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AGENDA 
 

MEETING: Regular Meeting (Virtual) 
DATE/TIME: Wednesday, May 4, 2022, 5:00 p.m. 
ZOOM INFO: Link: https://www.zoom.us/j/88403846060 

Dial-in: +1 253 215 8782 
ID: 884 0384 6060 

A. Call to Order 
• Quorum Call 

• Land Acknowledgement 

B. Approval of Agenda  

C. Approval of Minutes 
• There are no meeting minutes to approve. 

D. Public Comments  
• Comments on Discussion Items F-1 and F-2 are accepted via email and must be submitted by 12:00 

noon on the meeting day; e-mail to planning@cityoftacoma.org.  

• Comments are not accepted for Discussion Item F-3, which is the subject of a recent public hearing. 

E. Disclosure of Contacts 

F. Discussion Items  
1. 2023-2028 Capital Facilities Program 

• Description: Review background, scope and process for the 2023-2028 CFP Update. 

• Action: Review and Comment. 

• Staff Contacts: Nick Anderson (NAnderson@cityoftacoma.org)  

2. College Park Historic Special Review District  
• Description: Review the proposed establishment of the College Park Historic District as 

recommended by the Landmarks Preservation Commission. 

• Action: Review, Comment, and Set Hearing Date. 

• Staff Contact: Reuben McKnight (RMcknigh@cityoftacoma.org) 

3. 2022 Annual Amendment 
• Description: Complete the review process for 2022 Amendment and review/approve the draft 

Planning Commission Recommendations Packet. 

• Action: Review, and Recommendation to City Council. 

• Staff Contacts: Lihuang Wung (LWung@cityoftacoma.org) 

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/Planning
https://www.zoom.us/j/88403846060
mailto:planning@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:nanderson@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:rmcknigh@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:LWung@cityoftacoma.org
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G. Upcoming Meetings (Tentative Agendas) 

(1) May 18, 2022: 

• Design Review Briefing 

• Capital Facilities Program – Release for Public Hearing 

• Tideflats Subarea Plan Update 

(2) June 1, 2022: 

• Proposed College Park Historic District Public Hearing 

• Home In Tacoma - Finalize Scope of Work 

• Planning Commission Annual Report and Work Program – Introduction 

H. Communication Items 
(1) McKinley Hill Neighborhood Planning Program Event – Walk + Talk: Neighborhood Mapping 

and Walkability in McKinley on May 9, 2022 at 6:00 p.m. For more information, please visit 
www.cityoftacoma.org/government/city_departments/planning_and_development_services/neigh
borhood_planning_program/mc_kinley_hill/ 

(2) May is Historic Preservation Month – For more information and an event schedule, please visit 
www.hpmonthtacoma.com. 

(3) Status Reports by Commissioners – TOD Advisory Group, Housing Equity Taskforce. 

(4) IPS Agenda – The Infrastructure, Planning, and Sustainability Committee’s next meeting is 
scheduled for Wednesday, May 11, 2022, at 4:30 p.m.; the agenda (tentatively) includes Planning 
Commission Interviews and presentations on Urban Design Project (Phase 1), Vision Zero and 
Speed Reduction, and Sidewalk Funding. (Webinar Link: http://www.zoom.us/j/87829056704, 
Passcode: 614650) 

I. Adjournment 
 

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/government/city_departments/planning_and_development_services/neighborhood_planning_program/mc_kinley_hill/
http://www.cityoftacoma.org/government/city_departments/planning_and_development_services/neighborhood_planning_program/mc_kinley_hill/
http://www.hpmonthtacoma.com/
http://www.zoom.us/j/87829056704
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To:   Planning Commission 
From:  Nick Anderson, Office of Management & Budget 
Subject: 2023-2028 Capital Facilities Program  
Memo Date:  April 27, 2022 
Meeting Date: May 4, 2022 
 
 
Action Requested: 
Review and Comment.  
 
Discussion: 
At the next meeting on May 4, 2022, staff from the Office of Management & Budget (OMB) will 
provide an overview of the review and approval process for the 2023-2028 Capital Facilities 
Program (CFP). The staff presentation will highlight the process, roles of various departments 
and the Commission in the process, and how the CFP interacts with other City planning 
documents. Attached is a list of new projects proposed for addition to the 2023-2028 CFP. This 
informational briefing will lead to a more detailed review and a public hearing by the Commission 
at subsequent meetings. 
 
Summary: 
The Capital Facilities Program (CFP) and the One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan’s Public 
Facilities and Services Element, jointly, fulfill the requirements of the State of Washington’s 
Growth Management Act (GMA) that the comprehensive plan of each jurisdiction planning under 
the Act shall include a capital facilities plan element consisting of: 

• An inventory of existing capital facilities owned by public entities, showing the locations 
and capacities of the capital facilities;  

• A forecast of the future needs for such capital facilities; 
• The proposed locations and capacities of expanded or new capital facilities;  
• At least a six-year plan that will finance such capital facilities within projected funding 

capacities and clearly identifies sources of public money for such purposes; and  
• A requirement to reassess the land use element if probable funding falls short of meeting 

existing needs and to ensure that the land use element, Capital Facilities Element, and 
financing plan within the capital facilities plan element are coordinated and consistent. 
(RCW 36.70A.070) 

 
The CFP and the Public Facilities and Services Element are also intended to achieve, primarily, 
the following planning goal of the GMA: 

 
“Ensure that those public facilities and services necessary to support development 
shall be adequate to serve the development at the time the development is 
available for occupancy and use without decreasing current service levels below 
locally established minimum standards  (RCW 36.70A.020).” 
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The CFP serves as a planning document for capital projects and enables the City to seek funding 
for potential projects. It is updated each biennium, concurrently with the adoption of the City’s 
biennial budget; for that reason, it is not processed along with the annual amendments to the One 
Tacoma Comprehensive Plan, which is an exception allowed by the GMA (per RCW 36.70A.130). 
 
This briefing on May 4th will discuss the process in amending the CFP and the Planning 
Commission’s role in that review. There will be several other meetings discussing the CFP and 
the project list. The projects—a complete list will be provided to the Planning Commission later 
this month—vary in size and location and fall into the following categories: Community 
Development, Cultural Facilities, General Government Municipal Facilities, Libraries, Local 
Improvement Districts, Parks and Open Space, Public Safety, Solid Waste, Surface Water, 
Tacoma Power, Tacoma Rail, Tacoma Water, Transportation, and Wastewater.  
 
The current 2021-2026 CFP is being updated to CFP 2023-2028 pursuant to the State Growth 
Management Act’s requirements and will be considered and adopted by the City Council 
concurrently with the 2023-2024 Operating and Capital Budgets, currently expected in November 
2022. 
 
Prior Actions: 
2020: The current 2021-2026 CFP was developed through the Planning Commission’s review 
process in May-July 2020 and adopted by the City Council in November 2020.  
 
2021: Due to strong revenue performance in Real Estate Excise Tax (REET), the City Council 
allocated funding to several projects listed in the current CFP. OMB provided an update to the 
Planning Commission on this new funding on November 17, 2021. 
 
To view the current 2021-2026 CFP, please visit: 
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Finance/Budget/2021-
2022/CFP/2021-2026FinalCFP.pdf  
 
Staff Contact:  
Nick Anderson, Management Analyst, nanderson@cityoftacoma.org, (253) 591-5847 
 
Attachment:  

1. New Projects Proposed for Addition to the 2023-2028 Capital Facilities Program.  
 
c. Peter Huffman, Director 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Finance/Budget/2021-2022/CFP/2021-2026FinalCFP.pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Finance/Budget/2021-2022/CFP/2021-2026FinalCFP.pdf
mailto:nanderson@cityoftacoma.org


District Priority Tier Funded Status

Citywide
Libraries  

Library Branch Renovations Tier 1 Partially Funded

New Library Branches Tier 1 Partially Funded

Transportation    

Accessible Pedestrian Signals Program Tier 1 Unfunded

Traffic Signal New Installations Tier 1 Unfunded

I‐5 Crossings Study Assessment Tier 1 Fully Funded

District 1    

Transportation    

Titlow Park: Hidden Beach Bridge Replacement Tier 1 Partially Funded

District 2    

Community Development  

Park Plaza North Renovation Tier 1 Unfunded

FM: PW, Foss Waterway ‐ Site 8 Demolition Tier 1 Unfunded

Cultural Facilities  

Tacoma Dome South Addition Tier 1 Unfunded

General Government Municipal Facilities    

FM: Historic Municipal Complex, Exterior Refurbishment Tier 1 Unfunded

Libraries    

Remodel of Main Tier 3 Partially Funded

Parks and Open Space    

FM: PW, Downtown Fountains ‐ Reconditioning Tier 3 Unfunded

Chinese Reconciliation Park (New Phases) Tier 3 Unfunded

Transportation    

Stadium Way to SR 705 Combined Tier 1 Fully Funded

East 11th Street Bridge Viaduct Demolition Tier 1 Fully Funded

District 3    

Public Safety    

FM: TFD, Fire Station #4 ‐ Renovation & Expansion Tier 1 Unfunded

Transportation    

S 25th Street Traffic Safety Enhancements Tier 1 Unfunded

S 12th St, S 11th St, and Earnest S Brazill Protected Bike Lanes Tier 1 Unfunded

S Orchard Street/Lakewood Drive (S 56th Street to S 74th Street) Tier 1 Partially Funded

District 4    

Public Safety    

FM: TFD, Fire Station #11 ‐ Renovation & Expansion Tier 1 Unfunded

Transportation    

Portland Avenue Vision Zero Improvements Tier 1 Unfunded

Swan Creek Pedestrian Bridge & Connectivity Tier 1 Partially Funded

E 38th Street from E Portland Ave to SR7 Tier 1 Unfunded

East Portland Ave (E 56th Street to E 64th Street) Tier 1 Unfunded

East Portland Ave (E 64th to E 72nd) Tier 1 Unfunded

Proposed New Projects for the 

2023‐2028 Capital Facilities Program by Location



District Priority Tier Funded Status

Proposed New Projects for the 

2023‐2028 Capital Facilities Program by Location

District 5    

Transportation    

S Yakima Ave Sidewalk ‐ S 67th to S 70th Tier 1 Partially Funded

84th Street Complete Streets Tier 1 Unfunded

72nd/74th St Vision Zero Improvements Tier 1 Unfunded

Multiple Districts    

Public Safety    

FM: TFD, Fire Facilities Security Improvements Tier 1 Unfunded
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To:  Planning Commission 

From: Reuben McKnight, Historic Preservation Officer  
Subject: College Park Historic Special Review District –  

Landmarks Preservation Commission’s Findings and Recommendations 
Memo Date: April 28, 2022 
Meeting Date: May 4, 2022 
 
 
Action Requested: 
Comment and Direction, and Set Hearing Date.  
 
Discussion: 
On April 13, 2022, the Landmarks Preservation Commission voted 5-1 to forward a recommendation 
to the Planning Commission to establish a new historic special review district overlay for the College 
Park Historic District.  At the next meeting on May 4, 2022, the Planning Commission will be introduced 
to the subject and requested to set a public hearing date of June 1, 2022 to receive testimony on the 
Landmarks Commission’s Findings and Recommendations.    

With respect to the Planning Commission’s roles and responsibilities in the designation of a historic 
district and the associated area-wide zoning reclassification, cited below are relevant provisions in the 
Tacoma Municipal Code (TMC): 

• “Each proposal for a new Historic Special Review District or Conservation District and the respective Landmarks 
Preservation Commission recommendation shall then be considered by the Planning Commission of the City 
pursuant to the procedures for area-wide zoning in TMC 13.05.030.B.” (TMC 13.07.060.C.1); 

• “In making a recommendation to the City Council, the Planning Commission shall consider the conformance or 
lack of conformance of the proposed designation with the Comprehensive Plan of the City. The Planning 
Commission may recommend approval of, or approval of with modifications, or deny outright the proposal, and 
shall promptly notify the Landmarks Preservation Commission of the action taken.” (TMC 13.07.060.C.3); 

• “[The Planning Commission shall] review and make recommendations on matters concerning land use and 
development, including area-wide zoning reclassifications, moratoria, and interim zoning.” (TMC 13.02.040.E); 

• “[The Planning Commission shall] work with the Landmarks Preservation Commission, pursuant to TMC 13.07, 
to designate historic special review districts and conservation districts within the City and to make 
recommendations to the City Council for establishment of such districts.” (TMC 13.02.040.J);  

• “The Planning Commission shall conduct a public hearing to consider an area-wide zoning reclassification and to 
determine the consistency of the reclassification with the Comprehensive Plan and its elements and RCW 36.70A.” 
(TMC 13.05.030.B.9.e); and 

• “Upon completion of the public comment period and review of the public testimony, the Planning Commission 
will …… prepare a recommendation and supportive findings to forward to the City Council for consideration.” 
(TMC 13.05.030.B.10) 

 
Project Summary: 
This application would establish a new historic special review district overlay zone in the residential 
neighborhood to the north and east of the University of Puget Sound campus, running roughly from 
North 21st St to the north, to North Pine Street to the east, along North 8th to the south, along the 
eastern boundary of the University of Puget Sound Campus along Alder Street to the west, and along 
the northern boundary of the university campus on North 18th Street to North Union Avenue on the 
west.  The request was submitted by residents of the proposed district in May 2021, along with a 
nomination form, petition signatures and letters of support. 
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The area included within the proposed local historic district is already listed on the National Register 
of Historic Places and the Washington State Heritage Register as the College Park Historic District, 
added in 2017.  The nomination for the local register proposes to use the same boundaries as the 
National Register District.  The proposed area includes 582 houses, primarily constructed between 
1910 and 1940. 
Unlike other zoning amendments, the Planning Commission’s approval is required to establish an 
historic overlay zone.  If the Planning Commission votes to reject the recommendation, residents may 
appeal the decision to City Council (TMC 13.07.060).  If the district is ultimately adopted by City 
Council, it would create an overlay zone in which exterior alterations to most structures, new 
construction, and demolition would require approval by the Landmarks Preservation Commission prior 
to permit issuance.  Similar districts include the North Slope Historic Special Review District and the 
Wedge Neighborhood Historic Special Review District.  
 
Prior Actions: 
Planning Commission  

• 09/01/21 – Staff briefed the Planning Commission on the proposed district 
 

Landmarks Preservation Commission 
• 06/23/21 – Introduction of nomination request; discussion of review schedule 
• 07/21/21 – Adoption of review schedule; approve public notice of nomination  
• 08/11/21 – Review district significance, first public information session  
• 08/25/21 – Review  proposed boundaries, buildings inventory, design guidelines  
• 09/08/21 – Second public information session  
• 10/13/21 – Recap of previous discussions; discussion of opinion survey; revise review 

schedule  
• 10/20/21 – Release opinion survey 
• 11/03/21 – Survey response deadline 
• 11/10/21 – Discuss results of survey; discussion of preliminary recommendations 
• 12/08/21 – Discussion  of preliminary recommendations  
• 01/12/22 – Adopt preliminary recommendations; set hearing date  
• 02/09/22 – Public Hearing  
• 02/23/22 – Review of hearing testimony; discussion of issues and observations 
• 03/09/22 – Discuss findings and recommendations  
• 04/13/22 – Adopt Findings and Recommendations 

 
Staff Contacts:  

• Reuben McKnight, rmcknigh@cityoftacoma.org  
 
Attachments: 

1. Findings and Recommendations of the Landmarks Preservation Commission 
2. Proposed Map of the College Park Historic Special Review District Overlay Zone 
3. Draft regulatory code language for the College Park Historic Special Review District Overlay Zone 
4. Comment record from the Landmarks Commission Public Hearing February 9, 2022* 
5. Emails and correspondence April 2021 through April 2022* 
6. College Park Historic District submittal* 
7. College Park Tacoma Register Nomination* 

 

* Staff note: To reduce the file size of the attachments, some items are not included in the emailed 
agenda but can be viewed in the full version of the Planning Commission’s agenda packet posted online 
for May 4, 2022. 

 
c. Peter Huffman, Director 

mailto:rmcknigh@cityoftacoma.org


Landmarks Preservation Commission 
Planning and Development Services Department 

April 25, 2022 

Anna Petersen, Chair 
Tacoma Planning Commission 

Dear Chair Petersen and Members of the Planning Commission: 

I am pleased to forward the Findings and Recommendations of the Landmarks Preservation Commission 

(LPC) regarding the proposed College Park Historic Special Review District Overlay.  After a lengthy 

public review and many discussions from May 2021 through March 2022, the LPC is transmitting this 

proposal with a recommendation to establish the district as proposed, per the criteria established in 

Tacoma Municipal Code 13.07.060, following a 5‐1 vote of the Commission on April 13, 2022. 

As you will see in the attached materials, the review was extensive and focused on areas such as the 

historic significance and eligibility of the neighborhood for historic designation, boundaries, public 

outreach, issues of equity and inclusion, and costs and burdens to residents and property owners 

resulting from historic designation.   

The LPC’s primary task is to review such proposals against the criteria for eligibility for historic 

designation in the Tacoma Municipal Code.  However, the LPC recognizes that a proposal such as College 

Park Historic District has broad effects and many touchpoints with other policy areas in the City, 

including housing policy; diversity, equity, inclusion and anti‐racism; zoning; urban design; infrastructure 

and public works; and believes that any discussion of this nature that omits these areas is incomplete.  

While our discussion did touch on and address these areas during its review, LPC’s focus is narrower 

than that of other policy making or advisory bodies.  Thus, while initiatives such as Home In Tacoma 

figured significantly during discussion and public comment, and while the LPC believes that historic 

districts are compatible with and anticipated by Home In Tacoma policies, our analysis is less in depth 

than a review by the Planning Commission would likely be.  In short, the LPC did not view its role in this 

review as including a broader review of the proposal’s compatibility with the overall land use policy 

framework. 

This is partly addressed in certain recommendations, specifically those that seek to clarify or improve 

the historic district review process for future proposals, a broad review of historic preservation policies 

and code through the lens of equity and inclusion, and a call to improve the City’s historic preservation 

work in underserved areas of the City. 

Sincerely,  

Kevin Bartoy 
Chair 
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Attachments: 
1. Findings and Recommendations of the Landmarks Preservation Commission
2. Proposed map of the College Park Historic Special Review District Overlay Zone
3. Draft regulatory code language for the College Park Historic Special Review District

Overlay Zone
4. Comment record from the Landmarks Commission Public Hearing February 9, 2022*
5. Postcard survey, emails and correspondence April 2021 through April 2022*
6. College Park Historic District submittal*
7. College Park Tacoma Register Nomination*

* Staff Note: To reduce the file size, these attachments have been abridged.  The
abridged items can be viewed in the full packet version of the Planning 
Commission’s agenda packet for May 4, 2022 meeting.
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COLLEGE PARK HISTORIC SPECIAL REVIEW DISTRICT (PROPOSED) 
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
MARCH 23, 2022 

A. About the Proposal 

On May 3, 2021, a resident of the “College Park” Neighborhood near the campus of the University 
of Puget Sound submitted a written request for consideration of the neighborhood as a       
historic special review district overlay zone. This would create a new Tacoma Register Historic 
District. The proposed area extends roughly from North 21st St to the north, to North Pine Street 
to the east, along North 8th to the south, along the eastern boundary of the University of Puget 
Sound Campus along Alder Street to the west, and along the northern boundary of the university 
campus on North 18th Street to North Union Avenue on the west. 

The area included within the proposed local historic district is already listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places and the Washington State Heritage Register as the College Park 
Historic District, added in 2017. The nomination for the local register proposes to use the same 
boundaries as the National Register District. 

The College Park National Register Historic District is located in the North End, forming an 
inverted L shape that borders the University of Puget Sound campus to the north and east. It is 
south of the Proctor Business District and north of Sixth Avenue commercial corridor. The district 
is nominated as an example of a cohesive neighborhood that reflects the broad patterns and 
history of Tacoma as well as for the distinctive characteristics of its structures, which embody 
early twentieth century architecture. 

The period of significance in the district begins in 1890, the year of the oldest structures in the 
district and shortly after the streetcar lines were extended along Sixth Avenue to Glendale, the 
establishment of the Point Defiance Line along N 21st turning north on Alder street and the end of 
the N. K street line at N. 12th and Pine St. The period of significance ends in 1960, at which point 
94% of primary structures were completed, with only a few infill structures built on undeveloped 
lots over the last sixty years. 

The district consists of approximately 582 structures, 509 of which are classified as “contributing” 
in the preliminary building inventory submitted with the nomination package (for the local historic 
register, accessory structures are not inventoried, and this number reflects only the primary 
structures on the lot). The district consists primarily of detached residences built prior to World 
War II, with most constructed between 1910 and 1940 with an average construction date of 1924. 

The underlying zoning is presently R2-SRD in the core area of the district, with a small area of R3 
south of North 9th Street and R2 north of N 18th Street. 

The nominators propose using the existing Wedge-North Slope Historic District Design 
Guidelines, with certain district specific amendments, as the basis for project review. 

B. Evaluation of Significance 

The Tacoma Municipal Code 13.07.040 provides a set of criteria by which a proposed historic 
district should be evaluated. In addition, TMC 13.07.060 provides guidance to the City regarding 
prioritizing such requests. 

The basic historic designation criteria are listed below: 

Attachment 1
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a. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
our history; or

b. Is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or
c. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or

represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values, or represents a significant
and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or

d. Has yielded or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history; or
e. Abuts a property that is already listed on the Tacoma Register of Historic Places and was

constructed within the period of significance of the adjacent structure; or
f. Is already individually listed on the National Register of Historic Places; or
g. Owing to its unique location or singular physical characteristics, represents an established

and familiar visual feature of the neighborhood or City.

In addition, the code provides specific criteria for historic districts, as follows: 

a. It is associated with events or trends that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history; and

b. It is an area that represents a significant and distinguishable entity but some of whose
individual components may lack distinction;

c. It possesses a significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures,
or objects united historically or aesthetically by plan or physical development.

The College Park Historic National Register District was added to the National Register in 2017 
under Criteria A and C, which are the same as their counterparts in the Tacoma Register of 
Historic Places. The Tacoma nomination also included Criterion G, which is unique to the 
Tacoma Register of Historic Places. Individual discussion of the criteria follows below in the 
Findings section. 

C. Other Criteria 

District Prioritization. TMC 13.07.060 provides additional criteria for “prioritizing” historic district 
review as follows: 

1. Appropriate documentation of eligibility is readily available. Survey documentation is already
prepared or could be easily prepared by an outside party in a timely manner

The nomination form and building inventories are complete.

2. For proposed historic districts, the area appears to possess a high level of significance,
based upon existing documentation or survey data

The district was listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 2017, so the existing
documentation is recent. The NR documentation is submitted in lieu of a separate Tacoma
Register Nomination form as provided for in the municipal code.

3. For proposed conservation districts, preliminary analysis indicates that the area appears to
have a distinctive character that is desirable to maintain

See above.

4. A demonstrated substantial number of property owners appear to support such a designation,
as evidenced by letters, petitions or feedback from public workshops
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The nomination was accompanied by a petition and postcard survey, and staff has received a 
number of emails as well. The combined public comment to date is 283 individuals in support 
of a local historic district and 28 opposed.  *Please see additional notes about public support 
and outreach, below. 

5. Creation of the district is compatible with and supports community and neighborhood plans

There has been extensive discussion about the compatibility with Home In Tacoma policies,
which are discussed below.

6. The area abuts another area already listed as a historic district or conservation district

The neighborhood abuts the Buckley Addition National Register District, but is not near any
locally designated historic districts. The North Slope Historic District, Buckley’s Addition and
College Park form a contiguous area of neighborhoods currently listed on the National
Register of Historic Places, from North Union to Division Avenue.

7. The objectives of the community cannot be adequately achieved using other land use tools.

Under current land use regulations, there are no alternatives to the public design review
process and demolition protections that are part of historic district regulations. Should the
historic district not be adopted, it is unlikely that there will be a similar set of regulations
addressing community concern regarding compatibility of infill construction and/or demolition
of viable structures within the district. Please see additional discussion below.

D. Boundaries 

The area included within the proposed local historic district is already listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places and the Washington State Heritage Register as the College Park 
Historic District, added in 2017. The nomination for the local register proposes to use the same 
boundaries as the National Register District. 

The guidance in TMC 13.07 is that boundaries should be based upon a definable geographic 
area that can be distinguished from surrounding properties by changes such as density, scale, 
type, age, style of sites, buildings, structures, and objects or by documented differences in 
patterns of historic development or associations. Although recommended boundaries may be 
affected by other concerns, including underlying zoning, political or jurisdictional boundaries and 
property owner sentiment, to the extent feasible, the boundaries should be based upon a shared 
historical or architectural relationship among the properties constituting the district. 

According to the National Register nomination, the College Park Historic District proposed 
boundary: 

…uses the accepted neighborhood boundary recognized by the
residents and community. The boundary follows arterial streets and 
established boundary lines between neighborhood districts; boundary 
lines between dissimilar land use zones and the property owned by the 
University of Puget Sound. To the south of the district is the Sixth 
Avenue Business District, the boundary line was selected at a natural 
transition between the newer commercial district and the residential 
district. The western boundary runs along North Alder Street an arterial 
street, which is also the principal boundary for the University. A portion 
of the southern boundary also runs along the boundary of the University 



4

at North 18th Street. Both Union Avenue to the west and 21st Street to 
the north are higher traffic arterial streets. To the east the boundary 
represents the recognized boundary for Buckley Addition. 

The district includes all or part of several historic plats, including: 

 Badgerow Addition (1907), which lies in the northern part of the proposed district and extended
from N 18th to N 22nd Street north to south, and from both sides of Lawrence Street to Pine Street
west to east. This location took advantage of streetcar lines running along N 21st and Cedar
Streets.

 Bullitt Addition (1909), which lies just west of the Badgerow Addition from N 22nd southerly to both
sides of N 18th (including property that is now part of the UPS campus), overlapping the
Badgerow Addition at Lawrence Street to the east and ending at Union Street to the west.

 Baker’s 1st Addition (1889), extending from N 17th to both sides of N 13th to the south, and from
both sides of Alder Street to Pine Street.

 College Addition (1923), immediately south of Baker’s Addition, including both sides of Alder
Street and Cedar Street from Bakers Addition south to N 11th Street.

 Muller-Lindahl Addition (1912) from both sides of Alder Street to Pine Street west to east, from
north of N 10th Street to the north, to the centerline of N 9th to the south.

Many of the historical plats extend beyond the historic district area, which is a characteristic shared by 
other historic districts in the city, although all the plats along the eastern edge terminate at N Pine Street. 

The underlying zoning within the College Park Neighborhood includes primarily R2 and R2-SRD. There 
is an area designated as R3 in the northeastern corner of the proposed district at 21st and Pine Streets, 
and in the southern part of the district south of North 9th Street. 

E. Public Outreach 
There has been extensive public outreach regarding the College Park Proposal, which has involved 
significant advocacy by the nominators, postcard surveys, email distribution lists, a dedicated website 
and public information sessions, in addition to a public hearing. 

Outreach by Supporters 

Outreach leading up to the nomination was substantial and included in-person visits to every property 
in the proposed local historic district. Postcards were mailed to every house, and there has been a 
Facebook page and website posted for over five years. There have also been three articles written in 
The News Tribune and Tacoma Weekly. The original submittal contained a petition and a postcard 
survey, completed by the nominator. The total of public response in the submittal was 283 individuals 
in support, 28 opposed. Outreach efforts by supporters continues. 

Outreach by the City 

Upon receipt of the nomination, the Landmarks Commission established a dedicated website 
(www.cityoftacoma.org/collegeparkHD) and mailed a postcard to all occupants and taxpayers of record 
within a 400’ radius of the district boundaries, announcing two Public Information Sessions and 
directing interested parties to the website. The Commission also established a College Park Historic 
District email distribution list that includes 143 recipients. Between June and December 2021, the 
Commission received over 60 written comments on the College Park proposal. 

The Commission has held 14 meetings so far to discuss College Park. In addition to its normal 
meeting schedule, the Commission held 2 public information sessions dedicated to College Park, on 
August 11 and September 8, 2021. 
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On October 10, 2021, the Commission released an opinion survey online and in post card format. 
The survey was sent to the email distribution list, posted online, and mailed to over 1300 addresses, 
representing taxpayers of record and occupants of addresses within a 400’ radius of the proposed 
district. By the November 3 deadline, 340 responses had been received. 

On February 9, 2022, the Landmarks Commission held a public hearing and received 60 comments. 
Notice was mailed to taxpayers of record and occupants within 400’ of the proposed district 
boundaries, sent via email distribution list, posted online and in social media, and published in The 
News Tribune on February 2. 

Summary of Public Outreach 

There is clear and consistent public support for this proposal, as evidenced by outreach conducted by 
the nominator as well as the City. The nominators indicate a support level of approximately 55%, with 
14% opposed, based upon their petition drive, post card mailers emails, and social media contacts. 

Outreach by the Commission has also indicated a high level of support, between 55 and 60%. For 
example, the post card opinion survey conducted by the Commission indicated an overall support 
level of slightly over 52%; among property owners in the district, the percentage was higher at over 
58%. Among renters, the support level was 54%. 

At the February 9 Public Hearing, 60 comments were received; 67% of the comments (40) were 
supportive of the district. 

Issues Identified from Public Comment and Commission Discussion 

1. Questions about the Landmarks Commission review process for College Park, the role and
purview of the Commission, and the review criteria. The Commission’s review process is defined
at 13.07.060, and includes:

 TMC notes that the Commission or members of the City Council may propose a new
historic special review overlay district.

 Criteria for the prioritization designation of historic district proposals.
 Other considerations for the Landmarks Commission such as goals and policies in the

Comprehensive Plan and Council direction regarding diversity, equity and inclusion.

2. Questions regarding the scope/requirements for design review, noting that there have been shifts
in the proposed requirements during the Commission’s review.

 Initial proposal as described on the College Park Historic District Association website
described the design review process as being focused on the front façade and stated the
intent to follow the model of the Wedge Neighborhood Historic District, which delegates
changes that are not visible from public rights of way to staff review (thus not requiring
formal design review by the Commission).

 During the public information sessions on 8/11 and 9/12/21, staff also discussed the
district requirements as being similar to the Wedge requirements.

 At the Commission meeting of 1/12/22, the Commission discussed releasing two
alternative versions of the district, including one that reduced the requirements for design
review (including exempting window changes in existing openings on secondary
elevations, and exempting work that is not visible from right of way), and an alternative
that was identical to the North Slope Historic District (design review required for all
exterior alterations). The Commission voted to release the more restrictive version for
public comment.

3. Equity considerations. The proposed district and its impact on diversity, equity and inclusionary
efforts of the City has been a significant topic during the review of the proposal, including public
comments and discussion by the Commission.
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 Although there are broad policy guidelines adopted by City Council regarding diversity,
equity and inclusion, there is not language in preservation policies or regulations
specifically addressing these policy objectives; likewise these policy objectives do not
appear in the criteria for significance and evaluation of nominations in the historic
preservation code.

 The College Park Neighborhood scores “high” to “very high” on the Tacoma Equity Index
map. This is a combined index using indicators such as livability, accessibility, economy,
educational attainment and environmental health.

 According to the nominator, 103 properties have a taxpayer mailing address outside of
the district.  These include addresses elsewhere in Tacoma and the United States, and
P.O. Boxes.  This may indicate rental/investment properties, but it could also include
households who prefer to receive their Pierce County Assessor correspondence at a
different address. This suggests that the owner-occupied rate is near 80% (103
properties out of 538 parcels).

 The Commission has requested information on social outcomes resulting from historic
district designation. The most applicable study found and reported to the Commission in
October concluded that generally, the socioeconomic status of neighborhoods with
historic districts increases following designation. This includes an observed decrease in
poverty, perhaps due to increased home ownership rates and corresponding reductions
in rental housing, general increase in income levels, and an increase in the number of
college-educated residents. The study did not find a statistically significant change in
racial or ethnic composition following historic district designation. Likewise, there was not
an observed increase in rental rates, although the authors note that this may be due to the
observation that neighborhoods with higher rents are more likely to become historic
districts. (Journal of the American Planning Association, titled “Does Preservation
Accelerate Neighborhood Change: Examining the Impact of Historic Preservation in New
York City.”)

 The Landmarks and Planning Commissions recommended the inclusion of an historical
overview of redlining and its effect on the College Park Neighborhood. This is to ensure
that the historical narrative is inclusive and complete. A statement regarding redlining
was added to the nomination document.

Discussion has included: 
 The Historic Preservation Program has finite resources. There will be an impact to

program resources as a result of adding a new historic district, requiring resources that
could be deployed to meet other program objectives. However, it is also possible that an
additional historic district could provide support for program expansion that would allow
the program to broaden its reach to other neighborhoods.

 A related observation is that, as long as the City relies on neighborhood advocacy to
promote new historic districts, equitable distribution of preservation services will continue
to be an issue. Currently program resources limit the amount of proactive work that can
be done; thus, residents that are familiar with historic preservation and planning tools will
have better access to them.

 Another measure of equity is the impacts to Tacoma residents resulting from historic
designation. Impacts include the financial costs of complying with district requirements
for design review and meeting the design guidelines, as well as perceived and real
institutional barriers of the design review process. Conservative application of district
requirements will have a financial impact on district residents.

4. Several public comments along with commission discussion have questioned the relationship
between the College Park Historic District proposal and the Home In Tacoma project.
Specifically, concerns from residents both opposed to the district and in support, have questioned
the effect of the historic district on Home In Tacoma zoning and policy changes.
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 The College Park Historic District would not exempt the neighborhood from zoning
changes brought forward by Home In Tacoma. The local historic district would not
regulate use.

 However, creation of the district would strongly discourage demolition of existing historic
homes. There is already a demolition review requirement for the existing National
Register Historic District; however, the demolition protections that come with local district
listing are stronger.

 New infill construction within the district would require design review to ensure
compatibility with the existing context.

Home In Tacoma’s policy framework has deliberately included language supporting the objectives 
of historic preservation and providing guidance for future policy development. For example, the 
land use descriptions for both Low and Mid-Scale residential development include the following 
statement: “Infill in historic districts is supported to expand housing options consistent with the 
[land use designation], but must be consistent with the neighborhood scale and defining features, 
and with policies discouraging demolition.” Some of the applicable Comprehensive Plan and 
Home In Tacoma policies addressing this question include: 

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–1.5 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. 

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

Policy DD–4.1 Ensure that new development is responsive to and enhances the quality, 
character and function of Tacoma’s residential neighborhoods. 

Policy DD—4.13 Review and update Tacoma’s zoning and development standards for residential 
development to seek opportunities to promote housing supply, choice and affordability while 
ensuring that infill housing complements neighborhood scale and patterns. Incorporate design 
standards to achieve quality, context-sensitive infill development in neighborhoods, centers, 
corridors, and designated historic districts. 

Policy DD-4.16 Infill design controls shall be heightened for larger projects as well as for projects 
located within transition areas such as around Centers and in historic areas. 

Policy DD—13.10 Encourage and support adaptive reuse and conversions of historically 
significant and existing viable older structures through methods including: 
a. Create regulatory incentives that favor housing unit conversion in existing buildings over

demolition and replacement 
b. Evaluate subdivision standards for opportunities where flexibility could allow retention of an

existing structure 
c. Evaluate incentives and support for reuse and conversion of abandoned houses
d. Evaluate non-life safety Building Code flexibility for conversion of existing structures (such as

ceiling height)
e. Designate land available for houses being relocated as part of redevelopment

Policy DD-13.11 Discourage the unnecessary demolition of older viable and historically 
significant structures through a range of methods including: 
a. Develop regulations that encourage new development on vacant or underutilized spaces and

reuse of existing structures 
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b. Develop a proactive survey program for the identification, documentation and preservation of
historically and culturally significant buildings in all areas of the City, particularly those
historically underserved and underrepresented

c. Expand current demolition review code language to protect structures of historical or cultural
significance outside of current historic districts

d. Avoid creating an economic incentive for demolitions within Historic Districts

Policy DD-13.12 Encourage infill that is architecturally compatible within surrounding contexts 
through appropriate scale and design controls both within Historic Districts and citywide. 

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. 

5. Neighborhood objectives and need. During the district review process, comments from the public
and commission discussion have questioned the need for an historic district to preserve the
character and quality of the neighborhood. A typical comment from an individual opposed has
been, “the neighborhood has been fine without additional restrictions.” Earlier in the process, the
nominator stated the following as goals of the nomination:

 To honor our neighborhood’s unique history and the history of those that came before us,
a neighborhood of small middle and working class homes; a modern neighborhood of the
early twentieth century.

 To reinforce a sense of history, place, neighborhood identity; promote community pride of
place and the cultural heritage of Tacoma.

 To promote stewardship of the environment through sustainable practices and to promote
characteristics that improve quality of life and livability within the city.

 To promote good design and quality construction in both streetscapes and buildings.
 It is hoped that a listing will give us a voice within the city, a venue for open public

discussion of community issues. The ability to discuss improvement and changes within
the neighborhood and the city at large.

 A public forum for review and discussion (Landmarks Preservation Commission)
 A defined way for the community to keep up to date and involved in city policy, not unlike

North Slope.

It is likely that zoning changes will create upward development pressure within this neighborhood, 
as will in other areas of the city. As it currently sits, there are limited provisions for demolition 
review and no specific design review requirements. 

Currently, due to its status as a National Register District, any proposed demolition of an historic 
contributing building within College Park will require demolition review. This process, which was 
most recently used for the Wahlgren’s Flower Shop discussion, requires that the Commission 
review any demolition for individual eligibility for listing on the Tacoma Register of Historic Places. 

In order to prevent demolition, the City Council must concur with the Commission’s findings and 
adopt a resolution that individually adds the structure to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places. 
In practice, this process is lengthy and cumbersome, and does not directly address the potential 
impacts to the neighborhood, nor does it consider the merits of a building as a part of the district. 
Thus designation of a local historic district, which has its own demolition process that presumes a 
building is historically significant and is designed to identify alternatives to demolition, is a much 
stronger tool for the prevention of demolition. 

Likewise, there currently is no design review component to Home In Tacoma. Although the City 
is currently developing an urban design framework through its Urban Design Studio, it is unlikely 
to have any effect on neighborhoods such as College Park, at least in the foreseeable future. 
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Most low and mid-scale infill development will fall below the initial thresholds set by the Urban 
Design Studio. 

FINDINGS 

A. Eligibility 
1. The Commission finds that the proposed district meets Criterion A, for its association with

the development of Tacoma, which is reflected in the architectural character and 
development patterns of the neighborhood. The Commission also recommends that a 
statement providing an overview of the practice of ‘redlining” be included in the 
nomination document. 

The College Park Historic District in Tacoma, Washington, is nominated as a cohesive 
and highly-intact neighborhood of dwellings that is significantly associated with and 
reflect Tacoma’s early development period, and that represents the broad patterns of 
social and economic history of Tacoma. The nomination focuses on the themes of 
railroad era development and speculation, the streetcar system and period of rapid 
economic growth prior to 1940, and the World War II period. 

This criterion is the same for both individual landmark nominations as well as historic 
districts. 

2. The Commission finds that the district meets Criterion C, by virtue of the many excellent
examples of representative styles. This criterion is similar to both B and C of the district
designation criteria.

The district is in an area that embodies the distinctive characteristics of dwellings built in
Tacoma from the late 19th to mid-20th century. Many of the homes in the district were
constructed for resale, but there are also many examples of architect designed houses as
well. Styles in the district reflect the period of significance and include strong examples
of residential architectural styles commonly found in other older neighborhoods of the
Pacific Northwest: Queen Anne, Craftsman, Tudor Revival, and Colonial Revival, along
with other styles/types including American Foursquare, Prairie and Spanish Revival.
Styles from the Post-World War II period are found in smaller numbers, which include
Minimal Traditional, and Ranch.

3. The Commission finds that the proposed district does not meet Criterion G. This criterion
suggests that the area possesses physical characteristics and/or a location that sets it
apart from other areas of a similar age, context or character. The Commission finds that
the district does not possess association significant such that the neighborhood contrasts
or is set apart from the surrounding areas, and thus does not meet this criterion.

4. In conclusion, the Commission finds that the College Park Neighborhood is eligible for
designation to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places.

B. Other District Criteria. The Commission finds that the College Park Neighborhood Historic 
District proposal meets the “priority” criteria outlined in TMC 13.07.060. Specifically: 

1. There is appropriate documentation of eligibility available and survey documentation is
already prepared. The nomination form and building inventories are complete.

2. The College Park Neighborhood appears to possess a high level of significance, based
upon existing documentation or survey data. Specifically, the district was listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places in 2017. 
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3. The Commission finds that a demonstrated substantial number of property owners
appear to support such a designation, as evidenced by letters, petitions or feedback from
public workshops. Outreach conducted by the nominator and by the City, in the form of
surveys, email comments, petitions and oral testimony, indicates a high level of support
for the district.  Support hovers between 55-60% based on hundreds of comments,
survey responses and hearing testimony received.

4. The Commission finds that the creation of the district is compatible with and supports
community and neighborhood plans. Specifically, there has been significant discussion
regarding the compatibility with Home In Tacoma (HIT). The Commission supports the
Home In Tacoma policy framework to increase housing availability and choice within
Tacoma, and believes that the historic district design review process can be compatible
with Home In Tacoma’s policy objectives.

5. The College Park Neighborhood area abuts another area already listed as a historic
district or conservation district.  Specifically, College Park is adjacent to the Buckley
Addition National Register District, but is not near any locally designated historic districts.
The North Slope Historic District, Buckley’s Addition and College Park form a contiguous
area of neighborhoods currently listed on the National Register of Historic Places, from
North Union to Division Avenue.

6. Under current land use regulations, the objectives of the community, principally to
preserve the existing historic built environment of the neighborhood, cannot be
adequately achieved using other land use tools. Currently, there are no alternatives to
the public design review process and demolition protections that are part of historic
district regulations. Should the historic district not be adopted, it is unlikely that there will
be a similar set of regulations addressing community concern regarding compatibility of
infill construction and/or demolition of viable structures within the district.

7. By virtue of its status as a National Register District, demolition permits within College
Park already require review by the Landmarks Preservation Commission under TMC
13.12.570. However, this review focuses on the historic significance of individual
properties, not the district or the surrounding context, and requires that a building
proposed for demolition be found individually historically significant and for City Council to
add the building to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places, in order to prevent the
demolition from occurring. Conversely, demolition review within local historic districts is
governed by a different process and criteria that focuses on impacts to the surrounding
district as well as the subject property, and it is presumed as a matter of policy that
historic buildings within the district should be preserved.

C. Boundaries 
1. The Landmarks Preservation Commission finds that the boundaries proposed for the

College Park Historic District are appropriate, and reflect historic development patterns, 
street and arterial boundaries, and other adjacent historic districts. 

D. Equity and Inclusion 

1. The Commission finds that the College Park Neighborhood is in a High to Very High
Opportunity Area in Tacoma’s equity map. The neighborhood has historically been an
economically stable neighborhood with high livability, which is a characteristic that
remains true today.

2. The neighborhood was graded A and B on the Home Ownership Loan Corporation
redlining map, both of which are “low risk” ratings on the redlining map for Tacoma.

3. The Commission finds that the distribution of historic districts in Tacoma is inequitable,
and notes a concentration of historic districts north of downtown, including Stadium- 
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Seminary National Register Historic District, the North Slope Historic District (listed both 
on the National and Tacoma Registers of Historic Places), the Wedge Neighborhood 
Historic District (also listed on the National and Tacoma Register), and Buckley’s Addition 
National Register Historic District. The Commission believes that additional proactive 
advocacy work by the City within underserved geographies is required to address this 
issue (see recommendations). 

4. The Commission has received some comments and feedback from the public indicating
that the review of the historic district proposal must only include criteria for designation
listed in the Tacoma Municipal Code, particularly with regard to considerations of equity,
inclusion and diversity. While the Commission concurs that its recommendation
regarding district establishment must be centered on the designation criteria, the
Commission disagrees that factors such as equity should be omitted from the discussion.
This is consistent with guidance by City Council, the Comprehensive Plan, and feedback
from the Planning Commission. The Commission believes that creation of an historic
district has broad implications for residents, and discussion that omits such factors is
incomplete.

E. Review Process 
1. The Landmarks Commission review process for the College Park Historic District has met

the requirements for public notice and outreach set by the Tacoma Municipal Code.

2. The Commission has met 14 times over a 9 month period, including 2 public Q&A
information sessions, to discuss the proposal. Additional outreach included the
distribution of an opinion survey with post card and online response options, the creation
of a district website that contained information and background on the proposal, and the
creation of an email distribution list.

3. The Commission held a public hearing on February 9, 2022 to receive formal public
comment. Notice of the hearing was sent via post card 14 days in advance of the
hearing to all addresses and taxpayers of record within the proposed district and with a
400’ radius of the boundaries, and was published in The News Tribune on February 2.

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Landmarks Preservation Commission makes the following recommendations: 

1. The College Park Historic Special Review District should be established as an overlay zone with the
boundaries consistent with the nomination document.

2. Design review in the district should be conducted consistent with the other residential historic districts
in Tacoma, as follows:

a. Exterior alterations that require permits are subject to design review by the Landmarks
Preservation Commission consistent with TMC 13.05.040. Interior alterations and alterations that
do not require permits are exempt from historic district requirements.

b. Demolition of structures and new construction within the district is subject to Landmarks
Commission approval.

c. In order to reduce the burden on property owners and residents within the district, the
Commission makes the following recommendations:
i. Alterations to non-visible elevations should be exempted from the historic district design

review requirements. Other exemptions consistent with the existing exemptions in the
Wedge and North Slope Historic Districts should be maintained for College Park.

ii. When adopted, the design guidelines should give weight to the impact of proposed projects
to the overall district, and less weight on individual properties.
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iii. The Commission further recommends that window design guidelines for secondary
elevations be relaxed when district design guidelines are adopted.

3. To aid in future historic district and designation initiatives, the Landmarks Commission recommends
that the following be implemented at the next appropriate time:

a. The Historic Comprehensive Plan Element and associated regulatory codes should be
reviewed during the next code and policy amendment process to assess and evaluate
compatibility with the broad City policy of objectives concerning diversity, equity and inclusion,
to identify barriers, gaps in preservation policy, and criteria used by the Commission, and to
identify additional tools and incentives for owners and residents of historic properties.

b. A review of the historic district designation process to clarify the roles and scope of the review by
the Landmarks Commission and Planning Commission, and to improve coordination between the
two processes.

c. Identify additional resources to support researching and proactive creation of historic districts and
designation of historic buildings, especially in areas that are underserved by historic preservation,
in order to improve familiarity with and access to historic preservation land use tools, promote
investment in older neighborhoods, and celebrate neighborhood identity and enhance quality of
life.
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PROPOSED COLLEGE PARK HISTORIC SPECIAL REVIEW 
DISTRICT 

PUBLIC REVIEW DOCUMENT 

LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

February 9, 2022 

INTRODUCTION 

This document contains the general framework and regulations under consideration by the 
Landmarks Preservation Commission for the proposed College Park Historic District.  The 
information contained in this document is being distributed for public review and comment. 

GENERAL EFFECTS OF HISTORIC DESIGNATION 

If adopted by City Council, exterior changes to historic buildings within the College Park 
Historic District and construction of new structures will require design review by the Landmarks 
Preservation Commission prior to receiving building permits.  Proposals will be evaluated by the 
Commission based on a set of district design guidelines. 

HEARING DOCUMENTS 

1. Draft ordinance language, which includes the district map, and district exemptions.
2. The College Park Historic District nomination form

REFERENCE DOCUMENTS 

1. Tacoma Municipal Code 13.05.040 contains the code language for design review and
permitting process that generally applies to locally designated historic districts, and is
provided separately as reference. This language is presently in the Tacoma Municipal
Code and is not proposed to be amended.

2. The Wedge Neighborhood and North Slope Historic Districts Design Guidelines
language currently in place for the Wedge Neighborhood and North Slope Historic
Districts is provided as a reference to provide a sense of the scope and contents of historic
neighborhood guidelines.  These guidelines are similar to what will be adopted for the
College Park Historic District, which will be reviewed and finalized at a later date, with
opportunities for public review and input, should the College Park Neighborhood Historic
District be established by City Council.

Attachment 3



DRAFT CODE LANGUAGE 
College Park Historic Special Review District 

PLEASE NOTE: 
This language is proposed to be added to the Tacoma Municipal Code (TMC) Chapter 13.07. If the 
historic special review district is established, certain projects within the district will require design 
review by the Landmarks Preservation Commission as provided for in TMC 13.05.040.  

13.07.xx1 Designation of the College Park Historic Special Review District  Purpose. 

A. In order that the College Park neighborhood and residential buildings within the neighborhood may 
not be injuriously affected; to promote the public welfare; to provide for the enhancement of the College 
Park  neighborhood and its residential structures, thereby contributing to the social, cultural, and 
economic welfare of the residents of Tacoma by developing an awareness of Tacoma’s historic 
neighborhoods, maintaining productive and useful residential structures, and attracting visitors to the 
City; and in order that a reasonable degree of control may be exercised over the siting, development and 
architecture of public and private buildings erected in the College Park neighborhood so that the goals set 
forth in this section and in this chapter may be realized, there is hereby created the College Park Historic 
Special Review District, the boundaries of which are more particularly described in Sections 13.07.xxx 
and 13.07.xxx TMC hereof. 

B. The College Park neighborhood and the buildings therein reflect significant aspects of Tacoma’s early 
neighborhood history, architecture, and culture. Such historic, architectural, and cultural significance is 
also reflected in the architectural cohesiveness of the neighborhood. For the foregoing reasons, many of 
the features contained in the buildings and structures in the neighborhood should be maintained and 
preserved. 

C. Except where specifically exempted by TMC 13.07.xxx, all exterior alterations and construction within 
the historic and conservation district boundaries, including alterations to elements and spaces within the 
public rights-of-way, are subject to the review and approval of the Landmarks Preservation Commission 
prior to the initiation of work.   

13.07.xx2 Designation of the College Park Historic Special Review  Findings. 

A. The College Park Neighborhood is a cohesive and highly intact neighborhood of dwellings that is 
significantly associated with and reflects Tacoma’s early development period, and that represents the 
broad patterns of social and economic history of Tacoma.  The district was listed on the National Register 
of Historic Places in 2017.  The neighborhood manifests the physical history of railroad era development 
and speculation, the streetcar system and period of rapid economic growth prior to 1940, and the World 
War II period.  The district’s period of significance begins in 1890 and ends in 1960. 

B. The neighborhood originated as part of a land grant given to the Northern Pacific Railroad by the 
United States, to assist in the construction of the country’s first northern transcontinental line. Parcels of 
this land were sold by the Tacoma Land Company, which operated as the real estate agent for the railway. 
Settlers first came to build small homes and farms in the area as early as 1890. Following announcements 
that the railroad had selected Tacoma as a terminus, a real estate boom of speculation and building 
occurred, spreading out from the center of Tacoma in all directions as the city rapidly grew.  This first 
boom ended with the Panic of 1893, when many railroads, banks and businesses collapsed, and 
development and investment activities ground to a halt. 

C. The College Park neighborhood’s most intensive period of development occurred in the period from 
about 1910 to 1940, corresponding with periods of rapid economic growth fueled by timber, shipping, 
and railroad expansion.  During this time period, most of the homes in the neighborhood were built, and 



the neighborhood took its present basic form, with a uniform grid, standard street widths and sidewalks.  
This also reflected the influence of early automobiles.  According to the nomination, many of the houses 
constructed during this period were speculative “builder” houses, which utilized pattern book and 
common plans and designs, including Craftsman bungalows, English Tudor cottages, and other popular 
styles of the day. 

D. The need for worker housing during World War II fueled another period of rapid growth in Tacoma.  
Several examples of infill date to this time period, as some larger lots were divided and later infill housing 
was constructed. The period of significance ends in 1960, following the completion of post war infill 
housing. 

13.07.xx3 The College Park Historic Special Review District  Boundary Description. 

The legal description for the College Park Historic Special Review District is described in Ordinance No. 
XXX and shall be kept on file in the City Clerk’s Office. The approximate boundaries are depicted in 
Map X below. 

Map X: Approximate Boundaries of the College 
Park Historic Special Review District 

13.07.xx4 College Park Historic Special Review District  Specific Exemptions. 

The following actions are exempt from the requirements imposed pursuant to this chapter: 

A. Any alterations to noncontributing properties within the College Park Historic Special Review District, 
as defined by the District Inventory adopted by the Commission and kept on file at the Historic 
Preservation Office are exempt from the provisions of this chapter; provided, that alterations to accessory 
structures within the Historic District and the demolition of any structures in the Historic District, 
including noncontributing and accessory structures or the construction of new buildings, are not exempt 
from the provisions of this chapter; 



B. Interior modifications to existing structures, unless those modifications affect the exterior appearance 
of the structure; 

C. 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; 

D. 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); 

E. The installation, alteration, or repair of public and private plumbing, sewer, water, and gas piping 
systems, where no right-of-way restoration is required; 

F. 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; 

G. The landscaping of private residences; 

H. 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); 

I. Signs not exceeding the limitations for a home occupation permit and those installed by the City for 
directional and locational purposes; 

J. The following types of projects within the public rights-of-way:  ADA accessibility ramps and 
installations, in-road work, traffic-signaling equipment, utility markers, and equipment required by the 
United States Postal Service. 

13.07.xx5 Guidelines for building design review for the College Park Historic Special Review 
District. 

Pursuant to Section 13.07.120, the Landmarks Preservation Commission shall adopt and maintain 
Guidelines for building design and streetscape improvement to ensure a certainty of design quality within 
the College Park Historic Special Review District, protect the historic fabric of the districts, enhance the 
economic vitality of the districts through promotion of their architectural character, and provide a clear set 
of physical design parameters for property owners, developers, designers, and public agencies.  These 
guidelines shall be made available to the public in electronic and printed formats.   
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Nominations to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places are processed according to the procedures and standards described in TMC 1.42 and 13.07.  Submittal of a 
nomination form does not obligate the City to place a property on the Register or to extend financial incentives to a property owner.  Documents submitted become public 
record.  Additional requirements may be imposed by other City, state or federal regulations. 

This form is required to nominate properties to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places per Tacoma Municipal Code 13.07.050.  Type all entries and 
complete all applicable sections. Contact the Historic Preservation Office with any questions at 253-591-5254.   

COLLEGE PARK HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Refer to attached Map & Spread Sheet 98406

Refer to 
attached spread sheet

Refer to maps and attached spread sheets 

Rough Boundary line: Starting at a point on N. Alder St. at the Alley between N. 7th

and N. 8th streets; extending north along N. Alder St. to a point at the Alley 
between N. 17th and N. 19th streets; thence westward along the Alley and up N. 18th

St. to N. Union Ave.; Thence North along N. Union Ave. to N. 21st St; then eastward 
on N. 21st St. to N. Pine St.; then South on N. Pine St. to the Alley between N. 7th

and N. 8th streets then westward along the Alley back to the starting point. 

Attachment 7



Nominations to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places are processed according to the procedures and standards described in TMC 1.42 and 13.07.  Submittal of a 
nomination form does not obligate the City to place a property on the Register or to extend financial incentives to a property owner.  Documents submitted become public 
record.  Additional requirements may be imposed by other City, state or federal regulations. 

Refer to attached spreadsheet and letters of support and/or petition. 

Jeffrey J. Ryan, 
Architect

College Park Historic 
District Association 

3017 North 13th Street Tacoma WA 98406

253.759.0161 jjryan@harbornet.com

Refer to attached 
Approved State and 
National Register 
Nomination

please label or caption 
photographs and include a photography index

this document can 
usually be obtained for little or no cost from a titling 
company



Refer to attached Approved State and National Register Nomination 



Refer to attached NR. 
Nomination.

Refer to attached Approved State and National Register Nomination 
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Property is associated with events that have made a 
significant contribution to the broad patterns of our 
history.

Property is associated with the lives of persons 
significant in our past.
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Continuation sheet. 

“Redlining” practices in Tacoma. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 





 

 

A Field Guide to American Houses

A Field Guide to Historic Neighborhoods and Museum Houses, The Western States Houses



 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

10.  Geographical Data                                                              
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City of Tacoma 
Planning and Development Services 

 

 

 
To:  Planning Commission 

From: Lihuang Wung, Planning Services Division  

Subject: 2022 Annual Amendment – Recommendation 
Memo Date: April 29, 2022 

Meeting Date: May 4, 2022 
 
Action Requested: 
Review and Recommendation. 
 

Discussion: 
At the next meeting on May 4, 2022, the Planning Commission is scheduled to complete the review 
process for the Proposed Amendments to the One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan and Land Use 
Regulatory Code for 2022 (or “2022 Amendment”), and consider forwarding a recommendation to the 
City Council. 
The 2022 Amendment Package includes the following applications:  

(1) NewCold Land Use Designation Change, 
(2) South Sound Christian Schools Land Use Designation Changes,  
(3) Work Plan for South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District Code Amendments, and 
(4) Minor Plan and Code Amendments. 

The Commission conducted a public hearing on April 6 to receive oral testimony on the 2022 
Amendment Package, left the hearing record open through April 8 to accept written comments, and 
subsequently on April 20, reviewed public comments received and the corresponding staff’s responses 
and suggestions, and considered potential modifications to the Package.  

On May 4, staff will first provide additional information and policy assessment pertaining to Applications 
(1) and (2), in response to the Commission’s questions and requests made on April 20 (see 
Attachment 1).  Staff will then facilitate the Commission’s review and approval of the draft “Planning 
Commission Recommendations Packet” (see Attachment 2) which includes a letter of 
recommendations and a findings of fact and recommendations report. 

Tentatively, next steps for the 2022 Amendment include the following dates and actions: 
• May 25 – Council Infrastructure, Planning and Sustainability Committee review 
• June 7 – City Council study session and public hearing 
• June 14 – City Council first reading of ordinances 
• June 21 – City Council adoption 

 

Project Summary: 
The Comprehensive Plan and its elements, as well as development regulations and regulatory 
procedures that implement the Comprehensive Plan, shall be adopted and amended by ordinance of 
the City Council following the procedures identified in TMC 13.02.070. Proposed amendments may 
be considered annually, for which the amendment process shall begin in July of any given year and 
be completed, with appropriate actions taken by the City Council by the end of June of the following 
year. The process for the 2022 Amendment began with accepting applications during January-March 
2021 and is slated for completion in June 2022.  
 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/government/city_departments/planning_and_development_services/planning_services/one_tacoma__comprehensive_plan
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/cms/one.aspx?portalId=169&pageId=2255
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/cms/one.aspx?portalId=169&pageId=2255
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/government/city_departments/planning_and_development_services/planning_services/2022_amendment
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/government/city_departments/planning_and_development_services/planning_services/2022_amendment
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Prior Actions:  
• 04/20/22 – Review comments received and staff’s responses and suggestions  
• 04/06/22 – Public Hearing on 2022 Amendment Package 
• 03/02/22 – Review status of “NewCold” and “South Sound Christian Schools” and release of 

2022 Amendment Package for public review 
• 02/16/22 – Review status of “Work Plan for STGPD Code Amendments” and “Minor Plan 

and Code Amendments” 
• 02/02/22 – Review status of “NewCold” and “South Sound Christian Schools” 
• 01/19/22 – Review status of “Minor Plan and Code Amendments” 
• 12/15/21 – Review of private applications  
• 10/06/21 – Review status of all applications 
• 07/21/21 – Determination on Applications (proceeding with technical analysis) 
• 06/16/21 – Public Scoping Hearing on the Applications 
• 05/19/21 – Assessment of “South Tacoma Economic Green Zone” and “Minor Plan and 

Code Amendments” 
• 05/05/21 – Assessment of “NewCold” and “South Sound Christian Schools” 

 
Staff Contacts:  

• Stephen Atkinson, satkinson@cityoftacoma.org  
• Larry Harala, lharala@cityoftacoma.org  
• Lihuang Wung, lwung@cityoftacoma.org  

 
Attachments:  

1. Responses to Planning Commission’s Questions and Requests from 04-20-22 pertaining to 
“NewCold” and “Christian Schools” Applications; 

2. 2022 Amendment – Planning Commission Recommendations Packet (draft): 
(a) Planning Commission’s Letter of Recommendations (draft) 
(b) Planning Commission’s Findings of Fact and Recommendations Report (draft): 

• Attachment 1: NewCold Land Use Designation Change 
• Attachment 2: South Sound Christian Schools Land Use Designation Changes  
• Attachment 3: Work Plan for South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District Code Amendments  
• Attachment 4: Minor Plan and Code Amendments 

 
 
c. Peter Huffman, Director 
 

mailto:satkinson@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:lharala@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:lwung@cityoftacoma.org


Responses to Planning Commission’s Comments from 04-20-22 Page 1 of 5 

Application: South Sound Christian Schools Land Use Designation 
Changes 
Planning Commission Request:  

1. Consider appropriateness of Park and Open Space Designation (as proposed in locations A and B on 
the map below).  

2. Consider retention of Low-Scale Designation for location C on the map below.  

Map: Potential Land Use Designation Map with Amendments  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Proposed Designation: General 
Commercial 

Eligible Zoning Districts: C-2, PDB  

Proposed Designation: Mid -Scale 
Residential 

Eligible Zoning Districts: R-3; R-4L 

Attachment 1  
Planning Commission Agenda (05-04-22) 

Item F-3 re: 2022 Amendment 
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Image: Aerial view of the site.  

 

Map: Slopes  
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Policy Assessment for Park and Open Space Designation:  

Urban Form Element 

Table 3 Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designations 

This designation is intended to conserve and enhance open, natural and improved areas valuable for their 
environmental, recreational, green infrastructure and scenic character and the benefits they provide. The 
designation encompasses public and private parks and open space lands, with lands set aside for these purposes 
by the City of Tacoma and the Metropolitan Parks District forming the core of the designation. As more land is 
placed in conservation status by these agencies as well as other public and private entities, the extent of the 
designation will be expanded to include them.  

The designation supports Tacoma’s vision of an integrated parks and open space system that defines and enhances 
the built and natural environment, supports and nurtures plant and wildlife habitat, enhances and protects trees 
and the urban forest, preserves the capacity and water quality of the stormwater drainage system, offers 
recreational opportunities, and provides pedestrian and bicycle connections. Lands within this designation include 
both natural open space areas and active use parks and recreational areas. Natural open space is intended to be 
conserved and enhanced through habitat restoration and vegetation management to maximize its environmental 
and stormwater benefits, along with low-impact public access such as natural area trails and viewpoints, when 
appropriate. Parks and recreation lands are intended to provide opportunities for active recreation such as 
playfields and sports facilities, and urban amenities such as plazas, pocket parks and community gardens. 

Goal UF–11 Preserve and protect open space corridors to ensure a healthy and sustainable environment and to 
provide opportunities for Tacomans to experience nature close to home. 

Policy UF–11.1 Create an integrated system of Open Space Corridors that defines and enhances the built and 
natural environment, offers a well balanced range of experiences, and enriches the lives of Tacoma’s current and 
future citizens. 

Design and Development Goals and Policies 

Goal DD–9 Support development patterns that result in compatible and graceful transitions between differing 
densities, intensities and activities. 

Policy DD–9.2 Improve the interface between non-residential activities and residential areas, in areas where 
commercial or employment areas are adjacent to residential zoned land. 

Policy DD–9.7 Encourage building and landscape design and land use patterns that limit and/or mitigate negative 
air quality and noise impacts to building users and residents, particularly in areas near freeways, high traffic 
streets, and other sources of air pollution. 

Policy DD–9.4 Minimize the impacts of auto-oriented uses, vehicle areas, drive-through areas, signage, and 
exterior display and storage areas on adjacent residential areas. 

Environment and Watershed Health  

Policy EN–3.16 Protect rare and/or threatened tree species from the impacts of urbanization. 

Policy EN–3.20 Promote integration of development projects into their surrounding environments, promoting a 
“greenbelt natural corridor” for movement and use by species. These areas should use native plants that support 
native wildlife. 
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Policy Assessment for Low Scale  

Image: Subject Site  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Map: Parcels  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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. 

Goal DD–9 Support development 
patterns that result in compatible and 
graceful transitions between differing 
densities, intensities and activities.  

Policy DD–9.1 Create transitions in 
building scale in locations where higher-
density and intensity development is 
adjacent to lower scale and intensity 
zoning. Ensure that new high-density and 
large-scale infill development adjacent to 
single dwelling zones incorporates design 
elements that soften transitions in scale 
and strive to protect light and privacy for 
adjacent residents. 

Policy UF–13.45 Seek opportunities to 
expand access to smaller neighborhood 
parks and/or community gardens to 
create smaller neighborhood gathering 
places and focal points. 
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Application: NewCold Land Use Designation Change 
Commission Questions:  

1. What zoning is in place along this corridor and are there any other planned industrial areas?  

2. Would amending the M-1 to M-2 affect any planned buffers or transitions between this industrial 
area and adjacent land uses?  

Staff Responses:  

Along South Orchard, this is the 
only concentration of zoned 
industrial land with the exception 
of a small area along S Huson, 
south of Center Street. Other 
planned uses include residential 
and commercial.  

The industrial area in which 
NewCold is located is 
approximately 62 acres, including 
both the NewCold site and 
industrial areas surrounding it.  

In staff’s view, the current Land 
Use Designation scheme around 
the NewCold site is intended to 
create a transition from the M-2 
Heavy Industrial to the residential 
neighborhoods to the west, not as 
a buffer to activities to the east. 
Current policy recognizes that the 
Park and Open Space designation 
can provide buffering between 
higher and lower intensity uses.  

Land uses along South Orchard 
include a metal fabrication shop 
and storage facilities. While 
NewCold has requested an M-2 
Zoning District, the cold storage 
use is considered a light industrial 
activity, but the M-2 district would 
enable a consistent height for the 
proposed expansion of the existing 
facility.  



Anna Petersen, Chair 
Christopher Karnes, Vice-Chair 

Morgan Dorner 
Ryan Givens 

Robb Krehbiel 
Brett Santhuff 

Anthony Steele 
Andrew Strobel 

Alyssa Torrez 
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Planning and Development Services Department, 747 Market Street, Room 345, Tacoma, WA 98402 
(253) 591-5056 / www.CityofTacoma.org/Planning  

May 4, 2022 
 
The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
City of Tacoma 
747 Market Street, Suite 1200 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
 
RE: 2022 Annual Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code  
 
Honorable Mayor Woodards and Members of the City Council, 
 
On behalf of the Tacoma Planning Commission, I am forwarding our recommendations on the 2022 Annual 
Amendment to the One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan and the Land Use Regulatory Code (“2022 
Amendment”), which includes the following four applications (or subjects): 

(1) NewCold Land Use Designation Change  
(2) South Sound Christian Schools Land Use Designation Changes 
(3) Work Plan for South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District Code Amendments 
(4) Minor Plan and Code Amendments 

 
Enclosed please find the “Planning Commission’s Findings of Fact and Recommendations Report for the 
2022 Amendment, May 4, 2022” that summarizes the proposed amendments, the public review and 
community engagement process, and the Planning Commission’s deliberations and decision-making.  
 
The amendment application process remains a critical path for community members, organizations, or other 
public agencies to propose a change to the City’s policies and regulations, and to ensure fair consideration 
of diverse community interests. We are proud to report that despite the COVID-19 pandemic and its impacts 
on the daily life of all Tacomans, we have successfully completed the review of two significant private 
applications and a City-initiated application and reached an important milestone for a neighborhood 
council’s application. We want to share our thanks to the many Tacoma residents and stakeholders who 
have been actively engaged in the review process and provided invaluable feedback and advice.  
 
The 2022 Amendment package may be relatively limited in scope, but some of the issues contained therein 
are nevertheless challenging and impactful. We did not formulate our recommendations without going 
through arduous debates and deliberations among the Commissioners. The public input also highlighted 
emerging issues which go beyond our current scope of work.  
 
• NewCold Land Use Designation Change 

We recommend that the City Council approve the NewCold Land Use Designation Change as 
proposed. While the proposal would amend the 3-acre site from Light to Heavy Industrial, the 
Commission acknowledges that the proposed use is generally consistent with light industry, and the 
amendment has been requested to support a height allowance consistent with the existing facility. This 
would allow an expansion of the existing cold storage facility with a similar overall height. Further, the 
site, as located, is between the existing cold storage facility and the transfer station/former landfill. As 
a result, the location is buffered by an existing use and light industrial zoning along S. Orchard to the 
west and the landfill to the east, limiting the overall impact of a new facility.  

While the Commission considered the potential impacts of the project, we note that if this proposal 
progresses, more project specific environmental review will be conducted associated with any site 
rezone or permits and there will be further opportunities for public involvement in those decisions. Of 
particular community concern are the potential traffic impacts and air quality impacts not only 
associated with this proposal, but with the cumulative impact of ongoing industrial activity in this part of 
Tacoma.   

DRAFT 

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/Planning
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These concerns highlight the ongoing need for broader industrial area planning in South Tacoma. As 
the South Tacoma Economic Green Zone progresses, we believe it should consider the following: (1) 
Expand the application to consider all industrial lands in South Tacoma; (2) The City should consider 
the feasibility of a South Mullen Street extension across the landfill to provide a more direct freight route 
to HWY 16 as well as broader transportation needs to service this area and the South Tacoma 
Manufacturing and Industrial Center; and (3) We recommend that the City evaluate methods to support 
and incentivize commute trip reductions, modal shifts, as well as decarbonization and electrification to 
reduce the overall impact of continued industrial development.  

 

• South Sound Christian Schools Land Use Designation Changes 
We recommend that the City Council approve the South Sound Christian Schools Land Use 
Designation amendments as proposed. This is an application that has changed significantly since it 
was first presented to the Commission. First, the application was initially submitted prior to the adoption 
of Home in Tacoma phase 1, and as a result, the Commission modified the scope of the request to be 
consistent with the Low-Scale and Mid-Scale land use designations adopted by the City Council. 
Secondly, during the staff analysis, it was identified that this site contained Garry Oak, a protected 
species, as well as steep slopes. The Commission’s proposal includes a partial Parks and Open Space 
Designation for this site that will set appropriate development expectations and balance the economic 
use of the property with additional environmental protections. If this proposal is to proceed into rezoning 
and site development, we strongly encourage the City to ensure the preservation of the Garry Oaks on 
site, as demanded by the City’s Critical Areas Code and Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(WDFW) priority species management recommendations.  

 

• Work Plan for South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District Code Amendments 
We recommend that the City Council approve the Work Plan, acknowledging that it represents the 
City’s “Phase 1A Response” to the “South Tacoma Economic Green Zone (EGZ)” application submitted 
by the South Tacoma Neighborhood Council, that its implementation to be carried out in the 2023 
Amendment cycle represents the “Phase 1B Response”, and that the review process for the potential 
EGZ designation expected to be carried out during the general timeline of 2022-2024 represents the 
“Phase 2 Response.”   

Note that the scope of work for the potential EGZ designation is anticipated to be comprehensive and 
comparable to the scale of a subarea plan, requiring the consideration for multifaceted aspects, such 
as land use designation changes, area-wide rezones, transportation and capital facilities 
improvements, environmental reviews, sustainability strategies, “green economy” strategies and 
incentives, groundwater and aquifer monitoring programs, and extensive community engagement. The 
Planning Commission acknowledges that additional staffing and budgetary resources may be needed 
to accomplish the work in a timely and effective manner. 

We also wanted to bring to the Council’s attention that many commenters are requesting that the City 
enact a moratorium on new development within the South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District. 
While the Commission shares these concerns that significant new development during the planning 
process could pre-empt the outcomes of that work, there remain considerable questions about the 
appropriate scope and applicability of a moratorium. We therefore suggest that the City Council further 
consider the merits of a moratorium  

 

• Minor Plan and Code Amendments 
We recommend that the City Council adopt the proposed amendments associated with the 17 issues 
compiled in this application. Of note is that the issue of “Limitation on Residential Occupancy” (formerly 
identified as “Definition of Family”) has caused some concerns about the use of the term “family” in the 
land use code and whether that use could have broader repercussions. We acknowledge these 
concerns and agree that the City should broadly shift away from using the term “family” to define land 
use types or to determine unit occupancy. As part of this amendment cycle, we have taken a more 
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limited approach, suggesting amendments to achieve basic consistency with recent changes in the 
state law pertaining to the prohibition of applying zoning limitations on the number of unrelated 
individuals that can live in a dwelling unit. Also note that this proposed change is only an interim step 
that will set the stage for a more holistic review of the use of the term “family” and other associated 
standards during the Home In Tacoma Phase 2 study effort. 

 
In conclusion, the proposed 2022 Amendment is a carefully-crafted and well-balanced product that reflects 
the community’s desires and concerns garnered through an extensive and rigorous engagement process. 
The Planning Commission believes that the recommended 2022 Amendment package, along with the 
additional suggestions as mentioned above, will help achieve the City’s strategic goals for a safe, clean and 
attractive city; a well maintained natural and built environment; a diverse, productive and sustainable 
economy; and an equitable and accessible community for all.   
 
We respectfully request that the City Council accept our recommendations and adopt the 2022 Amendment 
package as presented.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
ANNA PETERSEN, Chair 
Tacoma Planning Commission 
 
Enclosure 
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TACOMA PLANNING COMMISSION 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDATIONS REPORT 
 

MAY 4, 2022 
 

A. SUBJECT: 
2022 Annual Amendment to the One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan and the Land Use Regulatory 
Code (“2022 Amendment”).  

 

B. SUMMARY OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS:  
The 2022 Amendment consists of the following four applications: 

APPLICATION AMENDMENT 
TYPE RECOMMENDATION 

1. NEWCOLD LAND USE DESIGNATION CHANGE 
The proposal is to change the Land Use Designation for a 
3-acre parcel located at 4601 S. Orchard Street owned by 
NewCold, LLC, from “Light Industrial” to “Heavy Industrial.” 
This would allow NewCold to request a future site rezone 
and apply for permits to expand its existing 140-foot tall 
cold storage facility. 

Plan  Recommended for 
Adoption 
(Passed with a vote 
of x to y, with xx 
abstentions and yy 
absences) 

2. SOUTH SOUND CHRISTIAN SCHOOLS LAND USE DESIGNATION CHANGES 
The current Land Use Designation for the site is “Low-Scale 
Residential” for the 8 parcels, a total of 16 acres, near 
Tacoma Mall Boulevard and S. 64th Street owned by the 
South Sound Christian Schools and the CenterPoint 
Christian Fellowship. The proposal is to change the 
designation to: (1) “Mid-Scale Residential” for the western 4 
parcels, and (2) “General Commercial” for the eastern 4 
parcels. This would allow applicants to apply for a site 
rezone and permits to potentially develop multifamily 
residential and commercial uses at this location. 

Plan Recommended for 
Adoption 
(Passed with a vote 
of x to y, with xx 
abstentions and yy 
absences) 

3. WORK PLAN FOR SOUTH TACOMA GROUNDWATER PROTECTION DISTRICT CODE AMENDMENTS 

The proposal is a Work Plan for code amendments that 
outlines the approach for improving STGPD related 
regulations to be more effective in addressing 
environmental and health risks. The Work Plan and its 
implementation represent the first-phase response to the 
“South Tacoma Economic Green Zone” application 
submitted by the South Tacoma Neighborhood Council. 
The second-phase response, to be undertaken later on, 
would be the potential transformation of the South Tacoma 
Manufacturing/Industrial Center into an Economic Green 
Zone that fosters environmentally sustainable industry. 

N/A Recommended for 
Adoption 
(Passed with a vote 
of x to y, with xx 
abstentions and yy 
absences) 

DRAFT 
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4. MINOR PLAN AND CODE AMENDMENTS 

Compiled by the City’s planning staff, this proposal includes 
17 technical, non-policy amendments to the One Tacoma 
Comprehensive Plan and the Land Use Regulatory Code, 
intended to keep information current, correct errors, 
address inconsistencies, improve clarity, and enhance 
applicability of the Plan and the Code. 

Plan and 
Code 

Recommended for 
Adoption 
(Passed with a vote 
of x to y, with xx 
abstentions and yy 
absences) 

 

C. FINDINGS OF FACT: BACKGROUND AND PLANNING MANDATES  
1. Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code  

The One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan, updated in 2015 by Ordinance No. 28335, is Tacoma's 
comprehensive plan as required by the State Growth Management Act (GMA) and consists of 
several plan and program elements. As the City's official statement concerning future growth and 
development, the Comprehensive Plan sets forth goals, policies and strategies for the health, 
welfare and quality of life of Tacoma’s residents. The Land Use Regulatory Code, Title 13 of the 
Tacoma Municipal Code (TMC), is the key regulatory mechanism that supports the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 

2. Amendment Process 
Pursuant to TMC 13.02.070 – Adoption and Amendment Procedures, applications are submitted 
to the Planning and Development Services Department, and subsequently forwarded to the 
Planning Commission for their assessment. The Planning Commission decides which 
applications should move forward as part of that Amendment package. Those applications then 
receive detailed review and analysis by staff and the Planning Commission and input is solicited 
from stakeholders and the community.   
 

3. Planning Mandates 
GMA requires that any amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and/or development regulations 
conform to the requirements of the Act, and that all proposed amendments, with certain limited 
exceptions, shall be considered concurrently so that the cumulative effect of the various changes 
can be ascertained. Proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and/or development 
regulations must also be consistent with the following State, regional and local planning 
mandates and guidelines: 

• The State Growth Management Act (GMA); 
• The State Environment Policy Act (SEPA); 
• The State Shoreline Management Act (SMA); 
• The Puget Sound Regional Council’s VISION 2050 Multicounty Planning Policies; 
• The Puget Sound Regional Council’s Transportation 2040; 
• The Puget Sound Regional Council’s Subarea Planning requirements; 
• The Countywide Planning Policies for Pierce County; and 
• TMC 13.02.070 – Adoption and Amendment Procedures. 

 

D. FINDINGS OF FACT: POLICY REVIEW  
1. NewCold Land Use Designation Change:  

The proposal seeks to bring the underlying land use designation more in line with what the future 
use of the overall site is intended to be, as well with adjacent existing Heavy Industrial site. As 
documented in the initial Assessment Report reviewed by the Planning Commission on May 5, 
2021, the application is supported by several policy elements from the One Tacoma 
Comprehensive Plan, as briefly listed below: 

• Urban Form: Goal UF–1, Policies UF–1.1, UF–1.4, UF–1.6, and UF–1.11; 
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• Design + Development: Goals DD–4, DD–7, DD–9, and DD–10, and Policy DD–9.2a; and 
• Economic Development: Goals EC–1 and EC–2, and Policy EC–1.12. 

 
2. South Sound Christian Schools Land Use Designation Changes:  

The proposal seeks to change the land use designation for the western 4 parcels on the subject 
site from “Low-Scale Residential” to “Mid-Scale Residential”, and for eastern 4 parcels from “Low-
Scale Residential” to “General Commercial.” As documented in the initial Assessment Report 
reviewed by the Planning Commission on May 5, 2021, the application is supported by several 
policy elements from the One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan, as briefly listed below:  

• Housing: GOAL H–3, and Policy H–1.3 and H–1.9; 
• Urban Form: Policy UF-1.3;  
• Design + Development: Goals DD–9 and DD–12, and Policy DD–4.3.  

 
3. Work Plan for South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District Code Amendments:  

The Work Plan is an outline of the approach for improving STGPD regulations. It is the initial 
phase of action in response to the “South Tacoma Economic Green Zone (EGZ)” application 
submitted by the South Tacoma Neighborhood Council.  

Policy review of the EGZ application was documented in the “Assessment Report for the South 
Tacoma Groundwater Protection District – Economic Green Zone – Subarea Plan” reviewed by 
the Planning Commission on May 19, 2021. The Assessment Report provides that the One 
Tacoma Comprehensive Plan contains extensive support for protection and enhancement of the 
South Tacoma Groundwater Protection district, as briefly listed below:  

• Urban Form: Goal UF–1, Policies UF–1.1, UF–1.4, UF–1.6, and UF–1.11; 
• Design + Development: Goals DD–4, DD–7, and DD–9;  
• Economic Development: Goal EC–1, Policy EC–1.12, and Goal EC–2; and 
• Environmental + Watershed Health: Policies EN–1.1, EN–1.2, EN–1.3, EN–1.5, EN–1.8, 

EN–1.11, EN–1.12, EN–1.13, EN–1.17, EN–1.18, EN–1.19, and EN–1.25.  
  

4. Minor Plan and Code Amendments:  
All proposals compiled in the Minor Plan and Code Amendments are non-policy, technical 
amendments.  

 
E. FINDINGS OF FACT: PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW 

The Planning Commission conducted reviews of the 2022 Amendment Package at the following 
meetings, listed in reverse chronological order, with key decision points and milestones boldfaced: 

• 05/04/22 – Made recommendations to the City Council 
• 04/20/22 – Debriefing of Public Hearing 
• 04/08/22 – Public Hearing Record closed; deadline for submittal of written comments 
• 04/06/22 – Public Hearing on 2022 Amendment Package 
• 03/02/22 – Review status of “NewCold” and “South Sound Christian Schools” and release of 

2022 Amendment Package for public review 
• 02/16/22 – Review status of “Work Plan for STGPD Code Amendments” and “Minor Plan and 

Code Amendments” 
• 02/02/22 – Review status of “NewCold” and “South Sound Christian Schools” 
• 01/19/22 – Review status of “Minor Plan and Code Amendments” 
• 12/15/21 – Review of status of “NewCold”, “South Sound Christian Schools” and “South 

Tacoma Economic Green Zone” 
• 10/06/21 – Review status of all applications 
• 07/21/21 – Determination on Applications (proceeding with technical analysis) 
• 06/16/21 – Public Scoping Hearing on the Applications 
• 05/19/21 – Assessment of “South Tacoma Economic Green Zone” and “Minor Plan and Code 

Amendments” 
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• 05/05/21 – Assessment of “NewCold” and “South Sound Christian Schools” 
• 03/31/21 – Application period ended; four applications were received, identified as “NewCold 

Land Use Designation Change”, “South Sound Christian Schools Land Use 
Designation Changes”, “South Tacoma Economic Green Zone”, and “Minor Plan 
and Code Amendments” 

• 01/01/21 – Application period opened 
 

F. FINDINGS OF FACT: ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
Pursuant to Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 197-11 and Tacoma's SEPA procedures, a 
Preliminary Determination of Environmental Nonsignificance (DNS) on the 2022 Amendment was 
issued on March 15, 2022 (SEPA File Number LU22-0041), based upon a review of an environmental 
checklist. The DNS and the environmental checklist were: (1) included in Section III of the Public 
Review Document, available for public review and comment during the Planning Commission’s public 
hearing process; (2) distributed to agencies and individuals identified on the City’s list of SEPA 
Review Stakeholders; (3) reviewed by the State Department of Ecology (SEPA Record #202201306) 
and published on March 24, 2022 for public review; and (4) referenced in a legal notice published on 
the Tacoma Daily Index on March 25, 2022. No comments were received by the deadline of April 8, 
2022. The preliminary determination became final on April 15, 2022.  

 

G. FINDINGS OF FACT: CONSULTATION WITH THE PUYALLUP TRIBE OF INDIANS 
There are no known proposals included in the 2022 Amendment Package that would impact the 
Puyallup Land Claims Settlement of 1990. A letter of consultation was sent to Chairman Bill Sterud of 
the Puyallup Tribe of Indians, and directors of planning and natural resources, on March 23, 2022, 
seeking their feedback on the 2022 Amendment Package. No comments were received. 

 

H. FINDINGS OF FACT: PUBLIC NOTIFICATION AND INVOLVEMENT 
1. Planning Commission Public Scoping Hearing:  

The Planning Commission conducted a public scoping hearing on June 16, 2021 to receive oral 
testimony, and left the hearing record open through June 18, 2021 to accept additional written 
comments, concerning the four applications received for the 2022 Amendment process.   
 
The Public Scoping Hearing was a voluntary step the Commission added to the “Assessment of 
Applications” process. The purpose was to solicit public comments on whether these applications 
should be accepted and moved forward for technical analysis, whether the scopes of work should 
be modified, and what additional issues should be studied. 
 
The notice for the scoping hearing was mailed to more than 22,800 properties located 1,000 feet 
within the subject sites of these applications, e-mailed to approximately 860 individuals interested 
in Planning Commission businesses, and posted (along with a summary of the applications) on 
the project’s website at www.cityoftacoma.org/2022Amendment. 
 

2. Planning Commission Public Hearing:  
The Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on April 6, 2022 to receive oral testimony, 
and left the hearing record open through April 8, 2022 to accept additional written comments, 
concerning the 2022 Amendment Package.   
 
The complete text of the proposed amendments and the associated staff analysis and 
environmental review were compiled in a Public Review Document, which also included a 
Planning Manager’s letter to the community and the public hearing notice. The document was 
posted on the project’s website at www.cityoftacoma.org/2022Amendment.  
 

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/2022Amendment
http://www.cityoftacoma.org/2022Amendment
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Notification for the public hearing was conducted to reach a broad-based audience, through the 
following efforts:  

(a) Public Notices – The notice for the public hearing was mailed during the week of March 21, 
2022, to approximately 36,000 individuals and entities within 2,500 feet of the sites 
associated with the three private applications. The notice was also e-mailed to more than 860 
individuals on the Planning Commission’s interested parties list that includes the City Council, 
Neighborhood Councils, area business district associations, the Puyallup Tribal Nation, 
adjacent jurisdictions, City and State departments, and others. The notice was also 
distributed to residents and businesses in the Manitou Potential Annexation Area, seeking 
their feedback on the proposed land used designation for the Manitou Area (which is Issue 
#15 in the Minor Plan and Code Amendments). 

(b) News/Social Media – The City of Tacoma issued a News Release on March 25, 2022. An 
online advertisement was placed on The News Tribune on March 25, 2022. A legal notice 
concerning the DNS, the public hearing and the informational meeting was placed on the 
Tacoma Daily Index on March 25, 2022. An event page for each of the public hearing and the 
informational meeting was posted on the City’s Facebook, starting the week of March 21. 

(c) 60-Day Notices – A “Notice of Intent to Adopt Amendment 60 Days Prior to Adoption” was 
filed with the State Department of Commerce (per RCW 36.70A.106) on March 22, 2022. A 
similar notice was sent to the Joint Base Lewis-McChord (per RCW 36.70A.530(4)) on March 
23, 2022, asking for comments within 60 days of receipt of the notice. The JBLM responded 
on April 6, 2022, expressing their appreciation for the opportunity to collaborate with 
neighboring municipalities and no comments on the 2022 Amendment Package. 

(d) Tribal Consultation – A letter was sent to the chairman of the Puyallup Tribe of Indians on 
March 23, 2022 to formally invite the Tribe’s consultation on the 2022 Amendment. No 
comments were received. 

 
3. Other Community Engagement:  

• 01/26/21 – Pre-Application meeting with applicants of the South Sound Christina Schools 
Land Use Designation Changes 

• 06/14/21 – Meeting with applicants of the South Sound Christina Schools Land Use 
Designation Changes 

• 06/16/21 – Community Informational Meeting to provide interested parties an opportunity to 
learn more about the scope of work for the 2022 Amendment and be better 
prepared for the Planning Commission’s Public Scoping Hearing on the same day. 

• 12/02/21 – Community Meeting on South Sound Christina Schools Land Use Designation 
Change 

• 12/06/21 – Community Meeting on the NewCold Land Use Designation Change. 
• 12/09/21 – Community Meeting on Work Plan for STGPD Code Amendments 
• 01/11/22 – Meeting with applicant of NewCold Land Use Designation Change 
• 03/30/22 – Community Informational Meeting to provide interested parties an opportunity to 

learn more about the proposals included in the 2022 Amendment Package and be 
better prepared for the Planning Commission’s Public Hearing on April 6, 2022. 

• 04/13/22 – Meeting with Communities for a Heathy Bay on South Tacoma Economic Green 
Zone and Work Plan for STGPD Code Amendments 

 

I. FINDINGS OF FACT: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
Shown in the table below are the numbers of comments the Planning Commission received on 
various applications during the public hearing process:  
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Application 
Comments Received 

Oral Written 
General Comment (on the package)  1 
NewCold Land Use Designation Change  5 19 
South Sound Christian Schools Land Use Designation Changes  1 4 
Work Plan for South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District Code Amendments 6 30 
Minor Plan and Code Amendments 3 1 

TOTAL 15 55 
 

Provided below is a summary, for each application, of the themes of comments received, staff’s 
responses to the comments and suggestions for modifications to the application, if any, and the 
Commission’s decisions and additional considerations. More detailed information is documented in 
the “Public Comments and Staff Responses and Suggestions” report reviewed by the Commission on 
April 20, 2022.   
 
1. NewCold Land Use Designation Change:  

(a) Theme of Comments: Concerned about traffic impact and possible alternatives.   
• Staff Response: The applicant is willing to work with the city on all required 

measures necessary to mitigate added traffic impact, such as a possible connection 
across the City of Tacoma landfill site as well as other required traffic control 
measures. A traffic study will be required, at a greater detail at future phases, 
rezoning, and permitting.  

• Commission Decision: Concurred with staff’s response and recommends future 
consideration of a South Mullen Street extension.  

(b) Theme of Comments: Relationship with the South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District 
regulations.    

• Staff Response: The site currently meets the STGPD regulations and based on 
discussions of code update so far, it would also meet the future code.  Future 
development of this site would require additional soils and drainage evaluation and 
any and all mitigation and protection necessary would be completed at that time.   

• Commission Decision: No amendments proposed in response.  

(c) Theme of Comments: There is a fire/hazard danger inherent to the use.   
• Staff Response: The existing facility has met all federal, state and city building and 

fire codes. Any future development of the subject site would be required to meet all 
fire and building code, which would include fire suppression systems, insurance of 
hydrant locations, pressure, and adequate access to the site for emergency vehicles. 
The existing and proposed use is considered a light industrial activity. The heavy 
industrial classification is being requested to provide for additional building height, 
consistent with the existing facility. The City’s Comprehensive Plan does assume 
some degree of heightened noise, light, or odor associated with industrial activity but 
building codes, fire codes, and environmental review are utilized to mitigate health 
and safety risks associated with these uses.  

• Commission Decision: No proposed amendments in response.  

(d) Theme of Comments: There needs to be more high paying “green” jobs in Tacoma.   
• Staff Response: The proposed location is considered a planned employment area 

and the City’s Comprehensive Plan currently calls for significant employment growth 
to provide access to employment for Tacoma residents. While the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan does not define “green” jobs, the proposed use is consistent 
with City economic development policies, including policies of the Container Port 
Element based on the relationship of this use to the Port of Tacoma.  

• Commission Decision: No proposed amendments in response.  
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2. South Sound Christian Schools Land Use Designation Changes:  

(a) Theme of Comments: Concerns about growth in Tacoma.   
• Staff Response: The City of Tacoma is a designated regional growth center.  

Reasonable growth in Tacoma aligns with the One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan, the 
Growth Management Act, and the Puget Sound Regional Council’s Vision 2050. This 
growth is encouraged and supported by policy action and statements of the Planning 
Commission and City Council. Future development of the subject parcels would have 
to meet all City of Tacoma regulation, requirements and code conditions which are 
designed to help mitigate impact of new development on existing communities.   

• Commission Decision: No amendments proposed in response.  

(b) Theme of Comments: Concerns about STGPD and development of these sites.   
• Staff Response: Residential development of properties is generally not deemed as 

deeply impactful to the South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District.  Also staff will 
note that the recharge of the aquifer is not within this area.  Any development of the 
subject sites is subject to all the regulation of the South Tacoma Groundwater 
Protection District. 

• Commission Decision: No amendments proposed in response.  

(c) Theme of Comments: Concerns about critical areas and loss of vegetation/trees. 
• Staff Response:  A preliminary critical area evaluation of the site identified Oregon 

White Oak or more commonly known as Garry Oaks.  These trees are protected by 
City of Tacoma Title 13.11.510.B and preservation of the trees is required.  Any 
future development of those parcels (APN 0320301194, 0320301158, 0320301193, 
0320301075) will require further critical area evaluation.  Development of the site will 
be required to meet all critical areas standards if applicable, tree canopy 
requirements, and landscaping requirements.  

• Commission Decision: The Commission requested consideration of a Parks and 
Open Space designation for portions of the site comprised of concentrations of 
existing trees and vegetation as well as steep slopes.  

 
3. Work Plan for South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District Code Amendments:  

(a) Theme of Comments: Move forward with the Work Plan and speed up the review process 
for the Economic Green Zone (EGZ). Coordinate with relevant City adopted plans and 
actions, such as the Climate Action Plan. Engage stakeholders, including the business 
community.   

• Staff Response: Comments noted. No change to the Work Plan. Staff will take into 
account those additional supporting arguments during the STGPD code amendment 
process and the EGZ review process. Phased approach to EGZ allows the City to 
coordinate with broader “green economy” strategy, and is also due to limited 
resources.  

• Commission Decision: Concurred with staff’s response.  

(b) Theme of Comments: The City should enact a moratorium on the Bridge Industrial’s 
proposed warehouse project. 

• Staff Response: Bridge Industrial project is vested, and will not be affected by a 
moratorium. The project is currently under administrative, permitting and 
environmental reviews, and the Planning Commission does not have any review or 
decision authority over it. 

• Commission Decision: The Commission suggested that enacting a moratorium on 
future development projects similar to the Bridge’s warehouse project might be 
considered an option to complement the effective implementation of the Work Plan. 
The Commission would continue the conversation about moratoria (level appropriate 
for the Commission) at its future meetings.  
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4. Minor Plan and Code Amendments:  
(a) Theme of Comments: Attempts to alter the definition of “family” in the Land Use Code could 

be dangerous – destroying the foundation of all institutions, many standing to lose, and City 
unable to handle litigation. 

• Staff Response: “Family” is essentially “Household” in the Land Use Code. The 
proposal is to remove the limitation on the number of unrelated persons who may 
occupy a dwelling unit (or a household), and to comply with the State law. The 
terminology and associated concerns will continue to be addressed through the 
Home in Tacoma Phase 2 effort. This is Issue #1 of the Minor Plan and Code 
Amendments application. The issue ID can be changed from “Definition of Family” to 
“Limitation on Residential Occupancy” to help provide clarification. 

• Commission Decision: The Commission concurred with staff’s response.  

(b) Theme of Comments: Add “faith-based organizations”, or equivalent, to the proposed 
amendments to TMC 13.01.060.C concerning Cultural Institutions and to TMC 13.01.060.P 
concerning Public Benefit Use. 

• Staff Response: Staff recommend text amendments to address this comment. This 
is Issue #6 of the application.  

• Commission Decision: Concurred with staff’s recommendation. 

(c) Theme of Comments: Concerned about the Mid-Scale Residential designation for the 
Manitou Potential Annexation Area. Keep it R-2. 

• Staff Response: This is Issue #15 of the application. The proposal would establish 
the Mid-Scale Residential designation for multi-family parcels in the Manitou Area, 
with R-4L zoning, and Low-Scale Residential for single-family area, with R-3 zoning. 
The proposal sustains the City Council’s land use plan for Manitou (first established 
in 2019), aligns with the residential designations established in Home in Tacoma 
Phase 1, respects the existing neighborhood characters, and is more conservative 
than Pierce County’s current “Mixed-Use District” zoning for the area. 

• Commission Decision: Concurred with staff’s response.  

(d) Theme of Comments: With the dissolution of the Foss Waterway Development Authority in 
December 2020, the code should be updated to remove all relevant references to the FWDA. 

• Staff Responses: FWDA is currently referenced in, and should be removed from, 
Title 11 Traffic (TMC 11.15.060.D) and Title 19 Shoreline Master Program (TMC 
19.05.050.B.4.c(2), 19.06.070.D.4.b, and 19.09.100.E.1.a(2)). This will become Issue 
#16 of the application.  

• Commission Decision: Concurred with staff’s recommendation.  

(e) Theme of Comments: Amend the Park and Recreation Map in the Comprehensive Plan, by 
changing “School (Public)” to “School” in the map’s legend and adding Eastside Community 
Center to the map. 

• Staff Responses: The first change is requested by the University of Puget Sound 
which is not a public school. The second change is to keep the mapping information 
current. This will become Issue #17 of the application.  

• Commission Decision: Concurred with staff’s recommendation. 
 

J. CONCLUSIONS: 
In drawing its conclusions on the 2022 Amendment Package, the Planning Commission considered 
the following criteria, the first two as set forth in TMC 13.02.070.H.1 and the third based on the 
Tacoma 2025 Strategic Plan:  

(a) Whether the proposed amendment will benefit the City as a whole, will not adversely affect 
the City’s public facilities and services, and bears a reasonable relationship to the public 
health, safety, and welfare; 

(b) Whether the proposed amendment conforms to applicable provisions of State statutes, case 
law, regional policies, and the Comprehensive Plan; and 
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(c) 2025 Strategic Priorities: Whether the proposal will reduce racial and other inequities, 
disparities, or discrimination to under-represented communities, or result in positive impacts 
on equity, equality, diversity or inclusion.  

 
1. NewCold Land Use Designation Change:  

The Planning Commission concludes that the proposed land use designation change for the 
NewCold parcel is consistent with criteria (a) and (b) above, and will provide new economic 
activity and employment opportunities for Tacoma residents. The potential impacts of the 
proposal, including traffic and air quality should be mitigated through a broader industrial planning 
effort, to ensure that industrial lands can remain productive and provide employment access to 
Tacomans while ensuring equitable health and safety outcomes for Tacomans.   
 

2. South Sound Christian Schools Land Use Designation Changes: 
The Planning Commission concludes that the proposed land use designation changes for the 8 
parcels owned by the South Sound Christian Schools and the CenterPoint Christian Fellowship 
are consistent with criteria (a) and (b) above, and will likewise set the stage for an increase in 
both housing production, housing diversity, as well as employment growth while preserving 
critical species on site and incorporating transitions and open space retention to minimize impacts 
on adjacent residential communities.  
 

3. Work Plan for South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District Code Amendments:  
The Planning Commission concludes that the proposed Work Plan for South Tacoma 
Groundwater Protection District Code Amendments provides a succinct and practical scope of 
work for amending the STGPD related regulations. The Work Plan itself does not generate 
concerns relating to public health, safety and welfare, or equity and racism; the challenges are in 
the implementation of it, as reflected in the comments provided by the code amendment 
stakeholder agencies, including the Environmental Services Department, Tacoma Water, and the 
Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department.  

The Commission also acknowledges that the Work Plan represents the City’s “Phase 1A 
Response” to the “South Tacoma Economic Green Zone (EGZ)” application submitted by the 
South Tacoma Neighborhood Council, that the implementation of the Work Plan represents the 
“Phase 1B Response” and is to be carried out in the 2023 Amendment cycle, and that the review 
process for the potential EGZ designation represents the “Phase 2 Response” and is expected to 
be carried out during the general timeline of 2022-2024, potentially starting with a scoping 
process in late 2022 to define and refine the scope of work. 

The scope of work for the potential EGZ designation is anticipated to be comprehensive and 
comparable to the scale of a subarea plan, requiring the consideration for multifaceted aspects, 
such as land use designation changes, area-wide rezones, transportation and capital facilities 
improvements, environmental reviews, sustainability strategies, “green economy” strategies and 
incentives, groundwater and aquifer monitoring programs, and extensive community 
engagement. The Planning Commission acknowledges that additional staffing and budgetary 
resources may be needed to accomplish the work in a timely and effective manner. 
 

4. Minor Plan and Code Amendments:  
The Planning Commission concludes that the Minor Plan and Code Amendments application, 
with proposed non-policy amendments to various elements of the One Tacoma Comprehensive 
Plan and various sections of the Tacoma Municipal Code, fulfills the intent to keep information 
current, address inconsistencies, correct minor errors, and clarify and improve provisions of the 
Plan and the Code.  

The Commission finds that the specific proposed amendments included in the application are 
technical in nature; are not expected to adversely affect the public health, safety and welfare; are 
not expected to result in equity, racial and other relevant concerns; and would conform to 
applicable provisions of State statutes, case law and the Comprehensive Plan. 
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K. RECOMMENDATIONS: 
1. NewCold Land Use Designation Change:  

The Planning Commission recommends that the proposed NewCold Land Use Designation 
Change, as summarized in Attachment 1, be adopted by the City Council.  The Planning 
Commission further recommends that, as the proposal moves into the site rezoning and permit 
process, the City work with the applicant to consider the viability of a S. Mullen Street extension 
through the former landfill site, to route freight access in a manner that provides access to 
Highway 16 and minimize impacts to adjacent neighborhoods.  

In addition, the Commission acknowledges concerns about the air quality impacts associated with 
the cumulative increase in daily vehicle trips, including freight, resulting from the potential 
development of this site and adjacent industrial and commercial lands. The Commission supports 
City efforts to incentive and encourage the transition to electric vehicles and non-carbon based 
fuels to mitigate these potential impacts and considers these efforts to be critical to mitigate the 
long term air quality impacts of growth and economic activity within the City.  

The Commission reached this recommendation by a vote of x to y, ……. 

2. South Sound Christian Schools Land Use Designation Changes:  
The Planning Commission recommends that the proposed South Sound Christian Schools Land 
Use Designation Changes, as summarized in Attachment 2, be adopted by the City Council.  The 
Commission further recommends that if this application proceeds into the permit process, that the 
City ensure the preservation of the Garry Oaks on site, as demanded by the Critical Areas Code 
and WDFW priority species management recommendations.  

The Commission reached this recommendation by a vote of x to y, ….. . 

3. Work Plan for South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District Code Amendments:  
The Planning Commission recommends that the proposed Work Plan for South Tacoma 
Groundwater Protection District Code Amendments, as summarized in Attachment 3, be 
approved by the City Council.  The Planning Commission further acknowledges community 
requests to expedite the overall work program as well as concerns that significant permit activity 
and development during the phased process could pre-empt the broader planning process. As a 
result of these concerns, the Planning Commission recommends the City Council consider the 
merits of a moratorium on future development projects.  

The Commission reached this recommendation by a vote of x to y, ……. 

4. Minor Plan and Code Amendments:  
The Planning Commission recommends that the proposed Minor Plan and Code Amendments, 
as summarized in Attachment 4, be adopted by the City Council. 

The Commission reached this recommendation by a vote of x to y, ……. 

 

L. ATTACHMENTS: 
Each of the following attachments includes a description of the respective application, a summary of 
the Planning Commission’s recommendations, and an exhibit displaying the proposed amendments: 

• Attachment 1: NewCold Land Use Designation Change 
• Attachment 2: South Sound Christian Schools Land Use Designation Changes  
• Attachment 3: Work Plan for South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District Code Amendments  
• Attachment 4: Minor Plan and Code Amendments 

 
# # # 
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY 

May 4, 2022 
 

Application: NewCold Land Use Designation Change 

Applicants: NewCold Seattle, LLC 

Summary of 
Proposal: 

The proposal is to change the Land Use Designation for a 3-acre parcel located 
at 4601 S. Orchard Street owned by NewCold, LLC, from “Light Industrial” to 
“Heavy Industrial.” This would allow NewCold to request a future site rezone and 
apply for permits to expand its existing 140-foot tall cold storage facility. 

Location and 
Size of Area: 

4601 S Orchard St Tacoma, WA 98466 (APN: 0220133049) 
Site is approximately 3 acres/130,500SF 

Current Land 
Use and Zoning: 

Designated: Light Industrial  
Zoning District: M1- STGPD (Light Industrial District with South Tacoma 
Groundwater Protection District Overlay) 

Neighborhood 
Council Area: South Tacoma 

Staff Contact:  Larry Harala, (253) 318-5626, lharala@cityoftacoma.org  

 
Planning Commission Recommendations: 
The Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on April 6, 2022, concerning the 2022 Annual 
Amendment Package that includes this application and three others, and accepted written comments 
through April 8, 2022.  

Approximately 24 public comments were received on this application and a key concern was regarding 
potential traffic impacts to area streets.  Also, many of those commenting on the South Tacoma 
Groundwater Protection District item, made comments on this item as well as it involves an application to 
redesignate the subject site to Heavy Industrial.  Those comments were general and ranged from general 
environmental concerns to general concerns about heavy industry and potential impact to the STGPD. 
Concerns about hazardous specific to the light industrial use of cold storage were also expressed.    

The Planning Commission determines that the proposed change to the land use designation for the 
current site is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, and fulfills the goals of supporting the container 
port and providing equitable jobs within the regional growth center.  While members of the public have 
expressed concerns, and the Planning Commission shares those concerns, there will be continued 
review and analysis during any subsequent site-specific rezoning request and then any following 
development permits.   

The Planning Commission recommends that the City Council approve the proposed land use designation 
change to the subject site from “Light Industrial” to “Heavy Industrial”, as set forth in Exhibit A. 

Attachment 1 
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PROPOSED LAND USE DESIGNATION: 
HEAVY INDUSTRIAL 

2022 Comprehensive Plan  
and Land Use Code Amendments
 

Light Industrial Designation Description: 

This designation allows for a variety of industrial uses that are moderate in scale 
and impact, with lower noise, odors and traffic generation than heavy industrial 
uses. This designation may include various types of light manufacturing and 
warehousing and newer, clean and high-tech industries, along with commercial 
and some limited residential uses. These areas are often utilized as a buffer or 
transition between heavy industrial areas and less intensive commercial and/or 
residential areas. 

CURRENT LAND USE DESIGNATION: 
LIGHT INDUSTRIAL 

EXHIBIT A: NewCold 

To learn more: visit www.cityoftacoma.org/2022amendment or email at planning@cityoftacoma.org. 
 

APPLICANT: NewCold Seattle, LLC  

SITE LOCATION: 4601 S Orchard Street, Tacoma WA 

AMENDMENT TYPE: Comprehensive Plan Future 
Land Use Map Amendment 

WHY IS THIS CHANGE PROPOSED? 
NewCold is applying for a Comprehensive Plan Land Use 
Designation amendment to update a parcel of the Tacoma site to 
allow for future expansion of an existing facility. The parcel in 
question is currently designated as “Light Industrial” and NewCold 
is requesting that the parcel be re-designated to Heavy Industrial. 
The existing cold storage complex sits on approximately 34 acres, 
and the subject parcel is an adjacent 3-acre property, directly to 
the east of the existing approximately 140-foot tall cold storage 
building.  

The NewCold heavy industrial cold storage facility was completed in 
2018, the facility has a storage capacity of over 25 million cubic feet 
in a vertical cold storage layout, with an approximate 100,000 pallet 
capacity.  The facility is utilized by large food companies such as 
Trident Seafoods as a cold storage link in their supply chains.    

If granted, the land use designation change to Heavy Industrial 
would enable NewCold to apply for a rezone to an M-2 Heavy 
Industrial Zoning District. 

Heavy Industrial Designation Description: 

This designation is characterized by higher levels of noise and odors, large-scale 
production, large buildings and sites, extended operating hours, and heavy truck 
traffic. This designation requires access to major transportation corridors, often 
including heavy haul truck routes and rail facilities. Commercial and institutional 
uses are limited and residential uses are generally prohibited. 

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/2022amendment
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY 

May 4, 2022 
 

Application: South Sound Christian Schools Land Use Designation Changes 

Applicants: South Sound Christian Schools and CenterPoint Christian Fellowship 

Summary of 
Proposal: 

The current Land Use Designation for the site is “Low-Scale Residential” for the 8 
parcels, a total of 16 acres, near Tacoma Mall Boulevard and S. 64th Street 
owned by the applicants. The proposal is to change the designation to: (1) “Mid-
Scale Residential” for the western 4 parcels, and (2) “General Commercial” for the 
eastern 4 parcels. This would allow applicants to apply for a site rezone and 
permits to potentially develop multifamily residential and commercial uses at this 
location. 

Location and 
Size of Area: 

8-Parcels generally adjacent to 2052 South 64th Street  
15.96 acres / 694,260 SF 

Current Land 
Use and Zoning: 

Land Use Designation: Low Scale Residential 
Zoning: R-2-STGPD Single Family Dwelling District with South Tacoma 
Groundwater Protection District Overlay 

Neighborhood 
Council Area: South Tacoma 

Staff Contact:  Larry Harala, (253) 318-5626, lharala@cityoftacoma.org  

 
Planning Commission Recommendations: 
The Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on April 6, 2022, concerning the 2022 Annual 
Amendment Package that includes this application and three others, and accepted written comments 
through April 8, 2022.  

Approximately five comments were received on this application both in support and opposition.  
Comments in support cited a need for more housing, more entry level housing, and also noted that the 
sites have at times been subject to accumulation of trash and debris, illegal dumping, and possibly 
homeless encampments.  Those comments in opposition opposed general growth in the City of Tacoma, 
and expressed concerns about potential loss of tree canopy and impact to critical areas.  Also a concern 
about impact to the South Tacoma Groundwater Protection district.  
 
Preliminary critical area analysis has already begun and additional critical area analysis and permitting 
will be required as part of any subsequent rezoning action.  Any identified critical areas would have to be 
protected in full accordance with City of Tacoma critical area code as well as meet all state and federal 
regulation.  Any future development of these sites will need to comply with all landscaping and tree 
canopy standards at the time of development.  In terms of impact to the STGPD there is no anticipated 
impact to the STGPD from residential development of these sites.   

The Planning Commission determines that the proposed changes to the land use designation for the 
current site are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 

The Planning Commission recommends that the City Council approve the proposed land use designation 
changes to the respective parcels within the subject site as set forth in Exhibit A.  
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PROPOSED LAND USE DESIGNATION: 
MID-SCALE RESIDENTIAL &         
GENERAL COMMERCIAL 

PROPOSED LAND USE DESIGNATIONS
 

CURRENT LAND USE DESIGNATION:

2022 Comprehensive Plan  
and Land Use Code Amendments 
 

Low-scale Residential Designation Description:  
Low-scale residential designations provide a range of housing choices built at the 
general scale and height of detached houses and up to three stories (above grade) in 
height. Standards for low-scale housing types provide flexibility within the range of 
building width, depth, and site coverage consistent with detached houses and 
backyard accessory structures, pedestrian orientation, and a range of typical lot sizes 
from 2,500 square feet up to 7,500 square feet. Low-scale residential designations are 
generally located in quieter settings of complete neighborhoods that are a short to 
moderate walking distance from parks, schools, shopping, transit and other 
neighborhood amenities. 

CURRENT LAND USE DESIGNATION: 
LOW SCALE RESIDENTIAL  

EXHIBIT A: South Sound 
Christian/CenterPoint Christian 

To learn more: visit www.cityoftacoma.org/2022amendment or email at planning@cityoftacoma.org. 
 

General Commercial Designation Description:  
This designation encompasses areas for medium to high intensity commercial uses 
which serves a large community base with a broad range of larger scale uses. These 
areas also allow for a wide variety of residential development, community facilities, 
institutional uses, and some limited production and storage uses. These areas are 
generally located along major transportation corridors, often with reasonably direct 
access to a highway. This designation is characterized by larger-scale buildings, 
longer operating hours, and moderate to high traffic generation.  
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Mid-scale Residential Designation Description: 
Mid-scale residential designations are generally located in close proximity to Centers, 
Corridors and transit and provide walkable, urban housing choices in buildings of a size 
and scale that is between low-scale residential and the higher-scale of Centers and 
Corridors. Standards for mid-scale housing support heights up to 3 stories (above grade), 
and 4 stories in limited circumstances along corridors. Standards shall ensure that 
development is harmonious with the scale and residential patterns of the neighborhood 
through building height, scale, width, depth, bulk, and setbacks that prevent overly 
massive structures, provide visual variety from the street, and ensure a strong pedestrian 
orientation. Development shall be subject to design standards that provide for a smooth 
scale transitions by methods including matching low-scale building height maximums 
where mid-scale residential abuts or is across the street from low-scale areas. 

APPLICANT: South Sound Christian/CenterPoint Christian 
Fellowship 

SITE LOCATION: 8 parcels generally adjacent to 2052 
South 64th Street 

AMENDMENT TYPE: Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use 
Map Amendment 

WHY IS THIS CHANGE PROPOSED? 
The parcel owners are working together on a joint application and wish 
to sell and/or redevelop portions of the site for multi-family 
development and general commercial development.  The applicant 
hopes to work with Bargreen Ellingson, a South Sound area restaurant 
supply and design company, to expand their operations in the area.    

This application is a request for a Land Use Designation Change from a Low-
Scale Designation to a Mid-Scale Designation on the western 4 parcels and 
General Commercial on the eastern 4 parcels with a total land area of 
approximately 15.96 acres.  

The Designation change would enable the applicants to seek a site rezone. 

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/2022amendment
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY 
May 4, 2022 

 
Application: Work Plan for South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District Code Amendments 

Applicant: • South Tacoma Neighborhood Council (applicant of the EGZ application) 
• Planning and Development Services Department (proposing the Work Plan) 

Summary of 
Proposal: 

The Work Plan outlines the approach for improving STGPD related regulations to be 
more effective in addressing environmental and health risks. The Work Plan and its 
implementation represent the first-phase response to the “South Tacoma Economic 
Green Zone (EGZ)” application submitted by the South Tacoma Neighborhood 
Council. The second-phase response, to be undertaken later on, would be the 
potential transformation of the South Tacoma Manufacturing/Industrial Center into an 
EGZ that fosters environmentally sustainable industry. 

Location and 
Size of Area: South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District Overlay (STGPD); 5000+ acres 

Current Land 
Use and 
Zoning: 

• Land Use Designations and Zoning Districts: Various   
• Overlays:  

o STGPD: South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District 
o ST-M/IC: South Tacoma Manufacturing/Industrial Center 
o ACD: Airport Compatibility District 
o PRD: Planned Residential Development 

Neighborhood 
Council Area: South Tacoma (entirety), South End (partial) and Central (partial) 

Staff Contact:  Lihuang Wung, (253) 591-5682, lwung@cityoftacoma.org  

 
Planning Commission Recommendations: 
The Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on April 6, 2022, concerning the 2022 Annual 
Amendment Package that includes this application and three others, and accepted written comments 
through April 8, 2022.  

A number of comments were received on this application, urging the City to move forward with the Work 
Plan, to speed up the review process for the Economic Green Zone (EGZ), and to consider enacting a 
moratorium on the Bridge Industrial’s proposed warehouse project that is currently under administrative, 
permitting and environmental reviews (for which the Planning Commission does not have any review or 
decision authority).  

The Planning Commission concludes that the proposed Work Plan for South Tacoma Groundwater 
Protection District Code Amendments provides a succinct and practical scope of work for amending the 
STGPD related regulations.  

The Planning Commission recommends that the City Council: 

1. Approve the Work Plan for South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District Code Amendments, as 
shown in Exhibit A; 

2. Acknowledge that the Work Plan represents the City’s “Phase 1A Response” to the “South 
Tacoma Economic Green Zone (EGZ)” application submitted by the South Tacoma 
Neighborhood Council, that the implementation of the Work Plan represents the “Phase 1B 
Response” and is to be carried out in the 2023 Amendment cycle; 
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3. Acknowledge the perspectives, expectations and comments concerning the implementation of the 
Work Plan as provided by the partnering agencies for code amendments, including the 
Environmental Services Department, Tacoma Water, and the Tacoma-Pierce County Health 
Department, as provided in Exhibit B; 

4. Acknowledge that the review process for the potential EGZ designation represents the “Phase 2 
Response” to the EGZ application; that the scope of work is anticipated to be comprehensive and 
comparable to the scale of a subarea plan, requiring the consideration for multifaceted aspects, 
such as land use designation changes, area-wide rezones, transportation and capital facilities 
improvements, environmental reviews, sustainability strategies, “green economy” strategies and 
incentives, groundwater and aquifer monitoring programs, and extensive community 
engagement; that the work is expected to be carried out during the general timeline of 2022-2024, 
potentially starting with a scoping process in late 2022 to define and refine the scope of work; and 
that additional staffing and budgetary resources may be needed to accomplish the work in a 
timely and effective manner; and 

5. Acknowledge that enacting a moratorium on future development projects similar to the Bridge’s 
warehouse project might be considered an option to complement the effective implementation of 
the Work Plan. 

 
Exhibits: 

A. Work Plan for STGPD Code Amendments  

B. Perspectives and Expectations concerning the Implementation of the Work Plan  
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Work Plan for South Tacoma  
Groundwater Protection District Code Amendments 

(Planning Commission Recommended, May 4, 2022) 
 
The following Work Plan for the South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District Code Amendments 
represents the initial step of the first component of the two-pronged approach to addressing the original 
application of “South Tacoma Economic Green Zone.” It has been developed based on the thoughts and 
suggestions from the applicant (South Tacoma Neighborhood Council) and staff from the City of 
Tacoma’s Planning and Development Services Department (PDS) and Environmental Services 
Department (ES), the Tacoma Public Utilities – Tacoma Water, and the Tacoma-Pierce County Health 
Department (TPCHD).  

1. Major Issues: 
(a) General program awareness. 
(b) Enforcement and monitoring. 
(c) Define “periodic update”. 
(d) Review proposal for prohibited uses from 

application. 
(e) Code implementation and code location (including 

potential relocation).  
(f) Infiltration Policy. 
(g) Program Funding. 

2. Examine code amendments needed. 

3. Community Engagement and Outreach Strategy: 
• Stakeholders: 

o Staff Team (representing TPCHD, Tacoma 
Water, ES and PDS) 

o Permitted and Non-permitted Businesses 
o Homeowners and Taxpayers 
o Neighborhood Councils (South Tacoma, 

Central, and South End) 
o Planning Commission and City Council  
o Additional local, regional, state and federal 

agencies and organizations, as may be 
identified  

• Community Meetings; Surveys; Targeted Ads. 
• Dissemination of information, data, maps and 

publicity materials that are user-friendly. 
• Focus on Equity. 

4. Evaluate need and funding for consultant services. 

5. Implementation: 
• The Work Plan is to be carried out during the 2023 Amendment cycle, i.e. from early 2022 to June 

2023.  
• To allow the flexibility to address additional issues that may arise during its implementation, the 

Work Plan is subject to change, depending on the directives and suggestions from the City 
Council, the Planning Commission, the applicant, and stakeholders. 

# # # 
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Exhibit B 

Perspectives and Expectations  
concerning the Implementation of the Work Plan 

(from Environmental Services, Tacoma Water,  
and Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department) 

 

 

From: Esther Beaumier <EBeaumier@tpchd.org>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2022 4:34 PM 
To: Hallenberg, Scott <shallenb@cityoftacoma.org>; Trohimovich, Merita 
<MPollard@cityoftacoma.org>; Wung, Lihuang <lwung@cityoftacoma.org>; Kelsie Lane 
<KLane@tpchd.org>; Harala, Larry <LHarala@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Atkinson, Stephen <satkinson@cityoftacoma.org>; Nolan, Adam <ANolan@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: RE: Additional Feedback Needed for STGPD Code Amendments Scope 
 
I’ll third the sentiments from ES and Tacoma Water. The Health Department values these long-standing 
partnerships that have helped us implement the STGPD and protect the aquifer. We’re excited to work 
with them on the STGPD regulation update work plan and exploration of the South Tacoma Economic 
Green Zone (EGZ). 
 
As ES notes, the proposal put forward by the South Tacoma Neighborhood Council (STNC) was extensive 
and planning commission broke this proposal into separate phases. We agree, the work plan is the first 
step in improving the STGPD regulation with a coordinated approach from all agencies using best 
available science. Our current work plan is very high level and there are many unknowns. We need to 
have a clearer picture of the scope, resources and funding to make this effort successful. We’ve heard 
community concerns around the slowness of this effort. However, an effort like this takes time, 
especially with high community expectations and our own high standards. This process will likely will 
identify additional code or policy changes that will take time and resources.   
 
Seconding Tacoma Water, while we’re undergoing the STGPD reg revision, the Health Department will 
continue to implement the current STGPD code requirements for inspections and permitting. We too 
will continue to improve our public education and outreach efforts to businesses within the district.  
 
Looking forward to spending more time with you folks! 
 
Thanks, 
Esther 
 
 

From: Hallenberg, Scott <shallenb@cityoftacoma.org>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2022 3:38 PM 
To: Trohimovich, Merita <MPollard@cityoftacoma.org>; Wung, Lihuang <lwung@cityoftacoma.org>; 
Esther Beaumier <EBeaumier@tpchd.org>; Kelsie Lane <KLane@tpchd.org>; Harala, Larry 
<LHarala@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Atkinson, Stephen <satkinson@cityoftacoma.org>; Nolan, Adam <ANolan@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: RE: Additional Feedback Needed for STGPD Code Amendments Scope 
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Hello Lihuang, 
 
I started typing a separate response but was basically repeating most of what Merita stated below.  We 
agree that the work plan is just the first step and will help us to identify needed changes, resources, 
funding and timing based on best available science.  While this work plan is being implemented we will 
continue to coordinate with ES, Planning and TPCHD to ensure that the South Tacoma Aquifer remains 
protected.  This includes routine inspections, plan reviews, and water sampling activities.  We will also 
continue to work on improving public education/outreach efforts through the STGWPD and Tacoma 
Water service area. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Scott 
 

From: Trohimovich, Merita <MPollard@cityoftacoma.org>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2022 8:25 AM 
To: Wung, Lihuang <lwung@cityoftacoma.org>; EBeaumier@tpchd.org; Kelsie Lane 
<KLane@tpchd.org>; Hallenberg, Scott <shallenb@cityoftacoma.org>; Harala, Larry 
<LHarala@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Atkinson, Stephen <satkinson@cityoftacoma.org>; Nolan, Adam <ANolan@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: RE: Additional Feedback Needed for STGPD Code Amendments Scope 
 
Hi Lihuang –  
 
Environmental Services (ES) is pleased to be part of the team for this project.  ES’s role is managing the 
Stormwater and Wastewater Utilities.  In the STGPD, as well as Tacoma in general, ES has a long history 
of coordination with TPCHD and Tacoma Water to ensure that requirements achieve goals for public 
health and safety and are consistent with our existing stormwater and wastewater regulations and 
requirements. 
 
The STGPD Code Amendment project is beginning and there continues to be work on scoping.   
Through the review of the existing code and policies, as well as additional information from Tacoma 
Water and TPCHD and other partners and stakeholders, the group will refine the work plan to continue 
protection of the aquifer.  Any code or policy changes should be based on best available science. 
It is possible that additional information needs may be identified as the project progresses and there is a 
concern that this could affect the current work plan and timeline.   
 
This work plan is Phase 1A of the response to the South Tacoma Neighborhood Council’s (STNC) request 
for the designation of “South Tacoma Economic Green Zone (EGZ)”.  It is important to remember that 
Phase 1A will not address the entire proposal put forward by the STNC.  The next phases of the South 
Tacoma Neighborhood Council’s (STNC) request for the designation of “South Tacoma Economic Green 
Zone (EGZ)” may identify additional code or policy changes to be implemented in the future. 
 
ES looks forward to participating in this collaborative process. 
 
Merita Trohimovich 
City of Tacoma 
253-857-5621 cell number 
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From: Wung, Lihuang <lwung@cityoftacoma.org>  
Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2022 4:53 PM 
To: Trohimovich, Merita <MPollard@cityoftacoma.org>; EBeaumier@tpchd.org; Kelsie Lane 
<KLane@tpchd.org>; Hallenberg, Scott <shallenb@cityoftacoma.org>; Harala, Larry 
<LHarala@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Atkinson, Stephen <satkinson@cityoftacoma.org>; Nolan, Adam <ANolan@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Additional Feedback Needed for STGPD Code Amendments Scope 
 
Hi, All, 
  
As the Planning Commission is getting ready to make its recommendations to the City Council 
concerning the 2022 Amendment Package, I would like to gather any additional thoughts you may have 
with regards to one of the applications included in the package, i.e., the “Work Plan for South Tacoma 
Groundwater Protection District Code Amendments.”  
  
Thanks to your feedback and collaboration, the Work Plan we developed as the Phase 1A response to 
the South Tacoma Neighborhood Council’s (STNC) request for the designation of “South Tacoma 
Economic Green Zone (EGZ)” has received overwhelming support from the community during the 
Commission’s public hearing process. In fact, as we’ve all witnessed, people’s support has been more 
than the Work Plan itself – more on the effective implementation of it (i.e., Phase 1B response to STNC’s 
request) and, moreover, on the expedited review of the EGZ concept (i.e., Phase 2 response). 
  
In response to the community’s desire, the Commission should not only recommend the approval of the 
Work Plan, but also indicate the thought process for the implementation of the Work Plan and for the 
review of the EGZ concept. To assist the Commission in incorporating appropriate information in its 
Findings of Fact and Recommendations Report, I need your feedback. 
  
As we (the cross-jurisdictional staff team for the STGPD code amendments) are ready to move forward, 
the first step is to refine the scope of work currently outlined in the Work Plan. Please provide me, from 
your agency’s perspectives, your expectations, constraints, concerns, and suggestions about the code 
amendment effort. In order for a timely incorporation of appropriate information into the Commission’s 
report, I need and will appreciate your feedback by Wednesday, April 27, 2022. 
  
If you have any questions about this request, please let me know. Thank you in advance.  
 

LIHUANG WUNG 
Senior Planner 
City of Tacoma – Planning & Development Services (PDS) 
(253) 591-5682 

Please take the PDS Customer Survey 

To help us improve our customer service! 
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY 

May 4, 2022 
 

Application: Minor Plan and Code Amendments 

Applicant: Planning and Development Services Department 

Summary of 
Proposal: 

The application compiles 17 non-policy, technical proposed amendments to the 
One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan and the Tacoma Municipal Code that are 
intended to correct minor errors, address inconsistencies, keep information 
current, and clarify and improve provisions that, through implementation of the 
Plan and the Code, are found to be unclear or not fully meeting their intent.  See 
Exhibit A for the list of the 17 proposed amendments and the associated staff’s 
analysis and Planning Commission’s deliberations. 

Location and 
Size of Area: Citywide 

Current Land 
Use and Zoning: Various 

Neighborhood 
Council Area: Citywide 

Staff Contact:  Lihuang Wung, (253) 591-5682, lwung@cityoftacoma.org  

 
Planning Commission Recommendations: 
The Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on April 6, 2022, concerning the 2022 Annual 
Amendment Package that includes this application and three others, and accepted written comments 
through April 8, 2022.  

A few comments were received on this application (which included 15 issues at the time of the public 
hearing), however, upon staff analysis and Planning Commission review, no modifications to the 
proposed amendments were made. In addition, staff proposed a minor modification to one of the 15 
issues and the addition of two issues, with which the Planning Commission concurred. Such discussion 
was documented in the “Comments Received and Staff Responses and Suggestions” report reviewed by 
the Planning Commission on April 20, 2022. 

The Planning Commission determines that these 17 proposed amendments are consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan, and fulfill the intent to keep information current, address inconsistencies, correct 
minor errors, and improve the clarify of the Comprehensive Plan and the Tacoma Municipal Code. The 
Planning Commission recommends that the City Council adopt the proposed amendments, as set forth in 
Exhibit A.  

Attachment 4 
to PC Findings/Recommendations Report 

mailto:lwung@cityoftacoma.org
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2022 ANNUAL AMENDMENT 
TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND LAND USE REGULATORY CODE 

Minor Plan and Code Amendments – Issues and Proposed Amendments 
May 4, 2022 

 

No. Issues and Assessments Proposed Amendments 

1.  Limitation on Residential Occupancy 

• TMC 13.01.060.F Zoning Definitions 

Senate Bill 5235 (SB 5235), signed into law by the 
Governor, effective July 25, 2021, includes a key 
restriction on how local governments define and 
regulate residential unit occupancies. For the City of 
Tacoma, currently, “Family” is defined in TMC 
13.01.060.F as follows: 

“Family.” One or more persons related either by 
blood, marriage, adoption, or guardianship, and 
including foster children and exchange students, or 
a group of not more than six unrelated persons, 
living together as a single nonprofit housekeeping 
unit; provided, however, any limitation on the 
number of residents resulting from this definition 
shall not be applied if it prohibits the City from 
making reasonable accommodations to disabled 
persons in order to afford such persons equal 
opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling as required 
by the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988, 42 
U.S.C. 3604(f)(3)(b). 

Per the new State law, these types of broad zoning 
limitations on the number of unrelated individuals that 
can live in a dwelling unit are no longer allowed. Per 
the PDS Director’s Rule 03-2021, effective July 25, 
2021, the City will no longer use this definition to limit 
residential occupancy. This issue and potential 
permanent corrective code amendments should be 
included in the scope of work for the 2022 Amendment. 

 

• Replace the current definition of “Family” in the Land Use Code TMC 13.01.060.F with 
the following: 
“Family.” One or more persons, related or unrelated, living together as a single household 
where all members have common access to and use of living, kitchen and other shared 
spaces. 

 
 
(Note: This definition change achieves basic consistency with the new state law. However, the 
state law, as well as policy adopted through Home In Tacoma Phase 1 call for a more holistic 
review of the use of the term “family” and of other standards that limit the number of people who 
can live in a dwelling unit. 
 
Also note that based on the Planning Commission’s comments and suggestions on 01/19/22, 
including using the term “household” instead of “family”, staff provided the following: 
Staff concurs that the proposed “family” definition is essentially the same as “household”. 
However, while changing the “family” definition achieves consistency with the state law, it is an 
interim step. Because the term “family” is currently used widely in the TMC, staff recommends 
taking more time as part of the Home In Tacoma Phase 2 analysis before potentially replacing it. 
 
It is also noted that the Commission received concerns during the public hearing that attempts to 
alter the definition of “family” in the Land Use Code could be dangerous – destroying the 
foundation of all institutions, many standing to lose, and City unable to handle litigation. 
In response, at the meeting on 04/20/22, staff reiterated the above mentioned notes, and 
suggested that the issue ID can be changed from “Definition of Family” to “Limitation on 
Residential Occupancy” to help provide clarification. The Commission concurred.) 
 
 

Exhibit A 
to 

Planning Commission 
Recommendation Summary  

May 4, 2022 
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No. Issues and Assessments Proposed Amendments 

2.  Preliminary and Final Plats 

• TMC 13.04 Platting and Subdivisions 
 
Based on the decision for the Morcos Preliminary Plat, 
our attorney has recommended that we take out 
language that states that an approved preliminary short 
or long plat is an assurance that the Final Plat will be 
approved.  This language is not provided for in the 
RCW 58.17.100; rather it was added in by a previous 
PW's Director many years ago.  Proposed 
amendments are needed to improve consistency with 
State law. 

• Amend TMC 13.04.090.F. as follows:  
“After approval of a preliminary short plat application by the Director, the short plat shall be 
filed with the Pierce County Auditor for recording, and only after such filing shall the short plat 
be deemed approved and accepted by the City of Tacoma,. The approved short subdivision 
decision, however, shall be assurance to the subdivider that the short plat will be recorded 
provided that:…..” 

 
• Amend TMC 13.04.100.D. as follows:  

“Approval of the preliminary plat is a tentative approval and does not constitute final 
acceptance of the plat. Approval of the preliminary plat, however, shall be assurance to the 
subdivider that the final plat will be approved; provided, that:…...” 

 
3.  Residential Landscaping Requirements 

• TMC 13.06.09.J.5. Landscaping Buffers 

In the code prior to the reorganization, landscaping 
was exempt for single, two, and 3 family homes. In the 
old code, landscaping buffers were also in this section 
and therefore exempt. The re-organized code moved 
buffers into a new section that does not have the same 
exemption listed in the applicability.  
1. Exemptions: 
a. Single, two and three-family and townhouse 
developments are exempt from all landscaping 
requirements, with the exceptions that street trees are 
required in X Districts, and in all districts. 
 

• Amend TMC 13.06.09.J.5. by adding an additional exemption that has the same effect 
that the antiquated code had, as follows:  
13.06.09.J.5. Landscaping Buffers  
c. Exceptions 
(7) Single-, two-, three-family and townhouse developments are exempt from all landscaping 
buffer requirements. 
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No. Issues and Assessments Proposed Amendments 

4.  Homeowners’ Association Owned Open Space & 
Other Tracts 

• TMC 13.04.090.H.20 & 100.F.20 Short Plat/Short 
Subdivision Procedures 

The code allows open space & other tracts to be 
owned by a homeowner's association, the property 
owners within the subdivision or dedicated to the 
public.  

The homeowner's association should be removed as 
an option. These often go defunct/bankrupt, taxes 
aren't paid & the tract reverts to Pierce County which 
auctions it off. This causes problems because the new 
owner usually wants to develop the open space or 
other tract. Our code should ensure that property taxes 
are paid on these tracts by requiring they are included 
as a proportional interest for each property owner in 
the plat. That way Pierce County assesses each 
property owner in the plat a portion of the tax for the 
tract along with the taxes for their individual homes.  

RCW 58 has no provisions that require local 
jurisdictions to include ownership by a Homeowners’ 
association as an option. Pierce County’s code 
(Chapter 8.F30.030) also has no allowance for 
Homeowners’ Association. 

 

• Amend TMC 13.04.090.H.20 as follows: 
20. Common facilities and open spaces shall be located on separate, individual tracts, unless 
otherwise approved by the Director, and shall be dedicated, reserved or otherwise held in 
common by a homeowners’ association or by a proportional ownership interest shared 
among all of the property owners within the short subdivision, or alternatively, and only if 
acceptable to the receiving public agency, dedicated to the public 

 
• Amend TMC 13.04.100.F.20 as follows: 

20. Common facilities and open spaces shall be located in separate, individual tracts unless 
otherwise approved by the Hearing Examiner, and shall be dedicated, reserved or otherwise 
held in common by a homeowners’ association or by a proportional ownership interest 
shared among all of the property owners within the subdivision, or alternatively, and only if 
acceptable to the receiving public agency, dedicated to the public. 

 

5.  Reference to Definition Section 

• TMC 13.06.080.A.5.c Special Use Standards 
 
Suggest adding "(See definition “Building, height of.”)" 
to the reference to TMC 13.01.060, so that code 
readers know where to look in the definitions section 
that is cited. 
 

• Amend TMC 13.06.080.A.5.c as follows:  
(2) Height shall be limited to the most restrictive of the following: 

• The maximum height for detached ADUs shall be 18 feet, measured per the Building 
Code, or up to 20 feet with incorporation of either parking below or above the DADU 
structure (not next to), or with certification of the DADU under Built Green criteria with 
4 stars, or equivalent environmental certification. 

• The conversion of an existing accessory structure taller than 18 feet may be 
authorized through issuance of a Conditional Use Permit. 

• In View Sensitive Districts, the maximum height shall be 15 feet, measured per TMC 
13.01.060.  (Refer to the definition for “Building, height of”), and allowance of 
additional height is subject to TMC 13.05.010.B Variances. 
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No. Issues and Assessments Proposed Amendments 

6.  Cultural Institutions and Public Benefit Use 

• TMC 13.01.060.C and .P Zoning Definitions   

Suggest clarifying the definition of “Cultural Institutions” 
to indicate that such uses are not limited to museums, 
as the current language might suggest.  Also, this 
definition is listed twice in the section, where the 2nd 
occurrence should be deleted. 

The “art gallery or museum” currently included in the 
definition of “Public Benefit Use” should be replaced 
with “cultural institutions.”   

It is also suggested that the “community meeting 
rooms” option be deleted from the definition of “Public 
Benefit Use.”  We have found applicants are inclined to 
use this as a sort of “loophole”, to basically circumvent 
having to do any actual commercial space option on 
the ground floor where required.  With this change, 
they will be designing to commercial standards 
regardless in the downtown areas. 

Also, “Public benefit use” should be added as a use 
category to these use charts of TMC 13.06.030, TMC 
13.06.040, and TMC 13.06.060. Indicate which districts 
allow, prohibit, and required conditional use permits for 
this use in these districts. 
 

• Amend TMC 13.01.060.C as follows: 
“Cultural institutions.” Institutions displaying or preserving objects of interest in one or more of 
the arts or sciences. This classification includes museums., such as a museum, or cultural 
center, operated by a non-profit organization or faith-based organization, and offering 
services to the community. 

“Cultural institutions.” Institutions displaying or preserving objects of interest in one or more of 
the arts or sciences. This classification includes museums. 

 
• Amend TMC 13.01.060.P as follows: 

“Public benefit use.” As used in Section 13.06.050 – Downtown, public Public benefit uses 
shall include any of the following uses, whether operated by a for-profit, non-profit, or faith-
based organization:  
1. Day care available to the general public  
2. Human services, such as employment counseling and walk-in clinics  
3. Recreation, such as health clubs  
4. Community meeting rooms  
5. Art gallery or museum Cultural institutions 
6. Drop-in centers for youth or seniors 

 
• Amend use charts of TMC 13.06.030, 13.06.040, and 13.06.060 as follows: 

Add “Public benefit use” as a use category to these use charts and indicate which districts 
allow, prohibit, and required conditional use permits for this use in these districts. 
 

(Note: Based on the Planning Commission’s suggestion on 01/19/22, the “community meeting 
rooms” would not be deleted, and on 03/02/22, “faith-based organizations” is added.) 

7.  Efficiency Unit Parking Exemption 
 
• TMC 13.06.090.C.3.i. Required off-street parking for 

Downtown Districts 
 
Suggest cleaning up and clarifying the language in the 
off-street parking exemption for group housing, student 
housing and efficiency units in Downtown Districts.  
The current provision pertaining to bicycle parking 
spaces can be removed, because all units are already 
required to provide more bike parking spaces than 
what is called out here regardless.  The “(whichever is 
greater)” is vague language and should be clarified. 

• Amend 13.06.090.C.3.i. as follows: 
(f) Group housing; student housing; and, efficiency multi-family dwellings (250-450 sf in size) 
are exempt from vehicular parking requirements (with the exception of required accessible 
parking), provided the following:  

• A minimum of 0.75 bicycle spaces per dwelling or unit are provided in an indoor, 
locked location.  

• Within a single building, no more than 20 dwelling units, or 50% of the total dwelling 
units (whichever is greater), may utilize this bonus. For buildings that are greater than 
40 dwelling units, 50% of the total dwelling units may utilize this bonus. 
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No. Issues and Assessments Proposed Amendments 

8.  Single-family detached dwellings – Small Lots 
(Level 2) 

• TMC 13.06.020.F.1.k Residential District 
Development Standards (row “k” of the table)  

 
Several clarification type of amendments to row “k” of 
the table of Residential District Development Standards 
are suggested, as follows: 

1. The placement of the “Additional exceptions to 
Minimum Lot Requirements” under the title line of 
the row “Single-family detached dwellings – 
Small Lots (Level 2)” causes confusion with 
customers. The additional exceptions are only 
applicable to single-family detached dwelling lots, 
not to all uses in the R district. Since the lead 
paragraph (the first paragraph in the right 
section) already explains that these exceptions 
can be applied for the Level 2 small lot minimum 
size, removing this placement under the title line 
should help eliminate the confusion. 

2. The wording of the lead paragraph, however, 
often leads customers to think all they need is a 
variance to get a smaller Level 2 lot.  The latest 
example is a 7,440 sf lot that wanted to subdivide 
into a 3,000 sf and 4,440 sf lot through a 
variance. 

3. The Planned Residential District phrase isn’t 
necessary because it’s set out separately later in 
the section (020.F.1.m). 

4. The language about design standards is 
extraneous because these are by definition Level 
2 lots and subject to all standards.  

5. The pipestem exception is listed above in 
020.F.1.j and also in the section about small lots 
(13.06.020.J) and not needed here. 

 

• Amend TMC 13.06.020.F.1.k as follows: 
k. Single-family detached dwellings – Small Lots (Level 2): / Additional exceptions to 
Minimum Lot Area Requirements 

One of the following exceptions may be applied per parcel to allow for reductions in minimum 
lot area below the Single-family Level 1 achieve Level 2 Small Lot minimum size without a 
variance, to the following minimum lot sizes Except in the case of a Planned Residential 
District  without grant of a variance: R-1: 4,500 sq. ft.; R-2, R-2SRD, HMR-SRD: 3,000 sq. ft.; 
R-3 and above: 2,500 sq. ft. 

Lot Size Averaging – Infill: To provide for consistency with pre-existing development patterns, 
the average size of lots along the street frontage and block (excluding the site) may be 
substituted for the zoning district minimum lot size. 

Lot Size Averaging – Subdivisions: Within proposed Short and Full Plats, lots are permitted to 
a minimum size of 4,500 square feet in the R-1 District and 3,000 square feet in the R-2, R2-
SRD and HMR-SRD Districts, provided that the overall average lot size within the Short or 
Full Plat meets the Small Lots minimum lot size of the zoning district. Critical areas and 
buffers may not be counted toward lot size averaging. 

Alley lot area credit: In R-1, R-2, and R2-SRD and HMR-SRD Districts, half of the width of 
abutting alleys which are utilized for vehicular access to the lot may be counted toward the 
required minimum lot area, up to an additional reduction equivalent to 10 percent of the 
Standard Minimum Lot Size. 

Level 2 Small Lots must meet the Level 2 Small Lot Design Standards of Section 
13.06.100.F. 

Small lot exceptions are not applicable to pipestem lots. 
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No. Issues and Assessments Proposed Amendments 

9.  Public Facility/Site and Public Safety/Services 
Facilities 

• TMC 13.01.060.P Zoning Definitions 
 
Currently, there are definitions for “Public facility”, 
“Public facility site”, “Public safety facilities”, and 
“Public service facilities” included in this section.  
These definitions are somewhat repetitive, overlapping, 
and confusing.  It is suggested that these be 
consolidated into two categories: “Public Facility Site” 
and “Public Service Facilities”, in order to improve the 
clarity and implementation effectiveness of the code. 
 
“Public safety” and “public service facilities” are 
currently already bundled together in all use tables.  
This change will not affect allowed uses. 
 
Along with the suggested consolidation of definitions, 
the land use charts of TMC 13.06.020.D.4, 
13.06.030.D.4, 13.06.040.E.3, and 13.06.060.E.4 
should be updated to remove “public safety” as 
separate use.   
 
(Note that the Planning Commission requested staff on 
01/19/22 to ensure the revised definitions are 
functional and no information is lost inadvertently as a 
result of the consolidation of definitions. Upon further 
review, staff suggested that the proposed language is 
appropriate.)  
 

• Amend TMC 13.01.060.P as follows: 
“Public facility.” Any facility funded in whole or part with public funds, which provides service 
to the general public, including, but not limited to, public schools, public libraries, community 
centers, public parks, government facilities, or similar uses.  

“Public facility site.” An existing public or quasi-public site developed with an existing public or 
quasi-public facility, including, but not limited to, substations, water reservoirs, or standpipes; 
police or fire stations; sewer or refuse utility facilities; other governmental facilities, parks, or 
open space areas; hospitals; public or private schools; and churches.  

“Public facility site.” A public or quasi-public site developed with a facility that provides service 
to the general public, and is funded in whole or part with public funds. This definition may 
include, but is not limited to schools, public libraries, community centers, public parks, 
government facilities, substations, water reservoirs, or standpipes; police or fire stations; 
sewer or refuse utility. This general classification does not include other government facility 
sites that are more specifically defined and regulated, such as correctional and detention 
facilities, parks, schools, and utilities. 

“Public safety facilities.” Facilities for public safety and emergency services, including 
facilities that provide police and fire protection and ambulance services.  

“Public service facilities.” Facilities owned, operated, or occupied by a government agency 
that provide a governmental service to the public, such as public libraries, courthouses, post 
offices, community centers, and government offices, police and fire protection, and 
ambulance services. This general classification does not include other government facilities 
that are more specifically defined and regulated, such as correctional and detention facilities, 
parks, schools, public safety facilities, and utilities. 

 
• Amend land use charts of TMC 13.06.020.D.4, 13.06.030.D.4, 13.06.040.E.3, and 

13.06.060.E.4 as follows: 
Remove “public safety” as separate use.  Example: 
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No. Issues and Assessments Proposed Amendments 

10.  Street Level Uses and Design 
 
• TMC 13.06.100.D.3.b Downtown District Minimum 

Building Design Standards – Street Level Uses and 
Design – Primary Pedestrian Streets 

 
In implementing the downtown design standards, 
currently we offer the option of having a store and not 
meeting the standards, which results in situations that 
are hard to monitor or enforce.  If the idea is 
conversion/ability to use for commercial purposes, then 
we should have everything built that way.  
 
The proposal is to take use requirements out of the 
development standards – which is especially important 
with new tenants because nearly all of the time we 
don’t know who tenants will be.  Also, the current 
sentences pertaining to nonconforming are extremely 
confusing and should be removed.  
 
(In response to the Planning Commission’s suggestion 
on 01/19/22 to ensure the intent of the code is 
maintained through the proposed amendments, staff 
provided the following: 

The proposed amendment would streamline the code 
by deferring to the more flexible of the two existing 
options, i.e., the build-to commercial standards option, 
allowing developers to just meet the design standards 
so that future commercial uses can be accommodated.  
The proposed lead-in statement would clarify the intent 
of the requirement, which is to support pedestrian-
oriented/street-activating commercial uses.) 
 
 

• Amend TMC 13.06.100.D.3.b as follows: 
b. Primary Pedestrian Streets.  

To support pedestrian-oriented/street-activating commercial uses such as retail, restaurants, 
cultural or entertainment uses, hotel lobbies, personal service uses, parcel and mail services, 
the customer service portion of banks, credit unions, savings and loan associations, or Public 
Benefit Uses, anyAny new building, the addition to any building, or any substantially altered 
building fronting on a Primary Pedestrian Street shall comply with either subparagraphs a. or 
b. the design requirements below:  

(1) At The floor area abutting at least 25 percent of the linear sidewalk level frontage shall 
incorporate these elements, along with any other required basic or additional design 
standards. consist of any of the following uses: retail; restaurants; cultural or entertainment 
uses, hotel lobbies; travel agencies; personal service uses; parcel and mail services; copy 
centers; check-cashing facilities; the customer service portion of banks, credit unions, and 
savings and loan associations; or Public Benefit Uses. Uses at the sidewalk level frontage 
lawfully in existence on January 10, 2000, the time of reclassification to the above districts, 
shall be considered legal nonconforming uses and may continue, although such uses do 
not conform to this standard.  

(2) The floor area abutting at least 25 percent of the linear sidewalk level frontage shall be 
designed and constructed to accommodate future conversion to the uses listed in 
subparagraph a. above, and may be occupied by any use allowed in the zoning district. 
The area designed and constructed to accommodate future conversion shall meet the 
following standards, in addition to any other required basic or additional design standards. 

(a) The distance from the finished floor to the finished ceiling above shall be at least 12 
feet. 

(b) The area must have a minimum average depth of 25 feet measured from the sidewalk 
level façade. 

(c) The sidewalk level façade must include a pedestrian entrance or entrances to 
accommodate a single or multiple tenants or be structurally designed so entrances can 
be added when converted to the building uses listed in subparagraph a. above. 

(d) At least 25 percent of the sidewalk level façade of the portion of the building designed 
and constructed to accommodate future conversion to listed uses shall provide 
transparency through the use of windows and doors for the area located between 2 feet 
above grade and 12 feet above grade. 
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No. Issues and Assessments Proposed Amendments 

11.  Infill Pilot Program Handbook 
 
• TMC 13.05.060 Residential Infill Pilot Program 
 
Add a reference in the code to the Infill Pilot Program 
Handbook and clarify how the handbook is to be used 
to guide implementation of the program. 
 

• Amend TMC 13.05.060.F by adding a subsection “g”, as follows: 
F. Review process.  

The Director will convene a special advisory review body which shall function in an advisory 
capacity to provide input prior to the Director or Hearing Examiner’s decision and conditions 
of approval. 

*** 

3. The special advisory review body will assess the consistency of the proposal with the 
following criteria. All proposals submitted under the provisions of this section must 
demonstrate the following: 

*** 

g. Consistency with Residential Infill Pilot Program Handbook. The proposed development 
must demonstrate consistency with the housing type-specific standards and Design Elements 
contained within the latest version of the Residential Infill Pilot Program Handbook. 

 
• Amend TMC 13.05.060 by adding a subsection “G”, as follows: 

G. Residential Infill Pilot Program Handbook. The Director shall prepare, and update as 
appropriate, an Infill Pilot Program Handbook to illustrate the design intent, clarify and explain 
the standards for each housing type, clarify the permit process, and provide additional 
information of use to program applicants and the special advisory review body. 
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No. Issues and Assessments Proposed Amendments 

12.  Special Use Standards 
 
• TMC 13.06.080 Special Use Standards 
 
To facilitate an effective implementation of the Infill 
Pilot Program, this section of Special Use Standards 
should be modified to add zoning district exception for 
accuracy per TMC 13.05.010.A.7.c (pertaining to 
conditional use permits for infill pilot program), fix 
grammatical error, and revise minimum lot size for 
consistency with 13.05.010.A.7.c(1). 
 

• Amend TMC 13.06.080 as follows: 
13.06.080 Special Use Standards 

C. Cottage Housing 

1. Applicability. 

Cottage housing developments may be proposed in all residential districts except HMR-SRD. 
3. Procedures. 

b. Application. 

Proponents shall submit all required complete applications, including applicable fees. 
However, project proponents may choose to stage their applications by initially applying for 
the Conditional Use Permit and for approval under the Residential Infill Pilot Program. 

4. Use standards. 

b. Minimum site size. 

Cottage housing developments require a minimum net site size of 7,000 10,000 square feet. 

 
13.  Two-family and Townhouse Dwelling 

 
• TMC 13.05.010.A.7 Infill Pilot Program Conditional 

Use Permit 
• TMC 13.05.060.C.1 Infill Pilot Program Applicability 
 
Current text is a little vague in describing townhouses 
and the required site size.  Clarifications are needed to 
improve the clarity and implementation effectiveness of 
the code.  
 
 

• Amend TMC 13.05.010.A.7 as follows: 
a. Two-family housing development may be allowed by conditional use permit in R-2 
Districts. In addition to the General Criteria, a conditional use permit for a two-family dwelling 
or two townhouse dwelling units in R-2 Districts shall only be approved upon a finding that 
such use is consistent with all of the following criteria: 

(1) The proposed lot development site is a minimum lot size of 6,000 square feet in size. 

 
• Amend TMC 13.05.060.C.1 as follows: 

C. Applicability 

The provisions of this section apply to the following categories of residential infill: 

1. Two-family dwelling or two townhouse dwelling units development within the R-2 
District;  
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14.  Sign Code Update 
 
• TMC 13.01.060.S Zoning Definitions 
• TMC 13.06.090.I.3.b Sign Standards – General Sign 

Regulations – Exempt Signs 
• TMC 13.06.090.I.3.k Sign Standards – General Sign 

Regulations – Temporary Signs 
 
Signs regulated based on content have been found to 
be illegal and unenforceable.  We have two types of 
signs that are clearly regulated based on content – 
political signs and real estate signs.  These proposed 
changes “fix” the temporary sign sections in such a 
way to bring into compliance with current laws.  In 
making changes, staff have researched legal cases 
and benchmarked jurisdictions that have undergone 
similar exercises.  
 
For the last 18 months, the City has informally been 
administering the sign code as proposed here-in.  
Without this change, staff are barred from enforcing 
clutter created by temporary signs.      
 
This effort includes a code change to TMC Title 2 
related to Political Signs. 
 
It is noted that based on the Planning Commission’s 
suggestions on 01/19/22, the proposed amendments 
would remove the reference to “candidates” (to stay 
content neutral), allow up to two signs per issue or 
event, and require permission from the property owner 
for signs placed on the property or the adjacent right-
of-way (see amendments to TMC 13.06.090.I.3.k.(1)). 

• Amend 13.01.060.S as follows: 
“Sign, off-premises open house or directional sign.” A sign advertising a transaction involving: 

1. A product sold in a residential zone; 
2. A product that cannot be moved without a permit; and/or 
3. A product with a size of at least 3,200 cubic feet. 

“Sign, real estate.” Any sign which is only used for advertising the sale or lease of ground 
upon which it is located or of a building located on the same parcel of ground. 

“Sign, temporary.” An on-premises sign, banner, balloon, feather sign, pennant, valance, 
A‑board, or advertising display constructed of cloth, canvas, fabric, paper, cardboard, 
plywood, wood, wallboard, plastic, sheet metal, or other similar light material, with or without 
a frame, which is not permanently affixed to any sign structure and which is intended to be 
displayed for a limited time only. 

 
• Amend TMC 13.06.090.I.3.b as follows: 

(13) Political signs, as set forth in Title 2. 

(14) Real estate signs, 12 square feet or less, located on the site. Condominiums or 
apartment complexes shall be permitted one real estate sign with up to 12 square feet per 
street frontage. Such sign(s) may be used as a directory sign that advertises more than one 
unit in the complex. 

(15) Off-premises open house or directional signs Temporary on-premise or off-premise 
signs, subject to the following regulations in TMC 13.06.090.I.3.k 

(a) The signs may be placed on private property or on the right-of-way adjacent to said 
private property, with the permission of the abutting property owner. The signs shall be 
displayed in such a manner as to not constitute a traffic hazard or impair or impede 
pedestrians, bicycles, or disabled persons. If either condition is not met, the abutting 
property owner or the City may remove the sign. 

(b) Signs shall not be fastened to any utility pole, street light, traffic control device, public 
structure, fence, tree, shrub, or regulatory municipal sign. 

(c) A maximum of three off-premises open house or directional signs will be permitted 
per single-family home. One additional open house or directional sign identifying the 
open house shall be permitted at the house being sold. 

(d) Signage shall not exceed four square feet in area per side (eight square feet total) 
and three feet in height. Off-premises open house or directional signs shall not be 
decorated with balloons, ribbons, or other decorative devices. 

(e) Signage shall only be in place between the hours of 11:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., when 
the seller of the product, or the seller’s agent, is physically present at the location of the 
product. 
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• Amend TMC 13.060.090.I.3.k as follows: 
Special regulations governing temporary signs are as follows: 

(1) Unless otherwise regulated in TMC 13.06.090.4, a property owner, or another party 
with approval of the property owner, may place the one up to two signs per issue or 
event may be placed on private property or on the right-of-way adjacent to said private 
property, with the permission of the abutting property owner. The signs shall be 
displayed in such a manner as to not constitute a traffic hazard or impair or impede 
pedestrians, bicycles, or disabled persons. If either condition is not met, the abutting 
property owner or the City may remove the sign. During an election, the limit of one sign 
is suspended. 

(2) Signs shall not be fastened to any utility pole, street light, traffic control device, public 
structure, fence, tree, shrub, or regulatory municipal sign. 

(3) All temporary signs must be authorized by the public or private property owner. 

(43) All temporary signs shall be securely fastened and positioned in place so as not to 
constitute a hazard to pedestrians or motorists. 

(64) All temporary signs shall meet vehicular sight distance requirements established by 
the Traffic Engineer. 

(5) No temporary sign shall project over or into a public right-of-way or property except 
properly authorized banners over streets (see Title 9). 

(6) Temporary signs are prohibited in a medium, traffic circle, or the roadway itself. 

(27) No flashing temporary signs of any type shall be permitted. 

(8) Unless otherwise regulated in TMC 13.06.090.4, signage shall not exceed 4 square 
feet in area per side (eight square feet total) and three feet in height. 

(19)The duration of display of a temporary sign shall not exceed six months in any 
12‑month period, unless otherwise noted OR the temporary sign must be removed 
within 14 days of the event for which it is intended, whichever is less. 

(7) The regulations governing the size, number, and type of temporary signs are located 
in Section 13.06.090.I.4. 

(10) See TMC 13.06.090.I.3.c for additional prohibitions related to temporary signs. 
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15.  Manitou Annexation Area Land Use 

 

• Future Land Use Map and other relevant maps and 
text in the Comprehensive Plan 

 

The City Council adopted Ordinance No. 28609 on 
September 24, 2019, setting forth the Proposed Land 
Use Designations and Zoning Districts for the Manitou 
Potential Annexation Area (“Proposed Manitou Land 
Use”) to be effective upon the area’s annexation to the 
City. 
 

The land use designations for residential areas in the 
City have recently been replaced with the “Low-Scale 
Residential” and “Mid-Scale Residential” Future Land 
Use Map (FLUM) designations through the Home In 
Tacoma Project – Phase 1 that was adopted by the City 
Council on December 7, 2021, per Ordinance No. 
28793. 
 

There is a need to update the residential land use 
designation portion of the Proposed Manitou Land Use 
in accordance with the new FLUM designations.  
 

The proposed update (shown in the next column) would 
integrate the new FLUM designations, and continue to 
adhere to the intent of Ordinance No. 28609 by 
respecting the existing land uses in the Manitou area. It 
is appropriate for such update to be considered a minor 
amendment to the Comprehensive Plan, based on the 
legal advice from the City Attorney’s Office. 
 

Background information about the Manitou Annexation 
and the Home In Tacoma projects can be viewed at, 
respectively, www.cityoftacoma.org/Manitou and 
www.cityoftacoma.org/homeintacoma. 
 

• Replace the “Multifamily (Low Density)” Future Land Use Map (FLUM) designation included 
in Ordinance 28609 with the “Mid-Scale Residential” designation for those areas with a 
predominance of existing multi-family and mobile home uses (which are also intended for 
R4L zoning), and with the “Low-Scale Residential” designation for areas with a predominance 
of existing single-family uses (intended for R-3 zoning). This distinction reflects the Council’s 
intent in designating different zoning districts along with the FLUM designations. 

• No change is recommended to the “Neighborhood Commercial” designation, which would 
apply to the areas with existing commercial parcels, or to the South Tacoma Groundwater 
Protection Overlay District.  

• To reflect the changes, Map 1 (which was adopted in Ordinance No. 28609) would be 
replaced with Map 2, as follows:  

       
 

Map 2. 

 

Map 1. 

 

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/Manitou
http://www.cityoftacoma.org/homeintacoma
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16.  Removal of References to FWDA 

 

The City Council adopted Resolution No. 40853 on 
October 19, 2021, confirming the dissolution of the 
Foss Waterway Development Authority (FWDA) on 
December 31, 2020, and providing documentation for 
those outside entities and organizations requiring such 
confirmation for ongoing City of Tacoma activities and 
actions necessary to the Foss Waterway management. 
With the dissolution of the FWDA, the code should be 
updated to remove all relevant references to the 
FWDA. 
 
The FWDA is currently referenced in the Tacoma 
Municipal Code’s Title 11 Traffic (in the subsection 
pertaining to special event permit) and Title 19 
Shoreline Master Program (in the subsections 
pertaining to reuse of over-water structure, S-8 Thea 
Foss Waterway, and public review/access corridors). 
 
(Note that at the Planning Commission’s meeting on 
04/20/22, staff indicated that this had been brought to 
staff’s attention by the City’s real estate staff before the 
April 6th public hearing but after the Commission had 
released the package for public review. In response, 
staff proposed clean-up type of amendments to four 
sections in the TMC, as shown here. The Commission 
concurred.) 
 

TMC 11.15.060.D 
D. Application for a special event to be held on the Thea Foss Waterway Esplanade shall be 
submitted to the Executive Director of the Foss Waterway Development Authority (“FWDA”) who, 
for a special event at that venue, shall have all authority granted to the Permitting Authority 
herein and shall process the application in accordance with this chapter. Appeals from a denial of 
a special event permit for the Thea Foss Waterway Esplanade shall be heard by the FWDA 
Board. 
  
TMC 19.05.050.B.4.c(2) 
(2) Develop, in coordination with the Foss Waterway Development Authority, a moorage float and 
dock facility for passenger-only ferries and other seasonal commercial tour vessels at the 
Municipal Dock site on the Thea Foss Waterway. 
  
TMC 19.06.070.D.4.b 
b. For all new development that exceeds 35 feet in height, the project proponents shall conduct a 
view impact analysis. The purposes of the view analysis are to assist in addressing the 
requirements of the Act, including RCW 90.58.320, and to protect a locally significant public view. 
The analysis shall be submitted to the City as a part of the shoreline permit application. In 
addition, for projects utilizing the FWDA design review process, the analysis shall be submitted to 
and reviewed as part of their design review process. 
  
TMC 19.09.100.E.1.a(2) 
(2) The Foss Waterway Development Authority (FWDA) City shall administer development of 
publicly-owned properties and shall conduct design review of projects on public property on the 
west side of the Waterway. Developers of private property are encouraged, but not required, to 
participate in the design review process conducted by the FWDA. If the FWDA design review 
process is not utilized for development on private property, For private properties, City staff shall 
conduct the design review as part of the shoreline permit process and shall solicit comments 
from the FWDA. The required design review shall utilize the guidelines and other requirements 
found in the current adopted design guidelines and shall include consideration of view impacts, 
as further described in TSMP Section 19.06.070. The findings and/or comments of the FWDA’s 
design review shall be referenced in shoreline permit decisions and given substantial weight in 
determining whether a proposed project is consistent with this Program and its design 
requirements. 
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17.  Park and Recreation Map Update  

The current Park and Recreation Map identifies 
different types of facilities that, together, serve the park 
and recreation needs of our community. These 
categories include areas designated as Parks and 
Open Space, Schools, Active Use Facilities, 
Community Gardens, Community Centers, and Public 
Marina and Boat Launches.  

The proposed amendment is responsive to a request 
from the University of Puget Sound, which is identified 
among the schools that support broader park and 
recreation opportunities. However, unlike the other 
schools noted on the map, the University of Puget 
Sound is not a public school. This map change would 
remove the designation of UPS as a public school. 
UPS staff did not object to being identified on the map, 
but only requested this text amendment. 

Further, the map does not include the Eastside 
Community Center and staff suggests adding that 
representative feature to the map. 
 
(Note that this was presented to the Planning 
Commission on 04/20/22, after the public hearing. Staff 
suggested that this is clarification and update of map 
information and is appropriate to be added to the list of 
Minor Plan and Code Amendments. The Commission 
concurred.) 

 

Amend the Park and Recreation Map (Figure 36. Park + Recreation Facilities, Parks + 
Recreation Element, One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan, p. 8-12), as follows: 

• Change “School (Public)” to “School” in the map’s legend 
• Add Eastside Community Center to the map 

 

 
 

 
 

# # # 
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