures. Historic individual landmarks deserve preservation by the City, and the
LPC provides a strong mechanism to support such preservation. The proposed College Park
Historic District, however, runs at cross-purposes with the overarching thrust of Home in
Tacoma and the desires of a significant number of homeowners within the proposed
boundaries. I have heard it stated at an LPC meeting that a potential College Park Historic
District and Home in Tacoma can co-exist. OK. But should they? In the 35 years that we have
lived in Tacoma, the City has never had sufficient funds to undertake all that needs to be done.
(Responding to the crisis of homelessness and supporting affordable housing are current cases
in point.) City staff time spent working with LPC Commissioners to manage College Park is
not where we want our tax dollars spent. Moreover, we note that “Tax incentives may be
available for renovations to historic districts." (from PowerPoint presentation at LPC meeting,
August 11, 2021). That tax incentives may be available in the two current historic districts is
one thing. We do not support adding another historic district. Issues of equity and diversity
must be adequately addressed as you make your recommendation. The College Park Historic
Special Review District would tax limited resources of the City.

Second, I have read the information about the creation of historic districts and the model of the
design review restrictions currently in place for the North Slope/Wedge. The list of restrictions
is onerous. It is one thing for a homeowner to seek out a historic designation for their property;
it is an entirely different matter to impose this designation on current owners whose property
would fall under a newly designated historic district. 

It is not fair to current owners within the proposed College Park Historic District who would
face required LPC design review prior to the permitting process for external build changes.
The design review obviously presents an additional hurdle to making property modifications.
In listening to LPC meetings via Zoom since May 2021, typically, individual property owners

mailto:roundype@plu.edu
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


or their architects present their designs for Commissioners’ review. It has been stated on
several occasions by Commissioners that their role is not to prevent change but to "manage
change." Instead, it is my perception that “managing” is closer to “controlling.” The LPC
Commissioners seem very wary of exterior changes to the front face of properties. It has been
stated that details of design review will be available at a later time. That said, competing
interests are in place. Details matter. Preference has been stated, for example, for replacing
older windows with wooden windows instead of vinyl windows. A skylight on an upper floor
on the street side of an historic home seems to raise concern for some Commissioners. At least
in my hearing, Commissioners have not decided how they view solar panels. In some LPC
discussions only front-facing external changes would come under the purview of LPC. In the
draft document, however, it’s the whole house. Questions and concerns abound. Can a deck be
added to an older home? What kind of materials would need to be used to be consistent with
the home? What about a ramp being built? To be sure, the permitting process would need to be
followed, but the design review adds time, complexity, and potentially additional cost to a
project. If property owners need to add a ramp to a “historic contributing” property to keep
their home as a “forever home,” what, if any, limitations would LPC impose? We object to
needing to wonder about these kinds of questions. We and our neighbors have made good
choices over the years in maintaining and improving our properties. Additional oversight is
not warranted.

We strongly urge you to reconsider your draft document and conclude by thanking you again
for your tireless work on behalf of the City. 

Sincerely,

Patrica and George Roundy



From: Kirsten Carlson
To: Landmarks
Subject: LPC hearing 2/9/2022
Date: Tuesday, February 8, 2022 4:21:55 PM

Dear whomever this may concern, 
We live in the proposed College Park Historic Special Review District. We are not 
able to attend the virtual meeting tomorrow evening but would like to voice our 
support for the proposed Historic District. This area, with its wide parking strips, 
vintage lighting and proximity to the UPS campus is an important part of the history 
of Tacoma. Preserving the character of this area will benefit not only those living 
within the proposed district but also visitors to our area. 
Thank you for your consideration of this important designation. 
Best,
Kirsten Carlson & Chris Allen
3416 N 19th Street
Tacoma, WA 98406
253-756-6995

mailto:kcarlson3416@comcast.net
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: lriegel@harbornet.com
To: Landmarks
Subject: LPC hearing 2/9/22
Date: Tuesday, February 8, 2022 4:43:55 PM

Yes, save our neighborhood's character.  !!!
I am in favor of College Park.

Lynn Riegel
2910 North 20th St.
Tacoma 98406

THANKS SO MUCH

mailto:lriegel@harbornet.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: Greg Hyde
To: Landmarks
Subject: LPC hearing 2/9/22
Date: Tuesday, February 8, 2022 10:06:20 PM

Hello,

I am writing to oppose the designation of the College Park Historic Special Review District. I
live in the neighborhood and love the area, but I think it's a bad idea to make it harder for our
neighbors to make improvements to their houses. This district will make it harder to replace a
rotted front porch, replace single pane windows with more energy efficient alternatives, or
replace old siding. Some people may prefer the look of the historic single pane windows, but
it's frankly none of our business what our neighbors want to do with their houses. The bigger
risk to the character of our neighborhood would be people not keeping up their houses, rather
than people making changes to the exterior of their houses. Even for projects that would be
approved, this district adds an extra layer of hassle and difficulty for homeowners trying to
keep up their properties.

- Greg Hyde

mailto:ghyde34@gmail.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: Barbie Pratt
To: Landmarks
Subject: LPC hearing 2/9/22
Date: Wednesday, February 9, 2022 9:31:05 AM

Dear Preservation Board,
I live at 2924 N 20th St and I’m writing to let you know that I support making our neighborhood part of the College
Park Historic District.

Our home turned 100 this year and it is important to me that we preserve the charm and character of our
neighborhood for current and future residents.

Thank you.
Barbie Pratt

mailto:barbiepratt@harbornet.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: Jim Merritt
To: Landmarks
Subject: LPC hearing 2-9-22
Date: Wednesday, February 9, 2022 10:23:20 AM

Dear Sirs:

I am writing in support of the designation of the College Park Historic Special Review District. 

As an architect that has worked in Tacoma on historic preservation for over 40 years, as well as a
past member and chair of the Tacoma Landmarks Preservation Commission, I believe this is a very
appropriate designation for this residential neighborhood adjacent to the University of Puget Sound.

I trust that the Commission will be very supportive of this designation.

Thank you. 

Jim
James R. Merritt FAIA
Principal
Merritt Arch PLLC
253.383.5300 (O)
253.720.1860 (C)
merritt@merrittarch.com

mailto:merritt@merrittarch.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:merritt@merrittarch.com


From: Deborah Cade
To: Landmarks; McKnight, Reuben
Subject: NSHD Support of College Park Historic District Nomination
Date: Wednesday, February 9, 2022 1:53:37 PM
Attachments: NSHD_CollegePark_Comments_02082022.pdf

Please accept these comments from the North Slope Historic District
Board of Directors.

Deborah Cade

dlcade@comcast.net

mailto:dlcade@comcast.net
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org









From: Steven Treffers
To: Landmarks
Subject: LPC Meeting 02/09/22 - College Park Historic District
Date: Wednesday, February 9, 2022 2:02:09 PM

To the members of the Tacoma Landmarks Preservation Commission:

As a Tacoma resident and board member of Historic Tacoma, I am writing in support of the
designation of the College Park Historic District to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places. As
a district which has been previously approved for listing at both the state and federal levels, its
architectural and historical significance has been thoroughly established and it is clearly
worthy of local recognition as well. 

I understand this nomination has spurred a larger discussion of issues relating to historic
preservation, social and racial equity, and housing. These are all extremely important topics
and worthy not only of continued discussion but definitive action. We know the LPC is
committed towards these efforts as is Historic Tacoma, as evidenced in our recent work on the
McKinley History Project among other initiatives. We seek to be partners in these efforts and
know more can be done. However, efforts to expand the reach of historic preservation and the
designation of the College Park Historic District are not counter to one another. I
encourage you to consider the designation of the College Park Historic District on its own
accord while also helping the larger preservation community identify those buildings, spaces,
and sites which represent those histories that have been often overlooked. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Steven Treffers
4801 N 22nd Street 
Tacoma, WA 98406

mailto:streffers@gmail.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: Jack Ryan
To: Landmarks
Subject: LPC Meeting 02/09/22
Date: Wednesday, February 9, 2022 2:12:57 PM

Landmarks Commission,

I am emailing to voice my support for agenda item 4 A, The nomination of the College Park
Historic District to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places. As 20+ year resident of the district
I believe it is the right thing to do to preserve this beautiful century old neighborhood for
generations to come and prevent greedy developers from carving up the neighborhood for
their own personal gain, stripping it of its beauty and leaving nothing but poorly built
apartments and multiplexes that they'll just sell off once the beauty of the area has been
stripped away leaving the city nothing but the mutilated empty husk of neighborhood it used
to be.

Regards,
Jack R.

mailto:joryan97@gmail.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: Erin
To: Landmarks
Subject: LPC hearing 2/9/22
Date: Wednesday, February 9, 2022 3:15:17 PM

I cannot attend the meeting, but I OPPOSE the historic district for College Park.  Requiring
design review is costly and limits originality in a district that already does a good job of
maintaining its appeal and character.
Thank you,
Erin McIlrath
3202 N 19th St

mailto:elm78@yahoo.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: Michael Lafreniere
To: McKnight, Reuben
Cc: Johnson, Susan; Kathleen Brooker; Kathleen Brooker
Subject: Letter of Support for CPHD
Date: Wednesday, February 9, 2022 3:36:23 PM
Attachments: Letter to City HPO 08-06-2021.pdf

Hello Reuben,

Kathleen asked me to forward the letter which Historic Tacoma had previously submitted in August
2021 in support of the College Park Historic District nomination. Please see attached. Thank you.

Michael Lafreniere
Historic Tacoma

mailto:info@historictacoma.org
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:SJohnson7@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:kbrooker1@gmail.com
mailto:kathleenbrooker@icloud.com
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://www.historictacoma.org__;!!CRCbkf1f!Alp-AiTsvHCe1vEzMuIJlRgJLwGFLcJAMQqnIcP3I5QXrwC9hMTbcSsVRif6CSnPJJM3mug$
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August 6, 2021 
 
 
 
Reuben McKnight 
Historic Preservation Office 
747 Market Street, Room 345 
Tacoma, WA  98402 
 
Dear Reuben, 
 
On behalf of the Board of Historic Tacoma, I am pleased to write this 
letter of support for the listing of the National Register College Park 
Historic District on the Tacoma Register of Historic Places, and to 
endorse its designation as a Historic Special Review District. 
 
College Park represents a significant period of development in Tacoma 
both historically and architecturally. Its streetcar development pattern and 
modest, well-built homes perfectly reflect the optimism of mid-20th 
century Tacoma. The nomination is comprehensive and well executed. It 
has passed a high hurdle of review by the WA State Department of 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation and the National Park Service. 
and its listing on the National Register of Historic Places is a well-
deserved honor. 
 
This nomination comes before the Landmark Commission backed by an 
impressive volunteer effort and years of preparation and outreach. The 
support of the residents is well documented and speaks to the pride we all 
share in this legacy neighborhood. We urge you to take the most 
important step of local designation and ensure its continuing legacy. 
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
 
Kathleen Brooker, 
Board President 
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August 6, 2021 

Reuben McKnight 
Historic Preservation Office 
747 Market Street, Room 345 
Tacoma, WA  98402 

Dear Reuben, 

On behalf of the Board of Historic Tacoma, I am pleased to write this 
letter of support for the listing of the National Register College Park 
Historic District on the Tacoma Register of Historic Places, and to 
endorse its designation as a Historic Special Review District. 

College Park represents a significant period of development in Tacoma 
both historically and architecturally. Its streetcar development pattern and 
modest, well-built homes perfectly reflect the optimism of mid-20th 
century Tacoma. The nomination is comprehensive and well executed. It 
has passed a high hurdle of review by the WA State Department of 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation and the National Park Service. 
and its listing on the National Register of Historic Places is a well-
deserved honor. 

This nomination comes before the Landmark Commission backed by an 
impressive volunteer effort and years of preparation and outreach. The 
support of the residents is well documented and speaks to the pride we all 
share in this legacy neighborhood. We urge you to take the most 
important step of local designation and ensure its continuing legacy. 

Sincerely, 

Kathleen Brooker, 
Board President 



From: Huy Pham
To: Landmarks
Cc: Chris Moore
Subject: LPC Hearing 2/9/22: Agenda 4.A. Nomination to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places - College Park Historic

District
Date: Wednesday, February 9, 2022 3:51:52 PM
Attachments: College Park Historic Dsitrict - Desgination Letter - Tacoma LPC - 2_8_2022.pdf

Good afternoon,

Please accept our public comment in support the designation of the College Park Historic District to
the Tacoma Register of Historic Places. Our full comment is attached as a PDF and copied below:

***

Dear Chair Bartoy,

On behalf of the Washington Trust for Historic Preservation, I am writing to support the listing of the College Park Historic
District to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places and to endorse its designation as a Historic Special Review District.

The Washington Trust is a nonprofit organization dedicated to saving the places that matter in Washington State and the only
statewide advocacy organization working to build a collective ethic that preserves historic places through education,
collaboration, and stewardship. In accordance with our mission, the Washington Trust believes that the local designation of
the National Register College Park Historic District, as vetted by the WA State Department of Archaeology and Historic
Preservation and the National Park Service, is a natural progression for the continued stewardship of the neighborhood.

The Washington Trust supports the designation of College Park Historic District based on Criterion A as it was "developed
during a series of economic peaks and valleys in home construction in Tacoma in the late 19th century to 1960… during the
heyday of Tacoma's railroad and lumber industry" and Criterion C as it “exhibits the full range of residential architectural
styles prevalent during Tacoma's greatest period of growth: …styles found  in pattern books and kit homes catalogs of the
time, with a primary influence of Craftsman, Tudor Revival, and Colonial Revival styles," and believes the proposed
contributing structures retain sufficient ability to convey its significance in both areas. 

Our support is informed by the assertion that historic preservation and its practices, such as designation and design review, is
adaptive to the changing needs of the people that live within or live with the buildings and sites that we collectively call
significant and worth preserving. The Washington Trust fully affirms that the designation of the College Park Historic District
is compatible with the other citywide policies and public demands regarding density and affordable and equitable housing
opportunities.  

Thank you for your consideration.

***

Best,
Huy Pham | Preservation Programs Director
he / him / his

Washington Trust for Historic Preservation
1204 Minor Avenue | Seattle, WA 98101
(206)-624-9449 (office) | (206) 462-2999 (mobile)
preservewa.org

mailto:huy@preservewa.org
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:Chris@preservewa.org
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://nam02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http*3A*2F*2Fwww.preservewa.org*2F&data=04*7C01*7Chuy*40preservewa.org*7C531851dc516b4ef7cf7908d93069737d*7C7cf212237659429d97bf5a2e4cf63f98*7C0*7C0*7C637594051759575278*7CUnknown*7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0*3D*7C1000&sdata=gtJrwFZtsYGzv1L*2BZrwEKj*2BT4lHINm2FtfF1EoWDcBY*3D&reserved=0__;JSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJQ!!CRCbkf1f!EUudU0TbnCjlWH8QzCg4xtBiFIFceJawosBzS6452GoAy_r7VX9ucwEVTRsbwf-dbvoHNA$



 


 


February 8, 2022 


Kevin Bartoy, Chair 
City of Tacoma Landmarks Preservation Commissions 
747 Market Street, Room 345 
Tacoma, Washington 98402 
landmarks@cityoftacoma.org  [sent via electronic mail] 


Re: Public Hearing - December 8, 2021 - Agenda 4.A. Nomination to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places -  
College Park Historic District 


Dear Chair Bartoy, 


On behalf of the Washington Trust for Historic Preservation, I am writing to support the listing of the College Park 
Historic District to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places and to endorse its designation as a Historic Special Review 
District.  


The Washington Trust is a nonprofit organization dedicated to saving the places that matter in Washington State and the 
only statewide advocacy organization working to build a collective ethic that preserves historic places through education, 
collaboration, and stewardship. In accordance with our mission, the Washington Trust believes that the local designation 
of the National Register College Park Historic District, as vetted by the WA State Department of Archaeology and Historic 
Preservation and the National Park Service, is a natural progression for the continued stewardship of the neighborhood.  


The Washington Trust supports the designation of College Park Historic District based on Criterion A as it was "developed 
during a series of economic peaks and valleys in home construction in Tacoma in the late 19th century to 1960… during 
the heyday of Tacoma's railroad and lumber industry" and Criterion C as it “exhibits the full range of residential 
architectural styles prevalent during Tacoma's greatest period of growth: …styles found  in pattern books and kit homes 
catalogs of the time, with a primary influence of Craftsman, Tudor Revival, and Colonial Revival styles," and believes the 
proposed contributing structures retain sufficient ability to convey its significance in both areas.   


Our support is informed by the assertion that historic preservation and its practices, such as designation and design 
review, is adaptive to the changing needs of the people that live within or live with the buildings and sites that we 
collectively call significant and worth preserving. The Washington Trust fully affirms that the designation of the College 
Park Historic District is compatible with the other citywide policies and public demands regarding density and affordable 
and equitable housing opportunities.    


Thank you for your consideration.  


Sincerely, 


 


 
Huy Pham 
Preservation Programs Director 







February 8, 2022 

Kevin Bartoy, Chair 
City of Tacoma Landmarks Preservation Commissions 
747 Market Street, Room 345 
Tacoma, Washington 98402 
landmarks@cityoftacoma.org  [sent via electronic mail] 

Re: Public Hearing - December 8, 2021 - Agenda 4.A. Nomination to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places -  
College Park Historic District 

Dear Chair Bartoy, 

On behalf of the Washington Trust for Historic Preservation, I am writing to support the listing of the College Park 
Historic District to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places and to endorse its designation as a Historic Special Review 
District.  

The Washington Trust is a nonprofit organization dedicated to saving the places that matter in Washington State and the 
only statewide advocacy organization working to build a collective ethic that preserves historic places through education, 
collaboration, and stewardship. In accordance with our mission, the Washington Trust believes that the local designation 
of the National Register College Park Historic District, as vetted by the WA State Department of Archaeology and Historic 
Preservation and the National Park Service, is a natural progression for the continued stewardship of the neighborhood.  

The Washington Trust supports the designation of College Park Historic District based on Criterion A as it was "developed 
during a series of economic peaks and valleys in home construction in Tacoma in the late 19th century to 1960… during 
the heyday of Tacoma's railroad and lumber industry" and Criterion C as it “exhibits the full range of residential 
architectural styles prevalent during Tacoma's greatest period of growth: …styles found  in pattern books and kit homes 
catalogs of the time, with a primary influence of Craftsman, Tudor Revival, and Colonial Revival styles," and believes the 
proposed contributing structures retain sufficient ability to convey its significance in both areas.   

Our support is informed by the assertion that historic preservation and its practices, such as designation and design 
review, is adaptive to the changing needs of the people that live within or live with the buildings and sites that we 
collectively call significant and worth preserving. The Washington Trust fully affirms that the designation of the College 
Park Historic District is compatible with the other citywide policies and public demands regarding density and affordable 
and equitable housing opportunities.    

Thank you for your consideration.  

Sincerely, 

Huy Pham 
Preservation Programs Director 



From: bandgneal@thewiredcity.net
To: Landmarks
Subject: LPC hearing 2/9/22
Date: Wednesday, February 9, 2022 3:56:26 PM

To the Landmarks Preservation Commission:

We have been property owners and residents in the proposed district since 1992. 

Our comments favor the creation of the proposed College Park Historic Special Review
District.   We believe the original applications are well researched, and the inventory of
contributing properties is comprehensive exhaustive and complete.   The boundaries of the
review district seem sensible based on the irretrievable changes that have occurred north of 6th
Avenue, and sensible along Pine Street to the the east where the neighborhood transitions into
housing of a different character.   The borders to the east along Alder and north of University
of Puget Sound provide margins and definition with the hope that UPS will be a good partner
in buffering, with compatible architectural styles, the transition into the characteristic housing
of the District.    We recognize we would be required to submit any future plans of our own
for review by the Landmarks Preservation Commission, do not believe that process would be
unnecessarily burdensome, and will be happy to conform any of our plans for our contributing
property built in 1929 to maintain the character of this unique part of Tacoma.

Robert & Gay Neal

1108 N Cedar St

Tacoma WA 98406

mailto:bandgneal@thewiredcity.net
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: Jill Jensen
To: Landmarks
Subject: LPC meeting
Date: Wednesday, February 9, 2022 3:56:38 PM

Please approve College Park Historic Designation
Jill and Rob Jensen
3002 N 13
Tacoma. WA. 98406

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:jillandrobj@icloud.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


To:  Landmarks Preservation Commission 
From:  Jodi Cook 
Date:  2/9/2022 

Believe those who live in the area, should be afforded the stronger voice in bringing 
forth this nomination.  However, I will share my observation of this neighborhood, being 
a frequent visitor to family and friends who reside in College Park. 

Buildings and land, are essentially inanimate objects, they don’t choose who lives, 
works or plays within their walls or in the yard.   They don’t choose who resides, nor 
whether current residents are renters or owners.   

If the College Park Historic District is approved as a Tacoma Historic District, it captures 
a time in Tacoma’s history of one of its first suburbs to expand, because of bridges 
traversing gulches .   

Built for the pocket book of the working class.  These homes bones are constructed of 
first growth timber; numerous windows bringing in natural light and cool cross breezes 
during warm weather.   Roofs designed to shed our rainy climate.    If not yet 100 years 
old, CP’s homes will soon be, and the marvel is they can stand for 100’s of years if 
homeowner occupied or as investment property owners, properly maintain for the 
generations who will reside in the future.   They are truly the original “green” homes.    

I grew up in the post WWII suburbs built during the 60’s to 90’s.   Not very imaginative, 
“cookie cutter”.  Maybe only 5 to 8 house plans, usually flipping which side the garage 
was to be attached, all “colonial” design, one after another, after another.   Many people 
like this type of consistency, others like myself gravitate to appreciating the crafted 
home of yester years builders who added little unique touches to make each home 
special. 

The new changes coming to zoning via Home in Tacoma, will not prevent the ability to 
add more types of housing to any Tacoma neighborhoods, and that includes historic 
districts like College Park.   That is very significant. 

My hope is Commissioners will view this nomination for future residents, who also want 
to experience places to live where these small, charming, sturdy homes exhibiting 
complementary building architecture, but also landscapes created through the decades, 
can be experienced and appreciated. 

Thanks for reading.  Jodi 



From: Joanna Stahl
To: Landmarks
Subject: College Park Historic District comment
Date: Thursday, February 10, 2022 7:10:03 AM

I do not want to see or support changes to the cooler historical housing area.
Was unable to attend the zoom meeting
Wanted my voice to be heard

Thank you
Best regards
Joanna stahl

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:sjoannastahl@icloud.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: Kevin Spier
To: Landmarks
Subject: LPC - proposed college park historic designation
Date: Friday, February 11, 2022 10:31:07 AM

To Whom it May Concern:

Am writing to express my support of the Proposed College Park Historic Designation.  

I am a homeowner in the proposed designation area at 3106 North 19th Street, Tacoma, WA  98406

Kevin D. Spier

Thank you.

mailto:kevinspier@earthlink.net
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: EKW
To: Landmarks
Subject: Proposed College Park Historical District
Date: Monday, February 14, 2022 12:51:35 AM

Dear Mr. McKnight:

I am responding to the Commission's hearing of February 9, 2022.

My wife and I moved into our house on the on North 13th Street thirty-nine years ago, We chose
to live here because we wanted to live in a traditional neighborhood where our children could grow
up in a safe environment. We appreciate our neighborhood and its character, which has remained
consistent since we moved here in 1982.

Since then we have made a number of changes to our home, most of which cannot be seen from
the street. The most prominent and visible of these is the addition of a dormer on our second floor.
We added this to accommodate our children who needed a larger bathroom as they got older. 

My wife and I are not in favor of the proposed College Park Historical District for many reasons.
First, the proposed historical district and the additional expense and paperwork it brings seem to
be a solution looking for a problem to solve. In 39 years, we haven't seen a need for any special
effort to protect the character of the neighborhood. 

The proposed district is not necessary.

The process of gaining approval under this proposed scheme would apply to any change to one's
entire house (assuming a permit is required), regardless of whether that change can be seen from
the street. Our back yard can not be seen from the street. Three sides of our garage cannot be
seen from the street. Yet, we would have to go through an extra layer of expense and paperwork
to make any changes to them, even though they would have no visual impact on our
neighborhood. We believe many other residents in the proposed district are in a similar situation. 

The proposed process is overly inclusive without providing a meaningful benefit.

The proposed district would, in effect, be akin to having a neighborhood HOA, but without
homeowners having a voice in its decisions. 

The cost of complying with the proposed district's rules are, in effect, another tax. The cost of
home repairs and remodeling is already too high and most likely will continue to increase. We do
not need to be adding to this burden especially now when inflation has reappeared. Those of us
who are retired and on a fixed income will be even more burdened by this additional expense. Will
those who cannot afford to go through the process have no recourse but to watch their homes
deteriorate? How does that benefit our neighborhood?

Will senior citizens who have to make accommodations to the front of their homes in order to
continue to live there have to incur this needless expense? Or will they just move out of the
neighborhood? Will improvements only be made by those homeowners who have deeper pockets
that the rest of us? Those who do make major improvements are likely to see their property taxes
rise. Why add to that burden?

My wife and I believe the additional expense outweighs the benefit.

mailto:EKW@protonmail.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


The proposed process will delay completion of projects. That delay will most likely add more cost.

My wife and I are not in favor of additional restrictions on the use of private property. We feel we
have been good stewards of our home and we believe most people will take care of their own
homes. We do not need anyone telling us what kind of windows to install or what we can or
cannot do with or own property. 

My wife and I believe many of those who are in favor of the proposed district don't fully
understand the impact this scheme would have on them. We also believe many mistakenly think
this proposal will achieve other goals such as negating the Home in Tacoma initiative. For
example, at least one person who made comments on February 9 seemed to suggest the
proposed historical district will increase diversity in our neighborhood.

We believe our home is "non-conforming." We understand that this means it does not contribute
to the character which the proposed historical district favors. Yet, it appears that we will still be
subject to this needless process.

The area covered by the proposed College Park Historical District is already a recognized
historical district. The only difference between the two is that the former adds needless delay and
expense.

Please feel free to contact us should you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Eric and Alice Quist

Sent with ProtonMail Secure Email.

https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://protonmail.com/__;!!CRCbkf1f!Gug5-jOu-G-i-O2zx5aPTT6ECHIwLz8Gv_den-L9zREYT3fzE6-tz0NN87veeBNXQARlZg$


From: Christopher James
To: Landmarks
Subject: Public Comment for Landmarks meeting on February 9, 2022
Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 7:21:11 AM
Attachments: 2022 Tacoma College Park Proposal.docx

The following is submitted as comments to the proposed College Park Historic District
designation.

We are opposed to the designation as it is written today. As explained in the attached
document, we could support the proposal if our suggested revisions are made.

Thank you for your consideration.

Christopher and Anne James

mailto:climatekaos@gmail.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org

14 February 2022

3115 North 13th Street

Tacoma, WA 98406

Reuben McKnight

Historic Preservation Office

747 Market Street, Room 345

Tacoma, WA 98402



Submitted Electronically



Dear Mr. McKnight,



These comments are submitted in response to the proposed College Park Historic District.  My wife and I have lived in this proposed district since 2010. We have made several improvements to the house since then. We expanded what was a tiny half-bath to a full-bath with a dormer on the second floor (rear of the house). We replaced two leaky single-pane windows with double-pane versions, and paid extra to install lead taping to keep with the mission style of the house. We completely redid the back yard, after having to pay for new sewer line connections to the alley and street. We installed solar panels on our roof in 2016, and remodeled and upgraded the kitchen in 2018. 



As background, Christopher was an air quality regulator for 35 years. He served 12 years as Director, Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, where his staff were responsible for developing and implementing all air quality regulations.  He also worked for several years in the EPA regional office in Seattle.  Anne was an occupational therapy professor, teaching at the University of Puget Sound for over 12 years.



First, what is the demonstrated purpose or need for this proposed district?  The Draft Code Language does not explain this.  A review of the recent city-wide planning map approved by the City Council (Home in Tacoma) reflects mainly single-family homes within the proposed district and hardly any new “low-scale” and “mid-scale” units.   Based on my discussions with neighbors, there seems to be an understanding that a major purpose of this proposed designation is to maintain single-family homes and to prohibit the construction of duplexes and apartment buildings.  If this is true, then that should be stated in the purpose or need.



Next, the draft code language (13.07.xxx) is poorly written, vague and unenforceable.  Xx1 and xx2 read like narrative, should be deleted and moved to a statement of purpose or need.



Xx4 contains many vague paragraphs.  For example, in Sections B and C. (interior and exterior revisions), do these sections apply to all four sides of the structure, or just the side that is visible from the street?  In your comments at the Landmarks Commission meeting on August 11, 2021, you specifically said that the street side of the house would be affected but that alterations to the house exterior on the other sides would be exempt from Landmarks approval. There is no such distinction made in this latest proposal.



In 13.07.xx4, we are opposed to Section F, which removes solar panels, wind generators and cellular phone towers from the exemption on wiring systems and thus brings them under Landmarks Commission authority.  This covers too broad a class of structures.  Solar panels today are well integrated into house roof systems.  Also, many homeowners install them on a garage roof.  Permits are already required for these installations, and it is hard to believe that the Landmarks Commission would have more expertise in this area than those  who issue the regular permits.  Likewise, in thinking about wind turbines, one may conjure up images of the wind farm near Ellensburg.  Those would definitely not fit into a residential structure.  However, tiny wind “turbines” are being developed that can be integrated into a porch railing.  Likewise, given technological innovation, one could imagine tiny cellular towers being developed to improve service.  Home solar panels are also an important element to achieving the City of Tacoma’s climate goals.  Section F should instead define terms by their size or protuberance from a house or building.  Any items not visible from a street should be exempt.



As written today, we are opposed to this proposed designation. We could support the proposal if the following changes were made:

· Clearly describe the purpose or need for the proposal (much of xx1 and xx2 should be moved to this new section)

· Define terms (use a key or glossary, or if one already exists, refer readers to that)

· Clarify what portion(s) of the structure are subject to the Code (i.e., just the side facing a street or all sides)

· Clean up xx4 paragraph F to instead define exemptions or not in terms of their protuberance from a roof line or structure (i.e., no device or system may protrude more than 24 inches above a roof lime).



Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 



Sincerely yours,









Christopher A. James			Anne E. James











14 February 2022 
3115 North 13th Street 

Tacoma, WA 98406 
Reuben McKnight 
Historic Preservation Office 
747 Market Street, Room 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 

Submitted Electronically 

Dear Mr. McKnight, 

These comments are submitted in response to the proposed College Park Historic District.  My 
wife and I have lived in this proposed district since 2010. We have made several improvements 
to the house since then. We expanded what was a tiny half-bath to a full-bath with a dormer on 
the second floor (rear of the house). We replaced two leaky single-pane windows with double-
pane versions, and paid extra to install lead taping to keep with the mission style of the house. 
We completely redid the back yard, after having to pay for new sewer line connections to the 
alley and street. We installed solar panels on our roof in 2016, and remodeled and upgraded 
the kitchen in 2018.  

As background, Christopher was an air quality regulator for 35 years. He served 12 years as 
Director, Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, where his staff were 
responsible for developing and implementing all air quality regulations.  He also worked for 
several years in the EPA regional office in Seattle.  Anne was an occupational therapy professor, 
teaching at the University of Puget Sound for over 12 years. 

First, what is the demonstrated purpose or need for this proposed district?  The Draft Code 
Language does not explain this.  A review of the recent city-wide planning map approved by the 
City Council (Home in Tacoma) reflects mainly single-family homes within the proposed district 
and hardly any new “low-scale” and “mid-scale” units.   Based on my discussions with 
neighbors, there seems to be an understanding that a major purpose of this proposed 
designation is to maintain single-family homes and to prohibit the construction of duplexes and 
apartment buildings.  If this is true, then that should be stated in the purpose or need. 

Next, the draft code language (13.07.xxx) is poorly written, vague and unenforceable.  Xx1 and 
xx2 read like narrative, should be deleted and moved to a statement of purpose or need. 

Xx4 contains many vague paragraphs.  For example, in Sections B and C. (interior and exterior 
revisions), do these sections apply to all four sides of the structure, or just the side that is visible 
from the street?  In your comments at the Landmarks Commission meeting on August 11, 2021, 
you specifically said that the street side of the house would be affected but that alterations to 
the house exterior on the other sides would be exempt from Landmarks approval. There is no 
such distinction made in this latest proposal. 



In 13.07.xx4, we are opposed to Section F, which removes solar panels, wind generators and 
cellular phone towers from the exemption on wiring systems and thus brings them under 
Landmarks Commission authority.  This covers too broad a class of structures.  Solar panels 
today are well integrated into house roof systems.  Also, many homeowners install them on a 
garage roof.  Permits are already required for these installations, and it is hard to believe that 
the Landmarks Commission would have more expertise in this area than those  who issue the 
regular permits.  Likewise, in thinking about wind turbines, one may conjure up images of the 
wind farm near Ellensburg.  Those would definitely not fit into a residential structure.  However, 
tiny wind “turbines” are being developed that can be integrated into a porch railing.  Likewise, 
given technological innovation, one could imagine tiny cellular towers being developed to 
improve service.  Home solar panels are also an important element to achieving the City of 
Tacoma’s climate goals.  Section F should instead define terms by their size or protuberance 
from a house or building.  Any items not visible from a street should be exempt. 

As written today, we are opposed to this proposed designation. We could support the proposal 
if the following changes were made: 

• Clearly describe the purpose or need for the proposal (much of xx1 and xx2 should be
moved to this new section) 

• Define terms (use a key or glossary, or if one already exists, refer readers to that)
• Clarify what portion(s) of the structure are subject to the Code (i.e., just the side facing a

street or all sides)
• Clean up xx4 paragraph F to instead define exemptions or not in terms of their

protuberance from a roof line or structure (i.e., no device or system may protrude more
than 24 inches above a roof lime).

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely yours, 

Christopher A. James Anne E. James 



From: Matt Temmel
To: Landmarks
Subject: LPC meeting, Feb 9, 2022, Matt Temmel written testimony
Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 12:18:05 PM
Attachments: Written Testimony, Matt Temmel, Feb 15, 2022.pdf

Attached is my written testimony about the proposed College Park Historic District. 

As the Draft Code Language now stands, I oppose the proposed district.  But I would be
glad to support it if the language can be revised based on the suggestions made in my
paper.  Thank you.

Matt Temmel
handsfour@harbornet.com
Cell (253) 278-1237

mailto:handsfour@harbornet.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org
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Proposed College Park Historic District 


Written Comments to Landmarks Preservation Commission, submitted by email 2/15/2022 


My name is Matt Temmel, owner of 2909 North 19th St., Tacoma, 98406.  I have an 
advanced degree in history and an interest in art and architecture.  The house is a 1910 
Craftsman bungalow.  After I moved there in 1981, the house was remodeled on two 
occasions.  In 1990, when the roof was replaced, I took the opportunity to add a dormer 
(bedroom and bathroom).  In 2002 we remodeled the kitchen and other rooms at the back 
of the house.  In each remodel, we made sure that the changes matched the architecture 
and style of the original house. 


I am opposed to the proposed historic district, as described in the Draft Code Language, 
on three grounds: 


1. The area has never been an historic district, but the house exteriors are in 
generally good condition, and better now than in 1981.  Homeowners are doing 
just fine maintaining the properties by themselves.  Homeowners will be subject to 
additional and unnecessary costs to replace windows and doors if the proposed 
district takes effect. 
 


2. Some people support the proposed district because they believe it will preempt the 
City from making land-use changes within the area, such as allowing construction 
of apartment buildings.  Based on the Home in Tacoma legislation passed by the 
City Council in December 2021, that belief appears to be mistaken, as explained 
below. 
 


3. The proposer and also Landmarks staff have said different things at different times 
about the impact on property owners in the proposed district.  As discussed below, 
a key issue is whether the Commission would have authority over changes on the 
street side of the house or on all sides. 


No Need for Historic District 


The Draft Code Language, in 13.07.xx1 and xx2, describes the area at some length, but it 
does not indicate how the area would benefit from designation as an historic district.  
There is no justification of need. 


As a resident since 1981, I have walked, jogged, or biked every block in the proposed 
district.  Last week, I biked it again.  I asked myself what changes have occurred since 
1981 and whether the area is now better or worse. 


After 40 years, of course, the streets now have more potholes, and there are fewer tall 
evergreen trees, but the houses look to be in really good shape.  The houses generally 
have “good bones,” and there are no “bad areas” in the proposed district.  Prices have 
greatly increased.  In 1981 I paid $59,500, and Zillow says the house is now worth 
$724,500. 
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It is a very attractive area, and it has become and remained that way without any special 
help from government.  Nothing stated in the Draft Code Language suggests to me that 
the area will become any better by being designated an historic district. 


Impending Land Use Changes 


Some supporters of the proposed historic district seem to believe that the designation will 
have the effect of protecting the area from undesirable land-use changes, such as a 
decrease in the number of single-family houses and an increase in duplexes, triplexes, 
and large apartment buildings.  The proposer has encouraged that belief.  His website as 
of last August (Attachment 1) said a district would “help protect the neighborhood from 
inappropriate infill projects” and “allow residents a voice in any land use zoning changes.” 


I reviewed the Home in Tacoma legislation passed by the City Council and considered 
how it will affect the growth of “mid-scale” and “low-scale” units within the proposed 
district.  Based on the documents available online, it appears that hardly any new large 
apartment buildings or smaller multi-family units would be allowed.  Single-family 
residences will continue to predominate. 


This general conclusion seems clear from the maps included in Ordinance No. 28793, 
amended and passed by the Tacoma City Council on December 7, 2021.  (See pages 18-
19 in the pdf file.)  I would be glad to have more detailed information, such as a 
breakdown of the number of parcels in the proposed district on which large apartment 
buildings could possibly be built under the legislation. 


Street Side or All Sides, and Why has the Proposal Changed? 


Most important is the impact on homeowners and the benefits of the proposed district.  
The Draft Code Language addresses those topics only in vague, indirect terms. 


If approved, the Landmarks Preservation Commission would have authority to approve or 
reject changes to a house exterior, such as the size of windows and doors and 
composition of the materials.  It is curious how the proposal has evolved, that is, it has 
said different things at different times.  Three things can be considered here: 


 What the proposer has said 
 What the Commission staff has said 
 What the Commission has done. 


The Proposal 


The proposal was submitted in May 2021 by Jeff Ryan, architect.  The nomination form is 
the same 688-page document that Mr. Ryan submitted to the federal government in 2017.  
Despite its length, the document does not say what would be limitations on property 
owners as to the changes they can make to their house, such as windows and doors.  But 
on the proposer’s website as of August 2021, https://cphdtacoma.wordpress.com/, it was 
explicitly stated (fifth paragraph) that limitations on property owners would be confined to 
the “street side” of the property.  See Attachment 1 at end of this paper. 
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However, as of February 2022, the proposer’s website has been changed.  The reference 
to “street side” has disappeared.  This is concerning, because the proposer solicited 
public support in 2021 and received many postcards or other indictors of support and 
submitted those materials to the Commission. 


Landmarks Commission Staff Comments 


At the Commission meeting on August 11 last year, I asked about the scope of the 
proposal and the impact on property owners.  (In the Audio record, the question and 
answer run from 24:30 to 29:20.)  I explained that the proposer’s website said that the 
proposal would limit changes only on “the street side” of the property, whereas in the 
North Slope district the restrictions apply to all sides.  My question was whether the 
restrictions would apply to the street side or all sides. 


Reuben McKnight, starting at about 27:00 in the Audio, explained that the North Slope 
restrictions applied to all sides of the house, but for the Wedge district there is a 
“categorical exemption” for all sides that cannot be seen from the street.  He said the 
College Park proposal was “the same as the Wedge.” 


Things have now changed.  At the public meeting held last week (February 9, 2022), I 
asked basically the same question: Would property owners need a permit and Landmarks 
Commission approval for changes on the street side or on all four sides? 


Mr. McKnight replied that the College Park proposal was “the same as the North Slope,” 
that is, the entire exterior would be affected.  After Mr. McKnight finished, I commented (at 
17:50 in the Audio) that his answer was different from what he said last year in August at 
a public meeting.  He replied he did “not recall” saying that the restrictions applied only to 
the front of the house.  But the Audio record is clear. 


My point is not that Mr. McKnight was inconsistent, but rather that there are at least two 
sides to this difficult issue that should be addressed. 


Commission Action on January 12, 2022 


At the Commission meeting on January 12, 2022, Mr. McKnight put forward Draft Code 
Language for Commission review and approval.  His material included two alternatives, 
with the idea of presenting them both to the public for comment at the February 9 meeting. 


 Alternative A would give the Commission authority over changes to the house 
exterior on all sides. 
 


 Alternative B would provide the same authority on the street side only. 


Four commissioners spoke against Alternative B, and only the chair seemed open to it.  
After discussion, the Commission agreed to take out Alternative B and move forward with 
Alternative A.  Thus, the document presented for public comment on February 9 indicated 
that the Commission approval would be needed for changes on all sides of the house. 
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Can the Commission change a proposal to give itself more authority?  I recognize that the 
nomination form did not say anything specific on the matter, but the proposer’s website as 
of August 11, 2021 (Attachment 1) clearly stated that only “the street side of the 
residence” would be affected.  Five months later, on January 9, 2022, the Commission 
decided that the proposal applies to all sides, while saying that the matter could be 
reconsidered after receiving public comments. 


If the Commission really wants to hear public comments on the issue of “street side” or “all 
sides,” it should ask that question.  By eliminating Alternative B from the public material, 
the Commission greatly reduced the chance that the public will be aware of the issue. 


Possible Compromise 


On January 9 Commissioner Williams commented that he favored having authority on all 
sides because changes in window size mean that the window casings and house siding 
must be re-done, and that could drastically affect the overall external appearance. 


Mr. McKnight, in what impressed me as a most constructive suggestion, said that maybe 
the Commission should not have authority over changes on the non-street sides, 
provided that the window size does not change. 


That seems quite reasonable.  External appearance is obviously affected by changes in 
window size, whereas the composition of the material (such as wood, wood with some 
plastic content, or vinyl) has little effect on the house appearance from a distance. 


Wood windows are hugely expensive.  I think the decision about composition of window 
materials on the non-street sides should be completely up to the homeowner. 


Brief Summary 


I hope the Commission will consider revising the proposal rather than exert a blanket 
authority over external changes on all four sides.  I think the proposal would be stronger if 
revised to exempt the non-street sides, provided that window size on the non-street sides 
does not change. 


Another main issue is that the Draft Code Language is vague on why a special district is 
needed.  If you proceed, I hope the language can be revised to provide a stronger 
justification of need.  Thank you. 


 


Attachment: print out from College Park Historic District website, August 11, 2021 
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Proposed College Park Historic District 

Written Comments to Landmarks Preservation Commission, submitted by email 2/15/2022 

My name is Matt Temmel, owner of 2909 North 19th St., Tacoma, 98406.  I have an 
advanced degree in history and an interest in art and architecture.  The house is a 1910 
Craftsman bungalow.  After I moved there in 1981, the house was remodeled on two 
occasions.  In 1990, when the roof was replaced, I took the opportunity to add a dormer 
(bedroom and bathroom).  In 2002 we remodeled the kitchen and other rooms at the back 
of the house.  In each remodel, we made sure that the changes matched the architecture 
and style of the original house. 

I am opposed to the proposed historic district, as described in the Draft Code Language, 
on three grounds: 

1. The area has never been an historic district, but the house exteriors are in
generally good condition, and better now than in 1981.  Homeowners are doing
just fine maintaining the properties by themselves.  Homeowners will be subject to
additional and unnecessary costs to replace windows and doors if the proposed
district takes effect.

2. Some people support the proposed district because they believe it will preempt the
City from making land-use changes within the area, such as allowing construction
of apartment buildings.  Based on the Home in Tacoma legislation passed by the
City Council in December 2021, that belief appears to be mistaken, as explained
below.

3. The proposer and also Landmarks staff have said different things at different times
about the impact on property owners in the proposed district.  As discussed below,
a key issue is whether the Commission would have authority over changes on the
street side of the house or on all sides.

No Need for Historic District

The Draft Code Language, in 13.07.xx1 and xx2, describes the area at some length, but it 
does not indicate how the area would benefit from designation as an historic district.  
There is no justification of need. 

As a resident since 1981, I have walked, jogged, or biked every block in the proposed 
district.  Last week, I biked it again.  I asked myself what changes have occurred since 
1981 and whether the area is now better or worse. 

After 40 years, of course, the streets now have more potholes, and there are fewer tall 
evergreen trees, but the houses look to be in really good shape.  The houses generally 
have “good bones,” and there are no “bad areas” in the proposed district.  Prices have 
greatly increased.  In 1981 I paid $59,500, and Zillow says the house is now worth 
$724,500. 
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It is a very attractive area, and it has become and remained that way without any special 
help from government.  Nothing stated in the Draft Code Language suggests to me that 
the area will become any better by being designated an historic district. 

Impending Land Use Changes 

Some supporters of the proposed historic district seem to believe that the designation will 
have the effect of protecting the area from undesirable land-use changes, such as a 
decrease in the number of single-family houses and an increase in duplexes, triplexes, 
and large apartment buildings.  The proposer has encouraged that belief.  His website as 
of last August (Attachment 1) said a district would “help protect the neighborhood from 
inappropriate infill projects” and “allow residents a voice in any land use zoning changes.” 

I reviewed the Home in Tacoma legislation passed by the City Council and considered 
how it will affect the growth of “mid-scale” and “low-scale” units within the proposed 
district.  Based on the documents available online, it appears that hardly any new large 
apartment buildings or smaller multi-family units would be allowed.  Single-family 
residences will continue to predominate. 

This general conclusion seems clear from the maps included in Ordinance No. 28793, 
amended and passed by the Tacoma City Council on December 7, 2021.  (See pages 18-
19 in the pdf file.)  I would be glad to have more detailed information, such as a 
breakdown of the number of parcels in the proposed district on which large apartment 
buildings could possibly be built under the legislation. 

Street Side or All Sides, and Why has the Proposal Changed? 

Most important is the impact on homeowners and the benefits of the proposed district. 
The Draft Code Language addresses those topics only in vague, indirect terms. 

If approved, the Landmarks Preservation Commission would have authority to approve or 
reject changes to a house exterior, such as the size of windows and doors and 
composition of the materials.  It is curious how the proposal has evolved, that is, it has 
said different things at different times.  Three things can be considered here: 

 What the proposer has said
 What the Commission staff has said
 What the Commission has done.

The Proposal 

The proposal was submitted in May 2021 by Jeff Ryan, architect.  The nomination form is 
the same 688-page document that Mr. Ryan submitted to the federal government in 2017. 
Despite its length, the document does not say what would be limitations on property 
owners as to the changes they can make to their house, such as windows and doors.  But 
on the proposer’s website as of August 2021, https://cphdtacoma.wordpress.com/, it was 
explicitly stated (fifth paragraph) that limitations on property owners would be confined to 
the “street side” of the property.  See Attachment 1 at end of this paper. 
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However, as of February 2022, the proposer’s website has been changed.  The reference 
to “street side” has disappeared.  This is concerning, because the proposer solicited 
public support in 2021 and received many postcards or other indictors of support and 
submitted those materials to the Commission. 

Landmarks Commission Staff Comments 

At the Commission meeting on August 11 last year, I asked about the scope of the 
proposal and the impact on property owners.  (In the Audio record, the question and 
answer run from 24:30 to 29:20.)  I explained that the proposer’s website said that the 
proposal would limit changes only on “the street side” of the property, whereas in the 
North Slope district the restrictions apply to all sides.  My question was whether the 
restrictions would apply to the street side or all sides. 

Reuben McKnight, starting at about 27:00 in the Audio, explained that the North Slope 
restrictions applied to all sides of the house, but for the Wedge district there is a 
“categorical exemption” for all sides that cannot be seen from the street.  He said the 
College Park proposal was “the same as the Wedge.” 

Things have now changed.  At the public meeting held last week (February 9, 2022), I 
asked basically the same question: Would property owners need a permit and Landmarks 
Commission approval for changes on the street side or on all four sides? 

Mr. McKnight replied that the College Park proposal was “the same as the North Slope,” 
that is, the entire exterior would be affected.  After Mr. McKnight finished, I commented (at 
17:50 in the Audio) that his answer was different from what he said last year in August at 
a public meeting.  He replied he did “not recall” saying that the restrictions applied only to 
the front of the house.  But the Audio record is clear. 

My point is not that Mr. McKnight was inconsistent, but rather that there are at least two 
sides to this difficult issue that should be addressed. 

Commission Action on January 12, 2022 

At the Commission meeting on January 12, 2022, Mr. McKnight put forward Draft Code 
Language for Commission review and approval.  His material included two alternatives, 
with the idea of presenting them both to the public for comment at the February 9 meeting. 

 Alternative A would give the Commission authority over changes to the house
exterior on all sides.

 Alternative B would provide the same authority on the street side only.

Four commissioners spoke against Alternative B, and only the chair seemed open to it.  
After discussion, the Commission agreed to take out Alternative B and move forward with 
Alternative A.  Thus, the document presented for public comment on February 9 indicated 
that the Commission approval would be needed for changes on all sides of the house. 
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Can the Commission change a proposal to give itself more authority?  I recognize that the 
nomination form did not say anything specific on the matter, but the proposer’s website as 
of August 11, 2021 (Attachment 1) clearly stated that only “the street side of the 
residence” would be affected.  Five months later, on January 9, 2022, the Commission 
decided that the proposal applies to all sides, while saying that the matter could be 
reconsidered after receiving public comments. 

If the Commission really wants to hear public comments on the issue of “street side” or “all 
sides,” it should ask that question.  By eliminating Alternative B from the public material, 
the Commission greatly reduced the chance that the public will be aware of the issue. 

Possible Compromise 

On January 9 Commissioner Williams commented that he favored having authority on all 
sides because changes in window size mean that the window casings and house siding 
must be re-done, and that could drastically affect the overall external appearance. 

Mr. McKnight, in what impressed me as a most constructive suggestion, said that maybe 
the Commission should not have authority over changes on the non-street sides, 
provided that the window size does not change. 

That seems quite reasonable.  External appearance is obviously affected by changes in 
window size, whereas the composition of the material (such as wood, wood with some 
plastic content, or vinyl) has little effect on the house appearance from a distance. 

Wood windows are hugely expensive.  I think the decision about composition of window 
materials on the non-street sides should be completely up to the homeowner. 

Brief Summary 

I hope the Commission will consider revising the proposal rather than exert a blanket 
authority over external changes on all four sides.  I think the proposal would be stronger if 
revised to exempt the non-street sides, provided that window size on the non-street sides 
does not change. 

Another main issue is that the Draft Code Language is vague on why a special district is 
needed.  If you proceed, I hope the language can be revised to provide a stronger 
justification of need.  Thank you. 

Attachment: print out from College Park Historic District website, August 11, 2021 





From: perry colombini
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: College Park Historic District
Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 1:11:55 PM

As a homeowner in said proposed district I am AGAINST the creation of the district.  There appears
to be no benefit in creating the College Park Historic District.  The Landmarks Commission has not
been forthright on the limitations on property owners. The commission has contradicted itself saying
different things at different meetings.  (check your records)  We (discussions with neighbors) are
confused and until the Landmarks Commission can provide a detailed outline, in writing, stipulating
the processes and limitations please DO NOT move forward with the creation of the District.

Respectfully,
Perry Colombini

Sent from Mail for Windows

mailto:perrycolombini@gmail.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986__;!!CRCbkf1f!CsfAiBOW5IP6NPbcp4Kfe4EBHFoInSu6QdHQc6rKbcyGfo_pZROhWT9pJ9wKpvvNK3Dx$


From: David Ullman
To: Landmarks
Subject: Comments - College Park Nomination
Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 8:39:06 PM
Attachments: college Park.pdf

Many thanks for your Attention.
Aileen Anne Ullman

mailto:1onedeu1@gmail.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org



IN SUPPORT OF A COLLEGE PARK HISTORIC DISTRICT 


Last May, my husband and I bought and moved in our house in the College  
Park District.  Since then, our decision has been proven right day after day. , We’ve also 
learned that the College Park District has been designated as a “Historic District” by both 
the Federal  Department of  The Interior and the State of  Washington.  That’s quite 
something.  


We attended the recent virtual “Public Hearing” and were both pleased by the public’s 
supportive comments.  We were also surprised by the few that were unwilling to support 
the nomination. Since our technology at home wouldn’t let us raise our hand, I do want 
to offer my comments for the record.   


The comments that were unsupportive really have little relevance to the subject of  
landmark designation.  Those expressed by the public, and expressed by commissioners  
in earlier meetings are best applied to other situations because they deal with reasoning 
best applied to urban development that the management and preservation  
of  Tacoma’s history. 


It may be that there have been discussions of  the the College Park history, but we have 
not heard them. So I ask:   Setting aside the wonderful, well maintained examples of  
many styles of  architecture, does the social and economic history of  the district matter to 
the Landmark Commission? 


While there have been allusions from Commissioners, and one caller in particular, this is 
not, nor has it ever been, a wealthy enclave for the privileged.  It is an unpretentious, 
middle- and working-class community, which is reflected in the Nomination.  One caller 
felt that support of  the Nomination was an excuse to drive property values up, but quite 
the opposite is true.  By preserving historic structures and footprints, we prevent the 
proliferation of  “McMansions,” which do indeed drive up property values up. 


Today, more than ever before in our history, the value and importance of  the nation’s 
Middle Working Class is being recognized as being the vital element in our nation’s 
growth.  Across the U.S. are many cities that have come to recognize the importance  of  
the history and value of  middle/working class aspirational  districts.   







In 2019, citing several intensive studies,  the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development concluded that “Societies with a strong middle class experience higher levels of  social 
trust but also better educational outcomes, lower crime incidence, better health outcomes and higher life 
satisfaction.” I offer that conclusion because in Tacoma, that basic truth continues today! 


Economic and urban development consultants Paul Brophy and Frank Woodruff  suggest 
that a neighborhood stabilization strategy preserves the local property tax base making it 
possible for municipalities to provide additional resources to low- and moderate-income 
people and preserve a ladder to places of  opportunity for tomorrow’s middle class.  
College Park exemplifies the type of  aspirational neighborhood these authors believe 
necessary to complete diverse housing choices for residents. 


While cities such as Baltimore, Philadelphia, Cleveland, Louisville, and Pasadena are 
reinvesting and offering incentives to residents who restore and maintain historic 
properties, Tacoma seems not to care. 


In College Park, Tacoma has an opportunity to protect a thriving district, where residents 
maintain the homes, many of  the trees, the road verges, lawns and gardens that line its 
streets.  The nomination for a historic district maintains all these desirable qualities with 
no request for additional funds from the City. Why then would this historic district’s value 
be questioned? 


Without seeming to be pugnacious, we must ask are there special interests involved, and  
if  so, what might their downside be?  We have to look no farther than Portland, Oregon 
for answers. 


“If  real estate becomes ‘commodified’ in the search for affordability,” urbanist Michael Mehaffy 
warns of  “gentrification, displacement and increasing homelessness.” 


Follow the money he urges. “Advocates of  progressive planning should take a hard look at interests 
behind current pro-growth movements, their mixed motives and doubtful outcomes.” 







With no guarantees of  affordability or regulatory countermeasures, HB 2001 (and its RIP 
mirror image) would aid, not remedy, “oppressive and discriminatory” interests, adds M. K. 
Hanson.”  She claims billion-dollar private equity corporations have purchased $6.1 
billion in Portland area multifamily units in roughly four years. “The impact on the local 
housing market is disastrous.” 


It’s comforting that the Nomination for a position in the Tacoma Registry of  Historic 
Districts seems to have garnered quite a bit of  support.  Given the multi-level of  Tacoma 
history College Park represents, it will be a landmark can and should be proud of. 


	 “Historic preservation is at the same time wonderfully egalitarian;  
 all socioeconomic classes in every corner of the nation have  
 successfully utilized its principles to protect their heritage and  


           revitalize their communities.” 
	 	 	 	 	 Craig Potts, Executive Director,  


Kentucky Heritage Council and State Historic  
Preservation Officer 


I would like to take this opportunity to offer my strongest support of  the nomination of  
the College Park neighborhood as an official Historic District of  the City of  Tacoma. 


Aileen Anne Ullman 
3103 North 13th Street 
Tacoma, Washington 98406 







IN SUPPORT OF A COLLEGE PARK HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Last May, my husband and I bought and moved in our house in the College  
Park District.  Since then, our decision has been proven right day after day. , We’ve also 
learned that the College Park District has been designated as a “Historic District” by both 
the Federal  Department of  The Interior and the State of  Washington.  That’s quite 
something.  

We attended the recent virtual “Public Hearing” and were both pleased by the public’s 
supportive comments.  We were also surprised by the few that were unwilling to support 
the nomination. Since our technology at home wouldn’t let us raise our hand, I do want 
to offer my comments for the record.   

The comments that were unsupportive really have little relevance to the subject of  
landmark designation.  Those expressed by the public, and expressed by commissioners  
in earlier meetings are best applied to other situations because they deal with reasoning 
best applied to urban development that the management and preservation  
of  Tacoma’s history. 

It may be that there have been discussions of  the the College Park history, but we have 
not heard them. So I ask:   Setting aside the wonderful, well maintained examples of  
many styles of  architecture, does the social and economic history of  the district matter to 
the Landmark Commission? 

While there have been allusions from Commissioners, and one caller in particular, this is 
not, nor has it ever been, a wealthy enclave for the privileged.  It is an unpretentious, 
middle- and working-class community, which is reflected in the Nomination.  One caller 
felt that support of  the Nomination was an excuse to drive property values up, but quite 
the opposite is true.  By preserving historic structures and footprints, we prevent the 
proliferation of  “McMansions,” which do indeed drive up property values up. 

Today, more than ever before in our history, the value and importance of  the nation’s 
Middle Working Class is being recognized as being the vital element in our nation’s 
growth.  Across the U.S. are many cities that have come to recognize the importance  of  
the history and value of  middle/working class aspirational  districts.   



In 2019, citing several intensive studies,  the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development concluded that “Societies with a strong middle class experience higher levels of  social 
trust but also better educational outcomes, lower crime incidence, better health outcomes and higher life 
satisfaction.” I offer that conclusion because in Tacoma, that basic truth continues today! 

Economic and urban development consultants Paul Brophy and Frank Woodruff  suggest 
that a neighborhood stabilization strategy preserves the local property tax base making it 
possible for municipalities to provide additional resources to low- and moderate-income 
people and preserve a ladder to places of  opportunity for tomorrow’s middle class.  
College Park exemplifies the type of  aspirational neighborhood these authors believe 
necessary to complete diverse housing choices for residents. 

While cities such as Baltimore, Philadelphia, Cleveland, Louisville, and Pasadena are 
reinvesting and offering incentives to residents who restore and maintain historic 
properties, Tacoma seems not to care. 

In College Park, Tacoma has an opportunity to protect a thriving district, where residents 
maintain the homes, many of  the trees, the road verges, lawns and gardens that line its 
streets.  The nomination for a historic district maintains all these desirable qualities with 
no request for additional funds from the City. Why then would this historic district’s value 
be questioned? 

Without seeming to be pugnacious, we must ask are there special interests involved, and  
if  so, what might their downside be?  We have to look no farther than Portland, Oregon 
for answers. 

“If  real estate becomes ‘commodified’ in the search for affordability,” urbanist Michael Mehaffy 
warns of  “gentrification, displacement and increasing homelessness.” 

Follow the money he urges. “Advocates of  progressive planning should take a hard look at interests 
behind current pro-growth movements, their mixed motives and doubtful outcomes.” 



With no guarantees of  affordability or regulatory countermeasures, HB 2001 (and its RIP 
mirror image) would aid, not remedy, “oppressive and discriminatory” interests, adds M. K. 
Hanson.”  She claims billion-dollar private equity corporations have purchased $6.1 
billion in Portland area multifamily units in roughly four years. “The impact on the local 
housing market is disastrous.” 

It’s comforting that the Nomination for a position in the Tacoma Registry of  Historic 
Districts seems to have garnered quite a bit of  support.  Given the multi-level of  Tacoma 
history College Park represents, it will be a landmark can and should be proud of. 

	 “Historic preservation is at the same time wonderfully egalitarian;  
 all socioeconomic classes in every corner of the nation have 
 successfully utilized its principles to protect their heritage and 

           revitalize their communities.” 
Craig Potts, Executive Director,  
Kentucky Heritage Council and State Historic 
Preservation Officer 

I would like to take this opportunity to offer my strongest support of  the nomination of  
the College Park neighborhood as an official Historic District of  the City of  Tacoma. 

Aileen Anne Ullman 
3103 North 13th Street 
Tacoma, Washington 98406 



From: Anna Leon
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: College Park Historic District Public Comments
Date: Wednesday, February 16, 2022 4:01:47 PM

Mr. McKnight and the Landmarks Commission,

I am writing to share my opposition to the formation of the College Park Historic District. I
have lived in Tacoma for eleven years and in the neighborhood for six years, four as a renter
and two as an owner. Many in support of the historical district make reference to the history of
our area as a working class neighborhood where hard working middle class Tacomans could
raise a family. For many decades following its inception, the neighborhood remained
accessible for white middle class families. According to the impressive research compiled by
Mr. Ryan, my home was originally owned by a teacher, no doubt on a single income. There is
no way a teacher supporting a family would be able to buy my home in this neighborhood
today. In today's market, our neighborhood is reserved for the upper middle class or in rare
cases those in the middle class willing to stretch and buy a fixer upper. A fixer upper that will
be more cumbersome and expensive to renovate under the regulations put in place by the
formation of a Historic District. Our neighbors who have lived here for many years were able
to repair rotting siding, replace drafty windows, or lift slumping sections of their houses
without paying a design board to give ultimate approval. They were able to use modern
products and new technologies to improve their homes at the best price without being forced
into using more expensive products for someone else's aesthetic tastes. If you look closely past
the attractive rooflines and craftsman details throughout the neighborhood, you will find a sea
of vinyl windows, modern siding, and other materials that aren't original to the structures. This
will place much of the financial burden of the Historic District implementation on new
homeowners looking to make a home here, particularly those who buy the most affordable
fixer-upper homes. Adding these additional burdens is yet another financial weight being
added to younger generations that already are at an economic disadvantage and will further
push middle class Tacoma families out of our neighborhood, making our neighborhood a place
for the affluent and a popular destination for wealthy Seattle commuters.

A neighborhood is so much more than it's structures. A neighborhood is made of the people
living in it. To truly preserve the character of the College Park neighborhood, we must not
slam our doors to the middle class through extra red tape and expenses in the name of
architectural purity.

Thank you for your time,

Anna Leon

3008 N 19th St
Tacoma, WA 98406

P.S. Sorry this is being sent right at the last minute, I just learned that the period for public
comment closes today!

mailto:anna.leon13@gmail.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org


From: Harrison Wiener
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: College Park Historic District Public Comments
Date: Wednesday, February 16, 2022 4:20:36 PM

Hello Mr. McKnight, 

My name is Harrison Wiener and I am a constituent who lives in the proposed College Park
Historical district. 

I understand that there is a window for public comment. I want to use this time to share that I
am not in favor of turning this neighborhood into an historic district.  

There are a number of reasons why I am against this, but to summarize: 

1. It is a direct subversion of the new zoning laws that were recently enacted.
2. It artificially increases prices and therefore, the barrier to entry for many different

socio-economic groups; limiting who can truly live here.
3. It makes it harder, if not impossible, to make changes to the house that make it more

environmentally friendly.
4. It enables people who have lived in the area for a generation to reap the benefits of

making changes that made their house more livable, thus passing down the cost to
mine and future generations of residents.

I am aiming to keep the points brief, but I would be happy to expand on each of those points if
you want/need. 

In conclusion, my wife and I have lived in North Tacoma for 6 years and as homeowners for 2
years. We also know that the region as a whole is drastically low on available housing - not to
mention affordable housing - and we feel a civic responsibility to speak up against these
archaic practices that will keep our City from growing and, by default, prevent our community
from welcoming diverse populations and becoming more inclusive. And as a person of color,
and one of three people in the neighborhood that I am aware of, it perhaps gives a different
lense to view this issue with. 

Thank you for your time. 

Regards, 
Harrison Wiener
3008 N 19th St Tacoma WA 98406
678-613-6432

mailto:harrison.m.wiener@gmail.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org
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1. NOMINATIONS TO THE TACOMA REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES – PUBLIC HEARING

A. College Park Historic District

Chair Bartoy called the public hearing to order at 5:33 p.m.

Chair Bartoy called for testimony from members of the public. The following residents testified:

1. Matt Temmel – Mr. Temmel stated that he had many unanswered questions related to the limitations that a property
owner will have if the nomination were to be approved, such as which aspects of window replacements would need
approval by the Commission.

2. Jill Jensen – Ms. Jensen stated that she is strongly supportive of the nomination, and that the historic district would
provide the opportunity to maintain the cohesiveness of longstanding architectural design, the preservation of
landscapes and tree canopies, economic stability, incentives for small businesses, and would ensure walkability
and bikeability. She stated that the nomination is complete, thorough, substantiated, and in compliance with
nomination guidelines; and she asked that the nomination be considered within the parameters set forth in the
Landmarks Preservation Commission’s guidelines, give credence to those who live in this district, and recommend
the nomination to the Planning Commission. Ms. Jensen also provided comments on the North End Neighborhood
Council, noting that they support this nomination as well.

3. Forrest Boyle – Mr. Boyle had questions related to the boundary lines of the nomination, public notice of the public
hearing, and the historic district nomination process.
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4. Jodi Cook – Ms. Cook provided comments on the Home in Tacoma project, stating that new zoning changes will
not prevent more types of housing in historic district neighborhoods, and she provided comments on the
construction and durability of the homes built within College Park, noting that they can stand for hundreds of years
if properly maintained, are truly the original green homes, and are the handcrafted homes by yesteryears builders.
She asked that the Commission approve the nomination for future residents.

5. Aryan & Chris Peoples – Ms. Peoples stated that she and her husband are in support of the proposed nomination
and thanked the Commission, and expressed concerns regarding future zoning changes.

6. Kelly Cory – Ms. Cory stated that comments from the people who live in this proposed district should have more
weight than those who do not live in the neighborhood, and provided comments on the construction of the homes
in the neighborhood, stating that the homes are built to last. She further stated that she is in support of the College
Park Historic District.

7. Kathleen Brooker – Ms. Brooker stated that she and her husband live adjacent to the proposed College Park Historic
District and have seen the benefits of preserving historic housing in Tacoma. She further stated that historic
preservation is part of the solution, not a hindrance to creating more and better housing in Tacoma, and asked that
the Commission support the designation of the College Park Historic District.

8. Gayle Rieber – Ms. Rieber expressed admiration for the neighborhood, and stated she is in full support of the
historic designation to ensure that it continues to look the way it does.

9. Liz Kaster – Ms. Kaster stated that she resides in the neighborhood and is opposed to the creation of the historic
district. She provided comments related to the rise of property values and the lack of salary/pay raises, and noted
that she understands the intent of this effort may be focused on preserving historic buildings, but the impact will be
to make it more challenging to build affordable housing that meets the diverse housing needs of our diverse
community.

10. Perry Colombini – Mr. Colombini expressed concerns related to unanswered questions on guidelines of the
nomination and asked how to provide additional comments in the future.

11. Robin Evans-Agnew – Mr. Evans-Agnew stated that he is excited about the opportunity for conversations and
enjoys the diversity of the neighborhood, and he provided comments on justice and asked that the Commission
address the justice components of their decisions.

12. Jeff Ryan – Mr. Ryan stated that he has lived in the neighborhood for 25 years, and as the author of nomination,
wished to lend support of the nomination, and he asked that the Commission vote to approve it.

13. Dave McCord – Mr. McCord stated that he is not in favor of this historic district, noting that the neighborhood has
maintained its charm without government guidelines for 80 years, the designation will not hinder new zoning
changes, and he does not wish to give up control of his home to an outside third party.

14. Wally Croshaw – Mr. Croshaw stated that he is in favor of the historic district nomination, noting that he would like
the character of the neighborhood to be maintained for the future.

Chair Bartoy closed the public Hearing at 6:21 p.m. 
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Landmarks Preservation Commission
Proposed College Park Historic District Opinion Survey
November 4, 2021

Respondent ID Name Street Address Response Do you support tPlease share any other comments you have for the Landmarks Commission below:

1 anonymous 
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries No

2 Charlene French 3112 N 9th St I own a home in the proposed district No 
I don’t want to get permission to work on my own home.  I don’t want to have to pay more 
taxes.

3 George and Patricia Roundy 3011 N 11th St  I own a home in the proposed district No

4 Ann Welton 1115 N Cedar St I own a home in the proposed district Yes
I am very much in favor of maintaining the historic character of our naighborhood. This will 
help

5 Michael Byrne 916 N Alder  I own a home in the proposed district Yes
6 Timothy and Karen Green 1011 N Cedar St  I own a home in the proposed district yes
7 Harold H 1501 N Alder I own a home in the proposed district Neutral

8 Traci Skov 1201 N Anderson St
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries No

9
Christine Matter and Noel 
Johnson 1523 N Anderson St

I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries No

10 Cassandra Mathews 1915 N Union  I own a home in the proposed district No

11 Kenrick Hammond 3312 N 21st St I own a home in the proposed district No
I am torn abuot saying "no" but must. I love the neighborhood and its look but believe that 
designation will reduce the supply of affordable housing 

12 L Curtis Mehlhaft 1819 N Union I own a home in the proposed district Yes
13 Christopher James 3115 N 13th St I own a home in the proposed district yes

14 Sarah and Martin Mourino 3110 N 19th St I own a home in the proposed district No
We do NOT support this proposal on economic and environmental grounds. This will create 
further inequality in housing.

15 Michael S Alexander 3015 N 12th I own a home in the proposed district Yes

16 T Owen 1820 N Union Ave
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries No

17 Chansley Meharg 3011 N 90th St I own a home in the proposed district No

18 Robert Kiley 1122 N Aderson
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries Yes

Preserve the neighborhood. High density housing benefits Bill Evans and Rush. Look to the 
east side and soth end, plenty of dirt available. Stop apeasing activists.

19 Celia Bessonette 819 N Junett St  I own a home in the proposed district No
the City of Tacoma hould have no say what I do to my house. I paid for my house not the 
City of Tacoma. I pay the taxes not Tacoma.

20 Theodore Taranouski 1515 N Cedar I own a home in the proposed district Yes

Housing density and street size make the area unsuitable for development. Lots of nice old 
homes in the area that are kept up (better than when I arrived in the early 1970's) Keep it as 
it is!

21 Jane Ellis 1211 N junette St I own a home in the proposed district Yes

22 Mark and MaryEllen Gilmore 3107 N 22nd St 
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries Neutral

We are on 22nd st, so if I am correct, this does not directly affect us. What are the specific 
boundaries? Map is a little difficult to read. Would the address clarification regarding 21st st 
cut off line

23 Steve Allsop  2201 N Lawrence St
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries Neutral

24 Rachel James 1010 N Junette St I own a home in the proposed district Yes

25 Mathwe Newport 1518 N anderson St
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries No

26 Chad McCann 1113 N Anderson St I own a home in the proposed district No

This system creates a divide in baseic human equity to housing. It will outprice many of my 
long‐term homeowner neighbors. Home management should always be up to the 
homeowner. Always.

27 Marie Creson 3013 N 13th St I own a home in the proposed district Yes

28 Charlie Rice 3005 6th Ave
I do not reside within or near the proposed 
district Yes I own a commercial building in the proposed district.

29 Teresa Nelson 4336 Cliff Side Drive NE  I own a home in the proposed district yes

30 C. M. V I rent a home in the proposed district
Instead of waisting time and money on trifels like this how about repairing the miles of 
tacoma streets RIDDLED with potholes? C'mon, man!!

31 I own a home in the proposed district no

32 Rose M Golder 1222 N Oakes St
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries please consider "Buckley's Purchase a historical district as well.

33 Tony Warfield  1908 N Anderson 
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries No

The new rules that would follow are not clear. I bout a [hishy] modifies fantastic old house 
on Anderson 24 yrs ‐ rebuilt the [unclear] now looks much like it would have 115 years ago. I 
don’t know if the coming change would have made that really had to do

34 Richard Smith 3018 N 13th St I own a home in the proposed district Yes

35
William Pellettieri and Iris 
TioMatos 3018 N 8th St I own a home in the proposed district Yes Need to preserve the single family housing character of the area

36 Jeanette Scott  2919 N 19th St  I own a home in the proposed district yes

37 Lindsey Roberts 2113 N Alder St
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries Yes

38 jean Mattson  2908 N 22nd
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries yes

39 Michael Willy 3009 N 16th  I own a home in the proposed district no

Our city is quickly becoming  too ecpensive for the middle class. Historic Districts restrict the 
free market and the city from modernizing and progressing. Time marches on and we must 
as well

40 B Jean Halm 3225 N 19th St I own a home in the proposed district Yes
41 Larry D Hosley 3123 N 13th  I own a home in the proposed district no Another unnecessary layer of bureaucracy
42 Kris Rocke  2901 N 13th St I own a home in the proposed district no

43 Rita M Amaro
20924 2nd Ave S, Des 
Moines

I own a property near the proposed district 
but not within the proposed boundaries yes

44 Wallington  3105 N 20th I own a home in the proposed district yes

45 R Wilmouth 1206 N Oakes St
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries yes

46 Linda Brieger 913 N Cedar I own a home in the proposed district yes

47 Bon Pierson  2904 N 19th St
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries yes

48 Richard Lanf  2911 N 14th St I own a home in the proposed district yes
49 Kevin Johnson 820 N Oakes St I own a home in the proposed district yes

50 J Nightingale 3124 N 7th St
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries Yes

51 Cara Best 1120 N Anderson St
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries No

52 Michelle Hanson  2901 N 15th St I own a home in the proposed district No

53 Ken Johnson 2919 N 16th st I own a home in the proposed district Neutral
Major concern that if I invest in my property I will be told I cant because it doesn’t "look 
right." its my property isnt it?

54 Kessel/ Mauk 1217 N Anderson St
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries no

55 Bentler PO Box 8156 Lacey  I own a home in the proposed district No
56 Maureen Goff 3608 N 19th St I own a home in the proposed district yes
57 Susan Ivie 914 N Cedar St I answered online but forgot to add this
58 John Taylor  1005 N Cedar I own a home in the proposed district Yes
59 Eugene Mayer 2906 N 15th St I own a home in the proposed district yes

60
I own a property near the proposed district 
but not within the proposed boundaries No

61
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries Yes

62 Mark Lewington  1502 S Karl Johan I rent a home in the proposed district yes

63 I own a home in the proposed district Neutral

This seems to be a way to keep out multifamily/apartment units rather than going through 
zoning updates. I also wonder how quickly a review board would process requests and how 
updated houses could be cost prohibitive if held to certain styles

64 Ken Abels 2917 N 16th St I own a home in the proposed district no 
What is the plan to correct the ongoing disinformation circulating by supporters of this and 
the poison well of information created

65 Jennifer and Richard Thorp  1419 N Cedar St  I own a home in the proposed district yes

66 TK Bentler
1601 Sylvester St 
Olympia I own a home in the proposed district no

67 Susan Ryan 3017 N 13th St I own a home in the proposed district yes great way to encourage sustainability through our exhisting built housing stock
68 Meguire Heston 912 N Juenette St I own a home in the proposed district no Not in favor of anything that requires additional permits for property improvement

69 Todd Silver 2808 N Cedar St
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries no

70
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries Neutral

1



Landmarks Preservation Commission
Proposed College Park Historic District Opinion Survey
November 4, 2021

Respondent ID Name Street Address Response Do you support tPlease share any other comments you have for the Landmarks Commission below:
71 Gayle Hazen 1207 N Junette St I own a home in the proposed district yes
72 Theodore C Rogger 3211 6TH Ave I own a home in the proposed district no

73 Solveig Robinson 1901 N Cedar St  I own a home in the proposed district no
Cant see the rationale for this proposal. There is nothing unique of event especially 
distinctive about buildings in this neighborhood (Nimbyism?)

74 Sharon Bell 2906 N 19th St I own a home in the proposed district no
75 I own a home in the proposed district yes
76 Daisy Compton  1604 N Cedar I own a home in the proposed district Neutral
77 Doug and Lynn Mackey 3008 N 9th St I own a home in the proposed district yes
78 Anthony Curro and Andrea Nye 1209 N Cedar St I own a home in the proposed district yes
79 Carla Shauers  2924 N 13th  I own a home in the proposed district yes
80 Cunningham  3620 N 19th I own a home in the proposed district no
81 Sandy lawrence 1607 N Alder I own a home in the proposed district no
82 Betsy Ellington Higley 2115 N Anderson st I own a home in the proposed district yes

83 Patricia WB 2105 N Washington
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries Yes Yes, if the majority of property owners want it

84 Brendan Hogarty  1005 […] st  I own a home in the proposed district yes
We are long overdue for the establishment of a historical district due to the age and 
character of the proposed "neighborhood"

85 John and Janis Gallo 902 N Cedar St I own a home in the proposed district no 
86 Shannon Bell‐Peterson 3109 N 20th St I own a home in the proposed district no

87 P Petrich  2914 n 19th  I own a home in the proposed district no
Too much regulation by the Landmark Preservation Commission.  I cannot identify any 
positives in the district beging established, only negatives . 

88 Kerry H Geffer 3102 N 11th St  I own a home in the proposed district no
My home is not a historic home, built circa 1950. It is a one story 1460 sqft home on a 6000 
sqft lot. I want to be able to add on or modify someday without increased restrictions

89 Karen Richards  1808 N Lawrence St I own a home in the proposed district no 

I don’t think this is a historic neighborhood. There are other areas with more history worth 
preserving. Your number of people who review districts is small and volunteers. I do not wat 
to wait anymore than we still have to wait. I think this is a ruse to scare people because they 
fear apartments. No thank you!!!

90 Joann P. 2907 N 16th St I own a home in the proposed district no

I am vehemently opposed to this action innitiated by one person. Why was no information 
provided explaining why a neighborhood just like many others in Tacoma should be historic. 
Why are there no explanations for the boundaries. I am a senior on fixed income. This 
designation will make it extremely hard to maintain my property.

91 David W McCord 3019 N 12th St I own a home in the proposed district no
The last thing I need is a committee telling me what I can do with my home. This will not 
stop the Home in Tacoma Initiative. 

92 1908 N Oakes #13 I rent a home in the proposed district no
93 Maren and Ben Telsey 1408 N Cedar St  I own a home in the proposed district no We have concern that is would block affordable housing solutions in our community

94 Phil Prettyman 2202 N Lawrence St
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries no

The proposed district is merely a small portion of the historic homes in N Tacoma. I see no 
reason to preserve such a small selection of these historic homes. What justifies this district?

95 J. McGrudor 923 N Juenett St I own a home in the proposed district Neutral
Hoping it wont increase my cost or taxes. Otherwise pretty neutral. Will stuff already built 
(my deck/gazebo) be permitted?

96 Heather Black  2119 N Lawrence St
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries Neutral I would like to see the boundaries extended up tp N 26th (instead of only to n21st st)

97 Kathleen Creso
16015 16th Ave 
Spanaway

I own a buisness/property in the proposed 
district. I do not reside within or near the 
proposed district Neutral

98 Lynn Whitence 1619 N Washington St
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries I support what the residents of the proposed College Park Historic District want. 

99 Beverly Gibson 2119 N Union
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries Neutral

100 Jody and Bill Duppenthaler 826 N Anderson St
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries Neutral

101 SJ Hoppe 2118 N Cedar
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries Neutral

102 Gary Franzen 2910 N 22nd St
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries Yes

I strongly support this entire area being considered a historic district. My house in over 100 
years old and certainly worth that consideration

103 Nathan Rucker 3112 N 13th St I own a home in the proposed district yes
moved my young family to the neighborhood and really hoping we can stay! Preserve 
historical integrity!

104 Dick Garrett 1513 N alder St I own a home in the proposed district yes

Im interested in knowing the impact on property taxes and appraisals that historic districts 
have experienced in the past. Also what effects, with regard to city projects for 
infrastructure, can we expect in the district?

105 T Petro 1126 N Oaked 
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries yes

106 Aaron Cohn 908 N Cedar St I own a home in the proposed district yes
107 Julia Martin and Tracy Dillon 1011 N Junett  I own a home in the proposed district yes

108 David Schoch 1012 N Anderson 
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries yes

109
Christine Matter and Noel 
Johnson 1201 N Alder St I own a home in the proposed district yes

110 Christine Still 3015 N 14th St I rent a home in the proposed district yes
111 Rebecca (Hunter) Bosshart 3114 N 12th St I own a home in the proposed district yes
112 Kathy Holt 1105 N Alder I own a home in the proposed district yes

113 Paul R Christel
2423 N 15th and 51125 
10th St I own a home in the proposed district yes Preserving the past promotes a well balanced future

114 Ted Pitz 1805 N Union Ave I own a home in the proposed district yes
115 Jenarae and Nick Bach 3211 N 19th St I own a home in the proposed district yes

116 Peggy Matson 1914 n Anderson
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries yes, 

117 Barbara Cordis‐Love 1002 N Junett st I own a home in the proposed district yes
118 Joanne Lee 3117 N 13th St I own a home in the proposed district yes
119 Marit and Tage Christiansen 3115 N 14th St  I own a home in the proposed district yes
120 Jane Eichner 1511 N Cedar  I own a home in the proposed district yes

121 Shannon Heinrick 3011 N 19th I own a home in the proposed district yes
There are some great older homes here. My family has been connected to this older 
neighborhood for over 100 years

122 Emily Little and James Kelley 1514 N Oaks St
I reside near the proposed district but not 
within the proposed boundaries yes

123 Catherine Reed 925 N Alder St I own a home in the proposed district yes
124 Erik Jenkins 922 N Junett St  I own a home in the proposed district yes
125 Craig and Gretta Davis 1017 N Junett St I own a home in the proposed district yes

13053111058 Jeff Ryan, Architect 3017 N. 13th Street, Taco I own a home within the proposed district. Yes

We have lived in the district for over 24 years, restored our home. We like many other look 
forward to the Listing of our National Register district on the Tacoma Register of Historic 
places.

13053165892 William Morse 3424 N 21st Street, TacomI own a home within the proposed district. Yes

I helped form the historic district in Grant Park, Atlanta GA in the 1990s. This district helped 
preserve the character of the neighborhood, but did not stop development. Indeed, several 
missing middle structures were built after the district was established and those new 
structures fit in well. I expect the same would be true here. I strongly support the district and 
hope it passes.

13053298568 Julie and Jay Turner 817 North J St.
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes

This neighborhood has already  qualified for the National Register of Historic Places, which 
requires much the same information that the City application does.  Please pass this 
application; the houses represent a cross‐section of the architecture of the early 20th 
Century, which was a time of growth for our city.  We need examples of this architecture 
preserved in our older neighborhoods.

13053314636 Melinda Gordon 714 N K St
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes n/a

13053393535 Al Webster North J St
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes

The best way to celebrate 200 year old historic homes in Tacoma is to first save them now, 
while they are 100 years old. We need more! South Tacoma, McKinley Hill, the historic 
houses a block or two off Pacific Ave. Fern Hill and more. These historic districts are there, 
save them all.

13053404308 Dawn Seaholm  1820 North Adams
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes

I live directly across from Cushman Sub‐ Station, I know personally how important it is to 
become involved and have a Voice in this process and the impact it has on your 
neighborhood. I sincerely hope you “Listen” to the Majority of the neighbors in that 
proposed area, and vote accordingly.  

13053573591 John Butler 707 North K St 
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes Yes
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13053685111 TOM LOWE 1002 N. Junett St. I own a home within the proposed district. Yes
I love the historical buildings, homes, and structures of this neighborhood and wish for them 
to be preserved. 

13053747116 Joann Merrill 3017 North 10th Street I own a home within the proposed district. Yes Very supportive of the proposed historical district

13053754244 Brian & Elisa Friske 3016 N 10th St Tacoma WI own a home within the proposed district. Yes

Having lived in Bothell, the moment we visited Tacoma's North End my wife & I instantly fell 
in love with the culture & architecture of the area.  So much so that without knowing anyone 
in the are, we put our house on the market within 2 weeks of visiting North Tacoma for the 
first time. We were able to also find a home in the now College Park District as well shortly 
after.     We love the old homes, the neighborhoods, the quieter streets. It just "feels" like 
home all around us.     On the flip side I work in Seattle and have seen beautiful 
neighborhoods with historical significance filled with tear downs and modern homes 
popping up all over the place like a sore thumb. Not the mention the horrible traffic.     I 
greatly fear losing the neighborhood feel as it currently is for my children to grow up in. I 
simply don't trust contractors coming in and building multi‐dwelling family housing units 
that will add to the neighborhoods.  I just don't see that kind of talent now days that will 
match what the craftsmen from the 10's, 20's and 1930's had will the type of building 
material that we now use.     This is a BIGGEST reason we moved here. The historical feel of 
our neighborhood. I gave up a longer commute for it. If it just turns into modern homes and 
apartments then I might have well just stayed in suburbia Bothell. The north end is special 
for a reason.      I greatly favor making College Park Historical District as part of the Tacoma 
Historical register. 

13053819045 Kevin Green 2901 N 10th St. I own a home within the proposed district. Yes I support this effort. Thanks.

13053889416 Marshall McClintock 701 North J Street
I do not reside within or near the proposed 
district. Yes

The College Park neighborhood is a great example of Tacoma's streetcar neighborhoods and 
should be protected. Tacoma needs more historic districts!

13054152375 Kathleen Kelley 3019 N. 32nd Street Tac 9
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

To fight climate change, ALL homes should upgrade windows. Many old College Dist. homes 
would have to pay very expensive custom window companies given their non‐std window 
size when upgrading poor insulated single panes. iF they must meet the requirement to 
maintain same front facing appearance. Ditto, no solar panels. These hones are NOT 
uniquely historic enough to warrant their not being upgraded for energy improvements.  We 
ALL need to pitch in to help reduce climate change!

13054318869 Jessica Malaier 3410 N 19th Street I own a home within the proposed district. Yes N/A

13054531534 Brendan Hogarty 1006 N Junett Street I own a home within the proposed district. Yes

I have lived in this neighborhood since June of 2000.  Being 2 blocks away from the University 
of Puget Sound, an amazing and old college, the designation as an Historical District makes 
total sense to help preserve the history, flavor, and architectural integrity of the area.

13054601876 Jennifer Vroom 320 N Tacoma Ave, #301, 
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Neutral

I like the idea of the historic district but I worry it's keeping the area too precious. One of the 
things I love about Tacoma is the varied neighborhoods ‐ varied people and architecture. It 
seems vibrant in a way that other cities (and suburbs) are not. 

13054603286 Nathan
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

When we are trying to build enough housing in our city, we should not be taking a big 
portion of some of the densest, most transit rich parts of our city away from development. 
Historical districts tend to be associated with rising costs in the literature, and there's no 
need to make the North End even more exclusive. Furthermore, many of these older 
buildings are potentially hazardous given our seismological profile, and should really be 
replaced. Finally, these regulations impose an undue burden on people living in this area, 
especially if they are lower income or renters, and we need to make sure that housing is as 
cheap as possible. 

13054621048 Austin Goble 1233 S State St
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

The houses in this neighborhood are nice, but not necessarily historic. The neighborhood 
doesn't have any strikingly unique features or history that distinguishes it from other 
neighborhoods, particularly those nearby. The houses may be old, but they're not the oldest. 
The era during which they were built isn't particularly unique. And there isn't a signature or 
uniform look or design deserving of historic designation.

13054634019 Margaret Heizenrader 3320 North 19th Street I own a home within the proposed district. Yes

I am in complete support regarding having the College Park Historic District recognized by the 
City of Tacoma.  The National  and Washington State Historic Registers already do, so why 
not Tacoma?!

13054641933 Christy  1115 n Junett, 98406  I own a home within the proposed district. Yes Historic homes and neighborhoods should be preserved just like historic European cities. 

13054644472 David Peterson  3312 N 19th street I own a home within the proposed district. No
Keep those of us north of the University out of this.  We have a neighbor Facebook page, one 
lady posts about this and no one likes it.

13054651761 Brendan Haigh 2719 N Cheyenne, Tacom
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

Establishing an historic district here would not be in the best interests of either the city as a 
whole, or the residents of this neighborhood. The houses in the area are not particularly 
unique or different from homes elsewhere in Tacoma.  Additionally, the North End is already 
home to an enormous historic district in the form of the North Slope. As Tacoma makes 
plans to accommodate the new residents and attendant growth that we expect over the 
next few decades, making even more of the North End off limits to growth and change sends 
a terrible message to the rest of the city. What it looks like is that, if you have a high value 
home in a nice neighborhood, the city will help you freeze your neighborhood in amber ‐ 
and the burdens of growth can fall on the rest of the city.

13054656390 Marc Heinzman 3924 N. Cheyenne Street
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

This neighborhood is no more historic than most others in the North End. This designation 
will only serve to stand in the way of increased housing density that is much needed for our 
fellow Tacomans. 

13054657472 Jeri Pitz 1805 North Union Ave I own a home within the proposed district. Yes Looking forward to the benefits of being part of a historical district.  

13054684663 Brian Boice 3324 N 19th ST I own a home within the proposed district. No

Historic districts cause three distinct problems: (1) Increased cost of maintenance and 
renovation; (2) creates a quasi‐HOA filled with busy‐body bureaucrats who pass along their 
demands to homeowners who bought their home outside of an HOA to avoid this 
circumstance; and (3) it creates an impediment to adding housing density to a community, 
which causes an artificial “wealthy residents only” section in the city. 

13054685312 Brad Henning 3225 N. 20th St I own a home within the proposed district. No
I disagree with this proposal.   We shouldn’t be giving more control of our homes to another 
entity. 

13054700068 Kim Smeall 3214 N 19th Street I own a home within the proposed district. Yes This is important for our neighborhood. 

13054758199 Michael Lafreniere  815 N Proctor St 
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes

Having read the nomination and reviewed the criteria, I believe the District meets the City's 
criteria for Historic Districts and I fully support the nomination. 

13054790398 Joey Dugard 1416 S 8th St
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

If this neighborhood wants better services and more walkability it is going to need to accept 
that things will change over time.  By all means preserve some historic structures, but a 
whole neighborhood, during a housing affordability crisis? Why? For what real purpose?

13054805314 Andre St. Hilaire 1014 North 12th Street
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes

The historic character of this neighborhood is a resource that deserves to be preserved.  This 
is a distinct neighborhood that sets Tacoma apart from neighboring cities without character.

13054808809 Dan Hansen 3107 N 8th St I own a home within the proposed district. No

No new historic districts should be considered until after the Home in Tacoma process 
concludes. A historic district will put unnecessary and burdensome constraints on what can 
be done with our homes and will reduce future flexibility that may be needed to meet the 
challenges of housing and climate in the 21st century. What great emergency is our 
neighborhood experiencing that requires these special protections? 

13055921989 Michael&Linda Sullivan 19 Orchard Road, Tacoma
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes Appropriate recognition of the neighborhood’s history and character

13056001349 Kathryn  29335 s Gary rd
I do not reside within or near the proposed 
district. Yes

Historic districts add so much value to a town. Tourists and locals alike love them, and 
typically people living in a district will take great pride in their homes. Everyone benefits!

13056038967 Kristi Richards  2316 s j st 98405
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes I am always in full support of any and all historic preservation efforts

13056150976 x
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes x

13056593609 Gary Knudson 3307 N. 25th St. Tacoma, 
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes

The district is architecturally and historically well‐preserved and cohesive. The history 
represented here reflects the commitment of working and middle class residents tot he 
future of the City and marks an important period of growth in Tacoma's history. The 
architectural expressions extant within the district reflect the modest, working class values 
that continue to strongly exemplify Tacoma's character to this day.

13056605014 Justin Camarata
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

🚫 Perpetuating historical effects of redlining and exclusion north of 6th Ave  🚫 High 
property values for a few and unaffordability for everyone else  🚫 Blocking needed new 
housing in a neighborhood with transit, renters, students, and businesses

13057696429 Jim Straub  422 N L St #3 Tacoma WA
I do not reside within or near the proposed 
district. No This would worsen our housing shortage by obstructing new housing

3



Landmarks Preservation Commission
Proposed College Park Historic District Opinion Survey
November 4, 2021

Respondent ID Name Street Address Response Do you support tPlease share any other comments you have for the Landmarks Commission below:

13057767577 Cassie S 7th St
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

Boundaries are arbitrary (ex: why to S 8th and not to 6th?, why not over to Steele? Homes in 
these "adjacent" areas share the same characteristics and generally you would assume are in 
the same "neighborhood)  This effort is meant to create a de facto exclusionary zone.  This is 
a tactic by mostly white, high income earners to avoid more development within a city for 
more housing types for more types of people (read: they want to keep out people who make 
less money and/or are not white.)  Living in a city means things will change, the city will 
grow, and the demographics will change.  Calling this area College Park is sort of laughable 
considering the neighborhood isn't tightly integrated with UPS.

13057779382 Madeline Friend 6111 N 16th St Apt M105
I do not reside within or near the proposed 
district. No I oppose this because of how it could be used to keep out affordable housing. 

13057812872 David Galazin 812 N Grant Ave
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

Tacoma already has too much exclusionary zoning. It drives up housing prices and makes 
Tacoma a hard place to do business.

13057842907 Andrew  3617 S 8th 
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

Please do not create this made up historic district. This is modern day racist redlining. We 
need to welcome more neighbors across tacoma. 

13057973335 Matthew Mauer 1017 S Steele St
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No Historic districts serve only one purpose ‐ the exclusion of others. Don't do this.

13058288177 Nolan Hibbard‐Pelly I rent a home within the proposed district. No

Use park status to protect forest and natural areas with ecological benifits rather than 
preventing housing. I would like to live close by to nice parks and have greenways in my 
neighborhood without the need for cars.

13058914835 Marc A. Wright 2911 North 24th
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes

I feel it’s essential to preserve the character of Tacoma’s neighborhoods.  Without officially 
recognizing the significance of our history, I feel Tacoma’s unique appeal may be lost. 

13059255853 Kathleen Brooker 417 N. M. St
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes

I live in the N. Slope Historic District. It has resulted in positive reinvestment and kept 
historic buildings out of the landfill. Designation has increased pride among residents. 

13059633791 Megan Ernst Kilpatrick 2217 N Bristol St
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No This seems like just another attempt to prevent upzoning. Enough!

13059650125 Linda Sullivan
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes I support historic preservation

13060092477 Rebecca Bosshart 3114 North 12th St. TacomI own a home within the proposed district. Yes no

13060221293 Matt Stevens 2216 N Warner
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

I think another historic district is a bad move for the city of Tacoma. We know that historic 
districts make it significantly more expensive to expand housing to cities by driving up 
remodeling cost and limiting the number of homes that can be built. Tacoma is  in a massive 
housing shortage easily viewable through the incredible increase in home prices and the 
rampant homelessness throughout the city. Enacting more regulations making it harder to 
home those people is a poor choice.    Moreover, the neighborhood in question is very close 
to the Univ of Puget Sound There is ample reason to believe that increased density would 
immediately be taken up by students at UPS.      Lastly, this area is not historic in any way. 
The homes are nice, but few have any overwhelming qualities that call to a historic district. 
The homes are built over a span of 40 years (according to the campaigner's website) and 
don't particularly have anything mind blowing about them.    This is a plot by rich home 
owners to restrict development in their area and restrict changes to their neighborhood in 
order to artificially inflate their home values and price out less well off individuals. 

13060359654 Kelli  1006 N Junett  I own a home within the proposed district. Yes
This area is beautiful and unique and should stay as it is. Especially for my family and their 
family’s. 

13060394749 Jesse Witmer 714 N Puget Sound Ave
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

I have concerns of requirements put on homeowners for modifications etc. to be too 
onerous and/or bureaucratic 

13060509001 Alexandra rucker 3112 N 13th Street I own a home within the proposed district. Yes
We are a young family who  Moved to Tacoma after we were driven out of other markets. 
We would like to preserve the integrity and history of our working class neighborhood! 

13061086217 Kaarin Austin 3617 S 8th
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No Let’s open our neighborhoods to even more neighbors!

13061095428 Rob Huff 1005 N. 9th St.
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

Our community needs more housing and more density, and this is a blatant attempt to try 
and protect an ordinary neighborhood with no appreciable character to set it apart from any 
other part of Tacoma. 

13061098870 Jordan Rash 3309 N Defiance St Tacom
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

We need more housing at nearly all income levels. This proposal would prevent more 
housing from being built in an accessible neighborhood relatively close to jobs and services.

13061109361 Missy
I do not reside within or near the proposed 
district. Yes None

13061136514 Mara lechner 908 N Cedar St I own a home within the proposed district. Yes None

13061206802 Leah  6517 S Bell St Tacoma
I do not reside within or near the proposed 
district. No I work in this district.   Couldn't afford to live here as it is. 

13061226663 Britt 2921 N 9th st. Tacoma W I own a home within the proposed district. No
This proposal does not reflect the positive inclusive housing and business possibilities this 
neighborhood is capable of enacting 

13061238609 NA Junette I own a home within the proposed district. No Additional development and renovation requirements are unnecessary in this neighborhood.

13061238626 Tyler Stetson 9th street 
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

I absolutely love the historic homes of Tacoma,  I want them to endure.  This proposed 
district does not do that.  It’s the sort of covert nimbyism that prevents people from having 
access to housing.  Don’t fall for the trick. 

13061288288 Michelle Regan  3201 N 20th  I own a home within the proposed district. No Thank you for your work on this.
13061294675 Matt  2910 n 9th street  I own a home within the proposed district. No I think is a bad idea 

13061654188 Shari Anderson
I do not reside within or near the proposed 
district. No Will set elitist white limits on a neighborhood that should plan for diverse growth

13062310456 Eric Duquette 2333 S L St. Tacoma, WA 9
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

Creating additional Historic Districts simply serves to benefit only those wealthy individuals 
currently residing within the boundary and acts as a shield to push back at any opportunity 
to increase density/diversity in an area that desperately needs it. Not having a Historic 
District does not prohibit individuals from registering homes on the history of registry. Why 
are we not putting this responsibility on property owners and concerned citizens? A Historic 
District serves to grant all houses some level of protection ‐ even those properties that are 
NOT historic! This can be seen in the North Slope area as well ‐ another historically redlined 
neighborhood serving to build the wealth of a few privileged white individuals at the 
expense of so many struggling to make ends meet in a society that has set them up to fail. 
We need to be spending our resources (time, energy, effort, passion, care, money) on things 
that benefit the city as a whole ‐ I’m asking that we not move forward with creating this 
district as it is simply not needed.

13062355772 Bianca 913 N 13th St I rent a home within the proposed district. No This doesn't need to be more exclusive and redlined  

13062521134 Amy McBride 723 N K Street Tacoma W
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

Density is necessary and responsible for healthy urban growth and living, equitable 
neighborhoods that welcome all people are a necessity for Tacoma.   Exclusionary "not in my 
backyard" tactics are not acceptable and do not benefit the greater good of our community.

13062714452 Yoshi Kumara 1919 N Union Ave I own a home within the proposed district. No

Creating a historic district goes against what the city is trying to do to increase housing 
density and increase available types of housing. I do not support this backhanded attempt to 
“preserve” the character of my neighborhood, which was built on racist and exclusionary 
laws. 

13062730819 Alicia Carter  3021 N 9th st  I own a home within the proposed district. Yes I support recognizing this as a unique district. 

13062740412 Steven Treffers 4801 N 22nd St Tacoma
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes

As a historic district which is already listed in the NRHP this grouping of properties is clearly 
significant locally as well and I encourage the LPC to recognize it as such. Thank you!

13062842703 Roland Brown 3012 n 9th st I own a home within the proposed district. Yes .

13062995828 Ed Wilhelme 4006 N 7th St
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

I am concerned this proposal is being used to stop growth. 6th Avenue is a thriving business 
district accessible to some of the best transit, walking and biking in Tacoma. Because of this, 
it's also becoming some of the more expensive real estate in Tacoma and more housing is 
needed. 

13063215190 asdfasdf asdfasdf
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No asd

13063369379 Eric Dimou 3021 North 9th Street I own a home within the proposed district. Yes None

13063744248 Sarah 1022 N K Street
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No Tacoma needs more flexibility and density in housing options, not less. 

13064080472 Michael Swartz 3105 North 9th Street I own a home within the proposed district. No

I am irritated by those coming door to door and pushing this. It is a VERY privileged attitude 
and us not a value that I hold for Tacoma. It would also create onerous paperwork if I ever 
wanted to put in new windows or change sidong

13064085800 Elizabeth Coghlan 3105 N 9th Street I own a home within the proposed district. No

This proposal only serves to underscore the divisive decisions neighborhoods make to create 
boundaries between people. It's reminiscent of the red‐lining practices of the 60s and 70s. As 
homeowners, my husband and I work hard to make updates on our home. This proposal 
would create an undue burden on us.

13064325596 North End, Tacoma
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No We need density and affordable housing.  
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13064353976 Jodi Cook 3608 N 25th St.
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes

College Park reflects an opportunity for Tacoma to preserve Pre‐WWII's historical 
architecture found in this originally, working class neighborhood.   Generations have 
maintained and invested in these 90+ year old buildings to create greater energy efficiency; 
nurturing of tree canopy and gardens to support our ecosystem.  These homes fit the 
definition of "embodied energy" and through preservation offer the least impact to our 
planet.  Whether todays residents or tomorrows, the human scale, design and setting of 
these durable, modest sized homes on small lots appeal to residents who appreciate past 
multiple small builders vision to create livable neighborhoods for all types of people.   The 
neighborhood does not have any Covenants, Conditions or Restriction's often found in post 
WWII neighborhoods, thus residents buying in this area are only limited by their financial 
ability to secure housing.     

13064413749 John Zelazny  3407 N 19th St I own a home within the proposed district. No I do not support this initiative.   

13064461962 Zach Powers 916 n junett I own a home within the proposed district. No

There are like 40 neighborhoods in the PNW that look like like ours. It’s a wonderful, 
beautiful neighborhood. I support this neighborhood become more dense through EDUs, 
apartments, large homes turned into duplexes, etc etc.

13065659905 susan ivie 914 north cedar street I own a home within the proposed district. No

The information about this project is on a postcard stuck to doors.  I've been waiting for 
more details but there is no real outreach to the neighborhood.  Somehow asking for 
support and not providing information doesn't make sense.

13065777180 Seth Dowland  1610 N 6th St 
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

I live in the north slope historical district. I wish it was not so designated. We have a massive 
housing crisis in pierce County; historic districts exacerbate the problem. 

13066110933 Peggy Ross 2907 N 20th St I own a home within the proposed district. No

I have already shared my feelings with the LPC via email, but will summarize them again 
here:    I believe historic districts are inherently discriminatory against marginalized races and 
classes of people by way of  artificially increasing property values (forcing up rents and 
creating barriers to entry for any family not making a substantial income) and repair costs; 
and that they serve the interests of gentrification over legitimate preservation of 
neighborhoods‐‐maintaining an historic "look" rather than the personal histories of these 
buildings and the people who have lived and/or currently live in them. Buildings do not 
make history by themselves.    Lastly, the neighborhood has managed to maintain its 
character for over 100 years without any special protection, and the proposers of this district 
have not, in my opinion, made the case for its necessity now. 

13066743374 Joy Sage 3320 N 7th St
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

I think this just perpetuates the historical effects of redlining & exclusion north of 6th Ave. it 
also could block much needed new housing in the area. 

13066750823 Bryan Flint 3320 N 7th Street
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

We can’t lock out the future and put blinders on the the fact that communities evolve and 
neighborhoods change. 

13066939516 98407
I do not reside within or near the proposed 
district. Yes Seems like a good way to preserve a unique neighborhood 

13067079597 Amanda Brown 3012 North 9th I own a home within the proposed district. Yes
Please don't rezone our area to allow for more density! I understand the desire, but we'll 
just become Ballard with no parking and extremely unaffordable housing

13068029446 Tim Owens 1215 N Alder St I own a home within the proposed district. Yes None at this time 
13068105803 Chris willard 2902 N 21st St I own a home within the proposed district. Yes None

13068120204 Tim Mork 3101 N 21st ST 
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes

If the people that live in that area want to form a historic  preservation area they should be 
allowed to.

13068148860 Amanda Miller 3106 N 16th St Tacoma, WI own a home within the proposed district. Yes .
13068199974 Alyssa VanZanten 3107 N 12th st I own a home within the proposed district. Yes We are in support of this district

13068213011 Alex Luger 3002 N 14th St. I own a home within the proposed district. Neutral

My neighbors at 2917 N 13th St have a large front yard and hope to add a garage or an ADU. 
I would not want the historic district to prevent them from improving their property. I 
understand that the districting would not affect backyards, but they don’t have a backyard, 
just a front yard. I originally signed a petition in support of the district, but if it prevents 
them from improving their property then I DO NOT support it. There should be an exception 
for people who don’t have backyards.

13068226594 Anna valiavska 1015 N Lawrence I rent a home within the proposed district. Yes None to note 

13068232961 Obadiah Fayth 3217 N. 8th St.
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes

The district should be expanded and the Alder boundary should be moved farther west. I 
understand excluding some parts of UPS, but there are many significant historical homes in 
the area and they should be preserved. 

13068259321 Sheryl Rhinehart 3017 N 7th St
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

This project has some strong NIMBY vibes. Historic districts don’t do anything to improve 
housing affordability and access, which should be the highest priority for Tacoma and Pierce 
County. 

13068262979 Laurel Lawson 2903 N 20th I rent a home within the proposed district. Yes Owners of homes should upkeep property.  I know there are already laws in place but maybe 
13068266897 David Eichner 1511 N Cedar I own a home within the proposed district. Yes Please do so as soon as possible 

13068280377 Candace Sessions 2007 N Cedar St I own a home within the proposed district. Yes

I think it should strongly be considered.  Tacoma history is being destroyed.  The beauty of 
Tacoma's history should be preserved.  I am many generations in Tacoma and always lived 
the beauty of the north end and the UPS campus.  

13068294987 Ben Rosenblatt and Catherine Pyle 1116 N Oakes
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes We are in support of the proposal. 

13068308695 E Farrell 2909 N 14th St I own a home within the proposed district. Yes None

13068311869 Daniel McKeown 821 N Anderson St
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes Nothing to add

13068338373 Justin Pecott I own a home within the proposed district. No
We support the ‘Home in Tacoma’ effort. This district seems a step in the wrong direction at 
the wrong time.

13068368161 Chris 3015 n 11th St I own a home within the proposed district. Yes Na

13068400839 Brittany Broyles 3013 N 9th Street I own a home within the proposed district. Yes
I want to make sure this historical district only effects Street View aspects of the house, so 
nothing that is not street view like the back of the house.

13068431728 Roberta Wilkinson 802 N Pine St I own a home within the proposed district. Yes
I most especially hate the trend of our charming historic homes being torn down and 
replaced with two or more ultra‐modern units on a small lot.

13068469723 Dian Blum & Mark Conrad 1426 n Oakes st 
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes Would be good for the neighborhood.  Help keep some traditional building in tact.  

13068475663 Bob Menanteaux / Lori Ricigliano 1901 North Alder St. I own a home within the proposed district. Yes
The designation will help to maintain the design integrity and scale of the neighborhood for 
future generations. We support it.

13068479612 Kim St. John 3003 North 7th Street I own a home within the proposed district. No

I wonder how many homeowners in this zone are interested in having the government 
dictate what they can do with their own property. Not me. Seems a waste of time and 
money to even consider this step. Perhaps some seek to have the felt status increase of 
being an Historic District? I don't see any tangible benefits for the area. Pass the funding 
spent on this to something practical and useful at this time of economic strain ‐ fix potholes, 
clean up graffiti, clean up the health hazard and risk to homeowners and citizens with 
homeless tents parked in front of their homes, to name a few.

13068508209 Nicole Ebat 708 N Alder St
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes N/A

13069052523 Michael P Steffan 3323 N 19th Street I own a home within the proposed district. Yes I am interested in preserving the historic nature of our community.
13069055150 Julie Carpenter 1901 Union Ave I own a home within the proposed district. No As a homeowner, I feel the restrictions outweigh the benefit.
13069090972 Jacob Fisher 2915 N 10th St I own a home within the proposed district. Yes N/A
13069161237 Douglass Barkley 3406 N 19th St I own a home within the proposed district. Yes None

13069168479 Taylor Oden 2917 N 13th St I own a home within the proposed district. No

I prefer individual choice when making updates to my house, only limited by the city 
standards, rather than neighborhood standards that might be more restrictive. I also believe 
my neighborhood is not racially diverse and I believe establishing historic districts continues 
to discriminate, exclude, and make it difficult/impossible/more expensive for people of color 
to buy a house in my neighborhood.   Also, any home updates I DO choose to make will likely 
become more expensive for me to undergo which makes it more difficult/expensive for me 
to perform updates/improvements.   Lastly, while I definitely appreciate an increase in home 
value because I live in an historic district, I don’t believe this solution is an 
equitable/inclusive way to increase my property value. Establishing this district “feels” 
protectionist, preservationist. (The point. I understand that.) While I won’t sell my house If 
this is approved, I will feel part of an exclusionary community, dedicated more to preserving 
history than welcoming neighbors. 

13069225566 Mauneen Collins 1906 N Junett St I own a home within the proposed district. Yes
We feel the proposed district would retain the history and architectural uniqueness of the 
area.  We should do whatever is possible to keep this heritage. 

13069231428 Kristine Zelazny  3407 N 19th St Tacoma 98I own a home within the proposed district. No
I do not want to be told what I can and cannot do to my house. That is why I do not support 
this 

13069290845 Janet Cavanaugh 3114 N 19TH ST I own a home within the proposed district. No I am concerned about making the neighborhood even more unaffordable.

13069401573 Linda Zook 707 N Alder St
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes

I worry about what this all means for me. I reside right on the other side if the alley on 7th & 
Alder. Is my house value going to go down? I have been here 43 Years. 

13069459302 Erin mcilrath 3202 n 19th st I own a home within the proposed district. No Na
13069468230 Janelle Palumbo Benford  3206 N 19th St I own a home within the proposed district. Yes I support the formation of a historical district.
13069529940 Eric Black 908 N Junett St I own a home within the proposed district. No None
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13069592114 Dan Hannah 2917 N 14th St I own a home within the proposed district. Yes Good idea!

13069617648 Colette Candy 3323 N 22nd St
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes ccandy@wamail.net

13069693620 Wendy Bagwell 3219 N 20th St  I own a home within the proposed district. Yes Keep this neighborhood like it is now. 

13069788253 Erin Ellis 1914 N Union Ave
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Neutral None

13069857326 Paula Bond 3008 North 8th Street I own a home within the proposed district. Yes Please approve as submitted.

13069900430 Gabe rucker 3112 N 13th Street I own a home within the proposed district. Yes

Please save the integrity and historical value of our neighbor. It pains me to see some of 
Tacoma’s most treasured historical landmarks get demolished by profit thirsty developers… I 
wish we could learn from our past mistakes

13070377410 ROY BOND 3008 NORTH 8TH STREET, I own a home within the proposed district. Yes
This is an excellent  proposal, which will provide the neighborhood with a sense of 
community,                                                                                                                                           

13070963337 Kirsten Carlson 3416 N 19th Street I own a home within the proposed district. Yes
I hope the Landmark commission will resist pressure from groups who want to destroy 
zoning in residential neighborhoods.

13071258644 Kate 3012 n 13 st I own a home within the proposed district. Neutral

I do support and recognize this neighborhood as something that needs some protection but 
I am afraid that the result will place financial burdens on the middle income families with 
kids that live in this neighbour hood as well as the rental properties. As an example window 
and siding replacement. The cost to replace with ‘acceptable’ windows or siding ( eg no 
hardieplank or vinyl) means that many will not be able to make any changes. This push to 
‘protect’ has mainly come from semi retired couples with dual income and few or no 
children. I worry that houses will be left to degrade because repair becomes too costly. I am 
concerned that young families will be pushed out of a neighborhood that has already 
become very expensive in the last few years. It concerns me that there armorers to be no 
clear guidelines on what will be permitted and what will not. I know people in the north 
slope who had to replace their windows in the dead of night! The window they were 
replacing was a seventies era ‘upgrade’ unseen from the street. They were being required to 
replace it with a wood window that was much more than they could afford. So they snuck it 
in under the radar. I don’t want that kind of thing happening in our neighbour hood. 
Nobody love a vinyl window but sometimes that’s all people can afford. And their current 
windows may be rotting out of their sills and be unsalvageable. I have personally rehabbed 
most of my windows myself. But there are some that cannot be saved. 

13071540822 Lynn Di Nino 2313 N 29th St.
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes

I like the idea of this becoming a designated historical district. . . I'd like seeing the character 
of that neighborhood protected.

13071621194 Michael Beyer 3118 N 20th Street I own a home within the proposed district. No

I do not see any advantages or disadvantages. It creates most likely additional adminstrative 
requirements which most likely restrict homeowners in their future decisions in an negative 
way.

13071644805 Jeffrey Paradise 2811 6th Avenue tacoma I own a home within the proposed district. No Na

13071713938 Abe Thomas 1301 North Junett Street  I own a home within the proposed district. Yes
We love the existing characteristics of our neighborhood. Do not destroy it. Leave everything 
as it is. Thanks 

13071813121 Diane Mason 1701 N Fir Street Tacoma I own a home within the proposed district. Yes
Some concern about restrictions during future remodeling . Otherwise support moving 
forward

13071920669 Lucille Nurkse  1018 N Pine Street I own a home within the proposed district. Yes I am in favor of an historic district. 

13072295771 Justin murray  3715 n monroe st I own a home within the proposed district. No
I dont see anything that seperates this neighborhood from others around it.  This just seems 
like a waste of time and money

13072476721 Barbara Temple‐Thurston I own a home within the proposed district. Yes
Nurtures community interest and encourages maintenance and beautification of homes, 
gardens and surrounding areas.

13072502225 Rachelle Harris  3012 N 8th St I own a home within the proposed district. No I do not support these kinds of restrictions 

13072824943 Barbara Ann Clark 3212 N 9TH ST
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Neutral Since we are not included in the proposed district, we remain neutral.

13072918901 Donna Larson  n/a I rent a home within the proposed district. Yes
I live with my daughter now and have visited their home and neighborhood many times over 
the years. Love the idea! 

13072949583 Aaron Byers 3316 N 19th I own a home within the proposed district. No

I am against this proposal. We do nit need our neighborhood screwed up like the north 
slope. Property owners should be able to make their own decisions about their property 
without interference from landmark commission 

13073038364 Jennifer McDonald 1116 North Cedar Street I own a home within the proposed district. Yes
College Park is on the National Historical Registry so it seems logical that College Park would 
also be on the City’s Historical District.

13073102669 Lowell Wyse 307 S. 29th St
I do not reside within or near the proposed 
district. No

I want Tacoma to be an inclusive city, not an exclusive one. We need more housing 
everywhere. Allowing this so‐called historic district would mean continuing the city's legacy 
of racist housing and land use policies that should remain a thing of the past.   

13073143353 Feeney N Union Ave 
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes

I believe in preserving our historic neighborhoods in the city.  The charm and character of 
the homes and neighborhoods is what attracts people to this area.  Preserving the history is 
important for future generations and the only way to ensure this going forward is to create 
historic districts.  

13073174132 Bard Luippold 3219 N 7th St, Tacoma, W
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

Historical preservation districts can be a reflection of and further ingrain systemic racial 
inequalities. For instance: “ In the case of New York City, as of 2014, less than 4 percent of 
lots across the city’s five boroughs were regulated by the Landmarks Preservation 
Commission (LPC), though 27 percent of lots in Manhattan were LPC‐regulated. Residents of 
historic districts across New York City tend to be wealthier, more educated, and more likely 
to be white, as are those who support designation of historic districts in New York…”. 
(https://www.arch.columbia.edu/books/reader/503‐preservation‐and‐social‐
inclusion#reader‐anchor‐0). Creating this historical preservation district would also run 
counter to city goals of greater density, walkability, and more affordable housing. 
(https://www.theurbanist.org/2021/02/08/are‐historic‐districts‐a‐new‐variation‐to‐restrictive‐
covenants/?amp). Please vote no on this I’ll‐conceived, counter‐productive historical 
preservation district.

13073335568 Jack Ryan 3017 Nth 13th st I rent a home within the proposed district. Yes I think the district is the right thing for the neighborhood 

13073897197 Rod 3007 North 12th  I own a home within the proposed district. Yes

We need to preserve the homes and character of our neighborhood. Allowing historical 
homes to be remodeled or destroyed is to destroy history. The College Park Historical district 
is a great step to preserve our neighborhood and character. 

13074864327 Travis Davio 2909 N 10th St I own a home within the proposed district. Neutral Fair housing should be considered in the decision. 

13075050417 John DeLoma 3220 North 26th St
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes

The City of Tacoma needs to preserve its history and character and the only way to prevent 
bulldozing or wiping out our history is placing them on historic preservation. 

13075101078 Rebecca Swazo 3110 North 8th Street TacI own a home within the proposed district. Yes We would love this!

13075270427 Sarah Conn 2910 North 16th Street I own a home within the proposed district. Yes

I support the preservation of historic homes in Tacoma. We do need more affordable 
housing, but that does not have to be by going high density. Frankly, those rents are more 
than my mortgage and I couldn't afford to live in them either. More needs to be done to 
manage salary controls in areas where property values have skyrocketed.

13075354585 Jonathan Pardo  1007 N Junett St  I own a home within the proposed district. Yes Na
13075424438 Chase Pense I own a home within the proposed district. No Don’t support design review committee imposing restrictions on my properties. 

13076270717 Sergio Hernandez 2908 N 9th St Tacoma, W I own a home within the proposed district. No

I don’t want someone telling me as a homeowner what I can or can not do to improve my 
property other than to follow City of Tacoma codes. We as homeowner who pay our taxes 
should not be restricted by people who think they need to be into other people business. 
We need affordable. Some of those that are for don’t want to help others. They shun those 
in need of affordable housing. Thank you 

13076272772 Tiffany M Ryan 811 N ANDERSON ST
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Neutral

I support an historical district to ensure the neighborhood character is maintained, but don't 
wish it to be an undue burden on property owners making reasons improvements to their 
homes. 

13076453970 Carrie Muir 3014 N 7th St
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

Old does not equal historic. I walk this neighborhood often, and there are many types of 
homes of varying ages, including multifamily. This seems like a way around the recent zoning 
updates that allow more density. People have to live somewhere, and this neighborhood is 
close to transit and services. Let's not slow development with unwarranted design review. If 
those with asphalt siding in this neighborhood want to update, they shouldn't have to go 
through a historic review.

13076589917 Dana Missel  3112 north 17th street  I own a home within the proposed district. Yes What does this protect the homeowner from?

13076794996 Sheila Long 2905 N 14th Street I own a home within the proposed district. Yes
Let’s preserve what is good about Tacoma. Gorgeous homes! True neighborhoods with lawns 
to play and garden in offers quality of life. 

13076977578 Chiajung Chung 951 N Alder St I own a home within the proposed district. Yes

I would encourage the commission to be open to certain non‐historical building materials in 
light of climate change and put them into writing when establishing this district: solar panels 
and shingles, fire resistant building materials such as cement siding (in style that mimics 
historical use of shingles), energy efficient windows... etc. 

13078105949 Pattie bastian I own a home within the proposed district. No Unnecessary for this community and burdensome expense for upgrades or remodeling 
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13078456407 Jeff Rogers 3010 N 21st Street I own a home within the proposed district. No

The surrounding perimeter of the the UPS areas N‐S‐E‐W should be identified in the Historic 
site not just NE UPS residence locations. Sidewalks should be updated with historic markings 
identifying streets and home numbers! Dont see a relation as most homes in the area were 
built before 1923! My home was built in 1941 ‐ newest house on the block!  

13078598144 Choose not to provide 
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

The boundary should encompass a much larger neighborhood footprint as it has supported 
the UPS campus all this time. It should extend south to 6th ave. West to Procter. North to  N 
30th. East to N Steele. 

13078909152 Mary Hefty 132 S 297th Pl I own a home within the proposed district. Yes

My biggest concern is the time it will take for the commission to review and respond to 
submitted changes.  If it takes too long, what could have been a potential improvement in 
property values for the district can become a negative effect on values.  Could also dampen 
investment in and improvement to homes in the district.  The commission must be efficient 
and timely.

13079160544 Eric Shelton 3107 N 17th St I own a home within the proposed district. No We love our neighborhood and adamantly oppose the proposed district.

13079411839 Henry Bidwell Ely 1117 N Anderson St.
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes The proposed district is a good idea.

13079976860 Nadine Roberts 3207 N 8th St I own a home within the proposed district. Yes Not at this time.

13080547673 Julia Lundblad 832 N Steele St. Tacoma,  I own a home within the proposed district. Yes
I would love it if this beautiful area and homes were officially recognized as a historic district, 
helping to preserve its character. 

13081804318 Perry Hobbs 1907 N Junett St I own a home within the proposed district. Yes I am very excited about the proposed historic district and am proud to live in it.
13082032364 Willis Pickering 1109 N Cedar St I own a home within the proposed district. Yes why is this a required field?

13082224355 Gabrielle (Hernandez) Macniak 3105 N 19th St I own a home within the proposed district. No
Most if not all residents on my street N. 19th between Cedar and Alder all oppose this 
proposal. Would like lines redrawn without our street on it 

13082410525 Jennie S 3001 6th Ave 
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Neutral I own a business near the proposed area. 

13082857356 Brian Brandt 3012 N12TH I own a home within the proposed district. No

I find it ironic that it is said to be an effort to preserve middle class life, when my experience 
of middle‐class life is full of homes that are old, brand new, have vinyl windows, odd looking 
additions, folks of different incomes living side by side, and different house colors. The very 
movement to make it historic counters the idea of middle‐class communities. Middle class 
families can’t always remodel, replace windows to period or paint their houses a special 
approved color. For some tearing down and starting over is their way to a better home for a 
larger family or even building family wealth. It historically can raise prices and taxes. How will 
we adapt to a new reality if there is a greater carbon impact to maintain new rules or solar 
panels are not allowed where they can be seen, even at the cost efficiency.   Historic 
designation will be a hamper to progress in Tacoma, by not sharing the impact evenly across 
all communities. All communities should support the growth Tacoma is going through, not a 
select few.  It is debated that designations, in neighborhoods that are not all houses are 
from the historic period, have a similar impact like redlining. While there is historic value in 
many of the houses, there are many that don’t fit the period all ready. You can do a walking 
tour and see the houses from the period if you like, and not have to restrict other’s ability to 
change their houses. Leaving it alone will just continue the practice of a middle‐class 
neighborhood and there will still be the period houses available to see. I wonder if the city 
has reviewed possible impacts. Taxes going up, other neighborhoods having to take on all 
the growth, elderly neighbors not being able to afford replacing windows and other repairs 
because of expenses, growing families not able to add an addition as their family grows, and 
other issues. I know when I saw the petition, it was “sign” this form to make the area a 
historic designation. It didn’t bring up pros and cons. I choose not to sign a private citizen’s 
post card on my view against it, but we did bring up questions when a representative came 
to our door. I noticed that wasn’t recorded, only people who sent the group a written 
response.  I bring this up because I don’t believe that process is the only one that should 
occur. I request the city to do a thorough vetting of the pros and the cons of this proposal, 
with a focus on equity. I hope that the pros and cons are distributed in the community and 
the decision makers. With what I know now I am against the designation.      

13083895316 laura castellanos 1109 N Cedar street I own a home within the proposed district. Yes Thank you! 

13085391796 Jane Nichols 1722 N Oakes
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

I am opposed to a self‐appointed group creating obstructions for property owners who may 
want alter their property.  Compliance with reviewed permitting and regulations is costly for 
homeowners and many of the homes are just old‐‐not 'historic' per se.   Times change and I 
don't see the value of designating a whole neighborhood as historic.  Let individual 
homeowners decide if they want to preserve the historic look and feel of their home.  Thank 
you. 

13085408892 Alison Hale 4419 N 30th St
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes

We need to preserve the viability and charm of Tacoma’s historic sites and neighborhoods, 
which enhance the quality of life in our city. 

13085473174 Greg stroud 3712 n 19th st
I do not reside within or near the proposed 
district. Yes Anything that will slow the roll of hit by the current mayor and council is good.    

13085566385 Jim Worlund 633 N Prospect St
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

The historical significance of the neighborhood are not so great from neither an architectural 
perspective nor an historical perspective as an era of Tacoma’s past worth preserving 
forever. Given the proximity to commercial districts and transportation links, the area holds 
great potential as a diverse neighborhood that bridges elements of the past with the 
demands of the future. 

13085813507 George Scheffe 1408 N Anderson Street
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

My alley is Pine St. so I am within 400ft. of proposed district. There is no benefit to us and 
possible additional requires with Landmarks Commission to approve remodeling or addition 
projects. I see as I have walked this district that most of the homes are not “historic” so I do 
not see the value to creating this unless it benefits the homeowners or the University. 

13086079352 Craig Kirkwood 3020 N 9th St. Tacoma, WI own a home within the proposed district. No Thank you.

13086314275 Brandon Webster 1101 N Anderson St
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Neutral

This seemed to coincide with the city's new density zoning plan.   Is this an effort to get 
around it? If so, how can my neighborhood get in on that?

13086471446 William Jolly 3424 N 21st Street I own a home within the proposed district. Yes This is a great idea for the community 
13086626057 Alphey Leavitt  2002 N  North Cedar St I own a home within the proposed district. Yes I 
13087714581 Andrea Wahle 1407 N Cedar St I own a home within the proposed district. Yes N/A

13087902390 Harrison Wiener 3008 N 19th Street I own a home within the proposed district. No

This would be:  ‐a  direct subversion of the new zoning laws that were recently enacted.   ‐ an 
increases the barrier to entry for many different socio‐economic groups; and being a person 
of color, this really resonates with me.   ‐harder, if not impossible to make changes to the 
house that make it more environmentally friendly.   ‐ enabling people who have lived in the 
area for a generation to reap the benefits of making changes that made their house more 
livable, thus passing down the cost to mine and future generations of residents. 

13087917819 Gunnar Jaeck 3008 N 8th St, Apt 3, TacoI rent a home within the proposed district. No
The establishment of this historic district would result in barriers to increased housing 
density and enable resistance to affordable housing. I oppose the proposal vehemently.

13087961865 Byers  3316 No 19th St Tacoma WI own a home within the proposed district. No Na

13088982633 Teresa Colby  3020 n 10th street I own a home within the proposed district. No

These sorts of districts are designed to keep propert values high through the guise of historic 
preservation. What they do in practice is keep lower income people, especially people of 
color, out. I would like to see the City live its supposed commitment to inclusion and access 
to affordable housing. There should be an authentic race and social justice analysis. The 
question of creating a historic district should be asked City wide because it will limit access 
to homeownership in this neighborhood. It will eliminate the opportunity for the 
development of affordable housing. It will in essence serve to redline this neighborhood. For 
those lower income persons who live here‐seniors, first time homeowners, for example‐ it 
will increase the cost of any home improvement to the exterior of the house by placing 
design restrictions. That will disproportionately impact lower income persons to the benefit 
of the mostly white higher impact people, like me. In this era of recognition of systemic 
racism I am surprised the city is even considering this design‐driven, not justice‐driven 
designation. 

13089067673 MJ strom copland 3217 north 28th 
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes I believe this district should be expanded all the way to North 30 th street

13089108513 Adam Smith 717 N Cushman Ave.
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes Preserve our neighborhoods! Don't come in with a wrecking ball!

13089363653 Jacob Schumann 2911 N 13th St I own a home within the proposed district. No This proposal is too restrictive on current residents.
13089665635 Peter Stanley 2905 N 9th St I own a home within the proposed district. No The benefit to homeowners within the district is not worth the cost to the community.
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Respondent ID Name Street Address Response Do you support tPlease share any other comments you have for the Landmarks Commission below:

13089673575 Elizabeth Kaster 2905 N 9th St Tacoma, W I own a home within the proposed district. No

I’m deeply concerned by this proposal and urge the Landmarks Commission to reject it. 
Tacoma has a housing affordability crisis, we should not be putting in place restrictions that 
make existing homeowners more wealthy, while making new development, home additions, 
etc more complicated or costly. I’ve lived in this neighborhood for about 15 years ‐ we are 
one of the most walkable & transit rich parts of the city with easy access to schools, jobs, 
restaurants, retail, etc. ‐ this is exactly where we should be encouraging growth and 
affordable housing to prevent sprawl, reduce health disparities, and increase equity. I’m also 
concerned that historic districts are concentrated in Tacoma’s north end, which has a deeply 
racist history of redlining, racially restrictive covenants, etc. The Landmarks Commission 
should not allow historic districts to be used as a tool to continue housing policies that 
exclude & discriminate.

13089804649 Daniel Alsem 3206 N 8th Street, Tacom
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

The proposed district boundaries compared to as it is listed in the National Register of 
Historic Places have been expanded further south, but no consideration has been given to 
the blocks bordered by N 11th, N 8th and Alder and Union.       More transparent and 
naturally it would seem to expand the L to a rectangle (expanding the southwest corner from 
eight and Alder to 8th and Union) that would cover the most logical grouping of houses: all 
bordering the college, all built in the same era, and all worth protecting.

13091100127 Russell and Nancy Holtz 3305 N 18TH ST I own a home within the proposed district. No

My husband and I have lived in our home since 1997.  We do not want to be dependent on a 
design review by the Landmarks Preservation Commission to make changes to our home as 
we grow older and look at retiring.

13091582966 Chelsea Morris 815 N Cedar St I own a home within the proposed district. No

Almost all of the evidence we looked at suggests historical districts increase property values 
and rents. We love our old house and intend to keep its 1920’s features, but affordability is 
a higher priority for us and should be for our community too.

13091606171 Walter N Croshaw 3017 N 10TH ST I own a home within the proposed district. Yes Apologies if this is a duplicate, but I didn't want to risk not responding.
13092586384 Melissa Urquhart 1014 N Junett St I own a home within the proposed district. Yes Thank you for considering this proposal.

13094046058 DAVID ROBERTS 3207 N. 8TH STREET I own a home within the proposed district. Yes

I am concerned that redevelopment pressures within Tacoma and a Council that is overly 
developer friendly will unravel our century old neighborhood.  Proper design review is 
necessary to make sure future development is consistent with the nature and character of 
our community.

13094574634 Adam Reichenberger 641 N Anderson St
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. No

Historic Districts are at best exclusionary and at worst deliberately racist. This particular 
application is an explicit effort to impair the City of Tacoma's housing and equity goals, 
formed in response to the needed Home in Tacoma zoning changes. According to the City's 
Equity Index, this is a High to Very High Opportunity neighborhood, and, in line with the City 
of Tacoma's racial equity and health in all policies declarations, should be made to be MORE 
inclusive, not less. As well, the applicant does a remarkable job of capturing the diverse 
range of single‐family housing types within the proposed boundary, noting that the College 
Park district acts as an open time capsule‐‐displaying all the different cultural influences over 
the centuries. However, enshrining the current state of College Park as a Historic District 
would directly contradict and cut off that asset. They make the argument that the charm of 
the proposed district is its different housing types, while at the same time arguing that they 
and only they should get a say in what the next group of housing types should be. This is 
counter to the very nature of the neighborhood and would hold the current residents in 
stasis, the neighborhood growing stagnant. It is human nature to fear change, but a 
responsible government's role to usher it through for the greater good of its citizens. I am 
whole heartedly against the proposed College Park Historic District.

13095740123 Tamara Hanks  1507 N Cedar St I own a home within the proposed district. Yes
My neighbors and I do not wish there to be any high‐occupancy dwellings in our 
heighborhood. We want to preserve the culture we have here. 

13095811688 Katy Juranty 3010 North 19th Street I own a home within the proposed district. Yes N/a

13095862294 Sean Murphy 1201 N Cedar St I own a home within the proposed district. Yes
The proposed HIT zoning changes would forever change the character of this area. The home 
and land owners that call this area home deserve the right to preserve what we have built. 

13097282455 Jaime  4223 n Vassault st
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Neutral

I agree that Tacoma‘s historic homes give the city a unique charm, it provides a mix of classic 
unique neighborhoods, and a growing city. The preservation of these classic buildings are 
some thing that has made tourism in downtown possible. This brings in millions of outside 
dollars and c So we cannot dismiss it. However in so much as this designation is possibly a 
ploy to prevent affordable housing, I believe those issues need to be controlled too.It would 
have been really helpful to attach some kind of a map to the survey. Or at least a link to the 
map. You thought to provide a link about rules

13097345933 Robert Jensen 3002 N 13th St. I own a home within the proposed district. Yes

Over the past 40 years, I have owned 5 pre‐1935 homes in Tacoma and elsewhere.  I  buy old 
houses because I love the character and sense of establishment they provide, not only in my 
home, but the neighborhood as well.  I understand the need for increased density, I do, but 
the city's desire to gut virtually all current residential zoning city wide to achieve this goal is 
unacceptable.  Once historic homes are demolished, and replaced with stick built 
apartments, neighborhoods too will be demolished.  I'm not afraid of change, it's needed, 
but please strongly consider where change is appropriate.  I urge you to carve out this small 
piece of historic Tacoma, College Park, for preservation so all future residents can enjoy the 
lifestyle it provides.  Thank‐you.    

13098013274 Heather Matranga 1107 N Anderson Street I own a home within the proposed district. No I am completely against this. 
13098452282 Marilyn Weber 1210 N Pine St I own a home within the proposed district. No This proposed district is unnecessary and includes too many non historic houses.

13098453844 Eric Quist 3122 North 13th St. I own a home within the proposed district. I don't have enoug

I am concerned about how the proposed historic district will affect property values and the 
additional expense and delay incurred to make any desired changes to my home. I am on a 
fixed income and am NOT looking for ways to increase my costs. I am not convinced that the 
benefits of having the historic district outweigh the negatives. It seems like the new historic 
district will essentially become one really large HOA. Also, I believe a lot of people who live 
in the proposed district incorrectly think its existence would prevent the city from 
implementing any changes as a result of any new zoning under the Home in Tacoma project. 
I also wonder why the proposed district isn’t much bigger given the large number of older 
homes in the north end. My wife and I have lived in our home for almost 40 years and have 
not seen much change. So, my question is: What does the proposed district really add? Is 
this new district supposed to preempt Home in Tacoma zoning? It is my understanding that 
it wouldn’t.

13099071045 Nolan Walz 2924 N 21st St I own a home within the proposed district. No Sympathetic to the idea but have also heard negative things to the homeowners 

13099138247 Laura Meade 3116 N 12th St I own a home within the proposed district. Yes

We purchased our home in College Park 24 years ago and treasure the quaint single family 
houses the neighborhood is known for.  The neighborhood character attracted us to the 
area.  We don't care what people want to do to the back of their houses but support a 
review before the front of the houses are modified.  We also do not support infilling with 
multiplexes that don't fit the size and character of the surrounding houses.  Demolition of 
solid houses to build multiplexes should not be allowed.  Allowing houses to fall into 
disrepair to skirt laws should be monitored.  We previously owned a home in a historic 
district in Central Phoenix which today remains virtually unchanged even as the largest 
growing city in the US has boomed around it.  It is considered a city treasure and appreciated 
by all.  Tacoma has very few historic neighborhoods.  Adding College Park as a historic 
neighborhood would prove that the city truly appreciates it's historic past and values the 
working class values that built this neighborhood of modest homes.

13101135738 Fawn Hatch 1132 N Oakes St
I reside near the proposed historic district, 
but not within the proposed boundaries. Yes

I’m for anything that helps preserve our established neighborhoods from the destruction of 
family homes for 6‐story apartment buildings.

13101727259 Scott Waxman 2912 N 15th St I own a home within the proposed district. No None
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College Park correspondence received by 

Landmarks Commission 

April 2021 – April 2022 
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McKnight, Reuben

From: Hoogkamer, Lauren
Sent: Sunday, May 2, 2021 5:56 PM
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: Fwd: The College Park neighborhood

 

Lauren Hoogkamer, MSUP/MSHP 
Assistant Historic Preservation Officer 
Planning and Development Services 
747 Market Street, Room 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
(253) 591-5254 
Cell: (253) 307-2101 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Margaret Heizenrader <mheizen@yahoo.com> 
Date: May 2, 2021 at 2:58:13 PM PDT 
To: "Hoogkamer, Lauren" <lhoogkamer@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: The College Park neighborhood 

  
I live in the College Park Neighborhood in north Tacoma.  My house is a contributing structure.  The 
College Park Neighborhood is on the State and National historic registers.  In my humble opinion it should 
also be included in the City of Tacoma's historic register. 



1

McKnight, Reuben

From: Liz Kaster <lizkaster@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 2, 2021 9:26 PM
To: Hoogkamer, Lauren; McKnight, Reuben
Subject: Please Say No to College Park

Hello Lauren and Reuben, 
 
The organizers trying to create a “College Park Historic District” recently requested neighbors write to you to share 
support for their efforts.  
 
Instead, I’m writing in my personal capacity as a Tacoma resident to ask the City of Tacoma not to recognize “College 
Park” as a historic district. 
 
As someone who has lived in this neighborhood for most of the past 16 years in dorms, an ADU, a small rental, and now 
owns a 109 year old home here ‐ I love this neighborhood dearly. But I have been increasing frustrated by this group’s 
efforts, which seem more focused on anti‐missing middle and multifamily housing than preservation. 
 
While perhaps a minor issue ‐ the name is also perplexing, as the neighborhood has neither a college nor a park. (We do 
have a University, so it’s not quite as much of a misnomer as University Place ‐ but it’s pushing the limits!) 
 
What we do have is walkable, transit‐rich neighborhood steps away from a thriving business district ‐ exactly the type of 
place we should be encouraging more diverse housing types to meet our environmental, equity, and transportation 
goals. While there is plenty in our neighborhood worth preserving, the proposed “College Park Historic District” is a 
short‐sighted effort hoping to enshrine single family zoning and rules aimed at keeping people out, rather than looking 
for solutions to welcome new neighbors and focus on affordable housing solutions.  
 
I respectfully request the City turn down efforts to make “College Park” a historic district or otherwise impose a made‐
up identity on this neighborhood we do not want.  
 
Best, 
 
Liz Kaster 



From: Tom Lowe
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: College Park Historic District
Date: Saturday, May 29, 2021 7:13:48 AM

Dear Mr. McKnight, 

I am writing to you as a resident and in support of the College Park Historic District
nomination. 

My wife and I moved to Tacoma in 2016 after leaving Los Angeles and a 32-year career in the
Film Industry. We have witnessed firsthand the damaging effects of a rapid and over
expansive growth plan in a community. We lived in Studio City for much of our time in LA.
Approximately five years before leaving, the city began to allow similar structures proposed
by the Home in Tacoma (HIT) project. The city promised it would take a generation to
implement and that the buildings would adhere to strict aesthetic codes. Within three years of
approval, it was clear that the city had allowed developers to over-build in the neighborhood.
Parking soon became an issue. Setbacks encroached, and materials on many of the structures
did not match any neighborhood standard. Our home had a two-story McMansion go in next
door, destroying the privacy in our backyard.

Our children live in Seattle, and the Pacific Northwest has long been one of our favorite
destinations. When the time came, we looked at many areas of Seattle. Ballard is one area we
spent a lot of time in and it quickly became clear that the suburb was going through an Urban
renewal. Two-story, super modern square homes, tower over many of the historic
neighborhoods and multifamily residential are haphazardly placed in ever stranger proximity
to these same historic homes. Like Studio City, the basic construction of these new buildings
is cheap and contain no sense that the city was trying to hold onto its heritage.

I’d like to point to Section 1 (16 U.S.C. 470)

(5): in the face of ever-increasing extensions of urban centers, highways, and residential,
commercial, and industrial developments, the present governmental and nongovernmental
historic preservation programs and activities are inadequate to insure future generations a
genuine opportunity to appreciate and enjoy the rich heritage of our Nation

A good friend suggested we look at the North end of Tacoma. After our first tour of houses,
we decided Tacoma would be our new home. We purchased a 1926 Craftsman on a corner lot
at 1002 N. Junett St. It is one of the larger homes in the neighborhood sitting on a rise slightly
higher than the rest of the homes that surround it.

Upon further research at Tacoma's Main Library, we discovered the house was a duplex and
apartment building for much of its life. The single-family that currently owned it had allowed
it to decline for several years. The exterior was a mess, the Vinyl Penguin windows had failed,
roof needed replacement, and all the systems were long out of date. Six months later, a new
water main, fully upgraded systems, new roof, foundation repair, new Pella windows, and a
few other structural updates, the house is now ready for the next 100 years. Since our
completion, neighbors have upgraded their homes too. New paint jobs, new kitchens, updated
landscaping have given the whole neighborhood an overdue facelift.

This neighborhood is a rarity in today's modern world. While working as a producer in

mailto:loweper@gmail.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org


Hollywood, I traveled extensively. I can genuinely say that Tacoma's lifestyle in these historic
neighborhoods is hard to find anywhere else. I believe it is what is so attractive to so many.

We realize that a city has to change and grow to survive. We support some of the efforts that
the HIT project portends to solve, but opening up these historic neighborhoods to developers
is a huge mistake. Evidence for what happens when developers are allowed to run crazy is all
over the North Slope Historic District.

The type of radical change proposed by HIT is even called out in 1966 Federal law, Section 1
(16 U.S.C. 470) (3) historic properties significant to the Nation's heritage are being lost or
substantially altered, often inadvertently, with increasing frequency.

Tacoma has a significant opportunity to show the nation and the world how to get urban and
housing growth right.

For instance, there are vast downtown lots that remain undeveloped. In addition, we have at
least nine designated city centers that remain undeveloped. Vacant lots on the 6th Street
corridor, if developed, could allow access to the schools and parks, talked about by so many,
on the north end. I believe the city should be looking at these areas long before discussing
Low-scale infilling and Mid-Size structures in the historical communities. 

We have been excited to read about Co-Housing projects that are taking place in West Seattle
and Vashon Island. Communities of first-time or low-income families living in Courtyard type
developments all with a stake in the upkeep of the property. Portland has done this to great
success giving families a place to get established and eventually move into a single-family
home. Check out this website http://www.masonstpdx.com/ This type of housing is much
more affordable and fits perfectly along transit lines. Portland revitalized vacant urban lots and
empty warehouses. Imagine the abandoned K-Mart building at 6th and Orchard as one of these
Co-Housing units. That site is walkable to schools, groceries and retail outlets.

Given a choice between what has been approved in what I call “the Planning Commission’s
HIT Phase 2 Pilot Project” on the streets: Trafton to Anderson between N. 6th and N. 8th, I
believe a large majority of people would be inclined to reject the infilling and four-story mid-
scale buildings currently under construction in that neighborhood. The buildings do not fit in
the community's aesthetics; they have also infringed on setbacks and provided little or no
parking.

Throughout the North end, between N. 6th and N. 17th between Alder and N. 5th Street, you
will find duplexes, four-plexes, and basement Mother-in-law style apartments. Like our home,
many of these houses have had multiple iterations but have not been destroyed. Most have
evolved with the times. If at some point someone like us wants to turn one of these fourplex
houses back into a single-family home, there are ways to make that happen. Or if a large home
wants to divide into multi-housing, that too can happen. It's a testament to the construction
quality of these historic houses.

After hearing about what happened to the family living in the Pilot Project - a Victorian at 638
N. Prospect - I became very motivated to protect The College Park Historic District. The
Victorian homeowner had no recourse to the proposed infilling on either side of their home.
They eventually sold, but the damage is complete at this property. The Victorian is in total
shadow by the modern four-plexes. It's an excellent example of what happens to a home when
side setbacks are set to Zero and allowed to go within ten feet of the street. The materials used

http://www.masonstpdx.com/


on these new buildings have no aesthetic value in the neighborhood, and the height of the
structures dwarf the surrounding homes. This type of construction is what continues to happen
in Ballard!

The city is allowing two four-story 40+ unit apartment buildings in this neighborhood too. IE:
Mid-Scale that is mentioned multiple times in the HIT plan. The building on N. Trafton
between N. 6th and N 8th has already demolished historic homes and begun construction. The
2nd at Anderson and N 8th St will destroy two craftsman homes to make room for that
building.

According to Tacoma's Permit office, ten units in each structure will be 450 square feet or
smaller. These small apartments allow the developer to build these units without providing
parking for them. Not only will that impact our neighbors, but I don't know any family (in this
country) that can live in 450 square feet for any length of time. In reality, these units will most
likely fill with the students of UPS and UW and or traveling nurses and the like. That's fine,
but students and traveling nurses, etc., already occupy many of the historic homes I've
mentioned above. So, it bears asking, what are we solving with these Low-scale and Mid-
Scale buildings? At market value, the new apartments will not be affordable housing! The
current apartments in our historic homes are much more attainable.

I have photo evidence of all mentioned above, but you have to drive through the HIT Pilot
Project yourself to get the true sense of what I'm talking about.

Finally, the College Park Historic District residents are not against building more housing. We
are supportive of housing that doesn't destroy our communities. I spent the better part of two
weeks knocking on over 300 doors in the College Park District. I spoke at length with many of
the residents. I feel like we have a consensus. The historic designation will help maintain the
historic quality of our neighborhood by giving us a say in new construction, the redesigning
and updating of homes within the district. It will help us have a voice in the upcoming HIT
plans.

As the 1966 Federal says, (2) the historical and cultural foundations of the Nation should be
preserved as a living part of our community life and development in order to give a sense of
orientation to the American people

If the city truly wants to build affordable housing and help those in need, destroying the fabric
of what makes Tacoma great is not the answer. There are cities that are getting this right and I
ask you to support the Nomination of the College Park Historic District as a way to slow
down, not stop, further housing developments in our historic neighborhoods.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Tom Lowe

323-791-7705
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McKnight, Reuben

From: Sandy Lawrence <alawrence@nventure.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 31, 2021 10:30 AM
To: McKnight, Reuben
Cc: Ginell Lawrence
Subject: Proposed College Park Historic District

I strongly oppose my property being included in this proposed College Park District!!! 
 
Sandra Lawrence, 1607 N Alder, Tacoma, WA 98406 
 



From: Sandy Lawrence
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: Re: Proposed College Park Historic District
Date: Monday, August 2, 2021 11:28:51 AM

Thank you for your reply.  I'm curious why an Historical District is
even being considered if the serious housing shortage is real in
Tacoma.  I do not want to be part of an Historic District, nor do I
think this is an appropriate time to install another new Historic
District!!!!  Sandy Lawrence

On 8/2/2021 9:38 AM, McKnight, Reuben wrote:
> Thank you for the email.  I will pass along your comment to the Landmarks Commission.  In addition, there will
be future opportunities to formally enter comments into the record.
>
> I am happy to answer any questions you may have.
>
> Reuben
>
>
> Reuben M McKnight, MUP
> (he/him/his)
> Historic Preservation Officer
> City of Tacoma Planning and Development Services Department
> 747 Market Street Room 345
> Tacoma, WA 98402
>
> v. 253-591-5220
> m. 253-686-8468
> www.cityoftacoma.org/historicpreservation
>
>
> Customer Survey
> Please take a moment to complete this survey about your experience with our department. Your comments will be
used to recognize employees for providing great customer service and it will also help us find opportunities to
overcome challenges.
>
> Want to learn more about Tacoma history?  Check out our events page at www.cityoftacoma.org/hpevents.
>
>
>
>
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Sandy Lawrence <alawrence@nventure.com>
> Sent: Saturday, July 31, 2021 10:30 AM
> To: McKnight, Reuben <RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org>
> Cc: Ginell Lawrence <ginell@live.com>
> Subject: Proposed College Park Historic District
>
> I strongly oppose my property being included in this proposed College Park District!!!
>
> Sandra Lawrence, 1607 N Alder, Tacoma, WA 98406
>

mailto:alawrence@nventure.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org


From: Rod Cory
To: Landmarks
Subject: LPC Meeting 6/23//21 <> #4 Proposed College Park Neighborhood Historic District
Date: Wednesday, June 23, 2021 1:45:14 PM

June 22nd, 2021

Members of the Landmarks Preservation Commission,

Being a resident of the College Park Historical District since 2003, a resident of the North End since
1989, and a resident of Tacoma my entire life, I support the proposal to make College Park a local
historical district.

One of the many reasons we chose to live in our current residence was the character of the homes
in the surrounding neighborhood.  We looked in the North Slope area, the Sherman area and here in
College Park.  We bought at a time when housing prices were rising quickly.

I have seen and witnessed some of the newer structures that have been built as well as some of the
out of character remodels in some of the North End areas that are unprotected.  I think we can all
agree, as does Council Member Thoms, that Tacoma needs design standards.  In a historic district,
these design standards are woven into the homes that are represented.  They must be maintained.

I understand that many of the neighbors that have responded to the proposed local historic district
are overwhelmingly in favor.  Jeff Ryan has documented nearly all the homes in our area including
the historical and architectural design as well as the builder and first residents.

These homes need to be preserved as a symbol of early Tacoma prior to WW2.  Once these
significant homes are remodeled or replaced, they will simply never be replaced in kind or character.

 

Thank you for your service to our community,

 

Sincerely

Rod Cory

3007 N. 12th St

Tacoma Wa 98406

253.221.6350

mailto:rscory@gmail.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org
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McKnight, Reuben

From: Joann Prunty <jpruntytac@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 1, 2021 8:47 AM
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: Proposed historical district

Dear Mr. McKnight, 
I own my home at 2907N 16th  street which is included in the proposed College Park Historical district. I am vehemently 
OPPOSED to this proposal. Inclusion in a so called historical district does nothing to enhance my property and in fact will 
cause me more expense and aggravation should I need to do any home improvements. It is a fact that improvements in 
a historical district are more expensive and the approval process causes more aggravation and delay in any home 
improvements.  I am a senior citizen on a fixed income and cannot afford the added expense an historical district 
designation would entail. Nor do I see why I would have the onus of having to apply to a commission if I want relief from 
the arbitrary rules limiting my improvements to my own property.  
 
Additionally, I do not understand why a few people ‐ without any notice or public comment ‐  can push an historic 
designation to an area that to my knowledge has no historical significance. There seems to be nothing of historical 
importance to merely be located near a college (and a very expensive religious college at that)no major structures of 
significance, no structures of import to the development of the city in the 1800’s no forts, no city halls.  
 
This is merely a way a few people are trying to exert control over the area in which they live at the expense of those of 
us who do not want this change.  
Sincerely 
JoAnn Prunty 
 
Sent from my iPhone 



From: Peggy Ross
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: Questions about Historic Special Review District process
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 10:40:24 AM

Mr. McKnight,

My name is Peggy Ross and I am a homeowner within the boundaries of the proposed
"College Park Historic Special Review District," which the city recently sent out a notice
about. While I think I understand the basics of the proposal and what it is trying to do, I am
finding it difficult to find details about the process beyond the schedule provided in the letter,
and I hoped you could clarify.

Specifically I would like to know how each commission or city body gauges
neighborhood buy-in throughout this process. I do know that some gentlemen were recently
canvassing the neighborhood to get signatures in support of the district--was this required to
submit the nomination? Is a certain amount of support from homeowners required for this
district to win approval? If so, how much? And when is it determined whether there is enough
support or not? 

I tried looking through the Landmarks  Preservation Commission section of the City website
but could only find information on the process of nominating individual buildings. I also read
through the nomination itself, but was not able to find any section which listed neighborhood
endorsement or support. 

Thanks so much for your time and attention.

Best regards,
Peggy Ross

mailto:the.peg@gmail.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org


From: Celia Bissonette
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: 819 N Junett Street/my house
Date: Thursday, August 12, 2021 6:34:00 PM

August 12, 2021

Mr. McKnight my name is Celia Bissonette and I own the house at 819 N Junett Street. I received the letter from the
City of Tacoma College Park Historic District. I find that I can’t come to either one of the public hearings, but wish
to make my voice heard; I vote no on the college park historic district. When I purchased the house 26 years ago this
was not part of the purchase contract, otherwise I would not have bought the house. I bought and paid for this house
and I pay the very high property taxes every year, not the city of Tacoma nor my neighbors; so no one but me should
have a say as to what I can and can’t do to my property. If I wish to tear it down or paint the outside or change my
house in any way no one but me should have a say in the matter.
Most of the houses in my neighborhood are not historic so I don’t see how this is being justified. Just away to make
it harder to renovate or repair your home; it will take longer and be much harder to get permits and probably cost
more, as I doubt this will be free. If the city decides they don’t like your plans than you will lose your rights as a
home owner but you bet you will still get to pay the taxes on said property not the city. I know supposedly the city
might give you a tax break if they agree with your home planes; no way is the city ever going to give home owners
money off their taxes, I don’t believe it for a second.
In closing I would like for the city to spend my tax dollars on more important items like trimming the city trees and
fixing sidewalks which are being destroyed by the city trees. I just think there are better ways to spend tax dollars
then on committees that are just not needed. I don’t want my house part of this historic district thank you.

Celia Bissonette
bissonettec@gmail.com
819 N Junett Street
Tacoma, WA  98406

mailto:bissonettec@gmail.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org


From: alexandra picha
To: Landmarks
Subject: Fwd: Resident SUPPORT of College Park Historic District
Date: Saturday, August 14, 2021 11:22:43 AM

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: alexandra picha <alexandra.picha7@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Aug 10, 2021 at 9:44 AM
Subject: Resident SUPPORT of College Park Historic District
To: landmarks@cityoftacoma.com <landmarks@cityoftacoma.com>
Cc: Gabe Rucker <nathanrucker44@gmail.com>

Hello, 

We would like to share our household’s emphatic support behind the designation of College
Park Historic District.

We are a young family expecting our first child and purchased our first home in the
neighborhood recently. We hope to raise our family in this neighborhood for many decades. 

We left Seattle and Washington DC gentrification to move away from the type of development
proposed by Home in Tacoma. This current plan will do anything BUT bring low income
housing. It will only benefit developers as other city after cities have experienced. 

We want to help preserve this special neighborhood, in this special city we are proud to call
home-  for our children. 

Respectfully, 

Allie Picha Rucker
Gabe Rucker 

Homeowners in the UPS neighborhood
-- 
Sent from Gmail Mobile

-- 
allie picha
206. 427. 9706 
alexandra.picha7@gmail.com

mailto:alexandra.picha7@gmail.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:alexandra.picha7@gmail.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.com
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mailto:nathanrucker44@gmail.com
mailto:alexandra.picha7@gmail.com


College Park Historic District Proposal 

Comments received 8‐6 through 8‐11 

 

 

Phone comments: 

 

8/9/21 

 

David Peterson 

3312 N 19th St 

Opposed to district 

 

Aaron Byers 

3316 N 19th St 

Opposed to district 

 

Ryan Gowan 

3320 N 19th St 

Opposed to district 

 

Michael McEverly 

3209 N 19th St (and purchasing 3404 N 19th St) 

Opposed to district 
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August 6, 2021 
 
 
 
Reuben McKnight 
Historic Preservation Office 
747 Market Street, Room 345 
Tacoma, WA  98402 
 
Dear Reuben, 
 
On behalf of the Board of Historic Tacoma, I am pleased to write this 
letter of support for the listing of the National Register College Park 
Historic District on the Tacoma Register of Historic Places, and to 
endorse its designation as a Historic Special Review District. 
 
College Park represents a significant period of development in Tacoma 
both historically and architecturally. Its streetcar development pattern and 
modest, well-built homes perfectly reflect the optimism of mid-20th 
century Tacoma. The nomination is comprehensive and well executed. It 
has passed a high hurdle of review by the WA State Department of 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation and the National Park Service. 
and its listing on the National Register of Historic Places is a well-
deserved honor. 
 
This nomination comes before the Landmark Commission backed by an 
impressive volunteer effort and years of preparation and outreach. The 
support of the residents is well documented and speaks to the pride we all 
share in this legacy neighborhood. We urge you to take the most 
important step of local designation and ensure its continuing legacy. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Kathleen Brooker, 
Board President 
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McKnight, Reuben

From: Corso . <Corso1965@live.com>
Sent: Friday, August 6, 2021 1:10 PM
To: Landmarks
Cc: McKnight, Reuben; Hoogkamer, Lauren
Subject: I Support the College Park Historic District Nomination

Dear Tacoma Landmarks Preservation Commission, 
I support the nomination of the College Park Historic District to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places. 
This nomination has been well‐researched and illustrates a prosperous period in Tacoma history after Allen 
Mason built the Buckley Gulch Bridge. 
It will likely take time for many Tacomans to appreciate the city's many historic assets, making this nomination 
timely and strategically significant.  While Mr. Ryan has been working towards this goal for years, the recent 
Home in Tacoma Project Proposal illustrates a disregard for Tacoma history and architecture held by some 
Tacomans.   Given the large number of beloved craftsman bungalows in the proposed residential historic 
district, I would not be surprised if College Park becomes known as Tacoma's "Bungalow Heaven."  Like 
Pasadena, California, every city should have a "Bungalow Heaven" that documents how the local architects 
interpreted and influenced architecture during the Craftsman Era. 
This nomination is a generous gift to the city.  Please vote to add the College Park Historic District to the 
Tacoma Register of Historic Places. 
Sincerely, 
John Geoffrey Corso 
701 N J St., Tacoma 
 



Aug. 7, 2021 

Reuben McKnight 
747 Market St. 
Tacoma, WA 98401 

Dear Mr McKnight, 

We are writing today to commend to you the College Park neighborhood’s 
nomination to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places.  As you know, Tacoma has 
a large inventory of historic resources, both recognized, and unrecognized; the 
City is known for its success in using the wealth of historic properties to enhance 
life for Tacoma’s citizens today.

College Park Historic District, currently on the Washington State and the National 
Register of Historic Places, represents the homes of residents whose skills and 
talents contributed to the development and growth of the City of Tacoma. Early 
residents included professionals, business proprietors, railroad employees, 
independent trade people, and workers in downtown businesses, all living in a 
close-knit neighborhood. 

It’s important to preserve the places where ordinary people lived, showing where 
they spent their home lives as they built Tacoma.  The houses in College Park 
represent the types of homes built in Tacoma starting in the late 1800’s and on 
into the 1900’s. We are lucky to have these homes still intact today. 

We urge you to place College Park Historic District onto the Tacoma Register of 
Historic Places. 

Sincerely,

Julie S. Turner
Jay R. Turner



1

McKnight, Reuben

From: Ryan Gowin <rgowin@onedigital.com>
Sent: Monday, August 9, 2021 8:41 AM
To: Landmarks
Subject: No to Proposed College Park Historic District

Reuben, 
 
This email is to formally oppose the proposed college park historic district.  I live at 3302 N 19th and do not 
desire said proposal.  I would propose you leave N 19th off the proposal.   
 
RYAN T. GOWIN 
Senior Client Executive 
OneDigital | Health and Benefits 
 
office: 253.313.5009 
mobile: 949.680.9966 
5713 Wollochet Drive NW, Gig Harbor, WA 98335 
 
rgowin@onedigital.com | onedigital.com 
 

CONFIDENTIALITY STATEMENT: This Digital Insurance, LLC d/b/a OneDigital e-mail message, including any attachment(s), may 
contain confidential information. This information is intended only for the use of the individuals or entities listed above. If you are not 
the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or action taken in reliance on the contents 
of these documents is strictly prohibited. If you have received this information in error, please notify the sender immediately and 
arrange for the return or destruction of these documents. 
 
NOTE: Please be advised that we cannot add, delete, or bind coverage by e-mail; you must speak with someone directly. 
 
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware. 
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McKnight, Reuben

From: Marshall McClintock <marshalm@q.com>
Sent: Monday, August 9, 2021 4:05 PM
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: Support for creation of the College Park Historic District

Tacoma Landmark Preservation Commission: 
 
As a former LPC commissioner for some 10 years, I urge you to support the listing of the National Register 
College Park Historic District on the Tacoma Register of Historic Places. I happily joined in the unanimous vote 
to support its inclusion on the National Register as well as the Washington Heritage Register several years ago.
That nomination passed the high hurdle of review by the WA State Department of Archaeology and Historic 
Preservation and the National Park Service, which is more stringent than that for the Tacoma Register. The 
College Park National Register District represents a significant period of development in Tacoma both 
historically and architecturally and retains a high level of integrity.  
 
 
Sadly there has been some adverse publicity about the College Park nomination and the proposed Home in 
Tacoma (HiT) zoning plan. However, Elliott Barnett, the lead planner on the HiT plan, has said unequivocally 
that historic districts are compatible with HiT. Indeed, College Park represents a neighborhood that's retained 
its so-called "missing middle". The questions LPC need to answer are about whether the proposed College 
Park District meets the requirements for the establishment of a city landmark district as set out in TMC 13.07. 
I think you will find that the proposed College Park District wholly meets and exceeds the criteria for 
designation listed in this chapter, the goals and purposes of that chapter and the goals and policies contained 
within the Preservation Plan element of the city's Comprehensive Plan.  
 
 
 
Additionally, concern has been expressed about the "equity" of the number of individual and district landmark 
listings in Tacoma's North End. However, the Downtown Zone has far more individual landmarks as well as 
large historic and conservation districts. As I have often said, as long as Tacoma relies solely on a citizen-
initiated system for individual and district landmarks, inequities will occur. Attempts at creating historic districts 
in Hilltop, South Tacoma, Whitman neighborhood, Dome district and other areas have failed due to lack of 
citizen interest or support. Under such a citizen-initiated system, it would seem odd indeed to punish College 
Park citizens for their efforts as opposed to lauding and supporting them, while at the same time improving 
outreach and follow-up with other historic neighborhoods in the city.  
 
 
Again, I urge you to support the nomination of the College Park National Register District to the Tacoma 
Register of Historic Places. 
 
Marshall McClintock 
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McKnight, Reuben

From: Chuck,Kathleen Kelley-Arnold <triosan@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 11, 2021 1:56 PM
To: Landmarks
Subject: I support HIT & re-zoning. Do not support "historic" College Park

Greetings. 
The entire northend has included working class homes, duplexes, etc. 2- or more story apartments, for 
decades.  It is part of the diversity that makes the area so attractive. 
 
Within a two mile radius, there are also plenty of "historic" areas already so designated.   
 
I feel working class, students and our graduating children starting out in life, should continue to be able to live 
in this area. In-fill, appartments, and re-zoning is badly needed in order for that to happen. More sprawling 
elsewhere to accommodate needs, is bad. Please vote YES on HIT and re-zoning.  
 
I do NOT support adding the "College Park" area to the  historic designation.  I feel that is a thinly disguised 
way of trying to stop more working class people from renting or buying new studio, duplex or similar abodes in 
an area that once accommodated them.  Irony ... many of current home owners in that area would not be able to 
afford a bigger/more expansive home if that was all prior College Park home owners allowed back in the 
day.  Those working class, smaller homes were allowed, and now those home owners don't want to allow 
similar.  NIMBY. 
 
 Historic designation just adds complications for existing or potentially new home owners. 
 
Please vote NO on the request for College Park historic designstion. 
 
Best regards, 
Dr. C. T. Arnold 
Retired. Homeowner.  
N. 31, N. 32 Alder/Cedar neighborhood  
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McKnight, Reuben

From: Chuck,Kathleen Kelley-Arnold <triosan@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 11, 2021 2:03 PM
To: Landmarks
Subject: Vote No on College Park historic designation

Hello, all. 
Please do not make College Park a more historic designation. 
 
All that does is make it much harder for lower and middle class folks to update their own home if in that area. 
 
Many loud voices claim College Park should be protected. Many ... frankly, fearful, unsubstantiated "facts" or 
plain lies ... have been spread by a few, to encourage others support for College Park protection. 
 
Please don't designate ... let homeowners make remodels as they wish under current or new zoning rules, but 
nothing more than that. 
 
Thank you. 
K. Kelley 
Nirthend resident / home owner for 8 years 
 
 



 

 

August 11, 2021 

Lauren Hoogkamer [sent via electronic mail] 
Assistant Historic Preservation Officer 
Planning and Development Services Department 
747 Market Street, Room 248 
Tacoma, WA 98402 

Re: College Park Historic District 

Dear Ms. Hoogkamer: 

On behalf of the Washington Trust for Historic Preservation, I am submitting this letter of 
support for the proposed College Park Historic District. The Washington Trust is a nonprofit 
organization dedicated to saving the places that matter in Washington State and to promoting 
sustainable and economically viable communities through historic preservation.  

We understand the Landmarks Preservation Commission adopted a tentative review schedule 
for consideration of the proposed College Park Historic District. We are pleased to see the 
schedule in place along with the multi-faceted, public approach for reviewing the proposal. We 
look forward to tracking this process, learning more information about the proposal, and posing 
questions as they may arise.  

As a Historic District listed in the National Register of Historic Places, College Park features over 
575 homes – the vast majority of which contribute to the overall character of the district. 
Building stock dates primarily from the 1920s, representing working- and middle-class homes 
that served Tacoma’s growing population at the time. Collectively, the district represents an 
important era in the city’s development while also featuring an important array of building 
styles. Given the current recognition of College Park as a National Register-listed Historic 
District, The Washington Trust supports effort to secure local designation as a Historic Special 
Review District.  

We look forward to following the review process for this proposal and appreciate the 
opportunity to submit comments both presently and in the future. 

Sincerely, 

 
Chris Moore 
Executive Director 
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McKnight, Reuben

From: Linda Zook <lzook040@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 11, 2021 4:23 PM
To: Landmarks
Subject: Proposed College Park Historic District

To the Landmark Preservation Commission: 
 
I live at 707 N Alder St. in a 1924 year old home. I have owned this property for 43 years and the house has been lovingly 
restored. i am a 75 year old woman, who now lives alone, and I wonder how the proposed rezoning, and this historic 
district proposal, to help those who live in the boundaries designated, will help me. I live right at the boundary for the 
district cutoff. My house is on the alley. I have no plans to sell and expect to live here until I die. Is that going to be 
possible? 
 
Thank you, 
 
Linda Zook 



Comments received as of  8/25/21



Aileen & David Ullman 
3103  North 13th Street 

Tacoma, Washington 98406 
August 17, 2021 

Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect 
College Park Historic District Association  
3017 N. 13th Street 
Tacoma, Washington 98406 

Good afternoon Jeff... 

Many thanks for the information about our house.  Knowing something about 
its architect certainly adds to our understanding of the era and area in which it 
was built.  Even by today's terms, our house is really quite something.  in fact, 
as we walk our dogs through the neighborhood Aileen and I are continually  
impressed with the houses and garden we pass.  All of which is a reflection of 
the people contributing daily to the quality of life here. 

We're also impressed with your efforts to help ensure that the College Park 
Historic District retains its sense of architectural integrity and appeal ... which, we 
believe is the foundation for all the things that make this neighborhood a great 
place for people, kids and even dogs. 

You have our full support for your continuing efforts.  And, if we can be of help 
please feel free to let us know. 

Warmest regards... 

Aileen Ullman    

David Ullman
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Jeffrey J.  Ryan

From: William Morse <wemorse@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 08, 2021 7:54 PM
To: Jeff Ryan
Subject: Re: Historic District Plaque:

Jeff, 

I hope you are well… 

Yes, you have my support for the nomination. All my very best! 

‐‐ 
William E. Morse, Jr. 
wemorse@gmail.com 

On Aug 8, 2021, at 7:47 PM, Jeff Ryan <jjryan@harbornet.com> wrote: 

Hi, 

Thank you for the note, we are trying to get a new batch of plaques and I will add you to the 
list, but we currently are out of stock. We have been working with a local artist but he is a little 
slow on the delivery, which has bee an issue until now.  I hope to have a set soon.  May I ask if 
you support the local nomination? 

 Thank you for the support, 

Jeff  

Jeff Ryan, Architect 

On Aug 8, 2021, at 2:31 PM, William Morse <wemorse@gmail.com> wrote: 

Jeff, 

I hope you are well… 

I am a new neighbor and am interested in a historic district plaque. My home is 3424 N 
21st Street.  

Thank you! 

-- 
William E. Morse, Jr. J.D.
wemorse@gmail.com



From: Peggy Ross
To: Hoogkamer, Lauren
Subject: Fwd: In Opposition to the College Park Historic Special Review District
Date: Tuesday, August 24, 2021 12:17:13 PM

Lauren,

I sent the below email to Reuben McKnight to be passed on to the Landmarks Preservation
Commission in regards to the proposal they are reviewing for a College Park Historic Special
Review District, but it seems he is out of the office and listed you as a contact while he is
gone. 

Can you please pass on my comments below to the Commission? If not, please let me know
where they should be submitted instead. 

Thanks very much and best regards,
Peggy Ross

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Peggy Ross <the.peg@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Aug 24, 2021, 12:05 PM
Subject: In Opposition to the College Park Historic Special Review District
To: McKnight, Reuben <rmcknigh@cityoftacoma.org>

Dear Members of the Landmarks Preservation Commission:

My name is Peggy Ross and I am a homeowner at 2907 N 20th St, just inside the boundaries
of the proposed "College Park Historic Special Review District." I am writing today to let you
know that I strongly oppose the establishment of this district, and, if possible, would like to
have my property excluded if the district does happen to move forward. I would also strongly
advise you not to support the proposal, as it is likely to significantly impact poor and
marginalized families and lead to displacement in our neighborhood through rising rents, taxes
and maintenance costs—all in the name of preserving a certain small group’s idea of what
constitutes “history.”

While the City has never done any sort of equity and inclusion analysis on historic districts (a
gross oversight, in my opinion), we already know that historic districts increase home values
and costs. During the information session hosted by the Landmarks Commission on August
11, which I attended, a realtor shared that historic districts increase home prices by an average
of 12%. Assuming this is correct, it would amount to a huge increase that will affect property
taxes and thus rent amounts in the many multi-unit buildings peppered throughout our
neighborhood. This 12% would be on top of an already out-of-control housing market that has
seen the value of my own home increase over 100% since 2013, in spite of our making zero
changes or renovations to the structure. 

While many people would envy such leaps and bounds in equity, it puts a strain on a growing
family in a small house. Long story short: we need more space. But unfortunately, all of the
houses in Tacoma have appreciated significantly in value, and it is hard to find something

mailto:the.peg@gmail.com
mailto:lhoogkamer@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:the.peg@gmail.com
mailto:rmcknigh@cityoftacoma.org


affordable that would be a "step up." As a result our best option to stay in our home and our
community (close to our child's school, friends, and our place of worship) is to expand, and we
have been making plans to build an addition. However, the special review district would make
this process more difficult and add to the cost burden on our family by requiring extra
permitting and review, limiting materials allowed, etc. I know we cannot be the only family
facing this dilemma in our neighborhood, and establishment of the review district will force
some families to relocate from homes that were once affordable but no longer can be
maintained by the families in them. This begs the question: if rising housing costs from this
proposal force families to leave their homes, is that "preserving neighborhood character?"

Neighborhoods aren't houses, they are people. Yes, there are many excellent examples of fine
American architecture in this neighborhood. I often enjoy walking up and down our
neighborhood sidewalks, admiring Craftsmans, Tudors and Foursquares. They are beautiful,
but are they history all by themselves? 

I couldn't help noticing as I looked over the inventory of structures in the proposal, that the
organizers generally don't know a lot about the homes listed beyond what they can find in
public records. They call homes like mine "the [Surname] house" after whatever family built
it--but they don't know that family or any of its descendants. They don't know why this house
was built rather than some other model. They don't know who else has lived here or what has
been done to the inside of the home since it was built (a lot!). I have learned more about the
history of my home from my elderly neighbor down the street (whose home is ironically "non-
contributing" due to its being too "new" as a 1960s construction) than I have from this
proposal. And that is because the organizers of this proposal are not interested in preserving
history, and they have not been shy about advertising it.

It is explicitly stated on the College Park Historic District wordpress website that organizers
are seeking the district to stop "inappropriate infill." And when a gentleman came to my door
asking for signatures in support of the review district, he made it sound as though the district
already existed--that this was a petition to stop changes to zoning and setbacks, versus a
proposal to limit changes that could be made to homes, or even to preserve the look of the
neighborhood. Leaving aside the argument as to what constitutes "inappropriate" infill (and
why we should all be beholden to a certain cadre's idea of what that is), it is hard to see this as
anything other than an attempt to flout the City's plan for creating more affordable housing in
all the neighborhoods of Tacoma, including desirable North End neighborhoods like ours. 

This campaign has been based on fear--fear of change and fear of "others" like new renters
and developers, but organizers have done very little to make the case that a review district is
warranted, and I believe that forcing the district through would actually create more
opportunities for development as landlords and families with small homes and smaller
incomes "cash out." To me, the best way to preserve our neighborhood is to keep people in
their homes, whether they are owners or renters, and that makes projects to increase inventory,
like Home in Tacoma, essential. 

The historic homes of this neighborhood have collectively weathered over 100 years of zoning
changes and growth in our city. There is no reason to believe they will not continue to do so as
long as we can keep our local communities intact. 

I appreciate your time and attention to this important issue.



Best regards,
Peggy Ross



The following are draft 
suggestions and examples 
provided by the applicant. 
This is not a Commission 

working document.



Rough	Draft:			 Design	Guideline	Amendments	for	College	Park	
August 23, 2021 

Suggested updates and changes to current Design Guidelines for North Slope and Wedge 
Neighborhoods for use in the College Park Historic District. Exemptions & Amendments and 
or suggested changes to individual sections of the guidelines. 

Goals	for	an	historic	district: 
(Based on the Comprehensive Plan, see attached “Pattern 3 Area: Pre-War Compact” 

map) 

 Protect and preserve Tacoma’s historic and cultural character. (DD-13)

 Encourage the protection and restoration of historic buildings and places that
contribute to the distinctive character and history of Tacoma’s evolving urban
environment. (DD-13.1)

 Encourage infill development in vacant parcels within the established urban fabric,
while preserving and complementing historic resources and neighborhood patterns.
(DD-13.2)

 Protect contributing historic structures from demolition and provide opportunities
for public comment throughout the review process (DD-13.3)

 Build upon Tacoma’s unique historic neighborhoods and resources in order to
improve the lives of its residents. (DD-13)

Suggested	revisions	to	the	Design	Guidelines	by	Section:	

Section	II:	Preservation and Sustainability	

This section could be expanded for a more in-depth discussion of the issues and the reasons 
why the preservation of existing homes of fifty or more years of age are the Greenest 
solution.  The Cities preservation plan, although dated, has some good notations in this 
regard, but the design guidelines may have a bigger impact since they are being used on a 
daily basis for review and permitting of new projects. 

Interesting	reference	for	the	TLPC	discussion:	City	of	Boise,	ID,	Residential	District	guidelines.	
Boise	has	fairly	good	information	on	Sustainability	and	Energy	efficient	retrofits	and	additions	
and	it	might	be	worth	a	reviewing	as	part	of	an	update	to	the	City	of	Tacoma	Guidelines.	They	
have	also	covered	renewable	energy	topics	like	Solar	and	wind.	



	
Section	III, Guidelines for the Alteration of Existing Buildings 
 
Guidelines for Windows: 
 
6. Sustainability and Thermal Retrofitting: 

 
I would like to suggest adding wooden storm windows to this section as a specific way of 
improving energy efficiency.  Wooden storm windows are an acceptable and preferred 
solution over window replacements.  Use of storm windows in addition to historic windows 
can achieve similar thermal performance to replacement windows, per 2002 Lawrence 
Berkeley National Laboratory report, with 10 year or better payback period with un-
insulated glass and weather stripping,. (Energy Star rating) a payback period that can be 
reduced further with low-E lamented glazing. 
 
 
Historic Siding and Exteriors 
 
5. Maintenance of Historic Masonry 
 
Add; match “Permeability” to the Mortar description. It’s possible to match the strength 
of the original mortar but with less permeability; lime base mortars are more permeable. 
Reduced permeability can lock in moisture causing deterioration and efflorescence as the 
moisture migrates though the brick. It can also lead to spalling of the brick face. 
 
Accessory Structures and Parking 
 
3. Attached Garages and Carports are Inappropriate may be used depending on the age 
and style of the home. While generally not appropriate for homes built before 1940, mid-
century architecture did incorporate these elements into their design and character. Use of 
attached garages and carports shall be based on style and age of historic home. 
 
 
Section	IV:	Guidelines for New Construction 
 
Suggested items to be added to the list or added to the Amendment page for College Park	
	

 New construction and infill shall be architecturally compatible within surrounding 
contexts through appropriate use of form, scale, design and materials.  (H.I.T. 
reference) 
 

 Maintain the districts character through preservation of open space, light and 
ventilation between homes, maintaining traditional setbacks from the street and 
adjacent properties. Align the facades of new construction with the facades of 
existing buildings. Build new structures with similar spacing relative to the other 
buildings along the street. If larger structures are built adjacent to historic homes, 
break up the massing of the new structure to reduce its visual impact and mass. 
 



 Building entries in new construction shall be oriented towards the primary street
adjacent to the property under review; vehicular parking and site access shall be off
the alley.

 Limit heights of new structures to 25 feet (similar to view sensitive overlay areas of
the city) or the maximum height of the contributing historic home or adjacent
contributing historic home, whichever is greater. Possibly listing the height limit as
a Historic and Cultural Preservation overlay zone similar to the View Sensitive area
within the city.  Applications for new construction would follow the same requires
for review as a view sensitive overlay district.

 The use of the term “Historic and Cultural Preservation” would bring the policy in
line with the language of SEPA and Washington State Environmental Policy, section
B, 13 Historic and Cultural Preservation and Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act.

 New buildings should appear similar in height, width and scale to historic homes
and structures.

Roof Shapes and Materials 

Guidelines 

3. Clarification on the use of “Tile” needs to be addressed for certain architectural styles.

Is there typo in the first word of the second sentence? Should the correct word be 
“Standing or flat Seam Roofs? This statement may need further clarification 

Exterior Materials 

2. Stucco: this needs to be amended to include styles that used this material in the
neighborhood.  Exterior Insulated Finish Systems (EIFS) is not stucco and needs to be
listed accordingly.  EIFS is and assembly of faux stucco over rigid insulation.

4. I am not in support of banning Board and Batten outright as a finish material?

5. Add thickness to the Cement/ engineered siding requirements. Hardi has a newer
profile that is thicker and a shadow line that is closer to historic profiles.  You may also
want to broaden your description to include other mineral based / composite products.
Boral’s, Tru-exterior is made of pot ash (burn coal by product) and it can be cut to form
moldings profiles, paintable and will not absorb water or rot.

Windows and Rhythm of Openings 

4. I am not a fan of Vinyl windows on many levels but you may want to consider
reducing the level of restriction on Accessory and non-visible windows.



 
 
 
Section	V: Street Improvements / Standards 
 
2.  Sidewalks shall match the historic pattern of the district; generally they are 5 feet in 

width with saw-cut or tooled joints without change to surface finish, which 
produces a 30 inch square pattern.  No 6 inch edge border as shown for the wider 
sidewalks in the NS. & Wedge districts. Concrete color shall be added to match 
historic lamp black finish (dark grey) and the finish texture is Sand or Sand Wash 
finishes not a boomed finish. 

 
4. Street lights shall match the neo-historic concrete post found within the district 

with matching acorn light fixture. LED Lamp color shall be warm white (2800 
Kelvins). Cobra headed fixtures are not allowed. 

 
6.  Sidewalks shall be stamped with street names per historic examples found within 

district, matching original font, size and description. 
7.  Contractor stamps found in existing sidewalks shall be preserve. Saw cut 16” Sq. 

containing stamp and reinstall center in 39 inch square of new work. 
8.  New ADA ramps truncated dome material shall be a contrasting color, dark brown, 

cast iron truncated dome plates (unfinished) set into new work preferred. 
9.  Brick gutters and granite curbs shall be retained in place to the greatest extent 

possible. Granite curbs and bricks if removed shall be reused as public benches and 
landscape boarders within district. 

10.   Retain historic and champion trees, trees that add character to the district. 
 
Section	VI: Commercial Construction 
 
There are currently no commercial structures within the neighborhood but if that changed 

I am not opposed to the guidelines suggested by the Wedge. 
 
 
	 	



Section	VII: Exemptions & Amendments (suggested Draft Changes from Wedge 
Neighborhood) 

 
WEDGE NEIGHBORHOOD  College Park Historic District 
 
The following actions are exempt from the requirements for Design Review:  
 
1. Any alterations to noncontributing properties within the Wedge Historic College 

Park Historic District Special Review District, as defined by the District Inventory 
adopted by the Commission and kept on file at the Historic Preservation Office 
and any alterations to properties within the designated Conservation District, are 
exempt from the design review requirements; provided, that alterations to 
accessory structures within the Historic District and the demolition of any 
structures in the Historic District and Conservation District, including 
noncontributing and accessory structures or the construction of new buildings, are 
not exempt from the provisions of this chapter;  
 

2.  Historically nonresidential and commercial use structures; provided, that the 
demolition of noncontributing or accessory structures are not exempt from the 
provisions of this chapter;  

 
3.  Interior modifications to existing structures, unless those modifications affect the 

exterior appearance of the structure;  
 
4.  Changes to the exteriors of contributing structures that are not visible from 

adjacent public rights-of-way may be granted an administrative Certificate of 
Approval by the Historic Preservation Officer, provided that staff is able to 
determine that the proposed project is consistent with the district design 
guidelines and applicable Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, all without 
prejudice to the right of the owner at any time to apply directly to the Commission 
for its consideration and action on such matters;  

 
5.  Any alterations to private residential structures that are specifically exempted 

from permit requirements in the Residential Building Code as adopted by the City 
(such as painting and minor repairs such as caulking or weather-stripping);  

 
6.  The installation, alteration, or repair of public and private plumbing, sewer, water, 

and gas piping systems, where no right-of-way restoration is required;  
 
7.  The installation, alteration, or repair of public and private electrical, telephone, 

and cable television wiring systems; provided that the installation of solar panels, 
wind generators, and cellular antenna towers is not exempt;  

 
8.  The landscaping of private residences;  
 



9. The maintenance of existing parking conditions and configurations, including
curb cuts, driveways, alleys, and parking lots (new installations are subject to
review by the Commission);

10. Signs not exceeding the limitations for a home occupation permit (TMC
13.06.100.E: one nonilluminated nameplate not exceeding one and one-half
square feet in area placed flat against the building) and those installed by the City
for directional and locational purposes;

11. The following types of projects within the public rights-of-way: ADA
accessibility ramps and installations, in-road work, traffic-signaling equipment,
utility

The following actions are Amendments to the design requirements for Design Review:  

1. T. B. D. thru further discussion. See Section IV for suggestions

General Notes / Comments: 

 Document will need to be revised to include College Park Historic District within
text along with the other two districts. (find and auto correct to add)

 City Website: It is hard to find the Design Standards on the City of Tacoma Website,
suggest adding a new tab under Historic District to provide direct access to the
guidelines, rather than under specific Districts.



Comprehensive Plan Policy statements for reference / incorporation into Design 
Guidelines: 

Policy DD–1.5 Encourage building and street designs that respect the unique built 
natural, historic, and cultural characteristics of Tacoma’s centers, corridors, historic 
residential pattern areas and open space corridors, described in the Urban Form chapter 

Policy DD–4.1 Preserve and enhance the quality, character and function of Tacoma’s 
residential neighborhoods 

Policy DD–7.1 Encourage rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of buildings, especially those 
of historic or cultural significance, to conserve natural resources, reduce waste, and 
demonstrate stewardship of the built environment. 

Policy DD–7.2 Promote seismic and energy efficiency retrofits of historic buildings and 
other existing structures to reduce carbon emissions, save money, and improve public 
safety. 

GOAL UF–13 Promote the unique physical, social and cultural character Historic 
Residential Pattern Areas as integral to Tacoma’s sense of place 

Policy UF–13.2 Promote infill development within the residential pattern areas that 
respects the context of the area and contributes to the overall quality of design. 

Pattern Area 3: Pre-War Compact (Refer to attachment) 
This is Tacoma’s most historic section of residential development, and also some of the 
densest neighborhoods in Tacoma, containing homes ranging from pre-1900 to the 
current era. The street grid is very well connected and blocks tend to be fairly short, 
supporting a highly walkable environment. This area has a variety of pre-zoning non-
conforming lot sizes, prevalent alleyways, many large historic homes, and a mix of 
residential types and non-residential uses blended within the historic fabric. A significant 
portion of this area is built on dramatic slopes with home designs emphasizing views of 
Commencement Bay and Puget Sound.  

 Policy UF–13.18 Maintain and enhance the streetcar era pattern of street‐ 
oriented buildings.

 Policy UF–13.19 Preserve the area’s urban fabric of compact blocks and highly
interconnected grid of streets.

 Policy UF–13.20 Fill gaps in the urban fabric through infill development on
vacant and underutilized sites.

 Policy UF–13.21 Integrate new development into the districts’ historic
development patterns.

 Policy UF–13.22 Continue the pattern of small, connected blocks and the regular
lot patterns.

 Policy UF–13.23 Maintain and enhance the quality and character of the business
districts, with good street frontages and pedestrian amenities.



 Policy UF–13.24 Promote the retention of the existing tree canopy. Retain large,
mature trees, except when they block views or pose a hazard.

 Policy UF–13.25 Use the extensive street, sidewalk, and trail system to make
connections to Downtown Tacoma and other major destinations. Enhance the
gulches along Ruston Way to provide a respite from the built environment and to
promote connectivity between the neighborhoods and the shoreline

 Policy UF–13.26 Preserve historic bridges that cross the gulches. In particular,
maintain the lighting standards and plaques on the North Proctor Bridge that
crosses over Puget Gulch.

 Policy UF–13.27 Preserve and expand historic street lighting along both arterial
and neighborhood streets in historic districts.

 Policy UF–13.28 Encourage the conversion of electrical substations for recreational
purposes if the sites are no longer needed for their intended purpose.

 Policy UF–13.29 Protect the residential integrity of the Wedge and North Slope
neighborhoods.



Character defining historic trees

Street Names stamped into sidewalks

Home addresses  stamped into entry walks

Makers marks, dated contractor stamps

Brick gutter detailing

Fluted concrete street light with acorn globe

Streetscape Features
College Park National 

Historic District.
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Jeffrey Ryan
Sticky Note
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McKnight, Reuben

From: Katy Nicoud Evans <katy.nicoud@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2021 10:09 AM
To: Landmarks
Subject: Objection to the proposed College Park Historic District

Hello, 
I would like to officially share that I do not support the proposed historic district where I own property. I have 
no idea why this district is proposed and it seems extremely unnecessary. If there is any information regarding 
the why of this proposed district, I would appreciate learning about it.  
 
 - Katy Evans 
2916 N 13th St 
Tacoma, WA 98406 
 
 
--  
KATY EVANS 
working & playing for a just & creative Tacoma 
katy.nicoud@gmail.com 
she/her|253-583-4718|twitter|about.me|calendly.com/katynicoud 
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McKnight, Reuben

From: Katy Nicoud Evans <katy.nicoud@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 1, 2021 5:41 PM
To: Crabtree, Mary
Cc: McKnight, Reuben; Scuderi, Zoe
Subject: Re: Information Session | Proposed College Park Historic District

Thank you, Mary - I will be out of data range on that day so I just want to reiterate my objection: 
 
Although I agree there are some homes and buildings with historic significance in the proposed district, I am 
not seeing any compelling reason that this district should exist.  
 
Instead, this proposal seems to be more of a hindrance to any potential density or development in the area. I see 
this proposal and others like it as problematic and exclusionist. 
 
 Why would we block off an area of low density directly adjacent to a college, making it extremely difficult for 
this neighborhood to make way for affordable housing options for those who would like to live in this beautiful 
neighborhood but are being systematically kept out? 
 
 Why not just have those whose homes have historical significance just register those properties? When we 
think about it in those terms, it becomes clear that this is not about preserving history or "character", and more 
about using the buzzy and dangerous notion of preserving a neighborhood's character to reinforce structural 
systems of oppression. I do not want to live in a district that rejects change and opportunity, and does not 
welcome new neighbors. 
 
 - Katy Evans 
2916 N 13th St 
 
On Tue, Aug 31, 2021 at 5:29 PM Crabtree, Mary <MCrabtree@cityoftacoma.org> wrote: 

Hello: 

  

This is a reminder that the Landmarks Preservation Commission will hold a second public information session 
during its meeting on September 8, 2021, at approximately 5:30 p.m. to answer questions about the proposed 
College Park Historic District.  This is not a hearing.  For more information, please see the attached document.

  

Thank you, 

Mary Crabtree (she/her) 

Administrative Assistant 

City of Tacoma - Planning & Development Services 
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747 Market Street, Room 345, Tacoma, WA 98402 

Desk: 253-591-2051 | Cell: 253-331-3249 

  

 
 
 
--  
KATY EVANS 
working & playing for a just & creative Tacoma 
katy.nicoud@gmail.com 
she/her|253-583-4718|twitter|about.me|calendly.com/katynicoud 
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McKnight, Reuben

From: Katy Nicoud Evans <katy.nicoud@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2021 10:09 AM
To: Landmarks
Subject: Objection to the proposed College Park Historic District

Hello, 
I would like to officially share that I do not support the proposed historic district where I own property. I have 
no idea why this district is proposed and it seems extremely unnecessary. If there is any information regarding 
the why of this proposed district, I would appreciate learning about it.  
 
 - Katy Evans 
2916 N 13th St 
Tacoma, WA 98406 
 
 
--  
KATY EVANS 
working & playing for a just & creative Tacoma 
katy.nicoud@gmail.com 
she/her|253-583-4718|twitter|about.me|calendly.com/katynicoud 
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McKnight, Reuben

From: Julie and Jay TURNER  . . . . <juliejayturner@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 27, 2021 1:31 PM
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: Comments from LPC meeting

Reuben, I need to say a little bit about the comments on boundaries made by a Commissioner, along with 
another member's comments about equity at the recent LPC meeting.  
 
Apparently, some commissioners are not familiar with the rules that the State makes on boundaries for 
National Register applications - they want straight lines along the streets.  College Park saw no reason to 
change boundaries for an application for the City District.  NSHD had to leave out the little nose south of 
Grant in the NSHD's application for the Washington and National Registers because the State wanted 
straight lines on the boundaries.  This caused us to also have a ragged edge along North I St. because we 
were required to straighten the line left from the Stadium National District.   
 
College Park has nice, clean boundaries that are easy to see, which is a good thing. 
 
In addition, the equity issue is moot here because there is no consideration in historic preservation for 
who lives in an historic property NOW; the concern is with architecture that needs to be preserved.  Equity 
is a modern issue, not one anyone considered when settling College Park.   
 
Thanks for all for serving Tacoma's historic areas. 
 
Julie Turner 
817 North J St. 
Tacoma, WA 98403 
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McKnight, Reuben

From: Joann Prunty <jpruntytac@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 1, 2021 5:17 AM
To: Landmarks
Subject: Proposed college park historic district

I am writing because I am unable to attend the comment session regarding the college park historical district. I 
understand that some people signed the petition in favor of the proposal because they thought it would prevent multi 
family structures, as proposed by the planning commission, from being erected in the neighborhood. In fact I was told 
this, in exactly those words, by the person collecting signatures in support of the historic designation for the area.  
I understand that this is not true. If it is not true and an historic designation for the neighborhood will not prevent multi 
family structures from being erected in the “historic “ district many people were told a lie. This should, at the very least, 
result in a new survey of those in the area with a clear written statement that the previous information regarding multi 
family structures, which the sponsors  of the petition incorrectly presented, was and still is not true.  
Sincerely 
JoAnn Prunty 
Sent from my iPhone 
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McKnight, Reuben

From: Katy Nicoud Evans <katy.nicoud@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 1, 2021 5:41 PM
To: Crabtree, Mary
Cc: McKnight, Reuben; Scuderi, Zoe
Subject: Re: Information Session | Proposed College Park Historic District

Thank you, Mary - I will be out of data range on that day so I just want to reiterate my objection: 
 
Although I agree there are some homes and buildings with historic significance in the proposed district, I am 
not seeing any compelling reason that this district should exist.  
 
Instead, this proposal seems to be more of a hindrance to any potential density or development in the area. I see 
this proposal and others like it as problematic and exclusionist. 
 
 Why would we block off an area of low density directly adjacent to a college, making it extremely difficult for 
this neighborhood to make way for affordable housing options for those who would like to live in this beautiful 
neighborhood but are being systematically kept out? 
 
 Why not just have those whose homes have historical significance just register those properties? When we 
think about it in those terms, it becomes clear that this is not about preserving history or "character", and more 
about using the buzzy and dangerous notion of preserving a neighborhood's character to reinforce structural 
systems of oppression. I do not want to live in a district that rejects change and opportunity, and does not 
welcome new neighbors. 
 
 - Katy Evans 
2916 N 13th St 
 
On Tue, Aug 31, 2021 at 5:29 PM Crabtree, Mary <MCrabtree@cityoftacoma.org> wrote: 

Hello: 

  

This is a reminder that the Landmarks Preservation Commission will hold a second public information session 
during its meeting on September 8, 2021, at approximately 5:30 p.m. to answer questions about the proposed 
College Park Historic District.  This is not a hearing.  For more information, please see the attached document.

  

Thank you, 

Mary Crabtree (she/her) 

Administrative Assistant 

City of Tacoma - Planning & Development Services 
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747 Market Street, Room 345, Tacoma, WA 98402 

Desk: 253-591-2051 | Cell: 253-331-3249 

  

 
 
 
--  
KATY EVANS 
working & playing for a just & creative Tacoma 
katy.nicoud@gmail.com 
she/her|253-583-4718|twitter|about.me|calendly.com/katynicoud 
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McKnight, Reuben

From: Joann Prunty <jpruntytac@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 1, 2021 5:17 AM
To: Landmarks
Subject: Proposed college park historic district

I am writing because I am unable to attend the comment session regarding the college park historical district. I 
understand that some people signed the petition in favor of the proposal because they thought it would prevent multi 
family structures, as proposed by the planning commission, from being erected in the neighborhood. In fact I was told 
this, in exactly those words, by the person collecting signatures in support of the historic designation for the area.  
I understand that this is not true. If it is not true and an historic designation for the neighborhood will not prevent multi 
family structures from being erected in the “historic “ district many people were told a lie. This should, at the very least, 
result in a new survey of those in the area with a clear written statement that the previous information regarding multi 
family structures, which the sponsors  of the petition incorrectly presented, was and still is not true.  
Sincerely 
JoAnn Prunty 
Sent from my iPhone 
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McKnight, Reuben

From: Julie and Jay TURNER  . . . . <juliejayturner@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 27, 2021 1:31 PM
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: Comments from LPC meeting

Reuben, I need to say a little bit about the comments on boundaries made by a Commissioner, along with 
another member's comments about equity at the recent LPC meeting.  
 
Apparently, some commissioners are not familiar with the rules that the State makes on boundaries for 
National Register applications - they want straight lines along the streets.  College Park saw no reason to 
change boundaries for an application for the City District.  NSHD had to leave out the little nose south of 
Grant in the NSHD's application for the Washington and National Registers because the State wanted 
straight lines on the boundaries.  This caused us to also have a ragged edge along North I St. because we 
were required to straighten the line left from the Stadium National District.   
 
College Park has nice, clean boundaries that are easy to see, which is a good thing. 
 
In addition, the equity issue is moot here because there is no consideration in historic preservation for 
who lives in an historic property NOW; the concern is with architecture that needs to be preserved.  Equity 
is a modern issue, not one anyone considered when settling College Park.   
 
Thanks for all for serving Tacoma's historic areas. 
 
Julie Turner 
817 North J St. 
Tacoma, WA 98403 
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McKnight, Reuben

From: Pamela Kohler <pamelakkohler@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 5, 2021 9:31 AM
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: No to proposed college park historic district

Dear Mr McKnight, 
 
As a resident of the proposed college park historic district, I am writing to express my strong opposition to this 
plan. Although I share in appreciation of the many homes in our area, these are by no means historic, and the 
proposal serves only to maintain an aesthetic and set of values of a certain group of people. I support efforts to 
improve both density and diversity in the north end. The proposed restrictions will effectively limit both. This is 
not a good look for Tacoma during times of great racial injustice and housing insecurity. Please do not allow 
this proposal to move forward. 
 
Kind regards, 
Pamela Kohler  
3309 N 19th St  
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McKnight, Reuben

From: Jeffrey J.  Ryan <jjryan@harbornet.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 5, 2021 10:32 AM
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: FW: CPHD plaques - 301 N. 19th  & 3009 N. 13th - Local register support

Hi again, 
 
Here is another for your files 
 
Jeff  
 
Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect 
LEED AP, BD+C 

College Park Historic District Association 
3017 North 13th St. 
Tacoma, WA 98406 
  
v 253.759.0161 
c 253.380.3197 
 
From: Shannon Heinrick [mailto:cedarstreet.sh@gmail.com]  
Sent: Saturday, September 04, 2021 10:52 PM 
To: Jeffrey J. Ryan 
Subject: Re: CPHD plaques 
 
I fully support the proposed listing and documentation of the College Park Historic District on the National 
Register of Historic Places. I have 2 plaques designating such. They are 3011 North 19-th St and 3009 North 
13-th. I own both properties.  
 
Sincerely,  
Shannon Heinrick 
253-301-2878 
 
 
Thanks for the heads up on Pop!😀😀😀😀 
 
On Fri, Sep 3, 2021 at 2:59 PM Jeffrey J. Ryan <jjryan@harbornet.com> wrote: 

HI, 

  

I have you down for your home, you signed to petition but not the 13th street house.  Just to keep the records straight 
and in case the city audits or list and email works as a signature for 13th. But I would go ahead and list both for the city.

  

Thanks, 
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Jeff  

  

Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect 

LEED AP, BD+C 

Ryan Architecture 

3017 North 13th St. 

Tacoma, WA 98406 

  

v 253.759.0161 

c 253.380.3197 

  

From: Shannon Heinrick [mailto:cedarstreet.sh@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, September 03, 2021 1:49 PM 
To: Jeffrey J. Ryan 
Subject: Re: CPHD plaques 

  

How about in 15 minutes! 

  

On Fri, Sep 3, 2021 at 1:47 PM Jeffrey J. Ryan <jjryan@harbornet.com> wrote: 

Hi Shannon, 

  

We could make it to the phone in time, and unfortunately is the old land line with no caller id :}  We are 
around today and this weekend, when would you like to pick it up? You have been waiting the longest, so we 
will make it work.   

  

I gave the house phone because on the weekends I don’t always look at the business lines below 

  

Thanks, 

Jeff 
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Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect 

LEED AP, BD+C 

Ryan Architecture 

3017 North 13th St. 

Tacoma, WA 98406 

  

v 253.759.0161 

c 253.380.3197 
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McKnight, Reuben

From: Jeffrey J.  Ryan <jjryan@harbornet.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 5, 2021 10:31 AM
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: FW: Plaque - 925 N. Alder - Support for Local listing

HI Rueben, 
 
Here's another comment for your files. 
 
Thanks, 
Jeff 
 
Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect 
LEED AP, BD+C 
College Park Historic District Association 
3017 North 13th St. 
Tacoma, WA 98406 
  
v 253.759.0161 
c 253.380.3197 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Cathy [mailto:cathy98406@gmail.com]  
Sent: Saturday, September 04, 2021 11:36 PM 
To: Jeffrey J. Ryan 
Subject: Re: Plaque 
 
Yes Jeff I agree we should be on the Register. 
 
 
> On Sep 4, 2021, at 8:21 PM, Jeffrey J. Ryan <jjryan@harbornet.com> wrote: 
>  
> Hi Cathy, 
>  
> I was wondering if you support our efforts for listing on the Tacoma Register of Historic Places? Its not a requirement 
for a NR plaque we are just trying to track the level of support and we are good either way.  
>  
> Just let me know when you'd like to pick up the NR Plaque 
>  
> Thanks, 
> Jeff 
>  
> Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect 
> LEED AP, BD+C 
> College Park Historic District Association 
> 3017 North 13th St. 
> Tacoma, WA 98406 
>  
> v 253.759.0161 
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> c 253.380.3197 
>  
>  
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Jeffrey J. Ryan [mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com]  
> Sent: Saturday, September 04, 2021 3:01 PM 
> To: 'Cathy' 
> Subject: RE: Plaque 
>  
> Hi, 
>  
> Congratulations you are caller number 3.   
>  
> We are around most of the weekend, if you have time today just let us know. 
>  
> Thank you for your support of the district. 
>  
> Jeff 
>  
> Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect 
> LEED AP, BD+C 
> Ryan Architecture 
> 3017 North 13th St. 
> Tacoma, WA 98406 
>  
> v 253.759.0161 
> c 253.380.3197 
>  
>  
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Cathy [mailto:cathy98406@gmail.com]  
> Sent: Saturday, September 04, 2021 11:38 AM 
> To: jjryan@harbornet.com 
> Subject: Plaque 
>  
> Hello. I’d love one of the College Park plaques. Where/when can I pick up? 
> Thank you, 
> Cathy Reed 
> 925 N Alder St 
> 253‐273‐3034= 
>  
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Scuderi, Zoe

From: Jeffrey J.  Ryan <jjryan@harbornet.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 7, 2021 11:22 AM
To: Landmarks; McKnight, Reuben
Cc: Susan Ryan
Subject: FW: Support for the CPHD

Please add to the comments submitted to date. 

Jeff 

Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect 
LEED AP, BD+C 

College Park Historic District Association 
3017 North 13th St. 
Tacoma, WA 98406 

v 253.759.0161 
c 253.380.3197 

From: Rod Koon [mailto:rkletitbe@msn.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 07, 2021 9:11 AM 
To: jjryan@harbornet.com 
Subject: Support for the CPHD 

Please accept this email as indication of our support for the establishment of the College Park Historic District. 

Let me know if you need anything else from us on this issue. 

Rod and Tracey Koon 
1810 North Puget Sounds 
Tacoma, WA  98406 

PS: Hope you’re all doing well.  



Reuben McKnight 
Historic Preservation Officer City of Tacoma 
Tacoma, WA 

Dear Mr. McKnight, 

This letter is to support the creation of a new Tacoma Residential Historic District 
near UPS - College Park Historic District. The neighborhood group doing the work 
has created a lovely district of vintage homes, mostly built up to the 1920s. They are 
all proud of their homes and want to be on the Tacoma Register to accent their historic 
value; the neighborhood is already on the National and the Washington Heritage 
Registers. 

We urge the Tacoma Landmarks Commission to follow the National and State 
registers and place College Park on the Tacoma Register. The mandate of Chapter 
13.07, which has to do with designating and maintaining historic resources in Tacoma 
is this: 

A. Preserve and protect historic resources, including both designated City
landmarks and historic resources which are eligible for state, local, or national
listing;

B. Establish and maintain an open and public process for the designation and
maintenance of City landmarks and other historic resources which represent
the history of architecture and culture of the City and the nation, and to apply
historic preservation standards and guidelines to individual projects fairly and
equitably.

Please advise Landmarks Commissioners to follow the mandate given to them 
under Chapter 13.07 when analyzing College Park’s application. As a resident 
of the North Slope Historic District, we have always had trust in the 
Commissioners to act fairly in all their decisions, and look forward to seeing 
Tacoma establish a new historic district - College Park. 

Thank you to the commissioners, and to you for your work for all of us. 

Julie and Jay Turner 
817 North J Street 
Tacoma, WA 98403 
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Scuderi, Zoe

From: Barbara Cordis-Lowe <bcordislowe@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 12, 2021 9:42 PM
To: Landmarks
Subject: The College Park District nomination

To the members of the Landmarks Commission, 

I live in the National and Washington State recognized College Park Historic District. I FULLY support the nomination of 
the district to the City of Tacoma. Please ratify the wishes of our neighborhood. 

Thank you, 

Barbara Cordis‐Lowe 
1002 N. Junett St. 
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Scuderi, Zoe

From: Jeffrey J.  Ryan <jjryan@harbornet.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 12, 2021 3:26 PM
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: FW: Hello! New on Junett…

Please add this email to your list of supporters, 1907 N. Junett 

Jeff  

Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect 
LEED AP, BD+C 

College Park Historic District Association 
3017 North 13th St. 
Tacoma, WA 98406 

v 253.759.0161 
c 253.380.3197 

From: Perry [mailto:perryhobbs@gmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, October 10, 2021 3:30 PM 
To: jjryan@harbornet.com 
Subject: Hello! New on Junett… 

Hi Jeffrey,  
My family & I just moved to the neighborhood last month and would like to show our support for the college 
park historic district you’ve been working on getting local approval for. I caught up on some of the recent 
events you’ve posted on the Facebook page, and plan to sign whichever surveys come to us and any I notice 
getting posted in the group (if it’s not too late for those). 

I saw about the plaques as well, and I haven’t seen many on my neighbors doors yet. We would love to buy one 
for ours, if there are still any left. We’re in the Ural Hoffman house on Junett. It’s been a real treat learning 
about the history of the owner, the house, & neighborhood. 

Wanted to say thanks for your dedication, research, and pulling the community together.  

Best, 
Perry & Yuri 
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Scuderi, Zoe

From: Wally Croshaw <wcroshaw@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 12, 2021 3:08 PM
To: Landmarks
Cc: Joann Merrill
Subject: Support for College Park Historic District

Confirming homeowners at 3017 N 10th St, Tacoma, WA 98406 support the creation of the College Park 
Historic District. 

Walter Croshaw and Joann Merrill 
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Scuderi, Zoe

From: Elisa Friske <The.Friskes@outlook.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 12, 2021 1:27 PM
To: Landmarks
Subject: I support College Park Historical District

Tacoma Landmark Association, 

Having lived in Bothell, the moment we visited Tacoma's North End my wife & I instantly fell in love with the culture & 
architecture of the area.  So much so that without knowing anyone in the are, we put our house on the market within 2 
weeks of visiting North Tacoma for the first time. We were able to also find a home in the now College Park District as 
well shortly after.  

We love the old homes, the neighborhoods, the quieter streets. It just "feels" like home all around us.  

On the flip side I work in Seattle and have seen beautiful neighborhoods with historical significance filled with tear 
downs and modern homes popping up all over the place like a sore thumb. Not the mention the horrible traffic.  

I greatly fear losing the neighborhood feel as it currently is for my children to grow up in. I simply don't trust contractors 
coming in and building multi‐dwelling family housing units that will add to the neighborhoods.  I just don't see that kind 
of talent now days that will match what the craftsmen from the 10's, 20's and 1930's had will the type of building 
material that we now use.  

This is a BIGGEST reason we moved here. The historical feel of our neighborhood. I gave up a longer commute for it. If it 
just turns into modern homes and apartments then I might have well just stayed in suburbia Bothell. The north end is 
special for a reason.   

I greatly favor making College Park Historical District as part of the Tacoma Historical register.  

Thank you, 

Brian & Elisa Friske 
3016 N 10th St 
Tacoma, WA 98406 



1

McKnight, Reuben

From: Jeffrey J.  Ryan <jjryan@harbornet.com>
Sent: Monday, November 8, 2021 11:42 AM
To: Landmarks; McKnight, Reuben
Cc: Susan Ryan; Tom Lowe
Subject: RE: CPNHD - Opinion Survey results 

Good morning, 

Please disregard the previous email total, I missed a cell in the total count.  The following is the corrected numbers. 

I hope you are as pleased by the results of the survey as we are.  Combining our efforts to date and the opinion survey 
results shows 379 properties have responded out of the 582 properties within the district or 65.1 of the properties. The 
opinion survey resulted in 14 additional supporter, 6 reversal from yes to no and a number of additional written non‐
supporting responses. Based on our calculations the total count to date is 310 yes & 69 no, with 6 properties with both 
a  yes from a renter and a no by an owner. In these cases we split the vote giving 3 to the yes and 3 to the no, If you wish 
we could show these 6 properties as non‐supporting, it would change the percentage shown below by 0.2% 

Currently based on the responses received, 81.8 % of the respondents are in favor and 18.2% are not in favor of the 
historic district, based on one vote per property. 

I have provided this information for the Landmarks Commission based on their request for a comparison between our 
efforts and the opinion survey. Hopefully the commission will agree the two findings are similar, both our efforts and the 
opinion survey show majority support for the creation of a local historic district. I also have this in a spread sheet form if 
they require. 

The opinion survey efforts garnished a high number of responses based on similar surveys by the city, we hope the 
Commission is please by the response as well.   
Thank you for your time, Please forward this on to the Commission. 

Jeff   

Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect 
LEED AP, BD+C 

College Park Historic District Association 
3017 North 13th St. 
Tacoma, WA 98406 

v 253.759.0161 
c 253.380.3197 
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McKnight, Reuben

From: Cheyenne Hallie <crhallie@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 7, 2021 4:43 PM
To: constituentservices@tacoma.org; McKnight, Reuben; Thoms, Robert; 

sarahmourino@gmail.com; Woodards, Victoria
Subject: In opposition to the College Park Historic Designation

To whom it may concern- 

I live in a home that was built on the corner of N Cedar St and 19th street N 
before there was a corner. It started life as a 2 bedroom cabin with a 
basement for the furnace, an attic for storage and a unique pebble & concrete 
exterior. The attic became an unwalled living space for 2 boys in the 1950s. 
The basement is a mix of workshop rooms from different eras and 
underheight ceilings. The exterior keeps us chilly in all but 90+ degrees. The 
driveway that leads from the alley to the garage is far too steep for a vehicle 
but is very conducive to flooding. A sprawling home, what it lacks in 
practically it more than makes up for in charm. We love our house, our 
neighborhood and this City of Destiny. 
The proposal for a Super Historic  Designation is confusing. A hodgepodge 
of styles and sizes, our neighbors appreciate the different stories of private 
homeowners who built their own houses, not to mention the 120 years of 
creatives who added a touch here or there. We are Ttown; a bit gritty with a 
whole lot of energy. As a neighbor said to me, “Are we historic or just old?”
In order to make our home sustainable we will need to finish replacing our 
windows with modern, triple panes. As we need a new roof we’d love to add 
solar panels. The rain barrels we added have curbed the foundation flooding 
during storms. And finally, should we choose to age in place, modifications 
both outside and in are a must. Owning an older home is a labor of love. 
Labor indeed!! 
With the price of real estate souring we potentially cannot afford to move. If 
we can’t update our home I don’t know what we’ll do.  
Forcing our neighborhood to be what it is not, fancy, is not in keeping with 
our nature. We are not homogeneous and that is Tacoma’s great story to tell. 
Please reject further designations on our beloved College Park. 
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Sincerely, 
Cheyenne Roberts Hallie  
Proud Ttowner since 1999 
Homeowner, former public school parent, small business owner 



From: Crabtree, Mary
To: Landmarks
Cc: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: FW: “LPC Meeting 12/8/21”
Date: Wednesday, December 8, 2021 3:39:02 PM

Forwarding this comment.

Thank you,
Mary Crabtree (she/her)
Administrative Assistant
City of Tacoma - Planning & Development Services
747 Market Street, Room 345, Tacoma, WA 98402
Desk: 253-591-2051 | Cell: 253-331-3249

From: David Ullman <1onedeu1@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, December 8, 2021 2:48 PM
To: Crabtree, Mary <MCrabtree@cityoftacoma.org>
Subject: Not Quite Sure Why I Should Send This To...

Something to think about...

Historic places are more than just old. In fact, more often that not, you can drive or walk right by
them and never noticed a little sign or a plaque on a wall.  One might say that most historic places
are are easily missed. That is, until what makes it historic is revealed. Then it's like a light being
turned on in dark room.  The College Park area is like that.

As the early 1900's began to unroll Tacoma's upward bound had worked their way closer to what
most people call the "American Dream"  They built homes that became a source of pride for their
families. The area became a neighborhood...a mixture of cultures and backgrounds all sharing
common goals.  They planted gardens, shrubs, and trees that would become an environmental
 canopy.  And 1924  the University of Puget Sound  found a home here and began its growth toward
becoming an internationally recognized school.

Despite the disaster pf 1929 the people of College Square square struggled mightily for the next 6
years. Like most Americans they had to work  survive the Great Depression.  Despite the depression,
their homes were cared for, grass was cut, trees pruned gardens tended to.  In a very real sense the
"American Dream" was realized by the tenacity and spirit of folks determined to prevail.

Today, College Park... it's gardens, trees, lawns and homes…  offer silent testimony to the families
that built a life in Tacoma; 
the traditions and history that remain today.  It's a history that can be felt the traditions and history
that remains today.  It's a history that can be felt simply with a 30 minute stroll or dog walk through
its streets.  It’s  simple truth.

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=1F4E0DE6C9444D489E0F1C511DB28D26-CRABTREE, M
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org


David Ullman
3103 N. 13th Street
Tacoma, Washington
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McKnight, Reuben

From: Jeffrey J.  Ryan <jjryan@harbornet.com>
Sent: Friday, November 19, 2021 12:13 PM
To: Landmarks
Subject: Historic Sidewalk stamps within the College Park National Historic District request for 

support
Attachments: IMG_5399.JPG; IMG_5514.JPG; IMG_5571.JPG

Members of the Tacoma Landmarks Commission, 
 
As some of you may have noticed several of our streets are receiving needed repairs, new storm water improvements 
and accessibility curb cuts. This work while badly needed will result in the loss of historic street features and we are 
asking for your support. Unfortunately we were not contracted during the design process and the work is underway. 
 
Our district has a unique feature stamped into its sidewalks; Street names were stamped into the original concrete 
sidewalks at all four corners of the each intersection.  The specific font, size and location in the sidewalk are only found 
within our district boundaries and date from 1908 to 1909.  In a recent walking survey similar stamps were not found 
east of Pine, north of 21st or west of Union, the boundaries of our historic district. While the some of the areas 
surrounding our district have stamps they are of a different design and location. The street names along with contractor 
stamp from the same period are currently in danger of being lost. These stamps were noted in the district National and 
State register nominations. The stamps predate by at least 20 years both the street signs on posts and street lights in the 
neighborhood. They can be found from Pine to Union and N. 10th thru N 21st street. They are the original street signs for 
the district, sign for people on foot rather than in cars. 
 
The city has stated that it will save some of the stamped signs by cutting them out of the existing concrete sidewalks and 
reinstalling them near the new sidewalks, they will not be re‐stamping the sidewalks with the new street names were 
lost or damaged.   
 
We are asking for your support in requesting that the city to retain in place as many stamps as possible, re‐stamp the 
street names into the new work matching the original design and placement if lost or damaged, using rubber mold from 
remaining examples. In many cases their location does not impact the new curb cut design.  Many are more than 10 ft. 
from the curb when it only takes 6 ft to install an ADA curb cut. We further look for your support in asking the city to 
install the new concrete work in the original 30 inch square scoring pattern and color. Currently the city noted that they 
will be replacing the concrete to match the adjacent concrete pattern, which may not match the original pattern. This is 
the time to make the effort to restore the historic pattern and not further erode the street scape design. 
 
Thank you for your time and attention to this issue, don’t let this slice of history be lost after over 110 years of service. 
 
Jeff 
 
 
Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect 
LEED AP, BD+C 

College Park Historic District Association 
3017 North 13th St. 
Tacoma, WA 98406 
  
v 253.759.0161 
c 253.380.3197 
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McKnight, Reuben

From: Jeff Ryan <jjryan@harbornet.com>
Sent: Friday, December 3, 2021 12:14 AM
To: McKnight, Reuben
Cc: Landmarks
Subject: Historic preservation and housing a report on LA by PlaceEconomics
Attachments: Preservation Positive L.A. Study_Web.pdf

Reuben,  
Unlike the survey summary included in the packet for next weeks meeting this is actually academic level review of 
affordability and Historic Preservation.  Please forward on to the commission for the discussion. As I noted earlier I do 
not believe survey was meant as anything more then a starting point for the two round table discussions the firm gave 
back east over the last two months. 
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.laconservancy.org/sites/default/files/files/documents/Preservation*20Positive*2
0L.A.*20Study_Web.pdf__;JSUl!!CRCbkf1f!CH7tuWGcBF-
sJqyTeqUxBMfDYbQLpVfklOq1SSFh202yeghxju9e5aH9U28ObvtJQBlD$  
 

 
 
Jeff Ryan, Architect 
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KEY FINDINGS
The.Los.Angeles.Conservancy.commissioned.this.study.to.better.understand.how.
historic.preservation.contributes.to.the.growth.and.vitality.of.our.city ..From.this.report,.
it.is.clear.that.preservation.plays.a.positive.role.in.promoting.stable.neighborhoods,.
protecting.existing.affordable.housing,.and.meeting.new.housing.and.creative.office.
needs.through.adaptive.reuse ..It.also.documents.who.benefits.from.historic.buildings.
and.neighborhoods.and.busts.deeply.held.beliefs.about.the.downside.of.preservation ..

Historic.preservation.is.a.powerful.planning.tool.than.can.help.Los.Angeles.become.
a.more.sustainable,.prosperous,.and.just.city ..As.the.city.looks.to.its.future,.viable.
solutions.and.opportunities.provided.by.historic.preservation.should.be.considered ..

1  ROOM TO GROW. Only.6 .2%.of.total.parcels.in.Los.Angeles.have.been.identified.
as.historic.through.designation.or.by.SurveyLA,.leaving.93 .8%.available.for.new.
development,.increased.density,.and.much-needed.housing ..Historic.preservation.is.
not.a.barrier.to.growth .

2  AFFORDABLE. While.housing.affordability.is.a.serious.problem.throughout.Los.
Angeles,.the.city’s.Historic.Preservation.Overlay.Zones.(HPOZs).with.older,.smaller,.
and.multi-family.buildings.are.more.affordable .

3  STABLE. HPOZs.are.home.to.Los.Angeles’.long-term.residents—homeowners.and.
renters,.alike .  

4  DIVERSE. HPOZs.are.more.ethnically,.racially,.and.income.diverse.than.the.rest.of.
Los.Angeles.as.a.whole . 

5  DENSE. The.population.per.square.mile.in.HPOZs.combined.is.1 .5.times.greater.
than.the.rest.of.the.city . 

6  ECONOMIC DRIVER. Reuse.and.rehabilitation.of.older.and.historic.buildings.
generate.more.jobs.than.new.construction.and.boost.the.economy .

7  COST-EFFECTIVE. Rehabilitation.project.costs.are.competitive.with.new.
construction,.and.incentives.including.the.Mills.Act,.the.Adaptive.Reuse.Ordinance,.
and.the.federal.and.state.rehabilitation.historic.tax.credits.make.preservation.even.
more.competitive .

8  SUSTAINABLE. Older.and.historic.buildings.and.neighborhoods.are.often.
inherently.green.and.contribute.to.Los.Angeles’.larger.resiliency.strategy . 
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INTRODUCTION
Los.Angeles’.allure.is.undeniable ..Surrounded.by.beaches,.mountain.ranges,.
valleys,.deserts,.and.forests,.the.city.attracts.residents.and.visitors.from.
throughout.the.state,.country,.and.world ..It.is.no.surprise.that.it.is.the.second-
most.populous.city.in.the.nation,.following.New.York .

Only.L .A .’s.iconic,.built.environment.rivals.its.impressive.natural.surroundings ..
Its.stunning.cityscape.combines.a.dynamic.new.wave.of.architectural.gems,.
such.as.The.Broad.and.Disney.Concert.Hall.in.downtown.L .A .,.alongside.
its.historic.signature.treasures:.the.Victorian.homes.of.Angelino.Heights,.
Craftsman.bungalows.in.Jefferson.Park,.and.Art.Deco.buildings.along.
Wilshire.Boulevard ..

On.the.other.side.of.L .A .’s.picture-perfect.persona,.is.a.city.struggling.to.
meet.the.needs.of.its.residents ..There.is.extreme.pressure.to.make.room.for.
new.residents,.people.experiencing.homelessness,.residents.
with.low.incomes,.and.workers.challenged.by.housing.
affordability ..As.a.result,.increasing.density.haphazardly.too.
often.undermines.long-term.planning.and.growth.strategies.
that.improve.the.quality.of.life.for.all.residents .

Critics.often.claim.that.preservation.efforts.limit.progress ..
However,.historic.resources.make.up.a.very.small.percentage.
of.the.total.land.area.of.Los.Angeles ..According.to.SurveyLA,1.
6 .2%.of.parcels.in.Los.Angeles.are.designated.or.considered.
potentially.historic ..With.nearly.94%.of.the.city.available.for.
development.and.expansion,.historic.preservation.cannot.be.
blamed.for.impeding.development ..
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L.A. PRESERVATION SNAPSHOT
6.2% of.L .A ..is.Historic.
2.8%..of.Historic.Resources.Have.Some.

Protection.
1,180.Historic-Cultural.Monuments.
35.Historic.Preservation.Overlay.Zones.
26.National.Register.Historic.Districts.
195..Individual.Properties.Listed.in.the.

National.Register



This.study.also.finds.that.within.Los.Angeles,.historic.neighborhoods.are.
proving.that.livability.and.preservation.can.work.hand-in-hand ..L .A .’s.Historic.
Preservation.Overlay.Zones.(HPOZs).provide.a.variety.of.housing.options,.
many.of.which.are.dense.and.compact.in.design.with.room.to.expand ..HPOZs.
provide.a.higher.percentage.of.affordable.housing.than.the.rest.of.the.city.
and.include.some.of.the.densest.residential.areas.in.L .A ..

Historic.preservation.meets.the.city’s.needs.in.other.ways,.too ..Older.
buildings.find.new.life.through.rehabilitation.and.adaptive.reuse ..Interesting.
and.authentic.spaces.infused.with.history,.combined.with.modern-day.
amenities,.prove.to.be.attractive.locations.for.businesses.big.and.small ..
Historic.projects.drive.the.local.economy ..

Further,.this.report.finds.that.historic.preservation.has.a.key.role.to.play.
in.helping.Los.Angeles.become.a.more.livable.and.sustainable.city.for.all.
Angelenos ..It.can.be.cost-effective.and.energy-efficient,.reduce.the.carbon.
footprint,.stimulate.community.engagement,.foster.neighborhood.resilience,.
all.while.promoting.new.housing.and.development ..

Historic.preservation.in.Los.Angeles.not.only.protects.its.past,.but.also.its.
future .
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION  
IN LOS ANGELES
The.perception.of.L .A ..as.a.mecca.of.shiny,.new.development.prevails,.yet.
over.80%.of.the.existing.buildings.in.Los.Angeles.are.over.fifty.years.old ..To.
Angelenos,.these.buildings.are.where.they.live,.work,.and.play—sources.of.
pride.and.individuality ..But,.they.are.also.finite.resources.and.very.few.of.
these.places.are.protected.against.demolition.or.significant.alteration .

Historic.preservation.is.a.vital.tool.for.Angelenos.to.identify.and.
protect.the.places.important.to.their.collective.memory.and.community.
character ..Through.landmark.designations,.
rehabilitation,.and.reuse.of.historic.buildings,.
Angelenos.can.preserve.the.unique.places,.
stories,.and.values.that.define.and.sustain.
their.communities ..

While.“historic.preservation”.may.evoke.
images.of.date.plaques,.regulation,.
or.“museumification”.of.buildings.or.
neighborhoods,.the.modern.movement.
recognizes.that.not.every.building.warrants.
designation ..Preservationists.in.the.21st.
century.understand.that.their.work.is.a.public.
good.that.centers.on.people—all.people ..

Today.the.field.of.historic.preservation.has.
standardized.the.practice.of.protecting.
important.places,.but.remains.largely.a.
grassroots.endeavor ..Nothing.is.considered.
historically.or.culturally.significant.without.
an.advocate.who.speaks.up.about.why.the.site.or.building.is.important ..
These.advocates.are.not.only.architectural.historians,.but.also.residents.
and.activists.who.recognize.that.places.matter ..Their.voices.help.shape.the.
landscape.of.historic.preservation,.bringing.to.light.diverse.or.overlooked.
stories.within.Los.Angeles’.collective.history ..When.the.city.designates.and.
protects.these.sites,.the.will.of.these.community.advocates—that.these.sites.
be.publicly.recognized.and.preserved—becomes.public.policy .

Long.gone.are.the.days.when.historic.preservation.was.concerned.only.with.
the.homes.of.the.affluent.and.pristine.examples.of.an.architectural.style ..
In.Los.Angeles,.civic.participation.is.high.and.active.across.all.segments ..
Even.a.cursory.look.at.Los.Angeles’.diverse.historic.districts.reveals.that.the.
protections.afforded.by.historic.designation.represent.communities.of.all.
races.and.income.levels ..

In.1962,.the.City.of.Los.Angeles.enacted.the.Cultural.Heritage.Ordinance,.
one.of.the.earliest.historic.preservation.laws.in.the.country ..Under.this.
legislation,.a.five-member.Cultural.Heritage.Commission.recommends.
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buildings,.structures,.or.sites.
important.to.the.history.of.the.
city,.state.or.nation.as.Historic-
Cultural.Monuments.(HCM) ..
HCM.status.adds.a.layer.of.
protection.to.historic.places,.
including.requiring.formal.
review.of.proposed.alterations.
or.demolition,.and.granting.up.
to.a.360-day.stay.of.demolition.
to.evaluate.preservation.
alternatives ..Today,.nearly.
1,200.of.Los.Angeles’.most.cherished.places.are.protected.as.official.HCMs ..
They.represent.a.wide.range.of.structures.and.sites,.including.the.Central.
Library,.Watts.Towers,.and.the.Hollywood.Sign ..In.Los.Angeles,.the.Office.of.
Historic.Resources.in.the.Department.of.City.Planning.administers.the.local.
historic.preservation.programs .

In.1979,.the.City.of.Los.Angeles.adopted.the.Historic.Preservation.Overlay.
Zone.(HPOZ).Ordinance,.which.describes.the.procedures.for.the.creation.of.
HPOZs,.the.powers.and.duties.of.HPOZ.Boards,.and.the.review.processes.
for.projects.within.HPOZs ..The.Los.Angeles.City.Planning.Department,.in.
concert.with.the.City.Council,.oversees.this.process.and.the.designation.of.
HPOZs ..As.of.2020,.Los.Angeles.is.home.to.35.HPOZs,.commonly.known.
as.historic.districts,.ranging.in.size.from.50.parcels.up.to.4,000.properties ..
HPOZs.are.represented.by.a.five-to-seven.member.HPOZ.board.to.review.
and.make.recommendations.on.projects ..They.also.promote.historic.
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preservation.within.their.designated.area ..This.model.generates.strong.civic.
engagement.by.affording.residents.a.major.role.in.managing.change.in.their.
neighborhoods .

The.National.Register.of.Historic.Places.is.the.nation’s.official.list.of.historic.
resources—buildings,.structures,.objects,.sites,.and.districts—worthy.of.
preservation ..Established.by.the.National.Historic.Preservation.Act.of.1966,.
the.National.Register.today.is.maintained.by.the.National.Park.Service.within.
the.Department.of.the.Interior ..A.listing.in.the.National.Register.does.not.
mandate.that.the.historic.resource.cannot.be.demolished.or.significantly.
altered ..However,.it.automatically.triggers.environmental.review.under.the.
state’s.California.Environmental.Quality.Act.(CEQA).for.projects.that.have.
other.discretionary.actions.associated.with.them .

Listings.in.the.National.Register.receive.an.automatic.listing.in.the.California.
Register.of.Historical.Resources ..Historic.
and.archeological.resources.may.also.be.
nominated.for.the.California.Register.
directly ..The.California.Register.serves.as.
an.important.statewide.resource.for.official.
historic.recognition—especially.for.cities.or.
unincorporated.county.areas.without.historic.
preservation.ordinances ..Resources.eligible.
for.the.California.Register.are.also.subject.to.
environmental.review.under.CEQA ..

National.Register.listing.qualifies.properties.
for.the.20%.federal.and.state.rehabilitation.
tax.credit.programs,.which.are.important.
financial.incentives.for.rehabilitating.historic.
buildings ..Listed.properties.are.also.able.to.
use.the.California.Historic.Building.Code,.
a.more.flexible.alternative.to.the.standard.
building.code ..There.are.26.National.Register.
Historic.Districts.in.Los.Angeles.and.195.individual.properties.designated .

In.Los.Angeles,.historic.resources.have.additional.oversight ..If.there.is.
discretionary.review.for.a.project.proposing.to.demolish,.alter,.or.remove.
historic.resources,.the.California.Environmental.Quality.Act.(CEQA).will.
require.analysis.and.consideration.of.preservation.alternatives.for.historic.
resources.whether.they.are.designated.or.eligible.for.the.California.or.
National.Registers.or.as.a.Los.Angeles.Historic-Cultural.Monument ..The.City.
of.Los.Angeles.has.a.robust.municipal.historic.preservation.program ..The.
recently.completed.groundbreaking.initiative,.SurveyLA,.identified.30,549.
buildings.that.are.eligible.for.designation ..But.historic.designation.is.not.the.
answer.for.every.building,.and.the.reuse.and.preservation.of.older.buildings.
occurs.across.the.city.outside.of.HPOZs,.Historic-Cultural.Monuments.
(HCM),.or.National.Register.designated.areas ..Building.and.maintaining.a.
widespread.preservation.ethic.is.the.future.of.historic.preservation.in..
Los.Angeles ..
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HOW MUCH OF L.A. IS HISTORIC
Despite.the.richness.of.Los.Angeles’.heritage,.
historic.preservation.regulation.covers.very.little.
of.the.city;.less.than.half.of.parcels.considered.
historic.or.potentially.historic.are.subject.to.
oversight.by.the.Office.of.Historic.Resources ..
Many.historic.structures.are.at.risk.of.alteration.
or.demolition.without.historic.review .

Only.6 .2%.of.total.parcels.in.Los.Angeles.have.
been.identified.as.historic.through.designation.
or.by.SurveyLA,.leaving.93 .8%.available.for.new.
development,.increased.density,.and.much-
needed.housing .

As.much.as.97 .2%.of.the.land.area.is.not.under.
local.historic.designation ..Historic.Preservation.
Overlay.Zones.and.Historic-Cultural.Monuments.
make.up.only.2 .8%.of.the.land.area.of.the.city ..
National.Register.Districts,.not.locally.designated,.consume.0 .3%.of.land.area.
and.have.limited.review ..Further,.properties.identified.as.eligible.through.
SurveyLA,.which.trigger.review.only.through.certain.planning.approvals,.
represent.another.4 .5%.of.land.area ..

An.analysis.released.in.2017.by.the.National.Trust.for.Historic.Preservation’s.
Green.Lab.revealed.L .A ..lags.behind.other.large.cities.in.the.percentage.of.
buildings.designated .6

DESIGNATED HISTORIC OR IDENTIFIED AS ELIGIBLE 
FOR HISTORIC DESIGNATION AS OF 2019

	 #	OF	 %	OF	 %	OFTYPE	OF	RESOURCE	 PARCELS	 PARCELS	 AREA

Historic-Cultural.
Monuments.(HCM)*. 1,180. 0 .1%. 1 .0%

Historic.Preservation.
Overlay.Zone.(HPOZ). 21,284. 2 .4%. 1 .8%

National.Register..
Listed**. 2,302. 0 .3%. 0 .3%

SurveyLA.Eligible.for
Historic.Designation***. 30,549. 3 .4%. 4 .5%

TOTAL	 55,315	 6.2%	 7.6%

*. .Resources.outside.of.Historic.Preservation.Overlay.Zones.(HPOZs);.
excludes.Griffith.Park,.owned.by.the.City.of.Los.Angeles,.to.prevent.skewing.
results .

**. .Resources.not.identified.as.Historic-Cultural.Monuments.or.within.HPOZs .
***. .Resources.identified.as.eligible.for.local,.California,.or.national.designation ..

SurveyLA.did.not.include.or.record.individual.or.historic.districts.(including.
HPOZs).already.designated.under.federal,.state,.and.local.programs,.
Community.Redevelopment.Area.surveys.or.HPOZs.in.the.process.of.
designation .

NOTE:.Data.does.not.include.all.survey.data.of.Los.Angeles’.former.Community.
Redevelopment.Agency.(now.known.as.CRA|LA) .

	 	 50-CITYPARCELS/BUILDINGS	 LOS	ANGELES		 AVERAGE

TOTAL	 676,764	 204,038

Per.Square.Mile. 1,444. 1,436

Median.Year.Built. 1950. 1952

On.National.Register.of. 0 .8%. 6 .8%
Historic.Places

Locally.Designated. 2 .9%. 4 .3%

Historic.Tax.Credit.Projects. 36. 27 .5

BUILDINGS AND PRESERVATION FACTS

SOURCE:.“Atlas.of.ReUrbanism.Factsheet:.Los.Angeles,”.National.Trust.for.
Historic.Preservation,.Preservation.Green.Lab,.February.27,.2017 .
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L.A.’S HISTORIC NEIGHBORHOODS 
ARE LIVABLE NEIGHBORHOODS
Sustainability.and.livability.are.priorities.throughout.the.country ..In.Los.
Angeles,.Historic.Preservation.Overlay.Zones.(HPOZs).are.modeling.
noteworthy.livability.principles,.including.affordable,.
equitable.housing,.supporting.existing.communities,.
and.preserving.neighborhood.character .7.While.
designation.is.not.feasible.or.appropriate.for.every.
older.property,.HPOZs.protect.affordable.housing,.
neighborhood.stability,.and.are.home.to.a.racially.
and.economically.diverse.populations .

HPOZs.are.a.cohesive,.unique,.and.intact.collection.
of.resources.with.clear.and.measurable.impacts.
in.the.community ..They.also.have.contiguous.
boundaries,.provide.the.greatest.level.of.protection,.
and.represent.properties.that.are.subject.to.
consistent.review.standards.by.the.city ..For.this.
reason,.the.study.examined.data.from.HPOZs .

The.nature.of.Historic.Preservation.Overlay.
Zones.makes.them.an.optimal.focal.point.of.this.
reports’.analyses.and.demonstrates.that.historic.
preservation.helps.make.Los.Angeles.a.more.livable.
and.sustainable.city ..

L.A.’S HOUSING CRISIS
Los.Angeles.is.in.the.middle.of.a.housing.crisis—exacerbated.by.the.fact.that.
60%.of.Angelenos.rent8.and.the.city’s.rental.market.has.lost.nearly.26,000.
rent-controlled.units.through.the.Ellis.Act9.in.less.than.twenty.years .

Adopted.by.the.California.Legislature.in.1985,.the.Ellis.Act.provides.property.
owners.with.a.legal.way.to.exit.the.rental.market.business ..Intended.to.
protect.property.owners.who.could.no.longer.afford.to.maintain.their.rental.
property,.the.legislation.has.allowed.developers.to.acquire.rent-controlled.
housing,.evict.tenants,.and.replace.units.with.higher-priced.housing ..

Even.before.the.Ellis.Act,.Los.Angeles.attempted.to.mitigate.affordable.
housing.issues.with.public.policy ..It.is.one.of.fifteen.cities.in.California.with.a.
Rent.Stabilization.Ordinance.(RSO) ..Residential.rental.properties.that.are.not.
single-family.homes.and.were.built.on.or.before.October.1,.1978.are.subjct.to.
rent.control,.limiting.rent.increases.of.3%.to.8%.yearly ..When.tenants.vacate,.
property.owners.may.raise.the.rent.to.market.levels,.but.yearly.rent-increase.
limits.continue.to.apply.to.new.tenants ..Approximately.43%.of.all.rental.
housing.units.in.Los.Angeles.are.under.rent.control .10
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In.Los.Angeles,.HPOZs.play.a.role.in.preserving.the.existing.rent-controlled.
housing.stock ..They.may.be.2 .4%.of.all.parcels,.but.they.represent.5%.of.all.
units.under.rent.control.in.the.city .

The.well-intentioned.Small.Lot.Subdivision.Ordinance.is.also.a.contributing.
factor.to.L .A .’s.affordable.housing.shortage ..In.2005,.Los.Angeles.adopted.
the.ordinance.to.encourage.the.construction.of.smaller,.more.affordable.
infill.housing.targeting.first-time.homebuyers.in.an.increasingly.unaffordable.
market ..It.allowed.the.construction.of.multiple.units.on.land.zoned.for.
commercial.and.multi-family.use,.and.reduced.setback.requirements.and.
minimum.lot.sizes.from.5,000.to.600.square.feet ..Significantly,.the.ordinance.
offered.property.owners.the.flexibility.to.convert.and.sell.existing.individual.
units,.like.those.within.bungalow.courts,.outright.to.homebuyers.without.
having.to.meet.current.parking.requirements ..

Though.it.was.an.innovative.response.to.L .A .’s.housing.crisis,.the.ordinance.
did.not.dictate.design.compatibility ..As.a.result,.many.oversized.small.lot.
developments.were.built.out.of.scale.and.out.of.character.with.their.older.
multi-family.neighborhoods ..This.pattern.of.development.has.increased.
steadily.in.areas.like.Venice,.Silver.Lake,.and.Echo.Park .

The.ordinance.also.spurred.the.demolition.of.existing.multi-family.residences,.
such.as.bungalow.courts,.duplexes,.fourplexes,.and.courtyard.apartments.
with.rent-controlled.units ..Despite.the.ordinance’s.purpose.to.encourage.
affordable.housing,.the.purchase.price.of.small.lot.units.is.often.above.$1.
million,.much.higher.than.the.median.cost.of.a.single-family.home.in.L .A ..

The.City.released.the.illustrated.Small Lot Design Standards.to.provide.
greater.guidance.and.to.address.the.initial.ordinance’s.shortcomings.in.2018 .

In.2014,.a.year.after.coming.into.office,.Los.Angeles.Mayor.Eric.Garcetti.set.
a.goal.to.add.100,000.new.housing.units.by.2021,.with.the.assurance.that.at.
least.15,000.affordable.units.would.be.built.or.preserved.in.that.time.frame ..
By.2018,.the.City.was.on.track.to.achieve.its.first.goal.ahead.of.schedule.
with.approximately.83,000.building.permits.issued.in.four.short.years .11.
Unfortunately,.the.City.was.behind.on.its.affordable.housing.target ..The.
California.Department.of.Housing.and.Community.reported.that.Los.Angeles.
produced.less.than.a.quarter.of.the.low-.and.very.low-income.units.needed.to.
satisfy.its.2021.targets .12

L .A ..cannot.build.itself.out.of.this.housing.crisis ..Building.new.and.renting.
cheap.is.not.possible.without.deep.and.expensive.subsidies ..According.to.
the.Wall Street Journal,.the.average.cost.to.produce.a.new.unit.of.subsidized.
affordable.housing.in.Los.Angeles.is.at.least.$400,000 .13

A.city.like.Los.Angeles.needs.a.more.cost-effective,.creative,.and.sustainable.
approach.to.help.it.fill.the.gap.and.achieve.its.affordability.goals ..L .A ..needs.
to.preserve.older,.existing.buildings—designated.or.not ..
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HISTORIC HOUSING IS AFFORDABLE
In.Los.Angeles,.affordable.housing.and.historic.preservation.are.mutually.
beneficial,.not.mutually.exclusive ..Los.Angeles.is.a.city.of.renters ..Over.60%.
of.Angelenos.rent.and.58%.of.them.live.in.housing.built.before.1960 ..

Older.houses.and.apartment.buildings,.already.built.smaller.and.more.
densely,.are.shining.examples.of.naturally.occurring.or.unsubsidized.
affordable.housing ..A.glance.at.the.average.rent.for.a.studio.apartment.in.Los.
Angeles.shows.newer.buildings.have.significantly.higher.monthly.costs .14

In.Los.Angeles,.top.renter.income.expanded.
slightly.from.25%.to.30%.while.the.top.gross.
rent.increased.dramatically.from.25%.to.55% .15.It.
is.no.surprise.that.L .A ..is.the.third-most.rent-
burdened.metropolitan.area.in.the.nation .16.
The.U .S ..Department.of.Housing.and.Urban.
Development.(HUD).defines.cost-burdened.
households.as.those.who.spend.more.than.30%.
of.their.income.on.housing .

Rental.affordability.is.a.major.issue.throughout.
Los.Angeles,.especially.outside.of.HPOZs ..
In.historic.districts,.51%.of.rental.units.are.
affordable.for.low-income.households.of.two.
people.and.23%.for.low-income.households.
of.four.people .17.These.are.greater.shares.of.affordable.rental.housing.
compared.to.the.rest.of.the.city .

Traditional.measures.of.affordability.look.at.housing.cost.burdens ..
However,.this.metric.misses.a.host.of.related.expenses ..Transportation.
costs.are.typically.a.household’s.second-largest.expense,.especially.in.
a.city.as.expansive.and.car-dependent.as.Los.Angeles .18.However,.by.
only.looking.at.housing.and.associated.costs,.this.metric.misses.a.host.

RENTAL AFFORDABILITY

SOURCE:.U .S.Census.Bureau,.2013-2017.American.Community.Survey,.5.Year.Estimates ...
Percent of all studio and one-bedroom units that are likely affordable for a family of two and 
two-bedroom rental units that are likely affordable for a four-person family earning 80% of 
AMI between 2013-2017. Policy Map. An estimated count of rental units under specific dollar 
thresholds is taken from the Census’ 2013-2017 American Community Survey. Apartment size 
(number of bedrooms) needed by a family was assigned based on two people per bedroom.

MONTHLY RENT FOR STUDIO APARTMENT, BY AGE

SOURCE:.CoStar.Group,.www .costar .com .

HOUSEHOLDS SPENDING MORE THAN 45% OF INCOME  
ON HOUSING AND TRANSPORTATION

SOURCE:.Center.for.Neighborhood.Technology,.Housing.and.Transportation.
(H+T).Affordability.Index,.htaindex .cnt .org .
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of.related.expenses ..The.Housing.and.Transportation.(H+T).Affordability.
Index.offers.an.expanded.view.of.affordability,.one.that.combines.housing.
and.transportation.costs.and.sets.the.benchmark.at.no.more.than.45%.of.
household.income .19.When.comparing.housing.and.transportation.costs,.
HPOZs.in.Los.Angeles.fare.better.than.the.rest.of.the.city ..A.combination.
of.density.and.proximity.and.access.to.public.transit.are.likely.to.mitigate.
household.costs.for.those.residents ..

While.nearly.half.the.households—renters.and.homeowners—in.HPOZs.are.
H+T.cost-burdened,.they.represent.nearly.20%.less.than.the.rest.of.the.city.
which.faces.the.same.affordability.challenge .

HISTORIC NEIGHBORHOODS ARE STABLE
Stable.neighborhoods.are.healthy.neighborhoods—places.where.residents.
live.and.invest.in.by.choice,.thereby.contributing.to.their.community’s.
resilience.against.destabilizing.forces .20.Neighborhoods.without.strong.
internal.social.and.economic.resources.are.at.greater.risk.of.having.vacant.
properties,.foreclosures,.predatory.property.owners,.crime,.and.drugs ..
Confidence.drops.and.residents.move.out.if.they.can.afford.it ..

As.such,.the.commitment.of.homeownership.has.made.it.a.common.measure.
of.neighborhood.stability ..Yet,.while.homeownership.rates.across.the.nation.
have.fallen.over.the.last.decade,.many.neighborhoods.persist ..

One.reason.is.that.homeownership.is.no.longer.the.only,.or.even.the.best.
indicator,.of.neighborhood.stability ..Longtime.residents,.be.they.owners.or.
renters,.are.themselves.a.stabilizing.force.within.a.community—especially.in.
HPOZs .

Los.Angeles.has.some.of.the.lowest.rates.of.homeownership.in.the.nation ..
Over.60%.of.households.occupy.rental.units ..While.HPOZs.are.generally.
perceived.as.single-family.neighborhoods,.69%.of.all.units.in.historic.districts.
are.multi-family.housing .21.Most.HPOZ.residents.are.tenants,.not.owners .

OWNER/RENTER HOUSEHOLDS

SOURCE:.U .S ..Census.Bureau,.2013-2017.Community.Survey.5-Year.Estimates,.
Table.B25003,.Tenure .
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RENTERS WHO MOVED PRIOR TO 2000

SOURCE:.U .S ..Census.Bureau,.2013-2017.American.Community.Survey.5-Year.
Estimates,.Table.B25038,.Tenure.by.year.householder.moved.into.unit .



HPOZs.are.home.to.3%.of.Los.Angeles’.population.and.account.for.5%.
of.all.long-term.residents.in.the.city.as.a.whole .22.Renters,.specifically,.are.
disproportionately.longer-term.in.HPOZs.than.in.the.rest.of.the.city ..

Longtime.renters.like.former.Lincoln.Heights.HPOZ.Board.Member.Anita.
Martinez.says,.“I.do.not.own.a.house.in.the.HPOZ,.I.rent,.and.people.
assume.that.renters.don’t.care ..But.I’ve.always.rented.in.the.neighborhood.
and.I’ve.always.cared .”.She.joined.the.HPOZ.Board.after.the.recession.
when.developers.bought.houses.in.the.neighborhood,.made.insensitive.
renovations,.and.then.sold.them.at.higher.rates .

Renters.are.at.great.risk.of.displacement.from.property.flipping,.rising.
rents,.condominium.conversions,.demolitions,.or.Ellis.Act.evictions ..A.low.
rate.of.long-term.renters.could.be.a.sign.of.either.a.rapidly.deteriorating.
neighborhood.or.one.experiencing.rapid.gentrification,.both.disruptors.to.
neighborhood.stability ..

HISTORIC DISTRICTS ARE DIVERSE
HPOZs.are.home.to.a.population.more.diverse.
than.Los.Angeles.as.a.whole .23.While.they.cover.
roughly.8 .5.square.miles.of.the.city—just.1 .8%.of.
the.city’s.land.area.as.a.whole—combined,.they.
represent.3%.of.the.population.and.households ..
Of.the.35.HPOZs.that.represent.this.small.
footprint,.21.have.populations.where.there.is.a.
greater.share.of.racial.diversity.than.in.the.rest.
of.the.city ..Los.Angeles.is.a.city.rich.in.Latinx.
heritage.and.culture ..This.is.also.true.within.
HPOZs,.where.54%.of.residents.identify.as.Latinx ..

HPOZs.are.also.home.to.residents.with.a.
wide.variety.of.incomes ..A.larger.percentage.
of.residents.in.HPOZs,.than.in.the.rest.of.the.
city,.have.annual.household.incomes.of.under.

SOURCE:.U .S ..Census.Bureau,.2013-2017.American.Community.Survey.5-Year.
Estimates,.Table.B03003,.Hispanic.or.Latino .

LATINX 2016
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HISTORIC DISTRICT POPULATION BY RACE 2016

SOURCE:.U .S ..Census.Bureau,.2013-2017.American.Community.Survey.5-Year.
Estimates,.Table.B02001,.Race .

SOURCE:.U .S ..Census.Bureau,.2013-2017.American.Community.Survey.5-Year.
Estimates,.Table.B19001,.Household.Income.in.the.last.12.months .

HOUSEHOLD INCOME 2016
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SOURCE:.PlaceEconomics.calculation ..This.analysis.compared.population.
density.in.HPOZs.only.to.other.parts.of.the.city.zoned.residential,.to.avoid.an.
unfair.comparison.with.industrial.areas.or.green.space.within.the.rest.of.the.city ..
Population.data.was.apportioned.from.the.block.group.level.down.to.the.parcel.
level,.and.the.density.per.square.mile.of.residential.areas.was.calculated .

DENSITY (POPULATION PER SQUARE MILE)

$25,000 ..In.fact,.for.every.bracket.under.$75,000.annual.income,.there.are.
greater.percentages.of.historic.district.residents.than.the.rest.of.the.city.as.a.
whole ..

Interestingly,.the.share.of.households.living.in.HPOZs.with.annual.incomes.
greater.than.$200,000.is.virtually.the.same.as.in.the.rest.of.the.City.of.Los.
Angeles ..HPOZs.are.for.residents.of.all.incomes ..

HISTORIC NEIGHBORHOODS PROVIDE DENSITY
In.Los.Angeles,.preservation.is.helping.to.protect.and.
increase.density.in.the.city ..HPOZs.include.some.of.the.
densest.neighborhoods.in.a.per.square.mile.analysis ..On.
average,.there.are.5,300.more.people.per.square.mile.in.
the.HPOZs.than.the.rest.of.the.city’s.residential.areas ..

Historic.neighborhoods.are.denser.for.three.primary.
reasons:.1).lot.sizes.are.often.smaller,.2).house.sizes.
are.smaller,.and.3).there.is.a.greater.variety.of.housing.
types ..The.HPOZs.of.Los.Angeles.provide.density.at.
a.human.scale.and.protect.affordable.housing,.mainly.
by.providing.a.mix.of.housing.options ..Utilizing.already.
existing,.compactly.designed,.and.densely.situated.
housing.is.essential.for.maintaining.the.supply.of.
affordable.housing .24

As.much.as.69%.of.housing.in.HPOZs.has.more.than.one.unit,.with.
39%.providing.five.or.more.units.or.apartments .25.This.makes.historic.
neighborhoods.more.accessible.to.renters.and.provides.a.greater.range.
of.rents.and.significantly.higher.density.uses ..Keeping.historic.apartment.
buildings.in.use.maintains.a.degree.of.rental.affordability.for.nearly.70%.of.
HPOZ.residents.who.are.renters ..By.contrast,.in.the.rest.of.the.city,.55%.of.
housing.units.have.more.than.one.unit ..

SOURCE:.Property.Tax.Assessment.Data,.Los.Angeles.County.Treasurer.and.Tax.
Collector .

PERCENTAGE REST OF THE CITY HOUSING UNITS
BY TYPE OF PROPERTY

NOTE:.Amounts.may.not.total.100%.because.of.rounding ..
SOURCE:.Property.Tax.Assessment.Data,.Los.Angeles.County.Treasurer.and.Tax.
Collector .

Source:.xxx

PERCENTAGE HPOZ HOUSING UNITS BY TYPE OF PROPERTY
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Single-family.zoning.faces.strong.criticism.for.blocking.density.and.affordable.
housing,.and.is.increasingly.referred.to.by.some.as.“luxury.housing .”.It.is.by.
far.the.most.common.zone.in.Los.Angeles.and.permitting.only.one.structure.
per.lot.regardless.of.the.lot.size,.according.to.the.City’s.1946.Zoning.Code .26

However,.most.structures.in.HPOZs.were.built.before.the.adoption.of.the.
Zoning.Code,.which.also.requires.a.minimum.lot.size.of.5,000.square.feet ..
Residential.development.covers.80%.of.the.land.area.in.HPOZs—39%.of.
which.is.zoned.as.single-family.housing ..Therefore,.multi-family.and.mixed-
use.commercial.projects.are.permissible.in.a.majority.of.HPOZ.land.area ..
Interestingly,.while.the.majority.of.parcels.in.HPOZs.are.single-family.
housing,.the.large.number.of.multi-family.housing.properties.makes.it.the.
prevalent.type.of.housing.unit.in.HPOZs .

By.contrast,.residential.development.in.the.rest.of.the.city.represents.only.
about.half.the.land.area.and.37%.of.zoned.areas.exclusively.for.single-family.
use ..

The.variety.and.density.of.housing.options.in.HPOZs.
already.help.fulfill.some.of.the.housing.goals27.in.the.
City.of.Los.Angeles.General.Plan,.including.providing.an.
adequate.supply.of.safe,.healthy.and.affordable.housing.
to.people.of.all.income.levels,.races,.and.ages ..HPOZ.
protections.preserve.housing.options.for.Angelenos .

Even.in.HPOZs.such.as.Pico-Union,.Harvard.Heights,.
and.Adams-Normandie,.which.rank.among.the.densest.
neighborhoods.in.Los.Angeles,.additional.density.
is.possible.without.destroying.the.character.of.the.
neighborhood ..

Preservation.Positive.
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	 LAND	AREA	 LAND	AREA	ZONED
	 ZONED	 EXCLUSIVELY
	 RESIDENTIAL	 SINGLE-FAMILY

HPOZ. 80%. 39%

Rest.of.the.City. 47%. 37%

RESIDENTIAL ZONING BY AREA

SOURCE:.Zoning,.GIS.Shapefile,.Los.Angeles.-.Open.Data.Portal .
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“Most.people.equate.density.with.high-rises,”.postulates.Luis.G ..Hoyos,.
RA,.architect.and.Professor.of.Architecture.at.California.State.Polytechnic.
University.in.Pomona ..“There.are.many.gradations.in.building.types.that.lead.
us.gently.to.higher.density,.not.necessarily.high-rises .”

Historic.districts.are.increasing.density.through.sensitive.infill.construction,.
adaptive.reuse,.and.Accessory.Dwelling.Units.(ADUs) ..ADUs,.sometimes.
referred.to.as.“granny.flats,”.can.take.different.structural.forms,.including.
garage.conversions,.stand-alone.units,.attic.or.basement.conversions,.or.
units.attached.to.the.main.house ..

In.2017,.the.City.of.Los.Angeles.adopted.a.new.state-mandated.ADU.
ordinance,.relaxing.previous.owner-occupancy.and.parking.requirements ..
Generous.size.maximums.allow.homeowners.to.build.backyard.ADUs.as.
large.as.1,200.square.feet ..Internal.ADUs,.such.as.converted.basements,.
have.no.size.limits ..The.state.legislature.took.this.a.step.further.with.a.
new.ADU.law.effective.January.1,.2020.that.additionally.allows.for.junior.
accessory.dwelling.units.(JADU),.in.addition.to.an.ADU ..An.analysis.of.
HPOZ.lot.coverage.shows.that.one-third.of.all.single-family.properties.cover.
less.than.40%.of.the.lot ..This.represents.over.3,400.properties.in.historic.
districts.that.can.accommodate.an.ADU ..In.the.last.two.years,.there.have.
been.nearly.200.ADU.permits.issued.in.HPOZs ..



L.A.’S SIGNATURE BUNGALOW COURTS  
AT RISK OF EXTINCTION
Bungalow.courts,.one.of.L .A .’s.signature.housing.styles—are highly at risk ..
Developed.in.Southern.California.in.the.early.20th.century,.these.multi-
family.housing.units.typically.feature.multiple.small.homes.built.on.the.same.
lot.with.an.interior-facing.open.space ..They.were.inexpensive.to.build.and.
occupy,.stimulating.their.proliferation.across.Los.Angeles.between.1910.and.
1930,.particularly.in.Hollywood.and.nearby.neighborhoods ..

At.their.peak,.bungalow.courts.served.as.an.early.form.of.non-subsidized.
affordable.housing,.attracting.hosts.of.writers,.directors,.film.crew.members,.
and.aspiring.actors.chasing.the.Hollywood.dream,.as.well.as.many.others ..
In.his.book,.The City Observed: Los Angeles,.Charles.Willard.Moore.notes.
about.bungalow.courts,.“These.residences.allowed.everyone.from.retired.
Midwesterners.to.movie.stars.to.live.year-round.in.the.warm.climate .”28

By.the.outbreak.of.World.War.II,.policies.around.parking.minimums.and.
open.space.requirements.made.it.nearly.impossible.to.build.new.bungalow.
courts.in.Los.Angeles,.and.developers.moved.on.to.other.multi-family.
housing.models .

At.a.time.when.homeownership.is.increasingly.out.of.reach,.bungalow.
courts.are.as.appealing.today.as.they.were.in.their.heyday ..Generally.more.
affordable.to.rent,.bungalow.courts.make.it.possible.for.Angelenos.to.live.in,.
albeit.small,.stand-alone.homes ..

ADDING DENSITY AND KEEPING CHARACTER IN HISTORIC GARVANZA 
In.2010,.a.developer.wanted.to.
tear.down.two.historic.houses.
in.the.Garvanza.neighborhood.
near.Highland.Park.and.build.
a.small.lot.subdivision.in.
their.place ..The.community.
mobilized.to.save.the.homes ..
Residents.worked.hard.for.
many.years.and.were.able.to.
add.Garvanza.to.the.Highland.
Park.HPOZ,.protecting.the.two.houses.and.other.
contributing.homes.in.the.neighborhood .

After.the.homes.were.protected,.a.preservation-
minded.developer.stepped.in.and.turned.the.
two.single-family.homes.into.six.units.that.
blend.beautifully.with.the.historic.district ..The.

two.historic.houses.were.
rehabilitated ..A.studio.
apartment.was.added.within.
the.existing.structure.of.
one.of.the.houses.and.the.
garage.of.the.other.house.was.
converted.into.another.studio.
apartment ..On.the.empty.lot.
adjacent.to.the.homes,.a.new.
house.of.compatible.size.and.

style.was.built.with.an.ADU.in.the.backyard ..

This.project’s.thoughtful.approach.added.a.variety.
of.housing.to.meet.the.needs.of.different-sized.
families.and.budgets.in.this.popular.historic.district ..
This.is.one.of.many.stories.demonstrating.how.to.
add.density.in.L .A .’s.historic.neighborhoods .
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While.many.renter-occupied.bungalow.courts.are.protected.from.excessive.
rent.hikes.due.to.the.Rent.Stabilization.Ordinance,.few.are.protected.from.
demolition ..SurveyLA.identified.410.bungalow.courts.not.currently.protected.
through.an.HPOZ.or.other.historic.designation ..They.represent.more.than.
1,400.units.of.relatively.affordable.housing.at.a.high.risk.of.loss .

Bungalow.courts.could.be.making.a.comeback.in.the.race.to.increase.
affordable.housing ..In.2019,.the.infill.development.nonprofit.Restore.
Neighborhoods.LA.gained.support.for.two.new.bungalow.courts.in.the.
Vermont.Knolls.neighborhood,29.an.area.identified.as.eligible.for.district.
designation.by.SurveyLA ..Planned.between.two.existing.court-style.
complexes,.the.new.courts.will.feature.Spanish-style.design.inspired.by.
the.early.work.of.modernist.architect.Irving.Gill ..The.housing.project.is.
near.transit.and.will.be.100%.affordable.housing,.exempting.it.from.parking.
requirements .

Preservation.Positive.
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COURTING HOMEOWNERSHIP IN L.A.
In.1995,.Barbara.James.and.
her.husband,.Allen.Cox,.were.
taking.a.walk.through.their.
neighborhood.when.they.
noticed.a.bungalow.court.
undergoing.a.seismic.retrofit ..
Intrigued.by.the.project,.
they.decided.to.take.a.closer.
look ..The.small.yet.affordable.
Spanish-revival.bungalows,.
still.intact.with.their.original.
features,.immediately.enchanted.the.couple ..They.
quickly.got.in.touch.with.the.property.owner.and.
moved.in.as.renters .

Their.new.home.turned.out.to.be.one.of.seventeen.
units.built.in.1926.to.house.employees.of.Walt.
Disney’s.original.animation.studio.in.Silver.Lake ..
James.and.Cox.enjoyed.living.in.their.bungalow.and.
their.newfound.community ..

“It’s.really.tight-knit.here,”.James.says ..“There.
aren’t.many.places.left.in.L .A ..where.you.know.
your.neighbors,.you.look.out.for.each.other,.and.
can.borrow.a.cup.of.sugar.….when.my.neighbor.

had.surgery,.we.were.all.there.
to.help.with.groceries.and.
cleaning .”

Then,.in.2006,.the.bungalow.
court.was.sold ..The.2005.
Small.Lot.Ordinance.made.it.
feasible.for.a.preservation-
minded.developer.to.
rehabilitate.the.individual.
bungalows.and.adapt.them.

as.single-family.homes.geared.towards.first-time.
buyers ..

Because.the.units.were.considerably.smaller.than.
a.single-family.house.on.a.single.parcel,.they.were.
significantly.more.affordable ..James.and.Cox.
jumped.at.the.chance.to.own.their.bungalow ..“I’m.a.
hairstylist.and.Allen.[is].a.teacher,”.James.recounts ..
“We.never.thought.we’d.be.able.to.own.property.in.
Los.Angeles .”

Today,.James.and.Cox.are.grateful.to.be.
homeowners.and.see.the.bright.side.of.a.more.
compact.home ..“The.place.is.smaller,.so.repairs.
aren’t.as.expensive,”.James.proclaims .
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HISTORIC HOMES MAKE SOUND INVESTMENTS 
In.Los.Angeles,.owning.a.home.is.a.huge.asset,.especially.
if.the.home.is.located.in.an.HPOZ ..An.analysis.of.more.
than.136,000.sales.of.single-family.homes.between.
2000.and.2016.indicates.that.property.values.in.HPOZs.
appreciate.at.a.greater.rate.than.the.rest.of.the.city .30

While.neither.Los.Angeles.nor.historic.houses.were.
immune.to.the.the.national.real.estate.crisis.from.
2007.to.2010,.the.decline.in.values.from.the.top.to.the.
bottom.of.the.market.was.slightly.less.in.HPOZs.and.the.
recovery.from.the.crash.stronger.and.more.consistent .

Houses.located.in.a.historic.district.are.subject.to.design.
review,.which.is.a.serious.consideration.for.prospective.
property.owners ..For.some.in.Los.Angeles,.location.
matters ..Owning.a.designated.home.has.added.value,.
regardless.of.square.footage.or.the.condition.of.the.property ..Others.believe.
these.additional.restrictions.reduce.the.overall.desirability.and.values.of.the.
property ..

If.the.added.layer.of.regulations.lowered.property.value,.it.would.be.seen.
in.both.lower.values.and.a.slower.rate.of.change.over.time ..This.report.
finds.that.houses.in.HPOZs.are.worth.an.average.of.$266.per.square.foot.
compared.to.$235.per.square.foot.for.houses.in.the.rest.of.the.city .31

Remember,.the.typical.house.in.an.HPOZ.is.smaller,.
older,.and.relatively.more.affordable.than.the.average.
house.in.the.rest.of.the.city ..

Nevertheless,.historic.preservation.is.perceived.as.a.
contributing.factor.to.gentrification ..Rising.property.
values.from.designation.can.price.out.renters.from.their.
homes.and.neighborhoods.or.prompt.homeowners.to.
sell.their.properties.to.cash.in.on.their.newly.earned.
equity—making.way.for.younger.residents.to.enter.and.
change.the.flavor.of.the.neighborhoods ..

But,.gentrification.is.complicated . It.has.deep.personal.
impacts,.making.it.a.story.often.told.through.anecdotes,.
rather.than.systematic.evaluation ..And,.yet,.for.decades,.
planners,.urbanists,.and.preservationists.have.sought.to.
understand.its.actual.machinations.on.the.ground ..

In.2016,.the.Urban.Displacement.Project,.an.initiative.
by.UCLA.and.UC.Berkeley.in.conjunction.with.the.State.of.California’s.Air.
Resources.Board,.released.an.interactive.map.of.neighborhood.change.and.
gentrification.in.Southern.California .32.The.map.shows.where.transformations.
are.occurring.and.helps.identify.areas.vulnerable.to.gentrification.and.
displacement ..

CHANGE IN VALUE PER SQUARE FOOT 
2000 = 100

SOURCE:.Property.Tax.Assessment.Data,.Los.Angeles.County.Treasurer.and.Tax.
Collector .

SOURCE:.Property.Tax.Assessment.Data,.Los.Angeles.County.Treasurer.and.Tax.
Collector .

	 	 REST	OF	
	 HPOZ	 THE	CITY

Average.Year.Built. 1929. 1957

Average.Square.Footage. 2,079. 3,010

Average.Bedrooms. 3. 3

Average.Land.Value. $383,119. $389,943

Average.Improvement.
Value. $170,505. $318,101

Average.Total.Value. $553,623. $708,044

Average.Total.Value
per.Square.Foot. $266 .29. $235 .23

AVERAGE VALUE OF SINGLE-FAMILY PROPERTIES



HPOZ
Gentrified.Areas,.2000–2015

LEGEND

In.Los.Angeles.County,.the.number.of.gentrified.neighborhoods.increased.
by.16%.between.1990.and.2015 ..Of.the.16 .3.square.miles.in.Los.Angeles.that.
gentrified.between.2000.and.2015,.only.1 .4.square.miles.are.within.HPOZs ..
With.less.than.9%.of.land.area.in.historic.districts.identified.as.gentrified,.it.
is.unreasonable.to.conclude.historic.designation.drives.gentrification ..

That.is.not.to.say.that.historic.areas.do.not.attract.younger.people ..
According.to.data.from.Realtor .com,33.Los.Angeles.ranks.sixth.on.a.list.of.
cities.where.millennials.most.want.to.live ..The.number.of.millennial.residents.
in.historic.districts.grew.by.9%.since.2010,.compared.to.7%.in.the.rest.of.
the.city,.and.despite.making.up.only.1 .8%.of.the.land.area,.historic.districts.
accounted.for.4%.of.all.new.millennial.residents.between.2010.and.2016 ..

According.to.new.national.research.by.the.National.Association.of.Realtors,.
when.millennials.do.buy,.they.have.a.strong.preference.for.older.homes.in.
neighborhoods.with.character .34.Despite.making.up.only.32%.of.national.
homebuyers,.millennials.account.for.more.than.half.of.all.buyers.of.houses.
built.before.1913.and.44%.of.buyers.of.houses.built.between.1913.and.1961 .
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REHABILITATION DRIVES BUILDING 
INVESTMENT 
Historic.preservation.is.not.impeding.development.
in.Los.Angeles.as.a.whole.or.within.designated.areas ..
Thousands.of.projects.have.navigated.through.the.design.
review.process.in.HPOZs.over.the.years,.including.
hundreds.of.new.construction.projects .

An.analysis.of.project.permits.in.Los.Angeles.between.
2002.and.2017.compared.patterns.of.permitting.in.
HPOZs.with.that.in.the.rest.of.the.city ..

In.HPOZs,.85%.of.all.permits.are.for.rehabilitation,.and.
they.account.for.44%.of.the.investment.dollars ..New.
construction.permits.constitute.3 .6%.of.permits.and.
27%.of.the.investment ..In.the.rest.of.the.city,.71%.of.all.
permits.are.for.rehabilitation,.accounting.for.26%.of.the.
investment ..New.construction.represents.only.8%.of.all.
permits,.but.58%.of.the.investment .

IMPACTS OF PROPOSITION 13
In.1978,.nearly.two-thirds.of.California’s.voters.
passed.Proposition.13.to.limit.property.tax.increases.
which.were.pushing.out.fixed-income.homeowners ..
Officially.called.the.“People’s.Initiative.to.Limit.
Property.Taxation,”.the.legislation.mandates.a.
property.tax.rate.of.one.percent,.requires.that.
properties.be.assessed.at.market.value.at.the.time.
of.sale,.and.allows.assessments.to.rise.by.no.more.
than.2%.per.year.until.the.next.sale .35.In.essence,.
as.long.as.property.values.increase.by.no.more.
than.2%.per.year,.property.owners.gain.by.keeping.
their.properties ..Their.taxes.are.lower.than.they.
would.be.in.a.different.property.of.the.same.value ..
As.a.result,.homeowners.are.incentivized.to.stay,.
minimizing.housing.turnover .

In.their.report,.Property.Tax.Limitations.and.
Mobility:.The.Lock-in.Effect.of.California’s.
Proposition.13,36.authors.Nada.Wasi.and.Michelle.J ..
White,.found.that.Proposition.13.gave.rise.to.a.lock-
in.effect.that.strengthens.over.time.for.property.

owner-occupied .37.It.impacts.the.rental.market,.
both.directly.because.it.applies.to.landlords.and.
indirectly.because.it.reduces.turnover.of.owner-
occupied.homes .

They.also.found.that.the.consequences.of.
Proposition.13.on.renters’.tenure.are.striking ..
Longer.tenancy.by.owner-occupiers.delays.younger.
households.to.transition.from.renting.to.owning ..
More.troubling,.African.American.households.and.
out-of-state.residents.were.notably.more.impacted.
than.white.households.and.California-born.
households,.respectively ..

With.such.low.property.taxes,.local.governments.
deprioritized.housing.in.favor.of.commercial.
developments ..With.all.properties—even.vacant.
ones—taxed.on.the.purchase.price.and.not.their.
current.value,.California.has.become.a.great.place.
to.take.on.speculative.real.estate.investments.and.
leave.valuable.parcels.of.undeveloped.land ..
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Conforming.Work.on.a.Contributing
Structure1. 420

Conforming.Work.on.a.Non-Contributing
Structure2. 104

Certificate.of.Appropriateness3. 43

Certificate.of.Compatibility4. 11

Accessory.Dwelling.Units.(since.2017)5. 98

AVERAGE PROJECT APPROVALS IN HPOZS PER YEAR
2008–2017

1. .Conforming.Work.on.a.Contributing.Structure.approval.covers.minor.exterior.
work.on.a.Contributing.Structure .

2. .Conforming.Work.on.a.Non-Contributing.Structure.approval.applies.to.any.
project.on.a.Non-Contributing.property.that.does.not.involve.the.demolition.
of.a.structure,.or.construction.of.a.new.building.on.a.vacant.lot .

3. .A.Certificate.of.Appropriateness.are.required.for.significant.exterior.work.to.
a.contributing.structure,.which.includes.demolition,.removal.or.relocation .

4. .A.Certificate.of.Compatibility.permits.work.that.involves.new.construction,.
building.replacement,.or.demolition .

5. .In.2017,.Los.Angeles.adopted.a.state-mandated.program.to.streamline.
Accessory.Dwelling.Units.permit.applications .



While.building.permits.offer.some.insight.into.construction.investment,.these.
numbers.typically.underrepresent.the.actual.amount.spent ..Not.all.work.
requires.a.building.permit;.property.owners.may.discount.their.investment.
to.avoid.higher.fees,.and.many.forego.applying.for.permits.despite.their.
obligation ..Thus,.the.activity.in.these.neighborhoods.is.likely.even.greater .

Building.investment—including.new.construction—is.occurring.in.HPOZs.
at.a.greater.rate.than.in.the.rest.of.the.city ..HPOZs.represent.a.greater.
share.of.building.permits.by.number.and.dollars.invested.in.rehabilitating.
existing.resources ..More.than.a.third.of.investments.in.HPOZs.have.been.
for.additions,.while.a.fifth.have.been.for.new.construction ..It.is.not.that.
the.preservation.guidelines.for.HPOZs.preclude.new.buildings;.rather.they.
assure.that.changes.to.the.neighborhood.are.compatible.with.the.historic.
character.of.the.area ..Each.year.for.the.last.sixteen.years,.approximately.
20%.of.investments.in.historic.districts.was.for.new.construction ..In.the.rest.
of.the.city,.new.construction.represents.the.largest.building.investment.by.
dollars.spent;.rehabilitation.is.the.greatest.investment.by.the.number.of.
permits.granted .

This.pattern.of.rehabilitation.is.even.more.dramatic.in.National.Register.
Historic.Districts.like.the.Broadway.Theater.and.Commercial.District,.
Spring.Street.Financial.District,.and.Hollywood.Boulevard.Commercial.
and.Entertainment.District ..Subject.to.review.by.the.Office.of.Historic.
Resources,.these.areas.saw.an.average.of.$14 .8.million.in.rehabilitation.
investment.in.existing.buildings.each.year.since.2002.and.another.$2 .3.
million.per.year.in.new.construction ..Each.year,.an.average.of.98.new.
housing.units.per.year.were.created.in.these.districts,.adding.to.the.much-
needed.supply.of.housing.in.Los.Angeles ..

SOURCE:.Building.Permits,.LADBS.Custodian.of.Records.and.Consultant.
Calculation .

NATIONAL REGISTER HISTORIC DISTRICT BUILDING INVESTMENT

SOURCE:.Building.Permits,.LADBS.Custodian.of.Records .

Source:.xxx

BUILDING PERMITS BY NUMBER AND DOLLARS
HPOZS AND REST OF THE CITY 2002–2017
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STRIP CENTERS OFFER ALTERNATIVE OPPORTUNITIES 
FOR DENSITY
Los.Angeles.needs.to.add.density.and.affordable.rental.housing.to.meet.
the.needs.of.its.growing.population ..To.alleviate.the.pressure,.some.have.
proposed.that.all.single-family.neighborhoods.be.zoned.to.allow.for.
increased.density .28.Others.propose.adding.greater.density.along.transit.
routes.and.removing.HPOZ.protections.from.neighborhoods ..Already.
affordable.and.higher-density,.HPOZs.could.be.greatly.impacted.by.such.
changes.to.zoning ..Such.measures.also.put.many.older,.undesignated.
buildings.at.risk ..Lower.density,.car-centric.properties.could.be.a.more.viable.
solution.for.adding.much-needed.new.housing.and.density .

According.to.data.from.CoStar,.the.City.of.Los.Angeles.has.673.strip.
centers,29.commonly.known.as.strip.malls ..They.are.commercial.buildings,.
typically.one.story,.with.retail.or.office.units.arranged.in.a.row.with.a.large.
parking.lot.in.front ..Strip.centers.in.Los.Angeles.consume.more.than.24.
million.square.feet.of.land.to.accommodate.7,237,000.square.feet.of.gross.
leasable.area.for.the.businesses.providing.goods.and.services.located.there ..
The.average.strip.center.is.a.10,753.square.foot.building.sitting.on.35,814.
square.feet.of.land ..The.vast.majority.are.located.on.an.existing.public.
transportation.routes .

If.all.the.strip.centers.were.rezoned.for.housing.and.then.developed,.they.
could.provide30:

•  24.million.square.feet.of.land.redeveloped.into.96.million.square.
feet.of.buildings.in.four-.and.five-story.structures .

•  7,237,000.square.feet.of.ground.floor.commercial.space.in.the.new.
buildings .

•  71 .3.million.square.feet.of.upper.floor.residential.could.create.
83,929.apartments.of.850.square.feet.each ..

•  Even.if.one.parking.space.were.provided.for.each.apartment,.
63,416.housing.units.could.still.be.built .

The.above.is.an.oversimplified.analysis ..Of.course,.there.would.need.to.be.
a.range.of.unit.sizes,.some.areas.could.accommodate.much.higher.buildings,.
and.not.all.current.owners.of.these.strip.centers.may.be.interested.in.
making.the.change ..This.example.merely.illustrates.that.there.are.a.variety.
of.viable.options.to.adding.both.density.and.housing.along.transit.corridors ..
This.could.be.accomplished.by.encouraging.the.redevelopment.of.low-
density,.automobile-oriented.parcels,.rather.than.diminishing.the.quality.and.
character.of.existing.historic.neighborhoods .
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SOURCE:.Longitudinal.Employer-Household.Dynamics.(LEHD),.U .S ..Census.
Bureau,.2015

GROWTH IN ARTS RELATED JOBS 2005–2015

HISTORIC DISTRICTS STIMULATE JOB GROWTH
Between.2005.and.2015,.job.growth.in.HPOZs.outpaced.that.of.the.rest.
of.Los.Angeles,.growing.26%.in.HPOZs.compared.to.15%.in.the.rest.of.the.
city ..Moreover,.HPOZs.accounted.for.a.disproportionate.share.of.the.city’s.
overall.job.growth,.with.2 .8%.of.all.job.growth.captured.by.just.1 .8%.of.the.
land.area.represented.by.HPOZs .41.This.is.significant.since.HPOZs.are.
primarily.residential .

Historic.buildings.and.HPOZs.in.particular.play.a.significant.role.in.the.
development.of.the.creative.industries.in.Los.Angeles ..Between.2005.and.
2015,.L .A ..saw.a.20%.growth.rate.in.arts-related.jobs,.while.HPOZs.saw.a.
35%.growth.rate.in.arts-related.jobs .42
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SOURCE:.Longitudinal.Employer-Household.Dynamics.(LEHD),.U .S ..Census.
Bureau,.2015

START-UP JOBS IN HPOZS

SOURCE:.Longitudinal.Employer-Household.Dynamics.(LEHD),.U .S ..Census.
Bureau,.2015

GROWTH IN JOBS AT START-UP FIRMS 2011-2015

SOURCE:.Longitudinal.Employer-Household.Dynamics.(LEHD),.U .S ..Census.
Bureau,.2015

JOB GROWTH 2005–2015Older.buildings.also.attract.small.and.start-up.
businesses.because.of.their.character,.variety.
of.spaces.and.sizes.they.offer,.and.their.often.
more.competitive.rents ..Startup.firms.in.L .A ..saw.
a.75%.growth.rate.between.2011.and.2015,.but.
HPOZs.saw.growth.of.129% .43.While.HPOZs.had.
1 .8%.of.all.jobs,.4 .1%.of.jobs.at.start-up.firms.were.
located.in.HPOZs .44

Most.HPOZs.in.Los.Angeles.are.residential,.
and,.yet,.the.job.growth.in.historic.districts.
significantly.outperformed.the.city.as.a.whole.
between.2005.and.2015 .

During.those.ten.years,.L .A .’s.National.Register.
Historic.Districts,.many.of.which.include.commercial.uses,.enjoyed.a.job.
growth.rate.nearly.three.times.that.of.the.city.as.a.whole ..



HISTORIC PRESERVATION MAKES  
BUSINESS SENSE
As.the.City.of.Los.Angeles.works.to.compete.in.the.modern.global.economy,.
historic.buildings.have.an.indisputable.contribution.to.make ..This.study.
finds.older.buildings.are.places.of.choice.for.businesses.big.and.small ..Their.
character,.location,.and.cost.to.rehabilitate.and.occupy.make.them.attractive.
to.investors.and.tenants.alike ..In.Los.Angeles,.older.and.historic.buildings.are.
meeting.the.needs.of.twenty-first-century.businesses.and.workers ..

HISTORIC PLACES ATTRACT A MODERN WORKFORCE
Numbering.nearly.90.million,.millennials.have.come.of.age.and.are.primed.
to.make.their.mark.on.the.U .S ..economy ..Born.roughly.between.1981.and.
1996,.they.are.characterized.by.their.confidence,.ambition,.and.achievement-
oriented.spirit ..They.yearn.for.authentic.experiences.and.care.about.
engaging.with.history.and.culture .45.It.is.no.surprise.that.millennials.prefer.
living.and.working.in.neighborhoods.with.historic.character ..

Millennials.have.high.expectations.of.themselves.and.their.employers ..
“Millennials.want.their.work.to.have.a.purpose,.to.contribute.something.
to.the.world.and.they.want.to.be.proud.of.their.employer,”.according.to.
a.recent.report.by.PricewaterhouseCoopers .46.With.millennials.expected.
to.make.up.75%.of.the.workforce.by.2025,.the.business.world.is.paying.
attention .47.Many.younger.companies.or.those.whose.employees.are.
predominantly.millennials.gravitate.toward.older.and.historic.buildings,.as.
a.way.to.position.themselves.as.authentic,.environmentally.conscious,.and.
unique ..

In.Los.Angeles,.locating.offices.in.rehabilitated.older.or.historic.buildings.has.
become.increasingly.popular ..In.2018,.tech.juggernaut.Google.expanded.its.
footprint.in.L .A ..by.adaptively.reusing.the.historic.hangar.built.for.Howard.
Hughes’.H-4.Hercules,.better.known.as.the.“Spruce.Goose .”.Considered.to.
be.the.largest.timber.building.in.the.world.when.it.was.constructed.in.1943,.
the.319,000.square-foot.hangar.was.transformed.into.a.‘building.within.a.
building .’.Framed.by.the.hangar’s.original.Douglas-fir.walls,.the.Streamline.
Moderne-inspired.interior.structure.is.a.nod.to.the.hangar’s.history.with.an.
open.and.modern.workspace.that.speaks.to.its.future ..Google’s.decision.
to.undertake.a.massive.rehabilitation.of.a.historic.building.represents.an.
investment.in.Los.Angeles,.as.well.as.a.commitment.to.continuing.the.city’s.
legacy.of.innovation ..

Jonah.Sonnenborn,.head.of.real.estate.for.Access.Industries.spoke.to.
the.Los.Angeles.Times.in.2019.about.Warner.Music.Group’s.decision.to.
move.into.the.historic.Ford.factory.in.the.Arts.District,.saying.he.told.his.
colleagues,."‘Hey,.guys,.why.not.the.Arts.District?.Why.not.downtown?’”.He.
added,.“When.you.walk.around.the.Arts.District.you.get.the.same.hip,.cool.
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vibe.where.people.want.to.live,.work.and.play…Warner.wanted.to.take.a.
leadership.position.in.this.neighborhood .”48

By.2022,.Google,.Netflix,.Apple,.and.Amazon,.are.expected.to.occupy.over.
1.million.square.feet.of.L .A .-based,.mixed-use.office.space.that.will.include.
many.historic.buildings .49.The.fact.that.tech.and.media.players.are.investing.
in.historic.buildings.is.not.surprising.to.brokers.specializing.in.creative.
office.leasing ..“Companies.make.their.decisions.about.where.they.want.to.
go.based.on.where.they.can.find.and.retain.talent,”.points.out.Marques.
Williams,.a.director.at.Cushman.and.Wakefield.in.Los.Angeles .50.The.type.of.
talent.these.companies.seek—young,.mobile,.tech-savvy—demands.a.flexible,.
inspiring,.and.unique.physical.environment ..Millennial.workers.have.the.
benefit.of.choice—66%.of.millennials.decide.where.and.how.they.want.to.live.
and.then.look.for.employment .51

PRESERVATION SUPPORTS THE CREATIVE OFFICE 
MARKETS 
Los.Angeles.faces.a.growing.demand.for.creative.office.space ..In.fact,.
within.the.next.few.years,.CBRE.Group,.Inc ..predicts.that.creative.office.
space.will.be.synonymous.with.office.space .52.While.developers.are.building.
new.creative.office.projects,.older.rehabilitated.spaces.are.driving.market.
demand ..Buildings.like.the.rehabilitated.Ford.factory.in.the.Arts.District.and.
The.Trust.Building.in.downtown.serve.as.shining.examples .

Chris.Rising,.CEO.of.Rising.Realty.Partners,.
developers.of.The.Trust.Building,.told.the.Los 
Angeles Business Journal.in.November.2019,.
“We.have.had.some.great.success.with.historic.
buildings ..Our.focus.is.really.on.adaptive.reuse ..
Our.view.is.that.the.greatest.impact.we.can.have.
is.doing.value-add.adaptive.reuse ..By.their.nature,.
these.buildings.are.in.great.locations ..We.can.
have.a.bigger.impact.because.it.does.take.a.skill.
set.that’s.different.than.ground-up,.and.we.can.do.
better.for.our.investors.by.doing.adaptive.reuse.
than.we.can.doing.ground-up .”

Los.Angeles.has.a.unique.combination.of.historic.
office.buildings.and.industrial.product,”.said.CBRE.Senior.Vice.President.
John.Zanetos ..“These.are.one-of-a-kind.buildings.with.exposed.brick.and.
wood-beamed.ceilings.left.over.from.a.once-robust.manufacturing.economy.
that.are.no.longer.useful.in.the.way.they.were.originally.intended ..These.
revamps.make.them.relevant.again.and.offer.tenants.a.unique.branding.
opportunity.and.exciting.space.to.work.out.of .”53

“Unique”.and.“one-of-a-kind”.are.the.key.words,.as.these.older.buildings.are.
a.finite.resource ..They.are.distinct.because.they.represent.certain.building.
technologies,.materials,.context,.and.character.of.the.time.in.which.they.

AGE OF BUILDINGS IN “LOFT–CREATIVE” CATEGORY

SOURCE:.CoStar.Group,.www .costar .com .
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were.built ..Once.demolished,.they.are.gone ..The.adaptive.reuse.of.these.
buildings.offers.companies.the.opportunity.to.align.their.physical.space.with.
their.brand.and.ethos,.and.offer.an.environment.that.is.competitive.and.
irreplaceable .

These.styles.of.buildings.are.in.limited.supply,.and.high.in.demand.in.
Los.Angeles ..According.to.CoStar,.60%.of.lofts54.converted.into.creative.
buildings.were.constructed.60.or.more.years.ago .55

Beyond.character.and.convenience,.cost.also.encourages.creatives,.startups,.
and.tech.companies.to.locate.in.historic.office.space ..In.Los.Angeles,.older.
creative.space.has.lower.rental.rates.than.newer.
built.spaces ..Over.50%.of.co-working.giant,.
WeWork’s.spaces.are.in.“Class.B”.structures,.
which.are.typically.older.and.less.expensive.
buildings.to.rent .56.Older.buildings.appeal.to.many.
of.WeWork’s.clients’.design.sensibilities,.and.they.
allow.the.company.to.efficiently.and.economically.
keep.up.with.the.demand.for.new.spaces ..By.
renovating.Class.B.buildings.into.chic,.amenity-
filled.workspaces,.the.company.is.generating.real.
estate.value.through.design .

While.developing.affordable.creative.office.stock.
may.not.seem.profitable,.rental.rates.are.only.
part.of.the.real.estate.equation ..The.vacancy.
rate.is.a.major.variable.when.deciding.on.building.
investments ..In.Los.Angeles,.over.the.last.five.
years,.loft–creative.structures.built.before.1960.
saw.an.average.vacancy.rate.of.14 .6%,.while.newer.
creative.buildings’.rates.exceeded.19% .57

Older.and.historic.buildings.in.Los.Angeles.are.
well-suited.to.meet.the.needs.of.twenty-first-
century.business.models,.like.the.“makers.market”.
where.producers.of.goods.combine.their.living.
and.workspace.as.work-at-home.professionals ..

Buildings.constructed.before.1950.represent.
slightly.less.than.38%.of.all.office.buildings.in.Los.
Angeles,.including.45%.of.loft–creative.buildings,.49%.of.office.live-work.
buildings,.and.more.than.two-thirds.of.industrial.live-work.buildings .58.

Small.businesses.and.startups.are.also.a.prime.market.for.older.and.historic.
buildings.in.L .A .,.where.more.than.92%.of.businesses.employ.fewer.than.
20.people.and.the.average.leased.office.space.is.only.1,800.square.feet.
(housing.five.to.six.workers) .59.Nearly.all.older.or.historic.office.buildings.
have.space.that.can.accommodate.those.needs ..

ANNUAL RENT—LOFT–CREATIVE SPACE BY YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION

SOURCE:.CoStar.Group,.www .costar .com .

AVERAGE VACANCY—LOFT–CREATIVE BUILDINGS, 2014–2018

SOURCE:.CoStar.Group,.www .costar .com .
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PRESERVATION IS COST-EFFECTIVE
Every.rehabilitation.project.is.different.and.involves.many.variables.and.
costs ..In.Los.Angeles,.upgrading.an.existing.building.has.proven.to.be.just.as.
cost-effective,.if.not.more,.than.building.new .

Many.older.buildings.benefit.from.already-efficient.designs.and.solid.
construction.with.long-lasting.materials ..Karin.Liljegren,.founder.and.principal.
of.Omgivning.Architecture.and.Interior.Design,.says,.“If.you.have.a.creative.
consultant.team.that.also.understands.the.technical.requirements.needed.to.
meet.the.Secretary.of.Interior’s.Standards.for.Rehabilitation.or.to.gain.local.
agency’s.approval,.you.can.find.interesting.ways.to.renovate.a.building .”

“You.also.have.to.let.the.building.tell.you.what.it.wants.to.be ..If.you.try.to.
force.something.on.it,.like.punching.a.bunch.of.windows.through.a.solid.
wall.instead.of.using.it.as.a.shear.wall.for.seismic.upgrades,. . . ..it.will.cost.you.
more,”.Liljegren.added .

For.example,.the.seemingly.daunting.prospect.of.meeting.California’s.
strict.energy.codes.is.counteredbalanced.by.older.buildings’.walls .60.Built.
considerably.thicker.and.comprised.of.materials.like.steel.and.concrete.
masonry,.they.are.highly.efficient,.in.terms.of.thermal.gain.and.loss ..Liljegren.
explains,.“California.energy.requirements.are.generally.equivalent.to.a.Silver.
LEED.rating .61.We.get.those.results.once.we’ve.updated.these.old.buildings.
with.new.mechanical.systems .”

Designated.historic.structures.have.additional.advantages.through.special.tax.
incentives ..An.analysis.of.2017.permits.for.new.construction.of.commercial.
and.multi-family.properties.and.recent.historic.rehabilitation.tax-credit-
projects.showed.that.average.costs.per.square.foot.were.virtually.the.same,.
averaging.$198 .6962.and.$198 .43,.respectively .63

However,.new.construction.permits.include.only.“hard.costs”.of.construction,.
such.as.painting,.roofing,.electrical.work,.and.other.permanent.portions.or.
equipment ..Not.included.are.architects’.fees,.construction.period.interest,.
engineering.and.surveying.fees,.consulting.services,.
and.other.“soft.costs”.that.typically.make.up.25%.
to.35%.of.total.project.costs ..New.construction.
permits.also.do.not.reflect.the.cost.of.demolishing.
an.existing.building .

Historic.tax-credit-project.documentation.includes.
most.soft.costs ..The.full.cost.of.a.new.construction.
project.with.a.$198.per.square.foot.cost.valuation.
is.likely.to.be.$265.to.$304.per.square.foot,.or.
substantially.greater.than.the.historic.rehabilitation.
project ..Additionally,.historic.projects.completing.
rehabilitation.consistent.with.appropriate.standards.
receive.a.tax.credit.against.federal.income.tax.
liability.equal.to.20%.of.eligible.expenses ..That.credit.
reduces.the.effective.rehabilitation.cost.even.further ..In.Los.Angeles,.many.
financial.incentives.make.historic.preservation.viable.and.cost-effective .

SOURCE:.Building.Permits,.LADBS.Custodian.of.Records .

COST COMPARISON
HISTORIC–REHABILITATION AND NEW CONSTRUCTION
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FEDERAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION TAX INCENTIVES
The.Federal.Historic.Preservation.Tax.Incentives.program,.also.commonly.
known.as.the.Federal.Historic.Tax.Credit.program,.encourages.private.
investment.in.rehabilitating.and.reusing.historic.buildings.for.income-
producing.purposes,.including.commercial,.industrial,.agricultural,.rental.
residential,.or.apartment.use ..Properties.listed.in.the.National.Register.of.
Historic.Places.or.contributors.to.a.registered.historic.district.receive.a.20%.
income.tax.credit.on.qualified.expenses.approved.by.the.National.Park.
Service ..The.projects.produce.high-quality.rehabilitation.of.historic.buildings,.
revitalize.communities,.and.spur.economic.growth.locally.and.nationally ..For.
every.dollar.invested.in.preservation.projects,.the.U .S ..government.receives.
$1 .20.in.tax.revenue .64

REVITALIZING THE LEGACY OF THE HISTORIC BOYLE HOTEL
The.Boyle.Hotel.located.
east.of.downtown.stands.
as.a.prime.example.of.how.
historic.tax.credits.can.have.
a.transformative.economic.
and.community.impact ..
Originally.completed.in.
1889,.the.Boyle.Hotel.traces.
the.evolution.of.the.Boyle.
Heights.neighborhood.from.an.
agricultural.community.to.one.
of.L .A .’s.earliest.suburbs.to.a.vibrant.center.for.
Latinx.culture ..

At.the.corner.of.Boyle.Avenue.and.East.1st.Street,.
the.Boyle.Hotel,.also.known.as.the.Cummings.
Block,.is.one.of.the.oldest.remaining.commercial.
structures.in.Los.Angeles ..It.operated.as.a.hotel.
until.1918.when.the.upper.floors.were.converted.to.
apartments ..The.structure.anchored.the.changing.
community,.which.served.as.a.portal.for.many.
immigrant.groups,.including.early.Irish,.Japanese,.
and.Jewish.immigrants.to.more.recent.immigrants.
from.Latin.American.countries .

In.the.late.twentieth.century,.the.hotel.earned.
the.nickname,.“Mariachi.Hotel,”.for.the.many.
mariachi.musicians.who.rented.rooms.in.the.hotel.

and.gathered.at.the.adjacent.
Mariachi.Plaza ..By.2006,.the.
building.was.in.disrepair.and.at.
risk.of.demolition ..Recognizing.
its.historic.and.cultural.
value,.the.nonprofit.East.L .A ..
Community.Corporation.
purchased.the.building.and.
sought.to.rehabilitate.it.into.
affordable.housing ..The.group.
leveraged.$23.million.for.the.

project.through.a.mix.of.local.and.state.subsidies.
combined.with.private.equity,.and.both.low-income.
housing.and.historic.tax.credits ..Completed.in.2012,.
the.project.consists.of.both.rehabilitation.and.new.
construction ..Overall.there.are.three.commercial.
spaces,.a.Mariachi.Cultural.Center.on.the.ground.
floor,.and.51.units.of.affordable.housing.(31.in.the.
historic.building.and.20.in.the.addition) ..The.Los.
Angeles.Conservancy.recognized.the.project.for.its.
remarkable.contribution.to.preserving.local.history.
with.a.Preservation.Award.in.2013 .

The.Boyle.Hotel’s.rehabilitation.is.only.one.example.
of.how.historic.tax.credits.are.preserving.L .A .’s.
most.valuable.historic.and.cultural.landmarks.and.
revitalizing.communities ..
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THE MILLS ACT HISTORIC PROPERTY CONTRACT 
The.Mills.Act.Historic.Property.Contract.Program.is.an.important.economic.
incentive.program.in.California.for.the.restoration.and.preservation.of.
qualifying.historic.buildings.by.private.property.owners ..The.State.grants.
local.governments.the.authority.to.enter.into.contracts.with.private.property.
owners.to.guarantee.the.preservation.of.their.Historic-Cultural.Monuments.
or.contributing.buildings.in.Historic.Preservation.Overlay.Zones ..Participants.
must.commit.to.rehabilitating,.restoring.and.maintaining.their.historic.
building,.and.in.exchange.receive.property.tax.relief ..Los.Angeles.adopted.
the.Mills.Act.in.1996 ..Since.then,.more.than.900.historic.properties.have.
received.Mills.Act.tax.reductions—75%.of.which.were.single-family.dwellings ..
The.city.commits.up.to.$2.million.per.year.in.revenue.loss.to.encourage.the.
rehabilitation.and.it.is.making.a.difference ..Between.2010.and.2017,.Mills.Act.
contracts.reported.an.average.of.$11 .7.million.in.rehabilitation.investment.
each.year .65

CALIFORNIA STATE
HISTORIC TAX CREDIT
California.Governor.Gavin.Newsom.
signed.into.law.a.state.historic.
rehabilitation.tax.program.in.
October.2019,.making.it.the.37th.
state.to.offer.this.type.of.incentive ..
The.legislation.is.a.dollar-for-dollar.
reduction.in.tax.liability,.helping.
make.difficult.projects.more.
financially.viable ..These.incentives.
will.increase.state.revenue.by.
broadening.its.tax.base,.transform.
areas.of.disinvestment,.and.put.
long-vacant.or.under-utilized.
buildings.back.into.use—especially.
when.combined.with.other.historic.
tax.programs ..

Studies.of.more.than.a.dozen.states.have.shown.that.the.existence.of.an.
effective.state.tax.credit.stimulates.the.use.of.the.federal.tax.credit.by.40%.
to.60% ..According.to.the.California.Preservation.Foundation,.between.the.
years.2002.to.2016,.169.Federal.Historic.Tax.Credit.projects.created.nearly.
40,000.jobs.and.generated.$160.million.in.state.and.local.taxes.and.$493 .3.
million.in.federal.taxes .66
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THE SEISMIC RETROFIT WORK PROGRAM
In.Los.Angeles,.earthquake.safety.is.a.high.priority ..This.is.reflected.in.
the.city's.strict.building.codes ..In.2015,.the.City.of.Los.Angeles.passed.an.
ordinance.requiring.two-story.wood.frame.soft-story.buildings.and.non-
ductile.concrete.buildings.built.before.1978.to.be.retrofitted.to.improve.their.
performance.during.earthquakes ..The.City.estimates.there.are.over.12,000.
of.these.buildings.in.Los.Angeles .67.While.such.a.mandate.can.be.costly,.
owners.are.eligible.for.the.Seismic.Retrofit.Cost.Recovery.Program.after.
seismic.upgrades ..It.allows.for.owners.of.rent-stabilized.properties.to.pass.
through.a.temporary.rent.surcharge.to.tenants.up.to.50%.of.total.seismic.
retrofit.costs.divided.equally.among.all.rental.units ..

Due.to.the.City’s.diligence.on.retrofitting,.the.number.of.seismic.permits.
citywide.rose.by.350%.between.2013.and.2017 .68.In.the.last.five.years,.9%.of.
all.seismic.retrofit.permits.have.been.in.HPOZs,.even.though.they.only.make.
up.1 .8%.of.the.land.area ..This.does.not.capture.historic.retrofit.activity.in.the.
other.98 .2%.of.the.city ..
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L.A. ADAPTIVE REUSE ORDINANCE
The.need.for.housing.is.not.recent.in.Los.Angeles ..In.1999,.Los.Angeles.
adopted.the.Adaptive.Reuse.Ordinance.(ARO).to.encourage.housing.
production.downtown ..The.ordinance.facilitates.the.conversion.of.older,.
underutilized,.vacant.or.historic.buildings.into.new.apartments,.condos,.
live-work.units,.or.hotel.rooms ..Based.on.its.success,.the.program.expanded.
beyond.downtown.in.2003 ..

The.ARO.program.works.well.because.of.key.allowances:.expedited.review.
process.for.projects,.unified.building.review.without.a.public.hearing,.and.
flexibility.in.zoning ..Between.1999.and.2019,.L .A ..created.over.12,000.new.
housing.units.through.adaptive.reuse ..The.ordinance.has.been.one.of.
the.most.successful.programs.to.encourage.historic.preservation.in.Los.
Angeles.and.has.been.cited.as.one.of.the.most.innovative.and.effective.local.
initiatives.in.the.country .

Andrew.Gross,.former.president.of.Thomas.Safran.&.Associates,.
Development.Inc ..(TSA).and.currently.with.the.UCLA.Ziman.Center.for.Real.
Estate.says.about.redeveloping.existing.buildings,.“It’s.an.important.option.
to.consider ..Adaptive.reuse.per.unit.is.expensive,.but.it’s.also.expensive.to.
build.new ..Beyond.that,.it’s.not.only.about.the.expense.you’re.putting.into.
the.building,.it’s.about.the.investment.in.the.community .”.TSA.has.developed.
over.6,000.units.of.affordable.housing,.market,.rate,.and.mixed-use.rental.
housing.in.Southern.California,.many.as.adaptive.reuse.projects.and.some.
within.HPOZs .

While.many.older.and.historic.buildings.are.adaptively.reused.for.a.variety.of.
purposes,.the.city.ordinance.applies.to.the.conversion.of.existing.buildings.
to.new.residential.uses ..

Since.the.passage.of.the.Adaptive.Reuse.Ordinance,.downtown.Los.Angeles.
has.experienced.increased.investment.and.growth ..In.2017,.the.National.Trust.
for.Historic.Preservation,.in.its.Preservation.Green.Lab.report,.Untapped 
Potential: Strategies for Revitalization and Reuse,.recognized.ARO’s.
transformative.power,.calling.it.“gold.standard”.policy.and.a.national.model.
for.the.rest.of.the.country ..Today,.the.ARO.is.considered.one.of.the.most.
effective.tools.for.reusing,.reinvesting,.and.revitalizing.L .A .’s.historic.stock .
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION MAKES WAY  
FOR A MORE SUSTAINABLE L.A.
Los.Angeles.is.on.track.to.become.a.national.leader.in.carbon.reduction.and.
climate.change.action ..Mayor.Eric.Garcetti’s.long-term.sustainability.plan,.
Los.Angeles’.Green.New.Deal,.sets.the.course.for.a.cleaner.environment.
and.a.stronger.economy,.with.a.commitment.to.equity.as.its.foundation .69.In.
2016,.Angelenos.handily.voted.in.Measure.M,.a.permanent.sales.tax.increase.
to.fund.a.dramatically.expanded.countywide.public.transit.system,.as.well.as.
sidewalk.improvements,.cycling.infrastructure,.and.a.network.of.greenways .70.
It.is.the.largest.transit.infrastructure.program.underway.anywhere.in.
America.with.goals.to.reduce.traffic.congestion.and.air.pollution ..The.city.
boasts.the.most.installed.solar.power.of.any.city.in.the.United.States,.it.is.
the.most.water-efficient.big.city,.and.has.the.highest.recycling.rate.of.any.
large.city.in.the.nation .71

Los.Angeles’.strong.recycling.ethic.has.expanded.beyond.aluminum.cans.to.
the.built.environment ..Modeled.after.the.California.Green.Building.Standards.
Code,.the.first.in.the.nation.for.state-mandated.green.building.codes,.the.Los.
Angeles.Green.Building.Code.(LAGBC).reduces.impacts.through.enhanced.
design.and.sustainable.practices ..The.Sanitation.Solid.Waste.Integrated.
Resource.Plan.enhances.and.expands.existing.policies.and.programs.to.meet.
the.city’s.goals.for.the.management.of.construction.debris.and.material.
recycling ..These.programs.have.changed.public.and.private.behavior ..A.
dozen.or.so.landfills.are.required.to.post.recycling.rates,.bringing.a.level.of.
accountability.to.municipal.waste.disposal ..Los.Angeles.is.doing.a.good.job.in.
recycling.building.materials:.the.recycling.of.concrete.is.nearly.always.100%.
and.other.demolition.debris.around.80% .72.This.gives.them.a.second.life,.but.
this.second.life.involves.a.change.of.form.with.negative.impacts .

This.report.finds.there.is.less.public.understanding.of.the.high-energy.costs.
associated.with.throwing.away.an.entire.house.through.demolition—even.
recycling.debris.of.demolished.buildings.has.major.energy.consequences ..
Recycling.building.materials.generally.entails.crushing.and.grinding.down.
original.materials.and.then.combining.them.with.a.binding.agent ..This.
process.is.energy-intensive,.creates.more.air.and.water.pollution,.and.often.
requires.additional.raw.materials ..

Preservation.Positive.
Los.Angeles.2020

35



Preservation.Positive.
Los.Angeles

36

REUSING EXISTING STRUCTURES SUPERSEDES
RECYCLING
Reinvesting.and.rehabilitating.structures.is.fundamentally.better.than.
recycling.because.it.is.reusing.what.already.exists ..Recycling—be.it.of.trash.
or.building.materials—is.both.necessary.and.noble,.but.it.requires.energy.
consumption,.and.it.too.can.produce.pollution.and.waste ..The.growing.field.
of.deconstruction.and.salvage.heralds.the.practice.of.reuse.over.recycling ..

Reuse.keeps.building.materials.out.of.the.waste.stream,.preserves.embodied.
energy.and.creates.less.air.and.water.pollution.than.recycling .73.While.
recycling.rates.of.building.materials.are.high,.up.to.a.quarter.of.everything.in.
Los.Angeles.landfills.comes.from.construction.debris—and,.most.of.that.from.
demolition ..For.example,.the.demolition.of.a.2,000.square.foot.house.in.Los.
Angeles.generates.295.cubic.yards.of.debris,.weighing.84.tons .74

Another.important.consideration.is.that.of.embodied.energy.consumed.by.
all.of.the.processes.associated.with.the.production.of.a.building—from.the.
mining.and.processing.of.natural.resources,.to.manufacturing,.transport,.and.
product.delivery ..When.a.building.is.demolished,.all.the.energy.embodied.in.
its.structure.is.lost ..

REDUCING CARBON FOOTPRINT THROUGH 
PRESERVATION
“The.greenest.building.is.the.one.already.built,”.says.Carl.Elefante,.94th.
president.of.The.American.Institute.of.Architects,.and.a.leading.voice.
on.sustainability ..He.finds.a.disconnection.between.what.scientists.and.
sustainability-focused.architects.have.found.to.be.true.and.how.buildings.are.
built.in.the.U .S ..

“It.is.absolutely.accepted.by.everyone.who.is.engaged.with.the.Paris.Accord,.
or.any.other.major.climate.response.initiative,.that.four.things.are.necessary.
to.get.to.a.decarbonized.building.sector—we.must:.1).design.green.buildings;.
2).incorporate.renewable.energy;.3).eliminate.the.embodied.carbon.from.the.
construction.of.buildings;.and.4).update.the.existing.building.stock.to.meet.
the.zero.net.carbon.goals,”.Elefante.explains ..“We.shouldn’t.still.have.to.
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INSENSITIVE INFILL, LONG-TERM IMPACTS
When.a.historic.home.that.
belonged.to.family.friends.
went.on.the.market,.Toby.
Horn.jumped.at.the.chance.to.
purchase.it ..Horn.visited.the.
house.frequently.when.she.was.
young.and.vowed.to.one.day.live.
in.the.beautiful.Tudor.Revival.
home.designed.by.renowned.Los.
Angeles.architect.Paul.Revere.
Williams ..Today,.the.home.is.a.designated.HCM.in.
the.Miracle.Mile.North.HPOZ .

As.the.years.passed,.Horn.became.increasingly.
concerned.with.the.changes.happening.to.the.
built.landscapes.of.Los.Angeles.neighborhoods ..It.
became.clear.that.beyond.the.aesthetic.reasons,.
there.were.financial.and.environmental.reasons.to.
fight.to.save.these.old.homes ..

She.explains,.“These.‘boxes’.are.going.in.next.to.
pristine.one.story,.historic.Spanish.bungalows,.and.
Tudor.Revival.houses ..There.isn’t.visual.continuity.
in.these.communities.anymore,.and.the.‘boxes’.are.
going.for.upwards.of.$4.million.in.my.neighborhood.
and.then.getting.resold.soon.thereafter .”

Beyond.the.visual.and.financial.consequences.of.
insensitive.infill,.Horn.noticed.her.lifestyle.had.

become.much.more.energy-
intensive.since.her.neighbors.
built.a.large.second.story.next.
door ..Horn.says,.“When.this.
huge.addition.was.built.….it.cut.
off.the.light,.killing.many.of.our.
plants.and.cutting.off.our.cross-.
ventilation .”.The.sound.of.her.
neighbors’.air.conditioning.unit.
placed.on.the.roof.added.noise.

pollution.to.their.quiet.neighborhood ..“We.cannot.
keep.our.windows.open.at.night.for.a.breeze—the.
noise.keeps.us.awake,”.she.adds ..

Horn.worries.about.the.loss.of.green.space.and.
trees.in.the.area.because.new.houses.and.additions.
are.built.closely.along.property.lines ..“Those.trees.
used.to.help.cool.down.the.environment.and.
absorb.stormwater ..There.also.used.to.be.plenty.of.
natural.lighting.in.my.kitchen.and.now.we.have.to.
turn.the.lights.on.in.there.regardless.of.the.time.of.
day,”.Horn.says .

A.beautiful.stained-glass.window.in.her.front.hall.is.
now.always.in.shadow ..Horn.shares,.“I.no.longer.get.
to.see.that.spectrum.of.brilliant.blue.light.as.the.sun.
travels.from.east.to.west—one.of.the.myriad.things.
that.has.always.made.this.home.so.magical .”

convince.anybody.that.the.existing.building.stock.is.an.important.part.of.the.
discussion ..It’s.not.tangential;.it’s.at.the.center.of.the.existing.issues .”

The.current.default.in.most.American.cities.is.to.demolish.what.exists.and.
build.new ..There.is.still.a.great.deal.of.education.needed.around.the.carbon-
intensive.way.that.we.are.trying.to.solve.these.problems,.and.most.architects.
and.municipalities.are.not.embracing.an.approach.that.would.address.critical.
issues,.like.density ..

“Cities.need.to.prioritize.the.occupation.of.existing.space—in.a.city.the.
size.of.Los.Angeles,.there.are.likely.4,000-6,000.empty.buildings ..Urban.
areas.need.to.contemplate.and.adopt.sophisticated,.nuanced.ideas.about.
densifying.existing.properties ..There.should.be.a.greater.understanding.of,.
and.more.conversation.around,.what.level.of.densification.is.reasonable.and.
achievable,”.Elefante.says ..“These.first.steps.are.always.skipped.over.when.
what.we.actually.need.is.to.find.a.low-carbon.way.of.densifying .”



Because.people.who.specialize.in.updating.and.maintaining.old.and.historic.
buildings.continue.to.remain.on.the.outer.edges.of.conversations.about.
zero-carbon.goals.and.climate.initiatives.in.the.U .S .,.cities.are.not.effectively.
addressing.the.role.of.buildings.in.climate.change ..Elefante.explains,.
“[Preservationists].represent.the.easy.wins.like.occupying.existing.space.
and.creating.tax.incentive.programs.to.fill.empty.neighborhoods ..Older.
buildings.also.have.so.many.built-in.systems.already—they.were.built.before.
energy-intensive.systems.existed.and.use.climate-smart.design—and.all.of.
this.continues.to.be.overlooked ..Half.of.Los.Angeles’.building.stock.fits.
into.this.category.of.small,.older.residential.homes ..The.standard.approach.
to.what.we.are.doing.about.buildings.is.not.working ..It.isn’t.solving.the.
decarbonization.problem ..It.is.only.making.us.more.dependent.on.energy .”

The.2011.report,.The Greenest Building: Quantifying the Environmental 
Value of Building Reuse,.by.the.National.Trust,.analyzed.the.potential.
environmental.benefit.of.building.reuse.and.retrofit ..It.found.that.building.
reuse.almost.always.yields.fewer.negative.environmental.impacts.than.new.
construction .75.This.study.found.that.it.takes.10.to.80.years.for.a.new.building.
built.30%.more.efficient.than.an.average-performing.existing.building.to.
make.up.for.the.negative.climate.change.impacts.related.to.the.construction.
process .

According.to.the.UCLA.Energy.Atlas,.buildings.are.responsible.for.40%.of.
greenhouse.gas.emissions.in.Los.Angeles.County .76.Many,.but.not.all,.old.
buildings.have.climate-efficient.designs ..When.they.were.built,.every.aspect.
of.the.building.(siting,.materials,.window.operation,.ceiling.height,.etc .).was.
designed.in.the.context.of.the.local.environment ..In.the.days.before.instant.
heat.and.cooling,.humidity.controls,.and.computer-driven.systems,.the.building.
itself.had.to.respond.to.the.environment,.and.many.historic.buildings.still.do .
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L.A.’S TREE CANOPIES 
Trees.are.an.essential.element.in.the.overall.health.of.communities ..According.
to.the.National.Research.Council,.trees.reduce.stormwater.runoff,.lower.
summer.temperatures,.remove.air.pollution,.provide.habitats.for.wildlife,.
improve.human.health,.enhance.neighborhood.aesthetics,.and.increase.
property.values .77.However,.like.many.other.cities,.the.alteration.of.Los.
Angeles’.natural.land.surfaces.has.forced.the.city.to.suffer.the.implications.
of.the.urban.heat.island.(UHI).effect ..The.use.of.impervious.materials,.such.
as.concrete,.asphalt,.and.dark.rooftops,.cause.large.swaths.of.Los.Angeles.to.
absorb.and.retain.heat,.resulting.in.temperatures.that.are.five.degrees.higher.
than.surrounding.areas .78.Along.with.other.measures,.adequate.tree.cover.
can.help.lower.the.average.temperature.of.L .A .’s.UHI,.cutting.the.need.for.air.
conditioning.by.18%,.while.also.helping.to.reduce.smog.level .79

L .A .’s.older,.urban.neighborhoods.are.already.hard.at.work.negating.the.
effects.of.the.UHI,.as.they.provide.a.dense.source.of.tree.cover ..A.study.
released.by.the.nonprofit.organization.TreePeople.found.that.there.was.a.
“statistically.significant.inverse.relationship.between.tree.canopy.and.year.
built,.with.a.noticeable.drop-off.in.the.percent.tree.canopy.on.homes.built.
after.2000 .”80

This.is.due.to.what.the.TreePeople.study.terms.the.“founders.effect .”.
According.to.the.study,.“trees.and.construction.do.not.mix,”.because.existing.
vegetation.is.often.removed.as.residential.lots.are.graded,.and.new,.young.
trees.planted.within.the.new.development ..This.results.in.a.tree.canopy.
that.does.not.reach.its.maturity.until.decades.later ..In.HPOZs,.the.average.
year.built.of.single-family.properties.is.1929,.making.them.prime.locations.for.
robust,.fully.developed,.and.protected.tree.cover .

YEAR BUILT IN RELATION TO PERCENT TREE CANOPY 
FOR SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL HOMES IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY

SOURCE:.“Los.Angeles.County.Tree.Canopy.Assessment,”.TreePeople,.2016
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CONCLUSION
As.Los.Angeles.transforms.from.a.suburban.metropolis.to.an.increasingly.dense.
environment.to.accommodate.more.residents,.it.is.imperative.to.consider.the.
significant.contributions.historic.preservation.already.makes.to.meet.this.end .

Historic.districts.are.models.for.how.preservation.promotes.healthy,.diverse,.and.
affordable.neighborhoods,.encourages.community.engagement,.boosts.job.growth.
and.drives.the.economy,.all.while.protecting.the.character.and.context.of.L .A .’s.
architecturally.and.culturally.significant.resources ..

Rehabilitating.and.restoring.older.and.historic.buildings—many.of.which.have.
climate-efficient.designs—has.a.lower.environmental.impact.than.building.them.
from.the.ground.up .

Importantly,.historic.preservation.does.not.impede.growth.or.development.
but.instead.upholds.thoughtful.growth.strategies.that.do.not.sacrifice.the.
city’s.invaluable.historic.resources ..Historic.preservation.must.be.an.essential.
component.of.Los.Angeles’.sustainable.development.strategy .

In.Los.Angeles,.preserving.historic.resources.contributes,.quantitatively.and.
qualitatively,.to.the.city’s.economic,.social,.and.environmental.present.and.future .
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SOURCE:.U .S ..Census.Bureau,.2013-2017.American.Community.Survey.5-Year.Estimates,.Table.B02001,.Race .

APPENDIX 1 
Demographics	by	Historic	Preservation	Overlay	Zone,	Race	2016

HPOZ	 White	 Black	 Asian		 Other

52nd.Place.Tifal.Brothers.Tract. 25%. 12%. 0%. 62%
Adams.-.Normandie. 20%. 15%. 6%. 59%
Angelino.Heights. 58%. 2%. 16%. 24%
Balboa.Highlands. 72%. 2%. 20%. 6%
Banning.Park. 72%. 0%. 0%. 27%
Carthay.Circle. 83%. 3%. 7%. 7%
Carthay.Square. 70%. 10%. 4%. 15%
Country.Club.Park. 29%. 8%. 32%. 30%
El.Sereno-Berkshire.Craftsman. 42%. 1%. 21%. 36%
Gregory.Ain.Mar.Vista.Tract. 75%. 0%. 10%. 15%
Hancock.Park. 75%. 3%. 13%. 9%
Harvard.Heights. 21%. 11%. 10%. 59%
Highland.Park.-.Garvanza. 45%. 2%. 10%. 42%
Hollywood.Grove. 73%. 3%. 21%. 3%
Jefferson.Park. 22%. 31%. 3%. 44%
La.Fayette.Square. 24%. 51%. 8%. 17%
Lincoln.Heights. 29%. 0%. 32%. 39%
Melrose.Hill. 47%. 2%. 7%. 45%
Miracle.Mile. 47%. 20%. 14%. 19%
Miracle.Mile.North. 89%. 1%. 4%. 7%
Oxford.Square. 34%. 9%. 34%. 22%
Pico.-.Union. 33%. 4%. 7%. 57%
South.Carthay. 76%. 7%. 4%. 13%
Spaulding.Square. 72%. 7%. 9%. 12%
Stonehurst. 94%. 0%. 6%. 0%
Sunset.Square. 73%. 6%. 7%. 13%
University.Park. 26%. 5%. 15%. 54%
Van.Nuys. 32%. 6%. 9%. 53%
Vinegar.Hill. 49%. 17%. 6%. 27%
West.Adams.Terrace. 17%. 48%. 3%. 31%
Western.Heights. 25%. 30%. 9%. 36%
Whitley.Heights. 71%. 2%. 2%. 25%
Wilshire.Park. 19%. 5%. 48%. 28%
Windsor.Square. 49%. 3%. 39%. 10%
Windsor.Village. 26%. 6%. 54%. 14%

All	HPOZ	 39%	 10%	 14%	 37%
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SOURCE:.U .S ..Census.Bureau,.2013-2017.American.Community.Survey.5-Year.Estimates,.Table.B02001,.Hispanic .
The.United.States.Census.Bureau.does.not.define.Hispanic.origin.as.race,.but.rather.“the.heritage,.nationality,.lineage,.or.country.of.
birth.of.the.person.or.the.person’s.parents.or.ancestors.before.arriving.in.the.United.States .”.The.study.uses.the.terms.“Latinx”.as.an.
inclusive.alternative .

APPENDIX 2 
Demographics	by	Historic	Preservation	Overlay	Zone,	Hispanic	2016

HPOZ	 Hispanic	

52nd.Place.Tifal.Brothers.Tract. 43%.
Adams.-.Normandie. 72%.
Angelino.Heights. 46%.
Balboa.Highlands. 13%.
Banning.Park. 53%.
Carthay.Circle. 10%.
Carthay.Square. 17%.
Country.Club.Park. 48%.
El.Sereno-Berkshire.Craftsman. 45%.
Gregory.Ain.Mar.Vista.Tract. 40%.
Hancock.Park. 11%.
Harvard.Heights. 72%.
Highland.Park.-.Garvanza. 74%.
Hollywood.Grove. 5%.
Jefferson.Park. 62%.
La.Fayette.Square. 21%.
Lincoln.Heights. 70%.
Melrose.Hill. 71%.
Miracle.Mile. 17%.
Miracle.Mile.North. 8%.
Oxford.Square. 46%.
Pico.-.Union. 85%.
South.Carthay. 12%.
Spaulding.Square. 10%.
Stonehurst. 11%.
Sunset.Square. 14%.
University.Park. 68%.
Van.Nuys. 74%.
Vinegar.Hill. 56%.
West.Adams.Terrace. 43%.
Western.Heights. 39%.
Whitley.Heights. 19%.
Wilshire.Park. 36%.
Windsor.Square. 7%.
Windsor.Village. 17%.

All	HPOZ	 54%	
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David Ullman 
3103 North 13th Street 

Tacoma, Washington  98406 

          January 10, 2022 

Mr. Reuben McKnight, Historic Preservation Officer 
City of Tacoma 
Historic Preservation Program  
747 Market St., Suite 345  
Tacoma, WA 98402 

Good day Mr.McKnight... 

There are times when people have to decide whether or not it makes sense  to 
ask questions in an open meeting or discussion, or to direct the questions to the 
person most likely to have the interest and authority to answer those questions. 

For me  this is one of those times.  I believe my questions are in order but are best 
asked of you... first.  Let me explain briefly. 

For many reasons I have a great and growing interest in the College Park District.  
For several months I've been "virtually attending" the open Landmark 
Commission meetings.  They are interesting, indeed.  While the application for 
recognition  is listed as an item for discussion, the discussion, as directed by the 
Chair, Kevin Bartoy, appears to be limited.  He asks for questions which are  
eventually offered by a  few commissioners.  Further, it's during this "open" 
discussion that Mr. Bartoy feels compelled to remind the commissioners that he 
will not support the College Park District nomination.  The questions are fairly 
simple... 

Q.  Is it reasonable to expect that Mr. Bartoy, in his role of Chairman, is 
to lead discussion, mediate disputes, ensure that rules are followed and to  
represent the Commission its standing within the community? 



Q:  Is it reasonable to expect that Mr. Bartoy would keep his personal points of 
view to himself during an open discussion... a point of view which can influence 
subsequent voting? 

Q:  Is it reasonable for Mr. Bartoy to depart from discussion of the validity  
and value of a  nomination to subjects that are irrelevant to that discussion? 
( i.e. affordability, diversity, inclusivity, etc.). 

Q:  I wonder if Mr. Bartoy has ever lead a discussion concerning College Park's 
incredible value as a Cultural Landscape which enhances its historic value? 

Q:  Is it reasonable to believe that Mr. Bartoy has little awareness of Washington 
State's "Appearance of Fairness Doctrine?" 

From a purely personal point of view, my wife and I have concluded that Mr. 
Bartoy simply doesn't have a lot of understanding as to what the College Park 
District is, why its history is important to Tacoma, and who actually lives here. 

We walk our dogs every day and every day we walk in different directions. 
During those walks we've noticed  that the people who live here, people we 
chat with are White, African American, Asian, Hispanic; they are elderly, 
disabled, new parents with young children.  They drive pick-up trucks, sedans, 
coupes, SUVs; Teslas, Fords, Buicks, Nissans, Accords, Cadillacs;  some have 
boats, motor homes, collector cars, etc.  Some are newcomers while other may 
have been living here for generations.  They all have one thing in common:  
they are maintaining and preserving the homes and streets of Tacoma's first 
middle working class.   

If you'd like, I'd be happy to meet and chat with you at your convenience. 

Many thanks for your attention!  I look forward to your response. 

David Ullman 
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McKnight, Reuben

From: Michael Lafreniere <info@historictacoma.org>
Sent: Saturday, January 8, 2022 5:33 PM
To: Landmarks
Cc: Kathleen Brooker
Subject: Report - 24 Reasons HP is Good for the Community
Attachments: City-Studies-WP-Online-Doc.pdf

To the LPC Commissioners,  
 
In case you missed it, there is a very good report available that would be appropriate for 
Commissioners to review; see attached. Released not long ago, it was prepared by the 
PlaceEconomics group which did a survey that was in your packet recently. It is an excellent 
summary of reasons why preservation is a good thing for cities and chock-full of data and metrics 
that make the case. The remarks in the conclusion (pg 31) are worthwhile reading. Thank you 
for your consideration. 
 
Michael Lafreniere 
Communications Director 
Historic Tacoma  
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Introduction 
Historic preservation is good for cities….no, not just 
good, historic preservation is great for cities. The 
reasons preservation is great for cities are multiple 
– aesthetic, symbolic, cultural, social, educational, 
economic, and others. In recent years these values have 
been well articulated, notably by Tom Mayes in Why Old 
Places Matter; Stephanie Meeks in The Past and Future 
City: How Historic Preservation is Reviving America’s 
Communities; Historic Preservation and the Livable City 
by Eric W. Allison and Lauren Peters; The Future of the 
Past: A Conservation Ethic for Architecture, Urbanism, 
and Historic Preservation by Steven W. Semes; several 
books by Roberta Gratz, and others. Each makes 
a convincing case for the importance of historic 
preservation in American cities. 

But in spite of the strength of their arguments, historic 
preservation is under attack in many places in the 
United States. Sometimes those attacks are made by 
well-meaning community activists, usually arguing 
with the vignette rather than substantive research, that 
historic preservation is the cause of gentrification, high 
rents, and is stopping needed densification.

In other instances, the attack is blatantly industry driven 
– usually by advocacy groups for real estate developers 
– who resent not being able to build their skyscrapers 
wherever they damn well please. But instead of making 
the candid admission that they just want to make 
more money, their opposition to historic preservation 
is couched in seemingly beneficent public policy goals 
using spurious arguments such as “small business can’t 
afford to be in historic districts” or “historic preservation 
is preventing affordable housing” or “we’re losing 
our competitive position to Singapore” or “if we can’t 
weaken historic preservation laws, we can’t get the 
density we need to grow.” 

The third prong of the attack comes from the 
ideological right that argues any limitation on what 
can be done with my property is unpatriotic, un-
American, unconstitutional, and an oppression of my 
freedoms. These voices are periodically supported by 
anti-regulatory think tanks such as the Charles Koch 
Institute. Among the most recent of the latter is an essay 
in Forbes entitled, “Historic Designations Are Ruining 
Cities”. That premise is not only wrong, but silly.

What these three groups have in common, besides 
their antipathy toward historic preservation, is that their 
evidence is scant to non-existent. At best their “proof” 
is the anecdote from an isolated example; at worst it is 
a blatant misrepresentation of reality. 

At PlaceEconomics we acknowledge that the aesthetic, 
symbolic, cultural, etc. values of historic preservation 
are real, but are difficult if not impossible to quantify. 
In the long run, those values are more important than 
the values of historic preservation enumerated and 
quantified below. But as the great British economist 
John Maynard Keynes once wrote, “In the long run we 
are all dead.” 

We measure the contributions of historic preservation 
that can be measured. Over the last five years 
PlaceEconomics has done analyses of the impacts of 
historic preservation in nearly a dozen cities of all sizes 
throughout the United States. From that research 
we’ve assembled the twenty-four reasons why historic 
preservation is good for your city.
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reasons
Historic rehabilitation means jobs —generally well-paid 
jobs, particularly for those without advanced formal 
education. Rehabilitation tends to be more labor 
intensive than new construction, so work restoring 
historic buildings has a greater job creating impact per 
dollar spent than new construction. In Savannah, for 
example, one million dollars spent on the rehabilitation 
of a Savannah historic building will generate about 
1.2 more jobs and $62,000 more in income for 
Georgia citizens than the same amount spent on new 
construction.

In New York City, more than $800 million is invested 
annually in New York’s historic buildings, creating jobs 
for 9,000 New Yorkers and providing paychecks of over 
$500 million each year.

In Pittsburgh, just the projects using the federal historic 
tax credit have added an average of 500 jobs and $18 
million in salaries and wages every year for the past 35 
years.

But jobs don’t just come from historic rehabilitation 
activities. Designated local historic districts are job 
magnets. In Nashville, while only 3% of jobs are located 
in historic districts, 11% of all job growth in the city has 
gone to historic districts. The author of the “Historic 
Designation is Ruining Cities” wrote, “Today, cities 
that are thriving are those that offer people plentiful 
dining, retail, and other entertainment options.” In that 
he is correct. In Nashville designated historic districts 
also saw 24% of all job growth in accommodation and 
food service jobs, playing a key role in the tourism 
industry. In New York City, while 8% of all jobs are in 
designated historic districts, 12.7% of all food service and 
accommodations jobs are there. As anyone in the food 
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St. Augustine, FL

Nashville, TN

1. Jobs
service industry knows, success depends not just on the 
quality of the food, but the atmosphere and character of 
the restaurant. That’s why in Rhode Island, 14 of the 25 
highest rated restaurants on Yelp are in historic districts. 
In Raleigh 9 of the top 20 Yelp rated restaurants are in 
historic districts. It’s not just that cities providing dining 
are thriving, those restaurants are particularly thriving in 
designated historic districts. 
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Thirty years ago, the conventional wisdom was that 
downtowns had been replaced by shopping centers, 
and if downtowns survived at all it would be exclusively 
because local government and financial institutions 
were located there. Of course, that was a prescription 
for a nine to five, five day a week economic, social, 
and cultural desert. Thankfully not everyone accepted 
that premise. In large cities and small towns, the 
most common and ultimately successful strategy was 
to identify, protect, reuse, and enhance the historic 
buildings that differentiated downtown from the mall. 
For those places wise and farsighted enough to reinvest 
and redevelop their historic structures rather than raze 
them, the payoff is clear.   

In Indianapolis, while about 11% of downtown is made 
up of historic districts, they contribute a disproportionate 
amount of income generation, containing nearly 39,000 
jobs, 26% of all of the jobs downtown. In Nashville 
commercial property values in downtown historic 
districts increased in value by 425% between 2007 and 
2017, compared to the rest of downtown at 236%. Two-
thirds of new businesses in downtown Raleigh chose 
historic and other older buildings for their location. In 

2. Downtown Revitalization

Burlington, NC Nashville, TN New Orleans, LA

Saratoga Springs, New York, the downtown Broadway 
Historic District is the cultural and economic hub of 
Saratoga Springs where 22% of all jobs in the city are 
located. In Tybee Island, Georgia (population 3,127) the 
concentrated efforts towards the Main Street Corridor 
commercial area creates a fertile environment for small 
businesses. Nearly 250 net new jobs have been created 
in the Tybee Island Main Street Corridor alone.

Main Street, is an economic revitalization program 
based on utilizing each downtown’s historic buildings. 
There is no more cost-effective program of economic 
development of any kind in the United States today.  
Since 1980, Main Street districts in more than 2000 
communities have seen cumulative investment of $79 
billion, 285,000 buildings rehabilitated, more than 
640,000 net new jobs, and nearly 144,000 net new 
business. Many of these are small towns in rural America. 
This historic preservation-based program didn’t ruin 
those towns; in many cases it literally saved them.
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3. Heritage 
Tourism
Often when “economics” and “historic preservation” 
appear in the same sentence, the reaction is, “Oh, you 
must mean heritage tourism.” In fact, tourism is just 
one economic contributor of historic preservation, but it 
is an important one. Consistent findings in both the US 
and internationally indicate that heritage visitors stay 
longer, visit more places, and spend more per day than 
do tourists with no interest in historic resources. 

New York City’s historic sites, places, and landmarks 
are a major draw for visitors. For domestic tourists who 
only come to the City for a day, nearly one-third (31.2%) 
fall into the “heritage visitor” category. The share is 
even larger for overnight visitors, with 4 in 10 putting a 
high priority on visiting historic places. While New York’s 
tourism industry has a huge impact on the City’s overall 
economy, just the domestic heritage tourism component 
represents direct spending of more than $8 billion each 
year. Those expenditures mean jobs – nearly 135,000 
jobs a year. Over 98,000 are jobs directly related to the 
heritage tourism industry and an additional 36,000 
indirect and induced jobs are generated by heritage 
tourism. These heritage tourism jobs result in nearly $6 
billion in direct wages to New York City residents and 
$738 million in local tax revenue. Each heritage visitor in 
New York City spends on average $83 more during the 
trip than the non-heritage tourist.

In Pittsburgh 45.6% of overnight visitors and 44.8% of 
day visitors fall within the definition of heritage tourist. 
Tourism is a large and growing industry there, but just 
the heritage portion of that industry is responsible 
for nearly $812 million annually in expenditures in 
the Pittsburgh area. What is particularly important 
about these visitors is that they spend more each day 
in Pittsburgh as compared to visitors with no interest 
in historic resources. This difference is the heritage 
premium. Pittsburgh sees nearly $64 million per year 
in additional economic activity based on the additional 
amount heritage visitors spend each day compared to 
other tourists.

Just the heritage portion of Pittsburgh’s tourism industry 
is responsible for 12,300 direct jobs and an additional 
4,500 indirect jobs. The salary and wages paid to 
workers meeting the needs of Pittsburgh’s heritage 
visitors is $310 million per year with another $223 million 
to indirect and induced jobs.

Brooklyn Bridge

Downtown Nashville

Hotel Adelphi, Saratoga Springs NY
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LIVE MUSIC IS THE SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT REASON WE 
DECIDED TO VISIT NASHVILLE

NASHVILLE LOCAL EXPENDITURES 

HOW MANY LIVE MUSIC VENUES HAVE YOU VISITED ON THIS TRIP?

Nearly all expenditures of  tourists  fall  into  five 
categories: lodging; food and beverage; local 
transportation; retail purchases; and entertainment/
admissions/amusements. In San Antonio, not only do 
heritage visitors spend more in total, they spend more 
in each of the five areas than do tourists with no interest 
in historic preservation. Those tourism expenditures 
create both jobs and paychecks. Over 14,000 food and 
beverage workers, nearly 12,000 retail employees, and 
9,000 workers in hotels, motels, and B&Bs owe their 
jobs to San Antonio’s heritage visitors. Those food 
and beverage workers take home over $400 million in 
salary and wages, $350 million for those in retail, and an 
additional $317 million in paychecks for hotel and motel 
workers. 

Nashville is rightfully known as Music City 
and a very large percentage of its visitors 
go to Nashville for the music.  What is 
less understood, however, is that the 
intangible heritage of music in Nashville is 
intimately related to the built heritage of 
the designated historic buildings. Ten of 
the fifteen most popular bars for music are 
in historic buildings. Around a quarter of 
all visitors to Nashville fall into the heritage 
tourist category, but those visitors are more 
likely to be from out of state, more likely to 
be international visitors, and spend around 
20% more than tourists who have no interest 
in historic preservation. Among heritage 
visitors, more than 82% said live music was 
a most important factor in visiting Nashville, 
compared to less than a third of non-heritage 
visitors. Arts and culture were important 
to 58% of heritage visitors compared to 
6% of non-heritage visitors. Real estate 
developers may not understand the link 
between the built heritage and Nashville’s 
music, but those who visit Nashville for the 
music certainly do.

Nashville’s Music Heritage

Travel experts understand the appeal of historic 
preservation – and far beyond just the occasional 
monument or mansion. The New York Times regularly 
runs a feature named, “36 hours in...” When Raleigh, 
North Carolina was covered 15 of the 22 recommended 
businesses to visit were located in designated 
historic districts.  A similar article appeared in the 
Washington Post entitled, “What to do in Indianapolis”, 
recommended sixteen places to go, eat, shop, stay, and 
explore. Eleven of them were in designated historic 
districts.

Ryman Auditorium
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There is no area of preservation economic analysis 
that has been done more often than measuring the 
impact of local historic districts on property values. 
Regardless of the researcher, the methodology, or the 
location of the study, the results of these analyses have 
been remarkable consistent: In nearly every instance 
properties in local historic districts have greater rates 
of appreciation than properties elsewhere in the same 
city. Thirty years ago, opponents to the creation of a 
local historic district usually claimed, “Historic districts 
mean one more layer of regulation. More regulation 
means, prima facie, lower property values.” Of course, 
study after study has demonstrated the opposite has 
been true; the values of properties have significantly 
benefited from local district designation. Today the 
argument – often from the same people who opposed 
districts early - is more likely to be, “Those damn historic 
districts will mean my property value is going up, so I’ll 
have to pay more property taxes.” 

4. Property Values

Saratoga Springs, NY

In Indianapolis, between 2002 and 2016, a single-
family house in a local historic district has on average 
increased in value 7.3% each year, compared with just 
under 3.5% for houses not in historic districts.  This 
market preference also extends to the amount of 
activity.  Historic districts, which only make up 5.5% of 
properties in the city, represented nearly 20% of all sales 
and almost 35% of the aggregate sale amount.

Between 2000 and 2008, single-family residential 
properties in Raleigh increased in value 49% on a per 
square foot basis. Over that same time period value 
increases in three local historic districts increased in 
value between 84% and 111%.

The square foot value for single family homes in 
Pittsburgh not in historic district increased 45% 
between 2001 and 2014. Every local historic district saw 
a value increase greater than the average of the rest of 
the city.
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VALUE PER SQUARE FOOT BY AGE IN SARATOGA SPRINGS
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Saratoga Springs is fortunate to have a large inventory 
of older and historic houses, many of which are not 
located in one of the local historic districts. Some buyers 
are specifically attracted to these older properties. 
Comparisons were made for both median and mean by 
age, by style, by “typical house”, by total value, by value 
per square foot, and by rate of change in value over 
time. In every instance, properties in designated local 
historic districts outperformed comparable properties 
not within local districts. 

It is true that higher values usually mean higher 
property taxes. And for those with modest resources 
or living on fixed incomes, that can create difficulties. 
Often led by preservation advocates, many cities have 
adopted taxation policies that mitigate those problems. 
But the reality is this – rising property values resulting 
in rising taxes may be a cash flow problem, but a wealth 
enhancement. 

Around the United States, the effective property tax 
rate is typically between 1.5% and 2.5% of the value of 
the property each year. Thus, a property worth $100,000 
would have annual taxes of between $1,500 and $2,500. 
For example purposes only, assume the market as a 
whole goes up 3% per year while properties in the 
historic district go up 4% per year. Next year the non-
historic house would have a value increase of $3,000 and 
increased taxes of between $45 ($3,000 x 1.5%) and $75 
($3,000 x 2.5%) while the historic house would have a 
value increase of $4,000 and increased taxes of between 
$60 ($4,000 x 1.5%) and $100 ($4,000 x 2.5%). So here is 
the effect on the owner of the historic house  — she had 
to pay additional taxes of between $15 and $25 more 
than her neighbor, the owner of the non-historic house. 
But the value of her home increased $1,000 more than 
did her neighbor. She would be hard pressed to find 
any investment on Wall Street where an additional $15 
to $25 in outlay was rewarded with another $1,000 in 
wealth. 

That does not mean that rising property taxes which 
cause financial difficulties for some owners should not 
be addressed. But the short-term cash flow problem is 
offset 40 to 67 times by the increased wealth.
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5. Foreclosure Patterns
December 2007 marked the beginning of what has 
come to be known as the Great Recession. Hardest hit 
in the recession was the real estate market. While the 
recession was officially designated as having ended 
in June, 2009, the real estate market in hundreds of 
cities didn’t recover until three or four years later. In a 
few markets a decade after the real estate crash, values 
have still not reached their pre-recession levels. 

Economists argue over the causes of the recession, 
but one thing is not in dispute – millions of Americans 
lost virtually all of their assets through the foreclosure 
of their homes. In the 10 years from the beginning of 
the recession 7.8 million homes were foreclosed on, 
and millions of additional families faced some type 
of foreclosure action during that time. Although most 
markets have recovered, the rate of home ownership in 
the United States is still five percentage points below 
its height of more than 69% reached in 2004. But even 
at the city level, the rate of foreclosure varied greatly 
from neighborhood to neighborhood. In more than 20 
cities we’ve looked at, foreclosure rates in local historic 
districts were decidedly lower than the rest of the city.

Between 2008 and 2012, the foreclosure actions 
for single family homes in Indianapolis reached a 
staggering 26 percent. But those with homes in local 
historic and conservation districts—while also hit hard 
by the recession—fared much better with just 6% 
foreclosure rates.

Florida was especially hard hit in the real estate crash. 
Every local historic district in Miami-Dade County had 
a lower foreclosure rate than the 11.2% found in the rest 
of the county. 

In designated historic districts, the foreclosure rate was 
less than a third of what was experienced in the rest of 
Pittsburgh.

In San Antonio the rate of foreclosure of single-family 
houses was less than the citywide average in 10 of the 13 
residential historic districts.

For Raleigh single family houses not in historic districts, 
for every 1000 houses, 100 faced foreclosure over the six-
year period, January of 2008 through December of 2013. 
Local historic districts saw only 28.8 houses per thousand 
foreclosed upon. Savannah had its share of foreclosures 
with nearly one house in 8 facing foreclosure in the six-
year period between 2008 and 2014. But every historic 
district in Savannah had lower rates of foreclosure than 
did the city as a whole. In Nashville, 54 out of every 
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1000 houses faced a foreclosure action between 2007 
and 2018. In Nashville’s historically designated districts 
the rate was less than half of that at 25.3 houses per 
thousand. Further, 16% of the foreclosures in historic 
districts were on new houses built as infill in the 
neighborhood.

One might prematurely conclude, “well, those historic 
neighborhoods are all rich, so those people could weather 
the recession.” Simply not the case. In every one of those 
cities – Indianapolis, Miami/Dade County, Pittsburgh, 
San Antonio, Raleigh, Savannah, and Nashville – while 
there are some wealthy historic neighborhoods, there 
are also numerous neighborhoods that are the opposite 
of wealthy. In nearly every one of the less prosperous 
neighborhoods, the foreclosure rate was still less than 
the rest of the city.

It isn’t that people who live in historic districts never 
get fired, or divorced, or run their credit card bills up 
too high. Rather there is a latent demand for homes in 
those neighborhoods even in market downturns. As a 
result,  homeowners who find themselves in financial 
difficulties often find buyers for their homes before they 
reach the point of foreclosure.
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6. Strength in Up and Down 
Markets
Related to the foreclosure findings is the pattern of 
value change in both up markets and down markets. As 
a general pattern, homes in historic districts do better 
when the market is moving up, fall later and less steeply 
when markets decline, and begin their value recovery 
sooner than other neighborhoods.

Between 2000 and 2008 – prior to the recession  — 
single-family residential properties in Raleigh increased 
in value 49% on a per square foot basis. Over that 
same time period value increases in three local historic 
districts increased in value between 84% and 111%. Then 
the recession began and property sales declined both 
in historic districts and the city as a whole between 2008 
and 2009. But before the recession was declared over 
the volume of property sales in historic districts began to 
recover and continued through the end of 2013. Home 
sales in the rest of the city continued to decline before 
picking up once that national recession ended. By 2013 
the number of sales transactions in historic districts 
was nearly 10% above the 2008 level, sales in the rest of 
Raleigh still lagged their 2008 numbers by 10%.

In 2012 the city as a whole recorded a 13% increase in the 
number of home sales. Raleigh’s local historic districts 
saw a 68% increase in number of sales between 2011 
and 2012.

Between 2007 and 2010, new 
construction in New York City 
fell 30% and didn’t recover 
to pre-recession levels of 
activity until 2012. Over that 
same time, activity in historic 
districts, while suffering 
a minor one-year decline, 
maintained a 
pre-recession level of activity.

An analysis of building permits in Nashville from 2006-
2011 shows that historic districts weathered the recession 
well, accounting for 19% of all permit investment and 
over 18% of all projects during the recession.

In up years in the real estate market, San Antonio’s local 
historic districts significantly outperformed the city as a 
whole. When the recession hit, there was a minor decline 
in historic district property values, but less severe than in 
the rest of the city. Then when the recession was finally 
over, recovery in the residential real estate sector began 
first in San Antonio’s historic neighborhoods. The 15-
year period between 1998 and 2013 covered three real 
estate cycles – rapid appreciation until 2007, real estate 
crash, and then market recovery. By 2013 the average 
square foot price of a single-family home outside of 
San Antonio’s historic districts was up about 68% from 
its 1998 value. But San Antonio’s historic districts homes 
were up 139% over their 1998 values.

This pattern of resilience in real estate recessions isn’t 
limited to housing values or sales activity. Between 2007 
and 2010, new construction in New York City fell 30% 
and didn’t recover to pre-recession levels of activity until 
2012. This collapse in the building industry meant that 
thousands of New York workers were suddenly without 
jobs or paychecks. Over that same time, however, activity 
in historic districts, while suffering a minor one-year 
decline, maintained a pre-recession level of activity. For 
rehabilitation work in historic districts, the decline began 
later, was much less deep, and recovery began sooner 
as compared to new construction in the City. If activity in 
New York’s historic districts had declined as much as did 
new construction, more than 1,600 more New Yorkers 
would have been on the unemployment line each year 
between 2008 and 2012. The speculation inherent in 
new construction left the industry vulnerable to boom 
and bust, whereas reinvestment and rehabilitation of 
older buildings acted as a stabilizing force during the 
economic downturn.

Many cities today are developing “resiliency plans.” But 
resiliency isn’t limited to recovery after natural disasters. 
It is also necessary after financial crises. In city after city, 
it has been the local historic districts that have been the 
most resilient after a real estate crash.
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While it’s the companies of the Fortune 500 that get the 
headlines in the Wall Street Journal, it is small businesses 
who are the backbone of the American economy. 96% 
of all businesses employ fewer than 50 people; 89% 
fewer than 20. These small businesses employ 23 
million more workers than do firms of 500 with more 
people on the payroll. Since the end of the recession, 
those small businesses have added 30% more jobs 
than have the big guys. Further, it is small businesses 
that offer the greatest entrepreneurial opportunity to 
women and minorities. So an economically dynamic 
city should be particularly concerned about creating an 
environment hospitable to small businesses. It is often 
historic districts that are the location of choice for small 
businesses.

Historic districts and buildings have a competitive 
advantage. They contain attractive buildings, spaces, 
and other attributes desirable to small businesses. 
Small businesses don’t just provide convenience and 
local jobs; they are also the source of the commercial 
vitality of a neighborhood. These businesses value the 
unique character inherent in historic buildings and 
often the competitive rents in older structures. While 
historic districts account for 8% of all private jobs in 
New York City, these neighborhoods are the place of 
employment for nearly 10% of the City’s jobs in small 
firms.

In Saratoga Springs, historic districts house 31% of 
all jobs at small firms (firms employing fewer than 20 
people). 

In Savannah, 30% of all jobs are in historic districts, but 
nearly half (48%) of the businesses that employ fewer 
than 20 people are located in these areas.

In San Antonio, while historic districts are home to only 
4% of all jobs, fully 7% of small firm jobs have chosen to 
locate there.

Recent analysis of Dun and Bradstreet data show that 
while only 4.8% of the businesses in Manhattan are 
owned by minorities or women, 7.2% of businesses 
in historic districts meet that test. In fact, 12% of all 
women-owned businesses and 8% of minority owned 
businesses are located in historic districts.

Small businesses are important to a local economy, 
and historic districts make a great location for a 
disproportionate share of small businesses.

7. Small Business

Denham Springs, LA

Little Rock, AR 
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8. Start ups and Young          
Businesses
If small businesses are important, start-up and young 
businesses (less than 3 years old) are even more so. 
Almost all net new job creation comes from new 
businesses. Where do those businesses choose to 
locate? Often in local historic districts.

In Miami-Dade County 4.9% of all jobs are located 
in historic districts but 5.2% of job growth occurred 
in those areas. Just over 6% of jobs at start-up firms 
are located in historic districts. That might not seem 
significant, but more than one in four jobs at start-up 
firms were created in historic districts.

In New York City, historic districts are home to 8% of 
all private jobs, but 10.1% of jobs at start-up firms (in 
business for less than one year) and 10.9% of all jobs in 
young firms. 

Raleigh, North Carolina is an economically vibrant 
and growing city. Of the new businesses in downtown 
Raleigh 46% of them chose a designated historic 
building to open their operation. Another 22% chose 
older buildings that were not yet historically designated.

A business’ location is more than an address. Particularly 
new and small businesses want their physical location 
to be a reflection of the quality and character of the 
goods or services sold within. The quality and character 
a historic building is an appropriate choice for these 
entrepreneurs. 

Three Fold Noodles + Dumpling Co. — Little Rock, AR
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9. Jobs in Knowledge and 
Creative Class Sectors
Richard Florida may have overstated the case in The Rise 
of the Creative Class but urbanists, economists, and 
economic development experts note that the young, 
well educated, talented workers are essential for a local 
economy to grow and the city to be vibrant. So where are 
those knowledge and creative class workers choosing to 
live and work? 

In New York City the three categories within which 
creative workers are employed are disproportionately 
represented in New York’s historic districts. While 8% 
of all jobs are in historic districts, more than 10% of 
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services jobs are 
in historic districts and more than 13% of jobs in the 
Information field. People can love or hate New York, but 
no one can argue that it is not one of the most creative 
cities in the world. And creatives gravitate toward 
neighborhoods with character. More than 20% of jobs 
in the Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation sector are 
located in historic districts in New York City.

Pittsburgh has seen an in-migration of young, educated 
workers which bodes well for the future of Pittsburgh’s 
economic growth. But the location of the jobs held 
by those workers is not random. Pittsburgh’s historic 
districts capture a disproportionate share. While around 
19% of all workers in Pittsburgh hold a bachelors or 
advanced degree, more than 35% of workers in historic 
districts have reached that educational attainment. 
While historic districts contain slightly more than 37% 
of all jobs, those areas are home to 47% of the jobs in 
finance and insurance, 58% of the jobs in education and 
44% of jobs in the information sector. These knowledge 
worker jobs are the growth areas in the US economy 
and are concentrated in historic districts in Pittsburgh.

In San Antonio, historic buildings and historic districts 
have a long history of incubating the arts. Arts related 
jobs in San Antonio are generally concentrated within 
or clustered around historic districts. This is also true 
of nonprofit organizations generally, 28% of which are 
located in San Antonio historic districts. While historic 
districts are home to just 4% of all jobs, there is a greater 
share of workers in arts and entertainment; information 
services; education; and professional, scientific, and 
technical services fields.

Firms employing “knowledge workers” are particularly 
attracted to historic areas. Although historic districts 
are home to 31% of all jobs in Savannah, 39% of 

professional/scientific/technical services jobs, 57% 
of art/entertainment/recreation jobs, and 74% of 
educational services jobs are in historic districts.

New York and Los Angeles will always argue which is 
the more creative city. Creative class workers show a 
decided preference for local historic districts in New 
York and the same can be said for LA. Between 2005-
2015 Los Angeles saw a 20% growth rate in arts related 
jobs, but local historic districts saw a 35% growth rate in 
arts related jobs.

While workers in the knowledge and creative fields will 
never be a large percentage of the entire workforce, 
they have a disproportionate impact on the economic 
vitality of a city. And employers of those workers are 
disproportionately choosing to locate in historic districts.

of all Professional, 
Scientific, and 
Technical Service Jobs10.4% 

of all 
Private Jobs 8%

of all 
Information Jobs 13.3% 
of all Arts, 
Entertainment, and 
Recreation Jobs20.3% 

In NYC, Historic 
Districts Contain: 
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10. Millennials and Housing
In 2019 the number of Millennials (those born between 
1981 and 1996) in the United States surpassed the number 
of Baby Boomers. That means for the next generation, 
that age group will have an outsized impact on how and 
where cities grow. So a city planning for a prosperous 
future must consider the needs and preferences of 
Millennials. Many in this age cohort might not identify 
themselves as “preservationists” but the qualities they 
are looking for in cities are the qualities found in historic 
neighborhoods.

One of the fastest growing cities in the nation is 
Nashville, a city particularly attractive to Millennials. 
While that age group makes up 29% of the population 
in non-historic neighborhoods, they constitute 33% of 
historic district residents.

New residents in a neighborhood who are renters are 
from all age groups, but a sizable share are Millennials. 
In Raleigh, historic districts have seen an influx of new 
renters in recent years, reflecting increased interest in 
living in the historic downtown area. Just over 60% of 
renters moved in since 2005, compared to around 30% 
of citywide renters.

In Los Angeles, the number of millennial residents in 
historic districts grew by 9% since 2010, compared to 
7% in the rest of the city. Despite making up only 1.8% 
of the land area, historic districts accounted for 4% of 
all new millennial residents between 2010 and 2016, 
meaning these areas punch above their weight in terms 
of attracting young adults.

A recent survey of the National Trust for Historic 
Preservation found that 44% of millennials surveyed 
wanted to live in historic, character rich neighborhoods.
National home buying trends back this up. Nationally, 
despite making up only 34% of homebuyers, millennials 
account for 59% of all buyers of houses built before 1912 
and 43% of buyers of houses built between 1912 and 
1960.

Attracting and retaining Millennials needs to be an 
economic development priority for cities. Whether as 
renters or homeowners, Millennials have revealed a 
preference for historic neighborhoods.

Home rehabbed by young family in Helena, AR

Micro Apartments in Columbus, OH

MILLENNIALS AND HISTORIC HOUSES NATIONWIDE 

Millennials as Buyers 
of Houses 1912-1960

Millennials as Buyers 
of Houses Pre-1960

Millennials as Share 
of All Home Buyers

of all 
Private Jobs 
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11. Walkability/Bikeability
In 2007 Walk Score was released to the public. Since 
then urban planners, real estate professionals, public 
health workers, transportation experts, and others have 
stressed the importance of Walk Score; it has become a 
basic tool of urban analysis. But most neighborhoods 
in America are not very walkable. The American Journal 
of Preventive Medicine noted, “Neighborhoods 
built a half-century or more ago were designed with 
‘walkability’ in mind. And living in them reduces an 
individual’s risk of becoming overweight or obese.” 
For multiple reasons people are prioritizing walkability 
in their choice of where to work and live. The Urban 
Land Institute reports that 50% of U.S. residents say 
that walkability is a top priority or a high priority when 
considering where to live.

What neighborhoods are walkable? Historic 
neighborhoods.

Nashville is notoriously unwalkable. Walk Score rated 
Nashville the 48th most walkable large city in the US, 
with a Walk Score of 28 and a Bike Score of 25. As a 
city, Nashville falls in the “Car Dependent” category. 
Yet historic districts are demonstrably more accessible 
earning a Walk Score of 63 and a Bike Score of 57. Nearly 
half of the historic districts have a Walk Score over 70, 
which is considered “very walkable.”

In Pittsburgh, the Walk Score was calculated for every 
block in every historic district. Then the average scores 
for historic districts was compared with the city as a 
whole. The result? As Pittsburgh is a dense city, the 
overall Walk Score is a very respectable 60. However, 
the average block within historic districts in Pittsburgh 
achieves a Walk Score of 75. Historic neighborhoods are 
more walkable than in most of a quite walkable city.

As with the Walk Score, the Transit Score was calculated 
for every block in every historic district in Pittsburgh and 
then compared with the city. The results were the same. 
While the city of Pittsburgh had a Transit Score of 54, 
blocks in historic districts averaged a Transit Score of 
66. Probably because of the number of hills and steep 
topography the Bike Score for the City of Pittsburgh 
is just under 40, while the Bike Score for Pittsburgh’s 
historic neighborhoods is 63.

Raleigh’s local historic districts represent some of the 
most walkable parts of the city. While the city of Raleigh 
has an average Walk Score of 29, meaning that most 
neighborhoods are car-dependent, Raleigh’s historic 
districts average a 73 Walk Score. 

Savannah, as a whole, rates a score of 41, putting it 
in the “Car-Dependent” category, while every local 
historic district scores higher ranging from “Somewhat 
walkable” to “Walker’s Paradise.”

Competitive cities need to be walkable, and walkability 
is found in historic neighborhoods.

The Walk Score categories are:

90–100 Walker’s Paradise
Daily errands do not require a car.
70–89 Very Walkable
Most errands can be accomplished on foot.
50–69 Somewhat Walkable
Some errands can be accomplished on foot.
25–49 Car-Dependent
Most errands require a car.
0–24 Car-Dependent
Almost all errands require a car.

Indianapolis, IN (Photo Credit: Raina Regan)
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Density. The D word. Density has lots of proponents 
– transportation experts, infrastructure engineers, 
public works directors, urban planners. The argument 
goes like this: “We need to have density to efficiently 
provide public services. Everything from bus systems 
to school locations to fire protection to waterlines are 
more efficiently and cost-effectively provided if we have 
density.” And you know what – they are right. Cities 
need density. But here’s where the argument falters; 
density is seen as a synonym of high-rise construction. 
Wrong. Where is density being provided right now? In 
historic neighborhoods.

In Miami-Dade County, historic districts are some of 
the densest areas with population density 5 times the 
county as a whole and nearly 2 1⁄2 times the average 
density in the urban areas. Another argument for 
density is that there is much greater tax generation 
per acre. True, and in Miami/Dade County the historic 
districts represent nearly four times the assessed value 
per acre than the rest of the County.

A common criticism of historic preservation is that 
it prevents increased density, and critics claim that 
preservation is in opposition of new developments that 
would provide needed housing units. This claim is not 
true in Nashville. First, historic districts only cover 6% 
of the land area of Nashville, there is plenty of space 
elsewhere in the city beyond historic neighborhoods. 
Second, historic districts are disproportionately 
absorbing Nashville’s population growth. Third, historic 
districts are on average the densest parts of the city. In 
fact, these areas are home to 4,828 people per square 
mile, 1,600 more than residential neighborhoods in 
the rest of the city. Density is needed in Nashville and 
historic neighborhoods are providing it.

San Antonio is not a dense city overall, with a population 
of around 2,900 people per square mile. However, the 
average density for San Antonio historic districts is 
5,369 persons per square mile. Individually almost every 
historic district has a density higher than the city-wide 
average.

But what is often missed by both proponents and 
opponents of density is that people will accept and even 
appreciate density if it is at a human scale. That’s what 
Savannah’s historic neighborhoods provide. As a whole 
Savannah is not a dense city, with just over 1,300 persons 
per square mile citywide. The local historic districts in 
Savannah are nearly five times as dense housing over 
6,300 people per square mile. Importantly this is density 

12. Density at a Human Scale
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at a human scale. These are neighborhoods where 
people like to walk—not overpowered with 20-story 
condominiums—but lined with houses built in the 
close proximity envisioned by General James Edward 
Oglethorpe.

Even in a low-density city like Los Angeles, the local 
historic districts are 1 ½ time the average density as 
other residential neighborhoods.

The powerful and influential Real Estate Board of 
New York (REBNY) has made the case for weakening 
protections for local historic districts around four main 
arguments. 1) The population of New York City is 
growing. 2) The City is landlocked and so cannot grow 
outward. 3) Therefore, we have to grow upwards. 4) 
Historic districts are precluding us from building the 
skyscrapers that we want to build and the density the 
City needs. That series of posits seems very reasonable. 
Who could argue with that?

Preservationists both can and should and here’s why. 1) 
Less than 5% of the developable lots in the City of New 
York is under the purview of the Landmarks Preservation 
Commission. If you can’t figure out how to build your 
skyscrapers on the other 95% of the land, maybe you’re 
not smart enough to be in the real estate business. 2) In 
every one of the five boroughs, the densest residential 
neighborhoods are the historic districts. 3) The density 
of the Census Blocks where residential highrises were 
built in Manhattan between 2000 and 2010, as tall as 
they are, still have density less than the historic districts 
in Manhattan. 4) Because of unit size and frequent 
patterns of low full-time occupancy, the density added 
by those skyscrapers is much less than their height 
would suggest.

Yes, New York City needs density, and yes, much of 
that needs to come from high rise development. But 
why does that density need to be in the 5% of the land 
of New York City that is already providing the highest 
density?

For all the whining from REBNY about the evils of 
historic districts, those developers certainly aren’t shy 
about marketing what urban journalist Roberta Gratz 
calls their “over-the-top luxury towers catering to the 
foreign oligarchs or providing pied-à-terres to American 
one-percenters” by stressing their proximity to historic 
neighborhoods. Allowing them to be built in the middle 
of New York’s historic districts would be allowing parasite 
buildings – using the ambiance, quality, and character 
of the neighborhood as the door mat for their $6,000/
square foot luxury phallic symbol. 

New York City, NY

New York City, NY
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13. Environmental Responsibility
It was Carl Elefante, immediate past president of the 
American Institute of Architects, who first coined the 
phrase, “The greenest building is the one already 
built.” This connection between the historic built 
environment and environmental sustainability went 
unrecognized by most of the environmental movement 
for decades, culminating in the LEED certification 
program which awarded more points for a single bike 
rack than for reusing an entire building. This myopia 
led to significant recent research by both academics 
and practitioners including, Stewardship of the Built 
Environment: Sustainability, Preservation, and Reuse, 
by Robert A. Young, Building Reuse: Sustainability, 
Preservation, and the Value of Design by Kathryn 
Rogers Merlino, Sustainable Heritage, by Amalia 
Leifeste and Barry L. Stiefel, Sustainable Preservation: 
Greening Existing Buildings, by Jean Carroon, Green 
Restorations: Sustainable Building and Historic Homes, 
by Aaron Lubeck and others. These published works 
were supplemented by the research of the Preservation 
Green Lab (now called the Research & Policy Lab of the 
National Trust). In their first major study, the Preservation 
Green Lab compared the environmental responsibility 
between appropriately retrofitting a historic building 
or building a new green gizmo structure. They found 
among other things that it takes 10 to 80 years of 
operating savings of a green gizmo building to recoup 
the negative climate change impacts of the construction. 
Almost every building typology in every region of the 
country demonstrated a better environmental outcome 
through adaptive reuse than with demolition and new 
construction.

In Maryland, a study by economic analyst Joseph 
Cronyn and environmental economist Evans Paull 
compared the differences in environmental impact of 
rehabilitating a 50,000 square foot historic industrial 
building to building a new structure at the edge of 
town. Among their findings were: a 20%-40% reduction 
in Vehicle Miles Traveled; reduced travel related CO2 of 
92-123 metric tons; retained embodied energy of 55,000 
Million BTUs; greenfield land preserved 5.2 acres; less 
demolition debris in landfill of 2.500 tons; $100,000 
value of natural resources saved; and infrastructure 
investment saved of between $500,000 and $800,000. 
Between the environmental benefits and the fiscal 
savings, the Sierra Club and the Tea Party ought to be 
holding hands in leading the preservation parade. These 
findings have been confirmed in city level preservation 
impact studies.

Mayor Bloomberg before he left office wanted to put 
New York City on a path to be the most environmentally 

responsible city on the planet. Good businessman that 
he is, he decided that step one should be an audit of 
which buildings were using how much energy today. 
Contrary to conventional wisdom, in fact the least energy 
use per square foot was found in buildings constructed 
more than 70 years ago. For multi-family properties, a 
structure built since 1980 used nearly 13% more energy 
per square foot than did an apartment built prior to 1920. 
While the energy efficiency has improved for buildings 
constructed over the last 30 years, still an office tower 
built since 1980 uses 33% more energy per square foot 
than one built nearly a century ago. 

The U.S. Green Building Council recommends that 
a connected development pattern has at least 140 
intersections per square mile. While Nashville’s streets 
inside the 1963 boundary have an impressive average 
of 932 intersections per square mile, the historic district 
streets double that. The impact of shorter blocks, 
connectivity for transit, and traffic calming benefits are 
well known with more intersection density.

Apart from energy usage, the amount of waste that 
goes into landfills when eliminating older and historic 
buildings is also an important factor when evaluating 
environmental responsibility. To put these environmental 
costs in context, when a decision is made to demolish 
one modestly sized house in a Raleigh historic district, 
62.5 tons of waste is generated for the landfill. That’s 
as much waste as one person would generate in 79.5 
years. When the energy cost of razing and hauling to 
the landfill are added to the embodied energy already 
within the existing building, the demolition of a modest 
sized historic home in Raleigh is equivalent to throwing 
away 15,285 gallons of gasoline.

Nearly every 4th grader in America learns that to be 
environmentally responsible it’s necessary to reduce, 
reuse, recycle. The use of historic buildings does all of 
those things.

Nashville, TN
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14. Smart Growth
The closest we have in the United State for a 
comprehensive sustainable development movement is 
one known as Smart Growth. And Smart Growth has a 
specific set of principles. They are:

• Create a range of employment opportunities.
• Mix land uses.
• Take advantage of compact building design.
• Create walkable neighborhoods and a range of 

housing opportunities and choices.
• Foster distinctive, attractive communities with a 

strong sense of place.
• Preserve open space, farmland, natural beauty, and 

critical environmental areas.
• Strengthen and direct development towards 

existing communities.
• Provide in advance a variety of transportation 

choices, urban and social infrastructure based on 
population projections.

• Make development decisions sustainable, 
predictable, fair, and cost effective.

• Encourage community and stakeholder 
collaboration in development decisions.

• Cost effectiveness in decision making.

Historic neighborhoods are the living embodiment of 
all ten Smart Growth principles. In fact, if a community 
did nothing but protect its historic neighborhoods, 
it will have advanced a comprehensive sustainable 
development agenda.

Commute time has both environmental and quality 
of life implications. The density and central location of 
Indianapolis historic districts have implications for the 
live-work balance. While the average commute in the 
Indianapolis is 23 minutes, nearly 35% of households 
in historic districts commute less than 15 minutes. This 
also affects the quality of life of residents, as more time 
spent commuting means less time spent with family, 
exercising, and contributing to the community.

In a 2013 report by the International Downtown 
Association, Savannah’s Landmark District is 
considered a “high live-work” downtown with 29% of 
all workers also residing there. This has positive impacts 
not just for the worker, but for the environment, traffic 
congestion, businesses that serve both residents and 
workers, the municipal budget, and public safety issues. 
Density, walkability, bikeability, and live-work lifestyle 
are important in quality of life measurement and that 
is exactly what Savannah’s historic neighborhoods 
provide.

San Antonio, TX
Photo Credit: SA Office of 
Historic Preservation

Nashville, TN

Indianapolis, IN (Photo Credit: Raina Regan)
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The use of public transit is usually a priority for both 
sustainability and resilience strategies. In nearly every 
municipality in Miami-Dade County, residents of local 
historic districts use public transit to a greater degree 
than do the rest of the citizens of their community. This 
translates into environmental savings as households 
in historic districts drive 2,300 miles less per year. Less 
miles traveled means less greenhouse gas emissions. 
92% of properties in historic districts are within .25 miles 
of a bus route, compared to 76% in the rest of the city. 
29% of residents in historic districts are within .5 miles of 
a hospital, compared to 10% in the rest of the city. 75% 
of residents in historic districts live within .5 miles of a 
public school, compared to 67% in the rest of the city.
In Miami/Dade County, 82% of properties in historic 
districts are located within 1⁄4 mile of a park or greenspace 
compared to 43% of the rest of the county. The average 
tree canopy coverage in historic districts is over 20% as 
compared to just over 12% in the county overall. The 
historic district tree canopy contributes more than $19 
million in economic benefits.

Roughly twice the number of workers commute into 
Raleigh’s historic districts than workers who live in the 
districts and commute elsewhere. And nearly 40% of the 
incoming workers travel less than 10 miles to get to their 
workplace in the districts, compared to only 33% in the 
city as a whole. People who live around historic districts 
are benefiting from their concentration of businesses 
and jobs as well.

A public commitment to identify, protect and enhance 
San Antonio’s historic neighborhoods is in and of itself 
Smart Growth. San Antonio’s historic neighborhoods 
should serve as the model in how to reach the vision 
established for environmental sustainability.

San Antonio is known for its cohesive neighborhoods 
with compelling and unique personalities. Modern 
linked mass transit, improved infrastructure and a 
concerted effort to preserve and maintain our historic 
buildings, parks and open spaces compliment smart 
growth patterns. The result is a livable and vibrant 
community that is strongly connected to its past and 
maintains it small town feel. The Average Transit Score 
for San Antonio Historic Districts is nearly twice the 
citywide average.

A neighborhood that adopted the Smart Growth 
principles should be expected to benefit from a 
priority on almost everyone’s list – reduced commuting 
time. That is already happening today in historic 
neighborhoods in San Antonio. Over a third of historic 
district residents have commute times of less than 15 
minutes. That compares with less than 24% of other San 
Antonio residents who can make the same claim.

The conclusion for this section is simple: Historic 
Preservation IS Smart Growth.

Indianapolis, IN
Photo Credit: Indiana Landmarks
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15. Neighborhood Level 
Diversity
In some places historic districts are seen as exclusively 
the domain of the rich and white. While throughout the 
country there are, indeed, some historic districts that 
are very wealthy, that is far from the norm. Further, at 
PlaceEconomics, we believe that healthy neighborhoods 
are those that at the neighborhood level are a reflection 
of the economic, racial, and ethnic diversity of the entire 
city. We are further convinced that economic integration 
at the neighborhood level ought to be a public policy 
goal. Where are these “mirror of the city” areas? Almost 
exclusively in local historic districts.

Historic districts help to achieve public policy housing 
goals by providing housing options for a range of 
household sizes and incomes, while fostering a balance 
of neighborhood stability and healthy change. In 
Raleigh housing units come in a variety of sizes. The 
vast majority—over 75 percent—are modestly sized, 
with fewer than 2,500 square feet. A diversity of housing 
sizes results in a diversity of housing price points for 
both renters and potential owners. It is this range of 
price options that leads to economic integration within 
a neighborhood.

Historic districts ought to provide jobs across the 
demographic spectrum. When the racial makeup of 
workers in Pittsburgh as a whole is compared to the 
racial makeup of workers in historic districts, there is 
nearly no statistical difference. Historic districts are a 
virtual mirror of the city at large in terms of the race of 
those working there. As are the residents in Pittsburgh’s 
historic residential areas.

While Miami-Dade County as a whole is diverse, the 
local historic districts are particularly so. While there 
are differences among individual historic districts, on 
an aggregate basis the residents who choose to live in 
the county’s local historic districts are a mirror of the 
diversity of the county as a whole, in income, in race, 
and in ethnicity.

In nearly every historic neighborhood in Nashville there 
are households with very modest earnings living next 
to households of significant income. This is economic 
integration and is central to the equity goals of the 
city. Nashville recognizes that urban vitality is built 
on diversity, and it has become a basic premise of 
placemaking that healthy neighborhoods are neither 
all rich nor all poor. The historic districts in Nashville are 
home to households at both the bottom and the top of 
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the economic rungs of the city. In fact, there is almost 
an even distribution of households in historic districts 
among lower (36.1%), middle (27.3%), and upper income 
(36.6%) households.

In San Antonio, at the historic district level, 
neighborhoods are composed of a great diversity of 
incomes by household. A few – Cattleman Square 
and Government Hill - have a higher percentage 
of households making $25,000 and under, while 
King William and Monte Vista have a greater share 
of households making more than $150,000. Most 
neighborhoods are statistically near the city averages 
for household in each income category. Even in a 
perceived wealthy district like King William, the share of 
households earning under $25,000 is nearly the same 
as the city overall. And in that district, there are more 
than two times as many households earning less than 
$50,000 per year than those making more than $150,000.

San Antonio, TX
Photo Credit: SA Office of 
Historic Preservation
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In Saratoga Springs, the eight historic districts are 
comprised of the most diverse residential populations 
in the city. In fact, the historic districts are home to a 
larger share of non-white residents than the rest of 
the city. While the overall population of Saratoga 
Springs is 90% white, the city’s historic districts have 
greater diversity among African American, Asian, and 
other minority populations. Saratoga Springs historic 
districts help preserve the existing rental housing stock 
in town. As a result, many of these renters are able to 
call local historic districts home. Saratoga Springs’ 
historic districts also provide a wide variety of housing 
sizes and models, which is another important aspect of 
maintaining housing. There are more housing options 
in historic districts than elsewhere in the city. This 
enables residents from a wide range of economic levels, 
household sizes, and age groups to live in Saratoga 
Springs. In fact, 40% of all apartment properties are 
located in historic districts —again demonstrating that 
historic districts, while covering only a small portion 
of the land area, are dense, productive, efficient and 
equitable.

While historic districts in Manhattan are overall higher 
in income and lower in minority populations than 
the borough as a whole, in many instances the other 
boroughs demonstrate just the opposite. Likewise, 
while those households earning more than $150,000 
constitute a larger share of the population in historic 
districts than the borough at large in both Manhattan 
and Brooklyn, the other boroughs show a different 
reality. In the Bronx, Queens, and Staten Island, high-
income households in historic districts represent virtually 
the same share of the population as the borough as a 
whole.

When compared citywide, New York City’s historic 
districts have a larger share of the White population and 
a correspondingly smaller share of minority populations 
than the rest of the City. But, in fact, those overall 
numbers are skewed by patterns in Manhattan. When 
looked at on a borough by borough basis, the picture 
is much different. In the Bronx and Brooklyn, the Black 
population within historic districts is nearly a mirror 
image of the Black population in the rest of the borough. 
In Staten Island, historic districts have a larger share of 
the Black population than the rest of the borough. This 
trend continues with Hispanic populations as well. In 
both Manhattan and Brooklyn, there is a smaller share 
of Hispanics in historic districts than in the borough as 
a whole, but in the Bronx, Queens, and Staten Island, 
there is a higher share of Hispanic New Yorkers living in 
historic districts than in the rest of the borough.

Neighborhoods ought to be available to a wide 
spectrum of a city’s population, and more often than 
not it is the historic districts that are meeting that goal.
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16. Housing Affordability
There is a housing affordability crisis in many American 
cities. There are even some who loudly shout that the 
4 or 5% of a city’s land that is protected from rampant 
demolition through local historic districts is the cause of 
the affordability challenge. That’s equivalent to claiming 
the back-up catcher on the bench of a baseball team 
is responsible for a losing season. There are multiple 
causes for the housing affordability crisis, but two 
things are clear: 1) You cannot build new and rent or 
sell cheap, unless there are very deep subsidies or you 
build crap; 2) We are simultaneously tearing down what 
is affordable and building what is not. Keeping older 
housing maintained and occupied, both in historic 
districts and elsewhere, needs to be a central strategy 
for housing affordability. The chances of a dwelling unit 
being razed and replaced by a more affordable unit is 
virtually non-existent.

A change has been made in recent years as to how 
“affordability” is measured. For years the standard was 
that if a household was spending more than 30% of 
its income on housing, it was housing cost burdened. 
More recently, however, there has been a recognition 
that it is not just the cost of rent or a mortgage 
payment that should be considered when calculating 
affordability, but also the cost of transportation. Hence 
the more widely used measure today is the Housing 
plus Transportation cost, or H+T cost. A household is 
considered housing cost burdened if the combination of 
those two expenses exceed 50% of household income. 
Far from being unaffordable, historic districts are often 
where the marketplace is providing affordable housing, 
usually without subsidy or assistance of any kind.

While Nashville sees fewer housing cost-burdened 
homeowners than the country as a whole, renters do 
not fare as well. Nashville has approximately the same 
share of cost-burdened rental households as the nation 
overall. For both owners and renters in historic districts, 
however, there is a lower share who are housing cost 
burdened.  Approximately 19% of homeowners in historic 
districts are cost-burdened, versus approximately 
26% in the rest of the city, while approximately 35% of 
renters in historic districts are cost-burdened, versus 
approximately 48% of renters in the rest of the city.

Miami-Dade County has been identified as one of the 
least affordable housing markets in the nation. Three 
factors are at work: 1) the overall cost of living in Miami-
Dade is higher than the national average; 2) the rate of 
increase in the cost of living is greater than the national 
average; 3) median household income growth is slower 
than the national average. All of these factors mean 

that a large share of the population is Housing Cost 
Burdened. 40% of Miami-Dade homeowners and more 
than 60% of renters fall into the housing cost burdened 
category. For both owners and renters, however, a lesser 
share of those living in historic districts are housing cost 
burdened.

Affordability of housing is a serious issue everywhere, 
but the problem is somewhat less acute in historic 
districts. While nearly half of all Raleigh renters are 
cost-burdened, only 41% of renters in historic districts 
are cost-burdened. People who rent— by choice or 
necessity—are seeing housing opportunity in Raleigh’s 
historic districts.

Pittsburgh is known for the relative affordability of its 
housing. Along with the educational institutions and 
quality of life, one of the major attractions for young 
people moving to and moving back to Pittsburgh is  
affordable housing . More recent analysis has focused, 
however, not just on the cost of rent or the size of a 
mortgage payment, but what is the economic burden 
of housing plus transportation. By this measure not only 
are the historic neighborhoods of Pittsburgh affordable, 
but they are more affordable than the rest of the city. 
While the typical household in greater Pittsburgh spends 
fully half of its income on housing plus transportation, 
in historic districts that amount is less than 43%. This 
means that a household with $50,000 in income and 
living in a historic district has nearly $300 per month 
more to spend on entertainment, savings, clothes or 
food than a household with the same income elsewhere 
in Pittsburgh.

Older housing stock needs to be recognized for its 
contribution to nearly every city’s affordable housing. 
The only tool most cities have to prevent the demolition 
of older housing stock is historic district protection. 
Not only are historic districts not the cause of the lack 
of affordable housing, they are a significant part of the 
solution.

Nashville, TN
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17. First Place of Return
Many cities in the United States, primarily in the 
northeast and Midwest, have been losing population 
for decades. In recent years, however, some of them 
have again begun to grow in population. So a question 
arises – when cities begin to grow after extended 
periods of population decline, where within the city 
does that growth take place? The answer – in local 
historic districts.

Philadelphia, America’s 6th largest city, lost population 
for half a century. While its population peaked in 1950, 
Philadelphia shrank by more than 24% by 2000. Then 
comes the 2010 Census, and the city leadership, local 
newspapers, and public boosters all celebrated. “We’ve 
finally turned the corner! We gained population. It 
wasn’t much, only 8,500 people, but at least we’re 
growing!” Except they weren’t. The historic districts 
grew by around 14,000 people; the rest of the city still 
lost population.

Washington, DC followed the same pattern. After fifty 
years of population decline, the city grew between 2000 
and 2010, but a disproportionate share of that growth 
took place in Washington’s historic districts. Boston 
turned the corner earlier. Between 1950 and 1980, the 
population of Boston declined by nearly 30%. But 
when population growth began to occur again where 
it took place wasn’t random. While Boston’s historic 
districts are home to just under 23% of the population, 
those neighborhoods accommodated 36% of the city’s 
growth.

Pittsburgh, like many other legacy cities, has lost 
population in recent years. Although that process has 
slowed, there was still a loss of 9% of the city’s population 
between 2000 and 2010. However, the local historic 
districts, when aggregated, gained 4% in population.
Indianapolis fared better. Although there was a 
population decline between 1970 to 1980, there has 
been a slow but steady growth for the last half century. 
But what is happening now? Between 2000 and 2010, 
Indianapolis’ Urban Compact Area saw a rapid increase 
in population, growing an impressive 20% over those 
ten years. That growth slowed between 2010 and 2015, 
gaining 3% in the later period. However, growth in 
historic districts represented 17% of the total growth. 
Between 2010 and 2015, the local historic districts pulled 
more than their weight, growing 9% compared to the 
2% growth in undesignated areas.

Mayors – if your city has been losing population and 
you want to attract people back, don’t tear down your 
historic neighborhoods. That will be the first place of 
return

Philadelphia, PA

Pittsburgh, PA
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18. Attractors of Growth
But it is not just cities who have been in population 
decline where the historic districts are magnets for 
growth. It also happens in cities that have not been 
shrinking.

Despite making up only 6% of the land area, historic 
districts account for 10% of the population of Nashville. 
Population change in historic districts also outpaces 
that of the city as a whole. Between 2000 and 2016, 
the population in historic districts increased by 3.4% 
compared to 2.4% in the rest of the city. Between 2010 
and 2016—a period of significant population increase in 
Nashville— historic districts accounted for 20% of the 
city’s total population growth.

Miami-Dade County is growing in population and 
there have been concerns expressed about where that 
growth can be accommodated. While some believe that 
historic districts restrict growth, the evidence in Miami-
Dade proves quite the opposite. Between 2010 and 
2015, historic districts gained 14% in population while 
the rest of the county gained 6 percent. Overall historic 
districts accounted for 9% of total growth in the county. 
The appeal of historic districts is strong and these areas 
are attracting and accommodating a disproportionate 
share of the County’s population growth.

Historic districts restricting growth? Nonsense; they are 
accommodating growth.

Marathon Village - Nashville, TN

19. Allows Cities to Evolve
“Historic districts are largely frozen in time”. Anyone 
who writes that certainly hasn’t been to many historic 
district commission sessions. Historic districts are not 
museums. Preservationists recognize that they both will 
and should change over time. The purpose of historic 
districts is not to set an entire neighborhood in amber; 
and, in fact, none of them do that. Rather the purpose is 
to manage change over time so that the character and 
quality of the entire neighborhood is not diminished 
by out of scale and out of context changes. The 
demonstrated preservation premium in property values 
does not emerge because everyone looks forward to 
going in front of some goofy preservation commission. 
Rather the premium comes from a confidence that the 
lunatic across the street will not be allowed to make 
drastic changes to his property that will have an adverse 
impact on the value of my property.

The High Line, NY
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Property rights zealots who think regulations are 
inherently bad for the economy forget the basic rule 
of real estate, that the three most important variables 
are location, location, location. What that means is that 
the value of an individual building does not somehow 
magically emerge from within the property boundaries, 
but from its larger context. The three variables are not 
roof, walls, and foundation. The value of real estate is 
driven by its context, and the protection of that context 
is the economic essence of historic districts. This is a 
rational economic act. Real estate is inherently a long-
term investment. The value of that investment is not 
driven primarily by what an owner does within her 
property lines, but what happens to the surrounding 
area. The economic impact of historic districts is to 
provide a degree of protection to the value of what for 
most people is by far their biggest financial asset.

Historic districts change, and that is how it should be.

In Nashville in the last 5 years, historic districts have 
seen an average of $62.8 million in permit investment 
and 373 projects per year, accounting for around 11% 
of investment and 14% projects citywide. Historic 
districts attract dollars, seeing more than $445 million 
in investment since 2006. Far from being frozen in time 
as museums, historic districts welcome appropriate new 
development. Since 2006, more than 70% of investment 
in historic districts has been in new construction. 
Historic districts have become a magnet for investment 
in  rehabilitation of existing historic buildings, as well 
as new construction. Over the last decade almost $1.5 
billion has been invested in buildings in San Antonio 
historic districts, almost 70% of which was for new 
construction.

Savannah is one of America’s most historic cities. The 
protections of historic properties there are robust. But 
has that deterred investment? Absolutely not. Every 
year between 2007 and 2013 the amount invested in new 
construction in Savannah’s historic districts was greater 
than the investment in rehabilitation. Over that seven-
year period 53% of all investment in those districts was 
in new construction.

Instead of crying wolf about historic neighborhoods 
being frozen in place and discouraging investment, 
critics might take the time to look at what is actually 
happening there.

Savannah is one of America’s 
most historic cities. The 
protections of historic 
properties there are robust. 
But has that deterred 
investment? 
Absolutely not.  Every year 
between 2007 and 2013, the 
amount invested in new 
construction in Savannah’s 
historic districts was greater 
than the investment in 
rehabilitation. Over that 
seven-year period 53% of all 
investment in those districts 
was in new construction.

Savannah, GA
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20. Tax Generation
Mayors, city council members, and other local elected 
officials may have the toughest political jobs in America. 
They are responsible for sewers, schools, snow removal, 
public safety, potholes, light poles, parks, and a 
myriad of other tasks. Unlike their brothers and sisters 
in Washington or even state capitals, these elected 
public servants see their constituents every day, at the 
grocery store, their kid’s soccer game, the hair salon, 
and at church or synagogue, or temple or mosque. 
They literally can’t get away. At the same time, they are 
limited by what the state legislature allows them to do. 
And most challenging is that the local property tax is 
often the primary source of paying the bills for public 
services.

Most property tax is based on the value of the property 
– as its value goes up, so do property tax receipts (and, 
as many found out in the Great Recession, it also goes 
the other way). 

The fiscal health of a city depends largely on the revenue 
it receives and the effectiveness of distributing its 
resources. The municipality relies on property taxes to 
pay for public school teachers, police, and other public 
services. Indianapolis’ local historic districts contribute 
taxes at a rate disproportionately higher than their land 
area would suggest. The 4% land area contributes 15% 
of the total assessed value inside the Urban Compact 
Area and 5% of the total value of the city. On a per-
square mile basis, these local historic districts are 4 
times as valuable as non-designated acres inside the 
Urban Compact Area. 

Both Miami-Dade County and the municipalities rely 
heavily on property taxes to pay for public goods and 
services. While local historic districts constitute just 
over 1% of the land area in Miami-Dade County, the 
cumulative assessed values in historic districts represent 
5% of the total value. Furthermore, on a per acre value, 
historic districts have over 3.8 times more value than 
non-designated areas.

The primary beneficiary of the “preservation premium” 
is the homeowner. However, there is a public benefit 
as well. Local historic districts in Saratoga Springs 
represent only 6% of the land area but 14% of the 
assessed value of property within the city. On a cultural 
level, almost by definition historic districts contain 
buildings worth saving, but that is true from on a fiscal 
basis as well. From a tax revenue perspective, the 
historic districts disproportionately provide the needed 
revenue stream for the City of Saratoga Springs as 
well as Saratoga County and the local school districts. 

Properties in historic districts average 2.5 times the 
assessed value per acre than the rest of the city. 

The “preservation premium” from the faster rate of 
appreciation provides nearly $10 million dollars each 
year to Chatham County, the City of Savannah and the 
school district. If properties within Savannah’s historic 
districts had only appreciated at the rate of residential 
properties in the rest of the city, here would be the 
negative impact on the budgets of local government 
last year:

• School District: ($3,602,221)
• City of Savannah: ($3,080,286)
• Chatham County: ($2,948,592)

It is legitimate to ask where each of those levels of 
government would make up the nearly $10 million 
difference. Raise taxes? Cut services? Both? Keep in 
mind this is not all the taxes that the historic districts 
paid. This is only the amount in taxes attributable to 
the rate of appreciation greater than the rest of the city. 
What could be done with that much money?

• The School District could pay the salaries of 86 
teachers.

• The County could pay a fourth of the total budget of 
the Sheriff’s Office.

• The City could provide a $200/month rental subsidy 
every month for 1,283 families.

Saratoga Springs, NY
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In Raleigh two neighborhoods were compared. The only criteria in choosing them were: 1) they were the same size 
in land area; and 2) one was a historic district and the other a newer subdivision. Here were the findings: 

Oakwood Reedham Oaks/Wyndham

Population 1,664 507

Size (acres) 114.5 114.0

Housing Units 794 127

Average Year of Construction 1925 1992

Average Size of House (Square 
Feet) 2,473 3,515

Average Value $315,004 $524,077

Taxes per Unit $2,887 $4,805

Population per Acre 14.5 4.4

Square Feet of Road per Unit 1,045 2,209

Taxes per Acre $22,022 $5,531

Water/Sewer Line Replacement 
Cost per Unit $8,881 $24,781

Annual Property Taxes $2,292,278 $610,235

Which neighborhood is the most efficient and cost-effective for Raleigh taxpayers?

Raleigh, NC (Photo Credit: Raleigh Historic 
Development Commission)
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(for good 
measure)reasons

Preservation as Catalyst
The redevelopment and reuse of a historic building 
is often the catalyst that spurs additional investment 
nearby in both additional historic preservation and 
new construction. The area around the Sewell Cadillac 
Building in New Orleans saw virtually no investment 
between Katrina and 2012. Then the 50s International 
Style building was transformed into Rouses Market. This 
project catalyzed $140 million of new construction in the 
following four years.

In inner-city Baltimore the H.F. Miller & Son Building 
was built to manufacture bricks. After years of vacancy 
it was redeveloped as Millers Court, a mixed-use 
housing development providing discounted rents to 
teachers and non-profit organizations. While the City 
of Baltimore continued to lose population, the area 
immediately around Miller Court  grew by more than 
10%.

Home to social and cultural institutions
In Nashville 9% of non-profits are located in historic 
districts. 31% of historic district residents live within 
walking distance of a museum, compared to 19% in 
the rest of the city. 40% of historic district residents live 
within 1/2 mile of a library, compared to 24% in the rest 
of the city. 84% of historic district residents live within 
walking distance of public art, compared to 47% in the 
rest of the city.

The wealth of social capital located in historic districts is 
further reinforced through institutions that honor the 

heritage of people and place and through organized 
events that celebrate the history and culture of its 
residents. 30% of nonprofits in Indianapolis are 
located in historic districts as well as 56% of museums. 
In Miami/Dade County, 15% of nonprofits and 30% of 
museums are located in historic districts.

In San Antonio, 28% of historic district residents are 
within a quarter mile of a public school. That is true of 
only 4% of the population as a whole. 3% of historic 
district residents are within a quarter mile of a library 
and nearly one in ten are that close to a college or 
university. Both numbers are significantly higher than 
for the city at large.

New Orleans, LA (Photo Credit: Tulane News)

4 Additional
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(for good 
measure)

Neighborhood Stability and Community 
Engagement
Nearly 40% of renters in Raleigh have lived in their 
historic district residence for more than a decade, 
moving in before 2004. Long-term residents are a 
strong indicator of neighborhood stability. People who 
have lived for years in a place often feel a heightened 
sense of responsibility to maintain their homes and 
shared community spaces. They are more likely to invest 
physically, monetarily, and socially in the neighborhood. 
Historic district homeowners stay put. Over 27% of 
Raleigh historic district homeowners moved into their 
current residence in 1989 or earlier—nearly double the 
citywide number of 15 percent.

An analysis of Keep Indianapolis Beautiful’s Adopt-
a-Block program revealed, of active blocks, 18% are 
located within historic districts.

Housing Vacancy
The biggest adverse impact on the value of a house 
is proximity to a vacant or abandon property. In 
Indianapolis the strength in the market is further 
reflected in the lack of neglected or abandoned 
properties in historic districts. Less than 2% of the city’s 
nearly 3,000 abandoned properties inside the urban 
context area are located in historic districts.

Coverage of the 
City 
So preservationists have thrown their regulatory net over 
nearly the entire city, stifling growth, making housing 
unaffordable, precluding the downtrodden real estate 
industry from making needed investments. Wait, really?
In Indianapolis local historic districts cover 4% of the 
land area or 5% of the parcels within the urban context 
area.

Locally designated historic districts in Miami-Dade 
County represent 1.4% of the land area and 3.5% of the 
population.

Historic preservation and conservation overlay districts 
make up just 12% of parcels and 6% of the land area in 
Nashville.

Washington, DC

Nashville, TN

Miami, FL
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Saratoga Springs has 8 local historic districts that 
collectively cover 6% of the land area and 9% of the 
properties within city limits.

Savannah’s historic districts comprise 8% of the city’s 
land area, 15% of its buildings; 16% of its population.
2.6% of the parcels and 3.4% of the total land area in the 
City of Los Angeles have been designated as a Historic-
Cultural Monument or a Historic Preservation Overlay 
Zone.

And where the “too much preservation” whine is 
heard the loudest – New York City — 3.4% of New 
York City’s total lots are under the purview of the 
Landmarks Preservation Commission, and that includes 
designated historic districts, individual landmarks, and 
interior landmarks. Specifically, 3.3% of the lots are 
within historic districts and a mere 0.1% of the lots are 
individual or interior landmarks. Citywide, those 3.4% 
of LPC-designated lots cover only 4.4% of New York 
City’s total lot area, leaving over 95% of the land to be 
developed without LPC oversight.

The author of that “Historic Designations Are Ruining 
Cities” raised the alarm that, “In some places it’s 
clear that historic designations have gone overboard. 
One analysis finds that over 19% of Washington, 
DC’s properties are covered by a historic designation, 
compared to only about 2% in Philadelphia and 
Chicago.” Is it remotely possible that Washington, DC, is 
the national capital, and that much of what is historically 
designated is the National Mall, the White House and 
Lafayette Square, the Federal Triangle, the Tidal Basin 
and Jefferson Memorial, St. Elizabeth’s Hospital, Rock 
Creek Park, the Capitol, and, and, and…? No, if that 
were the case, surely a PhD in economics would have 
recognized that.

Approval Rates
“Those damn preservation commissioners, arbiters of 
what they think is good taste, the preservation police, 
all they do is tell people what they can’t do.”

In Raleigh, over a fifteen-year period, 40% of applications 
were approved at the staff level, 58% approved by the 
Raleigh Historic Development Commission, and less 
than 2% were denied.

In the last five years 5000 applications for Certificate 
of Appropriateness were filed with the Indianapolis 
Historic Preservation Commission. 60% of them were 
approved at the staff level; less than 1% were denied.

Infill in Nashville, TN

Raleigh, NC

In Nashville nearly 60% of all applications are approved 
at the staff level. For those that appear before the 
Metropolitan Historic Zoning Commission less than two 
or three a year are denied.

In New York City, the Landmarks Preservation 
Commission reviews 12,000 to 13,000 applications 
annually. Nearly 95% of those applications do not 
require applicants to appear at the Commission’s public 
hearings and are resolved at the staff level. Over the 
last fifteen years of those that went to a Commission 
hearing, an average of 86.7% of applications were 
approved, 12.9% were withdrawn or deactivated, and 
3/10 of 1% or less were denied. Over the last five years 
more people have been struck by lightning in New 
York City than have had their application denied at the 
Landmarks Preservation Commission.
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Conclusion
Let’s be honest, we preservationists haven’t done a great job of 
making our case for historic preservation and its contributions to 
active, vibrant, prosperous cities. Too often the general public only 
hears us rambling on about paint colors or obsessing about window 
replacements. We need to do better.

The good news is the facts are on our side. When the first studies 
of the impact of historic preservation were done twenty-five years 
ago, there wasn’t much to measure – jobs, heritage tourism, property 
values, and downtown revitalization. That was about it. Today with 
the availability of big data, GIS, and smart young people who know 
how to use the technology, we’ve found dozens of ways historic 
preservation is great for cities. Every time PlaceEconomics takes on a 
new assignment we find more positive preservation impacts.

It’s perfectly fine when we talk among ourselves to argue about 
cornices and gargoyles. But when we are talking to those who don’t 
call themselves “preservationists”—when we talk to mayors and 
bankers and minority communities and housing advocates and real 
estate developers—we need to expand our vocabulary.

It is to the credit of the clients of PlaceEconomics that we’ve been 
privileged to conduct these studies. The “factoids” found in this 
report are only a small part of what we’ve been learning. But those 
lessons are important and need to be in the arsenal of preservationists 
making the case. Thank you for doing so.
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“People who alter or 
destroy works of art and 
our cultural heritage for 

profit or as an exercise of 
power are barbarians.”

George Lucas

New York City, NY
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From: Rocky
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: please forward to commission members
Date: Monday, March 7, 2022 12:27:01 PM

To all Landmark preservation Commission members:

The nomination of College Park has met all the Interior Department criteria for historic district
designation. 

LPC commissioners are at a crossroad;  a powerful force that believes historic protections are
a major hindrance to their goals of development and fattening their bank accounts is knocking
at the door of the very existence of Historic Preservation!.   They cloak their motives in feel
good talk about "affordable Housing" and the "missing middle" all the while salivating over
prime  real estate  that could be redeveloped to increase the income per square foot.  A home
on an average lot in "College Park" is no longer an income producer for the developers. 
Developers would tear it down, build a temporary apartment building that will make a profit
for it's life time.  The human qualities that make College Park  a great place to live will be
eroded fairly quickly and the qualities that make it a great place to live will be lost forever,
there is no getting it back!

Vote YES for creating "College Park Historic District" and you will be voting to ensure that
Tacoma is a place people will want to live.

Roger Johnson

former commissioner

Virus-free. www.avg.com

mailto:rajohnson@wamail.net
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org
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https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://www.avg.com/email-signature?utm_medium=email&utm_source=link&utm_campaign=sig-email&utm_content=emailclient__;!!CRCbkf1f!Ew9DZm8s1llBIvAiPp1hm4SeN7oEwFk57iQd5ekTTNgByMbPQ-68BqUEM-_6o37Gz80J1gtW36A$


March 16th 

TO:  Rueben McKnight 

SUBJECT:  College Park Historic District. 

Because I live in the College Park District I have more than a slight interest in what's 
going on with the Landmark Commission.  So, because I missed most of the last meeting 
I listened to the audio transcript of the meeting.   

Maybe it was the late hour, it could be that the meeting wasn't the most exciting 
meeting I've ever sat in on  (virtually or in person), and while I can be a severe critic of 
the commission, I must confess that one thing caught my ear:  the discussion of the 
design requirements for the district.   

As I understand it, the design requirements for the College Park District appear to be 
lighter than the requirements established for other historic districts. In my view, this is a 
subject worth discussing... because it's really important.  

In short, to "relax the requirements " (as one commissioner put it) is opening a door to all 
sort of questions from the other districts... and those questions would be justified.  It sets 
a bad precedent.  And it tends to demean our district.  It's that simple. 

In this case, a "standard" is by definition, the requirements mutually agreed upon by all 
involved.  In the case of the College Park District, I see no substantive reason to deviate 
from the existing requirements.   

Having said that,  I'll go back to keeping my eyes and ears focused on the commission 
and what it's doing.   

Thanks for your attention. 

David Ullman 
David Ullman 
3103 North 13th Street 
Tacoma, WA 98406 



From: Nicholas Bach
To: Landmarks
Subject: College Park Historic District Nomination
Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2022 10:24:42 PM

Dear Landmarks Commission, 

I am writing to express my support for the approval of the College Park Historic District to be
added to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places. 

I grew up within the boundaries of the College Park Historic District (CPHD)  in a 100 year
old Victorian home. 30 years later, my husband and I purchased our own home, a 99 year old
Craftsman within the CPHD to begin to raise our two children in. The CPHD has many unique
homes within it that speak of the pre WWII period, including Craftsman, Tudor Revival and
Colonial Revival style homes.

The CPHD was recognized Nationally in 2017, and by the state of Washington in 2018. Both
of these authorizations have higher criteria than Tacoma's current codes (TMC 13.07). The
College Park Historic District has surpassed the conditions necessary for approval. It is also
supported by 55% of the residents that live within the boundaries (Based on an
independent survey). 

By being added to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places, this would allow the CPHD 
neighborhood to remain aesthetically cohesive, requiring new builds and remodels to meet
certain criteria such as building height, set backs, and neighborhood impacts. It is important to
note, CPHD is not against HIT, College Park Historic District existed before HIT was in the
works. The CPHD currently offers many affordable housing options for single and multi
family homes by using basements, attics, and ADU's for additional housing options. On April
21, 2021 Kevin Bartoy of  Tacoma Landmarks Preservation Commission states, "The current
proposal (HIT) will lead to an increase in demolition across the City. Strong policy is needed
to encourage adaptive reuse as the most sustainable solution. Historic preservation can help
move our City forward in a sustainable manner that uses the resources of the past to serve the
needs of the present while not sacrificing those of the future."  By adopting CPHD into the
Historic Register of Tacoma, this would allow for affordable housing options that are
sustainable for the community and environment both now and in the future.

This nomination will enable both neighborhood, community, and city preservation of the
historic quality homes using the design standards (adopted previously in the Wedge and North
Slope District).  I strongly support the approval of the College Park Historic District to be
added to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places. 

Sincerely, 
Jenarae and Nicholas Bach 

mailto:nickbach2@gmail.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: eugene mayer
To: Johnson, Susan
Subject: College Park Historic District
Date: Sunday, March 20, 2022 5:17:45 PM

Dear Susan Johnson,

As the College Park Historic District has been recognized by the state, it is time for Tacoma to
recognize it as well.  There is a unique charm to the neighborhood and preserving the
architecture of a by gone age, complementing the architecture of the University of Puget
Sound, is important.  This is not about limiting the number of people living in the area and is
not about suppressing HIT, but to retain the architectural nature of the area.

While the University of Puget Sound has continued to construct new buildings on campus over
the years, they have maintained the traditional architectural look/feel of the campus and the
same should be done for the College Park Historical District.

I strongly support a vote from the Landmarks Commission to approve the College Park Historic
District.

Regards,

Eugene Mayer

2906 N. 15th St.
Tacoma

mailto:targetrock@hotmail.com
mailto:SJohnson7@cityoftacoma.org


From: Jennifer McDonald
To: McKnight, Reuben; Johnson, Susan; Landmarks
Subject: Landmarks College Park Historic District
Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2022 7:19:45 PM

Dear Landmarks Commission,

Please accept this letter as support for Tacoma’s Landmarks Commission to accept the National Historic District
ruling that was made in 2017 to recognize College Park as a Historic District just as Washington State recognized
it with rigorous standards back in 2018.  Elliot Barnes stated in a Home in Tacoma meeting that having a historic
district acredidation does not jeopardize Home in Tacoma.  Design standards within a historic district do not
prevent new construction but require builders and designers to meet the neighborhood aesthetic.  This is also
something that HIT is looking to implement too. So when people say that accepting the National and State
recognition of being a Historic District is a way of limiting growth in the community this is an incorrect conclusion.  I
want Tacoma to be in control of what our neighborhoods and city looks like and not in the hands of developers
who are looking to make big profits with subpar construction design.  We do not want to repeat the mistakes that
were made in the 60’s and 70’s and we should protect the craftsmanship while increasing the amount of affordable
not market rate housing.

Thank you for your consideration and thoughtful decision process.

Best,
Jen McDonald
Living in College Park since 2003

mailto:jen@vandonald.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:SJohnson7@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: Karen Crampton Tracy
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: College Park Historic District
Date: Saturday, March 19, 2022 6:45:11 AM

March 20, 2022

1911 N Union Ave
Tacoma, WA 98406

Dear Reuben McKnight

As a resident of such a beautiful neighborhood rich in history and community, I support the
College Park Historic District nomination.

I grew up in England where its towns and villages tell a story of lives before. This is something
you never miss until it's gone. My heart aches with how our cities and towns are being torn
down and rebuilt without design standards preserving the historic qualities of its
neighborhoods.

College Park Historic District nomination is not about stopping growth, we love and support
the growth of our community, many of the larger homes have renovated the insides of the
house to support such growth. It’s about preserving the historic qualities. Important aesthetics
like building height and setbacks can and will destroy the beautiful homes that have such
important historic elements.

Over 55% of our community support College Park Historic District me being one of them.
Please keep the history of this neighborhood and let it continue to be one of the most
beautiful areas in Washington.

Sincerely,
 
Karen Tracy, MA
Karen Tracy Coaching 

Karen Tracy, MA 

mailto:kcramptontracy@gmail.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org


 

MARK TRACY 
1911 N Union Ave, Tacoma WA 98406 | 253-334-7025 | marktracyart@gmail.com 

March 19, 2022 

Reuben McKnight 
Landmarks Commission Historic Preservation Officer 
 

Dear Reuben McKnight: 
 

Born and raised in Washington state, I chose to live in this part of Tacoma due to its historical 

and aesthetic qualities. A resident of Olympia, Federal Way, Kent, Seattle, and Sequim in 

years past, I decided to get away from urban sprawl and have found my home here worth 

the investment.  

I am excited about the proposed College Park Historic District and support the fulfillment of 

this aim. I support this area as a National Historic District. I support growth in our area, but only 

with aesthetic and historically approved criteria to maintain--why this area stands out in the 

state of Washington. And why does it stand out? 

Lastly, I support preserving this historical area by implementing design standards, preserving 

historical quality, and what neighbors and friends in our community desire. 

Thank you for considering my thoughts. 

Sincerely,  Mark Tracy 
 



From: MARK TRACY
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: College Park Historic District
Date: Saturday, March 19, 2022 6:27:15 AM
Attachments: Reuben McKnight.docx

Dear Reuben McKnight,

I have attached a brief letter of my support regarding the College Park Historic District, which I will also
put in the body of this email. Thank you for considering my thoughts on the matter. 

Born and raised in Washington state, I chose to live in this part of Tacoma due to its
historical and aesthetic qualities. A resident of Olympia, Federal Way, Kent, Seattle,
and Sequim in years past, I decided to get away from urban sprawl and have
found my home here worth the investment.

I am excited about the proposed College Park Historic District and support the
fulfillment of this aim. I support this area as a National Historic District. I support
growth in our area, but only with aesthetic and historically approved criteria to
maintain--why this area stands out in the state of Washington. And why does it
stand out?

Lastly, I support preserving this historical area by implementing design standards,
preserving historical quality, and what neighbors and friends in our community
desire.

Thank you!

Mark

mailto:marktracyart@gmail.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org







Mark Tracy

1911 N Union Ave, Tacoma WA 98406 | 253-334-7025 | marktracyart@gmail.com

March 19, 2022

Reuben McKnight

Landmarks Commission Historic Preservation Officer



Dear Reuben McKnight:



Born and raised in Washington state, I chose to live in this part of Tacoma due to its historical and aesthetic qualities. A resident of Olympia, Federal Way, Kent, Seattle, and Sequim in years past, I decided to get away from urban sprawl and have found my home here worth the investment. 

I am excited about the proposed College Park Historic District and support the fulfillment of this aim. I support this area as a National Historic District. I support growth in our area, but only with aesthetic and historically approved criteria to maintain--why this area stands out in the state of Washington. And why does it stand out?

Lastly, I support preserving this historical area by implementing design standards, preserving historical quality, and what neighbors and friends in our community desire.

Thank you for considering my thoughts.

Sincerely, 

Mark Tracy
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From: Nicholas Bach
To: Johnson, Susan
Cc: Jenarae Bond
Subject: College Park Historical District Nomination
Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2022 10:22:01 PM

Dear Susan Johnson, 

I am writing to express my support for the approval of the College Park Historic District to be
added to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places. 

I grew up within the boundaries of the College Park Historic District (CPHD)  in a 100 year
old Victorian home. 30 years later, my husband and I purchased our own home, a 99 year old
Craftsman within the CPHD to begin to raise our two children in. The CPHD has many unique
homes within it that speak of the pre WWII period, including Craftsman, Tudor Revival and
Colonial Revival style homes.

The CPHD was recognized Nationally in 2017, and by the state of Washington in 2018. Both
of these authorizations have higher criteria than Tacoma's current codes (TMC 13.07). The
College Park Historic District has surpassed the conditions necessary for approval. It is also
supported by 55% of the residents that live within the boundaries (Based on an
independent survey). 

By being added to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places, this would allow the CPHD 
neighborhood to remain aesthetically cohesive, requiring new builds and remodels to meet
certain criteria such as building height, set backs, and neighborhood impacts. It is important to
note, CPHD is not against HIT, College Park Historic District existed before HIT was in the
works. The CPHD currently offers many affordable housing options for single and multi
family homes by using basements, attics, and ADU's for additional housing options. On April
21, 2021 Kevin Bartoy of  Tacoma Landmarks Preservation Commission states, "The current
proposal (HIT) will lead to an increase in demolition across the City. Strong policy is needed
to encourage adaptive reuse as the most sustainable solution. Historic preservation can help
move our City forward in a sustainable manner that uses the resources of the past to serve the
needs of the present while not sacrificing those of the future."  By adopting CPHD into the
Historic Register of Tacoma, this would allow for affordable housing options that are
sustainable for the community and environment both now and in the future.

This nomination will enable both neighborhood, community, and city preservation of the
historic quality homes using the design standards (adopted previously in the Wedge and North
Slope District).  I strongly support the approval of the College Park Historic District to be
added to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places. 

Sincerely, 
Jenarae and Nicholas Bach 

mailto:nickbach2@gmail.com
mailto:SJohnson7@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:bach.jenarae@gmail.com


From: Barbara Cordis-Lowe
To: Johnson, Susan
Subject: College Park Historical District
Date: Monday, March 21, 2022 6:53:48 PM

3/21/2022

 

To the Landmarks Commission,

 

Please pass the nomination for The College Park Historical District.  The nomination has
surpassed the conditions necessary for approval by the Landmarks commission.  It feels like
your delay in deciding on the district designation is political and waiting for a decision from
the city on Home In Tacoma.  The residents for the proposed College Park Historic District
are not against HIT.  We are not trying to stop growth in the purposed district.  Although with
the affordable housing already in our neighborhoods around the University of Puget Sound it
would seem like something the city of Tacoma would like to retain.  By accepting The College
Park Historical District, design standards of new construction would prevent just anything
“going up” and developers would have to meet the aesthetics criteria set before you the
Landmarks Commission.  That doesn’t sound like too much to ask.  Please don’t let the
developers wipe away our historic district, one of the last few in Tacoma and quite frankly in
our nation.  Passing the nomination for The College Park Historic District is the right thing to
do.

 

Sincerely,

 

Barbara Cordis-Lowe

1002 N. Junett St.

Tacoma, WA  98406

mailto:bcordislowe@gmail.com
mailto:SJohnson7@cityoftacoma.org


From: Jeffrey J. Ryan
To: Johnson, Susan
Subject: College Park Sidewalks stamps
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2022 3:52:00 PM

Hi Susan,

On another topic the Commission chose to not get involved in, this week all
the sidewalks were removed at the intersections along N. Cedar from N 16th
to N 20th and only a hand full of the stamps were set aside, saved.  Perhaps
a half dozen or so of the stamp remain out of the 39 contractor stamps and
27 street name stamps that were a part of our district  for over 110 years.
But as I recall the Chair noted that it would be best left up to the city.

While we photographed and inventoried as many as we could, retention of
these stamps which were noted in our NR nomination, would have been a better
solution.

Just for future reference.

Jeff

Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
LEED AP, BD+C
3017 North 13th St.
Tacoma, WA 98406
 
v 253.759.0161
c 253.380.3197

mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com
mailto:SJohnson7@cityoftacoma.org


From: lriegel@harbornet.com
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: College Park
Date: Saturday, March 19, 2022 12:41:37 PM

Dear Ruben:
As a resident of the North End, and College Park area, I am very much in favor of preserving
the unique quality and historic homes in my neighborhood.  
Progress should not be regresssive.  Our neighborhood has proven this already at the state
level.  
Thank you for your all your work and attentive listening.  
Sincerely,
Lynn Riegel
2910 North 20th St.
Tacoma, WA  98406

mailto:lriegel@harbornet.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org


From: Marshall McClintock
To: McKnight, Reuben; Johnson, Susan
Subject: Gault Middle School
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2022 3:52:24 PM

Reuben, Susan:

Sorry for the lateness, but below is a letter in support of listing the Gault Middle School. Please share
with the commission.

**************

Dear Chair Bartoy and Commissioners:

Historic Tacoma urges the Landmarks Preservation Commission to accept staff's recommendation to list
the original 1926 Gault Middle School building on the Tacoma Register of Landmark Places. The excellent
2021 Historic Assessment Report by Artifacts Consulting addresses the historic designation criteria
thoroughly, and we will not repeat that here. Instead we wish to bring to the Commission's attention
other related factors that might inform your decision. 

As the Historic Assessment Report points out the Tacoma Public School District engaged Caroline
Swope, PhD., in 2009 to conduct a survey of all of the district's historic properties and group them in
terms of historic significance. The original Gault school building was among the 11 buildings in that
survey ranked as "high priority" for preservation. The school district subsequently listed most of those
high priority buildings in the follwoing years. In 2014, Historic Tacoma nominated McKinley Elementary,
Oakland Elementary and Hoyt Elementary, three of the remaining priority buildings, to the city's historic
register. Gault Middle School was not included at that time only because the Tacoma Public School
District was negotiating the sale of the Gault campus to the Puyallup Tribe of Indians. Sadly, that sale did
not occur. 

In 2020-21 Historic Tacoma conducted a historic inventory of the McKinley Hill Mixed-Use Center for the
city's Historic Preservation Office. As part of that effort, we conducted outreach to the McKinley Hill
neighborhood that included online surveys as well as other activities. Participants identified the Gault
Middle School as one of the most important neighborhood buildings that should be preserved. Other
buildings included the Mottet Library and the McKinley (Post) Apartments. McKinley Elementary and Fire
Station No. 11 were also mentioned, but they are already listed buildings. Clearly the McKinley Hill
neighborhood regards the original Gault Middle School building as an iconic part of their neighborhood.

Finally, McKinley Hill is an under-served neighborhood in terms of historic preservation. Currently only
four buildings in the McKinley Hill neighborhood are listed on the Tacoma Register of Landmark Places.
They are the Rhode Holgerson house (1890, 618 E.35th St.), McKinley Hill Elementary (1907/1910, 3702
McKinley Ave.), Engine House No. 11 (1909, 3802 McKinley Ave.) and the East 34th Street Bridge
(1936/1947). One of the current goals of the city's Historic Preservation Office and Historic Tacoma is to
see that more neighborhood-defining historic buildings, like Gault Middle School,in the city's under-served
neighborhoods are listed and preserved. We hope that the Landmarks Preservation Commission shares
that goal. 

Regards,

Marshall R. McClintock
Board, Historic Tacoma 

mailto:marshalm@q.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:SJohnson7@cityoftacoma.org


Comments related to College Park Historic District



March 16th 

TO:  Rueben McKnight 

SUBJECT:  College Park Historic District. 

Because I live in the College Park District I have more than a slight interest in what's 
going on with the Landmark Commission.  So, because I missed most of the last meeting 
I listened to the audio transcript of the meeting.   

Maybe it was the late hour, it could be that the meeting wasn't the most exciting 
meeting I've ever sat in on  (virtually or in person), and while I can be a severe critic of 
the commission, I must confess that one thing caught my ear:  the discussion of the 
design requirements for the district.   

As I understand it, the design requirements for the College Park District appear to be 
lighter than the requirements established for other historic districts. In my view, this is a 
subject worth discussing... because it's really important.  

In short, to "relax the requirements " (as one commissioner put it) is opening a door to all 
sort of questions from the other districts... and those questions would be justified.  It sets 
a bad precedent.  And it tends to demean our district.  It's that simple. 

In this case, a "standard" is by definition, the requirements mutually agreed upon by all 
involved.  In the case of the College Park District, I see no substantive reason to deviate  
from the existing requirements.   

Having said that,  I'll go back to keeping my eyes and ears focused on the commission 
and what it's doing.   

Thanks for your attention. 

David Ullman 
David Ullman 
3103 North 13th Street 
Tacoma, WA 98406 



From: lriegel@harbornet.com
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: College Park
Date: Saturday, March 19, 2022 12:41:37 PM

Dear Ruben:
As a resident of the North End, and College Park area, I am very much in favor of preserving
the unique quality and historic homes in my neighborhood.  
Progress should not be regresssive.  Our neighborhood has proven this already at the state
level.  
Thank you for your all your work and attentive listening.  
Sincerely,
Lynn Riegel
2910 North 20th St.
Tacoma, WA  98406

mailto:lriegel@harbornet.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org


From: Karen Crampton Tracy
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: College Park Historic District
Date: Saturday, March 19, 2022 6:45:11 AM

March 20, 2022

1911 N Union Ave
Tacoma, WA 98406

Dear Reuben McKnight

As a resident of such a beautiful neighborhood rich in history and community, I support the
College Park Historic District nomination.

I grew up in England where its towns and villages tell a story of lives before. This is something
you never miss until it's gone. My heart aches with how our cities and towns are being torn
down and rebuilt without design standards preserving the historic qualities of its
neighborhoods.

College Park Historic District nomination is not about stopping growth, we love and support
the growth of our community, many of the larger homes have renovated the insides of the
house to support such growth. It’s about preserving the historic qualities. Important aesthetics
like building height and setbacks can and will destroy the beautiful homes that have such
important historic elements.

Over 55% of our community support College Park Historic District me being one of them.
Please keep the history of this neighborhood and let it continue to be one of the most
beautiful areas in Washington.

Sincerely,
 
Karen Tracy, MA
Karen Tracy Coaching 

Karen Tracy, MA 

mailto:kcramptontracy@gmail.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org


From: MARK TRACY
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: College Park Historic District
Date: Saturday, March 19, 2022 6:27:15 AM
Attachments: Reuben McKnight.docx

Dear Reuben McKnight,

I have attached a brief letter of my support regarding the College Park Historic District, which I will also
put in the body of this email. Thank you for considering my thoughts on the matter. 

Born and raised in Washington state, I chose to live in this part of Tacoma due to its
historical and aesthetic qualities. A resident of Olympia, Federal Way, Kent, Seattle,
and Sequim in years past, I decided to get away from urban sprawl and have
found my home here worth the investment.

I am excited about the proposed College Park Historic District and support the
fulfillment of this aim. I support this area as a National Historic District. I support
growth in our area, but only with aesthetic and historically approved criteria to
maintain--why this area stands out in the state of Washington. And why does it
stand out?

Lastly, I support preserving this historical area by implementing design standards,
preserving historical quality, and what neighbors and friends in our community
desire.

Thank you!

Mark

mailto:marktracyart@gmail.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org







Mark Tracy

1911 N Union Ave, Tacoma WA 98406 | 253-334-7025 | marktracyart@gmail.com

March 19, 2022

Reuben McKnight

Landmarks Commission Historic Preservation Officer



Dear Reuben McKnight:



Born and raised in Washington state, I chose to live in this part of Tacoma due to its historical and aesthetic qualities. A resident of Olympia, Federal Way, Kent, Seattle, and Sequim in years past, I decided to get away from urban sprawl and have found my home here worth the investment. 

I am excited about the proposed College Park Historic District and support the fulfillment of this aim. I support this area as a National Historic District. I support growth in our area, but only with aesthetic and historically approved criteria to maintain--why this area stands out in the state of Washington. And why does it stand out?

Lastly, I support preserving this historical area by implementing design standards, preserving historical quality, and what neighbors and friends in our community desire.

Thank you for considering my thoughts.

Sincerely, 

Mark Tracy
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MARK TRACY 
1911 N Union Ave, Tacoma WA 98406 | 253-334-7025 | marktracyart@gmail.com 

March 19, 2022 

Reuben McKnight 
Landmarks Commission Historic Preservation Officer 
 

Dear Reuben McKnight: 
 

Born and raised in Washington state, I chose to live in this part of Tacoma due to its historical 

and aesthetic qualities. A resident of Olympia, Federal Way, Kent, Seattle, and Sequim in 

years past, I decided to get away from urban sprawl and have found my home here worth 

the investment.  

I am excited about the proposed College Park Historic District and support the fulfillment of 

this aim. I support this area as a National Historic District. I support growth in our area, but only 

with aesthetic and historically approved criteria to maintain--why this area stands out in the 

state of Washington. And why does it stand out? 

Lastly, I support preserving this historical area by implementing design standards, preserving 

historical quality, and what neighbors and friends in our community desire. 

Thank you for considering my thoughts. 

Sincerely,  Mark Tracy 
 



From: eugene mayer
To: Johnson, Susan
Subject: College Park Historic District
Date: Sunday, March 20, 2022 5:17:45 PM

Dear Susan Johnson,

As the College Park Historic District has been recognized by the state, it is time for Tacoma to
recognize it as well.  There is a unique charm to the neighborhood and preserving the
architecture of a by gone age, complementing the architecture of the University of Puget
Sound, is important.  This is not about limiting the number of people living in the area and is
not about suppressing HIT, but to retain the architectural nature of the area.

While the University of Puget Sound has continued to construct new buildings on campus over
the years, they have maintained the traditional architectural look/feel of the campus and the
same should be done for the College Park Historical District.

I strongly support a vote from the Landmarks Commission to approve the College Park Historic
District.

Regards,

Eugene Mayer

2906 N. 15th St.
Tacoma

mailto:targetrock@hotmail.com
mailto:SJohnson7@cityoftacoma.org


From: Susan Ryan
To: McKnight, Reuben; Johnson, Susan
Cc: Jeffrey J. Ryan
Subject: Wednesday Rec & Finding Draft - request
Date: Sunday, March 20, 2022 7:32:42 PM

Dear Reuben and Susan,

I would like to make a request. I was thinking it would be thoughtful and encouraging for College Park Residents,
Planning Commission and City Council Members to learn about the show of support put forth by the preservation
community within Tacoma and the State for the College Park nomination. With historic preservation to be
encouraged by Landmarks and the Preservation Office this would be a great opportunity to show how this goal is
being supported. 

These are the names I have noted: 

Washington Trust, Historic Tacoma, North Slope Historic District, North End Neighborhood Council, Ross
Buffington Landmarks Ex-Officio,  Marshall McClintock Landmarks Ex-Officio, Architectural Historian Michael
Sullivan and Julie & Jay Turner founding members of NSHD and Buckley HD. 

I thank you for your time and trust you will find a way to add them into Landmark's Recommendation and Findings
draft report on Wednesday.

Sincerely,
Susan Ryan  

mailto:sryan@harbornet.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:SJohnson7@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com


From: Barbara Cordis-Lowe
To: Johnson, Susan
Subject: College Park Historical District
Date: Monday, March 21, 2022 6:53:48 PM

3/21/2022

 

To the Landmarks Commission,

 

Please pass the nomination for The College Park Historical District.  The nomination has
surpassed the conditions necessary for approval by the Landmarks commission.  It feels like
your delay in deciding on the district designation is political and waiting for a decision from
the city on Home In Tacoma.  The residents for the proposed College Park Historic District
are not against HIT.  We are not trying to stop growth in the purposed district.  Although with
the affordable housing already in our neighborhoods around the University of Puget Sound it
would seem like something the city of Tacoma would like to retain.  By accepting The College
Park Historical District, design standards of new construction would prevent just anything
“going up” and developers would have to meet the aesthetics criteria set before you the
Landmarks Commission.  That doesn’t sound like too much to ask.  Please don’t let the
developers wipe away our historic district, one of the last few in Tacoma and quite frankly in
our nation.  Passing the nomination for The College Park Historic District is the right thing to
do.

 

Sincerely,

 

Barbara Cordis-Lowe

1002 N. Junett St.

Tacoma, WA  98406

mailto:bcordislowe@gmail.com
mailto:SJohnson7@cityoftacoma.org


From: Jennifer McDonald
To: McKnight, Reuben; Johnson, Susan; Landmarks
Subject: Landmarks College Park Historic District
Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2022 7:19:45 PM

Dear Landmarks Commission,

Please accept this letter as support for Tacoma’s Landmarks Commission to accept the National Historic District
ruling that was made in 2017 to recognize College Park as a Historic District just as Washington State recognized
it with rigorous standards back in 2018.  Elliot Barnes stated in a Home in Tacoma meeting that having a historic
district acredidation does not jeopardize Home in Tacoma.  Design standards within a historic district do not
prevent new construction but require builders and designers to meet the neighborhood aesthetic.  This is also
something that HIT is looking to implement too. So when people say that accepting the National and State
recognition of being a Historic District is a way of limiting growth in the community this is an incorrect conclusion.  I
want Tacoma to be in control of what our neighborhoods and city looks like and not in the hands of developers
who are looking to make big profits with subpar construction design.  We do not want to repeat the mistakes that
were made in the 60’s and 70’s and we should protect the craftsmanship while increasing the amount of affordable
not market rate housing.

Thank you for your consideration and thoughtful decision process.

Best,
Jen McDonald
Living in College Park since 2003

mailto:jen@vandonald.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:SJohnson7@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: * GAYLE RIEBER PHOTOGRAPHY
To: Johnson, Susan
Subject: Letter regarding the proposed College Park Historic District
Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2022 8:36:16 PM

Ms Johnson, please forward this letter to the Historic Landmarks Commission.

Greetings.  For 43 years I have lived in the neighborhood proposed to be designated
the College Park Historic District.  That designation would become LOCAL, just as it
is designated at the national and state levels. 

My home was built in 1911 by a couple who chopped down trees in the area and took
them to a local sawmill at the edge of the gulch a half block from their property.  This
neighborhood is shaded by trees of many ages and heights. Folks walk here and
enjoy its shade and its ambiance.  The University of Puget Sound campus borders
this district and offers community programs we can walk to.

 I’ve been told that this district qualifies for local historic district status according to the
requirements outlined in Tacoma’s Municipal Code.  If this is true and the Landmarks
Commission and the Planning Commission and the City Council follow those rules,
we should be granted that designation. However, I have not succeeded in finding the
section that lists those requirements when I go to the city’s website.    

I want to see the character of this district maintained.  I want to see setbacks from the
sidewalk to the front door, some space between houses that are next door to each
other.  I want to see some roadblocks in the path to destroying old homes in favor of
maximum square footage with no design requirements. I want to see exterior home
improvements be done with some consideration to maintaining the character of
existing streetscapes.

I’m concerned that, without the Historic District designation, this lovely old section of
Tacoma will start to look like Anywhere USA.

I hope you will consider this point of view in your deliberations.

Gayle Rieber

2902 North 20th St

98406

253-306-4354

Gaylephoto@comcast.net

mailto:gaylephoto@comcast.net
mailto:SJohnson7@cityoftacoma.org


From: Nicholas Bach
To: Landmarks
Subject: College Park Historic District Nomination
Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2022 10:24:42 PM

Dear Landmarks Commission, 

I am writing to express my support for the approval of the College Park Historic District to be
added to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places. 

I grew up within the boundaries of the College Park Historic District (CPHD)  in a 100 year
old Victorian home. 30 years later, my husband and I purchased our own home, a 99 year old
Craftsman within the CPHD to begin to raise our two children in. The CPHD has many unique
homes within it that speak of the pre WWII period, including Craftsman, Tudor Revival and
Colonial Revival style homes.

The CPHD was recognized Nationally in 2017, and by the state of Washington in 2018. Both
of these authorizations have higher criteria than Tacoma's current codes (TMC 13.07). The
College Park Historic District has surpassed the conditions necessary for approval. It is also
supported by 55% of the residents that live within the boundaries (Based on an
independent survey). 

By being added to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places, this would allow the CPHD 
neighborhood to remain aesthetically cohesive, requiring new builds and remodels to meet
certain criteria such as building height, set backs, and neighborhood impacts. It is important to
note, CPHD is not against HIT, College Park Historic District existed before HIT was in the
works. The CPHD currently offers many affordable housing options for single and multi
family homes by using basements, attics, and ADU's for additional housing options. On April
21, 2021 Kevin Bartoy of  Tacoma Landmarks Preservation Commission states, "The current
proposal (HIT) will lead to an increase in demolition across the City. Strong policy is needed
to encourage adaptive reuse as the most sustainable solution. Historic preservation can help
move our City forward in a sustainable manner that uses the resources of the past to serve the
needs of the present while not sacrificing those of the future."  By adopting CPHD into the
Historic Register of Tacoma, this would allow for affordable housing options that are
sustainable for the community and environment both now and in the future.

This nomination will enable both neighborhood, community, and city preservation of the
historic quality homes using the design standards (adopted previously in the Wedge and North
Slope District).  I strongly support the approval of the College Park Historic District to be
added to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places. 

Sincerely, 
Jenarae and Nicholas Bach 

mailto:nickbach2@gmail.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: Nicholas Bach
To: Johnson, Susan
Cc: Jenarae Bond
Subject: College Park Historical District Nomination
Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2022 10:22:01 PM

Dear Susan Johnson, 

I am writing to express my support for the approval of the College Park Historic District to be
added to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places. 

I grew up within the boundaries of the College Park Historic District (CPHD)  in a 100 year
old Victorian home. 30 years later, my husband and I purchased our own home, a 99 year old
Craftsman within the CPHD to begin to raise our two children in. The CPHD has many unique
homes within it that speak of the pre WWII period, including Craftsman, Tudor Revival and
Colonial Revival style homes.

The CPHD was recognized Nationally in 2017, and by the state of Washington in 2018. Both
of these authorizations have higher criteria than Tacoma's current codes (TMC 13.07). The
College Park Historic District has surpassed the conditions necessary for approval. It is also
supported by 55% of the residents that live within the boundaries (Based on an
independent survey). 

By being added to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places, this would allow the CPHD 
neighborhood to remain aesthetically cohesive, requiring new builds and remodels to meet
certain criteria such as building height, set backs, and neighborhood impacts. It is important to
note, CPHD is not against HIT, College Park Historic District existed before HIT was in the
works. The CPHD currently offers many affordable housing options for single and multi
family homes by using basements, attics, and ADU's for additional housing options. On April
21, 2021 Kevin Bartoy of  Tacoma Landmarks Preservation Commission states, "The current
proposal (HIT) will lead to an increase in demolition across the City. Strong policy is needed
to encourage adaptive reuse as the most sustainable solution. Historic preservation can help
move our City forward in a sustainable manner that uses the resources of the past to serve the
needs of the present while not sacrificing those of the future."  By adopting CPHD into the
Historic Register of Tacoma, this would allow for affordable housing options that are
sustainable for the community and environment both now and in the future.

This nomination will enable both neighborhood, community, and city preservation of the
historic quality homes using the design standards (adopted previously in the Wedge and North
Slope District).  I strongly support the approval of the College Park Historic District to be
added to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places. 

Sincerely, 
Jenarae and Nicholas Bach 

mailto:nickbach2@gmail.com
mailto:SJohnson7@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:bach.jenarae@gmail.com


From: Todd Bond
To: Johnson, Susan
Subject: Fwd: College Park Historic District
Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2022 10:28:41 PM

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Todd Bond <bndmgc@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Mar 22, 2022 at 10:26 PM
Subject: College Park Historic District
To: <RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org>

Reuben, In 1991, I purchased a home at 3008 North 8th Street, it was a 3400 sq ft drug house
and was the scourge of the neighborhood, with the 23rd Street Crips Gang  selling drugs from
it. It was on the City of Tacomas list of known crack houses.It required 51 loads to the dump
to empty the house. It was zoned as a legal tri-plex.It took me almost ten years to gut it .
I replaced all the Plumbing and Electrical systems, new sheetrock and paint. Replaced the
windows, resurfaced the
 100 year old hardwood floors myself and repainted the entire home inside and out,  installed a
new roof and all new sidewalks. It was all worth it. Now it is a beautiful home which adds to
the character of the area. It is still a triplex with off street parking which we also added, and
adds to the missing middle in terms of density I strongly support the creation of the new
College Park Historic District to help maintain the character of this community asset. Thank
you Todd Bond

mailto:bndmgc@gmail.com
mailto:SJohnson7@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:bndmgc@gmail.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org


From: David Ullman
To: Landmarks
Subject: RE: College Park - A Final Thought For All Commissioners
Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2022 12:23:21 PM

“There may have been a time when
preservation was about saving an old building
here and there, but those days are gone.
Preservation is in the business of saving
communities and the values they embody."
Richard Moe, National Trust for Historic Preservation

“Values” is the operative word here.  History reveals that the values that
the residents brought to the College Park District 
from it earliest days to today provided a sound foundation for the values of
those living in the district today.  

The College Park District is mixed on virtually any level you choose to
apply; economically, racially, occupationally, financially and socially.  It is
not now and never has been a gated community…whether that gate is real
or metaphorical. It’s that simple.

David Ullman
3103 N.13th Street
Tacoma, WA 98406

mailto:1onedeu1@gmail.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: Jeffrey J. Ryan
To: Johnson, Susan; McKnight, Reuben
Cc: Susan Ryan
Subject: RE: Wednesday Rec & Finding Draft - request
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2022 2:50:43 PM

Good Afternoon

In rereading the recommendations, there was a lot of discussion on equity,
diversity and redlining but no concluding or summary statement?  As an open
question, this may be interpreted in the future as an issue directly
associated with our neighborhood. In our research and based on the
conversation by Commissioners, there has been no evidence of any restrictive
zoning, covenants or redlining in our district in the past or presently. It
would be good to include that fact in the recommendation so that there is no
misunderstandings within the findings.

By contrast in the West end last year, there was a down zoning of the
building heights, in some of the View Sensitive overlay districts. In the
Staff report prepared by Planning, there was a note along the lines of, the
sins of the past are not the burden of the present residents to bear. This
is the same West end neighborhood in which 9 out of the 11 known additions
to the city that contained racist and restrictive covenants were created
between mid-1920's and 1950. The review of the VSD revisions was given a
pass on this subject even though there was history in their neighborhood of
wrong doing.  I happen to agree with the approach that blaming the present
residents for past errors, even racism, is not right and the blame lies
squarely with those who created the city additions and the officials that
approved the language contained within those plats, the mayor, council and
staff who at the time signed those documents. This is a good history lesson
on past injustice within our city and one that needs to be discussed.  In
our neighborhood there is no such history of restrictive or racist zoning
practices, we should not be burden by an unproven accusation by those a few
that oppose our nomination or don’t like historic district or historic
preservation.  Racism, equity and redlining are serious issues and should
not be used as a weapons against any nomination  or community initiative
without proof and in no case should it be used against the current residents
of a community.

The recommendation should follow the stated requirements of the Tacoma
Municipal Code and the Commission needs to follow the required pathway for
the nominations review based on the TMC. Under state law and the City
Charter, the Commission is part of the Administrative branch of government,
not the legislative branch they are not elected representatives. The
Commissioners are tasked with following the same Charter and TMC that we
followed in our efforts to nominate the district to the Tacoma Register.
The Commission cannot add or delete any requires to the nomination process.
The TLPC role in reviewing  a nomination is to look at the historic standing
of the district based on the nomination criteria and the level of support
for the nomination by the resident of that district. The Planning Commission
reviews the district nominated against the Comprehensive Plan and community
goals and policies.  The City council takes the commission's recommendations
and reviews everything else. Only the council can makes changes to the TMC
after following the approved process for a revision. Based on your
recommendation and findings we have met all the requirements for listing on

mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com
mailto:SJohnson7@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:sryan@harbornet.com


the Tacoma register, the commission needs to follow their oath of office per the City Charter and approve the 
nomination.

Thank you for your time we look forward to the scheduled vote later today, based on your schedule.

Jeff

Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
LEED AP, BD+C
College Park Historic District Association
3017 North 13th St.
Tacoma, WA 98406

v 253.759.0161 
c 253.380.3197

Thank you for your email. I have forwarded this to the
landmarks@cityoftacoma.org email account for the public record.
Best,

Susan Johnson
(she/her/hers)
Historic Preservation Coordinator
City of Tacoma Planning and Development Services Department
747 Market Street Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
Mobile: 253.281.7445
www.cityoftacoma.org/historicpreservation

-----Original Message-----
From: Susan Ryan <sryan@harbornet.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 20, 2022 7:33 PM
To: McKnight, Reuben <RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org>; Johnson, Susan
<SJohnson7@cityoftacoma.org>
Cc: Jeffrey J. Ryan <jjryan@harbornet.com>
Subject: Wednesday Rec & Finding Draft - request

Dear Reuben and Susan,

I would like to make a request. I was thinking it would be thoughtful and encouraging for College Park Residents, 
Planning Commission and City Council Members to learn about the show of support put forth by the preservation 
community within Tacoma and the State for the College Park nomination. With historic preservation to be encouraged 
by Landmarks and the Preservation Office this would be a great opportunity to show how this goal is being supported. 

These are the names I have noted: 

Washington Trust, Historic Tacoma, North Slope Historic District, North End Neighborhood Council, Ross Buffington 
Landmarks Ex-Officio,  Marshall McClintock Landmarks Ex-Officio, Architectural Historian Michael Sullivan and 
Julie & Jay Turner founding members of NSHD and Buckley HD. 

I thank you for your time and trust you will find a way to add them into Landmark's Recommendation and Findings 
draft report on Wednesday.

Sincerely,
Susan Ryan  



From: Jeffrey J. Ryan
To: Johnson, Susan
Subject: College Park Sidewalks stamps
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2022 3:52:00 PM

Hi Susan,

On another topic the Commission chose to not get involved in, this week all
the sidewalks were removed at the intersections along N. Cedar from N 16th
to N 20th and only a hand full of the stamps were set aside, saved.  Perhaps
a half dozen or so of the stamp remain out of the 39 contractor stamps and
27 street name stamps that were a part of our district  for over 110 years.
But as I recall the Chair noted that it would be best left up to the city.

While we photographed and inventoried as many as we could, retention of
these stamps which were noted in our NR nomination, would have been a better
solution.

Just for future reference.

Jeff

Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
LEED AP, BD+C
3017 North 13th St.
Tacoma, WA 98406
 
v 253.759.0161
c 253.380.3197

mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com
mailto:SJohnson7@cityoftacoma.org


From: Todd Bond
To: Johnson, Susan
Subject: Fwd: College Park Historic District
Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2022 10:28:41 PM

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Todd Bond <bndmgc@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Mar 22, 2022 at 10:26 PM
Subject: College Park Historic District
To: <RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org>

Reuben, In 1991, I purchased a home at 3008 North 8th Street, it was a 3400 sq ft drug house
and was the scourge of the neighborhood, with the 23rd Street Crips Gang  selling drugs from
it. It was on the City of Tacomas list of known crack houses.It required 51 loads to the dump
to empty the house. It was zoned as a legal tri-plex.It took me almost ten years to gut it .
I replaced all the Plumbing and Electrical systems, new sheetrock and paint. Replaced the
windows, resurfaced the
 100 year old hardwood floors myself and repainted the entire home inside and out,  installed a
new roof and all new sidewalks. It was all worth it. Now it is a beautiful home which adds to
the character of the area. It is still a triplex with off street parking which we also added, and
adds to the missing middle in terms of density I strongly support the creation of the new
College Park Historic District to help maintain the character of this community asset. Thank
you Todd Bond

mailto:bndmgc@gmail.com
mailto:SJohnson7@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:bndmgc@gmail.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org


From: * GAYLE RIEBER PHOTOGRAPHY
To: Johnson, Susan
Subject: Letter regarding the proposed College Park Historic District
Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2022 8:36:16 PM

Ms Johnson, please forward this letter to the Historic Landmarks Commission.

Greetings.  For 43 years I have lived in the neighborhood proposed to be designated
the College Park Historic District.  That designation would become LOCAL, just as it
is designated at the national and state levels. 

My home was built in 1911 by a couple who chopped down trees in the area and took
them to a local sawmill at the edge of the gulch a half block from their property.  This
neighborhood is shaded by trees of many ages and heights. Folks walk here and
enjoy its shade and its ambiance.  The University of Puget Sound campus borders
this district and offers community programs we can walk to.

 I’ve been told that this district qualifies for local historic district status according to the
requirements outlined in Tacoma’s Municipal Code.  If this is true and the Landmarks
Commission and the Planning Commission and the City Council follow those rules,
we should be granted that designation. However, I have not succeeded in finding the
section that lists those requirements when I go to the city’s website.    

I want to see the character of this district maintained.  I want to see setbacks from the
sidewalk to the front door, some space between houses that are next door to each
other.  I want to see some roadblocks in the path to destroying old homes in favor of
maximum square footage with no design requirements. I want to see exterior home
improvements be done with some consideration to maintaining the character of
existing streetscapes.

I’m concerned that, without the Historic District designation, this lovely old section of
Tacoma will start to look like Anywhere USA.

I hope you will consider this point of view in your deliberations.

Gayle Rieber

2902 North 20th St

98406

253-306-4354

Gaylephoto@comcast.net

mailto:gaylephoto@comcast.net
mailto:SJohnson7@cityoftacoma.org


From: David Ullman
To: Landmarks
Subject: RE: College Park - A Final Thought For All Commissioners
Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2022 12:23:21 PM

“There may have been a time when
preservation was about saving an old building
here and there, but those days are gone.
Preservation is in the business of saving
communities and the values they embody."
Richard Moe, National Trust for Historic Preservation

“Values” is the operative word here.  History reveals that the values that
the residents brought to the College Park District 
from it earliest days to today provided a sound foundation for the values of
those living in the district today.  

The College Park District is mixed on virtually any level you choose to
apply; economically, racially, occupationally, financially and socially.  It is
not now and never has been a gated community…whether that gate is real
or metaphorical. It’s that simple.

David Ullman
3103 N.13th Street
Tacoma, WA 98406

mailto:1onedeu1@gmail.com
mailto:landmarks@cityoftacoma.org


From: Jeffrey J. Ryan
To: Johnson, Susan; McKnight, Reuben
Cc: Susan Ryan
Subject: RE: Wednesday Rec & Finding Draft - request
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2022 2:50:43 PM

Good Afternoon

In rereading the recommendations, there was a lot of discussion on equity,
diversity and redlining but no concluding or summary statement?  As an open
question, this may be interpreted in the future as an issue directly
associated with our neighborhood. In our research and based on the
conversation by Commissioners, there has been no evidence of any restrictive
zoning, covenants or redlining in our district in the past or presently. It
would be good to include that fact in the recommendation so that there is no
misunderstandings within the findings.

By contrast in the West end last year, there was a down zoning of the
building heights, in some of the View Sensitive overlay districts. In the
Staff report prepared by Planning, there was a note along the lines of, the
sins of the past are not the burden of the present residents to bear. This
is the same West end neighborhood in which 9 out of the 11 known additions
to the city that contained racist and restrictive covenants were created
between mid-1920's and 1950. The review of the VSD revisions was given a
pass on this subject even though there was history in their neighborhood of
wrong doing.  I happen to agree with the approach that blaming the present
residents for past errors, even racism, is not right and the blame lies
squarely with those who created the city additions and the officials that
approved the language contained within those plats, the mayor, council and
staff who at the time signed those documents. This is a good history lesson
on past injustice within our city and one that needs to be discussed.  In
our neighborhood there is no such history of restrictive or racist zoning
practices, we should not be burden by an unproven accusation by those a few
that oppose our nomination or don’t like historic district or historic
preservation.  Racism, equity and redlining are serious issues and should
not be used as a weapons against any nomination  or community initiative
without proof and in no case should it be used against the current residents
of a community.

The recommendation should follow the stated requirements of the Tacoma
Municipal Code and the Commission needs to follow the required pathway for
the nominations review based on the TMC. Under state law and the City
Charter, the Commission is part of the Administrative branch of government,
not the legislative branch they are not elected representatives. The
Commissioners are tasked with following the same Charter and TMC that we
followed in our efforts to nominate the district to the Tacoma Register.
The Commission cannot add or delete any requires to the nomination process.
The TLPC role in reviewing  a nomination is to look at the historic standing
of the district based on the nomination criteria and the level of support
for the nomination by the resident of that district. The Planning Commission
reviews the district nominated against the Comprehensive Plan and community
goals and policies.  The City council takes the commission's recommendations
and reviews everything else. Only the council can makes changes to the TMC
after following the approved process for a revision. Based on your
recommendation and findings we have met all the requirements for listing on

mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com
mailto:SJohnson7@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:sryan@harbornet.com


the Tacoma register, the commission needs to follow their oath of office per
the City Charter and approve the nomination.

Thank you for your time we look forward to the scheduled vote later today,
based on your schedule.

Jeff

Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
LEED AP, BD+C
College Park Historic District Association
3017 North 13th St.
Tacoma, WA 98406
 
v 253.759.0161
c 253.380.3197

Thank you for your email. I have forwarded this to the
landmarks@cityoftacoma.org email account for the public record.
Best,

Susan Johnson
(she/her/hers)
Historic Preservation Coordinator
City of Tacoma Planning and Development Services Department
747 Market Street Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
Mobile: 253.281.7445
www.cityoftacoma.org/historicpreservation

-----Original Message-----
From: Susan Ryan <sryan@harbornet.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 20, 2022 7:33 PM
To: McKnight, Reuben <RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org>; Johnson, Susan
<SJohnson7@cityoftacoma.org>
Cc: Jeffrey J. Ryan <jjryan@harbornet.com>
Subject: Wednesday Rec & Finding Draft - request

Dear Reuben and Susan,

I would like to make a request. I was thinking it would be thoughtful and
encouraging for College Park Residents, Planning Commission and City Council
Members to learn about the show of support put forth by the preservation
community within Tacoma and the State for the College Park nomination. With
historic preservation to be encouraged by Landmarks and the Preservation
Office this would be a great opportunity to show how this goal is being
supported. 

These are the names I have noted: 

Washington Trust, Historic Tacoma, North Slope Historic District, North End
Neighborhood Council, Ross Buffington Landmarks Ex-Officio,  Marshall
McClintock Landmarks Ex-Officio, Architectural Historian Michael Sullivan
and Julie & Jay Turner founding members of NSHD and Buckley HD. 

I thank you for your time and trust you will find a way to add them into
Landmark's Recommendation and Findings draft report on Wednesday.



Sincerely,
Susan Ryan  



From: Susan Ryan
To: McKnight, Reuben; Johnson, Susan
Cc: Jeffrey J. Ryan
Subject: Wednesday Rec & Finding Draft - request
Date: Sunday, March 20, 2022 7:32:42 PM

Dear Reuben and Susan,

I would like to make a request. I was thinking it would be thoughtful and encouraging for College Park Residents,
Planning Commission and City Council Members to learn about the show of support put forth by the preservation
community within Tacoma and the State for the College Park nomination. With historic preservation to be
encouraged by Landmarks and the Preservation Office this would be a great opportunity to show how this goal is
being supported. 

These are the names I have noted: 

Washington Trust, Historic Tacoma, North Slope Historic District, North End Neighborhood Council, Ross
Buffington Landmarks Ex-Officio,  Marshall McClintock Landmarks Ex-Officio, Architectural Historian Michael
Sullivan and Julie & Jay Turner founding members of NSHD and Buckley HD. 

I thank you for your time and trust you will find a way to add them into Landmark's Recommendation and Findings
draft report on Wednesday.

Sincerely,
Susan Ryan  

mailto:sryan@harbornet.com
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:SJohnson7@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com
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             WSHS - Cronkrite House ca. 1900 
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