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 City of Tacoma Memorandum

 

TO: Landmarks Preservation Commission 
  
FROM: Brian Boudet, CEDD 

Reuben McKnight, CEDD 
  
SUBJECT: Design Review Project briefing 
  
DATE: May 21, 2008 
  
 
Introduction 
On October 25, 2005 the City Council passed Substitute Resolution 36685 (attached), 
expressing the Council’s support for the potential development of a citywide design review 
process, and directing the City Manager to present the budget and staffing requirements to the 
Council for the 2006-2007 budget cycle. 
 
The Community and Economic Development Department has contracted MAKERS Architecture 
and Urban Design to assist City staff with this project. 
 
Overview of Project 
The objective of the Design Review Project is to develop a model design review program, 
including goals, design standards, guidelines, design review process, implementation strategies 
and administrative requirements for its integration into the regulatory process.   
 
The guiding principles for this project are to develop design review procedures that: 

● Improve upon the City’s existing design review programs 
● Support quality, sustainable, compatible development 
● Support growth and development 
● Are administratively practical 
● Are user-friendly and understandable 
● Are flexible and promote innovation 
● Are predictable 
● Encourage public involvement 
● Are integrated with other existing City processes 

 
Project Scope 
The preliminary scope as directed by Council includes design review for industrial, commercial, 
mixed-use, multi-family and single-family plat development throughout the City and could 
include some additional analysis relative to accessory dwelling units and single-family in-fill 
development. 
 
Current Project Timeline 
The project has been separated into two phases, with the first phase focused on enhancing the 
policy guidance in the Comprehensive Plan regarding urban design.  This will likely include: 

● The creation of a single, central section within the Comprehensive Plan where urban 
design policies will be located 
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● Improvement of existing policies that are not clear or do not accurately reflect the City’s 
urban design goals 

● The addition of new policies where gaps in the existing urban policy framework are 
identified 

● The addition of images, diagrams and illustrations to provide a visual representation of 
the City’s urban design policies and goals 

 
ACTIVITY TENTATIVE DATE 

Authorization of draft amendments to the Comprehensive Plan for public review (Phase I, 
the proposed policy changes) 

August 2008 

Planning Commission – Public Hearing September 2008 

Planning Commission – Final Recommendation October 2008 

City Council – Study Session and Public Hearing November 2008 

City Council – Adoption of amendments to Comprehensive Plan (Phase I) December 2008 

Initiation of discussions on the implementation strategy, to include the appropriate design 
review process and recommended design guidelines and standards (Phase II) 

January 2009 

Community outreach regarding the implementation strategy 1st Quarter of 2009 

Planning Commission review, public hearing and recommendation on an implementation 
strategy 

1st Half of 2009 

City Council review, public hearing and decision on an implementation strategy (Phase II) 1st Half of 2009 

 
 
Current Status 
The City’s consultant has begun preparing much of the background information related to these 
objectives.  This includes an overview of the existing design-related policies in the 
Comprehensive Plan and an analysis of potential gaps in those policies, i.e. where important 
design goals are not captured within the existing policy guidance (the “Policy Audit,” which is 
attached to this memorandum).  The City is also comparing the existing policy guidance with 
recent development that has occurred in the City and looking at other jurisdictions that utilize a 
design review process for guidance. 
 
Over the past few months, staff has been conducting the first round of public outreach for this 
project.  This included three community meetings, five stakeholder/focus group meetings, and 
an on-line questionnaire.  The results of that community input has been summarized and is 
being used to inform both how this discussion and process should proceed as well as clarifying 
the appropriate focus for this project (a copy of the “Public Input Summary” is attached). 
 
At the Commission’s meeting staff will provide an overview of these materials and the project 
and be available to answer the Commission’s questions.  In addition, since the Landmarks 
Preservation Commission is one of the only existing, citizen-based design review boards in the 
City of Tacoma, staff will be particularly interested to hear input from the Commission on the 
functionality and practicality of a City-wide design review program, as well as any concerns, 
important components, considerations and/or “lessons-learned”. 







TACOMA DESIGN REVIEW PROJECT 

Comprehensive Plan Policy Audit 
June 18, 2007 

As part of the process of updating Tacoma’s design review process, it is critical to look at the 
Comprehensive Plan’s policy guidance on community design related issues.  MAKERS was also 
asked to compare Tacoma’s policies to those of other similar and nearby communities to help 
determine whether there are some important gaps in Tacoma’s community design policies.  
While the content and organization of the other comprehensive plans are vastly different, the 
attached “Comprehensive Plan Policy Comparison Chart” attempts to compare how Tacoma 
and the other cities’ comprehensive plan policies respond to nine common community design 
issues.  A more in depth summary of each community’s community design related policies is 
provided below.  At the end of this document, we’ve included a discussion of possible gaps to 
Tacoma’s Comprehensive Plan policies. 

Tacoma’s Comprehensive Plan Policies 
Tacoma’s Comprehensive Plan provides design related policies in the Generalized Land Use, 
Culture and History, and Neighborhood Elements.  After a close examination of these policies, 
some themes emerge (see below). 

 Seven Main Community Design Themes: 

1. Create compact mixed-use centers.  Specific policies address: 
• Allow for increased density 
• Support public transit 
• Provide convenient and attractive pedestrian circulation 
• Minimize negative impacts of parking  
• Provide diverse and usable open spaces 
• Maintain streetscape continuity (design features) 
• Promote adaptive reuse of historic structures 
• Provide for a variety of uses and housing types 

2. Enhance neighborhood quality & promote compatible development.  Specific policies 
address: 
• Provide neighborhood improvements and investments 
• Encourage compatible neighborhood infill development 
• Update the residential code to reflect housing needs and conditions 
• Retain existing height, scale, proportion  and rhythm, and compatible materials – particularly for 

multi-family near single family 
• Provide landscaping buffers between uses 
• Configure multi-family developments in a manner compatible (parking area location, light and 

glare, utilities, building location, etc.) with adjacent uses 
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3. Design for pedestrian and bicycle access.  Specific policies address: 
• Orient development towards the street/pedestrian activity 
• Provide a connected circulation system 
• Promote pedestrian-friendly façade design 
• Provide pedestrian and bicycle amenities 
• Encourage pedestrian scaled lighting 
• Provide connections to transit 

4. Protect environmental resources.  Specific policies address: 
• Encourage site planning techniques to preserve sensitive and valued lands/features 
• Promote low impact development techniques 
• Locate and design for energy efficiencies 

5. Provide for a variety of open spaces.  Specific policies address: 
• Maintain a system of scenic sites and vistas 
• Encourage multiple use of public open spaces 
• Provide open space linkages 
• Maintain and expand upon trail corridors 
• Protect greenbelt and habitat areas 
• Enhance shoreline access 
• Provide for open space and recreational uses in mixed-use centers 

6. Preserve historic resources.  Specific policies address: 
• Discourage demolition of historically significant properties 
• Encourage adaptive reuse of historic structures 
• Encourage historic compatibility in contemporary infill 

7. Promote innovative development on large sites.  Specific policies address: 
• Provide for a broad mix of uses to meet the needs of diverse community 
• Promote compact development forms that make better use of land 
• Provide a mix of housing types (including affordable housing) 
• Allow for design flexibility 
• Encourage the preservation of open space 

Other notable policy themes: 
• Promote streetscape beautification efforts 
• Integrate existing natural qualities into design (vegetation, topography, open space)  
• Emphasize marine views 
• Enhance industrial development (design, compatibility) 
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Comp Plan Policies of Other Similar Communities:  
Themes and Observations 
For the purposes of this project, we’ve focused on policy language that contrasts with that of 
Tacoma’s to provide a point of comparison.  With the understanding that Tacoma, and each of 
these other communities are singularly unique, the findings here are intended to spur discussion 
on design elements that may be missing in Tacoma’s comprehensive plan policy framework.  

City of Redmond, Washington 
Redmond illustrates their goals, vision, and policies with photographs, providing a clear image to 
community members and developers.  Main community design-related themes of Redmond’s 
goals, vision, and policies include: 

1. Protect and enhance the city’s “distinct character”.  This included the City’s: 
• Unique history/heritage 
• Small town look and feel 
• Natural setting 
• Park-like qualities 
• Image as the “Bicycle Capital of the Northwest” 
• Encourage unique identity for individual neighborhoods 

2. Protect and enhance Redmond as a “Green City” by:  
• Emphasizing (preserving, enhancing, and expanding upon) its many open spaces and natural 

areas  
• Encouraging tree planting 
• Promoting sustainable development techniques 

3. Provide community gathering spaces – in the form of: 
• Public parks 
• Plazas and other open spaces incorporated into new development 

4. Promote opportunities to enhance public’s enjoyment of river/lake views. 

5. Enhance Redmond as a community that is child-friendly and safe; supports families. 
• Provide for a variety of housing types 
• Provide usable open spaces throughout the City 
• Maintain safe and attractive pedestrian connections 
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City of Salem, Oregon 
Salem’s Comprehensive Plan features a collection of generalized citywide policies.  The more 
specific policies are left to the neighborhood plans.  However, all but one of the nine 
neighborhood plans were completed prior to 1984 (and only the one newer one, from 2004, is 
available online).  Nevertheless, here are some of the unique design related policies: 

1. Promote energy efficient design.  Consider site regulations to: 
• Facilitate the use of solar energy and wind power 
• Provide on-site conversion of clean fossil fuels to electricity 
• Provide other renewable and increased efficiency alternatives 

2. Promote a variety of housing types for all income levels: 
• Encourage efficient use of developable land 
• Maximize investment in public services 
• Provide housing for diverse population 
• Provide subsidized housing at a variety of locations 

3. Encourage infill development: 
• Codes and ordinances to encourage development of underutilized parcels and passed over lands 
• Promote the efficient use of land 

4. Encourage the rehabilitation/maintenance of housing in existing neighborhoods. 

5. Provide flexibility in the siting and design of new mixed-use developments: 
• To respond to changes in the marketplace and infrastructure systems  

Unique policies in the West Salem Neighborhood Plan: 

• Require 15% alternative housing types (non-single family residential) in new single family 
subdivisions > 5 acres. 

• Allow large retail uses provided they are pedestrian friendly, compatible, and incorporate 
design features that minimize visual impact of building. 

• New development (except houses) shall reasonably provide public outdoor space(s) relative 
to the size of the development, such as small plazas, sidewalk with benches, and weather 
protection. 

• Encourage new development to be sensitive to the existing urban form or architectural 
features of the surrounding area. 

MAKERS architecture and urban design 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN COMMUNITY DESIGN POLICY AUDIT Page 4 



City of Gig Harbor, Washington 
While Gig Harbor’s a much smaller community than Tacoma and the other communities 
mentioned here, it’s close by and goes to great lengths to preserve and enhance its historic/ 
waterfront/small town character. Below are some notable community design goals and policies: 

1. Active interface between public and private realm: 
• Create outdoor people places 
• Provide public (street) orientation 
• Keep commercial structures in the foreground 
• Encourage houses which engage the neighborhood……front porches… 

2. Connectivity – Provide links between developed and developing parcels: 
• Pathways and pedestrian access 
• Limit asphalt areas 
• User-friendly bus stops 

3. Provide public amenities in commercial, multi-family, and mixed-use projects 
• Develop common areas……develop minimum common standards……provide amenities 
• Encourage limited outdoor activities…..outdoor dining, outdoor vendors, farmers markets….. 

4. Accentuate high visibility sites: 
• Identify significant views 
• Provide special standards for corner lots, view termination points, gateways, and sites visible 

from freeways 

5. Promote architecture that reflects Gig Harbor’s built and natural environment: 
• Maintain a small town scale for structures 
• Identify an appropriate form for structures……avoid boxy single mass buildings…. 

6. Define and respect human scale: 
• Define floor levels 
• Encourage mixed-use structures 

7. Develop a hierarchy in building and site design: 
• Avoid developments of carbon copy buildings 
• Emphasize primary buildings as focal points 

8. Identify, preserve, and develop an appropriate waterfront architecture: 
• Respect established waterfront architecture 
• Allow modern interpretations of historic structure design 
• Limit building materials to those characteristic of local historic structures 

9. Develop the waterfront as an outdoor people place: 
• Public art displays 
• Maximize comfort of outdoor spaces 
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• Limit asphalt coverage 

10. Preserve historic resources: 
• Provide design assistance for restoration, renovation or expansion of historic structures 
• Determine the appropriate procedures for design review 
• Assure consistency between zoning regulations and historic preservation objectives 

11. Preserve the natural ambience of Gig Harbor 

12. Enhance the built environment with formal landscaping and consistent street furnishings 

City of Portland, Oregon 
Portland has an Urban Design component to their comprehensive plan that emphasizes eight 
topics.  Key objectives and policies falling under these topics are listed below: 

1. Maintain and enhance Portland’s character: 
• Extend the intimate human scale that typifies Portland………….preserve public access to light 

and air by managing and shaping the mass, height, and bulk of new development… use a small 
block size 

• Aid neighborhoods in preserving and enhancing their individual identity 
• Enhance the sense Portlanders have that they are living close to nature…..access to 

rivers…..trails…….extend wildlife corridors……design new development to enhance the natural 
environment…. 

• Expand the use of street furniture…….incorporate Portland design themes into ornamental 
drinking fountains, street lights, utility hole covers…… 

• Integrate design elements in new developments that reinforce Portland’s desired 
identity……….examples include “The City of Roses,” spirit of Portlandia, the Great Blue 
Heron……… 

• Encourage innovative design solutions into new development that adds diversity and depth….. 
• Extend linear features such as natural corridors, park blocks, and transit malls…. 
• Preserve and enhance public viewpoints, scenic sites, and scenic corridors…. 
• Encourage use of quality finish work…….…built for beauty and built to last……. 

2. Enhance variety: 
• Promote the development of areas of special identity and urban character……. 
• As each new community plan is created, give consideration to how it links to and coordinates 

with urban design elements of adjacent areas………. 

3. Preserve historic resources: 
• Preserve and accentuate historic resources as part of an urban environment that is being reshaped 

by new development projects 
• Maintain opportunities for those interested in preservation of historic resources to participate in 

review of applicable development projects. 

4. Provide for pedestrians: 
• Providing for pedestrians should be a primary mode of transportation throughout the City 
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• Seek to enrich places with designs that express the pleasure and hold pleasant surprises of urban 
living 

• Provide Portland’s sidewalks with buffering from auto traffic and auto parking areas……..trees 
that shade sidewalks……adequate width to accommodate pedestrians 

5. Promote the arts: 
Punctuate the community with works of art used to emphasize focal points, mark transitional 
locations, celebrate public buildings, and enhance public spaces 

6. Preserve neighborhoods: 
Encourage neighborhoods to express their design values in neighborhood and community planning 
projects 

7. Provide high quality design: 
• Encourage the design of the built environment to meet standards of excellence while fostering the 

creativity of architects and designers 
• Establish design review in areas that are important to Portland’s identity, history, setting, and to 

the enhancement of its character 
• Design guidelines should make the public’s objectives for the design review process clear to 

those developing properties 
• Use examples to illustrate a variety of ways to comply 
• Recognize that innovative solutions may require exceptions to design standards/ guidelines to 

accommodate great quality and sensitivity to Portland’s character 
• Create incentives for developers to voluntarily submit their projects for design 

review……..adjustments to development standards 

8. Nurture community/neighborhood planning: 
When community/neighborhood plans are developed, consider the following urban design 
issues…….focal points, transitions, gateways, scenic resources, landmarks and public attractions, 
pathways, and open space. 
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City of Seattle, Washington 
Seattle’s 1994 Comprehensive plan titled Towards a Sustainable Seattle” is well known for its 
strategy on focusing growth in identified urban centers and urban villages – each of which 
subsequently completed their own plans with corresponding goals and policies.  Within the 
citywide vision, the plan stresses four core values: community, environmental stewardship, 
economic opportunity and security, and social equity.  The implementation strategy stresses 
neighborhood planning, coordination with other jurisdictions, regulations, a strategic investment 
strategy, monitoring, and evaluation, and citizen participation. 

With the major focus on neighborhood planning, the citywide policies related to community 
design are relatively broad.  Major policy issues include: 

1. General development standard policies addressing setbacks, open space, screening and 
landscaping, tree planting, signs, light and glare, and parking lots 

2. Design review policy to enhance the character of the city, allow diversity and creativity in 
design, respects the surrounding neighborhood context 

3. Policies for the full range of anticipated use types that address development 
configuration/orientation, compatibility, bulk/scale, height, human scale elements, 
pedestrian access and amenities, landscaping and streetscape standards 

4. Historic district and landmark policies 

5. Environmental policies addressing critical areas and shorelines 

City of Everett, Washington 
Everett’s comprehensive plan includes the typical range of design related policies (compatibility, 
variety, pedestrian-orientation, etc.) on a citywide and neighborhood specific basis.  However, 
Everett’s comprehensive plan goes into more detail on how to implement the city’s policies.  
Key design related measures include: 

1. Update the design standards/guidelines for all multiple family housing and make changes to 
the development standards that would allow for realization of permitted densities (parking, 
building height, open space, etc.), yet ensure quality design and compatibility of scale and 
character with surrounding uses. 

2. Provide for a “design departure” process whereby applicants can depart from current 
requirements (such as setbacks and, perhaps, building height) for residential development. 
The process could utilize a “design review board” made up of Everett residents actively 
involved in relevant design fields. 

3. Encourage high density residential development within the Multifamily Neighborhood Infill 
strategy area by……(includes a list of actions such as lowering height limits but eliminating 
density requirements). 

4. Encourage a pedestrian-oriented mixed use corridor with high density residential 
development within the Broadway strategy area by… (example action includes: Require or 
encourage the development of pedestrian-oriented spaces and/or pleasant building entries 
with landscaping adjacent to the street). 
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Possible Gaps in Tacoma’s Comp Plan Policies (for discussion) 
Based on our review of Tacoma’s policies, discussions with staff, analysis of recent development 
examples, and review of other comprehensive plan policies of similar or nearby cities, we’ve 
identified some possible gaps in Tacoma’s comprehensive plan’s goals/vision/policy framework.  
This list is intended to encourage discussion on overarching community design issues.  
Ultimately – this discussion will help to provide direction on appropriate changes needed to the 
city’s comprehensive plan policies and the tools that implement those policies (development 
review process and corresponding regulations and guidelines).  Gap discussion topics:  

1. Vision.  While many of the other communities mentioned here did not have a vision 
statement, most cities present a relatively clear image of what their community design vision 
is.  Tacoma’s comprehensive plan includes vision statements for its neighborhoods, but does 
not clearly articulate its citywide vision. 

2. Illustration.  Directly related to the vision – both Tacoma’s comprehensive plan and its 
implementing development regulations/design standards fail to adequately illustrate the 
city’s goals and policies.  Redmond’s Comprehensive Plan includes numerous photos to 
illustrate key elements of the vision, goals, and policies.  The design standards for all of 
these communities provides better illustrative direction than Tacoma’s.  We have found that 
such illustrations can go a long way in producing desirable results – whether they are 
photographs, simple site plans or sketches, or elaborate three-dimension computer drawings. 

3. Identity.  Current policies address the need to maintain neighborhood character and take 
advantage of marine views, but there is no real discussion about Tacoma’s identity – let 
alone any measures to preserve or enhance it (except for some historic preservation 
policies).  Since recent downtown developments have helped to improve Tacoma’s image, 
the topic warrants greater attention in the comprehensive plan.  Portland, followed by Gig 
Harbor and Redmond, provide instructive policy examples. 

4. Design Quality.  There are a number of areas where Tacoma’s policies don’t go far enough 
or don’t go to at all.  Examples include: 
• Quality of materials and finishes (see Portland example) 
• Cohesiveness (particularly important for streetscape elements – again see Portland) 
• Pedestrian amenities (particularly for commercial and multi-family) 
• Scale and massing (to provide attractive and compatible structures) 
• Articulation and detailing (both at the close, human scale and views from a distance) 
• Creativity and innovation  

5. Sustainability.  While the Environmental Policy Element provides a broad range of 
environmental policies, the hot regional topic of sustainability warrants discussion: What 
else can be done to make Tacoma more sustainable?  Pioneering planning and regulatory 
actions aimed at sustainability in Seattle and Portland have made national headlines.  
Beyond the general environmental policies, greater specificity in how to promote low impact 
development techniques in the Comprehensive Plan may be needed. 

6. Gathering spaces.  This refers to both public urban plaza spaces and common open space 
provided as part of private developments.  Whereas the Generalized Land Use and 
Recreation and Open Space Facilities Elements touch upon this need, more discussion and 
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greater specificity may be needed considering the shortfall of such spaces in the urban center 
areas.  Redmond, Portland, Gig Harbor, and Seattle all place a high priority on such spaces 
per their comprehensive plan policies. 

Other Topics for Discussion: 

• Retail/commercial design 

• Skyline issues 

• Regionalism 

• Urbanism 

• Viewsheds 

• Landscaping 

• Neighborhood character and developmental context 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 
DESIGN REVIEW PROJECT 

Summary of Public Input 
Below is a summary of public input received from three community workshops, five stakeholder 
meetings, and an online questionnaire addressing community design issues and the 
development review process.  Note: The items provided in each category are in no particular order 

Top Recommendations/ Themes 
 The City needs a more clearly defined and illustrated “VISION” 
 The City needs to better ensure that new development fits into the context of its 

neighborhood. 
 The City needs more pedestrian-friendly buildings and streetscapes (this encompasses several 

design elements including sidewalks, landscaping, building design and parking/vehicular access) 

Other Important Design Issues 
 Open space for multifamily uses (increased quantity and quality) 

 Clearly defining a building’s top, middle, and bottom (strong ground level treatment, good façade 
articulation, and a strong cornice/roofline) 

 Landscaping (increased quantity, quality, and maintenance) 
 Windows (quality and amount of windows - preferred high % of windows to wall area for design, function, and 

environmental purposes) 
 Ground floor detailing (particularly for retail uses) 
 Quality materials (durable and provide visual interest) 
 Scale and articulation (design treatments to reduce the perceived scale of buildings appropriate to context 

and add visual interest) 

 Lighting (appropriate amount for safety and quality design) 
 Softness (providing a combination of landscaping and architectural treatments to “soften” facades and add 

visual interest emphasized in the neighborhood commercial settings)  
 Signage (avoid large auto-oriented signage clutter but allow “vibrant” signage in urbanized settings) 

Direction on Regulations and the Review Process 
 Responses indicate public support for design review  
 “Opt in” design review is favored – including departures and bonuses and other incentives-

based approaches (provide option for prescriptive path to approval) 
 Key issues include predictability and clear intent (provide clear objectives, standards and review 

process) 
 Balance prescriptive standards with some flexibility (provide optional ways to meet standards) 
 Recognize cost of regulations (consider cost implications in crafting design standards) 
 Avoid unintended consequences (test the implications of design standards to avoid “unintended 

consequences”) 

Public Input Summary – April 2008  MAKERS architecture and urban design 
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A guide to possibilities and direction for a future 
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TACOMA DESIGN REVIEW PROJECT

ANALYSIS OF 
DESIGN REVIEW 

OPTIONS 

Introduction
Design review with a set of design standards 
or guidelines has proven to be an effective 
community development tool.  The City of 
Tacoma understands the role of design 
review in community building: throughout 
the One Tacoma Plan and Tacoma 2025, 
policy guidance in the guise of design 
review is highlighted as an opportunity to 
create unique places, promote innovation 
and quality, and imbue public space with 
features and amenities that promote the 
health and vitality of residents and visitors. 
Design review has been used by numerous 
communities throughout the nation to 
achieve local objectives such as: improving 
the architectural quality of new projects, 
enhancing the pedestrian environment, 
improving safety and security, preserving 
historic districts, improving compatibility 
between new and existing structures, 
involving community members in decisions 
about the built environment, and, in general, 
building more livable and economically viable 
communities. 

There are different options for a design 
review process.  Project proposals 
can be reviewed for consistency with 
design standards or guidelines through 

administrative review by staff, by a design 
review board (DRB), or by a combination of 
both.  Whether or not a design review board 
is involved, evaluation of project applications 
with respect to design provisions provides 
many advantages.  Design review can:
•	Provide much greater design flexibility to 

project proponents than can strict zoning 
standards in achieving both public and 
private objectives,

•	Facilitate communication between 
reviewers and applicants, 

•	Respond to specific local contexts and 
unique site conditions,

•	Allow some departures from strict zoning 
standards if the guidelines are met,

•	Support development incentive programs, 
and

•	Address objectives such as livability and 
compatibility that cannot be addressed 
through other regulatory tools.

Project review through a design review board 
can provide additional advantages, including:
•	Providing a greater level of professional 

judgment and expertise by including 
design professionals on the DRB,

•	Allowing for a greater level of public 
input through open DRB project review 
meetings, 

•	Providing a greater level of flexibility, and
•	Allowing for a multi-step process to 

consider complex projects.  

Tacoma is clearly at a crossroads in terms 
of design of private developments.  The City 
has historically employed a relatively “hands-
off” approach with regards to the design 
related standards for commercial and multi-
family development.  In the past ten years, 



however, the City has updated its zoning 
and development regulations to address 
basic design related standards for citywide 
commercial, mixed-use, and multi-family 
zoning districts.  These standards are very 
prescriptive and relatively modest compared 
to most other urbanized cities in the Puget 
Sound area.  The City also adopted new 
design standards for its downtown districts 
and an administrative design review process.  
While there had been very little multi-story 
development in these commercial and multi-
family districts over the past few decades, 
the City has seen a significant increase in 
mixed-use and multi-family development 
in Downtown and in some of the Mixed-
Use Centers in the past five years.  This new 
development has sparked a healthy debate 
about the design of private development – 
and ultimately whether the time has come for 
some form of citywide design review program 
in Tacoma.

As Tacoma continues to grow, an updated 
design review program could be a very 
important tool in enhancing the city’s identity, 
livability, and economic prosperity.  This 
paper examines a number of “design review” 
options that Tacoma could undertake – and 
points out the perceived pluses and minuses 
of each option with respect to Tacoma’s 
situation.  The analysis is based on our review 
of Tacoma’s current regulatory framework, 
recent development trends, comments from 
stakeholders (including staff, public officials, 
architects and others from the development 
industry, and other community members), 
and a review of other communities’ design 
review programs.  Ultimately, this analysis is 
intended to help determine the type of design 
review program would be most appropriate 
for Tacoma.   Additionally, updating the 
design standards used to review projects is 

warranted as described below.  

Document Organization
This document is organized into six sections to 
consider and discuss fundamental questions 
that must be considered in establishing a 
design review process:

1. Design guidelines content, 
organization and format.  

2. Applicability: What projects must 
undergo design review.

3. Project review responsibilities:  Who 
reviews what type of projects

4. Public involvement: Opportunities for 
citizen review and input.   

5. Design Review Board (DRB) review 
process and procedures (if DRB is 
established)

6. Design review program costs

For most topics, the material includes 
a description of options that may be 
considered, along with a discussion of 
benefits, drawbacks and observations 
related to each option and some examples 
from design review programs in other 
municipalities.  

NOTE:  The terms standards and guidelines 
are both used in this document.  Generally 
standards refer to specific, often quantitative 
requirements that can be reviewed with 
minimal design judgment.  Typically, 
standards are not very flexible.  

Guidelines, as used here is a more 
encompassing term that includes a broader 
range of regulatory measures.  Design 
guidelines can be quite specific, as in a 
standard, or the can provide more flexibility, 



allowing design options or opportunities 
for interpretation or other design proposals 
that accomplish the guidelines intent.  Often 
design guidelines are used to complement or 
modify the rigid dimensional setback, height, 
bulk standards in a zoning code.  

However, different municipalities and 
planning practitioners use the terms 
interchangeably so when reviewing other 
cities’ regulatory programs, confusion can 
occur.  



1.	 Design	Guidelines	
Content	and	
Organization

a. Code and standards 
update

Tacoma currently relies on the Land 
Use Regulatory Code to address issues 
related to site and building design. 
This approach typically allows for less 
flexibility in the application of standards 
and results in a more rigid regulatory 
review. Even if the City opts to utilize a 
separate design guideline document, the 
Land Use Regulatory Code will continue 
to play an important role in establishing 
the basic use and developments 
standards that new projects meet. 
While this report does not include a 
full code audit, there are some gaps or 
shortcomings in the current code that 
should be addressed, regardless of the 
ultimate landing spot for the design 
standards. These include:

•	 Current standards are focused 
on commercial, residential and 
mixed-use. Institutional, public 
and industrial uses both inside 
and outside of centers are not 
adequately addressed. 

•	 Small non-residential uses in 
residential zoning districts should 
be addressed.

•	 Current building and site design 
standards are often based on the 
zone in which the project is located. 
The preference is to move towards 
more of a building type design 
approach. 

•	 The building design standards 
for mixed commercial/residential 
buildings only apply in the 
X-Districts.  

•	 The mixed-use center building 
design standards do not give much 
consideration to stand alone multi-
family residential development. 

•	 The code currently contains few 
standards for building and site 
design for commercial uses., nor 
do the standards adequately 
differentiate between different 
types of commercial areas. 

•	 Intent statements are not 
adequately connected to the 
code requirements, or descriptive 
enough to provide for clear code 
interpretation. 

b. Location of design 
guidelines in the 
Municipal Code

Currently, the design review regulatory 
measures exist as standards in the 
zoning code.  In the longer term, design 
guidelines in a separate document 
that is incorporated into the zoning 
code by reference will likely be a more 
effect design review tool, particularly 
with a design review board (DRB).  The 
recommendations at the end of this 
report include a proposal for an audit of 
current standards with an evaluation of 
their effectiveness and revisions to the 
current design standards.  

c. Design guidelines 



specificity and 
opportunities for 
flexibility 

Design guidelines can be written either 
very “tightly” as design standards, 
“loosely” as general principles that 
require interpretation (generally by a 
design review body), or they can be 
written in a way that establishes a 
minimum standard but allows flexibility in 
certain conditions.  

Emerging design review practice is 
to prepare guidelines that establish 
a minimum predictable standard but 
allows options for fulfilling that standard 
and/or opportunities to satisfy the 
guidelines’ objectives.  This can be done 
by including in each guideline:

•	 An intent statement that clearly 
identifies the guideline’s objective.

•	 A requirement that clearly states a 
minimum level of performance that 
can be objectively evaluated.  In 
some cases this may be a numerical 
standard.  

•	 Provisions that allow for alternate 
solutions that achieve the 
guideline’s intent.  Determine if this 
provision applies generally to all 
standards or if alternative solutions 
are allowed only where specifically 
indicated.  

•	 Photos and other graphic examples 
that illustrate acceptable and 
unacceptable examples can be 
particularly helpful in clarifying 
the guideline text.  In some cases, 
it’s useful to provide a multiple 
acceptable examples with varying 

characteristics, to illustrate that 
there are often multiple ways to 
meet the guidelines (and their 
intent).



2.	 Applicability:		 
What	Projects	Must	
Undergo	Design	Review

A first task is to determine what types of 
projects should undergo design review 
by a design review board.  There are 
many options for project applicability 
criteria.  The most appropriate program 
thresholds for Tacoma will depend on the 
following factors/goals:

•	 Are the staffing resources 
available to implement the review 
process?  For example, if a greater 
number of projects require design 
review, the greater number of hours 
will be required of staff to plan 
and attend meetings, coordinate 
with design review participants, 
document meeting results, and 
possible involvement in review 
board training (and to be trained 
for managing role in meetings).

•	 Does the staff and review board 
have the resources and expertise 
to provide timely, fair and helpful 
review?  Whether there is only 
one review board or several for 
different areas of the City, there 
will be limitations on the number of 
projects that they can review on a 
month to month basis.  Generally, 
the more frequently the board 
meets, the greater the number of 
projects that can go through the 
system.  If more than one review 
board is considered, are there 
enough qualified, interested, and 
available individuals to serve on the 
board?  The availability of meeting 
facilities is another consideration.

Can the program be implemented 
in an efficient manner that does not 
unnecessarily slow the development 
process.  While achieving good 
quality design throughout the 
city should be a high priority, 
balancing that objective with the 
desire to promote development 
through expedient permit review is 
important. 

The following is a description of some 
optional criteria for establishing 
applicability of the design review 
program.  

a. Design review for 
all commercial and 
multifamily development
Description
Of all the options, this provides the 
most extensive level of staffing and/
or design review board resources.  

Benefits: Greater number of projects 
go through design review, which 
better ensures compatibility with 
surrounding context; Provides 
community with greater opportunity 
to be involved in the design process.

Drawbacks: Greatest level of 
resources needed in terms of 
staffing, training, and consequently 
funding.  Program also would likely 
increase review timeline and costs for 
developers.

Observations:  
•	 This option could present a sizable 



challenge in terms of the number 
of projects that would need to 
go through design review.  As 
a starting point, design review 
utilizing one or more of the other 
options listed above in conjunction 
with updated design standards 
would appear to be a more viable 
option.

Examples (other jurisdictions)
•	 Woodinville
•	 Sumner
•	 Gig Harbor
•	 Redmond

Each of these cities above are much 
smaller than Tacoma and have one 
design review board that can handle 
the limited number projects that go 
through the system.

b. Design review for 
departures from the 
zoning code standards
Zoning codes and some design 
standards include specific numerical 
requirements that are appropriate 
in most, but not all situations.  
Sometimes it is beneficial both in 
terms of public and private interests 
to afford some means of providing 
flexibility from these strict standards.  
For example, the objectives behind a 
specific setback requirement might 
be met through a design solution 
such as landscaping.  In these cases 
some ability to allow a “departure” 
from a given standard is useful.  

Examples could include departures 
from setback requirements, open 
space requirements, or building 
modulation standards.  

Benefits: Allows flexibility to 
prescriptive standards and site 
design/architectural variety.  This is 
particularly important to allow for 
creative design responses to unique 
sites.

Drawbacks: See observations below.

Observations: 
•	 If standards are too difficult to 

meet, then a large number of 
projects will choose to go through 
design review.  

•	 It is important to monitor the 
types of departures requested to 
determine whether a modification 
to the applicable development/
design standards is needed.  

•	 It is critical to have clear criteria 
for the approval of departures 
for applicants and for the staff or 
commission reviewing the request.  
This includes clear goals, objectives, 
and to the extent practical, 
examples – both acceptable and 
unacceptable.

•	 Methods and opportunities for 
community involvement in the 
review of a project application 
should be included.

•	 The departure concept was popular 
with many of the architects involved 
in stakeholder discussions and has 
been a desirable mechanism in 
other similar communities.

Extent of Application (approximate 



number of meetings required): 
•	 Highly variable - depends on the 

amount/type of departures that 
are chosen and the difficulty of 
achieving code standards.

Examples (other jurisdictions)
•	 City of Seattle.  While all projects 

exceeding certain size thresholds 
go through design review, projects 
under the threshold will go through 
design review only when they are 
requesting departures.  The City 
recently updated its commercial 
multifamily design standards, in 
part, based on several years of 
monitoring the types of departures 
requested.  However, the whole 
design review program has 
generated a lot of controversy in 
recent years.  Seattle’s program is 
not one to emulate.  

•	 City of Redmond.  While generally 
all commercial and multifamily 
projects are reviewed by their 
design review board, applicants 
can depart from any of the 
design review standards via an 
Administrative Design Flexibility 
provision.  The criteria for approval 
is superiority in achieving the 
Comprehensive Plan neighborhood 
goals and policies, superior 
design in terms of architecture, 
building materials, site design, 
landscaping, and open space.  
The applicants must prove 
conformance with the criteria 
via measurable improvements, 
objective improvements, and/
or via illustrations.  Though the 
provision is not without challenges, 

it has proved to be a good 
negotiation tool to improve the 
design of projects, per a discussion 
with staff.  In Redmond’s current 
update to their design standards, 
this flexibility provision has been 
retained.

•	 City of Tumwater.  The recently 
updated design standards for 
Tumwater include intent statements, 
standards, and exceptions which 
provide opportunities to depart 
from the standards where the 
intent is met.  Tumwater’s program, 
however, does not utilize a separate 
design review board (all projects 
are reviewed administratively).

c. Design review for height 
and/or density bonuses
Description
Requests for additional height and/or 
development capacity are relatively 
common  and require a higher level 
of review and design quality or 
special features such as additional 
open space.  Conversely, a variation 
of this concept would require design 
review for projects exceeding 
a certain height and/or density 
(similar in manner to Downtown’s 
tiered height and density system).  
The thresholds could be developed 
specific to particular zones and/or 
areas

Benefits: Allows flexibility to 
prescriptive standards.  Serves 
as a tool to (I prefer the more 
specific examples, rather than 
generic “enhance design.”)promote 



compatibility with adjacent uses, 
mitigate off-site impacts  and 
provide desired amenities.  Increased 
process is directly tied to increased 
development potential.

Drawbacks: May not be effective in 
areas where current zoning allows 
for “generous” height and density.  
This may be the case in Tacoma, 
where many applicable zones do 
not contain density limits and allow 
for relatively tall building heights 
comparative to market conditions.  

Observations:  
•	 This configuration is most likely to 

be used where market conditions 
are strong and zoning is restrictive.  
Examples may include healthy and 
attractive neighborhood centers where 
development interest is strong but 
zoning limits building heights.

•	 Option could be applied only to 
specific areas.  For example – in 
Mixed-Use Centers that currently 
utilize a height bonus program.

•	 Good bonus criteria for the approval 
is needed to provide direction to all 
participants.  This includes clear goals, 
objectives, and to the extent practical, 
examples – both good and bad.

•	 Methods and opportunities for 
community involvement in review of 
the project are critical (since they are 
requesting a “departure”).

Extent of Application: 
•	 Variable – depends on the amount/

type of bonus and whether it’s 
achievable under current market 
conditions. It also depends on how 
much demand there is to exceed the 
current height/density standards.

Examples (Tacoma and other   
 jurisdictions)

•	 Tacoma’s Downtown Zoning. The tiered 
height/FAR system for downtown 
provides a modified example.  
Whereas most/all projects go through 
an administrative form of design 
review, the tiered system requires a 
greater number of amenities/benefit 
features for a greater height/intensity 
of development.

•	 Bellevue features administrative 
design review for projects seeking 
floor area bonuses in downtown.  The 
City is now in the process of updating 
density bonus provisions and design 
standards as both provisions aren’t 
achieving goals and objectives, per 
discussion with staff, public officials, 
and stakeholders.

d. Design review for 
specific areas/zones
Description/Options
This is where communities can define 
specific areas that warrant design 
review.  These are typically high 
visibility areas and/or building types 
or they may be developments in 
transitional areas, such as adjacent 
to single family areas.  Specific 
options that could be considered for 
Tacoma include:
•	 All developments on Pedestrian 

designated streets
•	 All commercial and multifamily 

development in all Mixed-Use 
Centers

•	 All commercial and multifamily 
development in Neighborhood 
Mixed-Use Centers



•	 All projects along arterials.
•	 All projects along primary transit 

corridors.
•	 All projects on the edges of Mixed-

Use Centers.
•	 Any combination or variation of the 

above.  For example, the City could 
choose design review for some, but 
not all neighborhood centers.

Benefits:  This option focuses 
design review in the most critical 
areas where higher quality design 
is desired.  The limited application 
reduces the number of projects that 
would need to go through design 
review.

Drawbacks: See observations below.

Observations:  
•	 Determine the most critical areas 

that warrant a higher level of 
review.

•	 Choose the area(s) that can be 
accommodated by the available 
staffing and design review board 
resources.

•	 Like all options, clear intent 
statements and objectives are 
critical to all parties.  Good and bad 
design examples are useful.

Examples 
•	 City of Puyallup (design review for 

certain categories of development 
in downtown zones).

•	 City of Edmonds (design review 
for its downtown and general 
commercial zones along the 
Highway 99 corridor). 

•	 City of Seattle’s (design review via 

citywide design guidelines and 
supplemented by neighborhood 
specific design guidelines/review 
boards).

•	 City of Tumwater (administrative 
design review for the Brewery 
District and the Capitol Boulevard 
corridor).

•	 City of Redmond (design review for 
most commercial and multifamily 
development citywide and separate 
standards for its Downtown and 
Overlake Urban Centers).  

•	 City of Sammamish (administrative 
design review for new development 
in their Town Center).

e. Design review for 
certain types or sizes of 
development
Description/Options
Perhaps only projects that exceed 
certain size thresholds or contain 
particular uses will warrant a higher 
level of design and review.  Some 
options: 
•	 Large scale retail stores (stores 

exceeding 50,000 square feet).
•	 Large scale commercial, mixed-

use, or multifamily developments 
(retail developments exceeding 
75,000 square feet and multifamily 
developments exceeding 50 units)

•	 Developments exceeding certain 
height or density levels.  Both could 
be configured in a tiered format 
specific to districts, similar to 
Downtown zoning – where more 
intensive developments require a 



greater number of amenities.
•	 All commercial and multifamily 

development on sites adjacent to 
single family zones

•	 All institutions over a certain size.

Benefits: Provides the ability to have 
a higher level of design and review 
for those projects that are more 
visible and thus will have a greater 
impact on surrounding properties.

Drawbacks: See observations below  

Observations:  
•	 Most of Tacoma’s preliminary 

thresholds are very high (for 
example, the Best Buy in Tacoma 
is less than 50,000 square feet and 
there aren’t many 50+ unit multi-
family projects). 

•	 Threshold levels should be 
appropriate to the available 
staffing and design review board 
resources.

•	 Threshold levels should be 
carefully determined based on the 
community’s design related goals, 
concerns.

•	 Thresholds should be designed 
in a way that doesn’t discourage 
desired forms of development.  
For example, if design review is 
required for mixed-use or more 
intensive forms of development 
that require structured parking, will 
such provisions encourage single 
use development types served by 
surface parking?

•	 Can goals/concerns be addressed 
through prescriptive standards?

Examples (other jurisdictions)
•	 All cities have some thresholds for 

when administrative design review 
is required.  These are typically 
crafted to allow minor remodels 
without a cumbersome and costly 
review process, yet strategic 
to prevent more visible design 
changes that allow developments to 
bypass key design standards. 

•	 City of Tumwater’s design guidelines 
(administrative review) are 
organized into chapters dealing 
with commercial, industrial, 
institutional and cottage housing.

•	 City of Kent has guidelines 
(administrative review) specific 
to multi-family and mixed-use 
development.  They are in the 
process of updating them now 
and are incorporating a “guidard” 
approach which sets clear minimum 
standards while offering departure 
options that allow generous 
flexibility provided projects meet 
the intent and any special design 
criteria.

f. Design review for 
additions and remodels
Description
The extent to which additions and 
remodels are subject to design review 
is a consideration that should be 
addressed in any program.  There 
are several methods to handle this.  
A permit application might require 
design review if, for example:
•	 It is over a certain size
•	 It is visible from a public ROW or 



park
•	 Is in a special district, or 
•	 Under any condition

Usually the applicant is not required 
to bring the whole property up to 
design guidelines provisions but the 
new portion of the building must 
adhere to them.  

Examples (other jurisdictions)
•	 City of Tumwater applies 

administrative design guidelines 
to additions to buildings that 
increase the gross floor area by 
1,000 square feet and areas of the 
site that must be modified as the 
result of expansions.  City of Everett 
(administrative design review) 
applies three different thresholds 
for additions/remodels based on 
the value of the addition/remodel 
versus the value of the existing 
improvements.  For remodels/
additions that exceed 50% of the 
value of existing improvements 
(over a three year period), all 
standards that do not involve 
repositioning the building or 
reconfiguring site development, as 
determined by the city, shall apply.
City of Boise also includes three 
different thresholds for additions 
and remodels for their Citywide and 
Downtown Design Standards and 
Guidelines.  But rather than using 
the valuation of improvements, 
Boise’s thresholds are based on 
the increase of the building’s gross 
floor area.  For example, where 
improvements within a three year 
period more than double the gross 
square feet of a building, then 

conformance with all applicable 
standards are required. 



3.	 Design	Review	
Process:	Who	Reviews	&	
Approves	Projects?

There are generally four basic review 
options for how a design review program 
can be set up for Tacoma (with minor 
variations within each option):

1. Administrative design review (much like 
Downtown’s current set up);

2. One citywide design review board 3. 
District/area design review board, 
such as a historic district review board; 
or

4. A combination where staff reviews 
some projects and the DRB reviews 
projects meeting certain criteria.  

The advantages of each are described 
below.

a. Administrative design 
review  
Description
Administrative design review, as 
the name indicates is accomplished 
by governmental staff responsible 
for administering the guidelines.  
Generally, the initial evaluation is 
made by review staff and a final 
decision rendered by the department 
head or their designee.  Appeals 
can be to a hearing examiner, to 
the courts or to the City Council.  
Appeals to Council are not generally 
recommended as they can lead to 
politicizing what is essentially an 
administrative process.  Generally, 

there is no specific opportunity for 
interested parties to comment at 
a public hearing or event, except 
insofar as the permit process 
requires.  

Usually, administrative design review 
requires that the design guidelines/
standards are written so that they 
can be easily interpreted by staff 
and applicants.  In these cases, 
it is particularly important that 
the design standards have clear 
minimum requirements.  Sometimes 
this means that the standards 
include quantitative requirements 
such as width of buffer or minimum 
area of “usable open space” for 
multifamily residences.  Intent 
statements, approval criteria, and 
illustrations thus become critical 
in the effectiveness in the success 
of an administrative design review 
program.  Flexibility can be added 
via design options and departures as 
described in Section 1.c above. 

Benefits: 
•	 Administrative design review has 

the advantage that no review 
body or board is needed, which 
can reduce staffing costs and 
the amount of time and shorten 
the design review process for 
applicants.

•	 Administrative design review 
typically (but certainly not always) 
provides greater consistency in the 
administration of standards and 
guidelines – and thus provides more 
predictability to applicants.

Drawbacks:  Despite the procedural 



simplicity of administrative review, 
this type of review process has 
several drawbacks, including:
•	 Staff review requires a staff 

member versed in design.  
Generally, the review should be 
done by a staff member with 
design or urban design background 
who can accurately interpret the 
submittal’s design implications and 
apply the guidelines in a way that 
improves the project.  In practice, 
review for design quality often 
requires some back and forth 
with the applicant and someone 
versed in design techniques and 
site planning is much better able to 
accomplish effective review.  

•	 Usually, there is less room for 
judgment where an application is 
viewed by staff. 

•	 Staff interpretations are sometimes 
challenged, leading to the fact 
that staff decisions can be (but not 
always) more accommodating to 
applicants’ arguments.  

•	 Design professionals serving on the 
design review board sometimes  
have a greater understanding of 
the cost of recommended and 
required design elements and a 
better awareness of development 
industry practices – and this makes 
an argument that a review board 
can provide a better overall review 
of projects than staff.

•	 There is not much opportunity for 
public comment.  

•	 A deliberative body such as a 
review board can often provide a 
wider perspective and sensitivity to 

a wider range of considerations.  

Observations:
•	 A highly trained staff is critical.
•	 Method will require more 

prescriptive approach with design 
standards/guidelines than with 
design review board.

Examples from other 
jurisdictions
•	 City of Everett – includes 

administrative design review for 
downtown, the Evergreen Way 
corridor, and core residential areas.  
These provisions are all integrated 
into Everett’s zoning code (Title 19).  

•	 City of Tumwater – includes 
administrative design review for 
most development in the Brewery 
District, Capitol Boulevard corridor, 
and in their town center.  The 
adopted design guidelines are 
within a free-standing document 
adopted by reference.  During 
the update of city wide design 
guidelines, the staff reviewer 
had many comments regarding 
how to make design review more 
predictable.  The lesson from this is 
to make sure that the review staff 
is involved in the development of 
design guidelines

•	  City of Renton – includes 
administrative design review for 
most commercial and multifamily 
development citywide.  These 
standards are integrated into the 
city’s development regulations 
(Chapter 3 of Title IV).  In the 
past, Renton’s design guidelines 
were administered by a different 



department from the department 
that formulated the design 
guidelines.  This led to some 
guidelines being misinterpreted and 
not enforced.    

•	 City of Tacoma – includes 
administrative design review for 
Downtown.

b. Citywide design review 
board (DRB) 
Description
Most cities with design review board 
(DRB) programs feature one citywide 
design review board.  The board 
typically features a group of citizens 
(often five to seven individuals) 
active in a development-related 
profession, and often with interested 
citizens such as community leaders.  
A typical review board might include 
two architects.  Other members 
often include landscape architects, 
contractors, engineers, planners, 
lenders, and developers.  Because 
these citizens live in the community, 
they usually have good awareness 
of the history of the community and 
context of sites where developments 
are proposed.  Most design review 
boards only make recommendations 
to the reviewing department – but 
there are exceptions.

Benefits:
•	 A design review board often 

provides a greater level of 
expertise in the review of projects 
– potentially providing a greater 
opportunity to enhance the design 
of projects.

•	 The greater number of people 
reviewing the projects  increases 
the likelihood that any “errors” or 
poorly designed elements might be 
caught in the review of projects.

•	 Program usually offers developers 
greater flexibility in how they 
comply with guidelines than with 
administrative design review (but 
not always).

•	 A design review board usually 
provides a greater opportunity for 
dialogue on the design of a project. 

•	 A design review board usually 
provides a greater opportunity for 
public comment as review board 
meetings are usually open to the 
public.  

Drawbacks: 
A design review board usually: 
•	 Requires greater administration 

and staff time than administrative 
review.

•	 Requires a longer development 
review process than administrative 
design review program.

•	 Requires frequent board training.
•	 Requires frequent and effective 

staff oversight to help ensure 
that the board acts within their 
authorized roles and maintains 
consistency with the provisions of 
the design guidelines.

•	 Typically equates to less 
predictability to developers in terms 
of how projects are evaluated/
approved.

Observations: 
•	 Finding qualified and interested 

board members can be a challenge 



in smaller communities, but 
shouldn’t be a problem in Tacoma.

•	 Provide for a range of applicable 
design professionals (not all 
architects for instance).  Board 
members should be active in the 
development industry.

•	 Clear meeting and decision making 
procedures are needed.

•	 Importance of trained staff is 
critical to the success of program 
– as they are needed to provide 
direction to the board and to make 
sure meetings run smoothly.

•	 One citywide review board requires 
substantially less resources than 
a program with multiple design 
review boards.  One board also 
typically means greater consistency 
in how projects are evaluated 
against the guidelines than with 
multiple design review boards.

•	 Most jurisdictions give the final 
approval authority to the Planning 
Director.  In Tacoma, most decision-
making authority have been 
designated to Peter Huffman, 
Planning and Development Services 
Director. 

Examples
•	 City of Bainbridge Island - has 

maintained a citywide design 
review board for over ten years, but 
is currently considering changes to 
the review process and their design 
guidelines, which they consider 
outdated.  While the program has 
helped to foster a relatively high 
quality of design, staff has admitted 
two notable challenges: (1) the 
lack of consistent and ongoing 

training of board members has 
increased some of the challenges 
and inconsistencies in how the 
guidelines are administered; and 
(2) behavior and relationship 
challenges between board 
members, applicants and staff.

•	 City of Sumner – has maintained a 
design review board and program 
for over twenty years.  While the 
board reviews all commercial 
and multifamily projects citywide, 
the city’s modest size generally 
keeps the number of projects to 
review at a manageable level.  
Sumner features separate design 
and development guidelines for 
their downtown, commercial 
development, multifamily 
development, single family and 
duplex development, and industrial 
development (adopted in 2007).  
The documents distinguish required 
design elements and provisions that 
offer more flexibility.  See Section 
6 for more information (lessons 
learned).

•	 City of Gig Harbor – also features 
a well-established design review 
program (latest version of City 
Design Manual adopted in 2004).  
See Section 6 for more information 
(lessons learned). 

•	 City of Woodinville – Design 
Review Board reviews all non-
single family development projects 
citywide.  Similar to other cities 
above, Woodinville’s modest size 
and growth has kept the number of 
projects reviewed by the board at 
a manageable level.  Woodinville 
has updated their design provisions 



several times since their initial 1995 
adoption.

•	 Redmond – also has a review 
board that reviews most citywide 
commercial and multifamily 
development.  Redmond 
features different standards for 
developments within and outside 
of their designated Urban Centers.  
The City is now in the process of 
updating their design standards 
after an extensive audit.  See 
Section 6 for more information 
(lessons learned)

•	 Edmonds – design review program, 
until recently, focused mostly on 
downtown development.  In recent 
years, the program expanded to 
include developments within the 
Highway 99 corridor.  The city is 
now crafting design standards 
for multifamily development 
(in select zones), but opting to 
keep the review of these projects 
administrative.  

c.  Multiple district/area 
design review boards
Description
Larger cities like Seattle often have 
multiple design review boards where 
each individual board reviews 
development projects occurring in a 
particular sector or area of the city.  
The district or area focus ensures that 
the board is familiar with the context 
of the area.  Tacoma currently 
contains two specialized design 
review boards:
•	 Landmarks Preservation Commission 

– Oversees the establishment and 
regulation of landmarks, local historic 
districts, proposed name changes for 
public facilities, and certain property 
tax incentives.  Contains 11 members, 
including three architects, four 
individuals with professional expertise 
in preservation-related fields, one 
representative from the Tacoma Arts 
Commission, and three interested 
citizens.  

•	 Foss Waterway Urban Design Review 
Committee – Reviews redevelopment 
proposals on public property within 
and along the Thea Foss Waterway.  
Contains seven members – which 
include civic or business leaders with 
experience in such fields as finance, 
real estate development, law and 
construction management.

Benefits:  
•	 The board members have greater 

familiarity of the district or area.  
•	 The focus on districts or neighborhoods 

allows the guidelines/program to be 
specifically tailored to fit the district/
area.  This is especially useful when the 
district has a distinct character as in a 
historic or waterfront district.  

•	 Often there is greater neighborhood/
public involvement.  

•	 Otherwise, district specific review 
board programs have the same 
benefits as citywide design review 
board program.  

Drawbacks: 
•	 Requires the greatest amount of staff 

resources and expertise to administer 
the program.  

•	 More difficult to find qualified and 
interested board members.

•	 Multiple design review boards 
often leads to inconsistent board 
approaches to project review and 



approval – as each board has different 
individuals with different expertise and 
approaches.  

•	 Otherwise, same drawbacks as 
citywide design review board.  

Observations:  
•	 With more than one board, the 

program becomes much more 
difficult to administer and maintain 
an appropriate level of consistency/
predictability for all parties involved.

•	 If desired, this would probably be more 
appropriate for Tacoma in the future, 
if additional design work is done to 
differentiate the individual desires of 
the various neighborhoods/districts 
and only after a single, city-wide 
process has been tested and perfected.

Examples (other jurisdictions)
•	 The City of Seattle administers a 

very interesting process in which 
local design review boards review 
project both with respect to city-wide 
and neighborhood specific design 
guidelines.  There is ample opportunity 
for public input at the review board 
meetings.  Initially the process worked 
very well in terms of improving the 
quality of projects, but with recent 
changes the value of the process has 
been called into question.  



4.	 Public	Involvement
Public involvement is a critical element of 
design review programs.  While there are 
obvious benefits to public involvement in 
design review programs, there are some 
notable challenges as well: 

Benefits:
•	 Public input in the design process 

can provide community members 
with a voice in how the area evolves 
over time.

•	 Local public input can help identify 
critical design issues associated 
with particular sites or related to 
local community based objectives 
and concerns.

•	 Community input can help to make 
developments better fit into the 
community’s context and ultimately 
improve the quality of design.

•	 Community participation gives 
the community a greater sense 
of ownership and pride in 
the community and increases 
confidence in the review process.

•	 If properly managed, public input 
can foster a “principled negotiation” 
process in which project proponents 
and interested parties work 
together to solve design problems 
and address all parties’ objectives 
related to community impacts, 
design quality, and project 
feasibility. 

Challenges:
•	 Community input can often 

conflict with the parameters 
of the site’s zoning and design 
standards/guidelines.  For 
example, community members 

may comment in opposition to the 
height or density of a proposed 
development even though the 
current zoning regulations may 
provide for it.  Planners and 
design review board members are 
often on very shaky legal ground 
depending on the specific nature 
of design guideline language in 
demanding architectural changes 
that reduce the overall height 
or density of projects unless this 
direction is provided for in the 
City’s regulations.  Staff and board 
member confidence and experience 
is critical in helping to keeping 
meetings on track, staying focused 
on relevant design issues, and 
staying within legal bounds.  Design 
review board procedures, role and 
responsibilities must be clear on this 
matter.  

•	 For controversial projects, 
community involvement provides 
meeting administration challenges 
for design review boards and 
planners.  For instance, at 90 minute 
meetings, citizens are usually forced 
to limit the time of their comments 
– and extended periods of public 
comment at the meeting reduce 
the amount of dialogue between 
a design review board and the 
applicant – often necessitating 
additional meetings and extending 
the time table for projects.

The more successful design review 
programs are structured to address 
these challenges in the way projects are 
noticed, public comments are handled, 
and meetings are organized and 
managed (see Section 5).  



5.	 Design	Review	Board	
Meetings	and	Follow	Up

The success of a design review board 
process depends on consistent and 
predictable meeting procedures.  Below 
is a discussion of key design review 
meeting issues:

Meeting Scheduling
All programs should strive for consistent 
and predictable scheduling.  This 
includes a consistent day of the week 
and intervals between meetings (weekly, 
bi-weekly, or a certain day of the month 
(e.g.: first Tuesday of the month).  The 
scheduling program must be based on 
the number of projects anticipated to 
go through the design review process 
and shall include enough “slack space” 
or availability to keep projects on track/
minimize review process delay.  For 
example, if the board meets only once 
a month and meetings are booked up 
months in advance, then the delay will 
hold up applicants longer.  In setting 
design review board procedures, the City 
should estimate the number of projects 
that might be processed in a year based 
on past experience and schedule DRB 
meetings to accommodate that load.

Public Notice
Public notice for design reviews can be 
provided in a number of ways.  Cities 
engaged in design review usually require 
signs to be posted at the development 
site notifying people of upcoming 
meetings.  Most cities also post upcoming 
design review agendas and past minutes 

on city websites.  The City of Seattle’s 
website also provides opportunities 
to download the applicant’s proposal.  
E-mail is another way of reaching 
citizens.  The City of Seattle includes 
notice of upcoming design reviews in 
their Land Use Information Bulletin, 
which is e-mailed to interested citizens.  
Notice can also be given on public access 
television or in the local newspaper.  The 
City can maintain a number of e-mail lists 
of citizens/groups interested in design 
review to be notified of projects that are 
submitted in particular areas. 

Meeting Locations
Design review meetings should be held in 
accessible, centralized facilities with the 
capability to allow for presentations and 
to allow for variable crowd sizes.  Most 
small cities hold their meetings in council 
chambers, whereas larger cities such 
as Seattle with multiple design review 
boards hold their meetings in a variety 
of public facilities (including schools, 
libraries, and community centers).

Meeting Preparation 
Most design review programs include 
a meeting between the applicant and 
staff to prepare for the DRB meeting.  
This can vary from one of more informal 
discussions in which the staff member 
describes the application requirements 
and procedures and later ensures that 
the application is compete, to a more 
formal step in which the staff member 
reviews the application and prepares 
a staff report identifying design issues 
relative to the proposed project.  



Meeting Time and Length
Most design review programs hold their 
meetings in the evenings to allow for 
residents and board members to more 
easily attend/participate.  Seattle uses 
1-1/2 hours for all meetings.

Agendas
Agendas should be consistent and limited 
in time to keep participants focused on 
issues.  Agendas should allow for project 
introductions and presentations, public 
comment, review board question and 
answer and deliberation.  

Public Comment Period and 
Rules

The public typically has an opportunity 
to comment on a project during design 
review meetings.  Written comments are 
also often accepted up until a specified 
date in the process.  Cities usually have 
meeting procedures on public comment.  
The City of Seattle structures meetings 
to give equal time for the citizens of 
Seattle, the project applicant, and the 
City.  The public provides comments to 
the Design Review Board and then the 
Design Review Board discusses issues.  
The applicant is not always required to 
respond to the public’s comments.  The 
City of Edmonds provides an opportunity 
for the applicant to respond to the 
public’s comments.  One challenge 
often faced during the public comment 
time is to ensure that citizens provide 
comments related to the design of the 
project.  Citizens often comment on other 
concerns, such as traffic, parking, or 
density.  

Dialogue 
Dialogue between participants is an 
essential component of the design review 
process.  However, the extent and nature 
of dialogue often requires limitations 
due to time and meeting constraints.  
Meetings with limited public can allow 
for more informal interaction as time 
permits.  Controversial projects with a 
high number of participants reduce the 
opportunity for meaningful dialogue.  
Meeting agendas should allow flexibility 
to accommodate dialogue to the extent 
practical.  

The training, behavior, and meeting 
facilitation skills of the design review 
board chair is particularly critical in 
keeping meeting agendas on track and 
keeping other members of the board and 
public on track.  Likewise, clearly defined 
roles between the chair and staff are 
important to create smooth meetings, 
foster a good relationship, and provide 
a higher level of predictability for all 
participants.

Review Board Deliberation
A reasonable amount of time is needed 
for the board to deliberate their 
comments on the proposal and formulate 
a recommendation or decision.  The 
deliberation should occur in a setting 
where the applicant and public can 
observe.

Number of Meetings
This is a critical issue and a challenge 
to any design review program.  Most 
programs strive for a two meeting 
format: 



•	 An initial pre-application meeting to 
review conceptual bulk/site design 
options and obtain early community 
feedback.  This early meeting 
provides the best opportunity for 
meaningful public input given 
the opportunity to help shape 
the project and identify critical 
contextual issues.  Controversial 
or “challenging” projects can often 
require additional pre-application 
meetings to address the conceptual 
bulk/site design elements.

•	 A second meeting to review the 
detailed design proposal.  Hopefully 
by this time, the major issues have 
been worked out during the pre-
application meeting.  The outcome 
of such a meeting can either 
be approval or recommended 
approval as designed, conditional 
approval or recommended 
approval (provided a number of 
items are addressed), or if major 
changes are recommended or 
required – an additional meeting 
can be scheduled to review any 
changes. 

As all meetings come with costs to the 
City and applicant in terms of staffing 
hours, design work and administration, 
and in the case of developers, overall 
project feasibility, there is a strong desire 
on all parts to limit the overall number 
of meetings.  The additional meetings 
can also lead to meeting constraints and 
further delays depending on the structure 
of the program.

Related observations and suggestions to 
limit the number of meetings based on 
review of other design review programs:

•	 Providing project information on 
the City’s website at the earliest 
possible time provides the 
community a way to comment on 
the project even if they are unable 
to attend design review meetings.  

•	 Thorough staff reports on the 
projects are critical and help keep 
the board focused on the issues at 
hand.  

•	 Allow staff to conduct follow up 
review – particularly after the 
second meeting when the review is 
into the smaller details.  This often 
reduces the need for additional 
meetings.  

•	 Limit third meetings to unique 
circumstances or applicant request.

•	 When additional meetings are 
required – put top priority on follow 
up meeting scheduling.

Implementation
The implementation of design review 
measures is often a challenge for a 
number of reasons:

•	 There is often a lack of 
communication with building 
officials with regards to the final 
inspection and certificates of 
occupancy.  Ideally, the planner 
should be called for an inspection 
prior to any certificate of 
occupancy.  

•	 There can be a lack of funding 
for planning staff involvement in 
follow through.  This should be a 
consideration in the funding of the 
program and in setting the fees for 



design review.

•	 Frequent project change orders 
after design review.  Such change 
orders should be subject to planner 
review/approval.  Where the 
change orders are substantial 
enough, an additional design 
review board meeting should be 
required.



6.	 Program	Costs
Costs of any design review program are 
a critical factor in determining the most 
appropriate program. There are costs 
to both establishing a design review 
program, i.e. to conduct the public 
process, develop the guidelines, create 
illustrations and supporting materials, as 
well as the ongoing administrative costs 
of design review. Below is a summary 
of our estimate for both the program 
development costs as well as options for 
paying for the administration of a design 
review program. .

Program Development Costs
Makers has extensive experience helping 
jurisdictions set up and administer design 
review programs. We have previously 
contracted with the City to evaluate the 
efficacy of a design review program in 
the City of Tacoma. There are two types 
of program development costs that we 
expect: 1. Consultant services, and 2. Staff 
resources.  
The following table structures the 
program development into three phases 
and includes an associated cost estimate 
for consultant services needs for each 
phase. Based on this estimate the total 
program development cost would come 

to $110,500. 

This base budget anticipates primarily 
the use of photographs, available 
graphics, and simple original graphics to 
illustrate the document.  This approach 
is relatively common for such projects 
and helps to limit expenses.  However, a 
line item for illustrative graphic design 
could be included as an optional add-on, 
depending on the goals and objectives 
of the City.  Budgets for such illustrations 
can be highly variable depending on 
the media, scope, and level of detail.  
Such illustrations can be very effective 
tools (such as the 3D modeling efforts 
conducted in 2007-2008 in the Martin 
Luther King corridor and Proctor district 
associated with the proposed code and 
design standard updates), but should be 
addressed strategically to meet objectives 
while maximizing project resources. 

We expect that public outreach will be 
a primary component of the program 
development process, as well as the 
legislative process. The budget above 
includes an estimated $27,000 for 
community engagement spread across all 
three phases. 

Phases

1. Project start-up & public review of design review options $16,500 

2. Draft design review process code amendment text and craft new 
design guidelines $73,000

3. Refine design guidelines and code amendments through the 
legislative process $21,000 

TOTAL BUDGET $110,500 



In addition to consultant services costs, 
we anticipate a minimum .5 FTE for 
staffing to manage the contracts, public 
outreach, and to coordinate the review 
and adoption process. If the staff person 
has architectural or urban design 
expertise, and depending on the ultimate 
scope of work, additional staff resources 
could be invested in augmenting and 
creating original illustrations and 
graphics for use in the guidelines. 

Application Costs
While Tacoma does not have an 
adopted policy related to permit cost 
recovery, the City’s administration is 
moving in the direction of setting fees 
in a way that closely relates to the costs 
incurred by staff in reviewing projects.  
Current fees do not effectively cover the 
administrative costs related to reviewing 
permit applications.  Most current land 
use fees feature flat rates based on 
the type of permit and size of project.  
Permits requiring environmental impact 
statements also include rate structures 
based on the amount of staff time spent 
on the project. 

Cost Approaches
Below are some different approaches 
to setting design review permit fees 
and a discussion of the pluses and 
minuses associated with each option.  
All options warrant continuous review 
and evaluation to ensure that the cost 
structure is meeting objectives.  

Fixed Application Costs (based on 
project type or sizes)
This is basically Tacoma’s current fee 

approach.  The fixed nature provides 
a level of predictability that is desired 
by applicants.  Ideally, the fees are set 
based on recent history of similar projects 
and tiered in a way that smaller projects 
have smaller fees and larger projects 
have larger fees.  Example:

•	 City of Redmond uses a fixed fee 
approach that is split into small 
and large projects (6,000 square 
feet threshold).  The rates were 
originally based on an estimated 
number of staffing hours spent 
on projects of various sizes and 
the rates are updated annually 
for inflation and salary increase.  
While this two tier approach is very 
simple, the low threshold for large 
projects means that some relatively 
small projects pay the same fees as 
much larger projects.

Costs Based on Hours Spent
For cities aiming to recover close to 100% 
of staff costs associated with private 
development permits, the common 
approach is to charge applicants by the 
hours staff spends on the project.  While 
the fees are ultimately commensurate 
with costs incurred, this structure 
provides a level of unpredictability to 
the applicant and can be a challenge 
in ultimately determining the economic 
feasibility of projects, particularly for 
inexperienced developers.  Example:

•	 City of Seattle includes a fixed base 
fee, but once projects exceed a 
certain threshold, they are based on 
the number of hours spent, among 
other costs.

Shared Costs
Cities could make a policy decision on 



their approach to design review fees 
to share some of the costs.  Seattle’s 
current approach emphasizes that 
private development permitting should 
pay for 100% of the associated permit 
costs incurred by staff; however, many 
argue that cities should subsidize at least 
a portion of the design review costs.  
The reasoning is that design review is a 
program that benefits the community – 
particularly the neighborhoods, and that 
ultimately the cost should be shared by 
applicants and taxpayers alike.  Example:

•	 City of Sumner does not charge 
extra for design review costs.  The 
cost of administering a design 
review board in a smaller city with 
a limited number of projects has 
proven to be small enough that the 
approach is easily maintained by 
the city.  It is important to note that 
projects are still subject to land use 
review fees – which are set up into 
three tiers based on the estimated 
cost of construction (permit fees 
from $30 to $250).

Cost Conclusion
Ultimately, a great number of factors 
need to be considered in determining 
the best fee approach for design review 
applications.  Tacoma will need to ensure 
that there is sufficient overall funding 
for the roles that staff is expected to 
perform.  The program also needs to 
be able to handle the ups and downs of 
the development cycles.  Cities which 
emphasize that new development pay 
the full cost of permit review staff are 
more prone to large fluctuations in 
staffing as a result of those development 

cycles.  This can be a strain on planning 
staff and the design review program 
as it means that there will often be 
less experienced planners reviewing 
projects.  Another approach would be 
to contract with private consultants or 
other jurisdictions to handle high level 
of applications.  This approach is less 
effective with a design review board 
process.



7.		Lessons	Learned	
From	Other	Cities

Below are some useful observations of other 
cities’ design review experiences that are 
instructive for Tacoma.

Seattle experience
Program description: One citywide review 
board reviews commercial and multi-family 
projects in special districts.  Smaller projects 
in special districts can choose between 
design review and administrative design 
standards.

Observations: Comments below are from 
the City’s recent independent audit of their 
design review program and from MAKERS’ 
discussions with staff, design review board 
members, and applicants about their 
process.

•	 Planners play a critical role in 
determining effectiveness of process.  
Consistency is needed in how planners 
manage meetings, extent to which 
they guide and direct the board, and 
degree of support they provide the 
applicants.  Planners need more time 
to fully support board, applicant, and 
city.

•	 Problem – current program lacks a 
system for follow up on design changes 
that occur after a master use permit 
has been issued.  Needs to be a system 
in place to ensure that design review 
planner is involved in post building 
permit changes – prior to occupancy 
permit.

•	 Design review has clearly improved 
the design of some buildings; although 
few agree that it produces or ensures 
excellent design.  The real question 
asked by staff is what would we get 
without design review?

•	 Project assignments need to take into 
account need for continuity in the 
design review process.

•	 There is a need for adequate meeting 
space and equipment.

•	 Enhanced training for Board members 
is needed - such as retreats once or 
twice a year.

•	 There is a desire to provide for more 
administrative review (rather than 
design review) and reduce the total 
number of design review boards 
citywide.

•	 City currently passes all review costs 
onto the developer.  However, with 
market changes and construction 
booms/downturns, it is difficult to 
retain the appropriate staffing levels.  
Also, some staff argue that design 
review is a service to the community, 
and thus should require some general 
funding to most effectively sustain it.

•	 With multiple design review boards, 
each board tends to develop unique 
approaches in how projects are 
reviewed.  While individual boards 
may be consistent in their approach, 
applicants with projects in different 
review districts can be challenged by 
these different approaches.

•	 The City has updated its commercial 
design standards and is in the process 
of updating its multi-family design 
standards based in part on its design 
review experience.  Examples include:
o Consolidate redundant zoning 

districts where there is too much 
overlap.

o Allow alternatives to overly 
prescriptive development standards 
by applying a “flexibility within 
limits” strategy.

o Apply greater setbacks on multi-



family lots adjacent to single family 
districts.

o Enhance the appearance and 
function of townhouses.

o Update and simplify standards so 
they are easier to understand and 
use.

Portland Experience
Program description: One citywide review 
board reviews commercial and multi-family 
projects in special districts.  Smaller projects 
in special districts can choose between 
design review and administrative design 
standards.

Observations: Comments below are from 
MAKERS’ review of Portland’s design review 
policies and guidelines, author John Punter’s 
analysis of Portland’s program in his book 
“Design Guidelines in American Cities”, and 
from the City of Seattle’s review of Portland’s 
design review program. 

•	  “The city possesses some of the 
simplest, clearest, best thought-out 
and without doubt best presented 
design policies of any American city.”  
( John Punter from “Design Guidelines 
in American Cities”)

•	 Other reasons for Portland’s high 
quality of design per John Punter’s book 
that are worth noting:
o A highly participative planning 

process with strong neighborhood 
and business participation.

o A design-aware community 
committed to retaining a sense of 
place.

o A corporate commitment 
to environmental quality, 
transportation issues, sustainable 
development, cultural investment, 
open space, and urban design.

o A pro-active approach to 

investment in public space.
o A long-standing commitment to 

quality architecture, public art and 
quality landscaping and wide use of 
competitions.

o A tradition of public-private 
partnerships in all aspects of urban 
design.

o A high level of architectural skill 
and design imagination in planning 
and other services.

•	 Design goals are clearly stated and 
provide sufficient criteria with which 
applications can be evaluated.

•	 Portland has been successful in 
communicating its design goals 
to community members and the 
development community via policies, 
guidelines, plans, posters, and its 
“Developers Handbook”.

•	 As with other design review programs, 
the planner’s role is critical to efficiency 
and effectiveness of the review 
process. (Seattle research)

•	 The environment, structure, and 
format of meetings helps to establish 
credibility. (Seattle research)

•	 Optional early design feedback from 
the board helps applicants respond to 
salient issues early in process. (Seattle 
research)

•	 One board and less public 
participation results in more consistent 
design expectations – but this is at 
expense of broader range of opinions. 
(Seattle research)

•	 Discretionary design review process 
may be preferable to prescriptive 
process – but poses challenges to 
applicants. (Seattle research)

•	 Portland has been pro-active in 
designing a range of model infill 



developments that developers can buy 
and guarantee automatic approval.

Sumner Experience
Program description: One citywide review 
board reviews commercial and multi-family 
projects citywide.

Observations: Comments below are based 
on MAKERS’ work with staff and the city’s 
design review board in updating their design 
standards and guidelines. 

•	 The program works reasonably well 
due in part to the quality of their 
planning staff.

•	 While a number of the current 
standards are not working well (open 
space standards are too strict and 
have not resulted in desirable spaces) 
or are difficult to interpret (it’s often 
hard to tell what’s required versus 
encouraged), the current program has 
enhanced the overall character of the 
city and has increased the awareness 
of design in the community.

•	 The program has been around long 
enough that it is beginning to build on 
its success and recognize problems 
that need correcting.  

•	 The draft update of the standards 
and guidelines now before the City’s 
Planning Commission was prepared 
with extensive input from the design 
review board.  The document features 
a combination of prescriptive 
standards that utilize a toolbox 
approach where there are a number 
of ways to meet a standard.  Many 
such standards include departure 
opportunities with clear criteria and 
illustrations on how departures can be 
evaluated. 

Gig Harbor Experience
Program description: One citywide review 
board reviews commercial and multi-family 
projects.  Applicants have the option to use 
(very) prescriptive standards or the design 
review process.

Observations: Comments below are based 
on MAKERS’ work with former staff and 
review of the city’s design review documents 
and discussion with local architects who’ve 
taken projects through the program. 

•	 While there have been a number of 
complaints about Gig Harbor’s design 
review program, most individuals we’ve 
talked with agree that the program 
has successfully reinforced the desired 
character of the city.

•	 The make-up of individuals on the 
design review board has included 
individuals who are not active in the 
development profession. 

•	 Individuals have noted that it is difficult 
to prove that alternative design 
treatments are “better” than the 
prescriptive standards (as is required 
for departures).

•	 Many individuals noted that Gig 
Harbor’s process is substantially 
increasing the cost of development in 
the city.

Redmond Experience
Program description: One citywide review 
board reviews most commercial and multi-
family projects (makes recommendations 
to the Director).  Redmond has a unique 
administrative design flexibility provision, 
whereby applicants can depart from any 
design standard provided they demonstrate 
that they can achieve superior design.  
Redmond is now in the process of updating 
their design standards.



Observations: MAKERS conducted an 
extensive audit of their current design 
standards plus comparable cities research 
between 2014-2015 and is now helping the 
City update their design standards.  Some 
notable principles being employed in the 
updated draft standards: 

•	 Clarify the standards language.  The 
new standards eliminated vague 
and subjective language that often 
characterized the existing design 
standards in favor of clear minimum 
standards. 

•	 Provide better graphics and photo 
examples.  The draft utilizes updated 
graphics that clarify acceptable 
and unacceptable design examples.  
Photographs play a prominent role 
in identifying real examples of design 
treatments that meet (or don’t meet) 
the standards.  In some cases, multiple 
examples are provided where it is 
important to emphasize that there are 
multiple ways of meeting the standard. 

•	 Provides both certainty AND 
flexibility.   The emphasis on clear 
minimum standards in the updated 
document offers much greater level 
of predictability than under existing 
provisions.  Many standards provide 
emphasize a toolbox approach where 
there are multiple ways to comply with 
the standards. Second, the updated 
standards retain the current option for 
Administrative Design Flexibility (ADF) 
that provides an avenue to depart 
from any of the standards, provided 
they meet the ADF criteria. Plus, the 
new standards often provide guidance 
on how the ADF can be applied in 
strategic instances.

•	 Clarify the relationship with other 
related code standards. The issues 
addressed in the design standards 

frequently overlap with code provisions 
that are addressed in other parts of the 
Redmond Zoning Code.  The updated 
draft provides cross-references to 
related provisions and clarifies the 
relationship between the provisions in 
a supportive manner.

Bainbridge Island Experience
Program description: One citywide review 
board reviews most commercial and multi-
family projects (makes recommendations to 
the Director).  The board meets bi-monthly 
on an as-needed basis.

Observations: While the program has helped 
foster a relatively high quality in architectural 
design, the program is not without 
challenges.  Findings below are based on a 
discussion with the current and recent interim 
Planning Director. 

•	 Current design guidelines are out-
dated in terms of architectural design, 
graphic quality, and general usability.  
The City is looking to update the 
document next year.

•	 A lack in consistent board training 
has led to inconsistencies in how the 
guidelines are administered.  For 
example, while the board’s role deals 
only with architectural design issues, 
board members often comment on 
landscaping and other site design 
issues.  Also, board members 
sometimes comment on architectural 
design issues that go above and 
beyond the design guidelines.  

•	 The program has experienced some 
behavior and relationship challenges 
between board members, applicants 
and staff.



8.	 Summary	of	
Stakeholder/Community	
Input

Between 2007-2009, the City held three 
community workshops and four stakeholder 
meetings (Master Builders Association, 
Chamber of Commerce, American Institute 
of Architects, and the Affordable Housing 
Consortium).  

The community workshops largely focused 
on design issues while the more targeted 
stakeholder meetings included discussions 
on design issues and development review 
processes.

Key points that have been consistently 
repeated include:

•	 The City is lacking a comprehensive 
and clear vision statement of what it 
wants to be.

•	 Most participants seem to agree that 
the time is right for some form of 
design review in Tacoma.

•	 Clear intent statements and objectives 
are critical to successful design 
guidelines.

•	 Design standards/guidelines must 
be written to focus on critical design 
issues.

•	 Design standards/guidelines should 
address contextual issues related to 
sites.

•	 Design standards/guidelines should 
provide for multiple ways of meeting 
standards.

•	 Design review programs should be 
workable and predictable.  

•	 Overly prescriptive standards should 
be avoided.  However, regulations 

with too much flexibility can also be a 
problem.

9.	Conclusions
While there are numerous options for developing 
a design review program, based on the 
alternatives presented herein, review of City 
regulations and policies, and in consultation with 
staff, we suggest the following parameters as 
a starting point for discussions with community 
groups and other stakeholders: 

•	 Administrative Design Review: Given 
existing site and building design standards, 
additional flexibility and more extensive 
applicability for administrative design 
review would be worthwhile. Staff is 
already reviewing and applying design 
standards; to improve outcomes, PDS 
will need to modify code and provide 
additional staff training and expertise. 

•	 The development of a Design Review 
Board: Based on the community’s desire 
to be involved in how this board operates, 
the composition, scope, and applicability 
will be determined after public outreach 
efforts. However, the following are two 
suggestions for an initial focus for a 
Design Review Board, comprised of a 
mix of neighborhood and subject matter 
experts. Furthermore, at this time staff 
recommends developing a single city-
wide design board, rather than multiple, 
neighborhood based boards. 

o In the early rollout of the program, 
geographic areas will help to 
provide focus: mixed use centers 
and/or core pedestrian streets may 
be a sensible way to break down 
applicability into a manageable 
size. Specific areas will be 
determined after public outreach 
efforts.

o In the early rollout of the program, 



specific types of projects, such as 
public facilities of a certain size 
or type may be a sensible wat to 
break down applicability into a 
manageable size. Specific types 
will be determined after public 
outreach efforts.

•	 Guidelines Document and Organization: 
At this time, staff recommends creating a 
single Design Guidelines document based 
predominantly around building type, 
rather than developing multiple guidelines 
documents based on geographic areas 
within the City. This approach will minimize 
some of the initial start-up costs and 
complexity of administering the program. 

10.		Key	Next	Steps
1. Budget request determination – status of 

request and potential level of funding to 
help determine capacity 

2. Public outreach to stakeholder groups 
– engagement with existing and new 
associations, community groups, and 
individual residents regarding how design 
review would be structured, how it would 
be focused, and how public participation 
would be integrated into processes

3. Code Audit – in-depth review of existing 
code for potential errors and conflicts; 
further review for necessary changes 
and opportunities to reinforce regulatory 
pieces of more robust design review 
mechanisms

4. Scoping – applicability of geographic 
areas, types of projects, and reviewing 
entity will be shaped based on community 
feedback, in conjunction with Long Range 
Planning, Current Planning, and Economic 
Development 

5. Feasibility – Internal resources and 
capacity will be studied

6. Guidelines and code development – 
development of code based on findings of 
the code audit and the creation of design 

guidelines (may be stand-alone) to assist 
developers, property owners, and citizens 
in how to follow guidelines and processes 
associated with the program(s)
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Old City Hall Historic District Design Guidelines
The City of Tacoma Planning and Development Services Department is 
conducting a stakeholder-driven process to develop design guidelines 
for the Old City Hall Historic District. The guidelines developed during 
this project will help provide clarity to the review process for applicants, 
staff, the Landmarks Preservation Commission, neighbors and others.

The design guidelines will address all project types that are subject to 
design review per the City’s ordinances, including new construction, 
additions and alterations to historic properties within the District. 
The guidelines will clarify preservation objectives for the District and 
provide more specific guidance for a wide variety of projects, such as 
the treatment of architectural details and alterations to commercial 
storefronts. The guidelines will also address how new construction and 
additions can be designed to be compatible with the historic structures 
and open space features in the District. Additionally, the guidelines 
provide information about constructing compatible site improvements 
such as building lighting and the location and design of mechanical 
equipment. The guidelines also provide an overview of the industrial 
development of the District as well as a brief look at preservation theory 
as a basis for the design guidelines. 

When Will the Design Guidelines be Available for Review?
The design guidelines will be drafted throughout the summer and fall of 
2018. A public review draft is anticipated to be available in late fall 2018  
and presented during an open house in early 2019. After receiving input 
on the draft, it is anticipated to be revised and adopted. 

DESIGN GUIDELINE SERVICES
TACOMA, WASHINGTON

1

SERVICES:
 » Design Guidelines
 » Existing Design Review Process 

Analysis  

CLIENT: 
Reuben McKnight, MUP
Historic Preservation Officer
Planning and Development 
Services
City of Tacoma, WA  

DATE:  
2018 - Present

The design guidelines identify and seek 
to preserve key features of the district 
including the Old City Hall building and 
the Spanish Steps. 
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1809 SEVENTH AVE. STE 800
SEATTLE, WA 98101

TELE
206.284.5624
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VIA-ARCHITECTURE.COM

November13, 2018

Ms. Lauren Flemister, Senior Planner
C/o City of Tacoma Procurement & Payables Division
Tacoma Public Utilities
3628 S 35th Street
Tacoma, WA 98409

RE: Request for Proposals PL180400F Urban Design Studio and Design Review Program

Dear Ms. Flemister and the Selection Team Members, 

Quality urban design sees buildings, places and spaces not as isolated elements but as part of the 
greater whole that makes up neighborhoods, towns and cities. Buildings and streets are inherently linked 
to each other. Likewise, neighborhoods and districts are linked to the city, and the city is linked to 
its region. By definition, urban design seeks to understand these spatial dimensions and optimize the 
relationships between buildings, places and spaces, activities and networks.

The City of Tacoma recognizes the importance of urban design as a means to achieve a greater goal 
to advance the design of quality places citywide. As the City continues to advance the discourse of urban 
design and a vision begins to take hold, and private development continues to advance in the city, the 
need to develop a holistic design framework for the City of Tacoma is no doubt a high priority. This next 
step; to create an inclusive urban design policy and governance process for the City, must ensure a high 
level of continuity and consistency to guarantee the citizen’s voices are not only heard but acknowledged 
as a principle driver in defining the future vision for your community.

To that end, it is with great pleasure that VIA Architecture submits our team qualifications for the Urban 
Design Studio and Design Review Program. We firmly believe that to be successful this phase must: 
1) build upon the successes of the Tacoma community, and 2) engage key stakeholders in a meaningful 
dialogue on urban design, civic infrastructure and design policy execution. At the center of the discussion 
is the need to develop an effective set of design guidelines and standards and long-term management 
approach to design. With a commitment to city building and community engagement, our collective team 
brings a creative perspective to placemaking and the specialization of urban design policy. 

For the Urban Design Studio and Design Review Program, our team will integrate a combination of local 
and national experts to develop an effective design policy for the City of Tacoma. Our collaborative team 
includes: VIA Architecture (project lead, urban design and architecture, and community engagement), 
Winter & Company (operations manual, design review program guidelines and standards), and Code–
Studio (code audit and draft code guidance). Collectively, our firms will serve as a catalyst and facilitator 
to help develop a comprehensive design guidance policy that is customized for the City of Tacoma. 

We thank you for this opportunity and we look forward to working with you. Please feel free to contact 
me at any time if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Keith Walzak, AICP, ASLA
Director at VIA Architecture
T: 206.489.1401
E: kwalzak@via-architecture.com
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VIA’s practice comprises three-decades of urban planning, urban 
design and architecture in the Puget Sound, Metro Vancouver 
and Bay Area regions. The breadth of our work spans from 
conceptual framework plans to built works that celebrate urban 
mixed-use environments and public spaces. VIA excels in the role 
of “integrator” for multidisciplinary planning projects, assembling 
multiple disparate project components into a coherent whole guided 
by the overarching goals of the client. We provide a provocative 
viewpoint intended to engage communities, stakeholders and clients 
to envision opportunities and build consensus toward achievable  
outcomes.

The firm was founded in 1984 in Vancouver, BC; started our Seattle, 
WA practice in 2001; and expanded into the Bay Area, CA in 2014. 
VIA’s three offices work collaboratively to provide support to one 
another in all aspects of our operations, and currently employ more 
than 70 design, planning, architecture and support professionals.

VANCOUVER BC  |  SEATTLE WA  |  OAKLAND CA

AT A GLANCE

FIRM PROFILE | VIA ARCHITECTURE

CONCEPT FIT DESIGN DELIVERY

 - Feasibility

 - Planning

 - Visioning

 - Land Use

 - Policy

 - Visualization

 - Process Support

 - Measures

 - System Standards

 - Architecture

 - Urban Design

 - Construction

 - Procurement 
Documentation

THE PROJECT LIFE CYCLE

WE BEL IEVE IN THE 
IDEA OF BUILD ING 
THE R IGHT PLACE–
FUNCTIONAL , 
BEAUT IFUL ,  AND 
F ITT ING FOR ITS 
URBAN CONTEXT.

“   “  
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SUBCONSULTANT FIRM PROFILE 

Enhancing livability, protecting cultural 
resources and providing delight in the 
community experience — these are the 
focus of urban design, preservation and 
planning services at Winter & Company. 

Winter & Company consults nationwide 
to public agencies, developers and 
private property owners, crafting context-
sensitive standards and guidelines 

that are user-friendly and easy to administer. Services also include 
design review systems and training, urban design plans, neighborhood 
conservation strategies and development feasibility studies. Projects span 
more than 150 communities in 48 states and Canada. 

Winter & Company actively engages stakeholders, residents and 
property owners in creative ways of team-building and problem 
solving. Community workshops, open houses, and stakeholder 
interviews are planned to be lively, informative and constructive.

Winter & Company is proud to offer the following services: 

• Community Character Management Systems 
• Neighborhood conservation plans 
• Historic preservation guidelines 
• Design guidelines for developing areas 
• Design review systems 
• Preservation plans 

Form-Based Design Codes 

• Neighborhood-based design regulations 
• Context-sensitive design standards 

Historic Resource Planning and Management 

• Historic building master plans 
• Adaptive reuse feasibility studies 
• Heritage tourism and historic survey strategies 
• Commission training 

Public Participation and Community Outreach 

• Hands-on participatory planning workshops 
• Community-based charrettes and visioning 

Urban Design 

• Downtown and neighborhood plans 
• Streetscape design and wayfinding systems 
• Corridor plans and guidelines 
• River corridor plans and development standards 

WINTER & COMPANY WEST COAST DESIGN 
GUIDELINES AND PRESERVATION EXPERIENCE

• Benicia, CA - Downtown Historic District Design Guidelines and 
Design Review Development

• Calistoga, CA - Urban Design Plan & Design Guidelines

• Carmel, CA - Design Traditions Vision Plan, Character 
Management System, and Design Standards & Guidelines 

• Encinitas, CA - Design Guidelines for Multifamily and Mixed-Use 
Development

• Healdsburg, CA – Citywide Design Guidelines Update

• Los Angeles, CA – Zoning Standards for Single Family, Multifamily 
and Transition Areas

• Monterey, CA - Design Guidelines for Monterey National Historic 
Landmark District and Lighting Standards for Downtown

• Pasadena, CA – Residential Historic District Design Guidelines

• Sacramento, CA – Historic Districts and Landmarks Design and 
Development Standards

• San Diego, CA – Old Town Preservation Design Guidelines

• Vallejo, CA – Mare Island Historic District Design Guidelines

• Corvallis, OR – Historic Preservation Plan

• Bellingham, WA – Multifamily Residential Design Guidelines

• Bellingham, WA – Downtown Plan & Design Guidelines

• Monroe, WA – Downtown Master Plan & Design Guidelines

• Oysterville, WA – Design Guidelines

• Steilacoom, WA – Historic District Design Guidelines & Board 
Training

• Tacoma, WA – Old City Hall Historic District Design Guidelines

• Tacoma, WA – Preservation Plan and Historic Building Inventory

Sample Deliverable
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SUBCONSULTANT FIRM PROFILE

Code Studio pursues planning and implementation work that yields 
vibrant, mixed use, walkable communities through creative urban 
infill, incremental redevelopment and transformational change. 
Founded in 2006, the firm is at the forefront of the emerging field 
of form-based codes. The firm works across the United States 
completing combined plan and code projects, as well as working on 
codes in places planned and designed by others. Form-based code 
work constitutes a substantial part of our current national zoning 
practice. 

Form-Based Codes provide a mechanism to translate planning and 
design concepts into regulatory language to create the physical 
“place” envisioned by a community. When we craft new regulations, 
we believe they must be fully understood by local citizens and 
property owners, easily administered by local staff, produce a 
predictable end result, and above all, fit within the existing legal 
and regulatory framework. 

24 River Arts Form District Asheville, North Carolina

DRAFT 4.24.17

2.3. RAD-RES: Residential2.0. DISTRICTS

Transparency

A Ground story (min)
30%

B Upper story (min)
20% 30%

C Blank wall area (max)
30'

Story Height

D Ground fl oor elevation (min/max) n/a

E Ground story (min)
10'

F Upper story (min)
9'

Pedestrian Access

G Entrance facing primary street Required

H
Entrance spacing along primary 

street (max)

50'

Building Elements Allowed

Awning/canopy, balcony, front porch, stoop

Building Setbacks

I Primary street
See Sec. 2.3.C

Streetscape*

J Pedestrian walkway (min)
6'

K Planting strip (min)
6'

Planting strip type
Tree lawn

Trees in planting strip
30' avg. 

on-center

*Modifi ed dimensions may be approved by the 

City Traffi  c Engineer see Sec. 2.2.Q.

F. Public Realm

40 River Arts Form District Asheville, North Carolina

DRAFT 4.24.17

2.0. DISTRICTS2.7. RAD-RIV: River

Transparency
A Ground story (min)

n/a
B Upper story (min)

20%
C Blank wall area

30'
Story Height
D Ground fl oor elevation (min) BFE + 2'
E All stories above BFE (min)

9'
Pedestrian AccessF Entrance facing primary street RequiredG Entrance spacing along primary 

street (max)
100'Flood area building entry requirements See Sec. 2.2.S

Building Elements AllowedAwning/canopy, balcony

Building Setbacks
H Primary/side street See Sec. 2.7.C

Streetscape*
I Pedestrian walkway (min)Primary street 

8'Side street
6'

J Planting strip (min)
6'Planting type

Tree lawn/gratesTrees in planting strip 30' avg. on-center
*Modifi ed dimensions may be approved by the 
City Traffi  c Engineer see Sec. 2.2.Q.

C

F. Public Realm

New district standards focus on enhancing and 
protecting the cultural and natural context of the 

area (Asheville, NC) 

WE SYNTHES IZE 
COMMUNITY 

ASP IRAT IONS INTO 
IMPLEMENTABLE  PLANS 

AND CODES“   “  

Our form-based codes typically address building mass, building 
placement, the form of existing streets, the creation of new streets 
and other public spaces, and height—all details that directly 
encourage (or discourage) pedestrian activity and mixed use. 
Our codes address the public spaces that private buildings shape. 
Rather than relying on myriad uses or arcane density prescriptions, 
our codes are proactive in specifically describing the form of the 
desired built environment.

Stockyards Form-Based Code and Design Guidelines  Fort Worth, Texas

DRAFT February 07, 2017

2-4

SEC. 2.2.1. SHOPFRONT (SY-HSH)

Intent

The Historic Shopfront District (SY-HSH) is defi ned 

by a context of historic commercial buildings. An 

objective of the SY-HSH District is to maintain the 

historic development patterns of the traditional 

commercial storefront structures by allowing 

buildings that will be compatible with the historic 

context, while doing so in ways that express their 

own time. This includes locating new building fronts 

to align at the sidewalk edge with a high percentage 

of display windows that permit views of activities 

inside and that enhance the area as a visually 

interesting place for pedestrians. 

Applicable Districts

SY-HSH-40

Use

Allowed uses 
See Div. 6.1

A. BUILDING PLACEMENT

Lot

Area

n/a

Width

n/a

Building Setbacks

A Front

see Frontage

B Common lot line
0' min

Alley

5' min

Street

B
B

A

HISTORIC | SY-HSH | Shopfront

Stockyards Form-Based Code and Design Guidelines Fort Worth, Texas

DRAFT February 07, 2017

2-23

PLANNING WORK ON A HISTORIC COMMERCIAL BUILDING
What is the best approach for work on a historic commercial building that has already experienced some 

alterations? A range of options may be available depending upon certain facts. First, determine the historic 

character.

Intact Historic Structure A

B

C

D
E

F

G

H

I

• Pilasters with brick cap and base 
• Ornamental brick cornice • Upper story windows, double hung with brick arches • Sign panel above molding • Lintel 

B

A

C

D
E

• Wood panel door • Wood paneled bulkhead • Display Window • Transom Window 

F
G
H
I

Historic Reconstruction

Altered Historic Structure

Contemporary Rehabilitation Simplifi ed Rehabilitation

• Surviving features preserved and 
restored • Missing cornice and pilasters reconstructed • Storefront elements reconstructed 

• New cornice refl ects the form of the original • Upper windows preserved • Contemporary fi nished metal storefront in scale with original 
• Canopy installed

• Simplifi ed interpretation of the cornice
• Upper windows preserved• Contemporary fi nished metal storefront in scale with original 

A

B

C

D
E

F

G

H

I

• Pilasters removed• Ornamental cornice removed• Upper story windows intact • Sign obscures window details • Molding covered 

B
A

C
D
E

• Original door missing • Bulkhead missing• Display windows altered • Transom window covered 

F
G
H
I

Next, assess the existing conditions:

HISTORIC PRESERVATION PRINCIPLES | HISTORIC 

Historic district design standards 
integrated into form-based code  

(Fort Worth, TX)
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SELECT PROJECT EXPERIENCE

MARYMOOR DESIGN GUIDANCE + STANDARDS
REDMOND, WA

VIA Architecture is working with the City of Redmond to develop a 
Design Guidance and Standards Document for Marymoor Village, 
a subarea of the Southeast Redmond neighborhood. The City, 
in anticipation of a new, busy light rail station arriving in 2024, 
is set to develop Marymoor Village from its current mixture of 
manufacturing, education, distribution, industrial, and religious 
facilities to a community incorporating commercial, mixed-use, and 
multifamily developments. 

The Marymoor Village Design Guidance + Standards project 
will support City staff throughout the process before ultimately 
producing a document to encourage innovative, quality, and 
sustainable design. Components of the project include:

• Development of required code amendments necessary to 
implement the Design Guidance policy; 

• A Visual Preference Survey for commercial, mixed-use, and 
multi-family structures;

• Supporting City staff to review the recommended design 
standards and options with the City Council and appropriate 
City boards and commissions;

• Development of a series of digital renderings, and;

• Maintaining a project digital library and provide digital 
materials at the conclusion of the project.  
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Winter  & Company       www.winterandcompany.net

Old City Hall Historic District Design Guidelines
The City of Tacoma Planning and Development Services Department is 
conducting a stakeholder-driven process to develop design guidelines 
for the Old City Hall Historic District. The guidelines developed during 
this project will help provide clarity to the review process for applicants, 
staff, the Landmarks Preservation Commission, neighbors and others.

The design guidelines will address all project types that are subject to 
design review per the City’s ordinances, including new construction, 
additions and alterations to historic properties within the District. 
The guidelines will clarify preservation objectives for the District and 
provide more specific guidance for a wide variety of projects, such as 
the treatment of architectural details and alterations to commercial 
storefronts. The guidelines will also address how new construction and 
additions can be designed to be compatible with the historic structures 
and open space features in the District. Additionally, the guidelines 
provide information about constructing compatible site improvements 
such as building lighting and the location and design of mechanical 
equipment. The guidelines also provide an overview of the industrial 
development of the District as well as a brief look at preservation theory 
as a basis for the design guidelines. 

When Will the Design Guidelines be Available for Review?
The design guidelines will be drafted throughout the summer and fall of 
2018. A public review draft is anticipated to be available in late fall 2018  
and presented during an open house in early 2019. After receiving input 
on the draft, it is anticipated to be revised and adopted. 

DESIGN GUIDELINE SERVICES
TACOMA, WASHINGTON

1

SERVICES:
 » Design Guidelines
 » Existing Design Review Process 

Analysis  

CLIENT: 
Reuben McKnight, MUP
Historic Preservation Officer
Planning and Development 
Services
City of Tacoma, WA  

DATE:  
2018 - Present

The design guidelines identify and seek 
to preserve key features of the district 
including the Old City Hall building and 
the Spanish Steps. 

SELECT PROJECT EXPERIENCE
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FEATURED PROJECT: CITYWIDE CODE

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA
COMPREHENSIVE CITYWIDE CODE RE-WRITE

SINGLE-FAMILY ZONING 

4 of 16 House form district dimensional standards

1 of 4 allowed “House Frontages”

16 Variations of single family 
zones were developed to 
provide a substantial level 
of customization during the 
community planning process. 
New form-based regulations 
prescribe building coverage, 
building placement, bulk and 
mass, and frontage activation.

April 12, 2017  DRAFT  |  re:codeLA R1 Variation Zones  |  Staff Draft  |  7       

3. Bulk and Mass

Primary Street Side Street

E

F

A

D
C

B

R1

 F1 F2 F3 F4

Front Mass   

A
Front envelope depth, from 
front yard setback (min)

-- -- -- --

B Height of mass (max) 30’ 30' 28' 26'

c
Encroachment plane origin 
height

22’ 22' 20' 18'

Angle of encroachment 
plane

45° 45° 45° 45°

Rear Mass   

D
Rear envelope depth, from 
rear yard setback (min)

25' 25' 25' 25'

e Height of mass (max) 24’ 24' 20' 18'

F
Encroachment plane origin 
height

16’ 16' 14' 14'

Angle of encroachment 
plane

45° 45° 45° 45°

Floor Area Ratio (max)
Up to 6,000 SF lot .65 .55 .45 .40
6,001 to 7,000 SF lot .63 .53 .43 .38
7,001 to 8,000 SF lot .61 .51 .41 .36
8,001 to 9,000 SF lot .59 .49 .39 .34
9,001 to 10,000 SF lot .57 .47 .37 .32
Over 10,000 SF lot .55 .45 .35 .30

4. Activation

Primary Street Side StreetA

 

A  Frontages   Standards

Front-loaded ●

Rear-loaded ●

Side drive ●

Low-Scale Front-Mass Zones (R1F)  |  General context 

A
D

C

B

G

F

E

H

A

D

G

F

E

B

H

I
J

C

A D

G

E

B

H

C

April 2013 - Present

Contact:  Tom Rothmann, Principal City Planner
tom.rothmann@lacity.org
(213) 978-1891

Code Studio (Lead)
Winter & Company Peter Park
White & Smith John Kaliski Architects
Torti Gallas & Partners Patricia Smith
Urban Insight HR&A Advisors
AECOM VPE Public Relations

re:code LA is a comprehensive revision of the City 
of Los Angeles’ 1946 Zoning Code, and is one of the 
nation’s largest city planning initiatives to date. Los 
Angeles encompasses 469 square miles housing 3.8 
million people. It includes a wide variety of place 
types, from dense urban areas in Downtown to 
suburban single-family neighborhoods in the San 
Fernando Valley. 

For this project, Code Studio is coordinating a 
multidisciplinary team of national and local firms. As 
part of the citywide effort, we have worked on a series 
of specific issues:

Single-Family. The City has been under significant 
pressure to manage infill within existing residential 
neighborhoods. Code Studio worked with City 
staff to create a series of 16 customized zoning 
typologies for use in single-family neighborhoods.

Boyle Heights. Code Studio has been working 
with City staff to code for the Boyle Heights 
neighborhood,  a working-class, predominantly 
Mexican American, neighborhood of almost 100,000 
residents just east of Downtown. Key issues include 
shopping streets, a TOD area and neighborhood 
conservation.

Community Character Studies. Working with 
community planners, the team came up with a 
series of community character typologies, which 
will eventually lead to the creation of new zoning 
system for the entire city.

Website: www.recode.la

SELECT PROJECT EXPERIENCE
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REPORTING CAPABILITIES

PROJECT TEAM STRUCTURE/CONTROLS

For the Urban Design Studio and Design Review Program project, 
VIA Architecture will serve as the contract lead and primary point of 
contact with the City of Tacoma. VIA will also contract with our project 
sub-consultants and work hand-in-hand with the City to ensure all 
deliverables are of high quality and are provided on time. Our team 
will co-lead the data gathering, stakeholder visioning and design 
process, as well as any required community engagement elements for 
the design and construction delivery effort.

PROJECT MANAGEMENT EXPERIENCE 

Representing VIA Architecture, Keith Walzak will serve as the Project 
Manager and be the first point of contact for the VIA team. With 
over 34-years of project management experience, Keith brings a 
deep resume of urban planning and design projects, including the 
development of citywide design guidelines and standards, urban 
design program management and volunteer design review board 
membership for citywide, downtown and historic districts and private 
developments.  Keith is currently a second-term City of Seattle 
Design Review Board Member for the Northwest District (Fremont 
and Ballard area).  Keith is currently leading the Marymoor Village 
Design Guidance and Standards project for the City of Redmond, 
WA, and has successfully developed, managed and served on other 
design review boards in Colorado and Arizona. He has successfully 
led design teams for dozens of downtown districts, neighborhood and 
street / corridor projects in cities throughout the Pacific Northwest and 
Western United States. His work includes both private and public-
sector development projects, working in a range of similar economic 
and culturally diverse urban areas and historic districts as Tacoma. 

QUALITY CONTROL

Quality Control (QC) standards consistently produce excellent 
results and high value for our clients in terms of product, services, 
accountability and continuity of management.  Our goal is to ensure 
that our clients receive a final product that conforms to quality 
standards established at the start of the plan process. Decisions 
impacting quality control occurs at all levels with the project team and 
during all phases of the work. Each team member knows that they 
are accountable for the quality of the decisions made. Our quality 
management is not about catching mistakes, it is about avoiding them.

PROJECT CONTROLS

VIA utilizes a number of project management strategies to optimize 
project coordination and communications and help ensure a positive 
process and outcome. Project controls include: weekly project 
management team meetings and client calls, Outlook calendar 
and web-based calls, internal quality assurance reviews and 
detailed communication plans that identify major milestones and 
deliverables. Communication plans are used to identify key project 
contacts, stakeholders and communication protocols and to clearly 
defined project management and implementation methods from the 
initial project kick-off meetings through final deliverables.

DOCUMENTATION 

Success of any project is based on a collective team commitment 
to meet individually-assigned responsibilities. Accurate record 
keeping alleviates misunderstandings and costly back-tracking. For 
the Tacoma Urban Design Studio and Design Revie Program project, 
we will develop an effective “dynamic calendar “ tool to keep our 
team focused on each task, setting key milestones, deliverables 
and required meetings necessary to achieve the desired objectives.  
Applying a time-tested, ‘old school’ technology of a calendar 
board and sticky notes, we will maintain an up-to-date schedule, 
noting tasks completed, additional future tasks, milestones, and any 
associated adjustments, at every team meeting.

SCHEDULE, BUDGET & COST CONTROL

VIA is highly skilled at mobilizing teams and leveraging tools to 
meet project schedules including the most aggressive schedule. The 
dynamic calendar provides a uniform format that spells out how we 
deliver each step of the project.  The understanding of the project 
scope and expected outcomes, level of community outreach, and 
review and decision-making processes are all critical in maintaining 
both project budget and cost controls.  VIA will utilize a decision-
matrix to identify critical decisions as early as possible in the project 
development. It is our responsibility to complete your project on time 
and on budget.
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PROJECT EXPERIENCE WITH SIMILAR SCOPE OF WORK

PROJECT NAME Operations 
Manual

Community 
engagement 
plan covering 
community 
education and 
design review 
rollout

Code 
audit and 
suggested 
code changes

Design review 
program 
manual

City-wide 
design 
Guidelines

Diagrams, 
drawings, 
renderings

Marymoor Village Design 
Guidelines, 2018 
Redmond, WA

X X X X 
(area specific) X

Heights Subarea Plan & Design 
Guidelines, 2018 
Vancouver, WA

X X X X X 
(area specific) X

Downtown Plan / Brewery District 
Development Plan, 2009 
Tacoma, WA

X

Point Defiance Park, 2011 
Tacoma, WA X

Rowley Properties Master Plan + 
Development Agreement, 2016 
Issaquah, WA

X 
(area specific) X

Surrey LRT/ALRT Planning, 2018 
Surrey, BC

X 
(corridor 
specific)

X

Rainier Beach Innovation 
District, 2016 
Seattle, WA

X

Northgate Urban Design 
Framework, 2016 
Seattle, WA

X

City of Durango Commercial 
Corridor Design Guidelines*, 2007 
Durango, CO

X X X X 
(area specific) X

City of Durango Downtown Historic 
District Design Guidelines*, 2008 
Durango, CO

X X X X 
(area specific) X

Three Springs Neighborhood*, 2008 
Durango, CO X X X X 

(area specific) X

Urban Design Guidelines*, 2009 
Austin, TX X X 

(area specific)

Port of Vancouver Waterfront 
Design Guidelines*, 2017 
Vancouver, WA

X X X 
(area specific) X

The list is a collection of the firms’ project experience that included similar or directly applicable components to the scope of work 
outlined for this project.

*Project(s) completed by Keith Walzak, PM, while at previous firm
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PROJECT EXPERIENCE WITH SIMILAR SCOPE OF WORK

PROJECT NAME Operations 
Manual

Community 
engagement 
plan covering 
community 
education and 
design review 
rollout

Code 
audit and 
suggested 
code changes

Design review 
program 
manual

City-wide 
design 
Guidelines

Diagrams, 
drawings, 
renderings

Design Excellence Strategy, 2008 
Montgomery County, MD X
Design Excellence Program, 2018 
Missoula, MT X X X
Downtown Design Guidelines & 
Design Review Training, 2001 
Greenville, SC

X

Design Guidelines & Design 
Review Training, 2014 
Roswell, GA

X X

Design Review Training, 2018 
State College, PA X
Preservation Program Strategies 
& Ordinance Audit, 2002 
Little Rock, AR

X

Conservation District Ordinance, 2017 
State College, PA X

Code Update for Neighborhood 
Transitions, 2010 & Hillside 
Development, 2018 
Raleigh, NC

X

Design Guidelines & Review 
System and Checklist, 2015, 
Farragut, TN

X X

Operations Manual for Historic 
Preservation Commissions, 2016 
State of Colorado

X

Operations Manual for Historic 
Preservation Commissions, 2016 
State of Minnesota

X

Operations Manual for Historic 
Preservation Commissions, 2011 
State of Maryland

X

Design Standards Update, 2014 
Goodyear, AZ X
Citywide Preservation Design 
Guidelines, 2015 
Pittsburgh, PA

X

Downtown Design Guidelines, 1999 
Bellingham, WA

X  
(area specific)

Design Guidelines for the Blue Hill 
District, 2018 
Chapel Hill, NC

X  
(area specific)

Downtown and Collegetown 
Design Guidelines, 2017 
Ithaca, NY

X  
(area specific)

Multifamily Design Guidelines, 2014 
Encinitas, CA

X  
(area specific)

Downtown Design Guidelines, 2013 
Memphis, TN

X  
(area specific)
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PROJECT EXPERIENCE WITH SIMILAR SCOPE OF WORK

PROJECT NAME Operations 
Manual

Community 
engagement 
plan covering 
community 
education and 
design review 
rollout

Code 
audit and 
suggested 
code changes

Design review 
program 
manual

City-wide 
design 
Guidelines

Diagrams, 
drawings, 
renderings

Commercial-Mixed Use Zoning, 2018 
Amherst, NY X

District 2-6, 2016 
Jackson, WY X

Zoning Code, 2016 
Los Angeles, CA X

TOD Districts, 2018 
Milwaukee, WI X
Unified Development Ordinance, 
2016 
Sandy Springs, GA

X

Zoning Ordinance Update, 2017 
Concord, NH X

Zoning Ordinance, 2013 
Cincinnati, OH X

Zoning Code, 2010 
Denver, CO X

Zoning Code Diagnostic, 2016 
Pflugerville, TX X

Unified Development Code, 2012 
Roswell, GA X
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PROPOSED PROJECT TEAM

VIA ARCHITECTURE

Keith Walzak will serve as the Project Manager and be the first 
point of contact for the VIA team. Keith brings a deep resume of 
urban planning policy and design projects, including strategic plan 
and district-level planning efforts in similarly sized communities as 
Tacoma. Keith is available to work on all prescribed project work 
throughout the entirety of its duration.

Justin Panganiban is an urban designer supporting multiple VIA 
planning, transit infrastructure, and sustainability projects. He has 
experience across different scales of urban design; including long-
range planning, neighborhood design, and streetscape design and 
activation. Justin will provide design graphics, mapping, and public 
outreach support to the project team, and is available to work on 
all required aspects of the project.

Michael Cannon is a versatile and experienced designer that is 
comfortable working at various scales with multi-disciplinary teams on 
complex and demanding projects. He has years of experience working 
in and preparing planning documents for mixed use projects including 
high-tech academic environments in the US, Canada, and Australia, 
bringing a diverse background and unique perspective to the project.

CODE STUDIO

Lee Einsweiler of Code Studio has been involved in planning, 
zoning and plan implementation in a variety of settings over the 
past 30 years. His emphasis has been on redevelopment activity 
in urban areas, beginning in south Florida in the 80’s and 90’s, 
and continuing with his recent work in Los Angeles, Amherst NY 
and the Concord NH. Lee sharpened his skills in the preparation 
of zoning and subdivision regulations across the country, and has 
been personally responsible for over 50 code projects, including 
the complete revision and adoption of over 30 codes and the 
preparation of almost 20 form-based codes. His combination of 
conventional zoning know-how and new code approaches are rare 
in the profession, and his ability to facilitate the consideration and 
adoption of new zoning serves his clients well. 

Colin Scarff of Code Studio brings a design perspective to 
conventional coding and planning practices, developing plans 
and codes that place a greater emphasis on urban form.. Colin 
crafts plans and codes that are easy to use, easy to understand 
and easy to administer. His recent efforts focus on applying form-
based, mixed-use approaches to plan and code the character of 
a wide variety of communities across the nation. Whether it’s a 
neighborhood, downtown, commercial corridor or entire community, 
Colin believes in developing planning documents that encourage 
traditional, compact neighborhoods that are sensitive to the 
environment and context around them.

WINTER & CO

Noré Winter is an urban designer and planner specializing in serving 
communities with special amenities, distinctive natural settings and 
historic places. He is inspired by communities whose residents value 
their past and look to a future with neighborhoods that enrich their 
lives. He helps citizens develop visions for their cities and towns and 
then crafts tools that will accomplish their goals for livability. He 
is recognized nationally for preparing context-sensitive guidelines 
and standards, and tailoring urban design plans to inspire action.

Julie Husband offers twenty-five years of experience in 
architecture, urban design and related fields. She has worked for 
Winter & Company for the past twenty years on master plans, 
design guidelines/standards, urban design and historic preservation 
projects.

Harry Brennan has worked with Winter & Company for three years. 
Before joining the firm, he gained planning experience working 
in both the public and non-profit sectors. He has been involved in 
historic research and design character analysis for preservation 
projects and neighborhood compatibility studies. Harry has also 
helped write design guidelines, design standards and historic 
preservation ordinances for local government clients.

Lead Consultant
Project Management
Design Guidelines - Lead
Community Engagement Plan
Graphics

Design Review Program Manual
Internal Operations Manual
Design Guidelines - Support
Graphics

Code Audit
Design Guidelines - Support
Graphics

VIA 
Architecture

Winter 
& Co.

Code  
Studio

City of 
Tacoma

Urban 
Design 
Studio
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KEITH WALZAK DIRECTOR (VIA)  AICP, ASLA

ROLE: PROJECT MANAGER

Keith brings a passion and commitment for placemaking and design to every project. For over 
30 years, Keith has collaborated with public and private sector clients, communities and key 
stakeholders in city-building initiatives throughout the U.S. 

Inspired by people and places, Keith strives to improve the health and livability of communities, 
focusing his interest on sustainable urbanism, multi-modal and green infrastructure, urban 
redevelopment/regeneration strategies, cultural arts and social equity initiatives. Applying 
a design-minded, collaborative approach, Keith engages community members throughout 
the visioning and implementation process to promote community character and placemaking 
opportunities for neighborhoods, campus environments, business districts and cities.

PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS

• American Planning Association (APA)

• American Institute of Certified Planners 
(AICP)

• American Society of Landscape 
Architects (ASLA)

• Registered Landscape Architect, CO

• City of Seattle Design Review Board 
Member

• Urban Land Institute (ULI)

• Congress For New Urbanism (CNU)

• Form-Based Code Institute (FBCI)

• Master in Urban Design, 2009, University 
of Colorado, Denver

• Master of Landscape Architecture, 1998, 
The University of Arizona

• Bachelor of Science in Environmental/
Land Use, Planning, 1982,  
Northern Arizona University

MARYMOOR DESIGN GUIDANCE + STANDARDS | REDMOND, WA

VIA Architecture is working with the City of Redmond to develop a Design Guidance and Standards 
Document for Marymoor Village, a subarea of the Southeast Redmond neighborhood. The City, 
in anticipation of a new, busy light rail station arriving in 2024, is set to develop Marymoor 
Village from its current mixture of manufacturing, education, distribution, industrial, and religious 
facilities to a community incorporating commercial, mixed-use, and multifamily developments. The 
Marymoor Village Design Guidance + Standards project will support City staff throughout the 
process before ultimately producing a document to encourage innovative, quality, and sustainable 
design. 

PORT OF VANCOUVER WATERFRONT DEVELOPMENT: COLUMBIA STREET, DANIEL’S 
WAY ‘WOONERF’, WATERFRONT PROMENADE* | PORT OF VANCOUVER, WA

The Waterfront Development Master Plan focuses on the port’s long-standing maritime heritage and 
culture as a key placemaking strategy. Celebration and activation of the public realm, incorporating 
public art, highly programmed public spaces and quality detailing of landscape design features 
are complimented with smart, tactile and experiential graphics and wayfinding throughout the 
site. Access and circulation strategies incorporate the Columbia Renaissance Trail through the 
site. Throughout the 20-month planning process, Keith facilitated a range of community outreach 
efforts, including community stakeholder focus group sessions, open house events, online survey and 
workshops to invite neighborhood input and help build capacity for the project.

THE HEIGHTS DISTRICT PLAN | VANCOUVER, WA
VIA Architecture is providing planning and design leadership for the Heights District Plan, 
the conceptual development plan for the 53-acre (Tower Mall) Redevelopment Site and the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Planned Action Ordinance (PAO) project requirements.  
The project objectives are to: 1) identify the market economic and long-range vision for future 
land uses and transportation systems for the 203-acre study area, and 2) define a community-
based conceptual development plan for the redevelopment site that includes the Tower Mall site 
currently owned by the City of Vancouver. The planning process includes a series of community 
outreach and engagement strategies to address a range of community issues.

RELATED PROJECT EXPERIENCE

• Marymoor Village Design Guidelines, 
Redmond, WA

• The Heights District Plan: Public Realm and 
Street Concepts, Vancouver, WA (present)

• Boise CCDC Riverfront Design Charrette, 
Boise, ID

• Port of Vancouver Waterfront 
Development: Columbia Street, Daniel’s 
Way ‘woonerf’, Waterfront Promenade, 
Vancouver, WA (2017)

• Embarcadero, Port of San Diego, San 
Diego, CA* (2014)

• Brighton Boulevard Corridor Study, 
Denver, CO* (2009)

• Historic Downtown Main Street Concept 
Design, Durango, CO (2008)

• Trout Wall Public Art Installation, 
Durango, CO* (2008) 

• Mercado District, Three Springs 
Neighborhood, Durango, CO* (2007)

• Downtown Livingston Capital Framework 
Plan, Livingston, MT* (2002)

SELECTED PROJECT EXPERIENCE

VIA Architecture

RESUMES

*Project(s) completed while at previous firm
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MARYMOOR DESIGN GUIDANCE + STANDARDS | REDMOND, WA

VIA Architecture is working with the City of Redmond to develop a Design Guidance and Standards 
Document for Marymoor Village, a subarea of the Southeast Redmond neighborhood. The City, 
in anticipation of a new, busy light rail station arriving in 2024, is set to develop Marymoor 
Village from its current mixture of manufacturing, education, distribution, industrial, and religious 
facilities to a community incorporating commercial, mixed-use, and multifamily developments. The 
Marymoor Village Design Guidance + Standards project will support City staff throughout the 
process before ultimately producing a document to encourage innovative, quality, and sustainable 
design. 

MICHAEL CANNON ASLA

ROLE: URBAN DESIGNER

Michael is an award winning US landscape architect and urban designer with over 25 years of 
international and domestic experience. A versatile and experienced designer, he is comfortable 
working at various scales with multi-disciplinary teams on complex and demanding projects.  

Michael’s design approach is based on thoughtful rigor paired with a creative vision. He is a 
hardworking team player and believes in an integrated approach to design, balancing project 
and client demands to create inspired, transformational and sustainable environments. Michael’s 
current projects include the design of streets, urban plazas, and public open spaces, including 
master planning and writing design guidelines for the public realm.

PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS

• Master of Urban Planning, University of 
Washington

• Certificate in Urban Design, University of 
Washington

• Bachelor of Landscape Architecture, 
University of Oregon

• Licensed Landscape Architect, California, 
Oregon, and Washington

• American Society of Landscape 
Architects (ASLA)

• Congress of New Urbanism (CNU)

• San Francisco Planning and Research 
Assoc.(SPUR)

PROJECT EXPERIENCE

• Marymoor Village Design Guidelines, 
Redmond, WA

• The Heights District Plan: Public Realm and 
Street Concepts, Vancouver, WA (present)

• Bellevue 130th Ave Street Design, 
Bellevue, WA (present)

• Northeast False Creek Urban Design 
Plan, Vancouver, BC* (2017)

• Rouse Hill Phase 2 Urban Design Plan, 
Sydney, AUS* (2016)

• Rouse Hill TOD Plan, Rouse Hill, NSW 
AUS* (2016)

• Seattle SODO Area, Seattle, WA*(2016)

• Alexandra Park Master Plan & Phase 
One Design, Auckland, NZ* (2016)

• Dubai Midtown Master Plan, Dubai UAE* 
(2015)

• Surrey City Centre Plan, King 
George/102nd Ave, Surrey, BC* (2015)

• Australian National University Campus 
Master Plan, Canberra, AUS* (2015)

• Loco Landing Urban Design Plan, Port 
Moody, BC* (2014)

• Northern Illinois University Framework 
Plan, DeKalb, IL* (2014)

SELECTED PROJECT EXPERIENCE

NORTH EAST FALSE CREEK URBAN DESIGN GUIDELINES* | VANCOUVER, BC
Landscape Architect | 2017 |  Client: City of Vancouver

In October 2015, the Vancouver City Council approved the removal of the Georgia and Dunsmuir 
viaducts in Northeast False Creek. This inspired the creation of a new and active waterfront 
neighborhood, in one of the most spectacular settings adjacent to the downtown core. This project 
became an opportunity to ensure a diverse, pedestrian-friendly, and vibrant urban neighborhood 
emerged in its place, and together with the adjacent Creekside Park, completed the final piece 
of the False Creek public waterfront. Our role included creating a clear and cohesive public 
realm plan and design guidelines that reconnected the existing city fabric, provided a new urban 
waterfront promenade, bicycle and walking trails, and new local streets, plazas, and public spaces.  

BELLEVUE 130TH AVE NE STATION AREA PLANNING & SPRING BLOCK 
STREETSCAPE DESIGN| BELLEVUE, WA
Landscape Architect| 2017- Ongoing | Client: City of Bellevue

VIA continues to collaborate with the City of Bellevue to craft the first Station Area Plan for the 
Bel-Red corridor. VIA’s approach was an innovative reworking of the city grid and the reclamation 
of an existing urban drainage feature that will become the spine of a new urban trail, while 
maintaining some of the varied mix of uses that are presently in the district. VIA is currently in a 
lead urban design role working on two retail blocks of Spring Boulevard NE, situated across from the 
future 130th Transit Station in the heart of the Bel Red Corridor.  Envisioned as a grand boulevard, 
the Spring streetscape uses stone and wood materials to convey a refined but rustic public realm to 
enhance the City of Bellevue’s design vision and complement the new light rail station. The street is 
planned with one-way bike lanes, room for outdoor sidewalk cafes, benches, gardens, and a mix of 
street retail uses to support an active and vital role in the community. 

*Project(s) completed while at previous firm

VIA Architecture

RESUMES
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RESUMES

ROWLEY ST3 STATION STUDY | ISSAQUAH, WA

Rowley Properties LLC partnered with the City of Issaquah in a joint partnership development 
agreement for the redevelopment of the 78-acre Hyla Crossing and Rowley Center Neighborhoods. 
The project is intended to bring more jobs to this suburban City of 31,000, protect the Cascade 
foothills from sprawling residential development and with a critical mass of new workers and 
residents, encourage the provision of high capacity rail (as part of Seattle ST 3 package). The two 
neighborhoods, Hyla Crossing and Rowley Center, could bring 6,500 jobs and more than 2,000 
residents in mixed-use buildings up to 12 stories high. VIA provided support to the developer and 
property owner and ushered this project from inception to completion. We supplied the initial land 
use and urban design vision, EIS land use alternatives, as well as support in drafting development 
standards for the final agreement. The project’s vision is for urban densities supportive of future 
high capacity transit with the potential for 4 million sq ft of redevelopment and over 1,700 
units. The agreement introduced a full complement of policies to promote compact, mixed-use 
buildings and provides a road map to commitments to build the amenities that will make these 
neighborhoods attractive over the long term.

JUSTIN PANGANIBAN MUP, MLA, ENV SP

ROLE: PLANNER

Justin is an urban designer and planner supporting multiple VIA projects. Trained in landscape 
architecture and urban planning, he has experience with transit-related projects across different 
scales, from bicycle/pedestrian systems planning to multimodal street design. He believes that a 
strong foundation in transit ideals can be leveraged into opportunities for inclusive placemaking, 
economic development, and community health within any given project. He is currently pursuing 
AICP certification.

PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS

• Envision Sustainability Professional 
Certification (ENV/SP)

• University of Washington (MUP / MLA)

• University of Washington Certificate in 
Urban Design

PROJECT EXPERIENCE

• Bellevue 130th Ave Street Design, 
Bellevue, WA (present)

• The Heights District Plan: Public Realm 
and Street Concepts, Vancouver, WA 
(present)

• Seattle One Center City Plan, Seattle, 
WA (present)

• Northgate Pedestrian & Bicycle Bridge, 
Seattle, WA (present)

• Totem Lake Non-Motorized Pedestrian 
Bridge, Kirkland, WA (present)

• Rowley ST3 Station Study, Issaquah, WA 
(2018)

• Evergreen Center Fones Road 
Rechannelization Project, Olympia, WA 
(2017)

• Surrey LRT Planning Studies, Surrey, BC 
(2017)

• King County Metro Center City Bus 
Layover Study, King County, WA  
(2016)

• Seattle Trails Upgrade Plan, Seattle, 
WA* (2016)

• Citywide Assessment of Parklets & 
Plazas, San Francisco, CA* (2014)

• Living Alleys Market Octavia Toolkit, San 
Francisco, CA* (2014)

• Near-Term Transportation Energy & 
Climate Change Strategies, Riverside, 
CA* (2013)

SELECTED PROJECT EXPERIENCE

THE HEIGHTS DISTRICT PLAN | VANCOUVER, WA

VIA Architecture is providing planning and design leadership for the Heights District Plan, 
the conceptual development plan for the 53-acre (Tower Mall) Redevelopment Site and the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Planned Action Ordinance (PAO) project requirements.  
The project objectives are to: 1) identify the market economic and long-range vision for future 
land uses and transportation systems for the 203-acre study area, and 2) define a community-
based conceptual development plan for the redevelopment site that includes the Tower Mall site 
currently owned by the City of Vancouver. The planning process includes a series of community 
outreach and engagement strategies to address a range of community issues.

BELLEVUE 130TH AVE NE STATION AREA PLANNING & SPRING BLOCK 
STREETSCAPE DESIGN| BELLEVUE, WA

VIA continues to collaborate with the City of Bellevue to craft the first Station Area Plan for the 
Bel-Red corridor. VIA’s approach was an innovative reworking of the city grid and the reclamation 
of an existing urban drainage feature that will become the spine of a new urban trail, while 
maintaining some of the varied mix of uses that are presently in the district. VIA is currently in a 
lead urban design role working on two retail blocks of Spring Boulevard NE, situated across from the 
future 130th Transit Station in the heart of the Bel Red Corridor.  Envisioned as a grand boulevard, 
the Spring streetscape uses stone and wood materials to convey a refined but rustic public realm to 
enhance the City of Bellevue’s design vision and complement the new light rail station. The street is 
planned with one-way bike lanes, room for outdoor sidewalk cafes, benches, gardens, and a mix of 
street retail uses to support an active and vital role in the community. 

VIA Architecture

*Project(s) completed while at previous firm
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NORÉ WINTER PRINCIPAL & OWNER

Noré Winter is an urban designer and planner specializing 
in serving communities with special amenities, distinctive 
natural settings and historic places. He is inspired by 
communities whose residents value their past and look to a 
future with neighborhoods that enrich their lives. He helps 
citizens develop visions for their cities and towns and then 
crafts tools that will accomplish their goals for livability.

JULIE HUSBAND SENIOR PLANNER

Julie Husband offers twenty-five years of experience in 
architecture, urban design and related fields. She has 
worked for Winter & Company for the past twenty years 
on master plans, design guidelines/standards, urban 
design and historic preservation projects. Currently, Julie 
is the project manager for the Main Street Master Plan in 
Deadwood, SD; Municipal Code & Design Standards and 
Sign Code for Westminster, CO; and Heritage Preservation 

Plan Update for Plano, Texas

EDUCATION

• B. Architecture, Tulane University

• M. Architecture and Urban Design, UCLA

EDUCATION

• B. Arch, Montana State University

SELECTED PROJECT EXPERIENCE

HISTORIC PRESERVATION SERVICES| TACOMA, WA

The City of Tacoma operates a progressive historic preservation program, which 
includes managing a variety of historic districts, promoting awareness of community 
heritage and supporting the city’s economic development and sustainability 
programs. Seeking to strengthen the preservation program and more effectively 
integrate it with other city planning initiatives, the city developed a comprehensive 
Preservation Plan. Winter & Company directed the project, leading public outreach 
and strategy development. The project also included a new approach to conducting 
historic surveys, in which preliminary data was collected citywide for all properties 
and calibrated into a “predictive model” that helps to anticipate where historic 
resources may be found.

SELECTED PROJECT EXPERIENCE

DOWNTOWN PLAN & DESIGN GUIDELINES| BELLINGHAM, WA

In the interest of revitalization, the City of Bellingham sought to develop a downtown 
plan and design guidelines as a framework for public and private investment. 
Winter & Company devised a public participation process that included the general 
public and a steering committee. A series of special focus groups with property 
owners, developers and designers provided additional guidance. The project also 
addressed entry corridors into the downtown area.

Bellingham’s downtown plan, the City Center Master Plan, links several key resources 
and illustrates opportunities for long-range improvements. A system of parks and trails 
rings the commercial core, providing recreational opportunities and alternatives for 
bicycle and pedestrian circulation. Special redevelopment sites are also identified. 
These include rehabilitation of select buildings and construction of compatible infill to 
provide in-town housing, live/work spaces and parking structures.

RELATED PROJECT EXPERIENCE

• Spenard Corridor Plan in Anchorage, Alaska;

• Bozeman, Montana 7th Avenue Connectivity Plan; Fort 
Collins, Colorado

• Midtown Corridor Plan; Newtown Pike Extension 
Corridor Plan, Lexington, KY

• Main Street Transportation and Corridor Plan, 
Mammoth Lakes, California.

• Government Hill Neighborhood in Anchorage, Alaska; 
East

• Village Master Plan in Davenport, Iowa; and 
Compatible Neighborhood Transitions, Raleigh, North 
Carolina.

RECENT PROJECT EXPERIENCE

• Midtown Corridor Plan, Fort Collins, CO

• Government Hill Neighborhood Plan, Anchorage, 
Alaska

• Height and Density Study, Galveston, Texas

• River Revitalization Plan, Truckee, California

• Bellingham City Center Plan, Bellingham Washington

• North 7th Avenue Design and Connectivity Plan, 
Bozeman, Montana

• St. Anthony Falls Historic District Design Guidelines, 
Minneapolis, Minnesota.
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COLIN SCARFF PRINCIPAL & FOUNDER

Colin brings a design perspective to conventional coding 
and planning practices, developing plans and codes that 
place a greater emphasis on urban form. Colin crafts 
plans and codes that are easy to use, easy to understand 
and easy to administer. His recent efforts focus on 
applying form-based, mixed-use approaches to plan 
and code the character of a wide variety of communities 
across the nation.

LEE EINSWEILER PRINCIPAL & FOUNDER

Lee has been involved in planning, zoning and plan 
implementation in a variety of settings over the past 30 
years. Lee sharpened his skills in the preparation of zoning 
and subdivision regulations across the country, and has 
been personally responsible for over 50 code projects, 
including the complete revision and adoption of over 
30 codes and the preparation of almost 20 form-based 
codes. His combination of conventional zoning know-how 

and new code approaches are rare in the profession, and his ability to facilitate the 
consideration and adoption of new zoning serves his clients well. 

EDUCATION

• Master of Community & Regional Planning, University 
of Texas at Austin

• Bachelor of Arts, Urban & Regional Analysis, 
University of Texas at Austin

PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS

• Master of Regional Planning, University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill

• Bachelor of Science 
Environmental Planning/Regional Analysis, University 
of Wisconsin at Green Bay

SELECTED PROJECT EXPERIENCE

RIVER ARTS DISTRICT FORM-BASED CODE | ASHEVILLE, NC

As this burgeoning neighborhood, with its exciting places to work, live and visit 
experiences economic, social, and physical changes, the City of Asheville worked 
with Code Studio to prepare a form-based code for the district with the goal of 
maintaining the industrial and creative arts feel already present. Other goals 
included retaining an environment that supports working artists and their studios; 
supporting the adaptive re-use of existing buildings; applying updated flood 
damage prevention requirements that enhance resiliency; and adding predictability 
for residents, tenants and owners. Code Studio held a successful design charrette 
workshop, prepared a complete draft of the new form-based code, and worked 
with staff and a local committee to refine the draft.

SELECTED PROJECT EXPERIENCE

COMPREHENSIVE CITY CODE REWRITE | LOS ANGELES, CA

re:code LA is a comprehensive revision of the City of Los Angeles’ 1946 Zoning Code, 
and is one of the nation’s largest city planning initiatives to date.

For this project, Code Studio is coordinating a multidisciplinary team of national and local 
firms. As part of the citywide effort, Code Studio has: worked with City staff to create 
a series of 16 customized zoning typologies for use in single-family neighborhoods; 
worked with City staff to code for the Boyle Heights neighborhood,  a working-class, 
predominantly Mexican American, neighborhood of almost 100,000 residents just 
east of Downtown; and interfaced with key stakeholders to come up with character 
typologies for creation of new zoning systems for the entire city.

 

RECENT PROJECT EXPERIENCE

• Chattanooga Downtown Form-Based Code. Colin 
recently prepared new zoning for five downtown 
neighborhoods.

• Fort Worth Stockyards Form-Based Code.

• Asheville River Arts District Form-Based Code. Colin 
worked with the community and City staff to prepare 
a form-based code for the River Arts District

RECENT PROJECT EXPERIENCE

• Los Angeles Zoning Update. Lee is currently leading 
a team in the process of replacing Los Angeles’ 1946 
zoning code.

• Sandy Springs Development Code. Lee recently 
worked with this 10-year old City to replace their 
former County zoning with new concepts.

• Amherst Mixed Use Activity Center Zoning. Lee 
is preparing sustainable centers strategy plan 
amendment.
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CLIENT REFERENCES

MARYMOOR VILLAGE DESIGN GUIDANCE & 
STANDARDS
REDMOND, WA

Beth Mountsier Senior Transportation Manager
City of Redmond
15670 NE 85th St, Redmond, WA 98052
425.556.2467
emountsier@redmond.gov

TACOMA OLD CITY HALL HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN 
GUIDELINES
TACOMA, WA

Reuben McKnight, Historic Preservation Officer
City of Tacoma 
Planning and Development Services Department
747 Market Street, Third Floor
Tacoma, WA 98402
253.591.5220
reuben.mcknight@ci.tacoma.wa.us

COMPREHENSIVE CITY-WIDE CODE REWRITE
LOS ANGELES, CA

Tom Rothmann, Principal City Planner
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning
201 N Figueroa St, Los Angeles, CA 90012
213.978.1891
tom.rothmann@lacity.org
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City of Vancouver 
Heights District Leadership Summit
The purpose of the Leadership Summit was to introduce the 
project to key stakeholders, provide information related to 
timeline and process, and develop a shared understanding of 
key concepts related to urban mixed use redevelopment. This 
was communicated primarily through a series of mini-TED-Talk 
presentations on issues and trends relevant to the planning 
process, including historical context, health, jobs/housing 
balance, mobility, placemaking, and urban design.

PROJECT UNDERSTANDING

The VIA team will assist the City of Tacoma to enable a process on 
how best to advance the quality of places in the city and bring to 
the forefront a strategy that ensures new developments build upon 
the unique history and culture of the community.  We share your 
unwavering desire to create vibrant neighborhoods and districts 
that are a walkable scale, with quality streets and built forms that 
reflect the character and values of the citizens of Tacoma. 

Fostering new development in Tacoma must be a patient endeavor, 
one that is strategically handled over time and is flexible enough to 
assure adaptation with future changes. Understanding community 
values, desires, characteristic and opportunities for new development 
in the City is paramount to the success of the Urban Design Studio 
program.  

As important is understanding the physical City structure; its 
neighborhoods, waterfront, and historic and business districts 
throughout the City. VIA Architecture is already keenly aware of the 
Tacoma community. With the assistance of Winter & Company, who 
has been working on behalf of the City of Tacoma on important 
historic preservation policy guidance, our team is ready to hit-the-
ground running. In addition, with the technical assistance of Code-
Studio, our team will thoroughly familiarize ourselves with the 
current zoning code requirements, development review procedures, 
and key design drivers established for the community.

We understand that the design guidance and standards process will 
focus primarily on commercial, retail, mixed use and multi-family 
residential buildings. Our team goal is to also help articulate the 
desired character, image, and identity envisioned for existing high 
priority districts and neighborhoods overtime. We understand and 
appreciate the goals to encourage high-quality, innovative design 
while targeting key areas where measured impacts can be attained. 

Highlights of the VIA team work plan will include:

• Developing a comprehensive Communication Plan and project 
implementation strategy that addresses the City requirements for 
meaningful staff and community engagement and input.

• Developing an acceptable operations strategy for the new Urban 
Design Studio. We understand the challenges associated with 
implementing a new design review and governance element to 
the current city process and we know from experience that we 
must approach this challenge with sensitivity in order to advance 
this important initiative. From our experience, successful urban 
design review programs must demonstrate a value-add to the 
community.

• Seek to address design guidance and standards equally. Balancing 
prescriptively required standards with clearly articulated 
guidance that encourages creativity in design outcomes; how 
the City strikes this balance overtime will be an important 
consideration in this project.

• Meeting with key stakeholders (local architects, developers and end-
users of the design policy) to gain their perspectives of the current 
development review process and suggestions going forward. We 
will evaluate how other communities incorporate design review 
and discuss with select groups specific design guidance methods 
and requirements to gain input on the new design policy.

• Address both short-term and long-term strategies concurrently. Our 
team will begin by reviewing existing building typologies, current 
development and building codes, public realm (streetscape, 
public spaces), parking standards while also considering how 
new building strategies (adaptive reuse and new design trends) 
may impact urban for overtime.

• Keeping the project on track and on schedule. We see the need 
to identify a core team of staff who have decision-making 
authority to actively participate in regular work sessions and 
address critical questions at critical points along the process. A 
goal of this project should be to optimize efficiencies and make 
the best of each work session.

PROJECT UNDERSTANDING AND APPROACH
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PROJECT APPROACH 

Drawing from the inspiration defined by the community, our team 
will work with the City to meet the critical tasks set forth to create 
an exceptional Urban Design Studio and Design Review Program. 
We understand that as public and private development initiatives 
advance, the City of Tacoma will change rapidly. As such, there is a 
sense of urgency to address the design and regulatory framework 
now before the window of opportunity passes and development 
continues to unfold.    

We recognize there is also a critically important long-term 
strategy that requires both thoughtful and implementable design 
standards and flexible guidance to ensure creative responses to the 
placemaking process. We know from past experiences in writing, 
interpreting and enforcing design policy, that the final outcome 
(design policy document and implementation procedures) must be 
legible, forward-thinking and defensible, but also flexible enough 
to encourage creative design solutions and outcomes that ultimately 
provide the unique qualities of the place.

The VIA team will follow the guidance set forth by the City of 
Tacoma Request For Qualifications. Concurrently, we suggest 
additional measures to ensure an inclusive stakeholder outreach 
strategy is fully executed to help create a long-term vision and 
successful Urban Design Program. Our proposed Scope of Work 
and Project Timeline meet the intent of the City’s outlined program.  
To that end, the VIA team has organized our project approach 
for the Urban Design Studio and Design Review Program into the 
following phases:

• INTERNAL OPERATIONS + OUTREACH PLAN

• DOCUMENT DEVELOPMENT  

• DOCUMENT FINALIZATION + LEGISLATIVE PROCESS

For each phase, a series of tasks, and draft and final deliverables 
will be defined.  The final approved Scope of Work will clarify 
the project sequencing, key deliverables, review period, roles and 
responsibilities and timelines as required.  

URBAN DESIGN STUDIO

Tacoma is poised to craft a coordinated set of tools that will promote 
design excellence and reinforce the city’s emerging leadership in 
best practices in urban design. Key components of the Urban Design 
Studio Components:

• The Policy Basis | The vision for design quality set forth in the 
General Plan and other adopted policy documents.

• A Management Strategy | Set forth in an Operations Manual 
that charts development of an effective design review program.

• Design Standards and Guidelines | A coordinated set of criteria 
set forth in the zoning code, design guidelines and specific plans.

• Review Procedures | A clear system for the daily operating 
methods for managing review and permitting processes.

• Supporting Zoning Code | That take character and quality of 
design into account.

A SYSTEMS APPROACH | The development of Urban Design 
Program is centered on a system of synchronized tools, such that 
each does what it is supposed to do in concert with the other.  
The Program synchronizes design review procedures, and design 
guidelines with standards that may exist in other regulatory tools, 
particularly the zoning code and specific plans. The goal is to craft 
a system that promotes design excellence throughout the community 
while enhancing livability and supporting economic development 
objectives. The system must build on goals and policies set forth in 
the Comprehensive Plan and related documents. As such, the Urban 
Design Studio is a tool to implement the vision for the future. 

INTERNAL OPERATIONS MANUAL

The Urban Design Studio Operations Manual will set forth a 
strategic work program for building a successful design review 
system.  It describes the relationship that the system has with other 
permitting processes and lays out a program for administration. 
As such, it outlines a staged program of staffing requirements, and 
describes the factors that are required for efficient operations. It 
provides direction for changes to codes, personnel requirements 
and tools needed for enacting the program in a clear time line. The 
Operations Manual may include:

IMPLEMENTATION PHASING | Implementing the program may 
require a staged approach, as capacity grows and as development 
trends influence the pace of permitting that is needed. For 
example, it appears the City currently uses design overlays in some 
geographically defined areas. A strategy could be to continue to 
designate special areas over time, as overlays. This could correspond 
to area plans that might indicate the need for design review, and 
the vision for the future that the guidelines should address. As the 
number of areas to be reviewed increases, then the staffing level 
may need to as well. 

Other options may include establishing design guidelines by land use 
(or zoning) category. That is, to set design review for all multifamily 
areas on the city at one time. It may be that staff anticipate establishing 

PROJECT UNDERSTANDING AND APPROACH
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PROJECT UNDERSTANDING AND APPROACH

citywide design review all at one time, since the City is asking for 
the “high level” design guidelines that would apply citywide. Other 
options may suggest the City develop a set of guidelines as an 
integrated set, but not adopt an ordinance making them mandatory 
all at once.  In this case, the guidelines could be phased in as a 
requirement as zone districts are fully vetted overtime.  Commercial 
Corridor design guidelines and standards could be established at 
one time if this proves to the highest priority of the Program.

DEPARTMENT REQUIREMENTS |The Operations Manual will 
describe the staff and budgetary needs at various stages of growth 
of the program and set forth the required tools (software and 
equipment) required to manage the program. This may describe 
how the administrative requirements might increase as various 
incremental phases of the design review program are established. 
There may be several ways in which the design review tool could be 
phased in over time. 

ROLES OF BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS | The Operations 
Manual will outline the working relationship between staff, a 
design review board and other city departments or commissions 
in permitting projects with design and character in mind. The 
Operating Manual will include references to the Design Review 
Program Manual outlining procedures for implementing the City’s 
Design Review Program.

DESIGN REVIEW PROGRAM MANUAL

An effective design review system requires clear and consistent 
operating procedures. These include requirements for the 
documents to be submitted for review, a step-by-step process for 
considering information and formulating decisions and procedures 
for administrative and commission reviews. The details of these and 
related procedures will be described in a Program Manual that will 
help guide day-to-day administration of the design review system. 
Some of these procedures already exist, either for design review 
overlays specifically, or for related permitting processes. 

To the extent feasible, we will organize the manual to incorporate 
existing procedures that are proven to be effective while also seeking 
new, innovative approaches to program administration. As a part of this 
assignment we will coordinate program operating recommendations 
with the code audit to make certain that existing systems are evaluated 
and recommendations for improvements are set forth. 

We will work with staff to understand the current work load and 
project potential design review caseloads. This involves forecasting 
the number and types of projects that would be considered each 
year. If, for example, the system of establishing special design 
review overlays is projected to continue, then the expanding work 
requirements will be influenced by the timing of establishing new 
districts. If, on the other hand, the strategy is to implement new 
design guidelines by land use category, rather than by mapped 
district, the work load projections will be different. These factors will 
be addressed in the operations manual.

As the strategy for the design review system emerges, we will draft the 
manual to be consistent with the recommended administration scheme. 

This will include defining the roles of staff and a board in the design 
review system and describing the staff skills needed and the areas 
of interest appropriate for a board. Some of these recommendations 
may be implemented as changes to the city’s zoning code. Others will 
be described in operating procedures that will be adopted by the 
department as part of the program manual. We will work with staff 
and key stakeholders to define these variables.

EDUCATION AND ENGAGEMENT 

The VIA team represents a wealth of knowledge and direct 
experience working with citizen groups, businesses and neighborhood 
representatives utilizing participatory workshops that encourage 
active roles in building consensus for a unified plan. Meaningful 
community outreach is integral to how we work and is incorporated 
throughout all phases of the proposed approach for the Urban 
Design Studio and Design Review Program. Members of our team 
will prepare for and attend a wide range of project-related 
engagement events, focus group strategy sessions, workshops and 
technical planning meetings to help ensure the success of the project.

The VIA team is prepared to develop a comprehensive 
Communications Plan that will guide the City and all stakeholders 
through the key project phases. Our pro-active engagement 
approach will help validate project assumptions and identify a 
methodology that best fits the City staff internal needs and other 
outreach efforts. As a team, we want to know what makes the City 
of Tacoma; its neighborhoods and districts unique and how we can 
best tap into its qualities to create a vision for an effective urban 
design policy program that the community will support. 

Our team will initiate a Project Leadership Summit to serve as a 
formal project Kick-off event. The Leadership Summit will provide 
the project team with an opportunity to identify key issues and 
explore ideas and aspirations. Together with the City staff and your 
key leadership partners, we will organize and facilitate a Kick-
off Summit to help define expectations and outcomes and confirm 
project deliverables and timelines. We envision this Kick-off as an 
opportunity for us to talk about how other communities approach 
design policy and what we can learn from key case studies as we 
begin the process with the City of Tacoma.

A series of Staff Work Sessions, workshops and Advisory Group 
Meetings will be scheduled and structured as a key organizing 
element.  We envision these sessions to be informative and creative 
as we explore a wide range of technical subject matter topics and 
opportunities going forward.

The VIA team is committed to ensure the active participation of all 
core team members as a part of this project. Typically, a minimum 
of three team members will attend all meetings over the project’s 
estimated fifteen-month duration. The following is a list of possible 
outreach and project related strategy meetings:

• Leadership Summit Kick-Off Meeting (1) 

• Study Tours 

• Staff Work Sessions (Charrette Work Sessions) 
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• Advisory Group Sessions (up to 3)

• Focus Group Stakeholder Sessions (up to 4 small groups)

• Neighborhood Walking Tours / Meetings (up to 3)

• Boards and Commissions Updates

In addition, our team is fully capable of expanding the outreach 
strategy to include other elements beyond what the City of Tacoma 
has identified in the Request For Proposal. Depending on budget 
capacity, additional outreach strategies could include:

• Community / Neighborhood Design Charrettes

• Community Open Hose + Online Surveys

• Visual Preference Surveys

DESIGN REVIEW PROCESS 

When developing a comprehensive Design Review Process, we 
strive to a promote system that is: fair, predictable, and efficient.

FAIR: The system must be fair, in that everyone believes they will 
be treated equally. This includes property owners, neighbors and 
the community at large.

PREDICTABLE: The rules, as standards and guidelines, are clear 
and easy to understand; the process is transparent, and the 
players can be trusted.

EFFICIENT: The process is structured to minimize effort by 
all involved, including city staff, the property owner and their 
assistants, and neighbors who may be affected. This includes the 
cycles of design revisions that may be required for approval, 
staff reporting time and citizens appearing at public hearings.

BUILDING ON THE CITY’S DESIGN FOUNDATION | The City 
of Tacoma presently operates several design review programs, 
including the historic preservation system, conservation districts, 
and a set of special design overlays. We will review how these 
tools currently operate to gain an understanding of the city’s 
experience with design review procedures and with the specific 
content of design guidelines as well as operating procedures. We 
also will assess the role that the zoning code plays in influencing 
the character of design in the built environment. This includes an 
analysis of specific design standards and procedures for permitting 
as well as precedents for review procedures. 

CODE AUDIT | An audit of the existing City zoning code will be 
conducted with a focus on the necessary changes that would support 
the new Design Review process. Elements of the existing regulations 
that do not align with the proposed Design Review system will be 
pointed out, and code changes recommended. This task will not 
include specific drafted code language but will be sufficient to assist 
staff in advancing code modifications in the future. An initial draft 
of the code audit will be prepared, reviewed via web-conference 
with City staff, and revised. The code audit will serve as the basis 
for the preparation of code changes.

PROJECT UNDERSTANDING AND APPROACH

CODE DRAFTING TASK | The Code Drafting task will follow the 
recommendations of the Code Audit. The changes will focus solely on 
incorporation of the proposed Design Review system into the City’s 
existing code. An initial draft of the necessary enabling legislation 
will be prepared, reviewed via web-conference with City staff, 
revised and submitted for consideration as part of the adoption 
of the new Design Review system. The audit would identify the role 
that design-related standards might play. This will affect the scope 
of the design guidelines and the way in which they may be applied 
as a complement to the code. The actual code changes would be 
limited to those that enable/facilitate the design review function; 
that is to say it would NOT include crafting design standards to go 
into the code. We assume this will come later, if identified in the 
strategy.

DESIGN GUIDANCE & STANDARDS | We will identify a series 
of Design Guidelines and Standards subject matter topics that 
will be addressed incrementally as we advance the draft design 
policy segment of the process.  Beginning in Q2, 2019, our team 
will meet regularly with the project Technical Review Team and key 
stakeholders as a part of scheduled Work Sessions.  Each Work 
Session will be organized by key topics. We will help facilitate 
Work Session by gathering information and input as required. With 
City of Tacoma guidance, our team will prepare for and meet with 
City staff, Historic District, Planning Commission and other groups 

We assume that discussions regarding single-family typologies and 
design will remain at a high level within this scope of work. Our 
team is fully capable of developing new standards (refer to Winter 
& Co. and Code Studio work in Los Angeles where they created a 
range of new single-family zone districts that are more context-
influenced). For the City of Tacoma, our initial code audit could look 
at the need for advancing this category as required.

The citywide guidelines will focus on best practices in urban design 
and placemaking. Even so, there are differing conditions that need 
to be considered, even at a high level. We know that context will 
play a role in those district-focused guidelines, and that the strategy 
for them needs to take that into account. A question will be: Can 
we set up a system that takes context into account, without having to 
develop custom-tailored guidelines for every neighborhood or district 
in the city? That is, are there certain patterns of development (or 
typologies) that reoccur and therefore could be handled as a group?
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PROJECT SCHEDULE
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RATES, SAMPLE INVOICE AND CREDIT CARD STATEMENT

 

Total this Project $1,391.00

Total 1,391.00 18,615.35 20,006.35 18,590.85
Consultant 875.00 18,468.35 19,343.35
Labor 516.00 147.00 663.00

Billings to date
Current Prior Total Received

Total this Phase $1,391.00

Total Consultants 875.00 875.00
10/3/2014 ABC ABC. Inv. 2415 875.00

Total Labor 516.00

Consultants
Outside Services Expense

Totals 3.00 516.00
Michael Cannon  3.00 172.00 516.00

Hours Rate Amount

Phase 15.1 Project Kickoff
Professional Personnel

Project 99999 Sample Invoice Project 
Professional Services from September 1, 2018 to September 30, 2018

Tacoma Municipal Building

747 Market Street
Room 1036
Tacoma, WA  98402

Project No: 44444

Invoice No: 2212
City of Tacoma, Community and Economic Development 
Dept.

VIA Architecture Inc (SEATTLE)

Invoice
1809 Seventh Avenue, Suite 800

Seattle, WA 98101
3-Oct-18

VIA Architecture

Keith Walzak $204.00

Michael Cannon $172.00

Justin Panganiban $91.00

Winter and Company

Principal $195.00

Senior Planner/Designer $135.00

Associate Planner/Designer $100.00

Graphics/Administration $80.00

Code Studio

Principal-In-Charge $195.00

Project Manager $165.00

Associate $125.00

Graphics $75.00

This page contains hourly billing rates for project personnel. VIA 
Architecture will send monthly itemized invoices for billing purposes. 
A sample invoice can be viewed below.

VIA Architecture sample 
invoice

SBE, OMWBE Statements VIA W i n t e r 
& Co

Code 
Studio

Is your firm a certified City of Tacoma SBE firm? No No No

Is your firm partnering with a certified City of Tacoma SBE firm(s)? No No No

Is your firm a minority/woman owned firm certified with the Washington State Office of Minority and Women’s 
Business Enterprise?

No No No

Is your firm partnering with a minority/woman owned firm certified with the Washington State Office of 
Minority and Women’s Business Enterprise?

No No No

HOURLY RATES

VIA Architecture will establish a credit card acceptance system in 
compliance with City of Tacoma’s security requirements as noted in 
the RFP document.
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SUSTAINABILITY

VIA’s Community Design Studio (CDS) is designed 

to serve small-scale, community-focused projects 

that may not traditionally fall under the umbrella of 

Architecture. 

The CDS provided public outreach and design support for the new 

community garden and orchard at St. Columba’s Episcopal Church in Kent 

WA, in collaboration with Forterra, the International Rescue Committee, and 

Global to Local. The garden is designed to serve refugee, immigrant, and 

low-income families living in the West Hill neighborhood of Kent, providing 

access to fresh food and traditional diet staples. The project serves as an 

important social gathering space and health resource for thirty-five families.Community members at Kent Community Garden (image: Forterra)

BUILD LIKE THERE IS A TOMORROW

As city builders, VIA Architecture is committed to long-term, 
sustainable, economic, environmental, and social equity issues. We 
view sustainable design as a core component to our work ethic 
that is embedded in every project—from the initial visioning and 
program definition and continues through design execution and 
project delivery and evaluation.

As sustainable development practices are a core value in our 
firms’ culture and everyday thought processes, we also promote 
sustainable practices in our day-to-day activities and office 
practices. We are continuously expanding our knowledge-base 
through internal training and best practices aimed at minimizing 
impacts on our planet. We actively promote internal awareness and 
practices that supports a smart global, sustainable ethic.

While maintaining our physical environment is a priority, we 
believe it is equally important to create places that enhance human 
experiences. Working with the City of Tacoma staff, we will seek 
solutions that allow environment, economic and social equity bottom 
lines to converge. The effort will consider opportunities to enable and 
promote social equity and access to public spaces and flexible and 
dynamic transportation options serving the City of Tacoma residents 
as part of the design policy standards and future developments.

Our employees and teams understand technology applications 
that lead to higher performance standards and best practices, and 
how best to coordinate skilled multi-disciplinary teams to achieve 
project objectives. Applying electronic communications, and tele-
communications (GO-To Meetings) for weekly project management 
meetings, producing digital draft and final deliverables, 
incorporating web-based options to post documents for public 
review and using the web for final deliverables are all exceptional 
strategies that we consistently promote.

As a firm, we actively encourage staff to use multi-modal 
transportation choices and ride-share options. We provide Orca 
transit passes to our staff and we have a safe and secure bike 
storage facility on site.  Nearly one third of our staff in Seattle 
are regular bike commuters.   We also manage our office waste 
recycling and green waste as a matter of practice.

BUSINESS LICENSE & VALID TIME PERIOD

VIA Architecture and our consultant team understand and agree 
to obtain a City of Tacoma business license(s) to perform these 
services, should we be contracted. We also understand that this 
submittal is valid for 60 calendar days.
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SIGNATURE PAGE

Form No. SPEC-080A
Revised: 06/27/18

SIGNATURE PAGE

CITY OF TACOMA 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

All submittals must be in ink or typewritten and must be executed by a duly authorized officer or 
representative of the bidding/proposing entity.  If the bidder/proposer is a subsidiary or doing business 
on behalf of another entity, so state, and provide the firm name under which business is hereby 
transacted.

Submittals will be received and time stamped only at the City of Tacoma Procurement & Payables
Division, located in the Tacoma Public Utilities Administration Building North, 4th Floor, at 3628 South 
35th Street, Tacoma, WA 98409.  See the Request for Proposals page near the beginning of the 
specification for additional details.

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL SPECIFICATION NO. PL18-0400F
URBAN DESIGN STUDIO AND DESIGN REVIEW PROGRAM

The undersigned bidder/proposer hereby agrees to execute the proposed contract and furnish all 
materials, labor, tools, equipment and all other facilities and services in accordance with these 
specifications.

The bidder/proposer agrees, by submitting a bid/proposal under these specifications, that in the event 
any litigation should arise concerning the submission of bids/proposals or the award of contract under 
this specification, Request for Bids, Request for Proposals or Request for Qualifications, the venue of 
such action or litigation shall be in the Superior Court of the State of Washington, in and for the County 
of Pierce.

Non-Collusion Declaration

The undersigned bidder/proposer hereby certifies under penalty of perjury that this bid/proposal is 
genuine and not a sham or collusive bid/proposal, or made in the interests or on behalf of any person or 
entity not herein named; and that said bidder/proposer has not directly or indirectly induced or solicited 
any contractor or supplier on the above work to put in a sham bid/proposal or any person or entity to 
refrain from submitting a bid/proposal; and that said bidder/proposer has not, in any manner, sought by 
collusion to secure to itself an advantage over any other contractor(s) or person(s).

Bidder/Proposer’s Registered Name

Address

City, State, Zip

E-Mail Address

E.I.No. / Federal Social Security Number Used on Quarterly
Federal Tax Return, U.S. Treasury Dept. Form 941

Signature of Person Authorized to Enter        Date
into Contracts for Bidder/Proposer

Printed Name and Title 

(Area Code) Telephone Number / Fax Number

State Contractor’s License Number
(See Ch. 18.27, R.C.W.)

Addendum acknowledgement #1_____  #2_____  #3_____ #4_____ #5_____

THIS PAGE MUST BE SIGNED AND RETURNED WITH SUBMITTAL. 

601979499

VIA Architecture Inc

1809 Seventh Ave, Ste 800

Seattle, WA 98101

info@via-architecture.com

98-0469071
State Business License Number
in WA, also known as UBI (Unified Business Identifier) Number

X

Alan Hart, Principal-in-Charge

206-257-6595

November 9, 2018
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PRE-WORK FORM

The first section of this Pre-Work form includes all VIA US office 
staff. The second half contains only VIA personnel assigned to this 
project.
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PRE-WORK FORM

This Pre-Work form includes only VIA personnel assigned to this 
project for both sections of the form.



ROWLEY PROPERTIES DEVELOPMENT PLANNED ACTION EIS
ISSAQUAH, WA

Rowley Properties LLC partnered with the City of Issaquah in a 
joint partnership development agreement for the redevelopment 
of the 78-acre Hyla Crossing and Rowley Center Neighborhoods. 
The project is intended to bring more jobs to this suburban City of 
31,000, protect the Cascade foothills from sprawling residential 
development and with a critical mass of new workers and residents, 
encourage the provision of high capacity rail (as part of Seattle 
ST 3 package). The two neighborhoods, Hyla Crossing and Rowley 
Center, could bring 6,500 jobs and more than 2,000 residents in 
mixed-use buildings up to 12 stories high. 

VIA provided support to the developer and property owner and 
ushered this project from inception to completion. We supplied the 
initial land use and urban design vision, EIS land use alternatives, 
as well as support in drafting development standards for the final 
agreement. The project’s vision is for urban densities supportive of 
future high capacity transit with the potential for 4 million sq ft of 
redevelopment and over 1,700 units. The agreement introduced 
a full complement of policies to promote compact, mixed-use 
buildings and provides a road map to commitments to build the 
amenities that will make these neighborhoods attractive over the 
long term. Plans include two new neighborhood parks and social 
gathering spaces, open space areas, trails/pedestrian connections 
to the cascade foothills and the continued improvement of a salmon-
bearing stream. Performance based design guidelines preserve 
sunlight, address building scale and massing, and promote ground-
level plazas.

Schedule: Within schedule

Budget Performance: Within budget, $800,000 fees

Reference: Kristi Tripple, Development Manager, Muse 
Development, 206.985.4451

APPENDIX: SELECT PROJECT EXPERIENCE
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DOWNTOWN SUB AREA PLANS & PLANNED ACTION EIS
TACOMA, WA

VIA, as lead consultant partnered with the City of Tacoma to 
create a Subarea Plan paired with an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for each of the city’s three Subareas that constitute 
its Downtown Regional Growth Center — North Downtown, South 
Downtown, and Hilltop.  Funded through a Federal Sustainable 
Communities Regional Planning Grant, the project is a national 
example of planning for transit-oriented communities.

The subarea plans and EIS documents were crafted with an eye 
toward catalyzing economic development through interventions that 
will make Downtown Tacoma more attractive to private investment. 
Key strategies include: maximized growth targets, identification 
of catalyst project opportunities, targeted public infrastructure 
investments, area-wide brownfield assessment, transit-oriented 
development, and an EIS that eliminates the need for future 
project-level environmental review. Through this Subarea Plan and 
EIS, Tacoma became the first municipality in the State to implement 
“transit infill review,” a form of up-front SEPA that is intended to 
expedite transit oriented development (RCW 43.21C.420).

The Downtown Tacoma Subarea Plans received the APA/PAW 2014 
Award for Comprehensive Planning in Large Cities and Counties, and 
the South Downtown Subarea Plan received the 2014 Governor’s 
Smart Communities Award for “Smart Vision.”
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RAINER BEACH STATION AREA URBAN DESIGN FRAMEWORK & 
FOOD INNOVATION DISTRICT SEATTLE, WA

The Rainier Beach Light Rail Station is the southernmost station 
within the Seattle city limits on Sound Transit’s Central Link line.  
The Rainier Beach neighborhood has worked together with the 
City to create a neighborhood plan focused on achieving future 
development that supports both the social and economic health of 
the community, and facilitates entrepreneurial and employment 
opportunities for Rainier Beach’s diverse population. 

VIA’s Rainer Beach planning process led the City of Seattle 
and community representatives to redefine “What is TOD?” 
creating an employment-based “innovation district” and zoning 
strategy that is truly “Made in Rainier Beach.” The Urban Design 
Framework (completed 2015) includes policies to encourage the 
formation of community networks and helps cultivate conditions 
for entrepreneurial startups and micro-industries. In partnership 
with project stakeholders, VIA established a circulation concept 
to better connect the light rail station to the neighborhood and 
crafted a series of 3D visualizations for building form and 
massing alternatives to facilitate a stakeholder dialogue. Project 
recommendations include zoning updates, site and development 
strategies, mobility improvements, and public space improvements. 
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RENAISSANCE TRAIL & AMPHITHEATER SCHEMATIC DESIGN
Wayfinding Concept Design
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WHAT WE HEARD:

WATERFRONT DEVELOPMENT URBAN DESIGN GUIDELINES + 
SUSTAINABILITY PLAN* PORT OF VANCOUVER, WA

The Waterfront Development Master Plan focuses on the Port’s long-
standing maritime heritage and culture as a key placemaking strategy. 
Celebration and activation of the public realm, incorporating public art, 
highly programmed public spaces and quality detailing of landscape 
design features are complemented with smart, tactile and experiential 
graphics and wayfinding throughout the site. Access and circulation 
strategies incorporate the Columbia Renaissance Trail through the site. 
Key to the project’s success will be the development and programming 
of several public plazas, the Daniel’s Way woonerf and a series of 
pedestrian alleyways that connect blocks and uses within the site, as well 
as linkages to the downtown core and the adjacent development.

Throughout the 20-month planning process, Keith facilitated a range 
of community outreach efforts, including community stakeholder focus 
group sessions, open house events, online survey and workshops to 
invite neighborhood input and help build capacity for the project.
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RENAISSANCE TRAIL & AMPHITHEATER SCHEMATIC DESIGN
Wayfinding
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*Project completed by Keith Walzak while with another firm
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Port of Vancouver Waterfront Development  
Urban Design Standards & Guidelines

1.0  INTRODUCTION

12

2.0  MASTER PLAN

2.1 
WATERFRONT DISTRICT VISION

The Waterfront District (District) is envisioned as a highly 
engaging, 24-hour active mixed-use urban waterfront destination. 
The District will integrate an active mix of office, hotel, 
commercial, retail, residential, and flexible use spaces, organizing 
around the central Terminal 1 Marketplace (Marketplace) and 
waterfront pier, that celebrate local culture, diversity, innovation, 
and regional character. In addition to being a vibrant place of 
business, the District is envisioned as a public gathering place 
where community members, residents, workers, and visitors are 
drawn to a place to shop for everyday needs, have a meal, or 
take a leisurely stroll down the Columbia Renaissance Urban Trail, 
along Columbia Way, or the alleyways that access the waterfront. 
The pedestrian-friendly orientation of the District will provide 
an attractive and uniquely different destination for Vancouver 
residents and its visitors and will attract residents and visitors alike 
to the Vancouver city center, downtown, and the Columbia River. 
The vibrant Waterfront Development will provide universal access, 
encourage innovation, and promote a sustainable and healthy 
environment, as well as convey the rich cultural and community 
values of the region.

 
 
 
 
 

2.0 
Waterfront Development Master Plan

Artist rendering - 
Waterfront Development 
and downtown 
Vancouver. 

Source: Waterfront 
Conceptual 
Development Plan, 
December, 2016

Vision Statement
“The Port of Vancouver’s waterfront development will represent 
our community’s aspirations, rich history, and culture.  As a gateway 
to Washington State and a vibrant urban waterfront, the Port’s mix 
of commercial, residential and civic development will welcome 
the public to the banks of the Columbia.  It will contribute to the 
region’s economic prosperity and promote a healthful, sustainable 
space where the community feels a sense of pride and ownership.”

Port Commission: Waterfront Development Master Plan; November 
13, 2015

39

Right: Blank wall on 
New York City building 
detracts from the 
pedestrian environment.  
Source: preservenet.
blogspot.com 

Left: Pedestrian rain 
protection integrated into 
the building design. 
Source: NBBJ

Blank Walls
S-04 Buildings constructed along Columbia Way, Columbia 

Street, Access Way 5 and Daniels Way shall comply with the 
provisions of VMC  20.630.040.

S-05 At least 75% of the width of any new or reconstructed 
ground-level building wall facing a street should be 
devoted to pedestrian-oriented features or material 
variation, pedestrian entrances and/or windows affording 
views into retail, storefront, office or lobby space. 

S-06 Continuous blank walls shall not exceed 20 feet in length. 
Where blank walls are present, incorporate a range of 
design approaches such as green walls, façade articulation, 
art, or other approved applications to create interest at the 
adjacent pedestrian area.

Building Heights
S-07 Building heights shall be determined based on consistency 

with City standards.

Guidelines
G-01 Determine if Columbia River Renaissance Trail is a dedicated 

public ROW to determine applicable design standards.

Rain Protection
G-02 Rain protection is encouraged for all active first floor uses.

G-03 Rain protection should be integrated into the building 
architecture and complementary to the overall design.

Blank Walls
G-04 Blank walls are generally discouraged, especially along 

corridors intended to be active pedestrian use area. Vitrines 
(glass display cases and transparent advertising display 
cases), or show windows allowed only with approval.

i

PORT OF VANCOUVER WATERFRONT DEVELOPMENT 
URBAN DESIGN STANDARDS & GUIDELINES

Terminal No. 1 Concept Development Plan

FINAL May 2017

Port of Vancouver USA 
3103 NW Lower River Road  

Vancouver, Washington 98660

WATERFRONT DEVELOPMENT URBAN DESIGN GUIDELINES + 
SUSTAINABILITY PLAN* PORT OF VANCOUVER, WA
*Project completed by Keith Walzak while with another firm

Click HERE  for a digital version of this package.
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http://www.via-architecture.com/pdf/DesignGuidelines/PoV.pdf


Click HERE  for a digital version of this package.

ROWLEY PROPERTIES DEVELOPMENT PLANNED ACTION EIS
ISSAQUAH, WA
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3.0  Building 
To create the vibrant, compact Neighborhoods envisioned by the Project, 
buildings should be designed to frame and engage the Circulation Facilities and 
Community Spaces, creating a Pedestrian Friendly and successful Sociable 
Public Realm.  Buildings will contribute to a livable environment that attracts 
businesses and in particular residences to the valley floor.  In areas where mixed 
uses are provided, they may be provided vertically (e.g. ground floor retail with 
commercial or residential above) or horizontally with buildings housing 
different uses located in close proximity.  As a redevelopment, existing 
buildings may be reused, adapted, or remodeled in the process of rejuvenating 
the Project, prior to full rebuilding.  Building styles, materials, colors, and 
heights will be varied; all but heights are controlled by the Architectural Review 
Committee. 
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Highly visible building corners, should be given 
extra design attention, such as adding an element 
that extends into the street space.  
 

 
Corner treatments can also be used with residential 
buildings. 

 
 
 

 

3.1.5 Thoughtfully design building corners when 
they are visible. Corners at key intersections 
should be given special design attention.  
This may mean added detail, design, and 
building form, or conversely cutting away 
the corner for a special entry, gathering spot, 
café seating, sidewalk vending, art, or a 
signature fountain. 

3.1.6 Long façades require extra attention.  
This may necessitate modulation of the 
street wall, changes in character, 
materials, or height, and/or designing the 
façade as if it is composed of several 
buildings. 

3.1.7 When parking facilities are located 
behind buildings, provide walkways or 
access to the facilities. Walkways may be 
shared. 

3.1.8 Private and semi-private spaces, such as 
terraces and balconies are encouraged for 
residences. 

 
Another way to give prominence to street corners is to 
remove or stepback a portion of the building, creating a 
special entrance or gathering space. 

 

 
Long facades, such as this one, can be treated so they are 
pedestrian scaled.  This one has articulation 
and modulation. 

ROWLEY DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

Prepared for the City of Issaquah & Rowley Properties
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Preservation Plan and Historic Building Inventory
The City of Tacoma operates a progressive historic preservation program, 
which includes managing a variety of historic districts, promoting 
awareness of community heritage and supporting the city's economic 
development and sustainability programs. Seeking to strengthen the 
preservation program and more effectively integrate it with other city 
planning initiatives, the city developed a comprehensive Preservation 
Plan.

Winter & Company directed the project, leading public outreach and 
strategy development. The project also included a new approach to 
conducting historic surveys, in which preliminary data was collected 
citywide for all properties and calibrated into a "predictive model" that 
helps to anticipate where historic resources may be found.

The Preservation Plan organizes the program into a set of six components: 
Administration, Identification, Management Tools, Incentives and 
Benefits, Education and Advocacy. As a means of demonstrating 
the feasibility of adaptive reuse and testing potential incentives for 
redevelopment, the consultant team prepared a series of Opportunity 
Site Studies, which document the effects of various financing strategies.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION SERVICES
TACOMA, WA

1

SERVICES:
 » Historic preservation plan 

update 
 » Economic evaluation
 » Historic building survey strategy
 » Historic building inventory 

update

CLIENT: 
Reuben McKnight
Preservation Planner
City of Tacoma 

DATE:  
2009 - 2010

Community workshops helped articulate 
the Preservation Plan vision.

22 cit y Of tacOma

ecOnOmic evaluat iOn

site 4: WareHOuse 
reHab i l i tat iOn and addit iOn
Site 4 includes an entire city block with seven 
individual lots, four existing buildings and a small 
vacant lot. The structures include a large industrial/
warehouse building formerly used by a dairy com-
pany and three smaller industrial and commercial 
buildings. The site is separated into two parts by an 
alley, and is adjacent to a light rail line and within 
walking distance of a commuter rail station.

Development Scenario
The development scenario evaluates the feasibility of rehabilitating 
and re-using the existing buildings with residential, commercial and 
retail uses as well as the addition of a new multifamily residential 
on a portion of the site that is currently vacant. The project would 
also include a concrete parking deck that would sit above a ground 
floor asphalt parking area. The scenario assumes lower construc-
tion costs for loft redevelopment and that existing eligible structures 
are designated as an individual landmark or listed as contributing 
within a future historic district. 

Observations
The pro forma analysis summarized on the next page indicates that:

• Redevelopment is feasible if for-sale or rent condominiums 
can be priced at the high end of local market rates.

• A for-sale residential project would achieve sufficient devel-
oper profit to allow financing.

• Existing incentives are essential to the development scenario.
• The project is eligible for both the Special Tax Valuation 

and Tax Incentive for Multifamily Housing, which signifi-
cantly reduce future property taxes.

• The benefit of the Special Tax Valuation incentive is 
increased by the eligibility of seismic and fire separation 
upgrades as rehabilitation cost.

Potential future incentives:

• Reduce or waive parking requirements
• Reduce permit fees
• Provide low-interest loans

existing cOnditiOns

Site Area 72,800 sf
Building Floor Area 51,875 sf
Building Height 1 to 3-Story
Orig. Yr. Built 1912 (oldest)
Zone District WR

redevelOPment

Rehabbed Floor Area 51,875 sf
New Floor Area 20,000 sf
Total Floor Area 71,875 sf
Total Res. Units 42

Incentives Tested

-Special Tax 
Valuation 
-Federal Tax 
Credit1

-Multifamily 
Tax Incentive

Total Project Cost $16,063,9862

Total Value Created $18,579,7042

Surplus (profit) $2,515,7182

1Used for rental loft scenario only
2For a project in which the residential 
units are sold.
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Site 4 includes an entire city block with seven 
individual lots, four existing buildings and a small 
vacant lot. The structures include a large industrial/
warehouse building formerly used by a dairy com-
pany and three smaller industrial and commercial 
buildings. The site is separated into two parts by an 
alley, and is adjacent to a light rail line and within 
walking distance of a commuter rail station.

Development Scenario
The development scenario evaluates the feasibility of rehabilitating 
and re-using the existing buildings with residential, commercial and 
retail uses as well as the addition of a new multifamily residential 
on a portion of the site that is currently vacant. The project would 
also include a concrete parking deck that would sit above a ground 
floor asphalt parking area. The scenario assumes lower construc-
tion costs for loft redevelopment and that existing eligible structures 
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existing cOnditiOns
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redevelOPment

Rehabbed Floor Area 51,875 sf
New Floor Area 20,000 sf
Total Floor Area 71,875 sf
Total Res. Units 42

Incentives Tested

-Special Tax 
Valuation 
-Federal Tax 
Credit1

-Multifamily 
Tax Incentive

Total Project Cost $16,063,9862

Total Value Created $18,579,7042

Surplus (profit) $2,515,7182

1Used for rental loft scenario only
2For a project in which the residential 
units are sold.

Economic evaluation included pro forma 
analysis of redevelopment scenarios 
on several case study sites throughout 
Tacoma to test the effectiveness 
of existing and potential incentive 
programs.
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Winter  & Company       www.winterandcompany.net

URBAN DESIGN & PLANNING
MISSOULA, MONTANA

1
Character Management Strategy
Winter & Company is working with the City of Missoula on a project to 
promote high quality design in the community. The Missoula Design 
Excellence Project seeks to reinforce recent development successes 
which have demonstrated that high quality design can add value to 
properties and to the City at large. It responds to concerns that some 
development projects have not met the City's objective to maintain its 
distinct identity and instead are generic, without expressing a unique 
sense of place that is Missoula. The project focuses on Downtown and 
the City's commercial corridors, and how  development in those areas can 
enhance the public realm and be sensitive to abutting neighborhoods. 
The process will result in amendments to the City's zoning code, new 
design guidelines and incentives to promote high quality development. 
An overarching goal is to help the community achieve high quality design 
that reflects Missoula's character.

SERVICES:
 » Analysis of existing design 

contexts 
 » Community visioning for future 

design
 » Zoning code amendments
 » Design guidelines

CLIENT: 
Laval Means, Planner
City of Missoula 

DATE:  
2017-2018

Corridor Typologies Map
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URBAN DESIGN & PLANNING
MISSOULA, MONTANA

2

Missoula Design Excellence Project - Public Review Draft Strategy Report September 12, 2017 75

TABLE 1: CORRIDOR TYPOLOGIES
Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4 Type 5

Pedestrian 
Activity Level

Very high High High Medium Moderate

Street Edge 
Character

Generally 
consistent 
street wall/
some flexibility 
and variation 
appropriate (with 
courtyards and 
landscaping)

Moderately 
consistent street 
wall/flexible front 
setbacks within 
a limited range 
(with courtyards 
and landscaping)

Moderately 
consistent street 
wall/flexible front 
setbacks within a 
moderate range

Moderate street 
wall/flexible front 
setbacks within 
a range (with 
landscaped edge

Landscaped edge/
buildings set 
Back (buildings 
closer to the Street 
allowed)

Parking
Location

Behind building/
shared wherever 
possible

Side or behind the 
building

Side or behind 
building

Flexible location/
limited parking in 
front, buffered

Flexible location, 
buffered

Building 
Types

Target: 
Vertical mixed 
use/commercial; 
multi-dwelling 
residential

Typical:
Small to 
medium format 
commercial

Target:
Small to medium 
commercial and 
multi-dwelling 
residential 
buildings

Typical:
Small format 
commercial with 
a large amount 
of residential 
throughout

Target:
Small to medium 
commercial 
buildings; 
multi-dwelling 
residential

Typical:
Small format 
commercial

Target:
Medium to 
large format 
commercial 
mixed use; 
multi-dwelling 
residential

Typical:
Medium to 
large format 
commercial

Target:
Medium to 
large format 
commercial; 
multi-dwelling 
residential

Typical:
Medium to large 
format commercial

Preferred 
Maximum 
Building 
Height at the 
Street Edge
 [1]

6 stories 3 stories 3 stories 5 stories 6 stories

Mass and 
Scale

High importance
(finer grained)

High importance High importance Medium 
importance

Moderate 
importance

[1]Maximum building height is established in the zoning code, and may be 40’, 50’, 65’ or 125’, depending on the intensity designation. Preferred 

maximum building height at the street edge refers to the scale of the building at the street, and does not indicate a limit on overall building height on the 

lot.

LowModerateMediumHighVery High

Scale for interpreting Table 1.
This scale is intended to rank the relative degree or importance of design considerations in the above 
table. The scale is used to rank Pedestrian Activity Level and Mass and Scale. 
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March 2016 to February 2017

Contact:  Randy Hutcheson, Manager
Randy.Hutcheson@fortworthtexas.gov
(817) 392-8008

Code Studio (Lead)
Winter & Company
Common Ground
Noell Consulting Group
Toole Design Group
Berkenbile Landscape Architects

The Fort Worth Stockyards was one of the largest 
livestock markets in the United States and a defining 
factor for the community. As the industry changed, the 
Stockyards transitioned from an important center for 
the meat packing and livestock industry to a visitor 
destination.

During the summer of 2014, the City Council rezoned 
the Stockyards in July 2014 from heavy industrial 
to mixed-use in order to require pedestrian-oriented 
development, allow residential uses and prohibit 
heavy industrial uses.

As a result, the City of Fort Worth hired Code Studio 
to develop the form-based code and design standards 
and guidelines.

The project area covers almost 300 acres and 
includes the historic Stockyards, the Marine Creek 
area, the Swift and Armour meatpacking sites, the 
commercial corridors of Main Street and 28th Street, 
and portions of the North Side and Diamond Hill - 
Jarvis neighborhoods.
 

Stockyards Form-Based Code and Design Guidelines  Fort Worth, Texas

DRAFT February 07, 2017

2-4

SEC. 2.2.1. SHOPFRONT (SY-HSH)

Intent

The Historic Shopfront District (SY-HSH) is defi ned 

by a context of historic commercial buildings. An 

objective of the SY-HSH District is to maintain the 

historic development patterns of the traditional 

commercial storefront structures by allowing 

buildings that will be compatible with the historic 

context, while doing so in ways that express their 

own time. This includes locating new building fronts 

to align at the sidewalk edge with a high percentage 

of display windows that permit views of activities 

inside and that enhance the area as a visually 

interesting place for pedestrians. 

Applicable Districts

SY-HSH-40

Use

Allowed uses 
See Div. 6.1

A. BUILDING PLACEMENT

Lot

Area

n/a

Width

n/a

Building Setbacks

A Front

see Frontage

B Common lot line
0' min

Alley

5' min

Street

B
B

A

HISTORIC | SY-HSH | Shopfront

Stockyards Form-Based Code and Design Guidelines Fort Worth, Texas

DRAFT February 07, 2017

2-23

PLANNING WORK ON A HISTORIC COMMERCIAL BUILDING
What is the best approach for work on a historic commercial building that has already experienced some 

alterations? A range of options may be available depending upon certain facts. First, determine the historic 

character.

Intact Historic Structure A

B

C

D
E

F

G

H

I

• Pilasters with brick cap and base 
• Ornamental brick cornice • Upper story windows, double hung with brick arches • Sign panel above molding • Lintel 

B

A

C

D
E

• Wood panel door • Wood paneled bulkhead • Display Window • Transom Window 

F
G
H
I

Historic Reconstruction

Altered Historic Structure

Contemporary Rehabilitation Simplifi ed Rehabilitation

• Surviving features preserved and 
restored • Missing cornice and pilasters reconstructed • Storefront elements reconstructed 

• New cornice refl ects the form of the original • Upper windows preserved • Contemporary fi nished metal storefront in scale with original 
• Canopy installed

• Simplifi ed interpretation of the cornice
• Upper windows preserved• Contemporary fi nished metal storefront in scale with original 

A

B

C

D
E

F

G

H

I

• Pilasters removed• Ornamental cornice removed• Upper story windows intact • Sign obscures window details • Molding covered 

B
A

C
D
E

• Original door missing • Bulkhead missing• Display windows altered • Transom window covered 

F
G
H
I

Next, assess the existing conditions:

HISTORIC PRESERVATION PRINCIPLES | HISTORIC 

Historic district design standards integrated 
into form-based code

FORT WORTH, TEXAS 
STOCKYARDS FORM-BASED CODE

FEATURED PROJECT: FORM-BASED CODE

APPENDIX: SELECT PROJECT EXPERIENCE
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LOT SIZE:  

LOT SHAPE & ORIENTATION:  

LOT WIDTH: 

LOT COVERAGE: 

BUILIDNG ORIENTATION: 

BUILING PLACEMENT: 

PARKING ACCESS/LOCATION:  

Front Setback:  

SIDE SETBACKS:  

REAR SETBACK: 

Building Height:  

 
Plate Height:

 
Roof Ridge Height:

Roof Form:  

Entry  (Porch/Door Orientation):  

Transparency (Window Location & %):

STREET PATTERN:

STREET WIDTH:

SIDEWALK LOCATION:

ALLEYS:

STREET TREES:

BLOCK WIDTH:

CONSISTENCY/DIVERSITY:

BUILDING FORM

BUILDING PLACEMENT

LOT FEATURES 

FRAMEWORK FEATURES 

TYPOLOGY B4

DESCRIPTION

This area maintains a consistent inner urban rectilinear grid network 

and also retains the use of alleys for rear access, reinforcing the strong 

linear form.  Sidewalks are primarily attached, although detached are 

also a feature.  Street trees are an element of the detached side-

walk blocks but are sporadic in their occurrence.  Building placement 

ranges from relatively central to the front of the lot.  Building cover-

age tends to be high at c.50% or greater.  Building plans range from 

rectangular to square, with a considerable variation in form and size.  

Building height is generally low.  Within this very consistent layout the 

impact of some later development is apparent in building scale and 

form.

Differs from other B typologies:-

• Alleys are maintained but sidewalks are attached

• Reduced lot coverage

• House forms vary through square or with axis parallel or perpen-

dicular to street

RECTILINEAR GRID WITH OFFSETS

MEDIUM TO WIDE

ATTACHED OR NO SIDEWALKS

CONSISTENT

SPORADIC

275’ BY 600’

VERY DIVERSE HOUSE TYPE WITHIN THE 

CONSISTENT STREET BLOCK PATTERN

37’ BY 125’, 50’ BY 125’

RECT., PERP. TO STREET

VARIABLE WITHIN & BETWEEN BLOCKS

50% OR GREATER

VARIES

FORWARD OR CENTER

PRIMARILY IN REAR, GARAGES

20’-25’

5’

VARIES

1 – 1.5 STORIES

8’-10’ , 16’-20’

12’-18’ , 25’-35’

PRIMARILY HIP, SOME GABLES

FRONT & SIDE, FEW PORCHES

25-35% Transparency

SNAPSHOT AREA - AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH 
EXTRACT OF THE SNAPSHOT AREA - AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH 

SNAPSHOT AREA - BUILDING PLACEMENT DIAGRAM
EXTRACT OF THE SNAPSHOT AREA - BUILDING PLACEMENT DIAGRAM

The traditional pattern of development in 

typology B4 is low scaled. Most sidewalks 

are attached as shown in the above pho-

tograph of Corey-Merrill

Many homes in typology B4 have alley-

loaded garages as shown in this photo-

graph of Corey-Merrill. Although there 

is a consistent pattern of alleys, some 

garages and parking areas are also ac-

cessed from the front.

Unlike earlier typologies, some parking in 

typology B4 is accessed from the front as 

shown in this photograph of Corey-Mer-

rill.

SNAPSHOT AREA - KEY

Some new infi ll in Corey-Merrill is much 

larger than the traditional scale of ty-

pology B4 as shown in the photograph 

above.

As shown above and at left, some streets 

in Corey-Merrill do not have sidewalks. 

There are generally few street trees.

As shown above, many blocks in Corey-

Merrill are a mix of traditional structures 

and newer, generally larger, infi ll.

A signifi cant amount of infi ll and redevel-

opment is occurring in Corey-Merrill.
Many new home in Corey-Merril are 

larger and taller than the originals.

LOT SIZE:  LOT SHAPE & ORIENTATION:  
LOT WIDTH: 

LOT COVERAGE: BUILIDNG ORIENTATION: BUILING PLACEMENT: PARKING ACCESS/LOCATION:  

Front Setback:  
SIDE SETBACKS:  
REAR SETBACK: 

Building Height:  
 

Plate Height:
 

Roof Ridge Height:
Roof Form:  Entry  (Porch/Door Orientation):  

Transparency (Window Location & %):

STREET PATTERN:
STREET WIDTH:SIDEWALK LOCATION:

ALLEYS:
STREET TREES:
BLOCK WIDTH:CONSISTENCY/DIVERSITY:

BUILDING FORM

BUILDING PLACEMENT

LOT FEATURES 

FRAMEWORK FEATURES 

TYPOLOGY D1

DESCRIPTION
This area is characterized by a curvilinear grid network of streets, 

often with exceedingly long street blocks which are generally limited 

to two standard lot lengths wide.  All vehicle access is from the front, 

usually associated with attached garages.  Sidewalks are attached 

and give access to a relatively regular pattern of drives and paths.  

House form is relatively consistent with a common shallow pitch rect-

angular plan often varied by additions, front porches and garage ac-

commodation.  The axis of the house plan is parallel to the street and 

predominantly single story.  A consistent and deep set back, com-

bined with minimal space between the houses, establishes a rela-

tively strong street frontage pattern and visual cohesion.Differs from A, B & C typologies:-• Curvilinear street network• Long, often sinuous, street blocks
Differs from typology D2:-• Lower lot coverage• Lower front setbacks

CURVILINEAR GRIDWIDE
ATTACHED
NONE
NONE.  SPORADIC PRIVATE TREES
250/300’ BY 1,100’.  VARIABLERELATIVELY CONSISTENT

50/75 BY 125. VARIESSHAPE VARIES & RECT.VARIABLE
25-40%
PARALLEL TO STREETCENTRAL

FRONT.  ATTACHED GARAGES.

40’
5’
VARIES.  40’ PATTERN

1-1.5 STORIES8’-10’ , 16’-20’
12’ - 15’ , 25’-30’GEN. SIDE GABLEDSMALL FRONT PORCH25-35% TRANSPARENY TRA-

DITIONAL , 40-50% IN NEW 
CONST.

SNAPSHOT AREA - AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH 

EXTRACT OF THE SNAPSHOT AREA - AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH 

SNAPSHOT AREA - BUILDING PLACEMENT DIAGRAM

EXTRACT OF THE SNAPSHOT AREA - BUILDING PLACEMENT DIAGRAM

Lot coverage is generally lower in typol-
ogy D1 than D2 as shown in the above 
photograph of University Hills.

SNAPSHOT AREA - KEY

Typology D1 differs from typology C1 in 
its curvilinear grid of streets. Sidewalks 
are also attached.

Building heights in typology D1 are gen-
erally lower than those in D2. Most struc-
tures are 1-1.5 stories.

As shown in the photographs of Univer-
sity Hills above and at left, most buildings 
are oriented parallel to the street.

As shown above, University Hills is a 
typology D1 area where a signifi cant 
amount of infi ll has occurred.

As shown above and at left, most new 
infi ll is larger and taller than traditional 
structures in typology D1.

Because typology D1 does not have al-
leys, most homes have front facing ga-
rages and driveways.

Streets in typology D1 are wider than 
those in typologies A-B.

TYPOLOGY DEVELOPMENT & ANALYSIS 1
Character Analysis

DENVER, COLORADO
ZONING CODE UPDATE

FEATURED PROJECT: CITYWIDE CODE

November 2005 - February 2010

Contact:  Brad Buchanan, Planning Director
brad.buchanan@denvergov.org
(720) 865-2915

Code Studio (Lead)
Winter & Company
SE2

The City of Denver adopted one of the first 
comprehensive form-based zoning codes for a large 
American city in 2010. 

Code Studio was the lead planner for this 
comprehensive citywide planning effort. Denver’s new 
form-based code directs growth into redeveloping 
industrial areas, commercial corridors and 
neighborhood centers while promoting stability in 
the City’s established neighborhoods. A key focus is 
the relationship between buildings and the public 
realm. The form-based standards promote buildings 
that are oriented towards streets and sidewalks, 
facilitating the evolution of auto-dominated districts 
and corridors into mixed-use neighborhoods 
with a diverse array of businesses, housing and 
transportation options. 

The Denver approach the team developed is 
organized around six different “contexts” derived 
from the existing desirable characteristics of Denver’s 
diverse neighborhoods. This context-based approach 
provides a broader range of land use and zoning 
categories than was previously available. The new 
code uses a form-based approach that clearly 
explains what is expected of developers and what can 
be built.

Website: www.denvergov.org/zoning
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April 2015 to August 2017

Contact:  Sasha Vrtunski, Urban Planner
svrtunski@ashevillenc.gov
(828) 259-5560

Code Studio (Lead)
Third Coast Design Studio
Nelson/Nygaard
Noell Consulting Group

The River Arts District (RAD) has long been a cultural 
center for Asheville, with artists living and working 
in the affordable and architecturally interesting 
industrial buildings located near the French Broad 
River, yet close to downtown and other intriguing 
Asheville neighborhoods. This, in combination with 
new restaurants and shops, has made the River Arts 
District a vibrant, hip and exciting place to work, live 
and visit. However, the area is also experiencing 
economic, social, and physical changes. 

Code Studio prepared a form-based code for the 
district with the goal of maintaining the industrial 
and creative arts feel of the District; retaining an 
environment that supports working artists and their 
studios; supporting the adaptive re-use of existing 
buildings; applying updated flood damage prevention 
requirements that enhance resiliency; and adding 
predictability for residents, tenants and owners. 

Code Studio held a successful design charrette 
workshop, prepared a complete draft of the new 
form-based code, and worked with staff and a local 
committee to refine the draft. The new code is 
scheduled to be adopted in August 2017.

Code: www.dropbox.com/s/qh1kup1ly3c30bp/RAD_
FBC-FINAL%208-28-17.pdf?dl=0

ASHEVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 
RIVER ARTS DISTRICT FORM-BASED CODE

24 River Arts Form District Asheville, North Carolina

DRAFT 4.24.17

2.3. RAD-RES: Residential2.0. DISTRICTS

Transparency

A Ground story (min)
30%

B Upper story (min)
20% 30%

C Blank wall area (max)
30'

Story Height

D Ground fl oor elevation (min/max) n/a

E Ground story (min)
10'

F Upper story (min)
9'

Pedestrian Access

G Entrance facing primary street Required

H
Entrance spacing along primary 

street (max)

50'

Building Elements Allowed

Awning/canopy, balcony, front porch, stoop

Building Setbacks

I Primary street
See Sec. 2.3.C

Streetscape*

J Pedestrian walkway (min)
6'

K Planting strip (min)
6'

Planting strip type
Tree lawn

Trees in planting strip
30' avg. 

on-center

*Modifi ed dimensions may be approved by the 

City Traffi  c Engineer see Sec. 2.2.Q.

F. Public Realm

40 River Arts Form District Asheville, North Carolina

DRAFT 4.24.17

2.0. DISTRICTS2.7. RAD-RIV: River

Transparency
A Ground story (min)

n/a
B Upper story (min)

20%
C Blank wall area

30'
Story Height
D Ground fl oor elevation (min) BFE + 2'
E All stories above BFE (min)

9'
Pedestrian AccessF Entrance facing primary street RequiredG Entrance spacing along primary 

street (max)
100'Flood area building entry requirements See Sec. 2.2.S

Building Elements AllowedAwning/canopy, balcony

Building Setbacks
H Primary/side street See Sec. 2.7.C

Streetscape*
I Pedestrian walkway (min)Primary street 

8'Side street
6'

J Planting strip (min)
6'Planting type

Tree lawn/gratesTrees in planting strip 30' avg. on-center
*Modifi ed dimensions may be approved by the 
City Traffi  c Engineer see Sec. 2.2.Q.

C

F. Public Realm

New district standards focus on enhancing and 
protecting the cultural and natural context of the area 

FEATURED PROJECT: FORM-BASED CODE

APPENDIX: SELECT PROJECT EXPERIENCE
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Winter & Company

Winter  & Company       www.winterandcompany.net

Principal & Owner
Noré Winter is an urban designer and planner specializing in serving 
communities with special amenities, distinctive natural settings and historic 
places. He is inspired by communities whose residents value their past 
and look to a future with neighborhoods that enrich their lives. He helps 
citizens develop visions for their cities and towns and then crafts tools 
that will accomplish their goals for livability. He is recognized nationally for 
preparing context-sensitive guidelines and standards, and tailoring urban 
design plans to inspire action.

Many successful downtowns reflect improvements inspired by plans and 
guidelines directed by Noré. These include Estes Park, Colorado; Athens, 
Georgia; Bellingham, Washington; Boulder, Colorado; Canton, Ohio; Flagstaff, 
Arizona; Georgetown, Texas; Fort Collins, Colorado; Memphis, Tennessee; 
Minneapolis, Minnesota; Monterey, California and Walla Walla, Washington.

Corridor plan projects focus on building complete streets, promoting infilll 
while respecting  established  edges and directing investment to catalyst 
sites. Recent projects include the Spenard Corridor Plan in Anchorage, Alaska; 
Bozeman, Montana 7th Avenue Connectivity Plan; Fort Collins, Colorado 
Midtown Corridor Plan; Newtown Pike Extension Corridor Plan, Lexington, 
KY: and the Mammoth Lakes, California Main Street Transportation and 
Corridor Plan.

Noré recently generated a neighborhood plan that builds on existing assets 
and promotes compatible investment in valued historic neighborhoods in 
Old Town San Diego, California. Other completed neighborhood projects 
include the Government Hill Neighborhood in Anchorage, Alaska; East 
Village Master Plan in Davenport, Iowa; and Compatible Neighborhood 
Transitions in Raleigh, North Carolina.

Noré promotes preservation systems that are strategically integrated into 
broader community planning, that incorporate emerging trends in theory 
and maximize best practices in the field. Recent projects  include a statewide 
training program for preservation commissioners in Colorado, a strategic 
plan for a citywide survey of historic resources in Denver, and preservation 
plans for Tacoma, Galveston and Lakewood, Colorado. All preservation 
projects incorporate principles for sustainability.

Noré is frequently a featured speaker at national and state conferences 
and conventions, including the National Trust for Historic Preservation, 
the National Park Service and the American Planning Association. He is a 
former Chairman of the National Alliance of Preservation Commissions. 
Many of his projects have also garnered individual awards from state and 
local planning and preservation organizations.

Education:
B. Architecture, Tulane University
M. Architecture and Urban Design, 
UCLA

NORE V. WINTER
WINTER & COMPANY

Preservation, Urban Design and 
Community Planning services in:

• Alaska
• Arizona
• Arkansas
• California
• Colorado
• Connecticut
• Florida
• Georgia
• Hawai'i
• Idaho
• Illinois
• Indiana
• Iowa
• Kansas
• Nebraska
• Kentucky
• Maine
• Maryland
• Massachusetts
• Michigan

• Minnesota
• Mississippi
• Missouri
• Montana
• Nevada
• New York
• North Carolina
• North Dakota
• Ohio
• Oklahoma
• Rhode Island
• South Carolina
• South Dakota
• Tennessee
• Texas
• Utah
• Vermont
• Virginia
• Washington
• Wisconsin

APPENDIX: UNABRIDGED RESUMES



44 Request for Proposals: Urban Design Studio and Design Review Program PL18-0400F

Winter  & Company       www.winterandcompany.net

Senior Planner/ Designer
Julie Husband offers twenty-five years of experience in architecture, 
urban design and related fields. She has worked for Winter & Company 
for the past twenty years on master plans, design guidelines/standards, 
urban design and historic preservation projects. 

Currently, Julie is the project manager for the Main Street Master Plan 
in Deadwood, SD; Municipal Code & Design Standards and Sign Code for 
Westminster, CO; and Heritage Preservation Plan Update for Plano, Texas.

Recently completed projects include character analysis development 
scenarios for the Raleigh, North Carolina form-based code;  an update to 
the Old Town Neighborhoods design guidelines in Fort Collins, Colorado; 
the Cedar Rapids, Iowa Historic Preservation Plan; East Village Master 
Plan for Davenport, Iowa; Dubuque, Iowa Design Guidelines Update; the 
Monterey, California Landmark Design Guidelines; and the Downtown 
Framework Plan, Form-Based Standards and Design Guidelines for 
Arvada, Colorado.

She was also instrumental in the following planning projects: Midtown 
Corridor Plan, Fort Collins, CO; Government Hill Neighborhood Plan 
for Anchorage, Alaska; Height and Density Study for Galveston, Texas; 
River Revitalization Plan for Truckee, California; Bellingham City Center 
Plan in Washington; the North 7th Avenue Design and Connectivity Plan 
for Bozeman, Montana; and St. Anthony Falls Historic District Design 
Guidelines in Minneapolis, Minnesota.

On many planning and design projects, Julie has generated computer 
and hand-drawn illustrations to model the effect that alternative 
development scenarios might have on an area. This modeling of the 
design implications of alternative development scenarios has helped 
communities make informed decisions about design guidelines and 
codes they may adopt.

Education:
B. Arch
Montana State University

JULIE HUSBAND
WINTER & COMPANY

Winter & Company

APPENDIX: UNABRIDGED RESUMES
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Winter  & Company       www.winterandcompany.net

Associate Planner/Designer
Harry Brennan has worked with Winter & Company for three years. 
Before joining the firm, he gained planning experience working in both 
the public and non-profit sectors. He has been involved in historic 
research and design character analysis for preservation projects and 
neighborhood compatibility studies. Harry has also helped write design 
guidelines, design standards and historic preservation ordinances for 
local government clients. He is involved in feasibility studies and design 
character analysis for rehabilitation projects and helps develop project 
documents.

He is currently assisting with a Placemaking Study for the National 
Western Center in Denver, Colorado; Design Excellence Project in 
Missoula, Montana; Strategic Plan for Spenard Corridor in Anchorage, 
Alaska; and Design Guidelines for Ross, California. 

Recently completed projects include a Downtown Plan for Estes Park, 
Colorado; Historic Preservation Services and Design Guidelines for 
the Fort Worth, Texas Stockyards; Dinkytown Historic District Design 
Guidelines in Minneapolis, Minnesota; Design Guidelines for Collegetown 
and Downtown, Ithaca, New York; Historic District Design Guidelines 
and Historic Preservation Ordinance Recommendations for Plano, 
Texas; Historic and Conservation District Design Guidelines for Mobile, 
Alabama; and the North Reserve/Scott Street Urban Renewal District 
Master Plan in Missoula, Montana.

Education:
Master of Regional Planning, 
Cornell University

B. A. in Geography
(minor in Political Science)
University of Montana

HARRY BRENNAN
WINTER & COMPANY

Winter & Company

APPENDIX: UNABRIDGED RESUMES
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LEE EINSWEILER

PRINCIPAL AND FOUNDER
Lee has been involved in planning, zoning and plan implementation in 
a variety of settings over the past 30 years. His emphasis has been on 
redevelopment activity in urban areas, beginning in south Florida in 
the 80’s and 90’s, and continuing with his recent work in Los Angeles, 
Amherst NY and the Concord NH. 

Lee sharpened his skills in the preparation of zoning and subdivision 
regulations across the country, and has been personally responsible for 
over 50 code projects, including the complete revision and adoption of 
over 30 codes and the preparation of almost 20 form-based codes. His 
combination of conventional zoning know-how and new code approaches 
are rare in the profession, and his ability to facilitate the consideration 
and adoption of new zoning serves his clients well. 

Lee has served as an adjunct faculty member in the Department of 
Community & Regional Planning at the University of Texas, teaching 
smart growth tools at the graduate level, which serves as a constant 
source of innovation. He is a former board member of the Central Texas 
chapter of the Congress for the New Urbanism (CNU). Lee is a frequent 
speaker at state and national conferences on the issue of zoning and 
form-based codes.

RECENT EXPERIENCE
Los Angeles Zoning Update. Lee is currently leading a team in the 
process of replacing Los Angeles' 1946 zoning code. The new code will 
eventually cover the entire City, implementing community plans as they 
are updated. This multi-year effort includes a downtown code.

Sandy Springs Development Code. Lee recently worked with this 10-year 
old City to replace their former County zoning with new concepts tailored 
to match their recently adopted Comprehensive Plan.

Amherst Mixed Use Activity Center Zoning. The Town of Amherst, NY 
is committed to grow more sustainably. Lee is preparing sustainable 
centers strategy plan amendment, along with new zoning to implement 
the sustainable centers concept.

EDUCATION
Master of Regional Planning 

University of North Carolina at 
Chapel Hill

Bachelor of Science 
Environmental Planning/

Regional Analysis
University of Wisconsin at Green Bay

Code Studio

APPENDIX: UNABRIDGED RESUMES
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COLIN SCARFF

EDUCATION
Master of Community & Regional 

Planning 
University of Texas at Austin

Bachelor of Arts 
Urban & Regional Analysis

University of Texas at Austin

PRINCIPAL AND FOUNDER
Colin brings a design perspective to conventional coding and planning 
practices, developing plans and codes that place a greater emphasis 
on urban form. Colin crafts plans and codes that are easy to use, 
easy to understand and easy to administer. His recent efforts focus 
on applying form-based, mixed-use approaches to plan and code 
the character of a wide variety of communities across the nation. 
Whether it’s a neighborhood, downtown, commercial corridor or entire 
community, Colin believes in developing planning documents that 
encourage traditional, compact neighborhoods that are sensitive to the 
environment and context around them.

Colin’s work takes a holistic approach, with the philosophy that effective 
regulations can only be developed with the aid of good planning 
support. Colin believes in using public participation charrettes to 
create effective plans and codes, bringing together a wide variety of 
participants to collaborate on a vision for their community. As a result, 
the “right” plans and codes are more easily developed and adopted.

Colin's work in Peoria, Illinois won a Driehaus Award for Excellence 
from the Form-Based Code Institute. His work in downtown Simsbury 
recently received an honorable mention from CNU New England for 
excellence in urbanism and public participation.  

RECENT EXPERIENCE
Chattanooga Downtown Form-Based Code. Colin recently prepared 
new zoning for five downtown neighborhoods. This form-based code 
is intended to encourage economic development consistent with the 
planned character of the Downtown area.

Fort Worth Stockyards Form-Based Code. Following a recent local 
historic district designation for the Stockyards, a form-based code and 
guidelines to support this key piece of Fort Worth's history was recently 
adopted.  

Asheville River Arts District Form-Based Code. Colin worked with the 
community and City staff to prepare a form-based code for the River Arts 
District that aims to preserves existing character such as working artist 
studios, as well as providing for creative infill.

Code Studio

APPENDIX: UNABRIDGED RESUMES
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