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Tacoma Planning Commission 

 

 

MEETING: Regular Meeting 
 
TIME: Wednesday, November 17, 2010, 4:00 p.m. 
 
PLACE: Room 16, Tacoma Municipal Building North 

733 Market Street, Tacoma, WA 98402 
 
A. CALL TO ORDER 
 
B. QUORUM CALL 
 
C. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – N/A 
 
D. GENERAL BUSINESS 
 
(4:05 p.m.) 1. Annual Amendment #2011-03 – Container Port Element 

Description: Continue the review of the proposed Comprehensive Plan changes 
associated with the City’s container port area. 

Actions Requested: Review and Comment 

Support Information: None (PowerPoint at meeting) 

Staff Contact: Ian Munce, 573-2478, imunce@cityoftacoma.org 

 
(4:20 p.m.) 2. Annual Amendment #2011-02 – Historic Preservation Plan and Code 

Description: Review public feedback received on the preliminary draft of the Plan that 
was released in September and discuss potential code changes 
proposed as part of this amendment. 

Actions Requested: Review, Comment, and Direction 

Support Information: See “Agenda Item GB-2” 

Staff Contact: Reuben McKnight, 591-5220, reuben.mcknight@cityoftacoma.org 
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(4:50 p.m.) 3. Annual Amendment #2011-07 – Parks Zoning and Permitting 
Description: Review and discuss potential revised review thresholds for new park 

facilities, for pre-existing parks and schools, and for modifications. 

Actions Requested: Review, Comment, and Direction 

Support Information: See “Agenda Item GB-3” 

Staff Contact: Elliott Barnett, 591-5389, elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org 

 
(5:15 p.m.) 4. Shoreline Master Program 

Description: Discuss public input received on the working draft document and 
potential changes that could be incorporated into the formal draft that 
will be released prior to a public hearing. 

Actions Requested: Review, Comment, and Direction 

Support Information: See “Agenda Item GB-4” 

Staff Contact: Steve Atkinson, 591-5531, satkinson@cityoftacoma.org 

 
E. COMMUNICATION ITEMS 
 
F. COMMENTS BY LONG-RANGE PLANNING DIVISION 
 
G. COMMENTS BY PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
H. ADJOURNMENT 
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Agenda Item
GB-2 

 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Donna Stenger, Acting Manager, Long-Range Planning Division 
 
SUBJECT: Historic Preservation Plan Update (Annual Amendment Application No. 2011-02) 
 
DATE: November 10, 2010 
 
 
 
On November 17, 2010, the Planning Commission is scheduled to discuss public comments 
and feedback regarding the proposed Historic Preservation Plan, which was presented to the 
Planning and Landmarks Preservation Commissions at a joint session on September 15, 2010. 
 
At the September 15 joint meeting, the Commissioners received an overview of the draft 
document, including content, format and policy language. 
 
This document will replace the “Historic Preservation” component of the existing Culture and 
History Element of the Comprehensive Plan, adopted in 2006. This element, the first relating 
directly to historic preservation in Tacoma’s Comprehensive Plan, will provide overall policy 
guidance regarding preservation related issues affecting the City of Tacoma.  
 
Attached to this memorandum is a brief summary of some of the key issues and feedback 
received to date concerning the preliminary draft Plan for the Commission’s consideration. In 
addition, the attachment includes a summary of recommended code changes that are tied to the 
proposed Plan policies, Council direction and needed technical clean-up revisions. The 
proposed code changes are intended to accompany the proposed Plan revisions as a part of 
the 2011 annual amendment package. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact Reuben McKnight at 591-5220 or 
reuben.mcknight@cityoftacoma.org.   
 
 
DS:rm 
 
Attachment 
 
c: Peter Huffman, Assistant Director 
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2011 Annual Amendment Application No. 2011-02 
Historic Preservation Plan Element and Landmarks Preservation Code Revisions 

 
DISCUSSION DOCUMENT 

 
Background 
In its 2009-10 Biennial Budget, the Tacoma City Council provided funding for a comprehensive 
update to the City’s Culture and History Comprehensive Plan Element. This element contains 
policies and goals relating to the City’s Historic Preservation Program. 

The Culture and History Element of the Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 2006, and in 
addition to policies related to Historic Preservation, includes the Arts, Cultural Tourism, and 
International Programs.  This document reflected the organizational structure of the former 
Culture and Tourism Division in the City, which no longer exists. 

This project includes: policy analysis and recommendations for amendments to the 
Comprehensive Plan; review of related provisions in the Land Use Regulatory Code for 
compatibility with Plan amendments and with historic preservation best practices; an 
implementation strategy; and a comprehensive update to the City’s historic buildings inventory. 

 

The most recent discussions with the Commission regarding this project include: 

July 21, 2010   Project introduction and assessment report 

September 15, 2010 Presentation of the draft Historic Preservation Plan document at a joint 
meeting with Landmarks Commission 

 

Issues Based on Preliminary Feedback (as of November 8, 2010) 

Most of the feedback received on the preliminary plan document thus far has been focused on 
minor formatting issues, or typographical errors. 

• The plan should focus on increasing advocacy and outreach. 

• There should be some consideration of design standards that reflect site-specific history, not 
just surrounding architectural characteristics (for example, if a building is demolished, are 
there future opportunities to acknowledge the visual character of the former building?) 

• There should be more emphasis on the importance and potential of heritage tourism. 

• Policies relating to conservation districts should maintain some connection with history and 
historic character. 

• Improving the Conservation District tool should be a high priority. 

• Support for creating Neighborhood Conservation Districts coupled with tailored design 
standards 

• There should be a strong emphasis on the prevention of demolition by neglect. 
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Additionally,  some key parts of the Plan remain to be completed including the historic context 
status table (page 2-7 of the draft plan), the cultural resource survey status table (page 2-18), 
and implementation table (beginning on page 4-4). 

 
Overview of Recommended Code Changes 
Below is a table summarizing the current recommendations for possible changes to the Tacoma 
Municipal Code (TMC) relating to the adoption and implementation of the proposed 
Preservation Plan. The table also includes  general technical clean up items and changes 
previously requested by the City Council or staff.  (Although TMC Chapters 1.42, 2.01 and 2.02 
are not within Land Use Regulatory Code, they are included in this table for informational 
purposes). 

 

TMC 1.42 Landmarks Preservation Commission 
Cross reference statement of purpose with TMC 
13.07.  

Changes to appointments process, including: 

• Designate community groups for solicitation of 
applications for historic district ex-officio 
positions 

• Timing of new appointments (LPC):  The 
Commission recently suggested, among other 
things, that the new appointments take effect 
after a transition period on the Commission, to 
avoid quorum issues. 

 

Eliminate Tacoma Arts Commission Liaison 
position; convert to an At Large or professional 
position. 

The Arts Commission Liaison is 
appointed by the Chair of the Arts 
Commission.  This seat has been 
vacant for over six years and the Arts 
Administrator recommends deleting the 
position. 

Conflict of interest clarifications and especially 
bidding limitations on sitting commissioners 
(including potential restrictions on bidding for City 
contracts) 

The intent is to provide guidance to 
Commissioners who are also in the 
preservation industry regarding 
expectations and potential conflicts for 
City contracts. 

TMC 2.01 Minimum Buildings and Structures Code 
Cross reference Landmarks Preservation 
Commission process with Minimum Buildings 
Code, including: 

• Coordinated process for enforcement actions 
that involve City Landmarks 

Coordination of the Landmarks 
Preservation Commission and Historic 
Preservation Program with Code 
Enforcement is a high priority.  The City 
is currently developing procedures to 
assist in the identification of and 
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• Streamlining of terminology regarding historic 
districts, buildings and City Landmarks 

• Consideration of a prevention of demolition by 
neglect section 

intervention for declining historic 
buildings; ensuring that the codes of 
these two areas are compatible is 
necessary.  In addition, there are 
additional tools that could be utilitized 
to address “demolition by neglect” that 
are not currently in place. 

TMC 2.02 Building Code 
• Tailor City energy efficiency regulations to fit 

historic resources (See Action HP-5A)  

TMC 13.05 Land Use Permit Procedures 
Update and improve Certificate of Approval 
procedures (design review), including: 

• Move design review application and submittal 
process into TMC 13.05 (currently in TMC 
13.07). 

• Move submittal requirements and other 
procedural considerations out of Chapter 
13.07 and into a separate Rules of Procedure 
document  

• Streamline the permitting process for 
compatible energy efficiency retrofits (See 
Action HP-5B) 

• Strengthen Landmarks compliance provisions 
(See Action HP-15A) 

• Enhance public awareness by creating a 
requirement that applicants post approvals on 
property conspicuously with other permit 
information. 

This is part of a broader effort to 
streamline the City’s permit process 
into the Permit Intake Center, to 
increase efficiency and customer 
service, while more closely 
coordinating staff activities and 
removing administrative redundancy. 

Certain “sustainable” or energy 
retrofitting projects should be approved 
through design review administratively 
or “by right.” 

Conspicuous posting of Landmarks 
approvals will serve a public 
information purpose by informing 
neighbors as well as building 
inspectors of a landmarks approval. 

TMC 13.06 Zoning 
• Revise zoning code to provide additional 

incentives for preservation, including removal 
of parking requirements for historic buildings. 

Additional recommendations that may be beyond 
the scope of this amendment cycle include: 

• Develop Additional Tools for Neighborhood 
Conservation (other types of zoning overlays 
and conservation districts, form-based codes, 
etc. 

• Explore additional regulatory relief based 
incentives for historic preservation projects. 

Many neighborhoods seek historic 
district status because it is the only 
available tool to address neighborhood 
character concerns (See Action HP-
8A).  In addition, there are inadvertent 
barriers to preservation in the zoning 
code that should be addressed. 
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TMC 13.07 Landmarks and Historic Districts 

Clean up the definitions section of the Code, 
including: 

• Do not include standards within definitions  

• Consolidate all definitions into one location 

Part of an overall technical clean up of 
the ordinance to reflect best practice 
and improve ease of use (See Action 
HP-24A). 

Update and Clarify Designation Criteria for the 
Tacoma Register of Historic Places, including: 

• Identifying priorities for different levels of 
designation  

• Update criteria for designating individual 
landmarks  

• For potential historic districts, include 
consideration of historic significance, 
intent/purpose of designation, consideration of 
other community planning objectives, and 
alternative tools to achieve conservation goals 
for the proposed district  

• Clarify the role and level of protection for 
conservation districts, including procedures 
for establishing new conservation districts 
including their intent 

• Broaden resource designation criteria to allow 
for exceptions to the 50-year criterion (See 
Action HP-27C) 

These changes would set clear 
priorities for nomination and 
designation, and allow for efficient use 
of City resources and staff time. (See 
Actions HP-27B, HP-28A and pages 3-
39 and 3-40 of the draft Plan)  

  

 

Update Criteria for Approval of a Certificate of 
Appropriateness (COA)/Design Guidelines, 
including: 

• Adding objectives of the design review 
process (maintaining historic integrity, 
preserving character-defining features, etc.) 

• Develop “green guidelines” to incorporate 
sustainability as a consideration into design 
guidelines 

(Later projects beyond the scope of this 
update include restructuring Chapter 13.07 to 
provide only specific basic criteria for review of 
proposed projects while referencing separate, 
well-illustrated design guidelines to flesh-out 
the criteria. However, the creation of new 
design guidelines is not funded at this time). 

Referencing only the Secretary of the 
Interior’s standards as informing the 
basic review process is insufficient.   
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Update the Certificate of Approval process by 
integrating it into TMC 13.05 (Land Use 
Permits). 

(See above). 

Other recommendations regarding TMC 13.07: 

• Develop criteria for relocating a threatened 
resource (See Action HP-21E) 

• Include economic hardship criteria for design 
review and demolition (See Action HP-24A) 

• Clarify how property owner votes are counted 
for an appeal of a historic district denial. 

Part of an overall technical clean up of 
the ordinance to reflect best practice 
and improve ease of use (See Action 
HP-24A). 
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TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Donna Stenger, Acting Manager, Long-Range Planning Division 
 
SUBJECT: Annual Amendment #2011-07 Parks Planning and Permitting  
 
DATE: November 10, 2010 
 
 
At the Planning Commission meeting on November 17, staff will continue the review of Annual 
Amendment #2011-07, which involves the consideration of potential modifications to the City’s 
current zoning and permitting approach for parks, recreation and open space uses within 
residentially zoned areas of the City. The objective is to review whether modifications to the 
City’s current approach might better implement City policies indicating that parks, recreation and 
open space are desirable throughout the City, while also ensuring adequate opportunity for City 
review and public input to ensure compatibility with residential areas. 
 
On October 6th, after reviewing several policy options, the Planning Commission provided 
preliminary direction to develop a proposal for revising the zoning code thresholds for when 
parks and related land uses would require a Conditional Use Permit. Based on the review and 
discussion to date, it should be possible to streamline the review of many parks development 
proposals, while retaining City review of truly significant issues. At this meeting, staff will provide 
an overview of proposed changes to the zoning code, and request further direction.  
 
Attached is a discussion outline summarizing the proposed approach. Background information 
is contained in the August 4, 2010 assessment report and the October 6, 2010 Planning 
Commission packet. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact Elliott Barnett at 591-5389 or 
elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org. 
 
 
DS:eb 
 
Attachment 
 
c. Peter Huffman, Assistant Director 
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Parks Zoning and Permitting (Amendment #2011-07) 

Planning Commission Discussion Outline – November 17, 2010  

 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 

• Current permitting approach for parks 

o Permitted outright in non-residential zones  

o Permitted as a Conditional Use in residential zones 

• Key issues meriting review 

o Current approach adds cost and delay 

o Conditional Use Permit (CUP) thresholds not always appropriate for parks 

o Benefits of the Conditional Use Permit process are unclear in many cases 

• Project objective 

o Streamline permitting for parks and related uses in residential areas where 
appropriate, while retaining City review and oversight of significant issues  

 

PLANNING COMMISSION GUIDANCE TO DATE 

On October 6th the Planning Commission directed staff to develop a proposal to accomplish the 
following:  

• Refined thresholds: Parks-related proposals that merit special review based on their size, 
scope or impacts require a CUP (or other review process). Other parks-related proposals 
permitted outright. Consider distinction between single and multi-family zones.  

• Review current permitting approach to pre-existing, un-permitted parks  

• Consider whether schools and other public and quasi-public uses merit similar changes as 
those being considered for parks.  

Guiding Principles  

o Avoid unnecessary complexity 

o Retain City review of significant issues 

o Right-size review process proportionate to impacts 
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KEY PROPOSAL 

Staff have developed a proposal based on an assessment of impacts likely to be generated by 
parks and related uses. The premise is that if there are no likely impacts of concern from a 
particular type of park use, it should be Permitted outright in residential zones. If impacts of 
concern are likely, then the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) should be required.  

• Impacts-based permitting approach 

o Parks and related uses are Permitted outright  

o Parks with specific features require CUP 

o Eliminates many issues associated with modifications to existing parks 

• Add standards, as needed, to address clear-cut issues for Permitted park uses 

• Clarify the zoning approach to pre-existing public/quasi-public uses 

 

WHAT IS AN IMPACT-BASED APPROACH? 

Under an “impacts-based” approach, parks themselves will not automatically require a 
Conditional Use permit (as current code has it), since in and of themselves parks are unlikely to 
generate impacts of concern. Rather, certain park features would require a Conditional Use 
Permit due to their likelihood of generating impacts.  

The following are the types of impacts that would potentially warrant Conditional Use review. 
Analysis of which of these impacts would result from parks and related use proposals is the basis 
of the proposed permitting approach: 

• Lighting  

• Noise, smells 

• Hours of operation 

• Traffic 

• Off-street parking 

• Neighborhood compatibility (size and scale)  

• Stormwater/vegetation 

• Proximity to dwellings 

 

Application #2011‐07 November 17, 2010 Discussion Outline    2 

 



PROPOSED PERMITTING APPROACH 

PERMITTED PARKS, RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE USES: 

• Parks, recreation and open space uses Permitted outright in residential zones 

o New Parks 

o Substantial modifications to existing parks 

• Add standards to address clear-cut issues 

o Since current code treats all parks and related uses as Conditional, there has not 
been a need to include guidance in the code addressing basic park features and 
operation. Moving some of them into the Permitted outright category calls for a 
review to verify if there are clear-cut issues that should be addressed through 
standards. 

 Example: Community Gardens – require management plan; user 
contracts; fencing… 

 

CONDITIONALLY PERMITTED PARKS, RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE 
USES: 

The following features, when located in residential zoning districts, would require a CUP: 

• Destination facilities (e.g., zoos, stadiums, swimming pools, community/recreation 
centers)  

• High-intensity recreation facilities (e.g., spray parks, dog parks, skateboard parks, 
bandstands)  

• Organized sports grounds or facilities 

• High Intensity lighting 

• Parking lots greater than 20 spaces 

 

DISTANCE-BASED EXEMPTION FROM CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

An issue raised for this project is that it is unclear whether a CUP is warranted for 
development activities located in the interior of large parks, far from residences.  

The following proposal would refine the basic approach of making parks Permitted uses, 
while making the park features listed above Conditional Uses. This would be applicable 
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primarily in larger parks such as Point Defiance Park and Swan Creek, where the interior of 
the park site is a considerable distance away from the nearest dwellings. 

• Most impacts decrease with distance  

• However, large (destination) facilities have neighborhood-wide impacts such as traffic 
generation 

• Proposal – Create a two-tiered approach for Conditional Use Permits 

o Destination Facilities always require a CUP  

o Other Conditional Uses, if located more than 500 feet from any dwelling, do 
not require the CUP and would be Permitted outright 

 

SINGLE-FAMILY VERSUS MULTI-FAMILY ZONES 

Staff request guidance from the Planning Commission on the issue of whether different parks 
and related uses should be Permitted outright, versus Conditional, in multi-family zones. 

• Multi-family neighborhoods are generally characterized by a higher intensity of activities 

o Usually adjacent to commercial zoning 

o Characterized by larger, taller buildings and associated parking 

• Question: Should some park features be Conditionally permitted in Single-family zones 
and Permitted outright in Multi-family zones?  

o POTENTIAL EXAMPLES: Community Centers, parking lots with more than 
20 spaces 

 

PRE-EXISTING PARKS, SCHOOLS (AND POTENTIALLY OTHER USES) 

One of the issues identified for this project is that code is currently unclear about how parks, 
and other uses, that pre-exist the code or which didn’t require a permit when they were 
created but would require a permit now, should be treated.  

It is unclear whether these un-permitted Conditional uses should be treated as Legally Non-
conforming (defined as uses that are not appropriate for the zoning district and are strictly 
limited); or whether they should be treated as Conditional Uses which are allowed to expand 
and change to a reasonable extent.  

• Code doesn’t address pre-existing uses well 

o Distinction between “un-permitted” and “prohibited” 
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 Clarify that the intention is not that parks and schools should “go away” 

o Current requirement is to obtain CUP 

 But, impacts/activities already exist  

• Proposed Changes 

o Clarify that pre-existing, un-permitted parks and schools should be treated as 
though they have a Conditional Use Permit 

 They would be allowed to expand and change per the Major Modification 
section of the code  

o Consider applying the same approach to other public and quasi-public uses  

o Consider application to other types of pre-existing, un-permitted Conditional 
uses 

 

PERTINENT EXAMPLE 

Benchmarking showed that there are a range of zoning approaches to parks in residential zones. 
The proposal summarized above is based on similar approaches, focusing on specific features 
and impacts of concern, rather than on the park itself. Following is a pertinent excerpt from 
Portland’s zoning code: 

Parks And Open Areas. This regulation applies to all parts of Table 110-1 that have note 
[2]. Parks And Open Areas uses are allowed by right. However, certain accessory uses and 
facilities which are part of a Parks And Open Areas use require a conditional use review. 
These accessory uses and facilities are listed below. 
 

a. Swimming pools. 

b. Cemeteries, including mausoleums, chapels, and similar accessory structures 
associated with funerals or burial. 

c. Golf courses, including club houses, restaurants and driving ranges. 

d. Boat ramps. 

e. Parking areas. 

f. Recreational fields for organized sports.  
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TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Donna Stenger, Acting Manager, Long-Range Planning Division 
 
SUBJECT: Shoreline Master Program Update 
 
DATE: November 10, 2010 
 
 
At the meeting of November 17, 2010, staff will begin discussing initial comments that we have 
received to date and possible revisions to the working draft of the Shoreline Master Program 
prior to official public review. Commissioners may want to bring your copy of the Working Draft 
to the meeting for your use and reference. 
 
The two issues we have identified for this initial discussion are marine buffers and shoreline 
permit exemptions. We have received comments expressing concern that the City’s draft SMP 
has created habitat overlays, or buffers, in already developed areas of the port/tideflats. The 
proposed revisions are necessary to address State law which requires that regulations of critical 
areas in shoreline areas be integrated into the authority and regulations governed by the 
Shoreline Management Act. Currently, the City’s regulations for critical areas, both within 
shoreline areas and outside of shoreline jurisdiction, are controlled by the Critical Area 
Preservation Ordinance (CAPO), Chapter 13.11 of the Tacoma Municipal Code. The proposed 
changes will relocate these provisions to the shoreline regulations, Chapter 13.10 of the 
Tacoma Municipal Code. Substantive changes are not proposed, except to increase 
consistency with the Shoreline Management Act. At your meeting, staff will review the State 
legislative directives and the history of establishing marine buffers in Tacoma as mandated by 
the Growth Management Hearings Board in response to an appeal of Tacoma’s critical area 
regulations. 
 
The second concern is in regards to what activities and uses are exempt from the requirements 
of a shoreline development permit and how the proposed activities and uses are reviewed to 
determine their exempt status and that they are consistent with the Shoreline Management Act 
and the City of Tacoma Shoreline Master Program. Staff will review the submitted comments 
and discuss the comments in the context of the proposed revisions and how the draft revisions 
compare to existing regulations. 
 
In both of these instances, staff is recommending minor revisions to clarify the intent of the 
proposed draft language to eliminate confusion. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact Steve Atkinson at (253) 591-5531 or 
satkinson@cityoftacoma.org.    
 
DS:sa 
 
c. Peter Huffman, Assistant Director 
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