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AGENDA 
 

MEETING: Regular Meeting (Virtual) 

DATE/TIME: Wednesday, August 3, 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  
• Written comments on Discussion Items are accepted via email and must be submitted by 12:00 

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

E. Disclosure of Contacts 

F. Discussion Items  
1. South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District – Consideration of a Moratorium 

• Description: Continue to review background information. 

• Action: Informational; Comment 

• Staff Contact: Stephen Atkinson (SAtkinson@cityoftacoma.org) 

2. Tideflats Subarea Plan 
• Description: Review and approval of the letter of comments. 

• Action: Review and Approve  

• Staff Contact: Stephen Atkinson (SAtkinson@cityoftacoma.org) 

3. Planning Commission Annual Report and Work Program 
• Description: Review of the Annual Report for 2021-2022 and Work Program for 2022-2024. 

• Action: Approve 

• Staff Contact: Brian Boudet (BBoudet@cityoftacoma.org) 

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

(1) August 17, 2022: 

• STGPD Moratorium Consideration – Recommendation 

• 2023 Amendment Assessment – Shipping Containers, Electric Fences and Minor Amendments 

(2) September 7, 2022: 

• Election of Officers 

• College Park Historic Special Review District – Debriefing of June 1, 2022 Public Hearing 

• 2023 Amendment Assessment – Additional applications 

(3) September 21, 2022 

• Design Review Program – Workshop 

• Home In Tacoma 

(4) October 5, 2022 

• College Park Historic Special Review District - Recommendation 

H. Communication Items 
(1) Proposed College Park Historic District – interim update (See attached “Agenda Item H-1”)  

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

(3) IPS Agenda – The Infrastructure, Planning, and Sustainability Committee’s next meeting is 
scheduled for Wednesday, August 10, 2022, at 4:30 p.m.; the agenda (tentatively) includes 
interviews for the Transportation Commission and presentations on Home In Tacoma Phase 2 and 
the Long Range Planning Work Program. (Webinar Link: http://www.zoom.us/j/87829056704, 
Passcode: 614650) 

I. Adjournment 
 

http://www.zoom.us/j/87829056704
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To:  Planning Commission 

From: Stephen Atkinson, Principal Planner, Planning and Development Services 
Subject: South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District – Consideration of a 

Moratorium 
Memo Date: July 29, 2022 

Meeting Date: August 3, 2022 
 
 

Action Requested:  
Informational.  
 
Discussion: 
At the meeting on August 3, 2022, staff will provide a summary of comments from the community 
informational meeting (on July 27th), information about City’s permit processes and case studies 
within the STGPD, and other pertinent information. Staff from the Fire Department and Current 
Planning Division will be in attendance to speak to the regulations that apply to heavy industrial 
uses and hazardous material storage within the Groundwater Protection District.  
Pertinent background materials are being compiled and as soon as they become available will be 
provided to the Commissioners prior to or at the meeting. 
 
Project Summary: 
On June 28, 2022, the City Council adopted Amended Substitute Resolution No. 40985 adopting 
the Work Plan for the STGPD code review and update, as part of the 2022 Amendment as 
recommended by the Planning Commission. The resolution also initiated consideration of a 
moratorium for the STGPD, and provided the following direction to guide the Planning 
Commission’s deliberations:  
 

“Immediately following the adoption of the South Tacoma Groundwater Protection 
District Work Plan, as part of the first phase of that Work Plan, the Planning 
Commission will conduct a public process to develop findings of fact and 
recommendations as to whether a moratorium on heavy industrial uses and 
storage of hazardous materials within the South Tacoma Groundwater Protection 
District is warranted, and if so, to recommend the scope, applicability, and duration 
for City Council consideration within 60 days of the effective date of this resolution.”  
 

Based on the 60-day timeframe, the intended deadline for Planning Commission recommendation 
is August 27, 2022. The Commission has four scheduled meetings with which to deliberate and 
determine if a moratorium is warranted: July 6, July 20, August 3, and August 17.  
 

Staff Contact:  
• Stephen Atkinson, Principal Planner, satkinson@cityoftacoma.org, (253) 905-4146 

 
 

cc. Peter Huffman, Director 

mailto:satkinson@cityoftacoma.org
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Attachment A – Regulatory Code Summary – STGPD 
(Attachment to Agenda Item F-1, PC Meeting of 8/3/22) 

Regulatory Code  Summary  

SEPA Purpose: The SEPA process is a Washington State requirement intended to 
ensure that state and local agencies consider the likely environmental 
consequences of a proposal before acting on the proposal. SEPA fills gaps in 
current regulations to protect the public health, welfare, and safety, but is 
not a replacement for other environmental protection standards.  

Applicability: SEPA applies when specific use and development triggers are 
met, such as proposed square footage of construction or demolition, fill or 
excavation of more than 500 yards, construction of a parking lot for more 
than 40 vehicles, work occurring within critical areas, as well as land use 
rezones, and more.  

Applicability to Groundwater: SEPA authority can be used to modify, 
condition, or deny a proposal when impacts to groundwater resources are 
identified.  

Monitoring and Enforcement: SEPA Conditions are applied to land use or 
development permits and are enforced as such.  

Statutory Authority: State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is part of the 
State Code RCW 43.21c and has implementing rules located in the WAC 197-
11. 

Last Amendment to the Regulatory Code: (when and for what purpose) 
2020, to incorporate Traffic and Historic Review into the process for projects 
located in the subarea.  

Frequency and Basis of Updates: Tacoma Municipal Code, Title 13.12; 
updated to coincide with any relevant change to state law, for example, if 
review thresholds change.  

Zoning  Purpose: The broad purposes of the zoning provisions of the Tacoma 
Municipal Code are to protect and promote the public health, safety, and 
general welfare, and to implement the policies of the Comprehensive Plan of 
the City of Tacoma. More specifically, the zoning code is intended to: 

a. Provide a guide for the physical development of the City in order to: 

(1) Preserve the character and quality of residential neighborhoods; 

(2) Foster convenient, harmonious, and workable relationships among land 
uses; and 

(3) Achieve the arrangement of land uses described in the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

b. Promote the economic stability of existing land uses that are consistent 
with the Comprehensive Plan and protect them from intrusions by 
inharmonious or harmful land uses. 
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c. Promote intensification of land use at appropriate locations, consistent 
with the Comprehensive Plan, and ensure the provision of adequate open 
space for light, air, and fire safety. 

d. Foster development patterns that offer alternatives to automobile use by 
establishing densities and intensities that help make frequent transit service 
feasible, and encourage walking and bicycling. This emphasis on alternative 
transportation will also have air quality benefits and will conserve energy. 

e. Establish review procedures to ensure that new development is consistent 
with the provisions of this chapter and all other requirements of this code. 

Applicability: The regulations of TMC 13.06 Zoning are applicable in all 
zoning districts. Regulations may refer to districts by class of districts, for 
example Districts or Industrial Districts, this means that all districts carrying 
the designated prefix or suffix are required to meet the given regulation. 
Overlay districts are combined with an underlying zoning district and 
supplement the regulations of that district. Overlay districts only apply to 
land carrying the overlay. Standards typically apply to new use and 
development activity and alterations and expansions of existing uses.  

Applicability to Groundwater: The South Tacoma Groundwater Protection 
District, and regulations and permit procedures therein, are established via 
the South Tacoma Groundwater Protection Overlay District. Aquifer 
recharge areas are classified as a critical area under Tacoma Municipal Code 
13.11.  

Monitoring and Enforcement: See monitoring and enforcement below 
under the STGDP summary.   

Statutory Authority: RCW 36.70A Growth Management Act, RCW 36.70B 
Local Project Review, RCW 90.58 Shoreline Management Act 

Last Amendment to the Regulatory Code: The Land Use Regulatory Code 
was amended in 2022.  

Frequency and Basis of Updates: The Land Use Regulatory Code is amended 
on an annual basis with specific amendments based on the following 
considerations: Council and community priorities, new information or 
changing conditions, case law, statutory amendments,  
 

Critical Areas 
Regulations  

Purpose: The City of Tacoma Critical Area Code, Ch. 13.11 Critical Areas 
Preservation, and the Shoreline Master Program, TMC Title 19, were created 
in order to implement specific environmental protection goals of the Growth 
Management Act (GMA) and Shoreline Management Act (SMA).  

These criteria and standards will secure the public health, safety, and 
welfare by: 

1. Protecting members of the public and public resources and facilities from 
injury, loss of life, or property damage due to landslides and steep slope 
failures, erosion, seismic events, volcanic eruptions, flooding or similar 
events; 

https://www.commerce.wa.gov/serving-communities/growth-management/
https://www.commerce.wa.gov/serving-communities/growth-management/
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=90.58
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2. Maintaining healthy, functioning ecosystems through the protection of 
ground and surface waters, wetlands, and fish and wildlife and their 
habitats, and to conserve biodiversity of plant and animal species; 

3. Preventing cumulative adverse impacts to Critical Areas including the 
prevention of net loss of wetlands. 

4. Providing open space and aesthetic value; 

5. Providing migratory pathways for fish and wildlife; 

6. Giving special consideration to conservation or protection measures 
necessary to preserve or enhance anadromous fisheries; 

7. Providing unique urban wilds that serve as natural laboratories for schools 
and the general public; 

8. Avoiding public expenditures to correct damaged or degraded critical 
ecosystems; 

9. Alerting appraisers, assessors, owners, potential buyers, or lessees to the 
potential presence of a critical ecosystem and possible development 
limitations; and 

10. Providing City officials with information, direction, and authority to 
protect ecosystems when evaluating development 

Applicability: Critical areas include wetlands, streams, and fish and wildlife 
habitat conservation areas, as well as flood hazards, geologically hazardous 
areas, and aquifer recharge areas. Regulations apply citywide to:  

1. Building permits; 

2. Clearing and grading permits; 

3. Forest practices permits; 

4. Land Use permits; 

5. Subdivision and short subdivisions; 

6. Binding site plans; 

7. Zoning amendments; 

8. Creation of tax parcels. 

Applicability to Groundwater: Aquifer recharge areas are a classified critical 
area under TMC 13.11. Protections are implemented through the South 
Tacoma Groundwater Protection District.  

Monitoring and Enforcement:  

Statutory Authority:  

Last Amendment to the Regulatory Code: 2019 to address geohazards and 
biodiversity corridors.  

Frequency and Basis of Updates: Critical Area Regulation updates are 
considered at a minimum as part of the state-mandated periodic review of 
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the Comprehensive Plan and Shoreline Master Program, but have also been 
considered on an as-needed basis as part of the annual amendment process. 
The City is required to base critical area regulations on the best available 
science. The next update will be through the 2024 Comprehensive Plan 
update.  

Fire Code Purpose: To establish the minimum requirements consistent with nationally 
recognized good practice for providing a reasonable level of fire safety and 
property protection from the hazards of fire, explosion, or dangerous 
conditions in new and existing buildings, structures, and premises, and to 
provide a reasonable level of safety to fire fighters and emergency 
responders during emergency operations. 

Applicability: Materials posing physical and health hazards. Varying 
requirements based on types and quantities of materials.  

Applicability to Groundwater: Construction and operational requirements 
to mitigate risk of spills occurring and risk of spills leaving designed 
containment areas. 

Monitoring and Enforcement: Review and inspection concurrent with 
building permits. All commercial sites receive annual inspections through 
Business Inspection Program. Sites exceeding permit quantities receive two 
inspections annually. Additional inspections are complaint based. 

Statutory Authority: WAC51-54A, TMC Title 3 

Last Amendment to the Regulatory Code: January 2021 

Frequency and Basis of Updates: 3-year cycle to align with state and 
national changes. Additional updates based on need. 

Building Code  Purpose: To establish the minimum requirements to provide a reasonable 
level of safety, public health, and general welfare through structural 
strength, means of egress facilities, stability, sanitation, adequate light and 
ventilation, energy conservation, and safety to life and property protection 
from fire, explosion, and other hazards, and to provide a reasonable level of 
safety to fire fighters and emergency responders during emergency 
operations. 

Applicability: Buildings and structures including those containing hazardous 
materials such as tanks. 

Pertain to groundwater: Seismic design to reduce risk of spills. Increased 
design standards for highly toxic materials. 

Monitoring and Enforcement: Review and inspection through the building 
permit process. Additional inspections are complaint based. 

Statutory Authority: WAC 51-50, TMC Title 2. 

Last Amendment to the Regulatory Code: January 2021. 

Frequency and Basis of Updates: 3-year cycle to align with state and 
national changes. Additional updates based on need. 
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Tacoma Water – 
Wellhead Protection 
Plan and Water 
System Plan 

Purpose: To establish a uniform process for Tacoma Water to demonstrate 
system capacity as defined in WAC 246-290-010; demonstrate how the 
system will address present and future needs in a manner consistent with 
other relevant plans and local, state, and federal laws, including applicable 
land use plans; Establish and maintain source water protection areas and 
programs to prevent contamination. 

Applicability: All Group A public water systems except those systems 
meeting all of the following conditions: 

(a) Consists only of distribution and/or storage facilities and does not have 
any source or treatment facilities; 

(b) Obtains all water from, but is not owned by, a public water system where 
the rules of this chapter apply; 

(c) Does not sell water directly to any person; and 

(d) Is not a passenger-conveying carrier in interstate commerce.   

Pertain to groundwater: Policies and programs are applicable to all drinking 
water supplies, including groundwater.  

Monitoring and Enforcement: State of Washington Department of Health, 
Division of Drinking Water under Primacy implements federal provisions of 
the SDWA in addition to the requirements of the WAC. DOH conducts 
regular sanitary surveys of the Tacoma Water system.  

Statutory Authority: US EPA Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA), WAC 246-290-
100, WAC 246-290-135 

Last Amendment to the Regulatory Code: 2018 

Frequency and Basis of Updates: Water System Plan and full Wellhead 
Protection Plan updated every 10 years, Potential Contaminant Inventory 
every 2 years. 

Tacoma-Pierce 
County Health 
Department  

Purpose: The Health Department works with Tacoma Water and Tacoma 
Environmental Services to implement, regulate and enforce the South 
Tacoma Groundwater Protection District (STGPD) code. The STGPD code 
establishes minimum requirements businesses must meet for the storage 
and management of hazardous substances and maintenance of infiltration 
systems designated as medium and high intensity. 

Applicability: Businesses within STGPD require a Health Department permit 
if they have 220 lb. of hazardous substances (products or wastes) or 
infiltrating stormwater on a medium or high intensity site.  

Pertain to groundwater: This regulation establishes business requirements 
for activities that have the highest risk of contaminating groundwater. 
Requirements are intended to reduce the threat of hazardous substance 
discharge to the environment.  

Monitoring and Enforcement: Businesses with more than 220 pounds 
(approximately 35 gallons) of hazardous substances on site are required to 
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obtain an STGPD permit from the Health Department. These businesses are 
subject to inspections and required to follow the standards set by the code. 
Additionally, sites within the STGPD that are designated as medium and high 
intensity by the SWMM are required to obtain approval and a permit from 
the Health Department. Permitted businesses are inspected on a bi-annual 
basis. Additional inspections are complaint based, or as needed to resolve 
violations Businesses that don’t follow the requirements can be subject to 
enforcement including civil monetary penalties, their water supply shut off 
or revocation of their City of Tacoma business license.  

Statutory Authority: TMC 13.06.070.D  

Last Amendment to the Regulatory Code: When code moved to 13.06.070.D 
(Jan. 2020) 

Frequency and Basis of Updates: Updates are on an as needed basis. 
Updates and changes are based on best available science.  

Groundwater 
Protection District 
Overlay Zone 

Purpose: The Health Department works with Tacoma Water and 
Environmental Services to implement, regulate and enforce the STGPD code. 
The STGPD code is intended to establish requirements of businesses within 
the district that that meet thresholds for the on-site use and storage of 
hazardous substances within STGPD and infiltration systems designated as 
medium and high intensity. 

Applicability: Businesses within STGPD that meet the threshold for requiring 
a permit (<220 lb. of hazardous substances or infiltrating stormwater on a 
medium or high intensity site).  

Applicability to Groundwater: Establish requirements of businesses with 
activities that have the highest risk of contaminating groundwater. 
Requirements are intended to reduce the threat of discharge of hazardous 
substances to the environment.  

Monitoring and Enforcement: Businesses that have more than 220 pounds 
(approximately 35 gallons) of hazardous substances on site are required to 
obtain a separate STGPD permit from the Health Department. These 
businesses are subject to inspections and required to adhere to the 
standards set forth by the code. Additionally, sites within STGPD that are 
designated as medium and high intensity by the SWMM are required to 
obtain approval and a permit from TPCHD. Permitted businesses are 
inspected on a bi-annual basis. Additional inspections are complaint based. 
Businesses that don’t adhere to the standards are subject to enforcement 
including monetary penalties and up to water shut off and revocation of City 
of Tacoma business license.  

Statutory Authority: TMC 13.06.070.D  

Last Amendment to the Regulatory Code: When code moved to 13.06.070.D 
(please fill in date) 

Frequency and Basis of Updates: Currently, the updates take place on an as 
needed basis. Updates and changes are based on best available science.  
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TMC 12.08.A and D Purpose: TMC 12.08D.010 Purpose and Application 

A. This chapter sets forth uniform requirements for, and shall apply to all 
persons, discharging stormwater or pollutants to the municipal stormwater 
system and receiving waters within the City, and requires compliance with 
all applicable state and federal laws, local ordinances, and this chapter.  The 
purpose of this chapter includes but is not limited to the following:  

1. To control the quantity and quality of the stormwater discharged directly 
and indirectly into the receiving waters within the City and/or the municipal 
stormwater system;   

2. To promote compliance with the City’s municipal stormwater permit, its 
stormwater management program, and applicable federal and state laws 
and regulations, local ordinances, and this chapter;   

3. To protect receiving waters by mitigating the impacts of increased 
stormwater due to urbanization; to correct or mitigate existing water quality 
impacts related to stormwater; and to help restore and maintain the 
chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the City’s waters for the 
protection of beneficial uses, including salmon;  

4. To manage stormwater to protect life, property, and the environment 
from loss, injury, and damage by pollution; to minimize flooding, erosion, 
and contact with pollutants; and to manage stormwater from developed 
properties and construction sites;  

5. To encourage the use of low impact development as the preferred and 
commonly-used approach for stormwater management;   

6. To require persons regulated by this chapter to pay appropriate rates and 
fees to reasonably distribute the cost to construct, operate, maintain and 
improve the municipal stormwater system; and  

7. To provide for and promote the health, safety, and welfare of the general 
public.   

Applicability: Shall apply to all persons, discharging stormwater or pollutants 
to the municipal stormwater system and receiving waters within the City,” 

Applicability to Groundwater: Groundwater is a receiving water and so the 
provisions of 12.08D are applicable 

Monitoring and Enforcement: Enforcement authority in the code to ensure 
that persons comply with 12.08D.400, .410 and 420 

Statutory Authority: The code is based on the City’s stormwater permit, 
which is derived from Clean Water Act. 

Stormwater 
Management Manual  

Purpose and Applicability: Tacoma’s Stormwater Management Manual 
(SWMM) contains the information needed to regulate stormwater 
management associated with new development, redevelopment and 
construction sites in Tacoma.  It also contains source control Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) for existing sites.  
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Applicability to Groundwater: The SWMM contains information for design 
and sizing of stormwater facilities that infiltrate.  It also has operational Best 
Management Practices to keep stormwater runoff clean, which helps to 
ensure contaminants are not transmitted to groundwater. See ESD17-01 
summary below.  

Monitoring and Enforcement: Per TMC 12.08D 

Statutory Authority: Codified per TMC 12.08D (12.08D.150) 

Frequency and Basis of Updates: Updated as required by the City’s NPDES 
Phase I Municipal Stormwater Permit or as needed.  Typically, every 5 years.  
Last updated in 2021.  

ESD17-01 Purpose: To clarify the requirements stormwater infiltration within the 
South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District. 

Applicability: Projects / sites that propose infiltration of pollution generating 
surfaces in the South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District. 

Pertain to groundwater: yes – outlines requirements for infiltration of 
stormwater. 

Monitoring and Enforcement: Through project permit approval for 
development projects.  Monitoring of some systems is required per Table 1 
of the Directive. 

Statutory Authority: This is an Environmental Services Directive and has the 
authority of TMC 12.08D.  The policy is also referenced in TMC 13. 

Last Amendment to Directive: 2017 

Frequency and Basis of Updates: As needed 

 



Attachment B - STGPD Infiltration Policy
(Attachment to Agenda Item F-1,  PC Meeting of 8/3/22)
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Attachment C – Industrial Uses in STGPD 
(Attachment to Agenda Item F-1, PC Meeting of 8/3/22) 

North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) Code Data – STGPD 

NAICS 
CODE/DESCRIPTION 
 

KINDS OF USES NUMBER OF 
BUSINESSES 

311 
Food Manufacturing 

Other Animal Food Manufacturing 13 
Nonchocolate Confectionery Manufacturing 
Fruit and Vegetable Canning  
Retail Bakeries  
Commercial Bakeries  
Mayonnaise, Dressing, and Other Prepared Manufacturing 
Spice and Extract Manufacturing 
Perishable Prepared Food Manufacturing   
All Other Miscellaneous Food Manufacturing 

312 
Beverage and Tobacco 
Product Manufacturing 

Soft Drink Manufacturing  4 
Breweries 
Wineries 

314 
Textile Product Mills 

All Other Miscellaneous Textile Product  2 

315 
Apparel Manufacturing 

Cut and Sew Apparel Contractors 5 
Other Cut and Sew Apparel Manufacturing  
Apparel Accessories and Other Apparel Manufacturing 

316 
Leather and Allied 
Product Manufacturing 

Other Leather and Allied Product Manufacturing 1 

331 
Primary Metal 
Manufacturing 

Iron and Steel Mills and Ferroalloy Manufacturing 2 
Aluminum Sheet, Plate, and Foil Manufacturing 

332 
Fabricated Metal 
Product Manufacturing 

Metal Window and Door Manufacturing 8 
Sheet Metal Work Manufacturing   
Ornamental and Architectural Metal Work Manufacturing 
Machine Shops 
Precision Turned Product Manufacturing 
Metal Coating, Engraving (except Jewelry and Silverware), 
and Allied Services to Manufacturers 

333 
Machinery 
Manufacturing 

Food Product Machinery Manufacturing 8 
Sawmill, Woodworking, and Paper Machinery 
Manufacturing 
Other Industrial Machinery Manufacturing 
Other Commercial and Service Industry Manufacturing 
Industrial Mold Manufacturing  
Cutting Tool and Machine Tool Accessory Manufacturing 
Rolling Mill and Other Metalworking Machinery 
Manufacturing 
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335 
Electrical Equipment, 
Appliance, and 
Component 
Manufacturing 

Small Electrical Appliance Manufacturing 1 

336 
Transportation 
Equipment 
Manufacturing 

Travel Trailer and Camper Manufacturing 3 
Boat Building 

337 
Furniture and Related 
Product Manufacturing 

Wood Kitchen Cabinet and Countertop Manufacturing 11 
Nonupholstered Wood Household Furniture  
Institutional Furniture Manufacturing 

339 
Miscellaneous 
Manufacturing 

Surgical Appliance and Supplies Manufacturing 20 
Ophthalmic Goods Manufacturing   
Dental Laboratories  
Jewelry and Silverware Manufacturing 
Sign Manufacturing  
Musical Instrument Manufacturing 
Fastener, Button, Needle, and Pin Manufacturing 
All Other Miscellaneous Manufacturing  

423 
Merchant Wholesalers, 
Durable Goods 

Sporting/Recreational Goods/Supplies Merchant 
Wholesalers 

7 

Toy/Hobby Goods/Supplies Merchant Wholesale 
Recyclable Material Merchant Wholesalers 
Jewelry, Watch, Precious Stone, and Precious Metal 
Merchant Wholesalers 
Other Miscellaneous Durable Goods Merchant 
Wholesalers 
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Attachment D – Comments Received at STGPD Community Meeting 7/27/22 
(Attachment to Agenda Item F-1, PC Meeting of 8/3/22) 

 
 
STGPD Community Meeting (virtual) – 7/27/2022, 5:00 p.m. 
27 Participants (11 Panelists; 16 Attendees) 
The following 7 individuals provided oral comments: 

1. Janeen Provazek 
• Support a moratorium for now; Groundwater code and zoning code is outdated 
• Need to look through environmental lens now (at a precipice) 
• Not panic about halting development with a moratorium; due diligence is needed  
• State of WA out of compliance with the Clean Water Act; new chemicals have been added 

that need to be monitored, and we need to be up to date on that 
• Infiltration/recharge needs to be studied by objective and independent experts; it is a 

conflict of interest to use in-house evaluators 
• Like idea of Economic Green Zone; encourages that as a consideration  
• Permitting must be paused by any development of 10,000 sq feet or more surface coverage 
• We have let things slide over the years; community can afford to have a moratorium 

2. Heidi White 
• Support having a moratorium and pausing all permitting within STGPD until outdated code is 

updated 
• Support objective/independent study done by experts for the infiltration recharge of the 

aquifer  

3. Esther Day 
• Support moratorium on new development and expansions of new businesses until outdated 

STGPD code/policy is brought up to current best science 
• Currently many chemicals are missing in monitoring; PFAS (Forever chemicals) are an urgent 

issue and could become immediate crisis if immediate action not taken 
• South Tacoma groundwater will be relied upon in years to come, so City needs to take care 

of STGPD; need to protect the aquifer’s volume 
• Being outside of compliance with state and federal standards could jeopardize funding 
• Outside expert input needed 

4. Heidi Stephens 
• Public concerns about climate change and Green River not being sustainable source, 

especially with anticipated population growth 
• Need proper infiltration recharge to keep aquifer at healthy level; not adequately 

understood or addressed by the city; being left out of conversation and needs to be 
included 

• Map missing in tonight’s presentation is one of aquifer and recharge areas to contrast with 
the Heavy Industrial zoning directly above; all of this is a critical area 

• Exceptions to code are “constantly” being allowed and shouldn’t be 
• Point of moratorium review is not to have the stakeholders weigh in; in 2021 they already 

stated the code is out of date and needs updating; We are hearing the same information 
• In these final weeks of moratorium review there needs independent/expert input from 

professional consultants; anything less is a disservice to the request of the Council 
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• Code is outdated; recent District court judge that many chemicals are not being test for that 
should be; EPA says PFAS contamination is emergent; the City is not properly addressing 
hydrology in this critical area; all examples of why moratorium is needed to pause certain 
development until code is updated (10,000 sq feet of surface coverage) 

• Infiltration recharge needs to be part of the review and requires independent input 

5. Timothy Smith 
• Outside Chemicals infiltrating well system; no mention of new chemicals (PFAS) detected at 

7740 South Cedar St well when closed 2018. (PFAs migration from JBLM affecting our 
aquifers) 

• Fire department and others need to address JBLM pipeline spill that happened 
• Support moratorium 
• Ecology and EPA not present (at tonight’s meeting), but have responsibilities within the 

STGPD; Planning Commission not present 
• Have allowed non-conforming uses 
• Moratorium is to stop planning dept, health dept, etc. Stop approving developments 

(10,000 sq feet and more) while we look at the code; need to look at aquifer infiltration 
• Need more thorough view of all sources of contamination – areas being monitored by other 

agencies (EPA, Ecology) 

6. April Smith (Larchmont Safe Streets; SE neighborhood council) 
• Groundwater code outdated; supports enacting moratorium; all permitting above 10,000 sq 

feet must be paused; have independent experts objectively study the infiltration and 
recharge of the aquifer 

• Must protect our water; don’t take it lightly 

7. Venus Dergan 
• Support moratorium until STGPD is updated 
• The reason this was brought forward was due to expansion and approval of heavy industrial 

businesses over the STGPD, which concerned the South Tacoma Neighborhood Council 
• Superfund site restrictions under the EPA 
• Some of the banned uses don’t reflect south Tacoma, and this needs to be updated  
• Would like to hear more support for moratorium from planning dept and others; 

moratorium benefits everybody; presentation is leaning on caution and negativity, instead 
of support 

• Supportive of first responders; concern about expansion of businesses 
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To:  Planning Commission 

From: Stephen Atkinson, Principal Planner, Planning and Development Services 
Subject: Tideflats Subarea Plan and EIS  
Memo Date: July 28, 2022 
Meeting Date: August 3, 2022 

 
Action Requested:  
Finalize and Submit Comments on the EIS Scope and Alternatives  
 
Discussion: 
On March 24, 2022 the Tideflats Steering Committee unanimously recommended a range of 
preliminary future development alternatives (attached) to be used as the basis for the SEPA 
Planned Action Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) scoping process. Following this 
recommendation, the City of Tacoma issued a Determination of Significance and initiated the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) public scoping process on June 21, 2022. The attached 
memorandum provides pertinent background on the current phase of the Subarea Plan and EIS 
and next steps and schedule to complete the scoping process, including a City Council 
recommendation.  
 
On May 18, the Planning Commission assigned lead Commissioners to draft a comment letter 
on the proposed alternatives and EIS Scope. The Planning Commission reviewed a draft letter 
on July 6 and provided additional input for consideration in the final comments. The Commission 
is expected to finalize comments at the meeting on August 3, 2022 for submittal to the City 
Council ahead of the August 5 comment deadline.  
 
Pertinent Project Links:  

• Determination of Significance 
• Preliminary Alternatives 

 
Project Summary: 
The Tideflats subarea planning process is intended to create a shared long-term vision and more 
coordinated approach to development, environmental review, and strategic capital investments in 
the Tideflats. Completion of the subarea plan will support the ongoing eligibility for and 
prioritization of transportation funding in the regional manufacturing and industrial center. 
 
In recognition of the regional significance of the Tideflats, the City of Tacoma, Port of Tacoma, 
Puyallup Tribe of Indians, City of Fife, and Pierce County have partnered to develop a Tideflats 
Subarea Plan for adoption by the City of Tacoma as part of the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Tideflats/Subarea%20Plan/EIS%20Scoping/Determination%20of%20Significance.pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Tideflats/Subarea%20Plan/Documents/Preliminary%20Alternatives%203.24.2022.pdf
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Prior Actions:  
• July 6, 2022 – Reviewed Draft Comment Letter  
• May 18, 2022 – Overview of SEPA scoping process, proposed alternatives, and 

engagement.  
• March 16, 2022 – Status update on planning progress; reviewed Work Plan.  
• October 2, 2019 – Reviewed the Tideflats Subarea Planning Work Plan. 
• March 4, 2020 – Provided input on the public engagement plan.  

 
Staff Contact:  

• Stephen Atkinson, Principal Planner, satkinson@cityoftacoma.org, (253) 905-4146 
• Project webpage: www.cityoftacoma.org/tideflatsplan  

 
Attachments:  

A. Draft Planning Commission Comment Letter   
B. Subarea Plan and EIS Memorandum  

 
cc. Peter Huffman, Director 

mailto:satkinson@cityoftacoma.org
http://www.cityoftacoma.org/tideflatsplan
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August 3, 2022 
 
Mayor Victoria Woodards 
City of Tacoma 
747 Market Street 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
 
RE: Tideflats Subarea Plan and EIS Scoping  
 
Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide scoping comments on the Proposed Scope and Alternatives for the 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Tideflats Subarea Plan. The Planning Commission has received several 
presentations on the Tideflats Subarea Plan process from City of Tacoma staff from Planning and Development 
Services.  We have also reviewed issues to be investigated during the DEIS and conceptual alternatives 1-4 that were 
included in recent presentations.  Per Tacoma Municipal Code 13.02, the Planning Commission is charged with 
developing and updating the One Tacoma Plan, of which the Tideflats Subarea Plan will be a contributing chapter.  
Through our comments in this letter, the Planning Commission is seeking to ensure that the Tideflats Subarea Plan will 
be consistent with other elements of the One Tacoma Plan. 
 
Inclusion, Diversity, and Environmental Justice  

As the Steering Committee and staff engage the community through this process, the Planning Commission encourages 
this effort to proactively reach out to and engage racial, ethnic, and other historically marginalized communities not 
represented on the Steering Committee and Tideflats Advisory Group. Tacoma is a diverse city with underserved 
communities whose safety, health and welfare must be considered in the Tideflats project. Moreover, this process must 
be intentional to include specific groups like African American, Latino, Native American, and immigrant communities, 
which already have higher rates of sickness and disease due in part to local environmental degradation. Environmental 
justice must also be at the forefront of decision-making for the Tideflats, and we encourage the Steering Committee to 
include and engage people and communities of color who will be most impacted by these decisions. 
 
Promote Industrial Changes 

As the city of Tacoma confronts various crises (climate, housing affordability, racial justice, etc.), it is essential that the 
industrial uses within the Tideflats support city-wide goals and initiatives to address these challenges. The One Tacoma 
Plan contains references to the Climate Action Plan, which set specific metrics and targets in this area.  Currently, the 
Tideflats is home to several industrial uses that actively work against efforts to reduce greenhouse gasses, create local 
jobs, and build affordable housing.  The DEIS should examine a mix of incentives and disincentives that can encourage 
and accelerate appropriate industrial changes in the Tideflats. 
 
Puyallup Tribe Land Management and Environmental Restoration 

We recognize that the Tideflats are an important cultural and historic site for the Puyallup Tribe of Indians (PTOI) and 
that land ownership within the Tideflats has a long and complicated history. As the Steering Committee examines 
various land uses within the Tideflats, we encourage this effort to identify opportunities for land ownership and 
management to be returned to PTOI. Areas intended for habitat restoration and/or sea level rise mitigation are potential 
candidates for such an effort. As a sovereign government, PTOI has various agencies and resources that make them 
better suited to manage and steward restoration lands. 
 
Stormwater Treatment 

The Planning Commission was pleased to see several alternatives exploring enhanced habitat restoration opportunities.  
We encourage the Steering Committee to include mitigation efforts that would eliminate untreated stormwater runoff 
from flowing into Commencement Bay. This would involve examining where stormwater is coming from, identifying 

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/Planning
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opportunities to reduce runoff upstream with green stormwater infrastructure, and assessing treatment opportunities near 
or in the Tideflats, such as bioswales, stormwater treatment wetlands, or water treatment plants.  
 
Tree Canopy and Habitat Restoration  

The Tideflats also has some of the lowest tree canopies in the city. We encourage the Steering Committee to identify 
opportunities to increase tree canopy and native vegetation throughout the Tideflats, particularly within city-owned 
right-of-way. The Planning Commission also recognizes the multiple benefits that come from integrating native plants 
and nature into industrial, business, and residential zones. We also recognize the importance of large, contiguous, and 
connected habitat areas. We encourage the Steering Committee to explore incentives and programs that allow for off-
site habitat mitigation (protection and restoration) to occur in sensitive and/or high priority habitat parcels with the goal 
of increasing the size, connectivity, and diversity of the protected habitat network within the Tideflats. 
 
Semitruck Impacts 

As the consultant team develops the traffic study for the EIS, keep in mind that most of the traffic to and from the Port 
comes from semitrucks, which have a far greater impact on the environment versus general purpose traffic. These trucks 
create more traffic congestion, have lower emission standards (creating air pollution), and have more tires (which 
produce dust that is toxic to salmon). The city is also currently considering other warehouse projects that would further 
increase semitruck traffic in Tacoma, negatively impact our environment, and threaten public health. As such, we 
encourage the EIS to explore enhanced mitigation measures and requirements to reduce the impact of semitruck traffic. 
The study should explore ways to maximize rail infrastructure for moving goods instead of relying on semitrucks. The 
traffic study should also include projected traffic increases from other proposed warehouse projects in Tacoma. 
 
Public Access and Recreation 

As noted in the DEIS, the Tideflats provides recreational opportunities and water-access for Tacomans. The Planning 
Commission encourages the Steering Committee to explore opportunities to expand public waterfront access, create 
new public green spaces and parks, and invest in pedestrian and biking infrastructure.  
 
Transit Oriented Development in Vicinity of Portland Avenue Station 

The Puget Sound Regional Council’s VISION 2050 plan includes a goal of 65% of population growth and 75% of job 
growth to occur in centers and near high capacity transit stations (MPP-RGS-8).  Inside the Subarea Plan’s geographic 
boundaries is one programmed high capacity transit station at Portland Avenue in an area currently zoned M-1 and 
identified as a Commercial-Industrial buffer.  To be consistent with the regional vision, land use should provide for 
options to allow a concentration of housing and jobs that are safely accessible via transit in that station area.  The 
Planning Commission, as a part of our concurrence, will be monitoring this process for inclusion of a plan element that 
enables transit-oriented development in the station area of Portland Avenue.  We encourage the Steering Committee and 
staff to actively engage Sound Transit’s Transit Oriented Development staff as well as Tacoma’s Transit Oriented 
Development Advisory Group (TODAG) in developing land use alternatives near Portland Avenue Station, which will 
serve Sound Transit’s Tacoma Dome Link Extension. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the DEIS scoping phase. We look forward to reviewing the 
DEIS and providing additional comments on potential amendments by the City Council as well as alternatives 
presented. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Chris Karnes, Chair 
Tacoma Planning Commission 
 
(Robb Krehbiel, Lead Author, Tacoma Planning Commission) 
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BACKGROUND 
Regional Significance 
Located in the heart of Commencement Bay, the Tideflats subarea is comprised of over 5,000 acres of 
waterfront land and designated as the Port of Tacoma Manufacturing Industrial Center (MIC). With about 
9,800 employees, the MIC is home to Tacoma and Pierce County’s highest concentration of industrial and 
manufacturing activity. The Tideflats is a unique environment containing shoreline, river deltas, tidal 
creeks, freshwater and salt marshes, naturalized creeks and river channel corridors. Over 1,000 acres of 
this vital saltwater and estuarian habitat is home for several species of salmon, shellfish, and other marine 
life. Development in the Tideflats consists primarily of industrial and manufacturing uses, with a major 
focus on port maritime industrial activities. The Tideflats also serves as an important location for cultural 
traditions and the practice of tribal treaty rights. 

In recognition of the regional significance of MIC, the City of Tacoma, Port of Tacoma, Puyallup Tribe of 
Indians, City of Fife, and Pierce County have partnered to develop a Tideflats Subarea Plan for adoption 
by the City of Tacoma as part of the City’s Comprehensive Plan. Public engagement is a key element of 
the Plan. 

Planning for the Future 
The Tideflats subarea planning process is intended to create a shared long-term vision and more 
coordinated approach to development, environmental review, and strategic capital investments in the 
Tideflats. Completion of the subarea plan will support the ongoing eligibility for and prioritization of 
transportation funding in the regional manufacturing and industrial center. 

The overarching themes for the subarea planning process will include: 
• Economic Prosperity for All
• Environmental Remediation and Protection
• Transportation and Capital Facilities Planning
• Public Participation and Outreach

The Subarea Plan process will provide: 

 Potential text and map amendments to other elements of the City’s Comprehensive Plan
 Potential Amendments to the City’s Land Use Regulatory Code
 Potential amendments to City Zoning districts
 Amendments to the Shoreline Master Program
 Information to support local and regional Capital Facilities Programs
 An environmental impact statement (EIS).
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Geographic Boundaries 
The Plan area is based on the current Port of Tacoma Manufacturing Industrial Center (MIC) which is 
defined both in the Puget Sound Regional Council’s VISION 2050 as well as the City of Tacoma 
Comprehensive Plan.  However, studies and recommendations from the Plan process will likely extend 
beyond this Plan area, including the lands immediately adjacent to the MIC and depending on the topic 
under review (air and water quality, traffic impacts, freight corridors, land use transitions, economic 
impacts and strategies, etc.) 
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CURRENT MILESTONE – EIS SCOPING PROCESS  
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
An environmental impact statement (EIS) is prepared when the lead agency has determined a proposal is 
likely to result in significant adverse environmental impacts. The EIS process is a tool for identifying and 
analyzing probable adverse environmental impacts, reasonable alternatives, and possible mitigation. 
 
The EIS process:  

1. Provides opportunities for the public, agencies, and tribes to participate in developing and 
analyzing information. 

2. Improves proposals from an environmental perspective. 
3. Provides decision-makers with environmental information. 

 
Determination of Significance  
The City of Tacoma has determined that the Tacoma Tideflats Subarea Plan is likely to have a significant 
adverse environmental impact. An EIS under RCW 43.21C.030(2) (c) will be prepared. Preliminary 
indications are that the following environmental parameters will be evaluated in this EIS: 

• Air Quality  
• Stormwater and Water Quality 
• Plants and Animals 
• Land and Shoreline Use/Plans and Policies 
• Population, Employment, and Housing 
• Cultural Resources 
• Transportation 
• Public Utilities 
• Public Services 

 
Planned Action EIS 
The Tideflats Subarea Planning process will include a specific type of EIS analysis called a “planned action.” 
Designating specific types of projects as planned action projects shifts environmental review of a project 
from the time permit application is made to an earlier phase in the planning process. The intent is to 
provide a more streamlined environmental review process at the project stage by conducting more 
detailed environmental analysis during planning. Early environmental review provides more certainty to 
permit applicants with respect to what will be required and to the public with respect to how the 
environmental impacts will be addressed. 
 
Scoping  
Scoping is the first step in the EIS process. The purpose of scoping is to narrow the focus of the EIS to 
significant environmental issues, to eliminate insignificant impacts from detailed study, and to identify 
alternatives to be analyzed in the EIS. Scoping also provides notice to the public and other agencies that 
an EIS is being prepared, and initiates their involvement in the process.  
 
Alternatives 
Alternatives are one of the basic building blocks of an EIS. They present options in a meaningful way for 
decision-makers. The EIS examines all areas of probable significant adverse environmental impact 
associated with the various alternatives including the no-action alternative and the proposal. 
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Selecting alternatives that represent a range of options provides an effective method to evaluate and 
compare the merits of different choices. The final action chosen by the City Council need not be identical 
to any single alternative in the EIS, but must be within the range of alternatives discussed.  
 
 
SCHEDULE FOR SCOPING PROCESS (TENTATIVE) 

Date Topic 
May – June, 2022 Pre-Scoping Period 

• May 18: Planning Commission briefing  
• June 2: Tideflats Advisory Group Briefing  
• June 6: Community Informational Meeting  
• June 14: City Council Briefing  

June 21 – August 5 Public Scoping Period  
• June 23: Tideflats Advisory Group Comment Meeting 
• July 13: Community Public Scoping Meeting  
• August 3: Planning Commission Final Comments  
• Written comments due by August 5, 2022 at 5:00 PM 

August – October  City Council Process 
• Public Hearing and comment period 
• Tideflats Advisory Group Meeting  
• Planning Commission Meeting  
• Tideflats Steering Committee Meeting  

 
 
PRIOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
Steering Committee Recommendation: Preliminary Future Development Alternatives 
On March 24, 2022 the Tideflats Steering Committee recommended a range of future development 
alternatives for consideration in the Subarea Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). This 
recommendation completes a major milestone identified in the Work Plan. The recommendation includes 
proposed Guiding Principles and a range of alternatives including the “No Action” alternative 
(representing the baseline conditions), and three “Action” alternatives, representing a range of policy 
choices for consideration in the Plan. 

 Preliminary Alternatives 
 Alternatives Maps 

 
Visioning Process  
The visioning phase lasted from January 2021 through the final public meeting in May 2021. The purpose 
of this phase was to provide an opportunity to think broadly about the desired future in the Tideflats 
Subarea and develop preliminary future scenarios for further consideration and analysis. Engagement was 
designed to hear from a broad group of community members who reflected the many interests and 
perspectives about the history, current uses, and future of the Tideflats. 

 Community Visioning Process 
 
Baseline Conditions Report  

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Tideflats/Subarea%20Plan/Documents/Preliminary%20Alternatives%203.24.2022.pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Tideflats/Subarea%20Plan/EIS%20Scoping/Map%20Alternatives.pdf
https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/Tideflats/Subarea%20Plan/Documents/DRAFT%20Engagement%20Summary%208.05.2021.pdf
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The Existing Conditions Analysis establishes the baseline conditions for the Subarea Plan and is the basis 
for the No-Action Alternative in the EIS. It addresses the topics to be studied in the EIS as well as integrates 
the Economic Development and Climate Change Resiliency supplemental studies.  

 Draft Baseline Report  
 

Public Engagement Plan 
On July 9, 2020 the Tideflats Steering Committee approved the Public Engagement Plan. This Plan 
identifies the key notification strategies and engagement methods for ensuring broad and representative 
community participation in the development of the Subarea Plan and EIS. In addition, the Plan describes 
the decision making process for the Subarea Plan and EIS, the role of the partner governments, as well as 
methods for accountability and evaluation of the engagement process.  

 Public Engagement Plan 
 
Intergovernmental Work Plan  
The Tideflats Subarea Work Plan (Work Plan) was approved by the Steering Committee on February 10, 
2019. The intent of this Work Plan is to provide a clear framework for cooperation and information sharing 
among the City of Tacoma, the Puyallup Tribe, the Port of Tacoma, Pierce County, and City of Fife, while 
respecting Tacoma’s jurisdiction and role as SEPA lead agency. The Work Plan also observes all existing 
substantive and procedural obligations under the Growth Management Act, Shoreline Management Act, 
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), and the Tacoma Municipal Code. 

 Work Plan 
 
 

https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/Tideflats/Subarea%20Plan/Documents/Baseline%20Report%20Updated%20July%202021.pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Tideflats/Subarea%20Plan/Documents/Tideflats%20PEP%202020_0626.pdf
https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/Tideflats/Subarea%20Plan/Work%20Plan/Work%20Plan%20-%20Approved%202.8.19.pdf
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To:  Planning Commission 
From: Lihuang Wung, Planning Services Division  
Subject: Planning Commission Annual Report for 2021-2022 and  

Work Program for 2022-2024 
Memo Date: July 28, 2022 
Meeting Date: August 3, 2022 
 
 
Action Requested: 
Review and Approval. 
 
Discussion: 
At the next meeting on August 3, 2022, the Planning Commission will review and consider 
approving the draft Planning Commission Annual Report for 2021-2022 and Work Program for 
2022-2024 (attached) that highlights the Commission’s accomplishments between July 2021 and 
June 2022 and outlines planning projects to be carried out or initiated during the timeline of July 
2022 through June 2024 or beyond. 
Section 13.02.040.L of the Tacoma Municipal Code requires the Commission to “develop the work 
program for the coming year in consultation with the City Council and provide an annual report to 
the City Council regarding accomplishments and the status of planning efforts undertaken in the 
previous year.”  
In developing the work program portion of the attached report, staff has conducted early 
engagement and consultation with the Commission on June 1, 2022 and with the City Council’s 
Infrastructure, Planning and Sustainability (IPS) Committee on June 8, 2022.  Initial thoughts and 
suggestions provided by the Commission and the IPS have been incorporated in the report. 
Upon approval by the Commission, the report will be presented to the IPS on August 10, 2022 for 
its review and concurrence.  The work program is subject to adjustments in response to legislative 
requirements, community requests, Council priorities, budget and staffing constraints, or other 
emerging situations.  Staff plans to provide a mid-year check in with the Commission and the IPS 
during winter-spring of 2023 on the implementation of the work program. 
 
Staff Contacts:  

• Brian Boudet, bboudet@cityoftacoma.org 
• Stephen Atkinson, satkinson@cityoftacoma.org  
• Lihuang Wung, lwung@cityoftacoma.org  

 
Attachment:  

• Planning Commission Annual Report for 2021-2022 and Work Program for 2022-2024 
(draft) 

 
c. Peter Huffman, Director 
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mailto:satkinson@cityoftacoma.org
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Planning Commission 

Annual Report 2021-2022 and Work Program 2022-2024 
 

(July 28, 2022 draft; subject to Planning Commission’s review/approval) 

 
This report, prepared pursuant to the Tacoma Municipal Code, Section 13.02.040.L, highlights the Planning 
Commission’s accomplishments between July 2021 and June 2022 and outlines the Commission’s work 
program for the general timeline of July 2022 through December 2024. 
 
 
Part I. Accomplishments 2021-2022 
 
A. Major Projects Reviewed:  
 
1. 2022 Annual Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and the Land Use Regulatory Code 

(“2022 Amendment”) (www.cityoftacoma.org/2022Amendment)  
The Commission reviewed various applications included in the package during May 2021 through May 
2022, conducted a public hearing in April 2022, and made a recommendation for adoption to the City 
Council on May 4, 2022.  The Council adopted the package on June 28, 2022, based largely on the 
Commission’s recommendations.  The package included the following applications:   
(1) “NewCold” – Land use designation change at a 3-acre site owned by NewCold near Orchard and 

S. 46th to allow for expansion of an existing cold storage facility.  
(2) “South Sound Christian Schools” – Land use designation changes on several parcels owned by 

the South Sound Christian Schools and the CenterPoint Christian Fellowship near Tacoma Mall 
Boulevard and S. 64th to allow for multi-family and commercial uses on some of the parcels. 

(3) "South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District (STGPD)” – Work plan for code amendments 
to improve STGPD regulations to be more effective in addressing environmental and health risks. 

(4) Minor Plan and Code Amendments – A list of 17 non-policy and technical changes to the 
Comprehensive Plan and the Land Use Regulatory Code to correct errors, address inconsistencies, 
update information, improve clarity, and clarify policy/regulatory intent. 

 
2. South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District (STGPD) – Potential Moratorium 

On June 28, 2022, the City Council adopted Amended Substitute Resolution No. 40985, approving the 
Work Plan for STGPD Code Amendments, as part of the 2022 Amendment.  The Council also 
requested that “the Planning Commission will conduct a public process to develop findings of fact and 
recommendations as to whether a moratorium on heavy industrial uses and storage of hazardous 
materials within the South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District is warranted, and if so, to 
recommend the scope, applicability, and duration for City Council consideration within 60 days of the 
effective date of this resolution.”  The Commission has begun the review process for this urgent request, 
which is expected to affect the scheduling and progress of some other projects included in the 
Commission’s Work Program for 2022-2024. (www.cityoftacoma.org/MoratoriumSTGPD) 
 

3. Tideflats Area Land Use Regulations (Interim and Non-Interim)  
On November 16, 2021, the City Council adopted Amended Ordinance No. 28786, replacing the 
Tideflats Interim Regulations that were initially enacted in November 2017 and extended several times.  
Prior to adopting said Non-Interim Regulations, the Council had requested the Commission, in October 
2020, to develop findings of fact and recommendations, which the Commission accomplished in 
April 2021.  The Council subsequently amended its legislative process to move the Commission’s 
recommendations to the Infrastructure, Planning, and Sustainability (IPS) Committee for further review 

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/Planning
http://www.cityoftacoma.org/2022Amendment
http://www.cityoftacoma.org/MoratoriumSTGPD
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and possible amendment.  Recognizing the nature of some of the amendments being deliberated by 
the IPS Committee, the Commission submitted a letter of supplemental comments on August 18, 2021. 
(www.cityoftacoma.org/TideflatsInterim) 
 

4. Tideflats Subarea Plan and EIS 
In recognition of the regional significance of the Tideflats, the City of Tacoma, Port of Tacoma, Puyallup 
Tribe of Indians, City of Fife, and Pierce County have partnered to develop a Tideflats Subarea Plan 
and EIS that would establish a shared, long-term vision and a coordinated approach to addressing 
development, environmental review, land use, economy, public services and facilities, and 
transportation in the area.  The Commission has received periodic updates since 2019, and during this 
reporting period in August 2021 and March and May 2022, and will continue its review through 2023.  
(www.cityoftacoma.org/TideflatsPlan) 

 
5. Home in Tacoma Project – Phase 2 

Home in Tacoma Phase 1, which was recommended by the Commission in May 2021 and adopted by 
the City Council in December 2021, sets the stage for changes to Tacoma’s housing growth strategy, 
policies and programs to increase housing supply, affordability and choice for current and future 
residents.  The subsequent Home in Tacoma Phase 2 was launched in July 2021, intended to include 
development of zoning, standards, infrastructure actions and other implementation programs.  The 
Commission has been reviewing Phase 2 since August 2021, conducted a public scoping hearing in 
April 2022, and will continue its review through 2023. (www.cityoftacoma.org/homeintacoma) 
 

6. Housing Equity and Anti-racism Policy Development 
The Planning Commission and the Human Rights Commission established the joint Housing Equity 
Taskforce (HET) in early 2020 to provide focused input on equity and social justice considerations 
associated with housing.  The HET has been meeting on a monthly basis since September 2020 and 
reviewed and provided input to the Home in Tacoma Project, the Rental Code Update, the Anti-racism 
and Anti-displacement Strategy, and the Public Engagement Strategy. (www.cityoftacoma.org/homeintacoma) 
 

7. Design Review Program 
In early 2019, the City launched an effort to develop a comprehensive Design Review Program to 
enhance the quality of the built environment throughout the City.  The work was put on hold in early 
2021 due to staffing changes.  New staff were hired in late 2021 and assigned to complete the design 
guidance documents, develop administrative procedures, prepare land use code amendments, and 
potentially establish a Design Review Board.  The Commission reviewed the project in March, April and 
May 2022 and will continue its review through 2023. (www.cityoftacoma.org/UrbanDesign)  
  

8. Neighborhood Planning Program 
In response to a desire for more equitable delivery of services and to provide a grassroots response to 
neighborhoods' concerns, the City Council provided funding in 2021 for a pilot Neighborhood Planning 
Program (NPP).  The goal of the NPP is to support neighborhood identity and vitality.  The Council also 
identified McKinley Hill and Proctor as the pilot neighborhoods representing different locations on the 
spectrum of neighborhood development between growth creation and growth management.  The 
planning effort kicked off in early 2022.  The Commission has begun reviewing the progress of the NPP 
since October 2021. (www.cityoftacoma.org/NeighborhoodPlanning)  
 

9. Pacific Avenue Corridor Subarea Plan and EIS (“Picture Pac Ave”) 
In recognition of the significance of Pacific Avenue as Pierce County’s first Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
line, the City of Tacoma, Pierce Transit, and the State Department of Commerce have partnered to 
fund and develop a subarea plan and programmatic EIS for the 4.5-mile-long portion of Pacific Avenue 
between I-5 and S. 96th Street.  The “Picture Pac Ave” subarea planning process will create a shared 
long-term vision and a more coordinated approach to development, environmental review, and strategic 
capital investments along the corridor.  The Commission began to review the project in June 2022 and 
will continue its review through 2023. (www.cityoftacoma.org/PicturePacAve)   

 
 

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/TideflatsInterim
http://www.cityoftacoma.org/TideflatsPlan
http://www.cityoftacoma.org/homeintacoma
http://www.cityoftacoma.org/homeintacoma
http://www.cityoftacoma.org/UrbanDesign
http://www.cityoftacoma.org/NeighborhoodPlanning
http://www.cityoftacoma.org/PicturePacAve
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10. College Park Historic Special Review District 
The City received a petition in May 2021 to create a new local historic overlay zone in the "College 
Park" neighborhood that forms an inverted L shape bordering the north and east edges of the University 
of Puget Sound campus.  The proposed area is already listed on the National Register of Historic Places 
as the College Park Historic District, designated in 2017.  After a year-long review, the Landmarks 
Preservation Commission forwarded its recommendation to establish the College Park Historic Special 
Review District to the Planning Commission on April 13, 2022.  The Planning Commission conducted 
a public hearing on June 1, 2022, and is scheduled to complete its review in September-October 2022 
before making a recommendation to the City Council.  If the district is ultimately adopted by the 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. (www.cityoftacoma.org/CollegeParkHD) 
 

11. Shipping Containers and Electric Fences 
The City Council directed the Commission to incorporate in the 2022 Amendment process the review 
of shipping containers for storage (per Resolution No. 40794, June 2021) and the review of expanded 
allowances for the use of electric fences (per Resolution No. 40881, November 2021).  Upon initial 
review of the Council’s requests in January 2022, the Commission suggested that, due to the 
complexity and significant impacts of both issues and the extensive community engagement that would 
be needed, it would be more feasible to address these issues through the 2023 Amendment process.  
Chair and Vice-Chair of the Commission presented the Commission’s recommendation to the Council’s 
Infrastructure, Planning and Sustainability (IPS) Committee in February 2022.  Based on the IPS 
Committee’s deliberations and recommendations, the Council adopted Substitute Resolution 
No. 40955 on May 10, 2022, amending the previous resolutions, concurring with the Commission’s 
recommendation, and providing additional guidance for the Commission’s consideration.  The 
Commission will be reviewing these issues during the 2023 Amendment cycle. 
(www.cityoftacoma.org/2023Amendment)   
 

12. Impact Fees Program 
The Public Work Department has been developing a potential impact fee framework that identifies the 
types of projects that could be funded per State law, how an impact fee program should be structured, 
and key steps needed to develop such a program in Tacoma.  The Commission reviewed the 
development of the framework in December 2020 and February, May and August 2021. 
(https://www.cityoftacoma.org/government/city_departments/public_works/engineering/transportation_planning_and_engineering/impact_fees)  
 

13. Capital Facilities Program (CFP)  
The Commission received a briefing from the Office of Management and Budget in November 2021 on 
the proposed update to the 2021-2026 CFP to increase the funding allocations for selected projects 
and programs in the existing CFP.  The update required no action from the Commission, since it was 
solely budgetary in nature and did not affect alignment with the Comprehensive Plan.  The Commission 
also reviewed the proposed updated to the 2023-2028 CFP in May 2022 and conducted a public 
hearing in June and made a recommendation to the City Council.  The Commission also requested 
staff to improve project mapping and update the project prioritization criteria for future CFPs. 
(https://www.cityoftacoma.org/government/city_departments/office_of_management_and_budget/2023-2024_biennial_budget_development_)  
 

14. Climate Action Plan 
The Commission received a briefing from the Office of Environmental Policy and Sustainability on 
October 20, 2021 on the draft Climate Action Plan (CAP) that was being prepared in response to the 
City Council’s Climate Emergency Resolution (Resolution No. 40509, December 10, 2019).  The 
Commission provided a letter of comments, seeking to ensure that the CAP addresses such important 
issues as no further expanded emissions, Tacoma’s growth projections, the 20-minute neighborhood 
concept, reinforcing density in areas with access to transit services, sustainable transportation funding, 
local energy code, and non-automobile-centric implementation strategies.  The Council adopted the 
2030 Climate Action Plan in November 2021. (www.cityoftacoma.org/climate)  
 

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/CollegeParkHD
http://www.cityoftacoma.org/2023Amendment
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/government/city_departments/public_works/engineering/transportation_planning_and_engineering/impact_fees
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/government/city_departments/office_of_management_and_budget/2023-2024_biennial_budget_development_
http://www.cityoftacoma.org/climate
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15. Transit-Oriented Development Advisory Group (TODAG) 
The TODAG is a broad-based advisory group established by the City Council in April 2019 (per 
Resolution No. 40303) to review and make recommendations on the various projects impacting regional 
and local public transportation facilities in neighborhoods and business districts where there are 
significant TOD opportunities.  The TODAG is currently tasked to review Sound Transit’s Tacoma Dome 
Link Extension (TDLE), Pierce Transit’s Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), and the City's Puyallup Avenue 
Design Project.  Commissioners Karnes and Givens have been actively participating in the TODAG, 
representing the Commission’s interest.  Commissioner Strobel also serves on the group, but as a 
representative from the Puyallup Tribe of Indians. (www.cityoftacoma.org/TODAdvisoryGroup) 
 

16. Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
The Planning Commission held a joint session with the Transportation Commission on February 16, 
2022 to review Pierce Transit’s BRT project, focusing on the Stream System Expansion Study (SSES).  
The Planning Commission subsequently provided a letter of comments to Pierce Transit on June 8, 
2022, suggesting (1) focus on the rider experience; (2) prioritize trees and green stormwater 
infrastructure in streetscape design throughout the system; (3) special consideration be given to BRT 
station design, location, and integration in downtown Tacoma; and (4) prioritize BRT route alignments 
that link Mixed-Use Centers to each other, to downtown Tacoma, to other modes of transportation, and 
to significant destinations in neighboring communities. (www.piercetransit.org/BRT)  
 
 

B. Meetings Conducted / Attended: 
 
1. Commission Meetings (all virtual):  

The Commission held 19 regular meetings and canceled 5 meetings between July 2021 and June 
2022.  The regular meeting on February 16, 2022 included a joint session with the Transportation 
Commission to review Pierce Transit’s Bus Rapid Transit Project.  The Commission also participated 
in a 6-Commission joint special meeting on October 11, 2021 for the “Pilot Equity Training for 
Commissioners.”  The Commission also conducted the following public hearings: 

• 04/06/22 – 2022 Annual Amendment Package  
• 04/20/22 – Home In Tacoma Phase 2 scope of work 
• 06/01/22 – Proposed College Park Historic District  
• 06/15/22 – 2023-2028 Capital Facilities Program 

 
2. Community Meetings: 

Individual Commissioners have been actively involved in various community groups, meetings, open 
houses, and events, including but not limited to the following:  

• Sound Transit’s Tacoma Dome Link Extension Project and South Tacoma & Lakewood Station 
Access Improvements Project Online Open Houses  

• Pierce Transit Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project virtual open house 
• Transit-Oriented Development Advisory Group (TODAG) meetings (various dates) 
• Design Review Project Advisory Group meetings (various dates) 
• Housing Equity Taskforce meetings (jointly with the Human Rights Commission) 
• Home In Tacoma Project Informational Meeting  
• Tideflats Subarea Planning Project Community Meeting  
• Historic Preservation Office’s 2021 Broadening Horizons Heritage Café Series – The 70s Turn 

50 Event (August 19, 2021) 
• Plan-A-Thon on Zoom to kick off the McKinley Hill Neighborhood Plan (February 3, 2022) 
• Puget Sound Regional Council’s 2022-2050 Regional Transportation Plan online open house 

and webinars (February 2022) 
• 2022 Annual Amendment Informational Meeting (March 30, 2022) 
• Proposed College Park Historic District Informational Meeting (May 2022) 
• Historic Preservation Month 2022 – Many Voices; Many Stories (May 2022) 
• McKinley Hill Neighborhood Planning Program Event – Walk + Talk: Neighborhood Mapping 

and Walkability in McKinley (May 9, 2022) 

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/TODAdvisoryGroup
http://www.piercetransit.org/BRT
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C. Membership Status (July 2021 through June-July 2022): 

 

Council District / 
Expertise Area Commissioner Appointment 

District No. 1 Andrew Strobel Reappointed in November 2020; 
Elected Vice-Chair in July 2022 

District No. 2 
Carolyn Edmonds / 

Morgan Dorner 

Commissioner Edmonds served through December 
2021; 
Commissioner Dorner appointed and sworn in in 
January 2022 

District No. 3 Brett Santhuff Reappointed in January 2022 

District No. 4 Alyssa Torrez Reappointed in May 2022 

District No. 5 
David Horne /  

Robb Krehbiel 

Commissioner Horne served through August 2021; 
Commissioner Krehbiel appointed and sworn in in 
January 2022 

Development 
Community 

Jeff McInnis /  

Anthony Steele 

Vice-Chair McInnis served through September 2021; 
Commissioner Steele appointed and sworn in in 
January 2022 

Environmental 
Community 

Anna Petersen /  

Brett Marlo 

Chair Petersen served through June 2022; 
Commissioner Marlo appointed in May 2022 and 
sworn in in July 2022 

Public 
Transportation Christopher Karnes 

Appointed in September 2019; 
Elected Vice-Chair in October 2021; 
Elected Chair in July 2022 

Architecture, Historic 
Preservation, and/or 
Urban Design 

Ryan Givens /  

Matthew Martenson 

Commissioner Givens served through June 2022; 
Commissioner Martenson appointed in May 2022 
and sworn in in July 2022 

 
 
Part II. Planning Commission Work Program for 2022-2024 (Attached) 
 
Attached is the “Planning Commission Work Program for 2022-2024”, incorporated into the Planning 
Commission’s Annual Report for 2021-2022.  The Work Program contains projects and planning activities 
slated for completion or substantial progress during the general timeframe of July 2022 through December 
2024.  These projects and activities are primarily mandated by legislation or initiated by the City Council 
and are within the Commission’s review and recommendation authority.  The Work Program is subject to 
adjustments in response to legislative requirements, community requests, Council priorities, budget and 
staffing constraints, or other emerging situations. 
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Planning Commission Work Program (2022-2024) 

Planning Commission Recommendation 
(July 28, 2022 draft; subject to Planning Commission’s review/approval) 

 
Expected Completion in 2022 
• South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District  

– Consideration of a Moratorium  Expected Council Action September/October 2022 
• Tideflats Non-Interim Regulations  

– Shoreline Amendment  Expected Council Action August 2022 
• Proposed College Park Historic District  Expected Recommendation October 2022 
• 2023-2028 Capital Facilities Program (CFP)  Expected Council Action November 2022 
• Design Review Program – Startup/Creation  Expected Recommendation December 2022 
• McKinley Neighborhood Plan  Expected Recommendation December 2022 
• South Tacoma Economic Green Zone – Scoping  
• 2023 Annual Amendment Package – Scoping: 

 Mor Furniture Land Use Designation and Rezone (private application) 
 South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District Code Update – Phase 1B 
 Shipping Containers for Storage (Sub Res #40955, 5/10/22) 
 Electric Fences – Expanded Allowances (Sub Res #40955, 5/10/22)  
 Delivery-Only Businesses 
 Commercial Zoning Update – Phase 1 (includes items in Ord #28798, 12/14/21) 
 Minor Plan and Code Amendments 

• GMA 2024 Comprehensive Plan Periodic Update – Preliminary Scoping (key issues): 
Plan Updates:   
 Coordination/integration with Tacoma 2025 Strategic Plan update (CMO) 
 Growth Targets and Consistency with VISION 2050   
 Transportation Master Plan Update 
 Tribal Lands Coordination and Compatibility   
 20 Minute Neighborhoods and Performance Measures  
 Transportation Master Plan Update (PW) 
 Economic Development Element (CEDD) 
 Mixed-use Centers Policy Updates   
 Climate Action Plan Integration – GHG Targets and Implementation Actions  
 Watershed Plan Elements (ES) 
 Historic Preservation Plan Update and Integration   
 Level of Service Standards and Priority Project Lists (multiple)  

Code Updates:  
 Critical Areas Preservation Ordinance Update  
 Institutional Zoning  
 Mixed-Use Centers Code Updates  
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Expected Work Program for 2023  (preliminary) 
• 2023 Annual Amendment Package – Recommendations to Council for Adoption 
• 2024 Annual Amendment Package – Scoping and Assessment  
• GMA 2024 Periodic Update – Analysis 
• Home In Tacoma Project – Phase 2: zoning, standards, affordability, anti-displacement, 

infrastructure, and programmatic components (includes zoning-related items from ADU 
Accelerator discussion) 

• Housing Equity and Anti-racism Policy Development (Housing Equity Taskforce, jointly 
with Human Rights Commission)  

• Tideflats Subarea Plan and EIS 
• Pacific Avenue Corridor Subarea Plan and EIS (“Picture Pac Ave”) 
• South Tacoma Economic Green Zone – Subarea Plan (pending budget consideration)  
• Design Review Program (program launch) 
• Neighborhood Planning Program – Proctor Neighborhood Plan 
• Neighborhood Planning Program – Additional Neighborhood Plans (depending on 

resources) 
• Cushman/Adams Substation Reuse Study 
• Public Notice and Engagement – Comprehensive Review 
 
Expected Work Program for 2024  (very preliminary) 
• GMA 2024 Periodic Update – Recommendations for Council Adoption 
• 2024 Annual Amendment Package – Recommendations for Council Adoption 
• Tideflats Subarea Plan and EIS – Potential Adoption 
• Pacific Avenue Corridor Subarea Plan and EIS (“Picture Pac Ave”) – Potential 

Adoption 
• South Tacoma Economic Green Zone – Subarea Plan (pending budget consideration)  

• Home in Tacoma Project – Implementation and Refinement 
• Design Review Program – Implementation and Refinement 
• Neighborhood Planning Program – Implementation and New Planning Efforts (pending 

budget consideration) 
• 2025-2030 Capital Facilities Program (CFP)  
 
On-going Planning Issues 
• Six-Year Comprehensive Transportation Program 
• Joint Meetings of the Planning Commission with appropriate groups (e.g., the Landmarks 

Preservation Commission, Transportation Commission, and Community Council) 
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• Transportation Master Plan Implementation, in coordination with the Transportation 
Commission (e.g., impact fees study, transportation network planning, streetscape design 
guidance, signature trails development, etc.) 

• Light Rail Expansion projects (including the Hilltop Links to Opportunity Program, ST3 
Tacoma Dome Link Extension, Tacoma-TCC Link Extension, Sounder Station Access 
Improvements, etc.) 

• Pierce Transit Long-Range Plan, Stream System Expansion Study (SSES) and Pacific 
Avenue BRT Project 

• Historic Preservation, in coordination with the Landmarks Preservation Commission  
(e.g., Historic TDR, Home In Tacoma Project, integration of Historic Preservation Plan with 
One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan, preservation incentive tools, educational programs, etc.) 

• Subarea Plan Implementation – North Downtown, South Downtown, Hilltop and Tacoma 
Mall Neighborhood  

• Residential Infill Pilot Program – Implementation and project reviews 
• Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) Council Reporting 
• Citizen Participation and Public Outreach Enhancements 
• Proactive Equity/Social Justice/Anti-Racism integration in policies and programs 
• Schuster Corridor Trail 
• Fossil Fuel Tracking and Council Reporting 
 
Regional and Cross-Jurisdictional Issues 
• Regional Transportation Issues, in coordination with the Transportation Commission (e.g., 

Tacoma LINK and Central LINK Light Rail Expansions, Pierce Transit Long-Range Plan and 
BRT Project) 

• PSRC Regional Centers Framework Update, Vision 2050 implementation, GMA review 
• PCRC County-Wide Planning Policies, County-level Centers Update, Population Allocations, 

Buildable Lands, Annexations and Pre-Annexation Planning 
 
Emerging and Deferred Issues 
• Corridor Plans, focused on TOD corridor planning (such as 19th Street) 
• Mixed-Use Centers Implementation Programming (Action Strategies/Master Plans) 
• Mixed-Use Centers Core/Pedestrian Street Review 
• Parking Update (RPA, refinements along light rail, Mixed-Use Centers, design, etc.) 
• Potential Local Historic Districts – coordinated with LPC (e.g., Stadium) 
• Urban Forestry Implementation (landscaping, tree-preservation, open space, etc.) 

(coordinated with Environmental Services) 
• Street Typology and Designation System Review 
• Post-Pandemic Emerging Land Use Trends/Shifts 
• Form-based Residential Standards (lot coverage, FAR, etc.) (possibly with Home In Tacoma 

Project) 
• Tribal Planning Coordination 
• Sign Code Update 
• Pre-Annexation Planning (Browns Point/Dash Point, Parkland/Spanaway) 
• Station-Area Planning (such as Portland Avenue/I-5 area and Four Corners) 
• Self-Storage Code Amendments (zoning and standards) 
• View Sensitive District – comprehensive review 
 



Agenda Item H-1 

City of Tacoma 
Planning and Development Services 

To:  Planning Commission 
From: Reuben McKnight, Historic Preservation 
Subject: College Park Historic Special Review District Overlay Zone – Public 

Comments  

Memo Date: July 28, 2022 
Meeting Date: August 3, 2022 

Action Requested 
This is a communication item.  There is no action requested.  Information provided herein is for 
the Commissioners' preview, in preparation for the discussion scheduled to occur in September 
2022, at which time additional information may be provided.

Introduction 
On June 1, 2022, the Planning Commission held a public hearing to hear comment on the 
proposed College Park Historic Special Review District.  Testimony from this hearing was 
originally scheduled for Commission review on July 20, but was subsequently rescheduled to the 
fall.  In the meantime, staff is providing the comment record from the hearing, as well as responses 
to Planning Commissioner questions and requests.  Additional information will be provided at the 
next staff presentation to the Commission, which is anticipated for September, at which point the 
Commission will be asked to discuss potential refinements to the proposal and provide direction 
to staff. 
Project Summary 
To recap, 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.  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.  

The complete package is available at www.cityoftacoma.org/collegeparkHD. 

Review of Comments 
Attached to this memorandum is the comment record, including transcription of oral comments 
received at the hearing, as well as written comments and a summary of all comments. 



Planning Commission 
College Park Historic Special Review District overlay zone 
August 3, 2022 
Page 2 of 4 

There were a total of 107 comments received during the hearing and comment period, including 
17 oral comments and 90 written comments.   

In general, a large majority of the comments received were supportive of the Landmarks 
Commission recommendation (71 comments total or 69% overall, including 11 oral comments 
and 63 written comments). 

Among these comments, several themes and topics were most commonly cited, as follows: 
Comment Theme Frequency
 The proposed district is historically significant 20  
 It is important to protect the look/feel/charm of the neighborhood 13  
 The creation of historic districts is supported by the Comprehensive Plan 10
 It is possible to create historic districts and achieve density goals 10 
 It is possible to create historic districts while also creating affordable and

infill housing/district is compatible with Home In Tacoma.
9 

Other commenters noted that the College Park Historic District has been reviewed and approved 
or recommended for adoption at the local, state and federal levels; that historic districts encourage 
reuse and sustainable development; that districts encourage community pride and cohesion; and 
that housing costs are a function of the market and not because of historic districts.  

Approximately 31% of the comments received (5 oral, 28 written) were in opposition to the 
proposed district. 

Among these comments, the following themes emerged most frequently: 
Comment Theme Frequency
 Creation of an historic district will increase housing costs 15 
 A district would make building new housing and renovating existing housing

more difficult
14 

 The proposal is exclusionary 12 
 An historic district will limit density and growth 11 
 Proposal does not encourage diversity 10 

Other comments themes included that the neighborhood should be targeted for increased density, 
and not less; that the proposal will reduce the availability of housing; that it is not compatible with 
Home In Tacoma; and that it is not necessary/should not be a policy priority for the City. 

Comments opposed to the district or concerned with elements of the proposal can be grouped 
into broad categories: 

1. Effects on future development, including housing supply and cost
2. Concerns with equity and inclusion
3. Impacts to property rights, ability to renovate, and increased costs to homeowners

Specific suggestions from public comments included: 
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 City should devote additional resources in historic preservation to underserved areas of
the City, including Lincoln and McKinley Districts.

The Landmarks Commission’s recommendations include the recommendation that the
City identify and commit additional resources for proactive historic preservation work in
underserved areas of the City. Presently the Historic Preservation Office is conducting an
historic survey in Lincoln, and recently completed a survey in McKinley.  The data from
the McKinley Survey is one input for the McKinley Neighborhood Plan under development
by the Neighborhood Planning Program.

 The design review requirements of the historic district should be limited to the front/street
side elevations, and/or exempt solar infrastructure.

The topic of reducing burdens on district residents and homeowners was a significant
factor in the Landmarks Commission discussion during its review of the College Park
proposal.  This discussion is partly reflected in the Landmarks recommendation to limit
design review to visible elevations, to relax window replacement standards for secondary
elevations, and to review impacts from development and remodel projects from a district-
wide perspective as opposed to focusing on the individual structures.

 Design review fees should be eliminated so there is no additional cost for obtaining
permits.

Commission Questions/Requests 
Following the September 2021 briefing and the June 1, 2022 Public Hearing, the Commission 
has made several requests of staff and/or posed questions.  Attached to this memorandum is a 
summary of those requests with staff responses.  

Next Steps 
In September, staff will facilitate a Commission discussion to include review of testimony and 
responses, and explore possible strategies to address concerns raised by the Commission and 
during public comment. 
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Project Information: 
Reuben McKnight, Historic Preservation Officer:  rmcknigh@cityoftacoma.org 

Attachments: 

1. Lists of Commenters
2. Written Comments Received through June 3, 2022

3. Oral Testimony Received at the Public Hearing on June 1, 2022
(also included in the minutes of the June 1, 2022 meeting)

4. Comment summary and staff responses report
5. Staff comments and responses to Planning Commission requests
6. Map showing intersection of “midscale residential” and the College Park Historic District

boundaries
7. Map showing vacant and “non-contributing” properties

c. Peter Huffman, Director
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Proposed College Park Historic Special Review District 

 Public Comments Received  
(Planning Commission Public Hearing Process, June 2022)  

List 1 – Commenters of Written Comments 
(Received through June 3, 2022) 

No. Name Page 

1. Rick Aramburu 5 

2. Philip Arbaugh 10 

3. Andrew Austin 11 

4. Sharon Babcock 12 

5. Jenarae and Nicholas Bach 13 

6. Jenny Bartoy 15 

7. Erik Bjornson 16 

8. Roy Bond 19 

9. Todd Bond 20 

10. Kathleen Brooker (Historic Tacoma) 21 

11. Jessica Brown 22 

12. Aaron Byers 23 

13. Deborah Cade 24 

14. Justin and Bess Camarata 25 

15. Kirsten Carlson 26 

16. Ann Clark 27 

17. Ruby Collins 28 

18. Perry Colombini 29 

19. Jodi Cook 30 

20. Barbara Cordis-Lowe 31 

21. Rod Cory 32 

22. Nic Daniel 33 

23. Felicity Devlin 34 

24. Dave Douglas 36 
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No. Name Page 

25. David Eichner (1) (05/18/22) 37 

26. David Eichner (2) (06/02/22) 38 

27. Jane Eichner 39 

28. Mike Frank 40 

29. Brian & Elisa Friske 41 

30. Lara Gabriel 42 

31. M. Gregory 43 

32. Jess Guatney 44 

33. Noel and Bill Hagens 45 

34. Dan & Melissa Hager 46 

35. Erik Hanberg 47 

36. Thomas Irby 48 

37. Christopher and Anne James 49 

38. Erik Jaszewski 50 

39. Jill Jensen 51 

40. Kara Jensen 54 

41. Robert Jensen 55 

42. Ken & Kendra Johnson 56 

43. Roger Johnson 57 

44. Katy Juranty 58 

45. Jennifer Kohler 59 

46. Pamela Kohler and Justin Pecott 60 

47. Cherie Larsen 61 

48. Amanda Lecompte 62 

49. Liz Leske 63 

50. Samuel Lindergren 64 

51. Tom Lowe (1) (05/04/22) 65 

52. Tom Lowe (2) (06/02/22) 67 

53. Mike Malaier 68 

54. Matthew Mauer 69 

55. T. McCarthy 70 

56. Marshall McClintock 71 

57. Jennifer McDonald 72 

58. William and Laura Meade 73 
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No. Name Page 

59. Dan Morris-Burgard 74 

60. Dawn Nanfito 75 

61. Robert Neal 76 

62. Kathy Norgaard 77 

63. Huy Pham, Washington Trust for Historic Preservation 78 

64. Mark Pigman 80 

65. Cathy Reed 81 

66. Gayle Rieber 82 

67. John Rieber 83 

68. Patricia and George Roundy 84 

69. Allie and Gabe Rucker 87 

70. Jeff Ryan (1) (05/03/22) 88 

71. Jeff Ryan (2) (05/08/22) 95 

72. Jeff Ryan (3) (05/17/22) 105 

73. Jeff Ryan (4) (06/03/22) 109 

74. Susan Ryan 117 

75. Christy Scerra 118 

76. Jill Sousa 119 

77. Andre St. Hilaire 120 

78. Heidi Stephens 121 

79. James Alexander Strautma 123 

80. Chris Stubel 125 

81. Matt Temmel 126 

82. Karen Tracy 129 

83. Jay Turner 130 

84. Julie Turner 131 

85. Ruth Tweeten 132 

86. David Ullman 133 

87. Ann Welton 134 

88. Ethan Whitener 135 

89. Harrison Wiener 136 

90. John Wolters 137 
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List 2 – Commenters of Oral Testimony 
(Received at Public Hearing, June 1, 2022) 

No. Name Page 

1. Peter Stanley 139 

2. Liz Kaster 139 

3. Deborah Cade 140 

4. Rick Aramburu 140 

5. Heidi Stephens 140 

6. Jeff Ryan 141 

7. Huy Pham, Washington Trust for Historic Preservation 141 

8. Holly Powers 142 

9. Eric Quist 142 

10. Rich Arneson 142 

11. Julie Turner 143 

12. Ryan Johnson 143 

13. Susan Ryan 143 

14. Tom Lowe 144 

15. Tim Milander 144 

16. Wendy 144 

17. Allie Rucker 144 



LAW OFFICES OF J. RICHARD ARAMBURU PLLC 

705 Second Avenue, Suite 1300 

Seattle, WA 98104-1797 
Telephone 206.625.9515 
Facsimile 206.682.1376 

Tacoma Planning Commission 
City of Tacoma 
747 Market St# 345, 
Tacoma, WA 98402 

June 3, 2022 

Re: College Park Historic Special Review District 

Dear Commissioners: 

www.aramburulaw.com 

www.aramburu-eustis.com 

I have been asked by Jeffrey Ryan and the College Park Historic District Association to 
provide comments to the Planning Commission concerning the College Park Historic 

Special Review District (College Park HSRD), which is now before the Commission for 
review following its approval by the Landmarks Preservation Commission. I have 
background and long experience in land use and zoning matters, including involvement 
with several issues relating to application of historic preservation regulations. 1 

In summary, the background facts, read in conjunction with the Tacoma 
Comprehensive Plan and other regulations, support a recommendation of approval of 
the College Park Historic District to the City Council. 

BACKGROUND 

The current proposal for landmark status designation at the City level is unusual 
because the College Park Historic District has been listed on both the National Register 
of Historic Places and the Washington State Heritage Register since 2017. The 
National Register listing is the highest honor a historic property can achieve and follows 
a rigorous process of application, justification and review. 

Against this background, the College Park HSRD has been reviewed by the Tacoma 
Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) over a ten month period from May, 2021 to 
March, 2022. The LPC held fourteen meetings to discuss College Park, in addition to 

11 have practiced land use and environmental law since 1970 and am the co-author of
the Zoning Chapter of the Washington State Bar Association's Real Property Deskbook. 
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From: Philip Arbaugh
To: Planning
Subject: Comments for Planning Commission public hearing re. College Park HD
Date: Wednesday, May 25, 2022 11:24:51 AM

Hello,

I am writing to voice my disapproval of the proposed College Park Historic District. For the
record, I live in this neighborhood and own a home here.

This proposed district serves some existing homeowners to the detriment of everyone else.
Barriers to development increase housing costs for many populations, including renters by
decreasing the total number of rentable units in the supply, homeowners in the area who may
not prioritize a particular aesthetic and will be forced to bear costs of supplemental reviews
and stringent building requirements, and college students, who are the entire reason that
"College Park" exists in the first place, by increasing their housing costs.

As a city we should increase density through more development, and make every
neighborhood welcome to all people. This proposed Historic District moves us in the opposite
direction and should not be adopted.

Thank you,
Philip Arbaugh
3602925587
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From: Andrew Austin
To: Planning
Subject: Just say no to college park historic district
Date: Saturday, May 28, 2022 11:26:36 AM

Please reject the college park historic district. 

This faux pass at a historical neighborhood creation is racist, anti-growth, attempt at modern
day redlining and exclusionary zoning, through and through. 

It’s counter to to the welcoming and inclusive ideals of our city. Please reject this vapid
proposal. 

Andrew Austin
3617 S 8th, Tacoma, WA 
-- 
Sent in transit
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From: Sharon Babcock
To: Planning
Subject: College Park designation
Date: Monday, May 16, 2022 10:36:52 AM

To: Tacoma Planning Commission

Thank you for your invitation to attend the informational meeting and public hearing for the proposed College Park
Historic District. I am unable to participate in either meeting so ask you to consider the following:

In keeping with goals of the One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan--GOAL DD–12 Integrate and harmonize
development with the natural environment and GOAL DD–13 Protect and preserve Tacoma’s historic and cultural
character, I suggest that you move forward with adopting the historic designation for the proposed district.

Sharon Babcock
16 N Summit Road
Tacoma WA 98406
253-759-3627

- 12 -- 12 -

mailto:shbabcock@earthlink.net
mailto:planning@cityoftacoma.org


From: Landmarks
To: Planning
Subject: FW: College Park Historic District comment
Date: Wednesday, June 1, 2022 8:56:32 AM

For the 6/1 hearing

From: Jenarae Bach <bach.jenarae@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2022 9:58 PM
To: Landmarks <landmarks@cityoftacoma.org>
Subject: College Park Historic District comment

 
Dear Tacoma Planning Commission, 

I am writing to express my support of the college park historic district being adopted
and recognized by the city.  I was born and raised in the college park district, and
decided to purchase a home 30 years later in the same district, to begin to raise my
family. 

The adoption of the College Park
historic district is a way to honor the history of the city of Tacoma as well as the
craftsmanship of historic homes including craftsman, 4-squares, and Tudor homes.

I’m a recent poll sent out by the landmarks commission 2021, it shows that a majority
of people who live in the district support the historic district as being officially
recognized and  adopted by the city of Tacoma. These are the voices of the people
that live within the boundaries. 

The district encompasses a wide range and dense number of people who
live within the boundary. According to the city census map as well as a
recent study done by UW Tacoma, the district has one of the highest
densities of people living per block as well as the highest percentage of non-
white residents compared to other areas of Tacoma- central, west, and
North. In addition, the district is sprawling in terms of types of housing
offered and walkability of the neighborhood. When it comes to sustainability,
historic preservation is one of the best ways to provide affordable housing. 

After recent updates to the permitting process by Mr. Mckight, the process of applying
for a permit  is easy to follow and the fees and permits are not exorbitant. This
review and application allows both owners who wish to make updates as
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well as owners who wish to age in place, both voice and accessibility. 

My husband and I both strongly support the college park district being
adopted at the city level for these reasons.  We urge the planning
commission to approve this adoption as well. 

Thank you,
Jenarae and Nicholas Bach 

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Jenny Bartoy
To: Planning
Subject: College Park Historic District
Date: Friday, June 3, 2022 4:52:39 PM

Dear Planning Commission members,

I write to say that I am firmly opposed to the proposed College Park Historic District.

I live within the area and find this proposal absolutely inequitable, regressive, and
anti-community for a variety of reasons.

First, the city budget should be focused on programs that benefit those who are
underrepresented and actually need help, rather than on landmark administrative
costs to benefit a privileged bunch in the North End. Taxpayer funds should not be
wasted on this vanity project.

Second, our neighborhood aesthetics are already protected by the National Historic
Registry. We do not need more rules that favor the few and their property values and
prevent the many from sustaining their community.

Third, this proposed historic district would put undue hardship on middle- or working-
class and retired folks who love living here, have done so for years, and choose to
upkeep or remodel their property within their means rather than move. 

On my block alone within the last few years, 4 households have had work done on
their property to be able to keep living here — dormer expansion, ADU, new siding,
new windows, etc. These projects would be either disallowed or unaffordable under
the new proposed district regulations. The changes made by these neighbors have
not made their homes look bad. On the opposite, our community feels great pride of
ownership. A big part of that is the sense of belonging to our neighborhood,
something that would stop once necessary property updates are no longer
permissible or affordable. This proposed district would force families like mine, who
have been saving up to remodel and better accommodate growing children and aging
parents, to relocate! 

This is the opposite of an equitable and community-focused plan. Tacoma deserves
better.

I love this neighborhood. I love my neighbors. And I say a big NO to the proposed
College Park Historic District. 

Jenny Bartoy
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From: Erik Bjornson
To: Planning
Subject: Decline creating College Park as a Historical District
Date: Thursday, May 26, 2022 3:44:56 PM

Tacoma Planning Commission, 

Mayor Woodards and Tacoma City Council, 

I write this letter to ask to you to DECLINE adding the area referred to
as College Park as a historical district. 

The Planning Commission should decline creating yet another historical
district just as the Tacoma City Council declined creating a historical
district on the West End. 

The proposal is contrary to the agreed upon values of Tacoma. 

I write this as a 24 year resident of the North End and the former chair
of the North End Neighborhood Council 

Hurts Affordable Housing Effort 

Requiring any significant infilling of this area would add significant costs
and to add ADUs. DADUs, or new larger houses in the area.  Most new
housing in Tacoma is far larger than older house and can hold more
people. 

All developments or modifications to housing would have to go before
the Landmarks Commission which can add many months to projects
and thousands of extra dollars.   

Reducing the ability for Tacoma to infill and add more units creates
unnecessary scarcity and shortage of housing.  This scarcity of housing
causes prices to increase at a higher rate than they normally would and
causing housing displacement at increased rate. 

Violates Intention of Equity Index of City of Tacoma
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The Equity Index in Tacoma was an expensive and long term analysis
which sought to determine where the most opportunity there was in
Tacoma:

"It is one of the primary tools that City staff, partners, and other decision makers use to
help ensure they are making data-informed decisions to improve access to opportunity for
all community members. "
Designating a portion of North Tacoma a Historical District would erect yet another barrier
for people to live in this area of town.

Thwarts Efforts to Implement Home in Tacoma 

The new College Park would make infilling through the Home in Tacoma
very difficult and expensive.  The College Park effort is little more than
an a NIMBLY effort to thwart any significant infilling in this area of
Tacoma. 

Historical Preservation 

If there are houses that deserve to be protected, they can be placed on
the historical registry. There is no need to place yet another whole
section of the city in amber where adding more housing units is made
far more expensive and difficult.  There is no need to make this area of
Tacoma so exclusive. 

This area of North Tacoma is not significantly different than any other
area of Tacoma.  There are far larger more architecturally complex and
historically significant areas of North Tacoma than this area.  The entire
reason for this proposal is to limit or slow housing infilling of any kind
around UPS.

Environmental Concerns
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College Park is right next to UPS.  This is an area that SHOULD easily
allow more density of housing so that students can live and walk to
campus instead of requiring them to live remotely from campus and
drive to work.  Designating the area a Historical District would thwart
these efforts.  Most colleges around the country have high density
housing around colleges.  Instead of reducing barriers, this measure
attempts to create more barriers.

Conclusion

The College Park proposal is purely an exclusionary NIMBY measure to
thwart reasonable development and add much needed housing.  This
area will still be protected by the current zooming in the area. 

Sincerely, 

Erik Bjornson 

North Tacoma

- 18 -- 18 -



From: Todd Bond
To: Planning
Subject: I support the College Park Historic District Nomination
Date: Friday, June 3, 2022 4:24:47 PM

To Whom It May Concern:

I support the College Park Historic District Nomination. 
Please forward the Nomination onto the City Council. 

Thank you!  Respectfully, Roy Bond. 253 255 8878
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From: Landmarks
To: Planning
Subject: FW: College Park Historic District comment
Date: Tuesday, May 31, 2022 8:58:00 AM

For the 6/1 hearing.

From: Todd Bond <bndmgc@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 30, 2022 10:10 PM
To: Landmarks <landmarks@cityoftacoma.org>
Subject: College Park Historic District comment

I would like to ask the members of the Planning commission to approve the proposed College
Park Historic District. This new District would bring a sense of community to this diverse
collection of home styles. When people feel a sense of belonging ,they tend to keep homes in
better conditions, clean up garbage they did not create, and are more willing to help one
another. This neighborhood is home to turn of the century homes, as well as 1920's,30's, pre
war ,postwar, mid century, 60's,70's etc. Including a Peanut butter and Candy manufacturing at
North 8th between Junett and Cedar Streets. Please put your support behind this Historic
District. Thank You Todd Bond 3008 N 8th St.
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May 24, 2022 

Tacoma Planning Commission 
747 Market Street, Room 349 
Tacoma, WA  98402 

RE:  College Park Historic District Nomination 

Dear Members of the Tacoma Planning Commission, 

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

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

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

Sincerely, 

Kathleen Brooker, 
Board President 
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From: Jessica Brown
To: Planning
Subject: June 1 Public Hearing Comment
Date: Thursday, May 26, 2022 12:42:21 PM

I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed College Park Historic District in
Tacoma. I urge Planning Commission members to vote no on this proposal for the following
reasons -

- our city is experiencing a significant crisis in housing, specifically the affordability and
availability of homes. This proposal would exacerbate that problem.
- The homes in this proposed district are perfectly lovely, but I do not see any evidence of
historical significance that would warrant this district.

Again, I urge the commission members to vote no on this proposal.

Thank you,
Jessica Brown

-- 

Jessica Brown

"Life moves pretty fast.  If you don't stop and look around once in awhile, you
could miss it."  - Ferris Bueller

- 22 -- 22 -

mailto:jlharman10@gmail.com
mailto:planning@cityoftacoma.org


From: Aaron Byers
To: Planning
Subject: College Park Historic District
Date: Friday, June 3, 2022 1:48:09 PM

Good Afternoon,

I am a homeowner inside the proposed College Park Historic District.  We are opposed to this
proposal.  Besides following the building codes, as a homeowner, I have the right to
decide how I want my house to look and how I wish to make improvements.  The Historic
Preservation has no right to tell me as the owner what to do.  I purchased the property not
them.  They should keep their hands-off private property.  My style is my own and I don't
need to agree with their ideas. Historic Districts are ruining cities. There is no legit reason to
keep houses stuck in the past.  If they want to protect certain historic properties, they should
purchase the properties themselves and not change them.

It's time for them to pound sand and leave our neighborhood alone.

Aaron Byers
3316 N. 19th. St.

Aaron R Byers, Director of Operations 

First Presbyterian Church Tacoma

20 Tacoma Ave. S. TACOMA, WA 98402

(253) 272-3286 Ext 119 / abyers@fpctacoma.org

Caution: This email is both proprietary and confidential, and not intended for transmission to (or 
receipt by) any unauthorized person(s). If you believe that you have received this email in error, 
do not read any attachments. Instead, kindly reply to the sender stating that you have received the 
message in error. Then destroy it and any attachments. Thank you.
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From: Deborah Cade
To: Planning
Subject: Support for College Park historic district nomination
Date: Friday, June 3, 2022 4:06:27 PM

Please support the designation of the College Park state and national historic district as a city
historic district. 

The Planning Commission’s role in the process is to determine whether the proposed
nomination is consistent with the city comprehensive plan.  It is then up to the city council to
determine if the nomination should be approved. 

The College Park nomination is consistent with the comprehensive plan.  Goal DD-1 states: 
“Design new development to respond to and enhance the distinctive physical, historic, aesthetic and
cultural qualities of its location, while accommodating growth and change.”   Historic preservation is not about
freezing a neighborhood in place or turning it into a museum.  Rather it is about managing the change that will
inevitably take place in a way that preserves the character of a building or neighborhood so that it continues to
represent a part of the city’s history.  The definition of “low-scale development” also recognizes that change may
occur in historic neighborhoods: “Infill in historic districts is supported to expand housing options consistent with
the low-scale designation but must be consistent with the neighborhood scale and defining features, and with
policies discouraging demolition.” 

Goal DD-13 specifically addresses historic resources: “Protect and preserve Tacoma’s historic
and cultural character.”  Designation of the College Park neighborhood as a city historic is a significant step in
preserving and protecting the city’s historic and cultural character.  The nomination is also consistent with and
furthers policies DD-13-1, 2, 3, 5, 11, and 12. 

Those of us who support historic preservation are particularly concerned about demolition. 
My neighborhood, the North Slope Historic District, was formed largely because of concerns
about acquisition of old homes by developers who were demolishing those homes to build new
apartment buildings.  This had been encouraged by the City’s upzoning of the neighborhood to
R4L.  Since the neighborhood’s historic district designation and the city’s adoption of the
more appropriate HRM-SRD zoning category, unnecessary demolitions have stopped, more
homes have been restored, and more are owner-occupied.  In addition to the loss of historic
buildings, demolition of viable buildings results in unnecessary waste, use of greater resources
to rebuild on those sites, and in the case of residential house, usually results in the replacement
of more affordable housing with less affordable housing. 

Just as the study of history can no longer be limited to the workings of wealthy, white males,
historic preservation cannot be limited to only the “grand” buildings that they once inhabited
or worked in.  Our history must include the ordinary – the people who worked, ran businesses,
and raised their families in Tacoma neighborhoods.  Likewise, the city’s historic preservation
efforts must include the residential neighborhoods that represent the time periods during which
the city developed.  College Park is one of those neighborhoods that is architecturally intact
and represents a significant time in Tacoma’s development.  Other neighborhoods will meet
those criteria as well, and I hope that they too will be considered for historic preservation. 

Please support the College Park historic district nomination. 

Deborah L. Cade
908 North M St
Tacoma, WA   98403
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From: Justin Camarata
To: Planning; Bess Camarata
Cc: Rumbaugh, Sarah; Daniels, Kiara; McCarthy, Conor; Walker, Kristina; Woodards, Victoria
Subject: College Park Historic Review District
Date: Friday, June 3, 2022 4:25:49 PM

We write in opposition of the proposed College Park Historic Review District.

We've lived in the Buckley's Addition/College Park area for over ten years. We love our 1905
house near the University of Puget Sound campus, and like so many others we
appreciate a beautiful old Tacoma home being restored to its former glory.

But like literally every other neighborhood in Tacoma, College Park needs a lot more housing
for everyone, and this proposal will do the opposite of that. Despite good intentions, historic
districts make the development of new housing difficult or impossible, drive up the pricing of
existing homes for both renters and buyers, further institutionalize redlining and other historic
wrongs that kept people out of communities, and limit the property rights of homeowners.

At a time when the City is rightly focusing on equitably addressing the housing crisis, making
our walkable neighborhood near transit and businesses and 6th Ave less accessible for housing
development seems counterproductive and harmful. 

Thank you,

Justin and Bess Camarata
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From: Kirsten Carlson
To: Planning
Subject: I support the College Park Historic District Nomination
Date: Thursday, June 2, 2022 4:43:27 PM

To Whom It May Concern:

I support the College Park Historic District Nomination.
Please forward the Nomination onto the City Council.

Thank you!

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Ann Clark
To: Planning
Subject: College Park Historic District
Date: Tuesday, May 17, 2022 6:03:23 PM

I live in the neighborhood near this district an think this would be a fabulous idea. There are
many very charming houses in this district area. It is a hugely pleasant place to walk. I would
like this area to be protected and preserved. Thank you.

Ann Clark
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From: Ruby Collins
To: Planning
Subject: I live and love the North Slope Historic District
Date: Friday, May 13, 2022 6:24:10 PM

Hello Tacoma Planning commission,
    My husband and I moved to Tacoma in 2000 and bought a bungalow craftsman home that was
built in 1925.  We love our home and neighbors! We moved here because we wanted to be a part of
this unique city and the charm of the “North Slope Historic District” has.
    We have raised our daughter here and she attended Stadium High School.  Both my husband and I
work in the area. Neighborhoods like this are an important part of families making lifelong
friendships!
    We appreciate the work you do and wanted to express to you the importance of maintaining this
unique neighborhood where many families call their home!

Kindest regards,
Ruby

Ruby, Ron and Xia Collins
710 N M Street
Tacoma, WA 98403
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From: McKnight, Reuben
To: Planning
Subject: Fwd: College Park Historic District
Date: Monday, June 6, 2022 8:05:38 AM

For comment record, if not too late.

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "tiobini@nventure.com" <tiobini@nventure.com>
Date: June 3, 2022 at 3:22:53 PM PDT
To: "McKnight, Reuben" <RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org>
Subject: College Park Historic District

Mr. McKnight,

My name is Perry Colombini and my wife and I reside at 3411 N. 18th St.  We
have lived here the past 41 years.  We love our neighborhood.  It's charm and
character along with location make it, in our opinion, one of the most desirable
locations to live within the city of Tacoma. We (spouse and I) are writing to let
you know of our disapproval of the proposed "college park historic district".  We
have listened to the presentations and see no advantages to creating said district.
 In the 40 plus years we have lived in our home the charm and character that I
spoke of has not changed.  Why the need for this designation?  Frankly in
listening to the different presentations there has been more confusion than clarity.
Different explanations have been given to similar questions. Why develop a
process that is only going to create more bureaucratic red tape.

We see no benefit to the creation of the district, how it would enhance our
neighborhood or the greater benefit to the city of Tacoma. We respectively
request that the commission decline said request.

Thank you,
Perry Colombini

PS:  this will add little value because unless they speak for themselves I'm sure
you will give little weight. However, many of my neighbors who are not engaged
in paying attention to this proposal have all voiced disapproval when hearing
about it.  I hope they speak up.
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From: Jodi Cook
To: Planning
Cc: Hines, John; Rumbaugh, Sarah
Subject: College Park Nomination to be added to Tacoma Historic Places/Districts
Date: Friday, June 3, 2022 3:49:09 PM

To the Tacoma Planning Commission,

Submitting my support for adding the College Park Historic Neighborhood to Tacoma Historic Districts.  College
Park has already
met the rigorous inspection to receive the National and State of Washington historic designations.  I have learned
that this
nomination has been applauded as the most seriously researched and documented package seen by many associated
with
Tacoma and State Historic Preservationists.  Overwhelmingly voted in support by Tacoma’s Landmarks
Commission, whose sole
purpose is to understand what makes historic buildings significant to our City’s history.

The Planning Commission plays an important role in helping to support the policies established under the One
Tacoma Comprehensive Plan
which includes Historic Preservation and establishing zoning regulations.  I have listened to testimony that included
Sr. Planner Elliott Barnett,
who confirmed that the new Home in Tacoma zoning changes will not be affected through approval of College Park
to become a historic district.  

Have also learned that the University of Puget Sound does not take exception, what so ever, to the establishment of
College Park to join Tacoma’s
other historic districts.

I am proud of the efforts of past and current City citizens and City staff efforts to preserve our Tacoma's historic
homes and buildings.   When visitors
come to Tacoma, they seek out learning about the people and industries that founded our heritage because it is
unique and one of a kind.

Lastly, I hope the Planning Commission will assist our Historic Preservation staff to seek out other areas of Tacoma
that mirror the same
small and sturdy housing, created by early builders who designed and built homes to last for centuries.   

I commend the efforts of Jeff Ryan who has spent his own personal time researching this time capsule of these
homes.    The City should appropriate
additional funds for such historic neighborhoods as McKinley, Lincoln and others for similar research to be
completed and allow passage to join
formally Tacoma’s historic areas.

Lastly, there have been some who feel that managing historic districts is costly to the City.   It is one of the most
important services the
City provides to connect our past, present and future through the buildings and people who call Tacoma home.

Jodi Cook 
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From: Barbara Cordis-Lowe
To: Planning
Subject: I support The College Park Historic District
Date: Tuesday, May 31, 2022 8:49:39 PM

To the Planning Commission City of Tacoma,

I fully support the College Park National Historic District efforts in being named to the Tacoma Registry of Historic
Places.  I have supported their efforts the last two nominations for the Registry of Historic Places in Washington
State and in the eyes of our Nation.  I fully believe in the history of our city and preserving it.  In your comments
from the last Planning Zoom meeting, the chair made in sound like our neighborhood, the one which is presented by
the College Park District, is full of wealthy people who have bought their way into this nomination,  That could not
be farther from the truth.  All efforts have been through the neighbors who have gone door-to-door with petitions,
researching the history and speaking to council members.  All donating their time, not copious amounts of cash. 
Our neighborhood is comprised of working class citizens, college students and families.  You should actually tour
the College Park District and see for yourself.  I feel that the chair and other members of your commission are bias
toward us and our efforts to preserve our history.  Our community is not against the expansion of Tacoma and
instead of working against us, you should be working with us.  Many cities have done just that.  Please follow their
example.

Sincerely,

Barbara Cordis-Lowe
1002 N Junett Street
Tacoma, WA 98406
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From: Rod Cory
To: Planning
Subject: College Park Historical District
Date: Wednesday, May 18, 2022 3:50:50 PM

To the Planning Commission

I have lived in the Northend since 1985.  In 2003 We searched the Northend for a quiet well
kept neighborhood.  We looked at several properties in the College Park area.  We looked in
University Place as well.  It was ultimately the charm and feel of the area that helped us decide
to buy our home which we have now lived in for almost 20 years.

Our neighbors have changed, the landscaping has changed in many of the neighboring homes,
but the character and appeal of our neighborhood has not.  We haven't had any infill housing,
nor any homes that have been demolished to only be replaced with tin sheds, you know what I
am referring to- those structures with corrugated aluminum for siding.   Protecting the lure of
this area will in fact keep our property values in place and will continue to generate much
needed tax money for our city.  Keeping the historical significance of the area is important,
because as I have witnessed, once one of these older homes is destroyed, it is not being
replaced by a property that exudes the same feel as the early 1900's charm.

Please put me down as a strong supporter of the College Park addition, and allow our future
generations to enjoy the history of our great city.

Rod Cory
3007 North 12th
A Contributing Property to the College Park Addition
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From: Nic Daniel
To: Planning
Subject: College Park Historical Review Project
Date: Friday, May 20, 2022 8:35:27 AM

I live in this proposed area and yes my house is old, and that is what it is. I am wondering
what the Historical Societies agenda is and for whom it serves. There is actually no preserving
the past, it is gone, I could see preserving certain buildings and maintaining the family
character of the neighborhood. Seems to me the Historical Society is more about living in the
past and ignoring the present.  
I do not want archaic rules imposed on my house. WE, my wife Athena and I, are looking at
developing an ADU on our property. 1) There is a very real housing shortage, especially
affordable, safe, and humain housing. 2) we will both be on social security soon and would
also like the additional Income.

I will be honest. I am not a fan of the historical society. If some people want to have their Old
House deemed historical, let them do it on an individual basis. As far as our neighborhood
goes, it is lovely and I love living here. Let the Historical folks impose the ideas
upon themselves. I really think there's some agenda lying underneath this proposal, and I
can't think of what it would be, and this is a simple family neighborhood. Leave it be and let
those who do not live here keep out of our lives.  Thank you for your service to our city, It
can't be easy. 
With respect, Nic Daniel
P.S. See you at the zoom meetings.     
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Nomination of College Park to City of Tacoma’s Register of Historic 
Places 

To: The Planning Commissioners 
From:  Felicity Devlin 
Date:  5/31/22 

I’m writing in support of the nomination of College Park to the City of 
Tacoma’s Register of Historic Places.  Although I don’t live in that neighborhood, I 
appreciate the historic value of the district and believe it merits the designation.  
Both the Tacoma municipal code and the Comprehensive Plan explain at length why 
historic preservation is so valuable to our city.  College Park is an historic asset that 
belongs to all Tacomans and should be preserved for future Tacoma residents.  

College Park certainly meets the criteria required to receive the city’s 
designation.  The district was built between the 1890s and 1960s, with much of the 
development occurring between 1910 and 1940.  College Park thus has particular 
historic merit as an intact neighborhood that reflects the development of Tacoma.  
As the nomination states, the district provides examples of “the full range of 
residential architectural styles prevalent during Tacoma’s greatest period of 
growth.”  And, unlike many neighborhoods, it has escaped widespread demolition 
and redevelopment and thus retains much of its historic fabric.  The neighborhood 
was home to middle and working class residents involved in diverse occupations 
vital to the dynamism of the city.  In sum, College Park helps tell the story of Tacoma 
and reflects the aspirations of its residents.   

It is precisely because so much of the historic fabric remains intact that 
College Park warrants the strong protections that come from inclusion on the City’s 
register.   The National Register may ensure that buildings of outstanding 
architectural or historic significance are given a demolition review; however, it does 
not safeguard buildings that, while they may not be architectural masterpieces, 
nevertheless contribute to the historic ambience and integrity of a neighborhood.  
Inclusion on the City of Tacoma’s register does provide demolition review to these 
contributing buildings, recognizing them as essential to the whole.  Mechanisms to 
deter demolition will become increasingly valuable in areas like College Park.  The 
homes in this neighborhood are smaller than the homes many contemporary buyers 
are seeking.  These historic houses therefore face the threat of demolition to make 
way for single-family houses built on a grander scale.  

There are additional environmental benefits to deterring demolition.  The 
homes in College Park were constructed with robust natural materials and were 
built to last.  Not only are they resilient but they’ve also paid off the energy taken to 
build them.   

I agree with those on the Planning Commission who lament that it’s left to the 
hard work and expertize of individual Tacomans to ensure our diverse historic 
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neighborhoods and structures are protected.  It does indeed take time and some 
expertize to draft a nomination to Tacoma’s Historic Register.  And this does create 
barriers to ensuring the inclusion of all our historic assets that merit it.  However, 
this is not an argument for denying College Park’s inclusion in the register.  Historic 
preservation is not a zero sum game, with the preservation of one historic 
neighborhood shutting out the chances of another.  And we shouldn’t level the 
playing field by contriving an equal lack of protection for all.  Rather, the focus of the 
City should be to provide funds and assistance to areas that are currently under-
represented. The aim should be to ensure we preserve all our historic buildings and 
neighborhoods. 

Tacoma has been given the opportunity to provide historic designation to one 
important historic neighborhood.  We should seize this chance while also continuing 
to promote preservation of historic assets across the city. 

Thank you, 

Felicity Devlin 

(Staff note: Letter e-mailed from felicitydevlin@yahoo.com) 
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From: David Douglas
To: Planning
Subject: College Park Historic Review District
Date: Monday, May 23, 2022 12:36:27 PM

We live at 3403 North 18th Street, Tacoma.  We are not in favor of establishing the
proposed College Park Historic District.
Dave Douglas
d.b.douglas@comcast.net
253-759-2565 / 253-208-2277
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From: David Eichner
To: Planning
Subject: College Park Historic District
Date: Wednesday, May 18, 2022 5:14:44 PM

Please recognize the College Park Historic District as a historic district within the city of Tacoma.

Best,

David Eichner, CPA
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From: David Eichner
To: Planning
Subject: I support the College Park Historic District Nomination
Date: Thursday, June 2, 2022 6:50:40 PM

David Eichner, CPA
1511 N Cedar
Tacoma WA 98406
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From: Jane Eichner
To: Planning
Subject: I support the College Park Historic District Nomination
Date: Thursday, June 2, 2022 4:51:34 PM

To Whom It May Concern:

I support the College Park Historic District Nomination. 
Please forward the Nomination onto the City Council. 

Thank you!
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From: Landmarks
To: Planning
Subject: FW: College Park Historic District comment
Date: Tuesday, May 24, 2022 1:12:17 PM

For the 6/1 hearing.

From: Micheal Frank <thirdeye52@aol.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 24, 2022 12:53 PM
To: Landmarks <landmarks@cityoftacoma.org>
Subject: College Park Historic District comment

You need to make college park a historic district, to preserve these old homes.

Mike Frank
407 no. L st
Tacoma Wash 98403
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From: Elisa Friske
To: Planning
Subject: College Park Historic District
Date: Tuesday, May 17, 2022 2:48:45 PM

Tacoma Planning Commission,

Having lived in Bothell, the moment we visited Tacoma's North End my wife & I instantly fell
in love with the culture & architecture of the area.  So much so that without knowing anyone
in the area, we put our house on the market within 2 weeks of visiting North Tacoma for the
first time. We were able to also find a home in the now College Park District as well shortly
after. 

We love the old homes, the neighborhoods, the quieter streets. It just "feels" like home all
around us. 

On the flip side I work in Seattle and have seen beautiful neighborhoods with historical
significance filled with tear downs and modern homes popping up all over the place like a sore
thumb. Not to mention the horrible traffic. 

I greatly fear losing the neighborhood feel as it currently is for my children to grow up in. I
simply don't trust contractors coming in and building multi-dwelling family housing units that
will add to the neighborhoods.  I just don't see how that kind of talent now days will match
what the craftsmen from the 1910's, 20's and 30's had created, especially with the type of
building materials that we now use. 

The BIGGEST reason we moved here- The historical feel of our neighborhood. I gave up
a longer commute for it. If it just turns into modern homes and apartments then I might have
well just stayed in suburbia Bothell. The north end is special for a reason.  

I greatly favor making College Park Historical District as part of the Tacoma Historical
register. 

Thank you,

Brian & Elisa Friske
3016 N 10th St
Tacoma, WA 98406
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From: L G
To: Planning
Subject: Public Comment: City of Tacoma College Park Historic Review District -oppose
Date: Wednesday, June 1, 2022 9:46:01 AM

To Whom It May Concern:

As a Tacoma citizen living near the proposed Historic District, I oppose this neighborhood designation.

The burden to homeowners of design review by the Landmarks Preservation Commission far exceeds
any benefit to homeowners.  

I urge the planning commission to reject this proposed historic district.

Kind regards,
Lara Gabriel
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From: DashPointDreamer@mail.com
To: Planning
Subject: College Park Historic District Nomination
Date: Thursday, June 2, 2022 4:29:15 PM

Planning Commission,

I support the College Park Historic District nomination.

Thanks,

M. Gregory

Sent using the mail.com mail app
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From: Jess Guatney
To: Planning
Subject: College Park Historic District
Date: Friday, June 3, 2022 9:41:00 AM

Hello

I would like to stand in support of the College Park Historic District. We desperately need to
protect historic neighborhoods and architecture and this is a crucial step. 

Thank you

Jess Guatney
Tacoma resident 
-- 
Jess Guatney
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From: Noel Hagens
To: Planning
Subject: College Park proposal
Date: Tuesday, May 31, 2022 7:33:42 PM

COMMENTS ON PROPOSED COLLEGE PARK HISTORIC
DISTRICT
We vehemently disagree with the proposal.  As neighbors of the district (we
live just north of the area), we walk through the area frequently and have
neither observed nor been informed of any unique or interesting history.

We believe that this proposal would raise costs for homeowners, at a time
when housing costs are already high.  This could lead to further
gentrification, which limits racial diversity, at a time when we finally
recognize that racial diversity is essential, as is the opportunity for people of
color to be able to purchase homes and benefit from the equity involved.

We are concerned that this proposal could reduce diversity of housing at a
time when Tacoma needs more diversity and density,  Density is needed in
order to bring more housing to our town, which is struggling to increase
housing stock.

We believe that this proposal is a thinly veiled attempt to get around the
Home in Tacoma proposal.  With all its faults, Home in Tacoma is one way to
increase housing options, which are badly needed for all the reasons listed
above.

Please do not approve this misguided proposal.

Noel and Bill Hagens
3214 No. 27th Street
Tacoma  998407
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From: Dan Hager
To: Planning
Subject: College Park Historic District
Date: Thursday, May 26, 2022 8:33:58 AM

Hello,

Thank you for the recent notifications regarding the upcoming hearing for College Park as a Historic District for
Tacoma. Being able to review the documents that describe how this change would impact us as homeowners in the
district was very helpful. We fully support this moving forward.

Sincerely,

Dan & Melissa Hager
3017 N 16th St
253.381.6843

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Landmarks
To: Planning
Subject: FW: college park historic district public comment
Date: Tuesday, May 24, 2022 2:12:44 PM

Hearing comment

From: Erik Hanberg <erikemery@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 24, 2022 1:52 PM
To: Landmarks <landmarks@cityoftacoma.org>
Subject: college park historic district public comment

Hello,

I am writing with a public comment about the college park historic district. I do not support
this designation for the neighborhood. If there are individual historic structures within the
district that are representative of the period, I think it's appropriate for those homeowners to
apply for the status. But I do not support the entire area becoming a historic district. It should
be able to grow and change like any district in Tacoma. New buildings, duplexes, or other
options included in the Home in Tacoma plan would be great here. It would help provide
housing for UPS students and better Tacoma. I encourage you to decline this path.

Sincerely,

Erik Hanberg
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From: Thomas Irby
To: Planning
Subject: College Park Historic District
Date: Saturday, May 14, 2022 7:25:56 PM

Hello,

As a resident of the North End I ask you to not move forward with the creation of the College Park Historic District.
Designating this area as a historic district will create more barriers to developing housing in Tacoma. We need
housing more than we need to preserve the historic aesthetics of the neighborhood.

Thank you.

Thomas Irby

Feel free to respond to this email at your convenience. I don’t expect replies if you are outside of work hours, or on
vacation.
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From: Christopher James
To: Planning
Subject: College Park Historic District Comments
Date: Thursday, June 2, 2022 5:05:24 PM

To Whom It May Concern

Following are comments on the proposed College Park Historic Review District:

We have been residents of the proposed district since 2010. Since then we have improved our
home several times:
*added a full bathroom upstairs
*remodeled the kitchen, including insulating it for the first time
*added solar panels that more than offset our home's electricity demand
*replaced several windows to improve their energy efficiency (each window replaced is in
keeping with the home's mission style)
*finished the basement to make a legal bedroom for guests
*finished the backyard with a formal patio and garden

We are in favor of the proposed historic district with the following caveats:
*any review process should cover only the street side of the house, and not the other three
sides (i.e., if someone wants to replace a window in the back with vinyl, then that should not
be subject to review). This point was made by others as well, but it's not clear what the
Commission intended.
*solar panels should be exempt from review. Tacoma has a climate plan which aims to be
decarbonized by 2050. Solar panels fit into this plan, and also will help homeowners to replace
their gas stoves with electric induction stoves, by off setting any increase in electricity
demand.
*the process to review any application should have a clear timeline. We recommend that the
review process not take longer than 30 days once a complete application has been submitted.

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comment.

Christopher and Anne James
3115 N. 13th Street
98406

- 49 -- 49 -

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


From: Erik Jaszewski
To: Landmarks; Planning
Subject: DENY the College Park Historic Review District
Date: Friday, May 20, 2022 12:08:37 PM

Dear Esteemed Planning Commissioners,

I'm writing to make sure you are considering the possible unintended consequences of this
proposal. The establishment of the College Park Historic Review District seems to be an
attempt by the wealthy white homeowners in this area to stymie the Commission and City's
good work around allowing affordable multifamily housing through the Home In Tacoma. 

While not an outright ban, this review district will put up enough barriers and red tape to make
Home In Tacoma's vision of small-scale multiplex housing construction cost ineffective. And
yet this is an area where Tacoma needs to be most encouraging to affordable multifamily
housing, not only to serve the nearby student population but also because of the district's
prime location near transit, schools, jobs, services, and walkable areas. 

Please don't allow North End homeowners another method of blocking the less affluent from
enjoying and living in one of the most desirable neighborhoods in the county. And don't allow
for a process where aesthetics considerations overrule all other important City priorities. 

Thank you,
Erik Jaszewski
Central Tacoma resident and renter 
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From: Jodi Cook <jodicook.nenc@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, June 3, 2022 4:00 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Rumbaugh, Sarah <SRumbaugh@cityoftacoma.org>; Hines, John <JHines1@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Fwd: College Park Nomination from Jill Jensen 

Apologize I am on the road and could only submit via a photo from my phone. 

Jill Jensen 
3002 N 13th St. 
Tacoma, WA 98406 
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From: K Jensen
To: Planning
Cc: K Jensen
Subject: College Park should be a recognized and protected historic district
Date: Friday, June 3, 2022 3:41:12 PM

Hello Planning Commission,

I’d like to voice my opinion that the College Park neighborhood in Tacoma should be designated as
an historic district. This area requires city assistance to enforce zoning use restrictions to single
family homes only to maintain its historical integrity. Please preserve and protect this area as a
valuable historical record of Tacoma architecture.

Thank you,
Kara Jensen
(206) 920-6131

3002 N 13th St, Tacoma, WA 98406

- 54 -- 54 -

mailto:kajen8@gmail.com
mailto:planning@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:kajen8@gmail.com


From: Robert Jensen
To: Planning
Subject: Full Support of College Park Historic District
Date: Friday, June 3, 2022 3:55:01 PM

I currently live and own a home in the College Park boundary.  I also own a rental house
within the proposed district boundaries.  As a citizen concerned with the importance of
maintaining our community, I feel it's critical that steps are taken to assure our city doesn't
fracture into an unrecognizable place.  The look and feel of Tacoma neighborhoods is
important to me, and I have significant investments in this particular neighborhood.  This is a
small step to historic preservation that's important to ALL of us.   Just look at some of our
neighbors to the north.  I do not want Tacoma neighborhoods to look like West Seattle,
Kirkland, or other communities who have lost their identity.  I urge you to adopt the College
Park Historic District as recommended by Landmark Preservation.

Robert Jensen
3002 N 13th and 2919 N 15th
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From: Ken J. Johnson
To: Planning
Subject: College Park District Proposal - Comment
Date: Saturday, May 21, 2022 3:25:55 PM

Hello,

We are residents of the College Park district.  My wife and I would like to firmly reject the
proposal to establish the College Park Historical Special Review District.

We have many reasons for being against this proposal and designation, from issues with the
organizers of the proposal, to all the missing details of such a proposal.  

One of our biggest issues is quite simple, if we want to invest hundreds of thousands of dollars
to enhance our absolutely nothing special property, how does a review by the Landmarks
Preservation Commission help this already lengthy and cumbersome process? 

Please, know your neighborhood before you start imposing more requirements on individual
property owners investments.

Thank you,
Ken & Kendra Johnson
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From: Rocky
To: Planning
Subject: College Park
Date: Sunday, May 22, 2022 11:51:05 AM

Madam Chair and commissioners,

The College Park nomination is before you with a majority of residents
in favor of designating the neighborhood a community worth preserving. 
Preserving is an inaccurate description, protecting its integrity is
more accurate.  It will not be a museum but a living changing and alive
ode to the people and spirit of the growth and hopes of our
predecessors.  Without some guidelines the character will rapidly change
as investors see this area as a goldmine to exploit.  Right now College
Park seems stable but population pressure will entice development and
major changes.  Vote to approve so that this homogeneous area stays this
way and not some visually jarring hodgepodge of mediocre buildings.

Thank you,

Roger Johnson

former LPC member

--
This email has been checked for viruses by AVG.
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.avg.com__;!!CRCbkf1f!R8GCxVsjaxQYm0mBDcuOb27qZ4q1Mq7_iAq-
OR46aKIwWb-ZYx1ITZyPI_BOe6ciWUxrAycl1NV1dCGuIAISWXbk$
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From: Katy Juranty
To: Planning
Subject: SUPPORT FOR College Park Historic Special Review District
Date: Wednesday, June 1, 2022 9:27:03 PM

Hello,

I am writing as a resident and home owner in the College Park district. I have
overwhelming support for the designation of this district. My family lives in a vibrant
district of historic homes that need this designation so that their beauty can be
appreciated for the next century. Additionally, given that our neighborhood is already
fairly dense compared to Tacoma as a whole, we are doing a great service to our
community as Tacoma considers alternate density initiatives. We are proud to live
within this district that has been designated as a historic Landmark neighborhood and
would hope that our local planning department can recognize what a jewel of a
district this is as well. 

Thank you for your time.
All the best,
Katy Juranty 
3010 North 19th Street
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From: Jennifer Kohler
To: Planning
Subject: Strongly Oppose College Park Historic District
Date: Tuesday, May 17, 2022 9:57:11 AM

Hello,

I own a home located in the proposed College Park Historic District and I strongly oppose
this. Creating this historic district doesn't support diversity, equity and inclusion. It's a bad
look for this neighborhood. It's extremely disappointing to see this moving forward. 

Sincerely, 
Jennifer Kohler
1208 N Cedar St.
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From: Pamela Kohler
To: Planning
Subject: Reject college park historic district proposal
Date: Monday, May 16, 2022 1:38:35 PM

Dear City of Tacoma, 

I am writing in strong opposition to the proposed college park historic district. We live at 3309
N 19th Street in the proposed area. This proposal is harmful to efforts both to ensure
affordable housing for and diversity and equity of our community. Please note that our house
has been listed on maps submitted by proponents of the proposal as being in support of these
plans. We are not. 

Thank you for your consideration
Pamela Kohler (and Justin Pecott)
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From: Cherie Larsen
To: Planning
Subject: Proposed College Park Historic District
Date: Friday, May 27, 2022 11:26:23 AM

Hello,

YES, please preserve our neighborhood!!!
I have been a resident of this neighborhood since 1968 (I was 4 years old when my family
moved into this house). I live on N 10th and Fife St which I HOPE will become a part of this
protected Historical District.  
It is extremely important to preserve this community as a single family home neighborhood.  It
is changing as I am witness to many apt complexes going up near 6th Ave and creeping into
the N End; the proposed apt bldg. on N 8th and Oaks for example..  This is NOT good or
welcomed.  My priority is the safety of this neighborhood for its children especially.  Already
the traffic has become of high concern with the cars speeding up and down 10th St as well as
Fife, Oaks, Prospect, Pine, etc. 
Then there is the history here.  When my parents did some upgrading to our home in 1968-69,
they found the signatures and date of those who built this house and when.  I believe that these
histories are what need to be respected and preserved and protected.  The only way I see to do
that is to keep our historic neighborhoods intact and protected.
Thank you for your time and concern from a Tacoma Native. 

Cherie Larsen
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From: Mandi LeCompte
To: Planning
Subject: College park comment
Date: Sunday, May 15, 2022 7:51:35 AM

I’m emailing my support of having the College Park area added to the historic special review
district. It is more important than ever that planning be considerate and maintain integrity.
Tacoma is a beautiful place to live because of the distinctive characteristics of homes that
include the work of master craftsmen and architects. 

Amanda Lecompte 

Sent from iPhone, excuse the brevity 
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From: melizlongo
To: Planning
Subject: I support the College Park Historic District nomination.
Date: Friday, June 3, 2022 7:30:12 AM

Liz Leske

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
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From: Sam Lindergren
To: Planning
Subject: Proposed College Park Historic District
Date: Saturday, May 14, 2022 3:19:03 PM

Hello,
I live two blocks from the proposed historic district at College Park. I do not agree with adding
additional difficulties in zoning to this area. Housing prices are already rising far beyond the
rate of inflation. This will make it even more difficult. Being next to a college campus, the
area should be more compatible with multifamily housing in order for low income students to
be able to afford to live next to their school. All this historic district would do is hinder the
development of Tacoma in order to allow for a growing population.
Thank you,
Samuel Lindergren
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From: Tom Lowe <tlowebroker@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, May 4, 2022 9:44 PM 
To: McKnight, Reuben <RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: May 4, Planning Commission Meeting 
  
Hi Reuben,  
  
As a team member who worked over the last 12 months on the College Park Nomination, I thank 
you for the thoughtful and concise presentation you provided this evening. In addition, I 
appreciate the work you did and your fielding of questions from members of the Planning 
Commission. While I don't agree with every comment, I support the process.  
  
Having said that, I was very offended by the Chair's comments at the end of the meeting. I feel 
that the Chair accused the Landmarks Commission of passing on a nomination that did not get 
adequately vetted. Her rant was nothing short of appalling.  
  
Comments like, "It is not PC's Job [sic] to prove the viability of the nomination..." I don't 
understand the statement. Isn't that what the last 12 months were all about? Would the 
nomination not be in front of the Planning Commission had Landmarks not approved it to move 
forward? In the eyes of the Landmarks Commission, the nomination is viable - at least, that is 
what I am lead to believe.  
  
She accused the author of the nomination (Jeff Ryan) of not correctly supporting his research. 
Everyone who has read the nomination knows that the 1200 pages in the nomination are well 
documented and researched. They include empirical evidence and data regarding the benefits of 
the nomination to the city and its residents, redlining (it was not prevalent in the boundaries of 
the College Park District), ADU development, etc.  
  
As you know, nothing in the college park nomination is haphazard. The Chair's implication is 
insulting and, I believe, proves she has not read the nomination.  
  
She even went as far as to say the nomination is not viable because the district is recognized 
nationally and by the state. This comment makes no sense. I can go on about how it is pretty 
challenging to get nominated nationally and by the state, but then I'd be walking into the weeds 
with the Chair. And, you already know how absurd the comment is. 
  
For you and the Landmarks Commission, who worked diligently during these last 12 months, it 
is dumbfounding that the Chair felt so compelled to make such a loud pronouncement in front of 
the commission this evening. All before public hearings and due process as the city charter 
demands. Unfortunately, she has tainted this nomination, and I believe her actions could be 
grounds for the Chair to recuse herself from the nomination's public proceedings.  
  
Long and short, I want you to know that our community greatly appreciates your efforts. I 
knocked on 500+ doors within the district last summer. As a result, I had over 300 
discussions/conversations with my neighbors, and I can say that we are a diverse and exciting, 
and invested population. We care! Because of that experience, I remain optimistic about the 
nomination.  
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Please let me or anyone else helping with this nomination know if we can help you provide more 
evidence and support or documentation and data to the PC. 

Thank you once again! 

Tom Lowe 
Real Estate Broker 
Office: 206-569-8484 
Mobile: 323-791-7705 
tlowebroker@gmail.com 
www.tomlowehomes.com 
HomeSmart Real Estate Associates 
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From: Tom Lowe
To: Planning
Subject: I support the College Park Historic District Nomination
Date: Thursday, June 2, 2022 4:15:10 PM

To Whom It May Concern:

I support the College Park Historic District Nomination. 
Please forward the Nomination onto the City Council. 

1002 N. Junett St. 
Tacoma, WA 98406

Thank you! 

Tom Lowe
Real Estate Broker
Office: 206-569-8484
Mobile: 323-791-7705
tlowebroker@gmail.com
www.tomlowehomes.com
HomeSmart Real Estate Associates
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From: Michael
To: Planning
Subject: I support The College Park Historic District
Date: Monday, May 16, 2022 8:28:50 AM

Planning Commission:

I strongly support the College Park National Historic District efforts in being named to the
Tacoma Registry of Historic Places and the historic overlay district that it would create.  As a
lifelong resident of the South Sound, I feel it's critically important to celebrate what makes
Tacoma such a beautiful, livable city.  The proposed designation is appropriate because of our
neighborhood's history and high number of existing homes which contributed to the National
and State Historic designations, which it already enjoys.

Thank you,

Mike Malaier
College Park Resident
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From: Matthew Mauer
To: Planning
Subject: College Park Historic District
Date: Wednesday, May 18, 2022 12:29:43 PM

Hello,

I’m writing to express my concerns over the proposed College Park Historic District.

I believe the proponents of this district are less interested in preserving their history and are instead
motivated by their desire to limit even the slightest densification of their neighborhood. Their
houses are no more historically significant than my 1924 craftsman a few blocks away, regardless of
their proximity to a college.

I urge you to reject the application for the College Park Historic District.

Thank you,

Matthew Mauer
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From: TMc <tmccarthy253@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2022 7:59 AM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Supporting Historic Districts 

To whom may be concerned: 

I write in support of Historic Districts. Affordable housing and historic districts do not conflict. Often 
older homes are the single best repository of existing affordable housing.  

I have lived in Western Europe for five years, and so I know it is fully possible to preserve culture in a 
building heritage and also having affordable housing. It is not an either/or proposition.  

The problem is that while Tacoma has construction codes, it has zero design standards. So you were are 
faced with the reality of a building like this in a neighborhood of 100 year-old craftsman homes: 

I have no objection to the number of units, especially as it is close to 6th Ave with public transit. But the 
tin can aesthetic is jarring and unnecessarily clashes with a 100+ year old neighborhood.  

Historic neighborhoods are a limited option that exist in only two sections of the city, perhaps three with 
the new. That leaves 98% of the city that is more economically feasible for affordable housing.  
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From: Marshall McClintock
To: Planning
Subject: College Park Historic District proposal
Date: Wednesday, June 1, 2022 5:27:28 PM

Dear Chair Petersen and Planning Commission:

Home in Tacoma (HiT) commits to adopting policies that: (2.) Allow diverse (missing
middle) housing types, such as duplexes, triplexes, cottage housing and small multifamily,
in designated low-scale areas including most currently single-family neighborhoods; and
(4.) Ensure new housing is well-designed and complements the scale of the neighborhood.
Under the current HiT map of Low and Mid-scale, 89% of the College Park Historic District
is designated Low scale, and 11% is designated Mid-scale (two half blocks along N. 8th and
~ 11 half blocks along N. 21st). However, other aspects of the HiT ordinance 28793 passed
last December suggest that little Mid-scale will be possible in those areas since it states
that Mid-scale development is to be “…harmonious with scale and residential patterns of
the neighborhood through building height, scale, width, depth bulk and setbacks …” and
calls for design standards that “…provide smooth scale transitions by methods including
matching low-scale height maximums where Mid-scale abuts or is across the street from
Low-scale areas.” (Ordinance 28793, pgs. 2-8 to 2-9). 

However, the College Park Historic District already contains are 24 duplexes, 7 triplexes, 3
4-plexes, and 3 buildings with six or more units (2 of which are listed as contributing),
which are 6% of its total buildings. Additionally, 73 or 13% of the College Park buildings
are non-contributing or vacant lots where new buildings can be built. Nor does contributing
status restrict density or use as shown by the many contributing houses in the North Slope
Historic District that now contain multiple rental units. Currently 92 units of multi-family
housing have been identified within the College Park district, though it is likely higher since
the city does not track all ADUs. With available unit data, the College Park Historic District
already has 9.3 dwelling units/acre, which is higher than many of Tacoma’s residential
neighborhoods.  Ordinance 28793 sets the density range for Low-scale at 10-25 dwelling
units/acre. Moreover, historic districts in Tacoma comprise 1.6% of its area while View
Sensitive Districts, which are far more restrictive and often have restrictive covenants,
comprise 12% of Tacoma's area.

The College Park Historic District has had no racially restrictive covenants, and none were
ever sought. Although some have claimed that the area benefited from redlining, no
evidence of that has been found. The early, racist FHA-backed loan program focused
almost exclusively on new construction since it was created in part as a jobs program.
Because Tacoma was largely built out by WWII, FHA’s impact is found primarily in the
then-undeveloped areas near the city’s boundaries, mostly in east, northeast, west and
southeast Tacoma. FHA also restricted its loans to small, simply designed houses and
hence would not have been available for the older, larger, and more elaborate Craftsman
and Tudor houses that make up most of College Park.

College Park’s historic significance and material integrity has already been evaluated
Tacoma’s Landmarks Preservation Commission and recommended for inclusion on the city’s
Register of Historic Places. The proposed historic district is clearly congruent with Tacoma’s
Home in Tacoma, sustainability and environmental goals. As the SEPA Environmental
Checklist (SEPA File Number: LU22-0086) on the College Park proposal tates:  “The
proposal is not anticipated to either drive new development or prevent new development
from occurring. There is no anticipated impact to development density, which will continue
to be controlled by underlying zoning.” 

I support the designation of the proposed College Park Historic District to the city's Register
of Landmark Places and urge you to vote likewise.

Sincerely, 

Marshall McClintock
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From: Landmarks
To: Planning
Subject: FW: College Park Historic District
Date: Wednesday, June 1, 2022 3:32:58 PM

For 6/1 hearing

From: Jennifer McDonald <jen@vandonald.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 1, 2022 3:32 PM
To: Landmarks <landmarks@cityoftacoma.org>
Subject: College Park Historic District

Dear Landmarks Commission,

Please accept this letter as support for Tacoma’s Landmarks Commission to accept the
National Historic District ruling that was made in 2017 to recognize College Park as a Historic
District just as Washington State recognized it with rigorous standards back in 2018.  Elliot
Barnes stated in a Home in Tacoma meeting that having a historic district acredidation does
not jeopardize Home in Tacoma.  Design standards within a historic district do not prevent
new construction but require builders and designers to meet the neighborhood aesthetic.  This
is also something that HIT is looking to implement too. So when people say that accepting the
National and State recognition of being a Historic District is a way of limiting growth in the
community this is an incorrect conclusion.  I want Tacoma to be in control of what our
neighborhoods and city looks like and not in the hands of developers who are looking to make
big profits with subpar construction design.  We do not want to repeat the mistakes that were
made in the 60’s and 70’s and we should protect the craftsmanship while increasing the
amount of affordable not market rate housing.

Thank you for your consideration and thoughtful decision process.

Best,
Jen McDonald
Living in College Park since 2003
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From: Laura Meade
To: Planning
Subject: College Park Historic District
Date: Friday, June 3, 2022 3:39:56 PM

As residents who have OWNED and restored a 1926 Tudor in the proposed College Park Historic District for the last 25 years we
enthusiastically support the city in making our neighborhood an official Historic District.  

It is the will of the majority of homeowners in our neighborhood that we receive historic status.  

We previously owned a home in Central Phoenix in a well-established historic neighborhood downtown.  In Phoenix, one of the fastest
growing, dense cities in the United States, there are 36 historic districts.  

Somehow a city with rapid growth and development,  has been able to preserve 36 separate neighborhoods within the city boundary in
perpetuity. In fact, the city embraces the historic districts.  

The argument that maintaining a historic building would price out a homeowner making them unable to "age in place" could be
mitigated with a historic preservation fund if this even proves to be true.  

https://www.phoenix.gov/pdd/historic-preservation/historicincentives/historic-preservation-exterior-rehabilitation-assistance-
program#:~:text=The%20Phoenix%20Historic%E2%80%8B%20Property,%245%2C000%20and%20%2410%2C000%20per%20project.

There was a comment made that decisions would be based on what is good for Tacoma and not just for our neighborhood.  This
comment was loaded with political and personal agenda. 

I recently visited my historic house in Central Phoenix which we purchased in 1990.   The Willow neighborhood was virtually
unchanged.  However, I did not recognize the city that grew up around it.  Apparently, Phoenix has found a way to preserve a few small
blocks of history while still meeting the needs of an endlessly growing population.

Please make an impartial fact-based decision that represents the will of the majority of homeowners and rental residents of College
Park.  

Designate College Park a historic neighborhood.

Thank you,

William and Laura Meade
3116 N 12th Street
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From: Dan Burgard
To: Planning
Subject: College Park
Date: Tuesday, May 24, 2022 5:49:33 AM

Hello,

We live within the proposed district and have been largely out of this discussion. I am a
professor at UPS and I am finishing up my year long sabbatical in Spain. A friend just alerted
me to the public hearing.  While I appreciate the hybrid virtual/in-person meeting, it is after
midnight Spanish time and we will not attend. 

We have lived in our house since 2008 and have done much work to it, including an extended
kitchen in 2009(?). It was critical to us that our addition be built in the period of our 1916
house. We bought the house because we love the Craftsman character and the neighborhood.
We want it to continue being a beautiful neighborhood. 

However, I am not sure how this proposal will do what it intends. I have not seen a compelling
argument other than it might keep some houses from being demolished but that already seems
to be somewhat protected. I do not wish for the charm of our 1916 house to hold us back from
the needed efficiencies of the 21st century. We have been entertaining the idea to invest in
solar panels.  Would solar panel installation require additional review? If so, this is a short
sighted objective and one that I can not support. I was saddened to read that window
replacements would be up for additional review. We have replaced many of our windows with
wood frame, double pane, low E windows. To have this increase in energy efficiency (as well
as expensive authenticity of Anderson wood frames) bogged down with added review would
again be short sighted. Or if the installation had to be with a specified contractor and I couldn't
do it myself, this would make it financially impossible, make my home less efficient,  and I
would not support this plan.

This proposal allows the insides of the buildings to be gutted and to have any "authenticity"
removed. Landscaping (or lack thereof) can be just as detrimental to aesthetics as exterior
renovations. One house on my block is in need of repair. Will we start to mandate the upkeep
of this house? The homeowner does not have the financial resources to do improvements. 
Will we want an HOA next? 

In terms of equity and inclusion, I would guess that this area has an average home price of
$700,000. I am not sure how an inclusion or equity discussion can be had at this price point. 
Also, it seems that there could be creative solutions to help a bit more density with dual family
structures. I am not proposing tearing down Craftsman homes to make apartment buildings but
there have to be some middle grounds. I hope we are not succumbing to NIMBY-ism.

While perhaps well intentioned, I am quite concerned about this proposal with environmental
and social reasons.

Dan Morris-Burgard

- 74 -- 74 -

mailto:dan.burgard@gmail.com
mailto:planning@cityoftacoma.org


From: Dawn Nanfito
To: Planning
Subject: College Park Historic District
Date: Monday, May 16, 2022 8:25:48 AM

I am writing in support of this district.  Tacoma hasn't done enough to preserve its historic
character.  It makes it appear that the city doesn't value the things that make it unique and
attractive, including its history.  Forest Grove, OR has three historic neighborhoods and they
market them as an attraction to their town. 

Thank you.

Dawn Nanfito
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From: bandgneal@thewiredcity.net
To: Planning
Subject: Support for College Park Review District
Date: Friday, June 3, 2022 5:07:13 PM

To the Planning Commission, in support of the College Park Historic
District overlay proposal:
“Why this area?  What’s the appeal?” was one of several concerns raised
at your May 4th meeting of the Tacoma Planning Commission.   As a
homeowner and 30 year resident I encourage you to Walk it, drive it,
experience it.   The College Park Historic District makes sense, it is
sensibly sized and appropriately defined.   It has a coherence,
cohesiveness, it is harmonious, it is pleasant place.  “A nice
neighborhood” is a compliment we’ve heard many times from visitors in
our 30 years of residency.  You can get that sense just by glancing
through the pictures in the national application.  And if you sense
something out of place, it is probably a non-contributing property, and
it gives you a sense of how vulnerable a neighborhood can be to
unmonitored changes.   .
At the North End Neighborhood Council May 2 meeting we heard a
presentation on Tacoma’s planning department new staff facilitated
Neighborhood Planning Project.   At the risk of being misinterpreted, I
can humorously project what future key findings will be:
McKinley study: “We don’t want a nuisance derelict abandoned school
building attracting attention in the middle of our neighborhood anymore.
   We’d like it turned into a community center.”
Proctor study: “We don’t want any more unbuffered unmitigated high rise
mixed use redevelopments enveloping and abutting our detached dwelling
units.  Furthermore, we want the abandoned electric substation turned
into a community center before it becomes a nuisance.”
Tacoma needs more nice neighborhoods. These are difficult conversations
to have:  Talking about “districts” traditionally includes intentionally
inclusive or exclusive or otherwise divisive language such as:
“Boundaries, borders, edges, margins, buffers.”  Even adding new lines
to a map is misinterpreted as being racist.  Housing, or lack thereof,
also includes language making assumptions about the definitions of
“family” and numbers of dwelling units.   Even making a statement that
there are plenty of other places in Tacoma that can support and absorb
higher density residential uses sounds marginalizing or exclusive.  As
in: “Not in my backyard”
We support Home in Tacoma, and we support the College Park Historic
District, and we don’t believe that supporting both is contradictory.
Tacoma is a big place.   College Park district is a small fraction of
the area.
Denying - or approving- this recommendation will not end the climate
crisis or housing crisis.
We don’t need to wait for the Neighborhood Planning Project to get
around to us.  We do need you.
The College Park Historic District overlay zone proposal comes before
you after years of work following various processes, it is ready made,
citizen led, with many residents and others in support saying we like it
as it is; It comes with National and State recognition, and with the
recommendation of the Tacoma Landmarks Preservation board and is
forwarded to you after additional extensive work by staff.   We strongly
urge your approval and passage to the City Council.

Sincerely,
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From: Kathy Norgaard
To: Planning
Subject: College Park
Date: Friday, June 3, 2022 9:54:33 AM

I support the College Park Historic district nomination

Kathy Norgaard

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Mark Pigman
To: Planning
Subject: Vote "NO" for the College Park Historic District
Date: Sunday, May 29, 2022 10:55:48 PM

To the Planning Commission,

I am writing to encourage you to vote against the proposed College Park Historic District for
two key reasons.

1. Many comments in the comment record supporting the creation of the District specifically
point out that the historical designation is desired in order to prevent additional housing
density.  Tacoma needs more housing, and this will block efforts to increase available
housing.  Proceeding with creating this additional Historic District appears to embed rather
than eliminate historical inequity. Creating this district appears to be a thinly-veiled attempt to
bypass the city-wide zoning rules.

2. Adding the proposed designation adds bureaucratic inefficiency to many home repair
projects, and increases the cost of home maintenance.  
The Historic District designation would be less burdensome if the window replacement
restrictions were less arduous than the requirements in North Slope District.  Just because
wood frame single pane windows were the only thing available back in the 19th century does
not automatically mean that residents should not be allowed to install modern energy efficient
windows. 

Sincerely,
Mark Pigman
1006 S State St, Tacoma, WA 98405
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From: Cathy
To: Planning
Subject: I support the College Park Historic District Nomination
Date: Thursday, June 2, 2022 7:41:19 PM

To Whom It May Concern:

I support the College Park Historic District Nomination. I live on N Alder by UPS and I love the historic homes in
our neighborhood. It is great to see an effort to preserve the character of this great neighborhood with the historic
designation. It’s the right thing to do!
Please forward the Nomination onto the City Council.

Thank you!
Cathy Reed
925 N Alder St
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From: Gayle Rieber
To: Planning
Subject: College Park Historic District proposal
Date: Monday, May 30, 2022 9:56:56 AM

To members of Tacoma’s Planning Commission:

I live in the proposed College Park Historic District.  My husband and I have lived here for 43 years in a home built
by its owner in 1911.

We wholeheartedly support the College Park Historic District proposal.

We value the character of this neighborhood--its trees, its walkability, its historic homes, its proximity to the
University of Puget Sound.

We hope the Planning Commission will review the application to see how thoroughly it’s been put together.  We
hope the Commission will see how it satisfies the requirements for a historic district as  stated in the Municipal Code
of Tacoma. The comments I heard at the meeting of May 4th seemed prejudiced against this project and that’s why I
hope to see evidence of homework and familiarity with this particular proposal one month later.

It’s a grassroots effort by residents of the district. It could inspire other areas in Tacoma to launch their own
grassroots efforts.

An" historic district” designation does not conflict with Home in Tacoma goals of more density.  We already have
density that comes from rentals to undergraduate and graduate students at UPS.  So far this density has not ruined
the character of the area.  The design standards for a historic district would only ensure that new development has
some compatible design with what is already here. That does not preclude density. 

Please consider this proposal fairly.

Sincerely,

Gayle Rieber
2902 North 20th St
Tacoma  98406
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Tacoma Planning Commission 

I am writing in support of the proposed College Park Historic 
District.  I live at 2902 N. 20th St. that is in the proposed district. 
My family has lived in this house since 1979. 

We are interested in history because our house is history.  The 
front door knocker says “Hammerbeck”; he was the builder 
and owner of the original house. He chopped down trees 
around here and brought them to a sawmill at Buckley Gulch. 
The house he built in 1911 still sits as he had built it at that 
time. We are sure Mr. Hammerbeck would be happy seeing his 
life remembered like this. 

I have been following Jeff Ryan’s work on this project for over a 
year. I am impressed by the considerable amount of time he 
put into preapplication research.  The work I saw was very 
sound and professional. I worked for almost 30 years in city 
planning and I still find these issues to be very interesting.  I 
have seen comments questioning the caliber of this 
application; I would like to see this criticism put in written 
form or eliminated from any future reports. 
. 
I reviewed the application documents and feel that Jeff Ryan 
has satisfied the requirements leading to submission of this 
proposal. 

John J. Rieber 

2902 N. 20th. St. 
Tacoma, WA 98406 

jjrieber@gmail.com 

253 752-6496          
(Staff note: Letter submitted on 05/31/22) 
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June 2, 2022 

City of Tacoma Planning Commission: 

We write today to express our strong opposition to the proposed College Park Historic Special 
Review District. We appreciate very much this opportunity to express our views to the Planning 
Commission, and thank you for your hard work in reviewing the extensive nomination materials 
submitted and the recommendations from the Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC). Our 
home is listed as "historic contributing" in the nomination materials for the College Park Historic 
Special Review District. My husband and I bought our home in 1987 and have lived in it 
continuously for 35 years. I have listened with great interest to the LPC meetings since June 
2021 when the proposed College Park Historic District was under discussion. In doing so, I have 
learned a good deal, not only about the proposal, but also about the complex, detailed, and 
meticulous work of the LPC Commissioners. We have a number of objections to the proposed 
College Park Historic District.  

The City of Tacoma does not need another local historic district with LPC design review and 
new construction approval as primary features. The North Slope Historic District was created in 
1994 and expanded in 1996 and 1999. The Wedge Neighborhood District was created in 2010. 
Therefore, it has been 12 years since the most recent approval of an historic district. 
Unfortunately, one way that the status quo is perpetuated is by using precedent to justify new 
action. Yes, these two historic districts exist, but no, the city does not need another one. Our 
concern is one of equity. The two current historic districts are in the North End, and the proposed 
College Park Historic District is also in this part of the city. There must be a number of 
neighborhoods throughout the city which could be considered for historic district status, but they 
may not have residents with the specialized expertise, time, and interest to pursue nomination. In 
our judgment, it would be a poor use of City of Tacoma resources to create additional historic 
districts. Historic preservation is important, but competing demands of affordable housing and 
infrastructure, for example, take priority in our view.  Indeed, we need to take into account the 
world around us today.  The LPC design review is laborious and adds time and expense to the 
renovation process of existing historic structures. (Until last night’s Planning Commission Public 
Hearing, I was unaware that there is a required fee in order for LPC to do design review. That is 
not right. We don’t want design review in the first place, and then we would have to pay for it.) I 
have further learned that typically property values increase for homes within an historic district. 
That can’t be what the City of Tacoma is seeking as affordable housing is a key goal going 
forward. 

Historic individual landmarks deserve preservation by the city, and the LPC provides a strong 
mechanism to support such preservation. The proposed College Park Historic District, however, 
runs at cross-purposes with the overarching thrust of Home in Tacoma and the desires of a 
significant number of homeowners within the proposed boundaries. I have heard it stated that a 
potential College Park Historic District and Home in Tacoma can co-exist. OK. But should they? 
At best, the requirements of design review for an historic district require an additional “step” in 
the permitting process. Is it merely a step? In our judgment it is an unnecessary burden. In 
addition, I see that any infill building also needs LPC design review. Since our home is brick, 
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what type of materials are required for an ADU? Would an ADU even be allowed in our big 
backyard? If not, “not in my backyard” takes on a literal meaning.  
In the 35 years that we have lived in Tacoma, the City has never had sufficient funds to 
undertake all that needs to be done. (Responding to the crisis of homelessness and supporting 
affordable housing are current cases in point.) City staff time spent working with LPC 
Commissioners to manage College Park is not where we want our tax dollars spent. Moreover, 
we note that “Tax incentives may be available for renovations to historic districts." (From 
PowerPoint presentation at LPC meeting, August 11, 2021). That tax incentives may be available 
in the two current historic districts is one thing. We do not support adding another historic 
district. Issues of equity and diversity must be adequately addressed as you make your 
recommendation. The College Park Historic District would tax limited resources of the City. 

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

In listening to LPC meetings via Zoom since June 2021, typically, individual property owners or 
their architects present their designs for Commissioners’ review. It has been stated on several 
occasions by Commissioners that their role is not to prevent change but to "manage change." 
Instead, it is my perception that “managing” is closer to “controlling.” The LPC Commissioners 
seem very wary of exterior changes to the front face of properties. It has been stated that details 
of design review will be available at a later time. Details matter. Preference has been stated, for 
example, for replacing older windows with wooden windows instead of vinyl windows. A 
skylight on an upper floor on the street side of an historic home seems to raise concern for some 
LPC Commissioners. At least in my hearing, Commissioners have not decided how they view 
solar panels on front facing facades even if that façade is south-facing (as it is on our property). 
We object to needing to wonder about these kinds of questions. We and our neighbors have 
made good choices over the years in maintaining and improving our properties. Additional 
oversight is not warranted.  

Finally, after a large number of hours spent reading through nomination materials, listening to 
LPC meetings, reading LPC documents, and now listening to Planning Commission meetings, I 
have come to some overarching conclusions as an engaged citizen who hopes to do right by 
people now and those who come after us. In the face of competing demands, those who 
champion historic preservation prioritize greatly the appearance of the street-facing side of the 
house. It’s about architecture and a particular aesthetic sense about what is pleasing and in 
accord with the past. I wonder how the architects, builders, and home owners of our 1932 house 
would react to this nomination. They built homes in this neighborhood to house families both 
then and into the future. The needs of the people mattered and the architecture served those 
needs, not the other way around. I worry today that our decisions will tie the hands of those who 
come after us as they adapt housing to the future needs of the community.  

Moreover, I have wondered over these months what problem the College Park nomination was 
seeking to solve. I believe that at its core is a fear of future threats and a felt need to protect what 
people own. My husband I and do not share these fears. Instead, we see this historic designation 
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as fostering division between this neighborhood and adjoining neighborhoods and undercutting 
the shared sense that “We are Tacoma.” What an unnecessary process and a divisive one. 

There are so many more pressing issues to be addressed in Tacoma at this time. We strongly urge 
the Planning Commission to deny this nomination. We conclude by thanking you again for your 
tireless work on behalf of the citizens of Tacoma. 

Sincerely, 

Patricia and George Roundy 

(Staff note: Received via e-mail roundype@plu.edu) 
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From: alexandra picha
To: Planning
Cc: Gabe Rucker
Subject: we support the college park historic district nomination!
Date: Thursday, June 2, 2022 4:11:40 PM

Our family supports historic preservation! 

Allie and Gabe Rucker 
3112 n 13th st
Tacoma wa 98406 
-- 
Sent from Gmail Mobile
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May 3, 2022 

Tacoma Planning Commission  
Attn. Lihuang Wung 
Planning and Development Services Department 
747 Market Street Room 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 

Re: College Park Historic Special Review District, Review 

Dear Chair and Members of the Planning Commission, 

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to address the commission.  We look forward to your 
review of our nomination based on the requirements as outlined in the Tacoma Municipal Code 
(TMC). We would be happy to answer any questions that may arise and will be available at each 
meeting. 

I address you today as a 25 year resident of the district, an Architect and the author of both the 
National Register Nomination and the nomination before you.   

As you may be aware this is the one year anniversary of our submittal for review of this 
nomination for consideration by the City of Tacoma. During this past year the Tacoma 
Landmarks Preservation Commission (TLPC) has reviewed in depth, the history, context, 
condition and age of the district. As a National Historic District, the highest honor a 
neighborhood can achieve, we were pleased the Landmarks Preservation Commission agreed 
with the State Department of Archeology and Historic Preservation, Governor’s Council on 
Historic Preservation and the US Department of the Interiors in their review for the National 
Register listing and the TLPC’s recommendation that our district be listed on the Tacoma 
Register of Historic Places. 

As part of the TLPC review process, per the TMC guidelines, the TLPC reviewed and assessed the 
level of support by the residents of the district under this nomination.  We are happy to report 
their findings through their own independent survey process matched our own in showing 
Substantial Support for the listing, a Majority Support based on signed petitions, postcards and 
letters received through our volunteers outreach efforts. Copies of these supporting documents 
are included in your informational packet along with our nomination for your reference. 

With the completion of the TLPC portion of the review process, we look forward to the second 
step in the process, the Tacoma Planning Commission’s (TPC) review of the district’s nomination 
and its conformance and support by the goals and policies of the One Tacoma Comprehensive 
Plan.  As you are aware the Comp. Plan has numerous goals and policies in support of creation 
and preservation of historic districts, historic neighborhoods and community building efforts. 
For example starting in the Urban Form Chapter, Goal UP‐13 states “Promote the unique 
physical, social and cultural character Historic Residential Pattern Areas as integral to Tacoma’s 
sense of place” this is a level of support that can be found throughout the document.  To aid in 
your review we have supplied a partial list of policy statements and goals as an attachment to 
this letter, to assist you in your efforts that we feel support our efforts.  This list was previously 
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prepared as part of a TLPC discussion topic, many of these policies are the same policies that 
supported the creation of both the North Slope and the Wedge local historic districts. We are 
confident that you will find we meet the intent of the One Tacoma policies in order to add your 
recommendation on our way to the final step in the process, City Council review. 

Historic preservation adds to the vibrancy of a community and there is a need to preserve and 
promote the qualities found within older neighborhoods of the city. Historic preservation efforts 
are an approach to good stewardship as well as environmental and cultural sensitively in 
celebrating the rich history of our working and middle class neighborhoods. Neighborhoods of 
qualities of design and the workmanship of past generations encompasses many of the goals, 
policies and aspirations of both the One Tacoma comprehensive plan and Washington State 
environmental policy.  This nomination is recognition of the valued history of a dense walkable 
residential neighborhood, with its mix of housing types and size, a community where the 
average age of the homes is almost a century at 98 years of age. A district that that would be 
aided and enhanced by the limited design reviews that a listing would support. In recognition of 
our neighborhood goals, our small place within the city, we ask for your support in our efforts to 
be named to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places and the historic overlay district that it would 
provide.    

In conclusion, I feel the following statement sums up both our efforts and those of the City of 
Tacoma. It is a good framework for understanding the qualities of preserving our built heritage 
and the City of Tacoma’s support of those efforts.    

“The City finds that the protection, enhancement, perpetuation, and continued use of landmarks, 
districts, and elements of historic, cultural, architectural, archeological, engineering, or 
geographic significance located within the City are required in the interests of the prosperity, 
civic pride, and ecological and general welfare of its citizens. The City further finds that the 
economic, cultural, and aesthetic standing of the City cannot be maintained or enhanced by 
disregarding the heritage of the City or by allowing the destruction or defacement of historic and 
cultural asset. The purpose of this section is to support these goals and provide regulatory 
procedures for historic preservation decision making bodies”  

TMC section 13.05.040, Historic preservation land use decisions, statement of Purpose.  

Going forward we welcome and encourage your questions.  Our intent is for a collaborative 
approach during this review phase of the nomination process.  

Sincerely, 

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

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

Supporting City Goals and Policy’s:  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

GOAL H–5 Encourage access to resource efficient and high performance housing that is well 
integrated with its surroundings, for people of all abilities and income levels. 
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From: Jeffrey J. Ryan <jjryan@harbornet.com>  
Sent: Sunday, May 8, 2022 12:17 PM 
To: McKnight, Reuben <RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Rumbaugh, Sarah <SRumbaugh@cityoftacoma.org>; Hines, John <JHines1@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: The Demographics and density within our district - U of WA Study 

Good afternoon, 

The attached screen shots are from the University of Washington Study and website I noted and 
provided to you during the Landmarks review, whether this site reach the commission was not 
clear.  Since public comments during the review process were limited to only a few opportunities, I 
never had a chance to discuss this site or topic directly with the TPLC, Since the TPC process appears to 
restrict public comments to even a higher degree, please feel free to share this website and the screen 
shots with the TPC with your  next up date.   

While I was hoping this issue had been resolved during the TLPC review process, during the discussion of 
the districts history and merits, it appears to be a hot topic along with the issue of density in the last 
TPC. Since both issues are address in the UW study, I thought it best to screen shot the pages this time 
along with a link to the Website.  Since the information is also not easily tracked by street address and 
due to the fact that our census block cover a wider area then just our district from Steele to Proctor and 
Sixth to N 21st. Including the Buckley Addition and homes west of the UPS,  I have included a pdf  as a 
Key Map to show our specific location within the city for your use.  

Mapping Tacoma Race and Segregation (washington.edu) 

As you will note our census block has considerably more residents for its size than surrounding blocks, 
one of the highest population areas of the city by census block regardless of the size. We also have a 
higher population of non-whites, then most of the North, West and parts of the Central area by 
population. Due to the population found within our block, our percentage of Non-Whites based on our 
larger population can be a bit miss leading,  but  have included that shot as well. I have submitted this 
data for general discussion purposes, we are not suggesting some predetermine level or percentage for 
either race or density, it simply shows that we are not as some have tried to paint us in the TLPC and 
now the TPC, we are not an affluent all white neighborhood trying somehow to protect our low density 
and spacious back yards. This is inaccurate and meant to deflect from our accomplishments and 
history.  We are a historic neighborhood of homes with room to grow, but also way ahead of most of the 
city on the issue of density, walkability and a mix of housing types and choices. 

As I have also noted our district has a history of non-white residents dating bay to the 1920’s but since 
that was not a prominent part of our history for a listing on the National Register or city register, it was 
not of note specifically during the writing of the nomination but can be found in some cases by the last 
names listed as residents of the each home over the years found within the nomination. This issue was 
not requested as part of the local nomination requirements outlined in the TMC.  Likewise the Home In 
Tacoma plan was not in place when we submitted our nomination so we did not address that in our 
application or letter of introduction. And ass you have noted, our listing would not impact the Home in 
Tacoma project or density targets.  

We nominated this district to honor the history our small part of Tacoma, to provide for a common 
place to address issues within our community in a public setting and to obtain the limited design review 
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process that a district listing would offer. We are seeking a fair review of our nomination based on the 
current city requirements noted in the TMC and we are fully supported by the current community goals 
and policies noted in the One in Tacoma Comp Plan. We would like the city to follow the same review 
standards  in their review and focus on the approved process. 

If you have any questions in regard to the information provided please let me now, also Professor James 
Gregory at the UW has responded to my email in regards my questions and  his email is noted on the 
website. 

Perhaps it would be best to simply supply the commission with the attached documents, I am not trying 
to start a debate over an issue that I feel is not part of our review, but rather a larger discussion of city 
policy outside the nomination review process at this point. 

Sorry again for typos, 

Jeff 

Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect 
LEED AP, BD+C 
Ryan Architecture 
3017 North 13th St. 
Tacoma, WA 98406 

v 253.759.0161 
c 253.380.3197 
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From: Jeffrey J. Ryan
To: McKnight, Reuben
Cc: Rumbaugh, Sarah; Hines, John; Wung, Lihuang; sryan@harbornet.com
Subject: RE: Public Notification of PC hearing.
Date: Tuesday, May 17, 2022 2:21:03 PM
Attachments: image001.png

The Code also states a 400 ft notification zone, it seem as if the city is cherry picking the
requirements .  If your using a 2,500 ft notification found in the area wide rezone portion of the code
you should also follow the review procedure. There appears to be a conflict in the TMC and the city
picked which path it wished to proceed.  We request the review method of the area-wide rezone be
used when it comes to oversight by our elected representative, as all the other AWR are allowed to
follow.

Jeff

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

v 253.759.0161
c 253.380.3197

From: McKnight, Reuben [mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2022 1:56 PM
To: Jeffrey J. Ryan
Cc: Rumbaugh, Sarah; Hines, John; Wung, Lihuang; sryan@harbornet.com
Subject: RE: Public Notification of PC hearing.

Jeff, I will attempt to answer this question.

The answer is that the historic preservation code directs the Planning Commission to use its
(Planning Commission’s) procedures for area-wide rezones, but also states that the Planning
Commission’s actions are to either recommend approval of the district, approval with modifications,
or deny the application (TMC 13.07.060.C).

So, the proposal will go to Council if recommended by the Planning Commission.  If not, then it will
not, unless appealed. 

Reuben

Reuben M McKnight, MUP
(he/him/his)
Historic Preservation Officer
City of Tacoma Planning and Development Services Department
747 Market Street Room 345
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Tacoma, WA 98402

v. 253-591-5220
m. 253-686-8468
www.cityoftacoma.org/historicpreservation

Customer Survey
Please take a moment to complete this survey about your experience with our department. Your
comments will be used to recognize employees for providing great customer service and it will also
help us find opportunities to overcome challenges.

Want to learn more about Tacoma history?  Check out our events page at www.cityoftacoma.org/hpevents.

From: Jeffrey J. Ryan <jjryan@harbornet.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2022 10:18 AM
To: Wung, Lihuang <lwung@cityoftacoma.org>; sryan@harbornet.com
Cc: McKnight, Reuben <RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org>; Rumbaugh, Sarah
<SRumbaugh@cityoftacoma.org>; Hines, John <JHines1@cityoftacoma.org>
Subject: RE: Public Notification of PC hearing.

Mr. Wung,

Thank you for the explanation. I have one additional question however, since you went with the
notification  requirements based on the area wide rezone requirements rather than the Landmark
requirements. Will we be preceding to the Council for the final review regardless of the TPC
recommendations, as is the case for an area wide rezone?

Thank you,

Jeff

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

v 253.759.0161
c 253.380.3197

From: Wung, Lihuang [mailto:lwung@cityoftacoma.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2022 10:10 AM
To: Jeffrey J. Ryan; sryan@harbornet.com
Cc: McKnight, Reuben; Rumbaugh, Sarah; Hines, John
Subject: RE: Public Notification of PC hearing.
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Hi, Susan and Jeff:

Thank you for your emails (this one and the ones you sent to the Planning inbox).  Reuben and I have
looked into the various issues you brought up, and are providing the following responses:

1. The informational meeting date should have read “Thursday, May 26.”  We apologize for the
oversight.  We will be sending a corrected notice.  Please update your website accordingly.

2. The informational session is typical leading up to a public hearing.  For this hearing, the
mailing radius is 2500’ as required by code for areawide rezones (Tacoma Municipal Code
13.05.070.J.2).  Because so many people have been added to this notice, the informational
session is intended just to answer any questions people may have leading up to the hearing
– in essence, a Q&A session similar to the ones done in August and September.  There will be
a brief staff presentation at the beginning before we open it up for questions.  We will
encourage interested attendees to be sure to submit their comments to the Commission or
attend the hearing.

3. We have reviewed the mailing list used last Friday for the public notice.  Working with our
GIS staff, it appears that there is more than one recipient at your address (3017 N 13th) in
parcel records.  We believe that the City’s mailing utility likely addressed the notice to
“Warnerhouse LLC” which uses the same taxpayer address.  It still should have been
received by you, but to ensure that you do receive notice we have added another entry into
the mailing list as well (attached).

4. Regarding the 120-day review requirement, we are not aware of any mandatory timeline as
such.  The only 120-day timeline associated with the Planning Commission’s review process
is that the Commission shall make determinations concerning proposed Comprehensive Plan
amendments within 120 days of the close of the application period (TMC 13.02.070.E.4).
Here, “determinations” mean whether the applications should be accepted and moved into

the technical analysis phase.  This 120-day requirement does not apply to the College Park
Historic District proposal, because the proposal is not an application for Comprehensive Plan
amendment and the Planning Commission is not making any determination as referenced
here.  What the Planning Commission is doing are as set forth in TMC 13.07.060.C.1,
13.07.060.C.3, 13.02.040.E, 13.02.040.J, 13.05.030.B.9.e, and 13.05.030.B.10, as cited in the
cover memo for this subject on the Planning Commission’s agenda for May 4, 2022.

5. In terms of the number of notices distributed, for this public hearing, we are mailing the
revised notice to 7,437 recipients on the mailing list (attached); for the 2022 Amendment
public scoping hearing in June 2021, we mailed out 33,209 pieces; and for the 2020
Amendment public hearing in September 2019, we mailed out 11,000 pieces just for the VSD
application.

If you have any further questions, please let us know. Thank you.

LiHUAng WUng
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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!

From: Jeffrey J. Ryan <jjryan@harbornet.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 16, 2022 11:59 AM
To: Wung, Lihuang <lwung@cityoftacoma.org>
Cc: McKnight, Reuben <RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org>; Rumbaugh, Sarah
<SRumbaugh@cityoftacoma.org>; Hines, John <JHines1@cityoftacoma.org>
Subject: Public Notification of PC hearing.

Good morning,

We heard from many in the district that a letter, tri-fold, was received in the mail on Saturday

announcing the Public Hearing for the district nomination on June 1st. The Notice also mentioned a

public meeting on Wednesday the 26th, which we just corrected to Wednesday the 25th, that
unfortunately  we knew nothing about.  We have tried to keep the public informed regarding this
nomination effort, by not receiving notification of meetings, now for the third time in this process, it
is making that effort that much harder to achieve.

For our posting of the upcoming meetings, what is the agenda for the 25th ? We hope that this does
not going to lower our attendance at the Public Hearing and attendance should still be taken as is
expected of the public hearing itself.

When should we, as both a resident of the district and the applicant/author of the nomination,
expect to receive our written public notice of the upcoming meetings?  It was not in today’s mail as
well.  We would also like a copy of the mailing list for the Public notice for the Public Hearing as well.

Please let us know about the agenda for the info meeting so that we can post an accurate statement

with the May 25th date correction.

Thanks

Jeff

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

v 253.759.0161
c 253.380.3197

- 108 -- 108 -

https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/www.surveymonkey.com/r/JVK8QYC__;!!CRCbkf1f!RLRjt6axQC31T3nQLrEEsD60r9LmLliu681qn_hcZdjWty5nsj4nxKwOSjo9-Agmcyzf9ZrWnhqxdfBi_qBmTg$
mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com
mailto:lwung@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:RMCKNIGH@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:SRumbaugh@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:JHines1@cityoftacoma.org


1 

June 3, 2022 

Tacoma Planning Commission  
Attn. Lihuang Wung 
Planning and Development Services Department 
747 Market Street Room 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 

Re: Support  for  the College Park Historic Special Review District, Planning Commission 
Public Hearing Comments. 

Dear Members of the Planning Commission, 

Thank you for the opportunity to address the commission in support of our Nomination efforts.  
As the applicant we reaffirm our support for the nomination of College Park National Historic 
District to the Tacoma Register of historic places and the special review overlay district that it 
would create.   

Since the issues of support for this nomination by the residents of the district and the historic 
status of the district has already been address in the first phase of the city’s review process, by 
the Tacoma Landmarks Preservation Commission and their recommendation for the listing on 
the Tacoma Register, the focus of this letter will address the specific issues assigned to the 
Planning Commission for a Historic Special Review District.  

For reference the Tacoma Municipal Code (TMC), 13.07.060, C. 3, notes “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”.  Both 
the TMC and the Comprehensive Plan openly supports the establishment of historic districts and 
the preservation of historic neighborhoods. 

The Tacoma Municipal Code 

The Tacoma Municipal Code (TMC) in recognition of the importance of historic districts and 
neighborhoods makes specific reference to our city’s support in the opening statement, found in 
section covering the review of historic preservation land use decisions, TMC 13.05.040: 

“The City finds that the protection, enhancement, perpetuation, and continued use of landmarks, 
districts, and elements of historic, cultural, architectural, archeological, engineering, or 
geographic significance located within the City are required in the interests of the prosperity, 
civic pride, and ecological and general welfare of its citizens. The City further finds that the 
economic, cultural, and aesthetic standing of the City cannot be maintained or enhanced by 
disregarding the heritage of the City or by allowing the destruction or defacement of historic and 
cultural asset. The purpose of this section is to support these goals and provide regulatory 
procedures for historic preservation decision making bodies”  

Based on this statement alone the City of Tacoma clearly supports Historic Preservation and the 
management of historic and cultural assets within our community.  As a district that has been 
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thoroughly reviewed by experts in the field of historic preservation and has been listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places, the State Heritage register and has earned the 
recommendation of the Tacoma Landmarks Preservation Commission, a charter commission, 
the College Park National Historic District follows under the stated recommendations of section 
13.05 of the TMC as a landmark district. This TMC statement also notes many of the benefits to 
the City of Tacoma in preserving our history and historic neighborhoods. The statement speaks 
to the benefits of preserving history in more neighborhoods within our city then just our own, a 
task the city should be actively pursuing in all parts of the city. 

One in Tacoma, the Comprehensive Plan: 

As a commission fluent in the policies and goals of the city’s Comprehensive Plan, you are aware 
of the numerous goals and policies in support of creation and preservation of historic districts, 
historic neighborhoods, community building efforts and the benefits to a community from the 
limited design review that a historic district would allow. To assist you in your efforts I have 
assembled a few for your consideration listed by Book and Chapter:  

URBAN FORM:  
Book One 
The College Park District falls within the pattern area noted as Pre‐War Compact 

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

Goal UF‐13:   “Promote the unique physical, social and cultural character Historic 
Residential Pattern Areas as integral to Tacoma’s sense of place”  

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

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

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

Policy UF–13.21:  ”Integrate new development into the districts’ historic development 
patterns.” 
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DESIGN & DEVELOPMENT: 
Book One 

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‐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‐1.7:   “Encourage residential infill development that complements the general 

scale, character, and natural landscapes features.” 

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

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

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

Goal DD–13:  “Protect and preserve Tacoma’s historic and cultural character.” 

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

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

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

Policy DD–13.6  “Expand historic preservation inventories, regulations, and programs to 
encourage historic preservation in areas that are under‐represented by 
current historic preservation efforts.” 
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Policy DD–14.1:  “Increase the opportunities for the public to provide placemaking in 
Neighborhoods and business districts to help reflect, define and celebrate 
distinct areas.” 

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

HOUSING: 
Book One 

Goal H–4:   “Support adequate supply of affordable housing units to meet the needs of 
residents vulnerable to increasing housing costs.” 

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

HISTORIC PRESERVATION PLAN: 
Book Two 

Policy HP‐2:  “Integrate Tacoma’s historic resources into community planning efforts” 

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

While these are but a few of the supporting Goals and Policy’s found within the One in Tacoma, 
Comprehensive plan, I encourage you to review the stated goals and policies to find even more 
in support for our request.  The supporting goals and policy’s presented are similar to those 
used during the review process for both the North Slope and Wedge neighborhoods and can be 
found within the recommendation for both districts.  It is our hope to promote a community 
dialog thru the Landmark preservation meeting process to further a community based 
discussion on our shared goals and for public notification of actions within our neighborhood.   
As well as the limited design review process in place available to other historic districts.  

Benefits to the City of Tacoma:  

Historic preservation adds to the vibrancy of a community and there is a need to preserve and 
promote the qualities found within older neighborhoods of the city. Historic preservation efforts 
are an approach to good stewardship as well as environmental and cultural sensitively in 
celebrating the rich history of our working and middle class neighborhoods. Neighborhoods of 
quality design and the workmanship of past generations encompasses many of the goals, 
policies and aspirations shared by both the One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan and Washington 
State environmental policy.  This nomination is recognition of the valued history of a dense, 
walkable residential neighborhood, with its mix of housing types and size, a community where 
the average age of the homes is almost a century at 98 years of age. This district encompasses 
the aspirations of the “missing middle” noted in resent proposed changes to the Comp. Plan.  It 
is a district that that would be aided and enhanced by the limited design reviews that a listing 
would support. In recognition of our neighborhood goals, our small place within the city, we ask 
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for your support in our efforts to be named to the Tacoma Register of Historic Places and the 
historic overlay district that it would provide.    

The following are some of the key benefits for establishing any local historic districts.  Each is 
supported by research and findings by the National Trust for Historic Preservation and research 
and studies by the PlaceEconomics, a national recognized planning firm specializing in the 
analysis of the economic impacts of historic preservation on communities throughout the U.S.   

Top Ten Benefits to a city by the creation of a Local Historic District. 

1 COMMUNITY. Local historic districts give communities a voice in their future. By 
participating in the designation process, citizens can help direct their communities’ 
path. Making these decisions together in a structured way for positive changes, 
supported by the community. It gives everyone the chance to be involved, a sense 
of empowerment and confidence within their neighborhood to get speak out on 
issue of concern.   

In addition historic districts provide social and psychological benefits. People living 
in historic districts enjoy the comfort of a human‐scale environment (a mix of 
aesthetics and functionality that fit the average person’s dimensions and 
capabilities); the opportunity to live and work in attractive surroundings; a 
recognizable and walkable neighborhood; and the galvanizing effect of community‐
based group action. 

2 ROOM TO GROW.  Historic districts are a tangible link to our past and a way to bring 
meaning to history and to people’s lives. They preserve the original character of 
buildings and streets within a city, while welcoming and managing growth and 
innovation within those spaces. They are a living, active record of communities and 
their residents. 

Currently only about 3% of the residential properties found within the city of 
Tacoma are listed as a National, State or Local historic district, only about 1% of the 
city’s residential area falls within a local district. That leaves 97% available currently 
outside of historic districts for new development. By comparison the city of Los 
Angeles has over 6% within a local historic district alone. Tacoma also has over 11% 
of its residential area within a View Sensitive overlay district and about an equal of 
developments within Home Owner Associations, each with more restrictions than 
local historic districts. At 3% historic districts and historic preservation is not a 
barrier to growth. 

3 AFFORDABLE. While housing affordability is a serious problem throughout the 
country, the city’s historic overlay districts with its older, smaller, and multi‐family 
buildings offer more affordability then new construction.   Existing homes, older 
than 50 years of age, remain the most affordable housing choices in the nation. The 
College Park Historic district is also home to a number of existing multifamily 
housing units, ranging in size from 2 to 16 units, many of which are listed as 
contributing to the historic district and would be eligible for tax credits to aid in 
their renovation costs if a Local district were to be created.  Many of the early 
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affordable housing projects in downtown Tacoma were only possible due to historic 
tax credits. 

4 DESIGN.  Local historic districts encourage better design quality.  In this case, better 
design equals a greater sense of cohesiveness, more innovative use of materials, 
and greater public appeal―all of which are shown to occur more o en within 
designated districts than non‐designated ones. The limited design review afforded a 
local historic district would allow for better oversight of proposed alterations and 
new construction then is currently provide within the city of Tacoma and would 
promote higher design standards. 

5 STABLE. Historic Districts are multi‐generational communities for both home owners 
and renters alike. Properties within local historic districts appreciate at a steady rate 
with less spikes and valleys then non‐designated neighborhoods. Findings on this 
point are consistent across the country. Moreover, recent analysis shows that 
historic districts are also less vulnerable to market volatility from interest rate 
fluctuations and economic downturns then new construction. 

6 DIVERSE.  Historic Neighborhoods have been shown on average to be more 
ethnically, racially, and income diversity.  The issue of demographics has been a 
topic of discussion during this review process, based on a recent study by the 
University of Washington, our census block area shows that we are more ethnically 
diverse then the surrounding census blocks, both north and south of Sixth Ave.,  but 
not as diverse as the city as a whole. Currently our census block is listed as having 
over 25% of its population listed as non‐white in the US census. As with the rest of 
the city the data also shows a continuing trend toward greater diversity over time.  
To meet the goal of his statement, however we need to add more local historic 
districts across the city, not less. Ours would only continue to push the needle in the 
correct direction toward more diversity and inclusion within our city. 

7 DENSITY. The population and housing unit density of historic neighborhoods is 
generally greater than the city’s average.  Historic neighborhoods in Tacoma 
represent the highest density of use within the city based on the mix of housing 
types, the small lot sizes and the smaller size of housing units.  The current density 
found within College Park district is 9.3 units per acre, based on Pierce County 
records.  The census block that contains College Park also has one of the highest 
population densities for its size found within the city, based on data from the 
University of Washington. We currently have a population that is much greater than 
the surrounding census blocks, both north and south of Sixth Avenue. A population 
size that the proximity of the University does not fully address. Historic districts and 
neighborhoods are good examples of both density and livability living side by side. 

8 ECONOMIC DRIVER.  Historic districts have a positive impact on the local economy 
through job creation and tourism. 

Reuse and rehabilitation of older and historic buildings generate more jobs than 
new construction and boost the local economy. Protecting local historic districts can 
also enhance business recruitment potential. Vibrant commercial cores and 
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charming neighborhoods with character attract new business and quality industry. 
Companies continually relocate to communities that offer their workers a higher 
quality of life, which successful preservation programs and stable districts enhance. 

An aesthetically cohesive and well‐promoted historic district can be a community’s 
most important attraction. A recent study showed that 78% of all U.S. leisure 
travelers are cultural and/or heritage travelers who spent, on average, 50% more 
than non‐cultural and heritage travelers, a clear benefiting to the local economy. 

9 COST‐EFFECTIVE. Rehabilitation project costs are competitive with new 
construction, and incentives including the Mills Act, the Adaptive Reuse Ordinance, 
and the federal and state rehabilitation historic tax credits make preservation even 
more competitive. The addition of College Park to the local register of historic places 
would allow for tax credit opportunities for renovation projects that are currently 
not available and could lower the costs pasted on to new owner and renters. 

10 SUSTAINABLE. Older and historic buildings and neighborhoods are often inherently 
green and contribute to the city’s resiliency strategy. Local districts help the 
environment by encouraging communities to retain and use their existing resources 
in established neighborhoods. This reduces the need for cars, cuts back on pollution 
and congestion, and eliminates the needs for landfill waste. 

Local districts are energy efficient. Many older buildings were designed with energy 
conservation in mind, taking advantage of natural light, cross‐ventilation, and 
climate‐appropriate materials. Preservation commissions are also increasingly 
improving their design guidelines to make it easier for historic building owners to 
use renewable‐energy technologies. 

Homes older than 50 years of age are inherently greener then new construction. In 
review of life cycle costs and benefits compared with new construction shows that it 
can take over 30 years for a new home to approach a comparison with older well 
maintained homes based on carbon footprint alone. The reason is found in energy 
used to manufacture and build a home and the years it takes to pay off those energy 
cost to the environment. This is referred to as embodied energy, the energy it took 
to build a structure. Older homes also store carbon within their building materials; 
this makes it challenging to compete with the sustainability of older structures.  If an 
older home is demolished all that embodied energy is lost and the stored carbon 
ends up in land fill and released back into the environment. This makes retention 
and rehabilitation of old structures key to any environmental policy. Reuse takes the 
least amount of energy and materials to construct and is often built out of much 
more durable materials then new construction resulting in lower replacement costs 
over time. Sustainability starts with good stewardship of our existing built 
environment. 

In conclusion, the nomination of the College Park National Historic District is supported by the 
residents, its documented history, the Tacoma Municipal Code & the Comprehensive Plan, and 
the many benefits it brings to the City of Tacoma as a whole.  As noted by the Reuben McKnight 
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at the Public information meeting on May 26th, the nomination is supported by the city’s 
Comprehensive Plan; the listing on the National Register is an honor that requires a lot of hard 
work, research and review to accomplish and the nomination would have no impact on the 
Home in Tacoma project as it is currently proposed by the city.  

We look forward to your review and hope that you support out community effort for listing on 
the Tacoma Register of Historic Places. We are confident that you will find that we meet the 
intent of the One Tacoma policies in order to add your recommendation and move this 
nomination forward to its final step in the process a review by our elected representative, the 
Tacoma City Council. 

Sincerely, 

Jeff Ryan, Architect 
LEED BD+C 
Director, College Park Historic District Association 
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June	3,	2022	

Tacoma	Planning	Commission	
City	of	Tacoma		

Dear	Commissioners:	

My	name	is	Susan	Ryan	co-applicant	for	the	College	Park	nomination.		The	initial	idea	
for	creating	a	Historic	District	goes	back	to	the	late	1990’s.		At	that	time	we	were	
regular	readers	of	American	Bungalow	magazine.		That	magazine	features	stories	
about	recognized	historic	districts	and	celebrating	their	creation	and	the	houses.		I	
have	always	seen	it	as	being	good	stewards.		

The	houses	of	College	Park	may	not	seem	so	special	or	significant	to	some	but	they	are	
significant	when	compared	to	development	patterns	that	came	after	CP’s	primary	
growth	period	and	continue	on	today.			

My	son	once	had	a	school	friend	over	to	visit	who	grew	up	in	a	new	home	in	North	East	
Tacoma,	born	1997.		He	had	never	been	in	an	alley	where	you	park	your	car	and	enter	
the	house	from	the	back.		Nor	had	he	even	been	in	a	basement.	When	he	called	his	dad	
to	pick	him	up	he	was	trying	to	figure	out	directions	to	the	alley	as	he	didn’t	know	we	
had	a	street	and	front	door	out	front.		I	found	it	quite	fascinating,	as	this	is	the	norm	for	
me.			

You	have	been	given	great	power	and	privilege	as	Planning	Commissioners.		With	this	
power	your	denial	would	prevent	this	nomination	from	ever	reaching	our	elected	
officials.		The	hurdle	put	in	place	to	appeal	such	denial	is	far	too	great	for	anyone	to	
achieve.	I	find	this	fact	to	be	quite	troubling	in	a	democratic	society.		

Historic	Preservation	for	decades	has	been	the	target	of	negative	narratives	and	
campaign	type	slogans	leading	back	to	large	developers.		In	more	recent	years	a	new	
approach	to	diminish	Historic	Districts	and	buildings	has	been	to	paint	an	unfavorable	
image	of	Historic	Districts	and	the	people	that	like	them	and	want	more.	Disparaging	
remarks	and	unfounded	claims	with	no	facts	to	back	any	of	these	talking	points	up.		It	
is	only	creating	more	division	within	a	city	that	want’s	to	be	one.	

So	with	these	comments	I	share	with	you,	please	keep	an	open	mind	and	an	open	heart	
and	view	this	nomination	as	a	benefit	to	the	city	that	may	encourage	others	to	think	
about	their	community	and	the	built	environment	around	them	as	a	place	for	future	
generations,	when	we	have	limited	resources.			

Let’s	keep	it	together	with	thoughtful	oversight	and	good	guidance	from	our	
Preservation	Officer	when	modifications	are	needed.			

It’s	not	about	living	in	the	past	but	curating	best	practices	for	the	future.	

Sincerely,		
Susan	Ryan	
College	Park	National	HD	

(Staff note: Received via e-mail sryan@harbornet.com) 
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From: Christy Scerra
To: Planning
Subject: I support the College Park Historic Nomination
Date: Thursday, June 2, 2022 7:07:42 PM

Hello City if Tacoma,

I proudly support the College Park Historic nomination.

Our beautiful diversified neighborhood will be a long lived oasis of historic Tacoma homes. This will benefit the
neighborhood and the city.

Thanks for your time,
Christy Scerra

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Jill Sousa
To: Planning
Subject: COLLEGE PARK HISTORIC REVIEW DISTRICT
Date: Friday, June 3, 2022 4:18:18 PM

Hello, 

I would like to state my opposition to the creation of a historic review overlay for this small neighborhood. I know
the area well, know many people who live in it and do not see that the area has any need/justification for special
protection.

I do appreciate good architecture in general, and the quality of the homes in this area.  Because the homes have been
maintained and loved throughout the years is a testament to the neighborhood, and the ability of homeowners to
afford the upkeep.  I do not see any threat to that continuing in the future. People make bad remodel decisions
everywhere (from my perspective) and I wish they could be stopped throughout the city if it was possible.

Historic designation would make it more onerous for the few properties that are not being kept up to be improved.  I
have worked on a house, and looked at others in the North Slope, and the regulations that are meant for protecting
historic structures can be in conflict with doing wise things to homes that happen to be in the neighorhood and need
significant changes. 

I would like to make sure that time does not stop in this neighborhood, and that new styles of architecture are not
allowed. The homes that are neglected may be best torn down and rebuilt, certainly it can be more affordable. I did
see one developer, craftsmen-ish house that was recently built in the neighborhood.  I am not in favor of them in any
neighborhood, but I don't see that we can make them go away, and I would prefer to see contemporary homes to
compliment the older ones.

I also do not see that the designation is compatable with the goals for Home in Tacoma. Unlike the North Slope
neighborhood, the homes in College park are generally on modest lots, and are 1 1/2 to stories max. Many are
bungalows that are not going to be candidates for the creation of duplexes/triplexes. Creating any additional will run
into regulations such as the location of entries or the need to move windows which not be allowed will and will
make the conversions very difficult, if at all possible.

I see only added expense to home owners, uncertainity in permitting, and rising house values in an area that already
is highly valued.

Jill

Jill Sousa
jill@jillsousaarchitect.com
253.468.9662
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From: Andre St. Hilaire
To: Planning
Subject: I support the college park historic district
Date: Friday, June 3, 2022 12:02:53 PM

Hello,

I'm writing in support of the college park historic district.  I believe the recognition of this area
as a historical district will ensure neighborhood architectural character is preserved for future
generations.  This neighborhood has a unique history that deserves to be protected.

Thank you,

Andre St Hilaire
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From: Heidi S.
To: Planning
Cc: Landmarks
Subject: Public Comments re: College Park Historical Designation
Date: Thursday, June 2, 2022 11:17:29 PM

Public Comments re: College Park Historical Designation

Planning Commissioners: 

I listened to the oral comments at the June 1st Planning Commission meeting, and respected all views.

However, in this case, it seems clear that the proposal before you meets all requirements under current
code to be approved for Historic Designation -and- at the very least, should be moved forward for City
Council review.

... with one addition:  I suggest that you recommend buildings with landmark designation do not have to
pay fees more than any others.  It makes no sense that historical designation would be penalized with
costly-required reviews.  Those should be free of charge and as an incentive (not hinderance) for
preserving a historic structure/neighborhood.  That addition would appease a number of those who spoke
of that concern.

Also, a historic designation will still allow for infilling (ADUs, cottage units fitting in between current
existing structures), but will ensure special structures will be preserved.

 As mentioned in my oral comments, I live in South Tacoma which has just as many deserving homes
and potential historic districts (which I appreciated some commissioners noting); however, that doesn’t
make College Park any less deserving and I fully support its approval. 

In response to commissioners’ concerns of historic districts near colleges, some of my fondest memories
were walking through those lovely historic neighborhoods on my way to campus.  Even though I didn’t live
in those blocks, I aspired to one day and wanted them preserved; meanwhile those beautiful areas were
potentially accessible to me just by their existence. 

If an area experienced redlining in the past, that isn’t a reason to destroy what currently makes it
desirable for all people now. 

And it’s not a stretch to connect that such a designation essentially does preserve tree canopy by default;
historic districts which retain existing structures, undisturbed soil with mature trees are being
environmentally responsible and sustainable. 

With “Home in Tacoma” rezoning, we do need some protected areas, and when “Home in Tacoma” was
being sold to us, we were told that historic designation is the method to keep vintage houses in
historic context instead of becoming isolated between contemporary buildings.  This will be proof of
follow-through on that. 

I did find it odd, in previous meetings, for some to suggest that those who purchased homes in a pleasant
neighborhood shouldn’t expect for it to stay that way, yet others suggesting that less
desirable areas could expect to get even worse.  I say both of those residential areas are deserving of
preserving what’s good, in addition to improving them. 
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So, it is very possible to preserve College Park, while also developing density.  That’s the point of city
planning.  Due to Home in Tacoma’s broad rezoning, though, these historic districts are even more
important to preserve, and College Park is deserving of your approval. 

Thank you,
Heidi Stephens

. 

- 122 -- 122 -



From: Alexander Strautman
To: Planning
Subject: Designation of College Park Historic District in North Tacoma
Date: Thursday, May 26, 2022 3:19:38 PM

Thursday, May 26, 2022

City of Tacoma Planning Commission

Via Email: planning@cityoftacoma.org

Dear Planning Commission Members:

I am writing today concerning the proposed College Park Historic District in North
Tacoma.

My spouse and I very much support the designation for our historic
neighborhood. We are among more than 55% of our district’s residents who endorse
this nomination.

We have lived at our home on North 19th Street (between Alder and Cedar) for six
years. We searched for many months before finding just the right home following our
relocation from California. We chose the North End because of its rich history and
proximity to my mother-in-law’s home in Rusting.

Contrary to what’s been said about our neighborhood by some opponents of the
designation, we are not an affluent, white neighborhood trying to protect our low
density and spacious backyards. (In fact, at least on our block, no one has a large
backyard.)

This description is inaccurate and is meant to detract from our neighborhood’s
accomplishments and history. Our district has a history of non-white residents dating
back to the1920s, as noted in a University of Washington study
(https://depts.washington.edu/labhist/maps-race-tacoma.shtml).

The Landmarks Preservation Commission spent nearly a year reviewing the
nomination.Ultimately, that group approved the designation moving forward with only
one dissenting vote. It’s time for the Planning Commission to also endorse the
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designation. The neighborhood should not wait any longer.

Thank you!

Sincerely,

James Alexander (Alex) Strautman

3106 N. 19th Street

Tacoma, WA 98406

Home Phone: 253-328-7001
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From: Chris Stubel
To: Planning
Subject: College Park Historic District
Date: Friday, June 3, 2022 3:08:45 PM

I would like to submit a comment of my support of the College Park Historic District. i believe
this will be very beneficial to our community and future generations in the Tacoma area. 

Chris Stubel
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From: Matt Temmel
To: Planning
Subject: No need for College Park historic district
Date: Friday, June 3, 2022 12:17:59 AM
Attachments: Testimony to Planning Commission, June 3, no need for College Park historic district.pdf

Dear Members of the Planning Commission,

I have owned a house in the district since 1983, and thus may have longer experience in
the district than anyone else who has testified.  I value history, and love the area. The area
has done just fine without being designated an historic district, and I don’t see the need for
that designation now.  I agree with the testimony given on June 1 that the proposal is “a
solution in search of a problem.”  It is hard to see that creation of an historic district, with
local design review, is necessary for the continued prosperity of the College Park area, and
harder to see how it would protect, benefit, or enhance the entire city.

That is a very brief summary.  I hope you will read my full page and a half (attached as a
pdf file).  Thank you.

Matt Temmel
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June 3, 2022 


To: Planning Commission, City of Tacoma 


From: Matt Temmel 


Re: What is the need for College Park historical district? 


Ever since College Park was proposed last year as an historic district that would require 
additional design review at the local level, I have tried to accommodate my friends and 
acquaintances who fervently support the proposal.  I have a Ph.D. in history, know 
architectural issues, and take good care of my house at 2909 North 19th St.  It is hard to 
say “No” to people who so strongly advocate for things that I value.  However, after 
listening to the testimony and discussion at the Landmarks Preservation Commission and 
the Planning Commission, I want to speak clearly.  There is no need for an historic district. 


In September 1981 I rented the house on North 19th Street, bought it two years later, and 
thus have about forty years’ experience with the proposed district.  The house has been 
remodeled and enlarged twice since 1981.  It is now better than ever, and remains 
compatible with the original Craftsman design (1910). 


I can remember what the College Park area looked like in 1981, with its vintage houses, 
good trees, and overall wonderful environment.  The area is not very large.  I have 
walked, jogged, and biked every street in the district.  Riding my bike, I ask myself how 
the houses compare to what I first saw in 1981.  Well, pretty much the same!  There are 
no “bad areas” in the district, and very few apartment buildings.  Not much has changed 
since 1981—except of course the streets have more potholes, but the houses look really 
good.  There is no practical threat of demolishing old houses, in order to build apartments 
or to build mega-mansions that hog the property lines.  Or at least the threat of those 
things is no greater in College Park than in other parts of Tacoma. 


Let’s be clear.  The College Park district is NOT comparable to the nearby North Slope 
district.  My understanding is that North Slope became an historic district in the 1990s, 
after many old houses on North K, North J, and other streets were knocked down during 
previous decades to build apartments.  There is no such large-scale threat in College 
Park.  First, the single-family houses in College Park are newer and generally in much 
better shape than the older houses in the North Slope.  Second, designation as a local 
historical district would make it harder to get a demolition permit, but why should College 
Park have that additional protection and not other parts of Tacoma?  From a city-wide 
perspective, it is hard to see how creating another historic district makes sense.  It would 
make more sense to designate the entire city as one big historic district! 


I testified to the Landmarks Preservation Commission that I was willing to support the 
proposed College Park historic district if the Commission’s authority for design review 
were limited to “street side” of the property.  My main concern is the hugely higher cost of 
replacing old single-pane windows in an historic district.  And so I compromised with 
myself and said, OK, let’s have historically-compatible windows on the street side, but let 
the homeowner decide on the other sides.  Maybe that is the way to go, but it’s also 
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reasonable to believe that homeowners themselves can make appropriate decisions.  
After all, homeowners are the ones paying the bill.  And there are no property tax breaks 
for homeowners who replace windows and doors, because those costs, high as they are, 
do not meet the threshold specified in the law (25% of the assessed property value). 


Listening to the public testimony to the Planning Commission on June 1, I was particularly 
impressed by the comments of one man (sorry, I missed his name) who focused on 
placement of Electric Vehicle charging stations, heat pumps, and solar panels.  
Apparently, under existing code, those matters in historic districts come under the purview 
of the Landmarks Commission.  I really wonder why the Landmarks Commission should 
have any authority at all on such matters---the best placement of charging stations, heat 
pumps, and solar panels should be a matter of function, not aesthetics. 


In conclusion, I want to say that the proposal for another historic district is, as another 
person testified on June 1, “a solution in search of a problem.”  It is hard to see that 
creation of an historic district, with local design review, is necessary for the continued 
prosperity of the College Park area, and even harder to see how it would protect, benefit, 
or enhance the entire city. 


Thank you very much. 
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June 3, 2022 

To: Planning Commission, City of Tacoma 

From: Matt Temmel 

Re: What is the need for College Park historical district? 

Ever since College Park was proposed last year as an historic district that would require 
additional design review at the local level, I have tried to accommodate my friends and 
acquaintances who fervently support the proposal.  I have a Ph.D. in history, know 
architectural issues, and take good care of my house at 2909 North 19th St.  It is hard to 
say “No” to people who so strongly advocate for things that I value.  However, after 
listening to the testimony and discussion at the Landmarks Preservation Commission and 
the Planning Commission, I want to speak clearly.  There is no need for an historic district. 

In September 1981 I rented the house on North 19th Street, bought it two years later, and 
thus have about forty years’ experience with the proposed district.  The house has been 
remodeled and enlarged twice since 1981.  It is now better than ever, and remains 
compatible with the original Craftsman design (1910). 

I can remember what the College Park area looked like in 1981, with its vintage houses, 
good trees, and overall wonderful environment.  The area is not very large.  I have 
walked, jogged, and biked every street in the district.  Riding my bike, I ask myself how 
the houses compare to what I first saw in 1981.  Well, pretty much the same!  There are 
no “bad areas” in the district, and very few apartment buildings.  Not much has changed 
since 1981—except of course the streets have more potholes, but the houses look really 
good.  There is no practical threat of demolishing old houses, in order to build apartments 
or to build mega-mansions that hog the property lines.  Or at least the threat of those 
things is no greater in College Park than in other parts of Tacoma. 

Let’s be clear.  The College Park district is NOT comparable to the nearby North Slope 
district.  My understanding is that North Slope became an historic district in the 1990s, 
after many old houses on North K, North J, and other streets were knocked down during 
previous decades to build apartments.  There is no such large-scale threat in College 
Park.  First, the single-family houses in College Park are newer and generally in much 
better shape than the older houses in the North Slope.  Second, designation as a local 
historical district would make it harder to get a demolition permit, but why should College 
Park have that additional protection and not other parts of Tacoma?  From a city-wide 
perspective, it is hard to see how creating another historic district makes sense.  It would 
make more sense to designate the entire city as one big historic district! 

I testified to the Landmarks Preservation Commission that I was willing to support the 
proposed College Park historic district if the Commission’s authority for design review 
were limited to “street side” of the property.  My main concern is the hugely higher cost of 
replacing old single-pane windows in an historic district.  And so I compromised with 
myself and said, OK, let’s have historically-compatible windows on the street side, but let 
the homeowner decide on the other sides.  Maybe that is the way to go, but it’s also 
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reasonable to believe that homeowners themselves can make appropriate decisions.  
After all, homeowners are the ones paying the bill.  And there are no property tax breaks 
for homeowners who replace windows and doors, because those costs, high as they are, 
do not meet the threshold specified in the law (25% of the assessed property value). 

Listening to the public testimony to the Planning Commission on June 1, I was particularly 
impressed by the comments of one man (sorry, I missed his name) who focused on 
placement of Electric Vehicle charging stations, heat pumps, and solar panels.  
Apparently, under existing code, those matters in historic districts come under the purview 
of the Landmarks Commission.  I really wonder why the Landmarks Commission should 
have any authority at all on such matters---the best placement of charging stations, heat 
pumps, and solar panels should be a matter of function, not aesthetics. 

In conclusion, I want to say that the proposal for another historic district is, as another 
person testified on June 1, “a solution in search of a problem.”  It is hard to see that 
creation of an historic district, with local design review, is necessary for the continued 
prosperity of the College Park area, and even harder to see how it would protect, benefit, 
or enhance the entire city. 

Thank you very much. 
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From: Landmarks
To: Planning
Subject: FW: College Park Historic District comment
Date: Wednesday, June 1, 2022 8:56:38 AM

For the 6/1 hearing

From: Karen Tracy <karenc1114@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 1, 2022 6:05 AM
To: Landmarks <landmarks@cityoftacoma.org>
Subject: College Park Historic District comment

March 20, 2022

1911 N Union Ave

Tacoma, WA 98406

As a resident of such a beautiful neighborhood rich in history and community, I support the
College Park Historic District nomination.

I grew up in England where its towns and villages tell a story of lives before. This is something
you never miss until its gone. My heart aches with how our cities and towns are being torn
down and rebuilt without design standards preserving the historic qualities of its
neighborhoods.

College Park Historic District nomination is not about stopping growth, we love and support
the growth of our community, many of the larger homes have renovated the insides of the
house to support such growth. It’s about preserving the historic qualities. Important aesthetics
like building height and setbacks can and will destroy the beautiful homes that have such
important historic elements.

Over 55% of our community support College Park Historic District me being one of them.
Please keep the history of this neighborhood and let it continue to be one of the most
beautiful areas in Washington.

Sincerely,

Karen Tracy, MA
Karen Tracy Coaching

Karen Tracy
253-394-2007
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Dear Planning Commissioners, 

It is important to note that the Tacoma Municipal Code states: 

“The City finds that the protection, enhancement, perpetuation, and continued use of 
landmarks, districts, and elements of historic, cultural, architectural, archeological, engineering, 
or geographic significance located within the City are required in the interests of the prosperity, 
civic pride, and ecological and general welfare of its citizens. “ 

And— 
“The City further finds that the economic, cultural, and aesthetic standing of the City cannot 
be maintained or enhanced by disregarding the heritage of the City or by allowing the 
destruction or defacement of historic and cultural assets.” 

With this being part of our TMC,  how is it possible that Tacoma has such a puny list of 
residential historic districts? 

Hilltop needs 4 or 5.  East side needs 8 or 10 and South Tacoma many, many.  Fern Hill, 
McKinley Ave District,  Railroad District.  Drive out Pacific Ave. and go a couple of blocks to the 
left and right, from 38th out to at least 84th and there are wonderful historic districts all 
around.   There should be 6 or 7 from this location.  

We should go to work and place many more residential districts on the Tacoma Register. 
Tacoma should have 25 to 30 districts. We have the inventory, we just need to do the work.  

As the first step I urge you to support placing College Park Historic District  on the Tacoma 
Historic Register. It takes a lot of time to do the research to form an historic district. We should 
honor the author and the home owners for this work.  

But we should not stop here. There are more districts that must be documented and added to 
the Tacoma Register of Historic Places. Our future needs our support today.  You only regret 
what you tear down! 

Please Support Placing College Park Historic District on the Tacoma Register of 
Historic Places.  The home-owners living there support this application.  
They deserve to have it! 

Sincerely, 

Jay Turner 
817 North J St. 
Tacoma, WA 98403
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Planning Commission 
City of Tacoma, WA 
May 28, 2022 

Dear Commissioners, 

There is one thing about the City Historic District Ordinance that I think is important for you all to know 
and consider in your deliberations:  The City Ordinance requires that homes in the district maintain the 
architecture that was inherent in the original building’s exterior - often built more than 100 years ago.  
Of course, the use of modern materials is often necessary, but the requirement is to make it look the 
same.  Simple — just make it look the same.  Not the inside - just the outside. 

The majority of citizens of Tacoma who live in College Park have chosen to make this neighborhood 
an historic district.  They did it with the knowledge that they agree to keep the architecture as near as 
they can to the original.  So, please listen to them and pass the proposal on to the City Council. 

I have been reading about preservation - and I live in a residential historic district in Tacoma - and find 
that there are many prominent Americans who have made great, short statements that point out the 
beauty of historic preservation; below are three of my favorites. 

1. “How will we know it’s us without our past?” — John Steinbeck

2. “The Congress finds and declares that:
(a) the spirit and direction of the Nation are founded upon and reflected in its historic heritage;
(b) the historical and cultural foundations of the Nation should be preserved as a living part of our 
community life an development in order to give a sense of orientation to the American people.”
— Preamble to the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966  

3. “We are only the trustees for those who come after us.” — William Morris

Thank you for your service to all Tacoma’s citizens. 

Sincerely, 

Julie S. Turner 
817 North J St. 
Tacoma, WA 98403 
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From: Ruth Tweeten
To: Planning
Subject: College Park
Date: Saturday, May 21, 2022 2:25:25 PM

College Park is more than suitable to be designated as a Historic District and should be
accepted as such without reservation.

Ruth Tweeten
North Slope Historic District  
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TO:  Lihuang Wung, Senior Planner 
							City	of	Tacoma	–	Planning	&	Development	Services	

FROM:		David	Ullman	
	 	 	3103	North	13th	Street,	Tacoma	98406	

Dear Sir... 

I have no doubt that you and the Planning Commission will receive many letters 
from folks supporting the nomination of the College Park District for inclusion in 
the Tacoma Historic Registry.   

Some of those letters will tell you and the Planning Commission reason after 
reason why the writer believes the district deserves inclusion.  Others will cite 
the city's charter and all sort of statutes, etc.  Some will appeal to what they 
believe to be the Planning commission's better nature.  Some folks will argue  a 
point-of-view based in all sorts of emotional but relevant criteria.   

My letter will not be one of those. 

The way I see it is simple.  If, by now,  the Planning Commission doesn't know, 
appreciate and understand the value and history of the College Park District to 
to the city of Tacoma... I fear that there's little I can do to inform and persuade 
the commission that "Historic Districts" contribute mightily to Tacoma's character 
and lifestyle (all of which is a cornerstone for growth)...and to the pride of 
Tacoma's residents. 

There are men and women "out there" who are far more knowledgeable about 
historic preservation than I am.  These are people really worth listening to.  And 
so, let me offer the following: 

“There may have been a time when preservation was about saving an old building 
here and there, but those days are gone. Preservation is in the business of saving 
communities and the values they embody." 

Richard Moe, Former President 
National Trust For Historic Preservation 

With all respect and good wishes... 

David Ullman

Staff note: Mr. Ullman's email: 1onedeu1@gmail.com
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From: annlabrum@nventure.com
To: Planning
Subject: I support The College Park Historic District
Date: Monday, May 23, 2022 8:06:35 PM

 1115 N. Cedar St.

 Tacoma, WA 98406

To the Tacoma Planning Commission:
I am writing in support of both the College Park National Historic District in being named to
the Tacoma Registry of Historic Places and the historic overlay district that it would create.  I
feel that preserving the integrity of the neighborhood allows for both maintenance of those
elements which make it a desirable place to live and the enhancement of effective mixed use.
Parameters can both maintain the organic and eclectic nature of the neighborhood and allow
for creative use of existing buildings as multifamily or extended family without overbuilding.
Based on the number of existing homes which contributed to the National and State Historic,
we believe that the designation of our neighborhood as city Historic District is appropriate. It
is also aligned with the City’s goal of creating family friendly areas that can accommodate
higher density while maintaining human-scale architecture and essential green space.  I
strongly support the College Park National Historic District in being named to the Tacoma
Registry of Historic Places.

 Sincerely,
 Ann Welton, annlabrum@nventure.com
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From: ethan whitener
To: Planning
Subject: Opposed to College Park Historic Review District
Date: Tuesday, May 17, 2022 2:10:39 PM

To: City of Tacoma Planning Commission

Re: College Park Historic Review District

“Nostalgia is not what it used to be.” – Yogi Berra

I am opposed to the proposed College Park Historic District.  The creation of the historic district
will further segregate Tacoma by race and income, which is a bad thing.  The costs of adding new
regulations to this neighborhood outweigh the benefits.

The city should boost housing supply by making it easier for property owners to modify their
property to build more housing, make energy efficiency upgrades, and basically do as they please
without navigating a new layer of bureaucracy.

The Commission found that “generally, the socioeconomic status of neighborhoods with historic
districts increases following designation” (page 6 of recommendations packet).  In other words,
preserving the “character” of this neighborhood would add to the wealth of current neighborhood
homeowners to the exclusion of non-residents.

The Commission also predicted “no significant change” in racial or ethnic composition following
historic district designation.  In other words, the neighborhood would cement itself as one of the
least diverse in the city (https://depts.washington.edu/labhist/maps-race-tacoma.shtml).

The Commission acknowledges these realities but thinks the district is still a good idea.  I
disagree.  The City of Tacoma does not need to spend our tax dollars on additional layers of
preservation.

While the creation of the district would not on paper exempt the neighborhood from the zoning
changes brought forward by Home in Tacoma, the new restrictions would in effect push meaningful
development, along with lower-income residents, to other neighborhoods.  The public comment
record reveals this is the goal of many supporters of the proposal.

The building inventory and research that went into this proposal is remarkable work.  And we can
all appreciate good craftsmanship and architectural history.  But the neighborhood is not a
museum.  There is a housing crisis in Tacoma right now.  That should be priority number one. 

It seems like this proposal is set to move forward.  I can only ask that the city consider my
concerns when the next group of homeowners requests that their domain be protected from
change.

Respectfully,

Ethan Whitener, renter, 1116 N. Steele St.
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From: Harrison Wiener
To: Planning
Subject: My Comment to the College Park History District proposal
Date: Friday, June 3, 2022 12:29:23 PM

Dear Planning committing, 

My name is Harrison Wiener and I am a homeowner on N 19th in the proposed College
Park Historical district. 

I received a letter informing me about the upcoming hearing and would like to share my
comments. I personally do not like, nor support this measure and I sincerely hope that this
measure is voted down. 

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

1. It is a direct subversion of the new city-wide zoning laws that were recently enacted. 
2. It will artificially increase housing prices which therefore increases the barrier to

entry for many different socio-economic groups; and being a person of color, this
really resonates with me. 

3. It makes it harder, if not impossible to make changes to the house that make it more
environmentally friendly. 

4. It enables people who have lived in the area for a generation to reap the benefits of
making changes that made their house more livable, thus passing down the cost to
mine and future generations of residents. 

I am aiming to keep the points brief, but I would be happy to expand on each of those points if
wanted or needed. 

My wife and I have lived in North Tacoma for 6 years and as homeowners for 2 and a half
years. We also know that the region as a whole is drastically low on available housing - not to
mention affordable housing - and we feel a civic responsibility to speak up against these
archaic practices that will keep our City from growing and, by default, prevent our community
from welcoming diverse populations and becoming more inclusive.

Thank you for your time.

-- 
Thank you, 
- Harrison Wiener
3008 N19th St. Tacoma WA 98406
C: 678-613-6432
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From: John Wolters <john@wc-studio.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 2, 2022 2:19 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Re: College Park Historic District 

I do not support the College Park neighborhood proposed designation as a Historic District for 
the following reasons: 

Adding a Historic designation and Design Review to any neighborhood will increase the cost of 
repairs, additions or alterations. This is in conflict with Tacoma's AHAS. Unnecessary 
regulatory hurdles create barriers to people at many income levels. 

The stated Design Guidelines intent is to ensure compatibility of new construction with the 
existing District. This is another way of saying that buildings with current styling should not be 
built next to or in a district with buildings constructed in a previous era. If this regulation were 
enacted city-wide, the result would be cheaply constructed homes made to look like historic 
structures everywhere because building a historically detailed home is cost-prohibitive in today's 
market.  

Limiting the height of new structures further exacerbates the housing shortage that Tacoma is 
and will continue to face as more people move to this city. Allowing structures to have varying 
heights not only creates variety, it also houses more people. 

Regulating the roof shape of new structures to look like existing homes does not allow the City's 
neighborhoods to evolve and change over time.  

Mandating that new structures use similar exterior materials as existing homes also penalizes 
those who've arrived in Tacoma later than those who arrived earlier. Cities with exciting 
neighborhoods welcome a mix of architectural styles, materials and finishes,  

Regulating window design, material and patterns to include muntins or grids is out of date with 
contemporary homes. 

When we compare architecture to many other industries, for instance fashion, product design or 
car design, and place a 1908 Model T next to a 2022 Tesla, they look nothing alike and yet share 
the road just the same.  

"Our greatest responsibility is not to be pencils of the past"  Robert Serling, playwright and 
television producer 

John Wolters 
architect 

John Wolters 
206.371.5152 

WC STUDIO 
architects 

www.wc-studio.com 
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(Staff note: Attachment to John Wolters’ e-mail) 
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Oral Testimony 
Public Hearing – Proposed College Park Historic District 

June 1, 2022 

1. Peter Stanley – I live in a potentially affected house. I want increased housing availability, affordability,
and opportunity in Tacoma. The College Park proposal makes building, renovating, and reinventing
more difficult. It will raise housing costs locally and adds to the pressure to sprawl across the county. It
is the opposite of what I believe the Tacoma Planning Commission should be promoting. My
neighborhood is not a museum, not a Potemkin village. It's my home, and I love it. I love that the
neighborhood contains inexpensive student housing, triplexes, and apartments, as well as nice old
houses. We have good access to transit, businesses, and so on. This proposal would make all of those
community assets more difficult and expensive to build and maintain. I enjoy my historic house, but I
hope to retain the freedom to make my own decisions over it. An example – I once removed one window 
in my house because the modern option was much less expensive than the period-correct replacement.
However, I replaced the window with modern pane because I needed to make the cracked window
safe. So, we could rent the house out for two years, so we could move, and so my wife could go to grad
school. That's a long chain of events, but it's the sort of decision that happens in real life. And it's this
type of decision that the College Park historic district proposal would like to take away from every
individual in the neighborhood. This proposal simultaneously reduces property rights by imposing
aesthetic requirements which perpetuate the cultured norms of 100 years ago onto current residents
but also harm everyone who doesn't already own a house here by increasing costs and limiting density.
A club of homeowners should not be able to impose its aesthetic opinions over neighbors’ homes
through the power of the city code. I didn't want to buy a house with an HOA – which is why I didn't do
so. Instead, I live in this wonderful neighborhood without additional limitations on property rights. Please
reject the proposal.

2. Liz Kaster – I'm here as a resident of the proposed College Park historic district, and I ask the Planning
Commission to reject this proposal. I've lived in this neighborhood for most of the past 17 years. During
that time, I've lived in dorms, an ADU, a small rental, and now, I own a 109-year-old home here. I'm
deeply invested in this neighborhood. What I love most about this neighborhood is not the buildings,
it's the people, and right now my current and potential future neighbors are struggling. In the 10 years,
I've owned my home, our property values have doubled. I think few of us have seen our salaries doubled
during that same time. In previous meetings, supporters of this effort have highlighted how historic
districts raise property values as a significant benefit. I think that's the last thing we need. Over the past
few years, many of my former neighbors who were renting on my block have tried to find affordable
housing to stay in the neighborhood and have been unable to do so. I do not want to live in a
neighborhood where only the wealthiest Tacomans can afford to live and that's increasingly becoming
our reality. This is a walkable transit-rich neighborhood steps away from the thriving Sixth Avenue
business district, exactly the type of place we should be encouraging more diverse housing types to
meet our environmental, equity, and transportation goals. The proponents of this measure regularly cite
that 55% support of area residents, but we don't make urban planning decisions by majority vote. Even
if most homeowners in the neighborhood would love the opportunity to see our home values rise and
to make new housing more expensive and difficult to build, letting a small group of homeowners make
exclusionary and self-interested decisions is not in the best interest of Tacoma now or in the future. I
have a five-year-old, and we tell him it's fine if there's a food or activity that he doesn't love, but he
shouldn't yuck someone else's yum. Part of living in a city is that there's some buildings with
architectural styles you may think look bad or out of place. If a kindergartener can accept that he cannot
control everything about his world, we can too. I believe Tacoma needs to focus on looking for ways to
welcome new neighbors and focus on affordable housing solutions. While I understand the intent of
this effort may be focused on preserving historic buildings, the impact will be to make it more
challenging to build affordable housing that meets the diverse housing needs of our community. I hope
the city rejects this exclusionary proposal.
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3. Deborah Cade – I live at 908 N. M which is on the North Slope Historic District, and I've been here for
27 years, which has basically been the time from the time that the historic district started being
developed. I've seen this neighborhood go from a neighborhood that was really kind of struggling to
one that is now sort of touted by Realtors as a desirable neighborhood. That's largely the effect of the
market, not just about the work that people have done on the homes here. But I support the designation
of the College Park neighborhood as a historic district just based on the experience that we've had in
our neighborhood. It has really encouraged people to take better care of the houses, and I think that
the demolition requirements or the demolition prohibitions fact is that demolition is considerably more
difficult here has done a lot to protect the neighborhood. This neighborhood was really kind of targeted
at the time for a lot of demolition, and replacement of homes and historic buildings with newer apartment
buildings, and that has the effect of replacing and losing a lot of what was affordable housing, and also
losing a lot of housing that is built with materials and craftsmanship that simply doesn't exist anymore.
The comp plan supports historic preservation. One of the main goals is really avoiding demolition and
loss of those resources. I understand the concern about the design review requirements, but it's hard
to justify the demolition prohibition if we don't retain the integrity of the neighborhood and the integrity
of the buildings. So, they kind of go hand-in-hand. Please recognize that this is consistent with the
comprehensive plan goals for historic preservation, as well as for avoidance of demolition of historic
buildings and of viable housing, and please support this historic designation.

4. Rick Aramburu – I'm an attorney in Seattle, representing tonight the College Park neighborhood
association and speaking in favor of passing on the recommendation of the Landmarks Preservation
Commission to the City Council. I want to speak about some of my experience as a lawyer in historic
preservation efforts. In that regard, the historic character of the neighborhood is already well established
through its designation on the National Register, but I want to talk about three other issues that I think
are important for the Planning Commission and for the community. First, historic preservation really
helps create and preserve neighborhood cohesion and communication. It enhances the attention given
by neighbors to their homes, the maintenance of their homes, and the pride in their community providing
a common bond. Secondly, historic designation already enhances some of the design criteria found in
the existing code. For example, the homes are oriented toward the street without garages and
driveways and other things, and access to the community is substantially off of existing alleys - features
that are no longer really typical in residential areas but they provide assistance to the community.
Porches and transparent facades are also important, as is the differing architecture and construction
forms which is dramatically different than what you see in some of our suburban communities. The third
point is that historic preservation is really consistent with affordable housing and with Home In Tacoma
priorities. Regulation is mostly to the front facades of the buildings. The rear part of most of the lots
here which are accessible by the alleys would provide for the ease of building ADU/DADU kinds of
additional residential housing in the community without a lot of conflict on neighbors or to the
streetscape. So in conclusion, the Landmarks Preservation Commission recommendations should be
passed on to the Council, where it can make a decision affecting priorities in the community, so we
urge the Planning Commission to do so.

5. Heidi Stephens – I live in South Tacoma which has just as many deserving homes and potential
historic districts, which I appreciate some commissioners noting. However, that doesn't make College
Park any less deserving, and I fully support its approval. In response to commissioners’ concern of
historic districts near colleges, some of my fondest memories were walking through those lovely historic
neighborhoods on my way to campus. Even though I didn't live in those blocks I aspire to one day and
wanted them preserved. Meanwhile, those beautiful areas were accessible to me just by their existence.
It's not a stretch to connect that such a designation essentially does preserve tree canopy by default.
Historic districts, which retain existing structures and undisturbed soil with mature trees, are being
environmentally responsible and sustainable. If an area experienced redlining in the past, that isn't a
reason to destroy what currently makes it desirable for all people now. With Home In Tacoma rezoning,
we do need some protected areas. And when Home In Tacoma was being sold to us, we were told that
historic designation is the method to keep vintage houses historic context, instead of becoming isolated
between contemporary buildings. This will be proof of follow-through on that. I did find it odd for some
to suggest that those who purchased homes in pleasant neighborhood shouldn't expect for it to stay
that way, yet others suggested that less desirable areas could expect to get even worse. This was from
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the previous discussions and prior meetings. I say both of those residential areas are deserving of 
preserving what's good in addition to improving them. So, it is very possible to preserve College Park 
while also developing density and non-polluted areas, and it's necessary. That's the purpose of City 
Planning. Due to Home In Tacoma’s broad rezoning though, these historic districts become even more 
important to preserve and College Park is deserving of your approval.  

6. Jeff Ryan – I live at 3017 N. 13th. I have been an architect here in Tacoma, specializing in historic 
preservation for over 35 years, and I've been a resident in the district for the last 25 years. And I'm also 
the author of the nomination before you. I would like to reassert our strong support for the nomination 
effort. A nomination that took over 1200 hours to research and prepare. One that has been reviewed 
and edited on the national and state, and most recently, the local level by the Tacoma Landmarks 
Preservation Commission. A nomination that was accompanied by over 400 signatures of support 
representing over 55% of the residents within the neighborhood – a majority support of the nomination, 
and yes, it is true that this is not an election and a majority doesn't rule. It does show overwhelming 
support for this. This is usually the hardest part of putting a nomination forth for a district and that has 
been the thing that was lacking and others that have tried like Old Town. So, it is important to know that 
we have 55%. A nomination that is supported by the Tacoma Municipal Code, and the One Tacoma 
Comprehensive Plan through numerous goals and policy statements found within. I think Reuben did 
a good job of showing many of the ones from the Urban Form, Design and Development, and Housing 
chapters, as well as the Historic Preservation Plan for the city. Each of these chapters addresses the 
importance of historic neighborhoods in the City of Tacoma, and community building, which goes along 
with nomination efforts and the listing. We simply ask for a fair non-biased review of this guidelines 
under the Tacoma Municipal Code – not missing information or fear. We just would like to have it looked 
at in a fair and reasonable way. Historic districts/historic neighborhoods are affordable housing in the 
United States. Existing homes are far more affordable than new. Existing historic homes over 50 years 
are far greener than the most current efficient homes. It takes 20 to 30 years for an efficient home to 
match a historic home of 50 years of age. We have locked in carbon. We have all the embodied energy 
sitting here, and to lose that through demolition creates a giant hole for somebody to create a new 
home to actually build all that energy back. These historic districts are key to a sustainable future. That's 
why they do it in Europe. That's why they do it in other cities. This is a sustainability issue as much as 
a historic issue. We just simply would like you to review this fairly and send it on to the City Council for 
their review and hopefully their approval.  

7. Huy Pham – I’m with the Washington Trust for Historic Preservation. The Washington Trust is a 
nonprofit organization dedicated to saving the places that matter in Washington State. In accordance 
with our mission, we affirm that the proposed local historic district, as listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places that invite the State Advisory Council on Historic Preservation convened through the 
State Department of Archaeology and historic preservation and ultimately approved by the National 
Park Service, is very much congruent with the City of Tacoma’s Comprehensive Plan and Home In 
Tacoma goals as they relate to housing and sustainable development. Phase one of the Home In 
Tacoma project packet commits to adopting policies that (policy two) allow diverse missing middle 
housing types such as duplexes, triplexes, cottage housing, and small multifamily in designated low-
scale areas, including most currently single-family neighborhoods; and (policy four) ensure new 
housing is well designed and complements the scale of the neighborhood. Of the 582 buildings within 
the proposed historic district boundary, there are already 24 duplexes, seven triplexes, three 
quadplexes, and three buildings with six or more units, two of which are listed as historically 
contributing. Speaking to policy goal number two, this means that the missing middle housing that the 
City of Tacoma seeks is already found within the proposed district in both historic and contemporary 
development patterns. Speaking to policy number four, given that historic designation at any level does 
not restrict density or use beyond a property's exterior aesthetic qualities, the application of a historic 
design review process and the special evaluation incentives that do come with historic designation, can 
only further stimulate well designed and complimentary development, when existing single-family 
structures are converted into multiplexes or new structures are built onto the 73 non-contributing or 
vacant lots. On the other hand, without local protections, neighborhoods are dependent on the goodwill 
of developers and market opportunities to produce affordable but high-quality housing – when any of 
those 509 historically contributing structures are planned for replacement. Furthermore, speaking to 
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sustainability, chapter four of the Comprehensive Plan, Environment and Watershed Health, identifies 
five goals, two of which most relate to the proposed Historic District designation. Primarily, goal number 
one ensures that Tacoma’s built and natural environments function in complementary ways and are 
resilient to climate change and natural hazards. The National Trust for Historic Preservation’s 
Preservation Green Lab concludes in their 2016 study that comparing buildings of equivalent size and 
function, building reuse almost always offers environmental savings over demolition and new 
construction for both carbon emissions and producing transportation construction materials. We look 
forward to submitting a more detailed version of this letter soon after this meeting. 

8. Holly Powers – I am 38 years old. I have lived in this neighborhood for 15 years, including in my current 
home, which is between North 9th and North 10th on North Junett Street, which I own. I have lived in it 
for nine years with my husband and now my two young children. I plan to live in my home until I retire 
at least – which if all goes well is another 30 years. I have a tremendous amount of pride in my home 
and in my community – which is why I want to encourage you to absolutely reject the College Park 
historic district proposal. My family wants to see diverse housing types in our neighborhood. We want 
to see urban density. We know that density is better for our environment and better for the long term 
future for our region. We want to see affordable housing, and we believe this is better for our community 
and better for Tacoma. We want to see diversity in housing types and in families of our neighbors and 
in residents in this neighborhood. This neighborhood needs to be part of the solution for our city, one 
that can evolve as the city evolves and as we change and grow. We want to be a welcoming and diverse 
neighborhood and we want our neighborhood to be accessible to many. Let there be no mistake, this 
proposal is at odds with those aspirations for our future. For Commissioners who support inclusivity, 
diversity, and responsible environmental planning and policy, this should be a clear decision. Please 
decline this designation that will take us backwards and not forwards into the future which my family 
looks forward to participating in, in our beautiful and diverse neighborhood. 

9. Eric Quist – I live on North 13th, and I am opposed to the establishment of the College Park historic 
district. First, a fee of $175 to $500 to have a proposed change reviewed is nothing more than an 
additional tax – a tax on one's right to make changes to one's own property. Not everybody can afford 
this. Our neighborhood is diverse, with people from all different ages and economic circumstances, 
including many on fixed incomes. Not everyone could afford this fee, especially now, when we're seeing 
prices rise for the cost of living. Second, the character of our neighborhood has not changed in the 40 
years that my wife and I have lived in the same house. People just aren't doing much to change the 
character of their homes. Consequently, the proposed College Park historic district won't add much if 
anything other than additional fees and paperwork. Third, I understand that most requests from 
homeowners and existing historic districts are routinely approved. So, what purpose does the historic 
district serve if the vast majority of those requests are routinely approved? This proposed historic district 
seems to me is merely a solution looking for a problem, a problem that for all intents and purposes 
doesn't exist. We don't need to solve a problem that doesn't exist. Fourth, I remain convinced a 
significant number of people think the proposed Historic District will prevent the city from moving ahead 
with the Home In Tacoma initiative. The fact that questions about the effect of the proposed historic 
district on that initiative were asked during the informational session a few days ago, leads me to believe 
that many don't know or understand this will not prevent the city from moving ahead with its plans 
should it choose to do so. I also understand that the decision to proceed is not subject to majority vote 
of the residents of the district. It disturbs me however, to think that the city might go ahead with this 
project under the assumption that most people approve of it when in fact, they don't have all the facts. 
I was one of the 7000 or so people who received the postcards asking whether I approved or 
disapproved of this proposal. Nowhere did it say what effect this would have on Home in Tacoma. I 
would urge that Planning Commission not recommend that the City Council approve this. I don't think 
we need it. I think it's unnecessary, and I think it will increase everyone's costs. 

10. Rich Arneson – I live in the proposed College Park area. I am also in the electric utility industry. I'll just 
point out a few things. Governor Inslee signed into law not too long ago, a new law that says that by 
the year 2030 no new gas vehicles will be sold into Washington state. The reason why that is important 
here is that in order for homes to incorporate this new technology, charging at the home is an important 
criteria. That is most easily accomplished if the home has a garage, or a carport or some other kind of 
driveway so that the charging is off-street. Attempts at curbside residential charging in Tacoma and 
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other areas around the country are actually mostly disappointing. I don't quite know how or why but it's 
just not working the way it had hoped. So, I would urge that there's accommodation to appropriate 
viable at-home charging be explicitly encouraged, even with this historic preservation, if it is to occur. 
Think of it as a way to bring the past, to the present and into the future for something that is vitally 
important to all of our community and world. Also, I'll say that, assuming that there's legislation for 
electrification of space and water heating systems at homes, they will have or could have some exterior 
impacts, especially with the placement of heat pumps. I just say that forcing this type of equipment into 
places that do not make engineering or economic sense, will have consequential impacts to mitigate 
climate change. So I urge you that you have leeway in these considerations.  

11. Julie Turner – I think maybe we need to look at what the Tacoma Municipal Code actually says, “The 
City finds that the protection, enhancement, perpetuation, and continued use of landmarks, districts, 
and elements of historic, cultural, architectural, archeological, engineering, or geographic significance 
located within the City are required in the interests of the prosperity, civic pride, and ecological and 
general welfare of its citizens.” Now, that's a lot of words to say it's important for us to keep pieces of 
our past to show us where we want to go. As John Steinbeck always said, how are we going to know 
it's us, if without our past. So, in fact, if you read the College Park application all the way through, you 
will find that Mr. Ryan knows a lot about Tacoma history, and you will learn a lot about it just by reading 
this. We can remember these homes and styles in this neighborhood where there’s examples of the 
young professionals in Tacoma from the turn of the 20th century, and of the working people that rode 
the trolley to work in the morning and rode it home at night. These are kinds of places we need to 
preserve, just as much as we preserve the huge buildings downtown that we have on the Historic 
Register. I urge you to pass this on to the Council because we need to remember these homes of 
ordinary people and how they lived then. These are the people who, while they were living their lives, 
actually made Tacoma what it is today.  

12. Ryan Johnson – I am a homeowner and neighbor in the proposed College Park district, and I want to 
thank you to the Planning Commission for this opportunity to testify. I want to speak on behalf of myself 
and my family. I have lived in this area of Tacoma since 2013 and bought a home here in 2015. We 
love the neighborhood – my wife and six-year-old son. Every day, it is just an amazing and special 
place. I want to support everyone out there that is encouraging the Planning Commission to reject this. 
We are already seeing and feeling the effects of our neighbors who can't afford to live here anymore. 
This proposal really just limits diversity for our neighborhood. It limits the growth, and it's about making 
it less inclusive. It's about affecting economic diversity. It's, in a lot of ways, less about preserving 
buildings and more about preserving a way of life. And frankly, it amazes me that people are spending 
so much time on this. I'm not wanting to take away the work that people have done on this, but there 
are so many other pressing matters in our city and in our whole Tacoma neighborhood right now that 
need our support. It feels really elitist, and it feels like something that's incredibly privileged to even 
think about. So, my family supports all the other families out there that have talked about rejecting this, 
and I hope the Planning Commission could feel deeply about rejecting this. 

13. Susan Ryan – I am a co-applicant for this nomination. I would like to ask you all to have open minds 
and open hearts as you prepare to make your deliberations and final recommendation to approve or 
deny this nomination. You have been given great power and privilege as commissioners, and with this 
power, you can stop this nomination, as some who have testified would like to see that happen, from 
ever reaching our elected officials. I find this fact to be quite troubling in a democratic society. I also 
want to say I'm sorry to all of those who feel that this nomination will somehow create a gated 
community that is elitist, is disrespectful of others, and would limit the opportunity for anyone else to 
live within these boundaries. Many of you have lived here for 60 years. I've lived here 25 years, and it's 
a range of people. It's always been this way since my time here. We like it because it isn't all 
homogenous, like suburbs tend to be. I have lived my life around historic architecture and vintage finds. 
I like things with a personality and history much like others that live around me. I was raised by parents 
from the Depression era, and the term sustainability was not one used, but we were taught to reuse 
and repurpose. Being good stewards of our environment is what this is all about. It's only natural to be 
interested in creating historic districts in my current neighborhood of 25 years, like I said – a 
neighborhood of closely built, compact pre-World War II homes that have adapted through the years, 
yet still retains its collective historical integrity. My house was built to have borders in the attic. Many 
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homes around me have been adapted and turned into apartments and triplexes within, or a house with 
a single apartment in the basement or somewhere in the house. It hasn't limited any of this. However, 
with current pressures from newer developers, in a wish to do away with old and new must be better, 
it's all the more important that the city recognize what the city has. For years, I have actually tried to 
encourage the city to do nominations and encourage other neighborhoods throughout the city to 
become historic districts, if they choose. It is not easy, but the city needs to step up too if they want to 
see this happen. This part of Tacoma is one of the earliest developed, so it only makes sense that there 
would be more historic districts currently in the city in this area. It’s just the way it was. 

14. Tom Lowe – I just like to make a comment about the density within the historic district. The University
of Washington did a study, and it turns out that our census block, regardless of its size, has a higher
population of non-whites than most of the Northwest and parts of the Central area of the bi-population.
So, we are a very diverse community, and we are not a nominating this district to be exclusive. We are
very inclusive. Part of that is an impact due to the UPS college population, and it does flow. We do
have a lot of diverse dwellings within the district as well. I encourage the Planning Commission to move
this forward to the City Council.

15. Tim Merlander – I live on North 9th Street, and the reason I think the high cost of living here – I've lived
here 30 years – is due to the real estate market and developers. When I purchased this home 30 years
ago, it was very inexpensive. Now, houses near me have sold for $600,000. The people around me
and myself are astounded. Since people are moving here from Redmond and Bellevue and the real
estate people are seeing, you know, money signs in their eyes, so that's the reason I think that housing
is so high in this area. It's just ridiculous. We do have diversity here. Not as much as other areas of
Tacoma, assuredly, but that doesn't mean that I think passing this College Park initiative would change
that. We do need affordable housing, certainly, and if you look at other parts of town, they're not
affordable housing which are being built now. It's just ridiculous. Bare land is being bulldozed and turned
into these high-rise apartments or four-story apartments, and the cost is expensive. It's not cheap. So,
we do need to find affordable housing somewhere in the city, for certain. I'm for the College Park historic 
district, and we need to rein in the real estate people and the developers and say, you've got enough
money – that's enough.

16. Wendy – I want to state that I think that the arguments being made against this proposal around it
promoting inequity and encouraging lack of diversity are completely wrongheaded. I moved here from
Seattle, and one of the main reasons was the fact that the developers were buying a lot of these older,
small, more modest homes, and then putting these mega multistory buildings there; and that was
virtually making them even more expensive than the homes would have been when they were just left
in their historic states. I don't want to see that happen here. I feel like we have a real treasure on our
hands in this neighborhood. I'm really privileged to be able to live here, and I understand that real estate
costs are high. But I don't think that the argument that's being made that they're going to only go up if
we make this a historic district is correct. I think that's wrong. And I think that, as other commentators
have stated, there are a lot of other factors at play here. I think we need to just realize that we're trying
to control, not the lifestyle and our neighborhood, but the way that the architecture looks, full stop. If we
want to talk about real estate prices, we wanted to talk about the other issues in terms of systemic
inequity in our community, I'm happy to do that, but I don't think that is what's going on here. I'd like us
to stay focused on preserving the architecture and the history of our area.

17. Allie Rucker – I live in the College Park historic district with my young family, and I would just like to
echo the previous caller. We simply think that this is about preserving architecture, and it's really that
simple. There's a lot of other arguments being thrown into this that truly have nothing to do with what
this is about. This is a noble effort that I think a lot of volunteers have thrown a lot of good time behind
because people care about it, and people care about the integrity of the neighborhood and the
architecture. It's really that simple. I really believe that it's really hard to hear these other arguments
that are very valid about other things in our community, but simply not this. This is about preserving
architecture. We've left gentrified neighborhoods that developers have completely taken over,
unfortunately, but not Tacoma – we love Tacoma because that has not happened here yet, and that's
also not what this is about. This is simply about preserving architecture. We love our neighborhood,
and we fully support the College Park historic nomination.

- 144 -



Public Comments and Staff Responses and Suggestions 
Proposed College Park Historic Special Review District 

College Park Historic District – Public Comments and Staff Responses Report  For Planning Commission’s Review (08‐03‐22)  Page 1 of 16 

The Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on June 1, 2022 to receive oral testimony concerning the proposed College Park Historic 
Special Review District, and accepted written comments through the closure of the public hearing record on June 3, 2022. 

This report compiles public comments received and staff’s responses to the comments, and where appropriate, staff’s suggested modifications 
to the proposals contained in the College Park Special Review District package.  

Key Comment Summary  Commenters 
(See Attachment 3)

Staff Responses and Suggestions 

O1  Opposed to district.  Will make building and renovating housing more 
difficult and expensive.  Will increase cost of housing and reduce 
availability.  Will limit density.  Will reduce property rights and 
introduce aesthetic requirements.    

Stanley  Thank you.  It is acknowledged that certain 
projects, will be subject to design 
guidelines and potential design review 
through the Landmarks Commission, which 
could introduce additional time and permit 
fees, and may require materials that are 
more expensive.  However, this 
requirement is limited to work that is 
already subject to building permits and in 
many cases, conducted at the staff level to 
improve efficiency and lower costs.  The 
recommendation by the Landmarks 
Commission includes additional strategies 
to reduce costs and burdens on residents. 

An historic district may have the effect of 
limiting density that would have otherwise 
occurred in this neighborhood, but this 
requires additional analysis to quantify. 
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Key  Comment Summary  Commenters 
(See Attachment 3)

Staff Responses and Suggestions 

O2  Opposed to district.  Love the people in the neighborhood more than 
the buildings.  Housing costs are too high.  The neighborhood doesn’t 
need increased property values.  The neighborhood should be 
targeted for increased density and variety of housing types.  Rising 
values will make it more difficult to build and is not consistent with the 
need for affordable housing. Will be exclusionary. 

Kaster  Thank you.  The effect on property values 
resulting from the creation of an historic 
district, especially in the present market, is 
not clear.  The area is presently a desirable 
neighborhood; whether an historic district 
increases desirability or decreases it is a 
matter for debate.  Higher density zoning 
may also result in dramatically higher land 
values due to development potential.  

O3  Live in the North Slope Historic District and support the proposal based 
on experience in North Slope.  Encourages better maintenance of 
historic homes.  Demolition review protects the neighborhood; prior 
to the district the North Slope was targeted for a lot of demolition, 
which destroyed affordable existing housing and wasted non‐
renewable materials that were used to build older homes.  Design 
review is an important part of neighborhood protection, along with 
demolition review. Historic districts are clearly supported by the 
Comprehensive Plan.   

Cade  Acknowledged. 

O4  Attorney representing College Park Neighborhood Association.  
Support Landmarks Commission recommendation.  Historic character 
of College Park has been established via the National Register 
designation.  Historic districts encourage neighborhood cohesion and 
communication.  Increases community pride and provides a common 
bond.  Historic designation enhances existing zoning development 
standards such as alley accessed parking and porches.  Historic districts 
are consistent with affordable housing and Home In Tacoma, because 
regulation is focused on fronts of buildings while allowing 
ADU/DADUs.  The recommendation should be forwarded to Council 
for their consideration. 

Aramburu  Thank you.  It is correct that current 
residential historic districts allow 
ADU/DADU development.  Historic districts 
do not regulate use, which is determined 
by the underlying zoning.  
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Key  Comment Summary  Commenters 
(See Attachment 3)

Staff Responses and Suggestions 

O5  South Tacoma has historic character worthy of protection, but this 
doesn’t mean that College Park is not also worthy of protection.  
Supports proposal. Presence of an historic neighborhood near the 
university enhances the student experience.  Historic districts also 
maintain tree coverage and are environmentally responsible and 
sustainable.  The historical existence of redlining does not justify 
destroying a desirable neighborhood in the present. Historic 
protections will be needed when Home In Tacoma takes effect, and 
historic designation was offered as a way to maintain historic context, 
and this is a test of that.  It is possible to preserve College Park and 
increase density. 

Stephens  Acknowledged. 

O6  Longtime resident and author of nomination.  Support proposal.  The 
nomination took over 1200 hours to create and has been reviewed by 
historic preservation authorities at the national, state and local level.  
Over 400 signatures of support were submitted with the nomination.  
While not subject to a vote, there is demonstrated support.  It is 
supported by the municipal code and the comprehensive plan.  Want 
the proposal to be reviewed fairly.  Historic homes represent existing 
affordable housing and are far greener than the energy cost to 
construct a new building.  Demolition wastes that embodied energy.  

Ryan   Thank you.  Staff concurs that demolition is 
a major source of solid waste. 

O7  Washington Trust for Historic Preservation supports this proposal.  It is 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and the City’s housing and 
sustainability goals and policies.  There are 24 duplexes, 7 triplexes, 2 
quadplexes, and three buildings of 6+ units.  The missing middle 
housing sought by Home In Tacoma already exists in the College Park 
neighborhood.  Designation does not affect anything besides exterior 
aesthetic qualities.  There are 73 vacant or noncontributing lots 
available for infill.  

Pham  Thank you.  Staff will also be providing a 
map of noncontributing/vacant parcels for 
the Commission’s consideration. 

O8  Opposed.  Have lived in neighborhood for 15 years.  Want to see 
diversity and density in the neighborhood and believe rejecting the 
district is better for the community and for the City.  We want to see 
affordable housing.  The district proposal is at odds with those goals. 

Powers  Thank you.  There are a number of policies 
in Home In Tacoma addressing the balance 
between preservation of historic places 
and the development of increased housing. 



College Park Historic District – Public Comments and Staff Responses Report  For Planning Commission’s Review (08‐03‐22)  Page 4 of 16 

Key  Comment Summary  Commenters 
(See Attachment 3)

Staff Responses and Suggestions 

O9  Opposed.  Design review fees are a tax and burden.  Historic district 
not needed to protect character.  People think the historic district will 
prevent Home in Tacoma from taking effect. 

Quist  Thank you.  It is correct that the creation of 
an historic district will not exempt the area 
from Home In Tacoma amendments. 

O10  Live in neighborhood.  Electric vehicle charging installation needs to be 
accommodated by the historic district if established, as well as heat 
pumps and other system upgrades. 

Arneson  Thank you.  Generally, electrical work (with 
the exception of solar panels) has been 
exempt from historic review.  Solar panels 
are addressed in the design guidelines and 
have been approved on several homes in 
the North Slope Historic District.  Although 
EV infrastructure is relatively new, it is 
anticipated that this will not present an 
issue.  Heat pumps are becoming 
increasingly popular in the existing historic 
districts and are typically approved at the 
staff level. 

O11  Support.  Historic districts are identified in the code as public benefit.  
It is important to preserve reminders of history. 

Turner  Thank you. 

O12  Opposed.  Lived in neighborhood since 2013.  The proposal will limit 
growth, diversity and inclusivity.  This should not be a policy priority. 

Johnson  Thank you. 

O13  Co‐applicant.  Please send to City Council.  Have lived in district for 25 
years.    It is a mix of people and not homogenous like suburbs.  Am 
sorry to those who think if will create an exclusive gated community. 
The district retains historical integrity of compact pre‐WWII housing.  
My house was designed for boarders.  Many other homes are 
apartments or triplexes and the district won’t limit that.  Other 
neighborhoods should also be nominated.  The concentration of 
districts in this area of the city reflects the developmental history. 

Ryan  Thank you. 

O14  Support. District is diverse according to census data and the district is 
not intended to be exclusive. 

Lowe  Thank you.  Information on the historical 
and current demographics is being 
provided to the Commission. 
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O15  Support district.  The high cost of housing is due to the real estate 
market and developers.  The neighborhood isn’t as diverse as some 
areas, but this would not be affected by the College Park District.  In 
other areas of the City what is being built for housing is not affordable. 
   

Merlander  Thank you. 

O16  Disagree with comments about district promoting inequity and lack of 
diversity.  From Seattle where developers are buying smaller older 
homes and putting up very expensive housing units.  Disagree that 
district will raise housing costs; there are many factors.  The district is 
about architecture, not about lifestyle.  The real estate market and 
inequity is a broader conversation. 

Wendy  Thank you. 

O17  This proposal is about preserving architecture, not about other 
arguments.  It is a noble volunteer effort. 

Rucker  Thank you. 

W1  The proposal is consistent with and reinforces comprehensive plan 
goals and policies. Creation of district will have little impact on 
affordable housing goals, will only impact visual appearance of homes 
from the street side, and will not affect alleys. Adoption of this district 
will provide a unifying force within the neighborhood.  

Aramburu  Thank you. 

W2  Opposed. Live in neighborhood. Proposed district serves some owners 
but hinders others. District will increase housing costs, including 
renters. Opposed to design review process and strict building 
requirements. Rather, we should welcome all people and increase 
density through more development. 

Arbaugh  Thank you. 
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W3	 Opposed. Creation of historic district is racist, anti‐growth, and 
attempt at redlining and exclusionary zoning. 

Austin  Thank you.  While the social outcomes 
resulting from the creation of residential 
historic districts is a matter of debate, and 
the question of as is the relationship 
between zoning in general and broad 
demographic patterns, it is staff’s opinion 
that equating design review within an 
historic district to redlining is inaccurate. 
“Redlining” was an intentional racist 
lending practice that denied home 
financing to individuals based on ethnicity, 
resulting in many cities being segregated 
racially and socio‐economically.  Whether 
the establishment of a district contributes 
to a legacy effect is a significant policy 
question. 

W4  Proposed district will keep with goals of the One Tacoma 
Comprehensive Plan, including integrate/harmonize development with 
natural environment and protect/preserve Tacoma’s historic and 
cultural character. 

Babcock  Thank you. 

W5  Born and raised in College Park, and now owns a home in the same 
district. Proposed district will honor Tacoma’s history and preserve 
architectural styles. Cites Landmarks Commission poll from 2021 that 
shows that majority of residents support this district. District has high 
density of people per block and high percentage of non‐white 
residents compared to other areas of city. Preservation is sustainable 
and provides affordable housing. Permit process is easy to follow. 

Bach  Thank you.  Information on the historical 
and current demographics is being 
provided to the Commission. 
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W6  Opposed. Proposed district is inequitable, regressive, and anti‐
community. City budget should put their efforts towards those who 
are underrepresented. Neighborhood aesthetics already protected by 
NRHP. Undue hardship on homeowners who want to remodel their 
homes.  

J. Bartoy  Thank you.  The Commission’s 
recommendations do include 
recommendations to reduce burdens on 
property owners, as well as 
recommendations for additional work in 
underserved areas of the City. 

W7  Opposed. Proposed district hurts affordable housing effort, thwarts 
efforts to implement Home in Tacoma, and is exclusive. Would also 
prevent UPS students from living closer to campus.  

Bjornson  Thank you.  The district will not regulate 
use and is not expected to have a direct 
effect on UPS or its students.  The 
university has indicated that there are no 
specific concerns about the impacts to its 
plans and operations. 

W8  Supports.  R. Bond  Thank you. 

W9  Supports. Proposed district would give a sense of community to 
diverse home styles, which would lead to a sense of belonging and 
willingness to help each other. 

T. Bond  Thank you. 

W10  Supports. College Park represents significant period of development 
historically/architecturally. Listing on NRHP is a well‐deserved honor. 
Support of residents speaks to neighborhood pride. 

Brooker  Thank you. 

W11  Opposed. Proposed district would exacerbate issues of affordability 
and availability of homes. Homes are lovely, but doesn’t see evidence 
of historical significance. 

Brown  Thank you.  The Landmarks Commission 
reviewed the nomination and found that 
the district meets the historic designation 
criteria in the Tacoma Municipal Code.  The 
State Historic Preservation Office and the 
National Park Service likewise have 
determined that the district meets the 
National Register of Historic Places criteria. 

W12  Opposed. Lives in neighborhood. Has a right as a homeowner to 
decide how their house looks. Historic districts ruin cities. 

Byers  Thank you. 
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W13  Supports. Proposed district is consistent with the comprehensive plan, 
specifically Goal DD‐1 and DD‐13. Concerned about demolition in the 
area. Demolition is wasteful and historic properties are usually 
replaced with less affordable housing. Must preserve the history of 
ordinary people in residential areas. College Park is architecturally 
intact and represents a significant time in Tacoma’s history.  

Cade  Thank you. 

W14  Opposed. Live in Buckley’s Addition/College Park area. Appreciate a 
beautiful, old Tacoma, but the area needs more housing for everyone. 
District will drive up home prices, institutionalize redlining, and limit 
property rights of homeowners.  

Camarata  Thank you.  The significance of the 
relationship between historic districts and 
housing prices is not known; for example, 
the association between rising land costs in 
relation to higher density zoning may also 
be significant in terms of square foot 
market prices. 

W15  Supports  Carlson  Thank you. 

W16  Supports. Lives in neighborhood. Many charming homes, pleasant 
place to walk, and should be protected and preserved. 

Clark  Thank you. 

W17  Supports. Lives in North Slope Historic District and loves the historic 
charm. Wanted to express importance of maintaining this unique 
neighborhood. 

Collins  Thank you. 

 

W18  Opposed. Lives in neighborhood. Sees no advantages to creating the 
district. Charm and character of neighborhood has not changed in the 
41 years lived there. Presentations provided more confusion than 
clarity.  

Colombini  Thank you.   

W19  Supports. Already on NRHP and state register. District supports 
policies of One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan. Hopes that Planning 
Commission will help HP staff to preserve other areas of Tacoma that 
mirror College Park. City should also allocate funds for McKinley and 
Lincoln. 

Cook  Thank you.  The City Historic Preservation 
Office is presently conducting survey work 
in Lincoln and recently completed similar 
work in McKinley. 
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W20  Supports. Supported the efforts for the NRHP and state register 
listings. Community members donated their time to this cause. 
Commission should work with the community in College Park, not 
against them. 

Cordis‐Lowe  Thank you. 

W21  Supports. Lives in the neighborhood. Neighbors and landscaping 
changed over time, but not the character of the neighborhood. 
Protecting the area will keep property values in place and generate tax 
money for the city. Keeping the historical significance is important and 
shouldn’t be demolished and replaced. 

Cory  Thank you. 

W22  Opposed. Lives in neighborhood. Does not want rules imposed on their 
homes. Believes that historic preservation should be on an individual 
level rather than the district level.  

Daniel  Thank you. 

W23  Supports. Appreciates historic value of the district. College Park should 
be preserved for future Tacoma residents. Listing on local level 
provides demolition review to contributing buildings. Environmental 
benefits to deterring demolition. Focus of the city should be to fund 
and assist underrepresented communities.  

Devlin  Thank you. 

W24  Opposed. Live in neighborhood  Douglas  Thank you. 

W25  Supports.  D. Eichner  Thank you. 

W26  Supports.  D. Eichner  Thank you. 

W27  Supports.  J. Eichner  Thank you. 

W28  Supports.  Frank  Thank you.  

W29  Supports. Lives in neighborhood. Love the culture, architecture, and 
overall historic feel. Fears losing the neighborhood feel to new 
development.  

Friske  Thank you. 

W30  Opposed. Lives near the proposed district. Burden of design review 
exceeds any benefits to homeowners. 

Gabriel  Thank you. 

W31  Supports.  Gregory  Thank you. 
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W32  Supports. We need to protect historic neighborhoods and 
architecture. 

Guatney  Thank you. 

W33  Opposed. Live near the proposed district. Do not think the 
neighborhood has any unique or interesting history. Proposal will raise 
costs for homeowners, lead to gentrification, and limit racial diversity. 
Tacoma needs greater housing density. Proposal is an attempt to get 
around the Home in Tacoma proposal.  

Hagens  Thank you.  The creation of an historic 
district will not exempt the area from 
Home In Tacoma amendments. 

W34  Supports. Live in neighborhood.  Hager  Thank you. 

W35  Opposed. Individual historic structures should be listed at the 
homeowner’s expense rather than as a whole district. Area should be 
able to grow and change over time with new buildings. New buildings 
would help UPS students find housing 

Hanberg  Thank you.  The intent of an historic district 
is not to prevent change but to ensure that 
future changes are compatible with the 
existing context, and to provide a 
transparent public design review process. 

W36  Opposed. Lives in North End. Listing as a district will prevent future 
development. Tacoma needs more housing than historic aesthetics of 
the neighborhood. 

Irby  Thank you. 

W37  Supports. Lives in neighborhood. Improved home several times since 
2010. In favor, but review process should cover only street side of the 
house, solar panels should be exempt from review, and design review 
should have a clear timeline (no longer than 30 days). 

James  Thank you.  The suggestions regarding 
exempting non‐street facing elevations and 
solar panels are similar to the 
recommendations of the Landmarks 
Commission.  There is already a 30 review 
period for the Landmarks Commission once 
an application is complete (please refer to 
TMC 13.05.040).  

W38  Opposed. Establishment of district will halt good work of affordable 
housing by Home in Tacoma. Proposed district will put up barriers. 
College Park area is where Tacoma should be concerned with 
affordable multifamily housing. This would prioritize aesthetics over 
other city priorities 

Jaszewski  Thank you. 
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W39  Supports. Lives in neighborhood. Updated their home several times. 
The neighborhood is very diverse and is a wonderful community. 
Neighbors are not elitist or exclusionary. Redlining is not a problem in 
the neighborhood now.  

J. Jensen  Thank you. 

W40  Supports. District must be preserved and protected as a valuable 
historic record of Tacoma architecture. 

K. Jensen  Thank you. 

W41  Supports. Lives in neighborhood. Look and feel of Tacoma 
neighborhoods is important. Does not want Tacoma to look like West 
Seattle, Kirkland, or other communities. 

R. Jensen  Thank you. 

W42  Opposed. Lives in neighborhood. Main issue is with design review.  K. Johnson  Thank you. 

W43  Supports. No designation will lead to rapid changes and development. 
Must protect the neighborhood’s historical integrity. 

R. Johnson  Thank you. 

W44  Supports. Lives in neighborhood. Beauty of historical homes must be 
preserved. Neighborhood is already fairly dense compared to the rest 
of Tacoma. 

Juranty  Thank you. 

W45  Opposed. Lives in neighborhood. Proposed district does not support 
diversity, equity, and inclusion.  

J. Kohler  Thank you. 

W46  Opposed. Lives in neighborhood. Proposal is harmful to affordable 
housing efforts and diversity/equity of the community.  

P. Kohler  Thank you. 

W47  Supports. Lives in neighborhood. Important to preserve the 
neighborhood because it is already changing. Traffic is a big concern. 
History of the neighborhood needs to be preserved by keeping the 
homes intact. 

Larsen  Thank you.  It should be noted that an 
historic district does not regulate use 
and/or associated levels of traffic. 

W48  Supports. Important to maintain integrity. Tacoma is a beautiful place 
because of the distinctive characteristics of homes. 

Lecompte  Thank you. 

W49  Supports.  Leske  Thank you. 
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W50  Opposed. Proposed district will add additional difficulties in zoning. 
Housing prices would continue to rise. Area should allow more 
multifamily housing to provide for low‐income students. The district 
would hinder the development of Tacoma. 

Lindergren  Thank you. 

W51  Supports. Does not support comments by the Planning Commission 
and Chair. Discussed proposed district with hundreds of neighbors 
who care about the neighborhood. 

Lowe  Thank you. 

W52  Supports.  Lowe  Thank you. 

W53  Supports. Neighborhood designation is important to celebrate what 
makes Tacoma beautiful. Already listed on NRHP and state register. 

Malaier  Thank you. 

W54  Opposed. Proponents of the district less interested in preserving 
history than desire to limit densification of the neighborhood.  

Mauer  Thank you. 

W55  Supports. Affordable housing and historic districts do not conflict. New 
development is jarring next to historic homes.  

McCarthy  Thank you. 

W56  Supports. Cites Home in Tacoma to show need for more housing, but 
uses data to show that College Park already contains multi‐family 
housing, many non‐contributing buildings, and vacant lots. Doesn’t 
believe that redlining occurred in the neighborhood. Proposed district 
aligns with Home in Tacoma, sustainability, and environmental goals of 
the city. 

McClintock  Thank you.  There is a legacy effect of 
redlining citywide that is important to 
recognize.  Information pertaining to the 
demographic history of the neighborhood 
as well as non‐contributing and vacant lots 
will be provided as well. 

W57  Supports. Proposed district would not jeopardize Home in Tacoma. 
Listing does not prevent growth. Wants Tacoma to be in control of 
what historic neighborhoods look like rather than developers.  

McDonald  Thank you. 

W58  Supports. Lives in neighborhood. Historic preservation funds could be 
useful if proposed district does ever price out homeowners.  

Meade  Thank you. 
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W59  Opposed. Lives in neighborhood. Charm of old home holds back 
needed efficiencies of 21st century. Sees no compelling argument for 
designation. Issues with design review process, including solar panels 
and windows. Average home price in neighborhood does not welcome 
diverse populations. Possibility of creative solutions to help with 
density. Not proposing to tear down historic homes to make 
apartments, but to come to a middle‐ground. 

Morris‐
Burgard 

Thank you. 

W60  Supports. Tacoma needs to do more to preserve historic character.   Nanfito  Thank you. 

W61  Supports. Lives in neighborhood. College Park is cohesive and pleasant. 
Non‐contributing buildings show that the neighborhood is vulnerable 
to unmonitored changes. Supporting Home in Tacoma and the 
proposed district is not contradictory. Already listed on NRHP and 
state register. 

Neal  Thank you. 

W62  Supports.  Norgaard  Thank you. 

W63  Supports on behalf of Washington Trust. Proposed district is congruent 
with Comprehensive Plan and Home in Tacoma. Historic designation 
does not restrict density or use. More environmentally friendly to 
reuse historic buildings than demolish and build new ones. Proposed 
district contains historic significance and integrity. Historic 
preservation can be used as a tool of equity. 

Pham  Thank you. 

W64  Opposed. Designation seems to be in effort to prevent greater housing 
density. Proposed district embeds rather than eliminates inequity. 
Concerned with design review (window replacements). 

Pigman  Thank you. 

W65  Supports. Lives in neighborhood. Loves to see the effort to preserve 
the character of this great neighborhood. 

Reed  Thank you. 

W66  Supports. Lives in neighborhood. Values character of the 
neighborhood. This is a grassroots effort by residents and could inspire 
other areas in Tacoma to do the same. Designation does not conflict 
with Home in Tacoma and density. Design review is needed to ensure 
new developments are compatible with historic character.  

G. Rieber  Thank you. 
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W67  Supports. Lives in neighborhood. Home has history; Hammerbeck built 
this home in 1911. Time and effort into this project.  

J. Rieber  Thank you. 

W68  Opposed. Lives in neighborhood. City doesn’t need another local 
historic district with strict design review. Historic preservation is 
important, but so is equity and affordable housing. Property values 
may increase with designation which goes against affordable housing 
goals. Proposed district would tax limited resources of the city. 
Commissioners need to be clearer about design guidelines (ex. Solar 
panels). Proposed district is about architecture and aesthetics rather 
than meeting needs of people.  

Roundy  Thank you. 

W69  Supports.  Rucker  Thank you. 

W70  Supports. Author of nomination. Proposed district supports 
Comprehensive Plan. Preservation adds to vibrancy of a community. 
Neighborhood possesses qualities of design and workmanship. 

Ryan  Thank you. 

W71  Demographics within College Park. Neighborhood far ahead of most of 
the city on issues of density, walkability, and mixed housing. 
Neighborhood has a history of non‐white residents since 1920s. 

Ryan  Thank you. 

W72  Supports.  Ryan  Thank you. 

W73  Supports. Author of nomination. TMC and Comprehensive Plan 
support establishment of historic districts. Proposed district already 
listed on NRHP and state register. Hopes to promote community 
dialogue through LPC to further community‐based discussions of 
shared goals. Preservation adds to vibrancy of a community. Lists 
many benefits of listing (community, room to grow, affordable, design, 
stable, diverse, density, economic driver, cost‐effective, and 
sustainable) 

Ryan  Thank you. 

W74  Supports. Co‐applicant of proposed district. College Park is significant 
compared to development patterns and growth. Negative talk about 
historic districts leads to more division.  

S.Ryan  Thank you. 
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(See Attachment 3)

Staff Responses and Suggestions 

W75  Supports. Designation will benefit neighborhood and city.  Scerra  Thank you. 

W76  Opposed. Appreciates architecture of neighborhood, but does not see 
a threat to homeowners upkeeping their homes in the future. Prefers 
to see contemporary homes to compliment older ones. Designation 
does not align with Home in Tacoma. Sees added expense to 
homeowners, uncertainty in permitting, and rising house values in 
designation. 

Sousa  Thank you. 

W77  Supports. Designation will keep architectural character intact. 
Neighborhood has a unique history. 

St. Hilaire  Thank you. 

W78  Supports. Suggests that buildings with landmark designation do not 
have to pay fees more than any others. Redlining in the past is no 
reason to destroy a neighborhood now. Designation is sustainable. 
Designation supports Home in Tacoma goals.  

Stephens  Thank you.  Elimination of design review 
fees is not presently proposed; however 
standards for expedited/staff review to 
reduce fees and time is one of the 
Landmarks Commission recommendations. 

W79  Supports. Lives in neighborhood. Neighborhood is not an affluent, 
white neighborhood trying to protect low density and backyards. 
History of non‐white residents in neighborhood.  

Strautman  Thank you. 

W80  Supports. Designation will be beneficial to community and future 
generations. 

Stubel  Thank you. 

W81  Opposed. Lives in neighborhood. Values history and loves the area, but 
doesn’t see a need for designation. Hard to see how it would protect 
and benefit the city. No threat of demolishing old homes. Would 
support if design review was limited to street side of properties.  

Temmel  Thank you. 

W82  Supports. Lives in neighborhood. Proposed district is not about 
stopping growth but about preserving historic qualities.  

Tracy  Thank you. 

W83  Supports. Tacoma doesn’t have enough historic districts. May regret 
demolition of homes in historic districts like College Park. 

J. Turner  Thank you. 

W84  Supports. City Ordinance only requires homes in a district to maintain 
the building’s exterior.  

J. S. Turner  Thank you. 
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Key  Comment Summary  Commenters 
(See Attachment 3)

Staff Responses and Suggestions 

W85  Supports.  Tweeten  Thank you. 

W86  Supports. Historic districts contribute to Tacoma’s character and the 
pride of its residents. 

Ullman  Thank you. 

W87  Supports. Preserving neighborhood’s integrity will make it a desirable 
place to live and enhance effective mixed use. District can allow for 
historic homes to contain multifamily housing. Also listed on NRHP and 
state register. Aligns with city goals to create family friendly areas and 
accommodate high density. 

Welton  Thank you. 

W88  Opposed. Proposed district would further segregate the city by race 
and income. City should make it easier for homeowners to modify 
their property. Neighborhood is not a museum; there is a housing 
crisis and that should be the city’s first priority. 

Whitener  Thank you.  The intent of an historic district 
is not to prevent change but to ensure that 
future changes are compatible with the 
existing context, and to provide a 
transparent public design review process. 

W89  Opposed. Lives in neighborhood. Proposed district subverts new 
zoning laws, will increase housing prices, make it difficult to make 
changes to homes, and enables long‐term residents to reap benefits. 
City is low on housing, and a district would prevent the community 
from welcoming diverse groups. 

Wiener  Thank you. 

W90  Opposed. Proposed district would increase cost of 
repairs/additions/alterations. Limiting height of new buildings 
exacerbates housing shortage. Design guidelines will not allow homes 
to change over time.  

Wolters  Thank you. 

# # # 



Planning Commission Questions and Staff Responses  
Proposed College Park Historic Special Review District 

The following is a partial list of questions and responses to requests made by the Planning Commission 

in response to the College Park Historic Special Review District.  Additional responses will be presented 

in September. 

1. Please provide demographic data for the College Park neighborhood.

Response:  Tables 1‐3 were derived from US Census data from 1950‐2020, accessed through the

University of Washington’s Civil Rights and Labor History Consortium, published under the “Mapping

Race and Segregation in Tacoma and Pierce County 1950‐2020.

The College Park neighborhood is primarily within Census Tract 607.  For comparison purposes, it

was suggested that the North Slope Historic District, within Tract 606, also be included.  Staff has

also included percentages for Pierce County as a whole and for the City of Tacoma for available

years.  The information in Table 4 was extracted from various US Census Bureau reports by year, as

noted in the footnotes.

This information was also included in a public comment to the Commission.

Limitations on this data include:

 The census categories on race change depending on the census year.  For example, in 1950,

categories included “Black,” “Other race,” and “White.”  In 1970, categories also include

Chinese, Filipino, Hawaiian, Indigenous, Japanese, Korean, and Hispanic/Latino.  By 1980,

Asian ethnicities are combined into Asian/Pacific Islander.  There are other examples of

shifts in categories.  To allow for cross comparison of multiple census years, the categories

were combined into Black, White and Other.  Presumably due to census methodology, not

all years total to exactly 100%.

 The 1960 data table appears to contain an error for total population.  The total is listed at

13,523 people, which is about twice the population for the tract in any other year.  This

appears to be the result of a double‐count.  This issue was addressed by combining the

category totals to arrive at an estimated population of 7,116.

Table 1.  Racial percentages for Census Tract 607 1950‐2020 (including College Park Historic District) 

Year  1950  1960 19701 1980 1990 2000  2010  2020

Black   0  0 1.3 2.2 2.8 2.7  2.5  3.5

Other  0.1  0 2.3 4.6 6.6 9.9  10.60  25.3

White  99.9  99.5 96.4 93.3 92.3 85.9  85.3  74.7

1 In 1968, the practice of redlining was prohibited by the Fair Housing Act 
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Table 2.  Racial percentages for Census Tract 606 1950‐2020 (including North Slope Historic District) 

This table is included for comparison purposes at the request of the Commission.   

Year  1950  1960 1970 1980 1990 20002  2010  2020

Black   0.1  0.1 0.7 2.6 4.3 3.7  4.2  3.6

Other  0.2  0.9 2.1 7.4 11.0 12.5  13.2  18.1

White  99.7  99.0 97.2 90.0 84.8 83.8  82.6  78.3

Table 3.  Racial percentages for Pierce County 1950‐2020 

This table is prepared as a broad portrait of the county for comparison purposes. Census data specific to 

Tacoma is available; however, additional work is needed to derive historical data citywide from before 

the year 2000. 

Year  1950  1960 1970 1980 1990 2000  2010 2020

Black   1.6  3.3 4.5 6.0 7.0 6.9  6.6 7.4

Other  0.9  1.8 2.5 8.5 10.9 15.0  20.9 28.7

White  97.5  94.9 93.0 85.5 82.2 78.1  72.5 63.9

Table 4.  Racial percentages for City of Tacoma  

This table is provided for comparison purposes.  Staff has not located a data set for 1950 or 1980. 

Year  19603  19704 19805 19906 2000 20107  20208 

Black   4.0  1.6 ‐‐ 11.3 11.2 11.2  10.3 

Other  1.3  7.7 ‐‐ 10.6 19.6 23.9  31.3 

White  94.6  90.7 ‐‐ 78.1 69.2 64.9  57.4 

2. How many National Register nominations are rejected?

2 It should be noted that the North Slope Historic District (local designation) was first enacted on North J Street in 
1994 and subsequently expanded in 1996 and 1998; the district was also added to the National Register of Historic 
Places in 2000. 
3 US Censuses of Population and Housing, Census Tracts Tacoma, Wash., Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area, US 
Department of Commerce, 1961 
4 US Bureau of the Census, Census of Population and Housing:  1970.  CENSUS TRACTS, Final Report PHC(1)‐210 
Tacoma Wash. SMSA 
5 At the time of this report, staff had not located a source for this data break out. 
6 1990 Census of Population, General Population Characteristics, Washington 
7 City of Tacoma IT‐GIS analytics 
8 “” 
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Response:  Rejection of National Register nominations usually occurs before a nomination is created 

or under formal review.  National Register nominations require review by the Washington State 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the National Park Service.  The State Historic 

Preservation Office vets nominations prior to being formally reviewed, and will not place 

nominations that do not appear to meet the listing criteria before the reviewing bodies.   Thus, only 

one National Register nomination put forward by the State Historic Preservation Office has been 

rejected by the NPS in the past 21 years. 

Generally, placing nominations under review that clearly do not qualify is not an efficient use of time 

or resources. 

3. How does new systems technology, such as heat pumps, solar panels and EV charging fit within a

historic district guidelines?

Response:  The existing residential historic districts in Tacoma allow for solar panels, heat pumps

and EV charging stations, although for the latter, none have been reviewed by the Landmarks

Commission to date.

Solar panels are specifically mentioned in the design guidelines, which encourages considerations of

historic architectural elements and sensitivity in placement, but also acknowledges that solar panels

are placed according to technical requirements for aspect.

Heat pumps are generally reviewed by staff to ensure sensitive placement, minimizing visual

impacts from compressor units by recommending installation on side elevations or side yards, or

rear yards.

4. What are typical types of projects in residential historic districts?  How often are they approved?

Response:  Most projects reviewed by the Landmarks Commission are approved.  This is a result of

staff technical assistance in preparing proposals for the Commission and guidance contained within

the design guidelines.

Typical projects include window and/or siding replacement, repair or rebuilding of historical

elements such as porches, decks, garage repair and replacement, dormer additions, and new

construction.

Most denials of applications are for replacement of historic windows, and in most cases this is

because the applicant has failed to demonstrate that the existing windows require replacement due

to condition or performance issues, or the proposed replacements do not meet the design

guidelines (for example vinyl windows).

When an application is denied, there is an appeal process through the Hearings Examiner.
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5. Will the Urban Design Program address design issues in the neighborhood that are redundant to

an historic district?

Response:  Under its current scope, the Urban Design Program will not overlap with residential

development in the College Park Historic District.  In other words, if the district is not established

there is no proposed design review for infill projects in this neighborhood.

6. Please describe the differences between demolition review as it exists now for the National

Register Historic District and the process should the district be locally listed.

Response:  Demolition review for buildings that are designated as City Landmarks or within locally

listed historic districts is governed by TMC 13.05.040 and places the burden on the applicant to

demonstrate that demolition is necessary due condition or economic reasons, and requires evidence

to demonstrate the rationale for demolition.  The code presumes that the building should be

preserved and requires a public hearing. The Landmarks Commission must approve the demolition

and can deny the permit if the case is not made that demolition is unavoidable.  Lastly, demolition

within locally listed historic districts also requires the approval of a design for a new replacement

structure as well as evidence of the financial ability to complete the project, to avoid vacant lots

within local historic districts.

Demolition review within National Register Historic Districts is governed by TMC 13.12.570, and

requires an applicant to submit an historic assessment report that evaluates whether the subject

building may be eligible for local designation under the Tacoma Register criteria in the municipal

code.  If the Commission finds that the building does meet the criteria for local designation and that

it should be formally considered for protection, the Commission forwards a recommendation to

council committee to initiate the historic nomination process.  This step requires concurrence from

the committee to continue the nomination process.  If concurrence is obtained, the Commission

holds a public hearing to solicit public input before making a formal recommendation in the form of

a Council Resolution to formally place the building on the Tacoma Register.  To date, this process has

not resulted in a building being added to the Tacoma Register, although there have been several

demolition reviews conducted.

One reason for the differences in the two processes is that National Register nominations do not go

through the same policy review process as local designations.  While the demolition review process

for buildings that are not locally designated provides some due diligence for older buildings

proposed for demolition, in general, it can be characterized as a process of last resort that is really

most appropriate for buildings of clear importance to the community.

7. Please provide a map showing the build dates of existing buildings and how these intersect with

“mid‐scale” zoning under Home In Tacoma.
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Response:  Please see attached map (Attachment 6).  As shown on the map, midscale residential 

development within the College Park boundaries under Home In Tacoma is proposed only for the 

half block along North 21st, Union between North 18th and North 21st, and both sides of North 8th 

Street. 

8. Please indicate how many vacant lots there are in the College Park neighborhood.

Response:  Please see attached map (Attachment 7).  According to GIS analysis, there are

approximately 9 vacant lots in the district, as well as 68 “non‐contributing” primary structures.

Because non‐contributing structures are those that, for reasons of age or historical integrity, do not

contribute to the historic character of the district, they may be viewed as appropriate for potential

infill.

9. What is the general historic permit review timeline?

The code sets deadlines for consideration of historic permit reviews.  Generally speaking, the code

allows staff review of an application for 28 days from permit submittal.  Once an application is

determined complete, it must be scheduled for review by the Commission within 30 days.  However,

in practice, most reviews take far less time.  Please see TMC 13.05.040.

The Landmarks Commission generally meets every 2 weeks and reviews items ready for review at

each meeting.  Application submittals are due 2 weeks ahead of the desired meeting date.  For

simple applications, such as repair work, windows or siding replacement, and similar residential

projects, the decision is issued at the first review.  For new construction or complex or larger scale

commercial projects,  often there are design development briefing meetings that occur during the

design development process that occur over a period of several months.

In the case of minor projects or projects that are very common, the Landmarks Commission has

established expedited staff‐administered project review, which takes between 1 to 3 days

depending on the type of project.

10. How does design review address non‐contributing buildings?

Response:  Design review is not required for alterations to non‐contributing buildings.  However,

demolition of non‐contributing properties requires Landmarks Commission review, to affirm that

the building is not historically contributing to the district and to address the design of the

replacement structure.  Demolition review does not include accessory structures such as garages,

which are reviewed under the normal permit review process.

11. Please provide an overview of design review fees.
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Design review fees for historic preservation were established by Council Resolution in 2018.  These 

fees are in addition to any other required permit fees.  The residential rates are below: 

Estimated project cost (determined by applicant)  Application fee 

$0‐5000  $175 

Each additional $1000 in value  $25 

Maximum fee per application  $500 

12. How are tax incentives used by homeowners?

Response:  The primary local historic preservation incentive is the Special Tax Valuation (STV)

program, which is a local property tax program enabled by state law and implemented by local

historic preservation programs in partnership with county assessors.  The program allows owners of

historically designated buildings to apply for a reduced property tax incentive based on the amount

invested in historic rehabilitation projects.  Once approved for STV, the total property tax

assessment is reduced by the amount invested for 10 years.  The property returns to its full taxable

value following the 10 year incentive period.  The minimum threshold for entering the program is

25% of the assessed value of the improvements at the start of the project (assessed property value

is divided between the assessed value of the land, and the assessed value of the improvements or

structures on that land), and there is a 24 consecutive month period in which expenses may be

included.

For a hypothetical example, say an owner of a residential property wants to do an historical

rehabilitation of a house.  In our example, the property is assessed by Pierce County at $600,000

evenly divided between land ($300,000) and improvements ($300,000).

At 25%, the minimum expenditure to qualify is $75,000.  Let’s say the project cost is $100,000 and

involves a kitchen renovation, roof and new HVAC (these are typical residential project types).  At

the conclusion of the project, the applicant submits the application for $100,000, which is reviewed

and approved by the Pierce County Assessor and the Landmarks Commission.  In our scenario, for

the following tax year, assessments have increased by 17%, so the new assessed value is around

$700,000.  The County Assessor will subtract that $100,000 from the assessed value and tax the

owner on the remaining $600,000.  For the next nine years, the $100,000 will be subtracted from

the total assessed value each year, resulting in a lower taxable value.

Since 1986, the Landmarks Commission has approved 144 historic rehabilitation projects under the

Special Tax Valuation Program (STV), totaling nearly $253 million dollars in capital investment (not

including expenses that are ineligible).  Of those, 50 have been single family residential projects,

totaling slightly over $8.3 million, with an average project value of $167,000.

All expenses must be reasonably related to the historic renovation of the building and generally

must occur within the historic envelope of the building.  This means that additions do not qualify,

and the Landmarks Commission also does not generally approve items that are commonly bought
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and sold, such as kitchen appliances (the Commission maintains a list of qualified expenditure 

types).  Soft costs, such as architecture/engineering and permits, are allowable expenses. 
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