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The Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on August 19, 2015, to receive public comments
on the Proposed Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code for 2015
(“2015 Annual Amendment”). The public hearing record was kept open through September 11, 2015 to
receive written comments.
A “Public Review Document” was prepared for the Commission’s public hearing. The document has
been posted online at: www.cityoftacoma.org/planning (and click on either “2015 Annual Amendment” or
“Tacoma 2040: Growing Tomorrow’s City”).
Compiled in this document are the oral testimony received at the public hearing and written comments
received during the comment period, and are organized into the following sections:
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SUMMARY OF ORAL TESTIMONY
Planning Commission Public Hearing
August 19, 2015

(1) Dean Wilson, Co-Chair, West Slope Neighborhood Coalition:
Mr. Wilson, West Slope Neighborhood Coalition commented that the Narrowmoor area is a true gem
worthy of preservation. He commented that the combined effects of its sloping topography, plat
layout, and orientation towards marine and mountain vistas constitute a unique and comprehensive
entity. Mr. Wilson commented that the covenants in place had proven inadequate and resulted in
contentious, time consuming, and expensive lawsuits. He commented that the Conservation District
would, through the review process, solve many of the issues up front and remove the need for
litigation. He reported that they have worked with the Historic Preservation Officer and the Landmarks
Preservation Commission to evolve the guidelines that would meet those needs. He noted that the
multifaceted aspects of preservation have been implemented throughout the elements of the
Comprehensive Plan and included things such as preserving single family areas, view sensitive
areas, and areas of historical value. Mr. Wilson stated that they were privileged to pursue an
application for what promises to be the first standalone conservation district in Tacoma and they were
grateful to the Commission for making it possible. He warned that once something historic is lost it
can never be regained.
(2) Stewart Messman, West Slope Neighborhood Coalition:
Mr. Messman commented that they had moved into their Narrowmoor home two years ago and were
looking forward to carrying on the character and traditions of the neighborhood into the future. They
strongly supported the formation and adoption of the conservation district designation for
Narrowmoor.
(3) Joe Quilici, West Slope Neighborhood Coalition:
Mr. Quilici commented that he lived in the area and had some points to address about the spirit and
intent of the Comprehensive Plan and the work and effort made, particularly by the Landmarks
Preservation Commission. He reviewed that the Generalized Land Use Plan, the Historic
Preservation Plan, and the West End Neighborhood Plan in the Comprehensive Plan protected the
defined character of established neighborhoods and stated that conflict between any of the plans
would always be resolved by neighborhood plans. He commented that the Landmarks Preservation
Commission had done a great job and it was important to note that they had recommended that the
code be changed to allow the guidelines to be used in the variance process. He wanted to add that
there were other decisions made by the City beyond variances where the guidelines could be used.
(4) Judi Quilici, West Slope Neighborhood Coalition:
Ms. Quilici discussed having moved to Narrowmoor 43 years prior and how it was a unique place in
Tacoma that was open, yet private, and fostered walking and bicycling. She felt that the developer’s
vision should be kept as intact as possible. She commented that she has found there is a good deal
of work that needs to be done for the neighborhood and she has been involved in work on the
Conservation District for over two years. She felt that the proposed district would be good for
Narrowmoor and the City as a whole.
(5) Steve Kamieniecki, North Slope Historic District:
Mr. Kamieniecki commented that the North Slope Historic District is a unique gem and questioned
why they needed to go in and find ways to improve it. He didn’t understand the need for infill or how
someone could be allowed to destroy a home by saying it was not a viable home anymore. He felt
that there were things that could be done to alleviate the need for more housing like annexation and
added that the North Slope was already at 18 units per acre. He commented that he didn’t want to
see what has happened in the Proctor District with a six story monstrosity that has destroyed the
character of that neighborhood.
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(6) Ross Buffington, Wedge Neighborhood Historic District:
Mr. Buffington commented that residents of the Wedge Neighborhood Historic District had been
closely following the City’s affordable housing proposal. He commented that the proposed changes
would have an adverse impact on the City’s two residential historic districts. Mr. Buffington noted that
a great deal of time and effort had gone into maintaining historic properties and the overall character
of the neighborhoods. He commented that the historic districts play a critical role in maintaining
Tacoma’s heritage. He cautioned that allowing small lot development; easier conversion of single
family residences to duplexes and triplexes; and easing restrictions on detached accessory dwelling
units would negatively impact the historic characters of the districts. He noted that both districts
already have a high level of density due to the large number of apartments and multifamily residences
in place. He expressed concern that making it easier to convert single family houses to duplexes and
triplexes could result in change to the historic character of the interiors and exteriors of heritage
properties. He urged the Planning Commission to adopt no changes to the current R2-SRD and
HMR-SRD zoning categories.
(7) Dennis Duggan, Proctor District:
Mr. Duggan expressed concern about the densification of Proctor. He commented that he had lived in
Proctor for 40 years and supported the moratorium and wanted to restore the 45 foot height limit. He
commented that parking can be seen from his property and that there are now cars parking regularly
in places where there weren’t before. He commented that he chose Proctor because of its village
ambiance and that villages were not designed with automobiles in mind. He commented that the
metropolitan market is already struggling with parking. He wanted to preserve the history of the area.
He recommended using cameras to monitor traffic levels. He added that large buildings would require
upgrades to infrastructure and he did not want to pay for densification of his neighborhood.
(8) April McComb, Proctor District:
Ms. McComb commented that she moved to Proctor in 1996. She reviewed that it was a residential
neighborhood and the businesses were meant to serve the residential area, not the other way
around. She felt that the emphasis on residences was not being met by the allowance for high density
buildings that did not accommodate parking. She felt that the narrow streets did not accommodate the
traffic that exists there now and that the issue is not being addressed. She added that tax incentives
increase the burden on the system as the new apartments are not paying property taxes. She felt that
going back to the 45 foot height limit would be the most beneficial and logical thing to do for the
Proctor area.
(9) Felicity Devlin, Proctor District:
Ms. Devlin commented that she had been a Proctor Resident for 12 years and was requesting that
the City return to the 45 foot height limit in the Proctor District Area because development should
enhance not transform Tacoma’s neighborhoods and because the City must regain the citizen’s trust.
She commented that the Comprehensive Plan has a goal that development policies should preserve
the character of neighborhoods and recognizes that the public must be included in decisions about
future development. She commented the current development situation in Proctor does not reflect the
vision and threatens permanent damage to trust between residents and the city. She felt that
residents would welcome development that suits that area, but Proctor Station does not. She added
that continued building on that scale would not preserve Proctor’s character but rewrite it. She felt that
the recent outpour of concern demonstrates that the City’s prior outreach had been ineffective. She
concluded that if the City stands by the goals of the Comprehensive Plan it should return the height
limits to 45 feet.
(10)Julie Turner, North Slope Historic District:
Ms. Turner requested that HMR-SRD be taken out of the infill proposals. She commented that the
district already had more density than the current goal and there were few lots that could be built on
or split. All that was left was to convert single family homes to duplexes and triplexes, which the
zoning was meant to prevent. She commented that when you take away from the intent of a zoning
statement you damage the ability of whoever is reading it to understand that what the zoning is
supposed to do.
(11)Marty Webb, North Slope Historic District:
Ms. Webb discussed how the Historic District was formed out of concern for historic buildings that
were being lost. She reported that they had collected 600 signatures from the district expressing
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concern about duplex and triplex conversion; possible upzones; and increasing the number of
dwelling units on lots.
(12)Marshall McClintock, North Slope Historic District:
Mr. McClintock noted that he serves on the boards of Historic Tacoma and the North Slope Historic
District. He commented that the North Slope supports the changes to the Comprehensive Plan
regarding the intensities associated with the HMR-SRD zoning category. He commented that their
first choice would be to have the Historic Districts excluded from the new housing proposals, but
offered a number of recommendations to improve the proposal. He recommended a demolition
review component to prevent loss of historic resources and existing affordable housing; standards
that duplex and triplex conversions maintain the appearance of a single family house; limitations on
size of homes developed on small lots; limitation of small lot development to non-contributing parcels;
and changes to the Detached Accessory Dwelling Unit proposal to properly site and size of the
structures especially on lots with smaller widths. He commented that addressing the concerns
creatively and cooperatively with the neighborhoods affected would improve the proposal not only for
the North Slope and Wedge, but also for all other SRD neighborhoods in the City.
(13)Deborah Cade, Co-Chair, North Slope Historic District:
Ms. Cade commented that they live in a very dense neighborhood with a big mix of housing, but they
don’t want more density as it would have an adverse impact. She noted that design guidelines did not
apply to interiors and once interiors are lost they can’t be replaced. She commented that the
neighborhood has worked to protect and restore historic structures and encourage and support the
restoration of homes that had been damaged before the district was established. She commented
that they did not want to go back to the period of having to contest the demolition of each home on a
case by case basis. She noted that historic preservation is meant for retaining the identity and
uniqueness of Tacoma.
(14)Christine Wolf, Port of Tacoma:
Ms. Wolf commented on the Transportation Master Plan (TMP), congratulating the Transportation
Commission and the city staff on the effort to create the document, adding that it would serve the City
and the Port well in the future. She commented that they endorsed the plan’s goal for a multi-modal
transportation system and the land use and transportation linkages that are embedded in the plan.
She commented that what the Port cares about the most is the need to make sure that while they
make changes to the transportation system, they support the economy that provides the funds to
support the projects that implement that vision. She noted some points where the Port would like to
have more of a conversation about the draft TMP. She noted that their main goals are to make sure
that the truck routes that serve the Tideflats are protected, preserved, and improved particularly on
Taylor Way where they felt a bike lane was not appropriate. They also wanted to make sure that the
plan is consistent with the goals of the Comprehensive Plan for the Port of Tacoma and the Tideflats
where there was work to be done with regard to the Container Port Element and some other
Elements. She reported that they have been working on emergency management response
improvements and an intelligent transportation system strategic plan and that there are projects
coming out of that effort that should be included in the list of projects in the TMP.
(15)Jay Turner, North Slope Historic District:
Mr. Turner commented that ten years ago he and his wife had received awards for their work on
historic preservation. He commented that they were there today because they were being attacked by
the City, one of the organizations that had granted the awards. He commented that they were so
caught up in referring to the zoning districts by the initials that they were losing meaning and should
go back to referring to them as Historic Districts in discussion. He commented that the life of their
district was being taken away. He commented that they were trying to preserve what was there and
encouraged the Commission to keep the district the way it was.
(16)Denny Faker, North Slope Historic District:
Mr. Faker commented that they had been told for a long time that they need to prepare for an
increase in population and they were only asking that it be done in a sensitive way. He discussed
having lived in the North Slope for 45 years and commented that he was there to encourage the
Commission to take their historic district into consideration and not take away what makes their
district special. He noted that he owned a coffee shop at the Stadium Thriftway and that he had been
taking signatures there from people, including from people outside of the North Slope, who want to
preserve the area. He added that he spent morning after morning at his coffee shop hearing concerns
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from people who want to keep Tacoma as Tacoma, not Seattle, and retain the valuable parts of the
City into the future.
(17)Jeremiah LaFranca, Master Builders Association:
Mr. LaFranca commented on Code Cleanup item 13.04.190, expressing concern on how the
language ties into the 6-year Transportation Improvement Plan. They felt it should be part of the
requirement language to make sure the City is getting the kind of transportation improvement that it’s
looking for. Mr. LaFranca commented that they also wanted the City to consider a fee in lieu program
so that the City can use money from unnecessary streets on a more complete transportation system.
On the affordable housing package, he commented that the MBA supported the package as a whole
with reservations on provision number 5 regarding incentives and upzone requirements, which is
something that the Affordable Housing Policy Advisory Group didn’t feel that they were in agreement
with City staff. On the proposed Narrowmoor Conservation District, he noted that the MBA opposed
the creation of the conservation district out of concern that it was for protecting views where an
overlay would be more appropriate. If the Planning Commission were to proceed with the
Conservation District, he asked for reconsideration of the subdivided lot requirement and a bright-line
rule rather than a design review process.
(18)Victoria Hankwitz, North Slope Historic District:
Ms. Hankwitz commented that increased density would change the character of the area. She did not
understand why they would want to bring those changes to that area where homeowners had to pay
premiums to live there and now their real estate would be affected negatively. She commented the
proposal would be a win-win for the planner’s agenda, the developers, and the City’s tax revenue.
She added that there were areas that truly needed help, where affordable housing should be placed.
She questioned what the incentive would be to buy into Tacoma once they lose the gorgeous
neighborhoods that they have protected.
(19)Ron Talcott, West Slope Neighborhood Coalition:
Mr. Talcott commented that he was a member of the board of the West Slope Neighborhood
Coalition, even though he did not live within the proposed district. He felt that the Conservation
District would benefit the community, benefit nearby neighbors, and stabilize the West Slope area. He
commented that if the district were approved it would be the first standalone district in Tacoma and
could be an inspiration and model for other areas in the city worthy of preservation.
(20)Rob Reynolds, 4Proctor:
Mr. Reynolds commented that change is inevitable and the question is whether it would benefit local
residents or ruin the area they were talking about. He commented on the Proctor Station creating
issues of safety with increased traffic in school areas. He noted another issue of safety with the
recommendations of the Department of Homeland Security cautioning against the line of sight from
the tops of buildings towards schools, malls, or shopping centers. He commented on taxes, noting
that new residents will need the local services but will not be paying the taxes for them. On the issue
of parking, he noted that 57 parking spaces were destroyed by the construction of Proctor Station and
that it would likely lead to spillover parking. He concluded that one Proctor Station was more than
enough.
(21)Samantha Sonju, 4Proctor:
Ms. Sonju expressed concern about large scale development that was out of scale with the character
of the neighborhood. She commented that Proctor Station has eliminated affordable housing options
within the mixed-use center and replaced them with expensive apartments that exclude the very
residents they displace. The retail space would attract national chains that would compete with the
surrounding small businesses. She added that there would also likely be rental increases from future
development that would result in the greater area becoming less affordable. Ms. Sonju commented
that they want the neighborhood to remain livable and vibrant for a wide range of people. She noted
that while the community’s concerns are broad, the current goal is to restore the 45 foot height limit to
lessen the impact of development.
(22)Eric Sonju, 4Proctor:
Mr. Sonju commented that they chose to return to Tacoma to live in the Proctor area where they
could live in a comfortable family neighborhood within blocks of a vibrant walkable street. He felt that
it was important to maintain a balance by reinstating the 45 foot height limit. He reviewed that private
developers had identified the existing height limits as the primary limitation to development. He noted
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that a 45 foot height limit had been found to be feasible for developments in a 2008 study that had
been dismissed by the Commission as being based on unreasonable assumptions. Mr. Sonju
reported that 4Proctor had submitted an updated feasibility analysis to the Commission and urged
them to review it.
(23)Callie Stoker-Graham, 4Procter:
Ms. Stoker-Graham commented that she moved from Seattle to Tacoma to raise her family in Proctor
and that a proposed six story building nearby threatens the safety and walkability of the
th
neighborhood. She commented that the intersection of North 25 and Proctor is already congested
and related an experience where traffic congestion resulted in 6 near collisions in a single block. She
added that she was concerned for the safety of families with children that walk to school, adding that
the proposed six story building would only make the situation worse. She commented that
development should enhance the neighborhood and urged the Commission to amend the code back
to 45 feet.
(24)Karen Kelly:
Ms. Kelley commented that when she moved into the West Slope, within a year she had connected
with more people than in all of the 34 years that she had lived in her other community. She asked the
Commission to help preserve that character. She noted that the Painter study described the
community as having the careful design that encourages such conviviality. She encouraged the
Commission to adopt the conservation district.
(25)Joseph Tieger, 4Proctor:
Mr. Tieger reviewed that in 2009 the height limit in Proctor was raised over citizen’s concerns. He
commented that land developers almost universally claim that incentives were necessary for
development to be profitable. He commented that the Proctor Neighborhood is one of the most
desirable neighborhoods in the City and that incentives were unnecessary. He commented that
density is not free and would require more school capacity, water supply, sewer capacity, fire
protection. He commented that the economics of density and growth aren’t free and get paid for by
the residential taxpayer.
(26)Susan Ryan:
Ms. Ryan commented that she had been concerned about the new building in Proctor for two years
only to find out that the wording to their zone was being changed even though the zone was not being
changed, allowing the possibility of triplexes on their corners. She was angry that she was not given
written notice of what was going on and the significant changes that were coming their way. She
commented that a six story building is not compatible with a neighborhood when the other largest
building is only two and a half stories. She felt that more people should have been notified of the
change and that she only found out from residents of Proctor.
(27)Keith Ramsey:
Mr. Ramsey discussed being the sixth of seven generations of his family to live in Tacoma. He
reviewed how his ancestors came to Washington in 1904 and how the evidence of their heritage has
been lost. He commented that without active preservation, heritage fades and that the North Slope
Historic District preserves not just the homes but the neighborhood and the historical development of
the City of Tacoma. He commented that the proposed changes threaten the neighborhood and urged
the Planning Commission to omit the Historic Mixed Residential Special Review District category from
the proposed upzones.
(28)Lorraine Karl:
Ms. Karl discussed her interest in moving to Tacoma and concerns that the Pilot Residential Infill
strategy is too broad and should be tailored for each unique neighborhood. She commented that
Detached Accessory Dwelling Units could be an agreeable way to increase density and could have
positive benefits on neighborhoods. She commented that duplexes and triplexes should not be
allowed in all areas of the city as they are detrimental to the available parking. She added that there
wasn’t enough mass transit to reduce the need for cars. She expressed concern that the increased
traffic from Proctor Station could potentially lead to tragedy and urged the Commission to not approve
any further projects of that height in the area.
(29)Paul Seward:
Mr. Seward reported that he had lived in the North Slope Historic District for 17 years. He commented
that the North Slope, Wedge, and Proctor are important for their historic character. He commented
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that the density already exists and the only reason for upzoning is to benefit developers. He added
that the developers will make money and walk away, leaving the community behind to pay for the
extra density. He commented that the reason that the neighborhoods are the way they are is because
people built them to be that way.
(30)Jack Ryan, Proctor Farmer’s Market:
Mr. Ryan expressed concern about the building heights in Proctor and supported lowering the height
back to 45 feet. He commented that larger buildings bring more cars while not providing enough
parking. He expressed concern that people will use the open spaces that are needed for the market.
(31)Bea Christophersen, Proctor District:
Ms. Christopherson commented that the goal of the GMA is to create urban density, walkability, infill,
and packed mixed-use housing to accommodate massive urban growth. She commented that the
previous population projections have been inaccurate and that going through with the changes would
result in fewer people wanting to move there. She commented that previous community meetings had
included concerns from the residents not wanting six story buildings like Proctor Station. She
commented that after the tax exemption is over the rents will have to increase and the buildings will
empty out resulting in blight. She added that the parking zones and time limits are punishing the
existing residents.
(32)Aleta Benedeito, Friends of Proctor:
Ms. Benedeito commented that she had been a resident of Proctor for 53 years and she had an
antique consignment shop in the heart of Proctor with shoppers that came from all over the
northwest. She commented that traffic would pile up outside of her store starting at 3pm and that it
was very difficult to find parking. She commented that home buyers want to be a part of the close knit
neighborhood and that the large buildings being constructed do not fit. She added that more of those
buildings will bring a transient population rather than property owners that will typically take better
care of their environment. She commented that the giant building concept doesn’t fit.
(33)Don Divers:
Mr. Divers commented that he had lived in Proctor for 22 years. He questioned why the City wants to
plan for growth in areas that have been built out. He questioned why they want to ruin neighborhoods
just to plan for growth. On the issue of affordability, he commented that there were many areas that
were far more affordable than the North End. He commented that they had set the stage to ruin the
Proctor District by attracting retailers that are willing to pay higher rents. He suggested that they go
into areas that could be improved with affordable housing, adding that the North End was too
expensive for affordable housing.
(34)Mary Boone, North Slope Historic District:
Ms. Boone expressed concern about the neighborhood’s infrastructure, noting that the streets in her
neighborhood were all failing. She commented that if the streets could not handle the current traffic,
increasing the density would only add additional strain to an infrastructure that can’t handle it. She
reported that they already have a broad range of housing options in the North Slope and are doing
their part to provide the housing options that city planners say they are striving for. She commented
that exempting the North Slope from the pilot infill program only makes sense.
(35)Mark Lewington, West Slope:
Mr. Lewington expressed support for the adoption of the Narrowmoor Conservation District. He
reviewed that he had lived in Tacoma for 36 years, having been drawn to Narrowmoor by the unique
character of the neighborhood. He commented that the neighborhood’s unique quality is preserved by
covenants that have to be enforced through the legal process. He commented that the legal process
for enforcing the covenants is expensive, stressful, and slow. He felt that the Conservation District
would provide reasonable standards and an enforcement mechanism that avoids litigation.
(36)Ken Zirinsky:
Mr. Zirinsky, a resident of Proctor for 23 years, requested that the Planning Commission seriously
consider reinstating the 45 foot height limit as part of the Mixed-Use Centers review. He hoped that
the Commission would seek to achieve a balance between the quality of life of residents and the
interests of developers. He commented that the 65 foot height of Proctor Station had degraded the
aesthetic qualities of Proctor. He felt that a 45 foot height limit would preserve the ambience and
charm that they love so much. He noted that feasibility studies had demonstrated that the goals of
developers would be met by buildings with a 45 foot height.
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(37)Melanie Freshwaters, Friends of Proctor:
Ms. Freshwaters commented that she appreciated the attentiveness of the Commissioners. She
recognized that there were a lot of people representing the issues of North Slope and the Proctor
Area and that it was on many people’s minds. She appreciated the years of work that had gone into
the plan, but noted that a good plan has flexibility. She asked them to consider making some
adjustments.
(38)Karen Bolland, West Slope Neighborhood Coalition:
Ms. Bolland commented that when she moved to Tacoma she found many things that were very nice
including beautiful architecture and beautiful neighborhoods. She commented on the natural beauty
from the forests and parks that aren’t seen in very many places in the world. She recalled that once
they had considered destroying the train station, but to her relief did not. She hoped they would make
allowances to keep what they have, while improving the things that need improving.
(39)Ellen Cohen, 4Proctor:
Ms. Cohen read the mission statement of the Planning Services Division. She urged the Commission
to listen to what the members of Proctor community were saying: more growth was feasible without
going over a 45 foot limit in height. She added that with a 45 foot height limit, concerns about parking,
traffic, safety, and preserving the character of the district would be minimized. She urged them to
work with the residents of the Proctor community to fulfill the mission statement of the Planning
Services Division.
(40)Margaret Demick, 4Proctor:
Ms. Demick commented that she had lived in the Proctor District for 40 years. She noted that she had
long had concerns regarding the traffic around schools. She commented that another six story
building would make the area a hazard for pedestrians and drivers alike. She commented that the
area could instead be used for duplexes or the green spaces that Proctor lacks. She commented that
they were the smallest of the Mixed-Use Centers and already had 3,000 residential housing units.
She urged them to work together to keep Proctor vibrant and safe.
(41)David Lucas:
Mr. Lucas commented that for Proctor to remain Proctor it needs to retain its scale by returning to the
45 foot height limit. He commented the six story building doesn’t fit the neighborhood and if they
returned to the 45 foot height they could keep the neighborhood as it is. He added that a 65 foot
building might fit in other areas like Stadium, but not in Proctor.
(42)Rosalie McKinney:
Ms. McKinney noted that she was a small business owner in the Proctor District and that she did not
find out about the public hearing until two weeks ago. She had thought that they would win the first
fight and was dismayed that they did not. She commented that safety was a primary concern, such as
a line of sight from the top of Proctor Station to the school. She commented that she felt the Council
was not handling the budget very well by cutting the fire and police department in half and that they
hadn’t listened to them on Proctor Station as well. She felt it was insane to add more people when
they didn’t have enough police. She discussed how she came to live in the Proctor District.
(43)Michael Frank:
Mr. Frank discussed living in a home built in 1893 where they had to add 4 feet onto his garage
because it was built for a horse and buggy. He commented that the North End was platted for 25 foot
lots that wouldn’t have room for another house. He added that the North Slope had been made a
historic district for reason. He questioned what the purpose of density was if sewers didn’t work. He
rd
cited the apartment on 3 and J Street as an example of why people are upset. He commented that it
was time for the Planning Commission to work with the citizens. He asked them to put more focus on
taking care of their neighborhoods.
(44)Mark Gilmour:
Mr. Gilmour commented that the 65 foot height limits was too high and felt that changing
Comprehensive Plan amendment back to the 45 foot height limit was a feasible compromise. He felt
that the 45 foot height limit would retain some of the charm without destroying the appeal. He felt that
there had not been enough safety and traffic review concerning what will happen with increasing
population density. He commented that eventually I-5 bound traffic would be backed up all the way to
Proctor and would increase the potential for accidents. He also noted the potential parking problems
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for the residents and patrons of businesses. He urged them to read the feasibility analysis that makes
the case that 45 foot development would still earn the developer a reasonable return.
(45)Doug Crane:
Mr. Crane commented that Tacoma is a conglomerate of unique neighborhoods, so one size fits all
would not be appropriate for its mixed-use centers. He commented that the residents nearest to a
center should have the most influence as to what happens there. He suggested that before they
embrace growth they need to consider the impact on traffic, parking, schools, community, and
transportation. He added that with well over 1,000 signatures the citizens of Proctor had spoken and
he urged the Commissioners to listen. He suggested that they bring in development that embraces
the neighborhood character and is no more than 45 feet.
(46)Mike Fleming, West Slope Neighborhood Coalition:
Mr. Fleming commented that he supported the Narrowmoor Conservation District, having been part of
the effort to preserve the neighborhood since 2007. He reviewed some of the outreach efforts
including neighborhood meetings, mailings, and the subsequent feedback and refinements. He
commented that they had worked with City staff, Kevin Foley, and Dr. Painter. He noted that the only
opposition they had heard at the hearing was from a citizen that was not a resident of the
neighborhood. He reviewed that the Landmarks Preservation Commission had found that the
neighborhood meets the City’s criteria for preservation and recommended it to the Planning
Commission. He requested that the Commission pass the Conservation District proposal on to the
City Council for their consideration. He also urged the Commission to consider the refinement that the
City’s regulations be amended to require consideration of design guidelines in handling variances and
other administrative decisions.
(47)Jean Jones, West Slope Neighborhood Coalition:
Ms. Jones commented that she chose the Narrowmoor area because she wanted an area with
established homes and predictable traffic. She noted that the streets of the district were not the
minimum width recommended by the Fire Department. She urged them to listen to the people who
live there and pass the Conservation District.
(48)Barbara Parsons:
Ms. Parsons commented that she lived near Proctor and related how she had once witnessed a child
being struck by a car while crossing the street. She expressed concern that she did not want that to
become the kind of thing that happens in Proctor on a regular basis. She commented that she did not
want there to be tons of cars in a family neighborhood that was not suited for an influx of high rise
towers. She commented that they didn’t expect the Commission to take 20 feet off of an existing
building, but they did expect the Commission to take into consideration the concerns that had been
heard that evening.
(49)Julie Johnson:
Ms. Johnson commented she was disheartened to find that Tacoma does not allow detached
accessory dwelling units. She related that her daughter had autism and would require lifelong
assistance. She also had a mother that would eventually need a place to stay and would not be able
to afford assisted living. She asked that there be some flexibility on accessory dwelling units out of
consideration for people who can’t afford to live alone.
(50)Tom Cline:
Mr. Cline expressed support for the Conservation District. He noted that Eivind Anderson created the
neighborhood with the unique concept that they are trying to preserve today. In the mid-1980s the
West Slope Neighborhood Coalition was formed to get all of the power lines buried to enhance the
views. He commented that uncertain development practices are challenging the efforts made. He
urged the Commission to vote for the Conservation District to add certainty to the unique qualities of
the Narrowmoor area for the current and future residents.
(51)Andre St. Hilaire:
Mr. St. Hilaire, commented that his neighbors in the North Slope are what made his City great for him.
He commented that he would rather live in a historic neighborhood like Portland and didn’t want to
live in dense mixed-use city like Redmond. On the issue of affordability, he commented that he pays
less for his mortgage than his friends do for a studio in Capital Hill. He noted that his home is part of
Tacoma History. He questioned why the North Slope was being selected for density when there were
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areas of City that were blighted and empty. He commented that he was not a NIMBY (not in my back
yard). He loves his community and is an advocate for what made Tacoma unique.
(52)Jeff Ryan:
Mr. Ryan expressed support for the Narrowmoor Conservation District. Regarding affordable housing,
he commented that he lives in the largest special review district that nobody knows about due to the
lack of public notification. He commented that TMC 13.02.057 states that if they were changing the
zoning of a district they were required to notify the residents of the district in writing. He commented
that upzoning was changing the R-2 special review district to an R-3 district. He was seeking an
answer from the City on why he had not been notified. He commented that the Proctor Station
building was the wrong building in the wrong place and that the Neighborhood Council’s concerns
had been ignored.
(53)James Colburn:
Mr. Colburn commented on being concerned that proposed affordable housing is actually infill
housing and should be referred to as such. He expressed doubt that the population projections that
would justify densification were accurate, noting that the projections had been wrong in the past.
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II-A.
Comprehensive Plan Update
(Written Comments Received through
September 11, 2015)
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

rick semple
Planning
Atkinson, Stephen
Comments on Proposed amendments to Comp Plan
Wednesday, August 26, 2015 2:37:46 PM

Hello, Members of the Planning Commission,
I looked at the housing section first since there has been so much upheaval about it The first thing I noticed that seemed out of cinc, with Tacoma, is PSRC's Opportunity maps The core of the Dome District certainly finds exception to not being a "high opportunity area"
and the downtown (which now includes DD, Stadium and MLK) as a whole should too.
I believe PSRC used a suburban rather than urban perception to rate the areas of the city.
Schools were probably #1 and we all know that EVERY one thinks that Tacoma's school are
not up to par with the more affluent or suburban areas. I am not so sure this is so true any
more with the programs at Stadium and McCarver, the rise in graduating seniors and we now
have a charter school right across the street from us ( tho I do not agree with them, there it is)
as well as one in McKinley. BUT there are so many other very important opportunities for the
downtown that we as a city are trying to promote in other ways, to not use them as high
opportunity markers is ludicrous - Easy transportation options instead of a Single occupant car
to get to work or shopping etc Hospitals close by, work is close by or a bus/train ride a way.
Lots of entertainment within walking distance, as well as water sports and just walking along
the Foss. We also have walking distance access to a 26 acre walking trails/dog park which is
right across I-5 on a bridge which will soon have 10ft wide sidewalks with bike lanes each
way. Then there is the University and all that it has available to residents and several private
tech colleges, and two high schools and McCarver is right up the hill.
I think those maps are showing the wrong message we want to get out...
Don't we want to have most of the density downtown?
Why are we trying so hard to get density out into the neighborhoods when we have close-in
neighborhoods crying for this density?
Urban Form UF 1.7 ability to experiment and generate innovative solutions... We just hope this isn't just
words, such as saying we have Work/Live as a Land Use for existing buildings without
innovative codes to implements it. To allow this to happen there has to be leniency in the
Codes dept. especially if we want affordability.
UF 3
Downtown Regional Growth Center - Dome District description did not get changed in our
Subarea Plan before the final and this is verbatim, so we need to bring it up to date and discuss
the changes the neighborhood has gone thru as far as our vision, the Subarea Plan and that we
do see ourselves as the quintessential Transit Oriented District with dense housing and all the
services and amenities that come with it.
Show how M-1 is still apart of the Dome District but that the Core is a pedestrian priority
TOD.
We feel very positive and hope to have that conveyed (we do not feel hemmed in).
I think the other downtown neighborhoods feel the same about their future.
UF 4.
I know the City wants to see more integrated neighborhoods but I think we need to start
downtown. If we open up all the neighborhoods the downtown and south of I-5 will get
nothing. Maybe there is a way to put a time line on the spread - say the first ten years are
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oriented to the downtown ( DD, MLK, Stadium and Brewery/Hillside) and close-in
neighborhoods like McKinley and Lincoln's Mixed-Use Centers. Then after we start to see
some filling of all the vacant lots in those areas, some densification, we open it up to the other
neighborhood Centers.
Otherwise UF 4. will not be. It hasn't happened in the last 20 years as far as housing goes.
Many think we have gotten a lot of housing in the Downtown with all the stories about the
Foss and the other units that have gone in along St. Helens, but 2,000 units does not cut it, we
need 20-30 thousand in the downtown to even get a viable grocery store! This is where we
need to have innovative programs and allow "intent" to have it's say in our Codes, when
developing housing in the Downtown.
Corridors UF 10
Can we tie this in to the Transportation Plan part of the Comp Plan? It seems sort of
confusing to use the words Avenue and Main Street when this section is probably talking
about the connectors between the Centers which are the Arterials. Even though a different
group wrote the Transportation Plan, in the end there should only be one set of vocabulary such as here it is; Avenue, Main St. Transit Priority, Freight Corridor and in the Transportation
Plan section it is; Priority Networks.
The Map on Street Types does not show the Downtown.... is that because this is really about
connectors rather than streets within a district or Center??
"Trail to the Mountain" How exciting!
Design & Development DD 1.3 Consider development of a design review program..... Yes! this can be very beneficial
not only to the city/citizens but to the developer, if done right. research different types of
design review to find a good fit and apply it to larger projects, public or private, that will have
an effect on the surrounding community.
DD 1.14 Promote site design that minimizes the impacts of.... Where is a.? b.,c., d. & e. are
all about surface parking, which takes up land in centers that are suppose to be densifying. Can
we say that a. of the Comp Plan will promote or encourage no surface parking lots but
parking that is in, under or above the first floor of a new building? Surface parking lots are
anathema to pedestrian priority areas of retail or other active street front uses like offices or
clinics etc.
DD 1.23 Do not allow billboards in designated or developed residential neighborhoods.
nor in the downtown.
DD 2.5 Encourage the inclusion of affordable spaces for artists.... affordable being the
operative word here and it should not have to be thru subsidies.
DD 3.14 Strengthen continuity.... or DD 3.5 Within core commercial areas encourage.... add
encourage a continuity of uses along the street w/o breaks for parking lots, transformers and
other pedestrian inhibiting uses that will break the attentive stroll of the pedestrian.
DD 5 Resource Efficient Design and Development - There should be a balance, especially
when it comes to adaptive reuse of older buildings for housing, between the ultimate cost of
full up grade achieving a highly resource efficient design and affordability. DD 5.2 Seismic
up grades and energy efficiency should not be in the same sentence, one is a safety issue and
the other may have some long term savings and be good to the environment but may cost a lot
up front. Really reusing an existing building instead of tearing it down is the ultimate in
savings whether of the environment or $.
DD 6.1 building should have entrances on the street don't turn back to the street, no blank
walls nor garage doors as street entrances, instead active street entrances, eyes on the street,
porches or front patios (DD 6.6)
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DD 9.2 can we take out ...where practicable? def.; able to be done or able to be used after
being well informed "using the most current hazzard..." when would it not be practicable?
seems like a way of not doing it....
DD 11. what is meant by "cultural heritage" or "cultural significance"? If a building does not
fit into the strict guidelines of Landmark status, there needs to be a way a building, thought to
be an icon by its neighborhood, can receive some protection even if it is only design review or
notice to locals that such building is being modified. Freighthouse Square was a perfect
example of one that was saved without having Landmark status, where the Old Nalley's Pickle
Hdqrs. lost its crowned parapet because of no notice or protection, though it was an icon of
the Dome District and the City.
Transportation Citizens Comments up front make it appear they are the right answer or the final rule.... They
should be in an appendix in the back if shown at all in the Comp Plan. Which begs the
question, is the Transportation Plan, as is, going to be the transportation section of the Comp
Plan? If so, needs to be cleaned up a lot. There is much that does not need to be in the Comp
Plan and there are sections like Corridors etc that need to be made part of it.
Also both need to be tied to Complete Streets so that there is design with these street types
helping to see the differences and reasons for them.
Freight Priority Network - Slip Ramps off of 509 to/from D St.?
Items that need some attention
Pedestrian buttons pg.74 - remove this is not the place for this kind of detail and they
should not be allowed in downtown and elsewhere only in areas of wide fast streets unfriendly
to pedestrians and should be on demand so that people are not having to wait for the next
round of lights just to walk across the street. Buttons should also be within a short distance of
the crossing, within immediate view and always working, so that we are not making criminals
out of our pedestrian citizens when they give up and just walk with the light on their own...   
Lighting pg. 95 - light the pedestrian instead of the street. Cars have lights, people don't.
Cars should see where the people & sidewalks intersections are. and Traffic calming narrow lanes to 12 ft when replacing roadway especially on non-arterial streets, widen
sidewalks, to help slow traffic down.
Pg. 98 remove this photo, not sure why it's there.

Thank you for your time and consideration,
Jori Adkins
253 365-1459
joriadkins@mac.com
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City of Tacoma
Sustainable Tacoma Commission

August 28, 2015

Dear Planning Commissioners,
The Sustainable Tacoma Commission has reviewed the draft update to the City’s Comprehensive
Plan. We applaud the Planning Commission for its efforts to integrate environmental objectives
throughout the Comprehensive Plan. Nothing can prepare Tacoma for the future so well as
improving our environmental sustainability and reducing our negative impacts, which the City is
also addressing in the form of a new Environmental Action Plan (EAP), currently in development.
Between these two plans there is great potential for the kind of synergy that will lead to
environmental progress in Tacoma.
At the same time, we would like to call your attention to several gaps in the current draft of the
Comprehensive Plan update. For example, adding specific policies on greywater use in real estate
development and emphasizing opportunities for enhancing water quality and conservation (such as
promoting permeable paving and depaving efforts) would clarify the City’s position on our precious
water resources.
We are also concerned about the absence of an evaluation timeline, specific actions at evaluation
time, named parties responsible for each policy, and specific metrics for tracking progress toward
our goals. Adding these details would strengthen the plan by providing clearer means to
implementation and creating accountability through targeted actions and ongoing evaluation. While
such details may not seem to fit within the scope of the Comprehensive Plan, we recommend
including them in hopes that they will provide a clearer path to policy implementation.
A review of Policy EN-3.6 provides one example of the gaps we see in the existing draft. This
policy would “Limit impervious surfaces within Open Space Corridors, shorelines and designated
critical areas to reduce impacts on hydrologic functions, air and water quality, habitat connectivity
and tree canopy.” This is an important goal that nevertheless leads to questions of implementation:
How much do we intend to limit these impervious surfaces (clear target and metric)? Who is
responsible for limiting these impervious surfaces (named parties)? When will there be a report on
how much these surfaces have been limited (timeframe and updating)? What action steps are in
place in response to our achieving—or failing to achieve—the set target (backup plan)? Such
questions go unanswered in the current draft.
Finally, in response to Part 3: Design and Development, we suggest including a more robust
acknowledgement that the City must activelyuse building and development to promote a healthy
urban environment. In the “goals & policies” introductory list, we recommend adding something
along the following lines: “Ensure that new building and site development promote environmental
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health and ecosystem services” (i.e., pollutant reduction, carbon sequestration, air cooling, water
filtration, reduction of stormwater runoff).
Thank you for considering these important changes. All of our efforts will lead us towards reduced
greenhouse gas emissions and a more livable, healthy community.
Sincerely,

Nick Cutting
Chair
Sustainable Tacoma Commission

Cc: James Parvey, Assistant Division Manager
Kristin Lynett, Sustainability Officer
Steven Atkinson, Senior Planner
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702 Broadway, Suite 101,
Tacoma, Washington 98402
Phone: (253) 779-8890
Fax: (253) 593-8890
pcrs@pugetcreek.org
www.pugetcreek.org

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Steven Beckstead
President

Scott M. Hansen

August 20, 2015
Planning Commission
planning@cityoftacoma.org

Vice President

Twylia Westling

Honorable Planning Commissioners:

Secretary

Phil Schneider
Treasurer

HONORARY
BOARD OF DIRECTORS
North End
Neighborhood Council

ADVISORY BOARD
Edward S. Winskill
Dr. Sherry Graham
Susan Penhale
Mike Webb
Michael A. Corsini

A tax-exempt
nonprofit organization with
501(c)(3) status

The Puget Creek Restoration Society (PCRS) protects, enhances and restores
the Puget Creek Watershed and similar streams, wetlands and green spaces.
We serve the South Puget Sound communities and invite their participation
through hands-on restoration, research, education, advocacy, and by promoting
a sense of stewardship.
Our organization represents over 3,000 members and volunteers located in the
City of Tacoma/Pierce County and who are deeply concerned with wetland,
stream, green space and nearshore issues in the City.
Thank you for allowing us to provide input into this process. We request the
following conditions be incorporated into the project and response to our questions be developed:
1. We definitely support the incorporation of High Intensity Land Use Designation for the Parks and Open Space areas.
2. In ‘Code Cleanup-Low Impact Development’ we support removing barriers to having the Low Impact Development scenarios incorporated into the
building etc. projects to help in decreasing storm water effects. We suggest
that financial incentives also get incorporated so as to have active participation by developers etc. in use of Low Impact Development scenarios.
3. In ‘Code Cleanup-Conditional Use Permits’ we think that this needs to get
reviewed on a case-by-case basis as some conditional use permits for parks
and projects in natural areas are not as affected as conditional us permits
for development projects.
4. Narrowmoor Addition Conservation District-since it is getting called a
‘Conservation District’ it should relate to preserving the land and it’s attributes thus change the name to ‘Narrowmoor Addition Historical Preservation District
Without further clarification of the impact that the process has on the natural
systems, the Puget Creek Restoration Society cannot support this process;
however, if the plan were to incorporate our comments, questions and concerns
on this site we would reconsider our position.
I write as a Member of the Board of Directors of Puget Creek Restoration So-
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ciety, which has evaluated the proposed project. We will appreciate your office’s full consideration of our
position, and we look forward to working with you in making Tacoma a better place for everyone.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter. You can reach us at (253) 779-8890 if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Scott M. Hansen-B.S., M.A., M. S., (Ph.D.-student)
Ecologist/Vice President Board of Directors/Acting Executive Director
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From: truffh@gmail.com [mailto:truffh@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Troy H
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 10:15 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Zoning plan for Proctor and Old Town

I currently live a block away from Tacoma Ave and McCarver in Old Town Tacoma and work
near west Tacoma. I'm disappointed to see the media coverage of a vocal minority that does not
want to embrace the changing density and needs of are region.
I'm writing to express my support and excitement for the continued innovation in the
comprehensive plan. The puget sound and Tacoma area are going to grow in the coming years
and I recognize that the growing population base will need a place to live. I would rather see
them in the city, creating a more vibrant city, then adding to the already rampant sprawl.
For this reason I hope Tacoma will continue its policy of Urban Villages and continue to
encourage development in the Proctor and Stadium neighborhoods.
Similarly I'm excited to hear the proposed idea of increased density in neighborhoods like
mine. I would welcome more density through duplexes, trip-plexes, mother in law apartments
and other small-medium density projects.
I hope Tacoma will not bend to the "Not in my backyard" attitude of a vocal minority and look to
the future of are region and how we will accommodate the growing population.
Thank you
Troy Hashagen
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From: Brett Johnson [mailto:bmjohnson75@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 10:00 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Comp Plan comments

Dear Planning Commission,
The concerns presented by Tacoma residents who worry about the increased density altering
the character of their neighborhoods are valid, to a point. If I had lived here for a very long time,
I would feel the same way. We moved here in fall 2013 after purchasing a home on North 13th
Street. We were attracted to Proctor, 6th Ave, Pt. Defiance, walkability, the urban feel, and
proximity to schools and UPS. We hope to call Tacoma home for a very long time.
However, I grew up in the heart of sprawl in Pierce County: South Hill. The county chose not to
plan South Hill at all until 2000 or so, after most of the developments had already been built. By
not being mindful from the beginning, and not channeling development to our urban centers,
places like South Hill are here to stay. Traffic on Meridian is notoriously bad, schools are
continually becoming overcrowded, there are few public parks and preserves. Now, there is
greater pressure to build homes and retail in places farther away, in places like Graham,
Frederickson, and Elk Plain.
By being so resistant to increasing density in the city, other areas of the county will see the
consequences. If we decide not to be compliant with the Growth Management Act, the city
could lose out on valuable grants and other benefits. We will inevitably face the need to build
"up". Those who live near the business districts need to look at the bigger picture. We cannot
simply demand there be no change in our own neighborhood and let the development happen
elsewhere out of sight, out of mind. That's the old "not in my backyard" mentality, and it won't
solve anything.
Let's build density in our urban centers methodically and thoughtfully so factors like traffic,
parking, walkability, transit, schools, and neighborhood character are taken into account. Let's
do it fairly and gradually so changes are incremental enough to allow residents to adjust and
planners to work out the kinks, and so some districts are not burdened much more than others.
Finally, let's do it so our neighborhoods retain a measure of historical character while
incorporating "green building" principles with an eye to the future.
Thank you for all you do for this great city. Please let me know how I can be of further
assistance.
Sincerely,
Brett M. Johnson
Sierra Club - Tatoosh group
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6000 Main St SW, Lakewood, WA 98499 | www.ssmcp.org

August 12, 2015
SSMCP Steering Committee:
City of DuPont
City of Lacey
City of Lakewood
Town of Steilacoom
City of Tacoma
City of Olympia
City of University Place

Brian Boudet, Manager
Planning Services Division
City of Tacoma
747 Market Street, Room 1200
Tacoma, WA 98402
Dear Mr. Boudet:
The mission of the South Sound Military & Communities Partnership (SSMCP) is to foster
effective communication, understanding, and mutual benefit by establishing the most
effective point of coordination for resolution of those issues which transcend the specific
interest of the military and civilian communities of the South Sound Region.

City of Yelm
Pierce County
Thurston County
Thurston Regional Planning
Council
Nisqually Tribe
Joint Base Lewis-McChord

On behalf of the SSMCP, I would like to thank the City of Tacoma for its consideration of
these comments regarding the proposed 2015 Tacoma Comprehensive Plan Amendments.
SSMCP supports the following sections of the draft Comprehensive Plan:


Policy DD-7.9 discussing land use compatibility between Tacoma and JBLM.



The final paragraph on page 190 (section 6-14) discussing the status of JBLM as a
large employer in Pierce County.



Policy EC-3.7 regarding supporting military personnel owning businesses.

Tacoma-Pierce County
Health Department
Tacoma-Pierce County
Chamber of Commerce

SSMCP requests that the word “retired” be removed in reference to military
personnel since “retiree” is a status limited to those who serve at least 20 years in
the military. Veterans serving for less than 20 years should also be supported in
their business development efforts.

United Way-Pierce County
Washington State
Department of
Transportation
Washington State Military
Department



Policy 3.16 of the Tacoma Transportation Master Plan that recognizes the need to
provide military goods along Tacoma transportation corridors and includes military
freight as part of Tacoma’s transportation hub goals.

The SSMCP is currently administering the development of an updated Joint Land Use Study
(JLUS) for Joint Base Lewis-McChord. As mentioned in a side note for proposed Tacoma
Comprehensive Plan Policy DD-7.9, the new JLUS is scheduled for completion in late 2015.
Tacoma staff members have been involved in drafting the JLUS, and SSMCP expresses its
thanks for their efforts.
You can view maps of the current JBLM Clear Zone (CZ) and Accident Potential Zones (APZs)
in the draft JLUS.
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You can view the latest draft JLUS Existing Conditions Report at http://jblmjlus.com/system/assets/11/original/jblm_jlus_existing_conditions_report_may15.pdf?1433187408. A map
of the CZ and APZs is included at page 27.
You can view the draft JLUS Compatibility report at
https://www.cityoflakewood.us/documents/community_development/Final_Draft_Land_Compatibility_Ana
lysis_Report-150715-reduced.pdf.
SSMCP requests clarification regarding whether any changes are being proposed for the land use zones,
permitted uses and densities, or overlay standards for the Accident Potential Zones (APZs) I and II that were
originally adopted by Tacoma after the 1992 JLUS.
SSMCP also requests further information about whether the proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments
would establish, amend or eliminate Tacoma’s rules for homeless encampments placed on churchcontrolled (i.e., all properties owned by a religious organization, whether or a not a religious building is
located on it) properties anywhere within the APZ I and II areas.
Third, SSMCP requests information regarding whether Tacoma is proposing under the draft Comprehensive
Plan to allow the “grandfathering” of multi-family residential properties within APZ II deemed incompatible
under federal guidance (see pages 5-7 of the Executive Summary of the Draft JLUS Compatibility Report
referenced above.) Additionally, SSCMP hereby requests whether the city is proposing to authorize infill
development anywhere within the APZ I and II zones.
Thank you in advance for your consideration of these comments. Please let me know if you have any
questions that I may be able to assist in answering or if you would like to meet in person to discuss these
issues in more detail.
Sincerely,

_____________________________
Tiffany Speir, Program Manager
tspeir@cityoflakewood.us | 253.983.7772
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From: Stoltman, Julie
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 2:45 PM
To: Atkinson, Stephen
Cc: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: Comp Plan Feedback - Office of Equity & Human Rights

Steve,
Thanks for the opportunity to provide feedback on the draft comp plan. One thing I took from
the meeting we had with you, Brian and Ian was the need to align other City plans up with the
Comp Plan. To that ends, we should include a reference to the Equity & Empowerment
Framework, which was passed by Council Resolution. I've attached the one-page document.
Perhaps it would go in as an Appendix.
One piece that stuck out to staff in OEHR was the use of the term "citizen" in various places
throughout the document. We recommend the more inclusive term of "resident".
In the Chapter 11, I referenced in the track changes the idea of including a text box with
definitions of some key terms like equity and equality. I have attached a document with some
definitions that we use in our office.
In Chapter 9 I made track changes that reflect some of the conversations we had at the Capital
Facilities Plan prioritization meeting earlier this week.
Tina McLeod may have some feedback on Chapter 5, and she will get that to you next week.
I also want to call out a couple policies throughout the Comp Plan that are really exciting and
our office is looking forward to working with you on what this might mean in practice:
UF-1.8
DD-11.7
EC-2.1 – 2.4
P-1.1 – 1.9
Thanks for the opportunity for the Office of Equity to provide feedback. I’m on leave next week,
but will be back in on August 25th if you have any questions or need clarification.
Thanks,
Julie
Julie Stoltman

Senior Policy Analyst
Office of Equity and Human Rights
City of Tacoma
747 Market Street, 10th floor
julie.stoltman@cityoftacoma.org
Phone: (253) 591-5124

- 56 -

WHAT IS EQUITY?

Equity is when everyone has
access to the opportunities
necessary to satisfy their essential
needs, advance their well-being and
achieve their full potential

VISION

Our vision is for Tacoma to be
an inclusive and equitable place
to live, work and play

MISSION

Our mission is to achieve
equity in our service delivery,
decision-making and community
engagement. We will do this by
identifying and eliminating the
underlying drivers within our
community that perpetuate racial
inequity and provide opportunity
and advancement for all

PRIMARY GOALS

If our proposed framework is successful, we believe that our
municipal workforce and community will achieve five goals:

1

City of Tacoma Workforce Reflects the Community it Serves

3

Equitable Service Delivery to All Residents and Visitors

2
4
5

Actively work to eliminate racial and other disparities and provide accommodations for people with disabilities in
hiring, promotion, retention and contracting

Purposeful Community Outreach and Engagement

Work with community partners and businesses to promote equity and inclusion within Tacoma and throughout the
region, producing measureable improvements and disparity reductions
Provide guidance, education and assistance to all departments as they develop sustainable methods to build
capacity in achieving equitable outcomes and services

Support Human Rights and Opportunities for Everyone to Achieve Their Full Potential

Promote, support and build capacity for compliance with civil rights laws, ordinances and regulations, including
the Americans with Disabilities Act, within the city of Tacoma

Commitment to Equity in Local Government Decision-Making

Be transparent and collaborative with internal and external individuals and groups, holding ourselves and our
partners accountable for measurable improvements and outcomes
equity@cityoftacoma.org
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City of Tacoma
Office of Equity and Human Rights
Glossary of Terms
Bias: a conscious or unconscious, intentional or unintentional tendency that influences individuals to
engage in favorable or unfavorable thoughts, feelings, or actions toward people, animals or objects. 2
Cultural Competency: occurs when racial and cultural differences are seen as assets, strengthening the
organization.
Cultural Humility: refers to respecting the validity of other people’s culture.4
Diversity: the range of human differences that include the primary or internal dimension such as age,
gender, race, ethnicity, physical and mental ability and sexual orientation; and the secondary or external
dimension such as thought styles, religion, nationality, socio-economic status, belief systems, military
experience and education 5
Empowerment: to equip or supply with opportunities, access and skills to achieve potential.
Equality: a measure of equal treatment.
Equity: when everyone has access to the opportunities necessary to satisfy their essential needs,
advance their well-being and achieve their full potential
Gatekeeper: a person who controls access (two-way exchange) to resources, information, programs,
services, etc.
Inclusion: bringing together and harnessing diverse forces and resources in a way that is beneficial.
Inclusion puts the concept and practice of diversity into action by creating an environment of
involvement, respect, and connection—where the richness of ideas, backgrounds, and perspectives are
harnessed to create business value.6
Privilege: when you think something is not a problem because it’s not a problem to you.2
Racial Inequity: Racism is often thought of as individual acts of bias. While discrimination is still a reality,
focusing on individual acts of racism can obscure the realities that create and maintain racial inequity
more broadly: at institutional and structural levels. 1To fully address the impacts of racism, it is
important to address all levels of racial inequity: structural, institutional and individual.
• Structural Racism: The history of institutional racism across all institutions combined to create a
system that negatively impacts communities of color.
• Institutional Racism: policies, procedures and practices that work to the benefit of white people
and the detriment of people of color, often unintentionally or inadvertently.
• Individual/interpersonal Racism: pre-judgment, bias, stereotypes of generalizations about an
individual or group based on race. The impacts of racism on individuals—white people and
people of color (internalized racism) can result in illegal discrimination.
Racial Justice: the elimination of racial disparities resulting from individual, institutional, and structural
racism. 2
Stereotypes: specific traits attributed to people based on group membership.3
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Sources:
1. Seattle, WA Race and Social Justice Initiative
2. Portland, OR Office of Equity and Human Rights
3. Psychology Today, (2012)
4. Cultural Humility: A way of being in the world; Guskin, Alan, Antioch Notes 1991
5. Boston College
6. T. Hudson Jordan, Profiles in Diversity Journal

- 59 -

11: Engagement, Implementation
+ Administration
Tacoma Comprehensive Plan
DRAFT June 2015

TOPICS IN THIS CHAPTER
Inclusive and Equitable
Community Engagement
Partnerships
Transparency and Accountability
Implementation
Coordination
Amendments

WHAT IS THIS CHAPTER ABOUT?
This chapter describes the City’s intent to:


Conduct engagement efforts that increase the community’s meaningful participation in
decisions that shape Tacoma’s future.



Provide a wide range of opportunities for involvement in planning for the future, including
seeking feedback in non‐traditional spaces and through innovative mediums.



Provide transparent and thoughtful public processes in planning for the future that are
respectful of people’s right to know and be heard.



Achieve greater equity in decision‐making by intentionally engaging across the different
demographic, racial, cultural and economic spectrums that make up our community.



Work on buildingBuild trust and fostering positive relationships between citizens and the City.



Leverage existing opportunities to engage with residents, such as community events and
meetings of appointed citizen advisory groups, such as the Planning Commission, Landmarks
Preservation Commission and the Transportation Commission.



Coordinate among City departments and with partner agencies to implement the
Comprehensive Plan.



Update the Comprehensive Plan to ensure that it remains relevant and is consistent with
current regulatory and policy frameworks.



Provide guidance on allocatingAllocate appropriate funding resources for public engagement
and Comprehensive Plan implementation.

WHY IS THIS IMPORTANT?
PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT
Decisions are better – more equitable, resilient and
accountable – when all interested parties are
involved in considering the issues and weighing in on
decisions Collaborative and inclusive community
participation are essential to supporting Tacoma’s
core values of opportunity, equity, partnerships and
accountability, as well to as creating and sustaining a
prosperous, healthy and equitable Tacoma.

“Public engagement is a process through which
community members are empowered to own the
change they want to see and involves communication,
problem‐solving, governance and decision‐making
skills and strategies.”
Policy Link’s Community Engagement Guide for
Sustainable Communities
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In order to consider all community members’ needs and concerns, particular efforts must be made to
improve communication with traditionally under‐represented and under‐served groups, including low‐
income communities and communities of color. Meaningful engagement is inclusive of voices in our
community that may have been historically marginalized and excluded. Consistent with the City’s core
values and vision for government performance, deep and inclusive community involvement is essential
to transparency and equity in long‐range planning decisions. It also makes it possible to create and work
towards a shared vision for the future.
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN IMPLEMENTATION AND ADMINISTRATION
The Comprehensive Plan anticipates land use and significant capital project investment needs for the
next 20 years. It is generalized so that it can apply to variety of circumstances and provide flexibility in
implementation. Nonetheless, it is unlikely that Comprehensive Plan will remain relevant for 20 years
without amendments and revisions to reflect changing conditions and community needs. This chapter
provides guidance on how to implement and amend the Plan.

GOALS + POLICIES
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
Inclusive and equitable community engagement
Tacoma is committed to active authentic public engagement and recognizes that the complexity and
changing character of planning issues, technology and the city itself requires thoughtful innovation to
ensure inclusive and equitable community engagement. Increasingly diverse demographics, as well as
past failures to fully engage all members of the community, point to the need for new approaches to
citizen engagement that promote inclusive participation. Changes in communication technology allow,
and even require, the city to offer new avenues for engagement, and hopefully, collaboration. Finally,
the city’s natural and built character and infrastructure are constantly evolving and continually require
citizen input. The following policies challenge City staff to assess current practices and develop new
tools through an ongoing evaluation and improvement of public engagement methods.
GOAL AD‐1

Tacoma engages the interests of the entire community in planning for the
future.

Policy AD‐1.1

Create, maintain and actively implement a community involvement program manual
that details how to conduct inclusive and equitable community involvement.

Policy AD‐1.2

Ensure that community engagement opportunities are broadly accessible and
incorporate a range of locations, times and formats, including accommodations that
allow people with disabilities, people with childcare responsibilities, and people with
first languages other than English to fully participate.

Policy AD‐1.3

Provide broad and timely notification of public meetings and events through a variety of
methods, including social media..

Policy AD‐1.4

Consult Collaborate with communities to design culturally appropriate processes to
meet the needs of traditionally under‐served and under‐represented groups.
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Policy AD‐1.5

Develop and document implementinnovative methods, tools, and technologies for
community involvement processes, as well as reaching out to our community partners
to learn what has worked for them

Policy AD‐1.6

Where they are effective at enhancing awareness and understanding, use new and
emerging technologies, as well as social media, to promote engagement.

Policy AD‐1.7

Collect data on participant demographics in order to assess whether the City is
successfully engaging all members of the community in its engagement efforts.

Policy AD‐1.8

Evaluate community involvement processes on a regular basis, considering available
data, feedback and lessons learned to determine whether any changes are needed to
City practices in order to enhance future involvement efforts.

Policy AD‐1.9

Utilize community members’ knowledge and input on policy priorities to update the
Comprehensive Plan and ensure that it remains relevant and consistent with community
needs.

Partnerships
By building and maintaining partnerships with individuals and organizations that represent a wide
variety of interests, the City gains a better understanding of diverse needs and concerns and the
community as a whole benefits from more equitable decision‐making. The following goal and policies
support building and maintaining strong and supportive relationships with the many individuals and
organizations that represent the diverse interests in Tacoma.
GOAL AD‐2

Tacoma has robust partnerships with individuals, neighborhoods, businesses,
organizations, institutions and other government agencies.

Policy AD‐2.1

Maintain partnerships and engagement with:
a. Individual community members
b. Historically under‐served and under‐represented communities, which may
includeincluding low‐income communities and communities of color
c. Neighborhood and business associations, including groups without formal
affiliations
d. Businesses, unions, employees and related organizations
e. Interest and affinity organizations and groups
f. Institutions, governments, and tribal sovereign nations

Policy AD‐2.2

Work with neighborhood associations and business districts to better reflect
demographic diversity and diverse interests within the areas they represent.

Transparency and accountability
Consistent with Tacoma’s core values, the city is committed to transparency in community involvement
processes. When community members have a good understanding of a process, they are better able to
participate effectively. Improved transparency and communication allows the city to better understand
community opinions and needs.
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GOAL AD‐3

City decision‐making processes are clear and transparent, with good
understanding from the community about who is responsible for making
decisions and how community input is taken into account.

Policy AD‐3.1

Establish and communicate clear roles, rights, responsibilities and timeframes for
participants and decision‐makers.

Policy AD‐3.2

At each stage of the planning process, identify what topics can be influenced or changed
through community input, and what ones are being guided by established regulations or
policies.

Policy AD‐3.3

Following decisions, communicate to participants in a timely fasionfashion about the
issues raised in the community involvement process, how public input affected
outcomes, and the rationale used in making decisions.

Policy AD‐3.4

Communicate to participants how decisions can be challenged and, if a decision is
outside of City control, explain how citizens can engage with the jurisdiction or agency
that makes the final decision.

IMPLEMENTATION
How is the Plan Implemented?
City officials, staff and citizens are responsible for implementing the Comprehensive Plan. The
Comprehensive Plan is the City of Tacoma's blueprint for the future. It helps to focus, coordinate and
direct City actions by providing a comprehensive and common vision. It guides decisions concerning land
use regulations, programs, capital improvements and functional plans.
Land Use Regulations
Land use regulations are laws that establish what can or can’t be built in a given location. The key
regulatory mechanism that implements the Comprehensive Plan is Tacoma’s Land Use Regulatory Code.
This code contains the development regulations that govern the
manner by which land is used, developed, or redeveloped in the City.
A plat is the subdivision of land
This code is found in Title 13 of the Tacoma Municipal Code and
into individual lots.
includes regulations for platting, zoning, shorelines and critical areas.
Programs
City programs must be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. In
fact, most City programs are tools for implementing the Plan.
Examples include City programs for community services, economic
development, health and human services and environmental
stewardship.

Zoning regulates where and kind
of uses can be developed, as well
as standards for building
development.

Shoreline regulations protect the
shoreline area and describe what
can be developed within
designated shoreline areas.
Critical areas regulations protect
fish and wildlife habitat areas,
frequently flooded areas,
geologically hazardous areas,
wetlands, streams, and areas that
drain to aquifers used for drinking
water.
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Capital Improvements
All capital improvements undertaken by the City must be
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, including those for
public facilities and services. This ensures that the City provides
adequate public services and that the City’s infrastructure
supports the land use pattern envisioned in the Comprehensive
Plan.

Capital improvements are the built
facilities that help the city function, such
as roads, bridges, parks, schools and
other similar facilities. Public facilities
and services include: electricity, fire,
libraries, parks, police, solid waste,
stormwater, telecommunications,
transportation, wastewater and water.

Functional Plans
Functional plans are detailed plans for facilities and services in the City. Tacoma’s Comprehensive Plan
provides overarching guidance for the City’s many other plans, including the Capital Facilities Program
Plan, Transportation Master Plan, Economic Development Strategic Framework, Shoreline Master
Program, Human Services Strategic Plan, Climate Action Plan, Urban Forest Manual, Surface Water
Manual, Public Works Design Manual, Tacoma Public Utilities system plans, and various subarea plans.
These plans must be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. As such, implementation of functional
plans supports implementation of the Comprehensive Plan.
The plans of non‐City entities that provide services in the City should also be coordinated with the
Comprehensive Plan. Such plans include the Tacoma School District’s Strategic Plan, Metro Parks’ Green
Vision 2030, Tacoma‐Pierce County Health Department’s Community Health Improvement Plan and
Pierce Transit’s Destination 2040.
City and Partner Relationships
The City Council plays a key role in Plan implementation by
adopting the City’s budget, levying taxes, and making
appropriations for programs and services. The City Council
considers amendments to land use regulations and planning
policies recommended by the Planning Commission and also
considers actions to support the Comprehensive Plan that are
recommended by other citizen advisory groups and the
community at large.

The Planning Commission is a group of
nine volunteer citizens who are
appointed by the City Council to advise
them on a range of issues related to land
use and development. Five of the
Planning Commission members
represent the City Council districts and
the other four represent the
development, environmental, public
transportation and urban design
communities.

The City’s Planning and Development Services Department is
All Planning Commission meetings are
responsible for many actions that help to implement the
open to the public. Meeting times,
agendas and minutes are available on
Comprehensive Plan, such as enforcing land use regulations and
the City’s website.
developing and maintaining functional plans such as subarea
plans and the Shoreline Master Program. Other City
Departments that maintain functional plans that support the
Comprehensive Plan include Community and Economic Development, Environmental Services,
Neighborhood and Community Services, Office of Management and Budget, and Public Works. Effective
coordination between departments is needed to ensure that these different functional plans are
consistent with each other.
Coordination between the City and partners such as other local governments, regional organizations,
the business community and community organizations is also key to successful implementation of the
Comprehensive Plan. It is the responsibility of the City and partners to share information and work to
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- 64 -

ensure that planning efforts are mutually supportive. For example, the City’s plans should feed into
Sound Transit’s plans for expanding light rail in Tacoma, and vice versa. The same is true for Metro
Park’s Tacoma’s plans for maintaining and expanding the parks and recreation system, for the Tacoma‐
Pierce County Health Department’s plans for improving health outcomes in the community, and the
Tacoma School District’s long term plans for school service. Citizens can participate in partner planning
efforts to help ensure that they are supportive of the City’s Comprehensive Plan.
Implementation
GOAL AD‐4

Tacoma’s Comprehensive Plan is implemented in accordance with state law and in the
best interests of City residents.

Policy AD‐4.1

Develop and document a strategy for implementation of the Comprehensive Plan,
including a proposed schedule and priorities.

Policy AD‐4.2

Ensure that City development regulations, programs, budgets and functional plans are
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
a. Implement Comprehensive Plan land use designations through the zoning
designations and target densities shown in Table 11.1, Comprehensive Plan Land
Use Designations and Corresponding Zoning.

Policy AD‐4.3

Ensure that proposed regulatory or administrative actions do not result in an
unconstitutional taking of private property.

Coordination
GOAL AD‐5

Tacoma’s Comprehensive Plan is implemented in a coordinated and efficient manner
by City officials, staff and partners.

Policy AD‐5.1

Engage in regular interdepartmental communications to share information about City
functional plans and to ensure that they are consistent with one another.

Policy AD‐5.2

Collaborate with City partners to address local and regional policy issues and to ensure
that planning efforts are mutually supportive. City partners include city, county, state,
federal and tribal governments; regional entities; the private sector; non‐profit
organizations; research institutions and community groups.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS
The Comprehensive Plan is a dynamic document. It provides predictability for citizens, developers and
policy makers about the City’s long‐term strategy for the future. At the same time, the goals and policies
in the Plan are designed to be flexible enough to respond to changing conditions. Also, the Plan is
reviewed and evaluated on a regular basis to ensure that it addresses changing conditions in the City,
new information and current state and regional policy guidance. The Planning Commission is
responsible for reviewing the plan and recommending amendments as necessary.
Amendments can include modifications to policies, the addition of new policies, or the deletion of
policies. They can also involve the addition of new Plan elements. As required by the Washington State
Growth Management Act, a municipality’s Comprehensive Plan generally can be modified only once
annually; however there are a few exceptions as outlined in Tacoma Municipal Code 13.02.045.
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Proposed amendments are reviewed simultaneously so that the cumulative effect of all amendments
can be considered. Both the Planning Commission and the City Council hold public hearings on proposed
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan. The public hearing is an opportunity for the public to speak in
support, opposition or for amendments; they are often held on the same day as the City Council or
Planning Commission meetings[JS1]
Annual Amendments
Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan can be initiated by individual citizens, neighborhood groups,
Neighborhood Councils, the Planning Commission, the City Council or City staff. If a neighborhood group
wants to initiative a change to the Comprehensive plan, they can go through the following means:
(describe what you do, even if it’s reach out to Planning staff) Staff initiated amendments usually involve
responding to State or federal laws, including changes to these laws, addressing deficiencies and
inconsistencies, updating information, responding to a change in existing conditions or community
desires, or addressing a combination of these factors.
8‐Year Plan Revision Cycle
In addition to yearly amendments, RCW 36.70.A.130 requires that the City revise its Comprehensive Plan
and development regulations every eight years. The revision process includes updating the plan to
reflect current growth targets, policy requirements, information and conditions in the community. The
revision process provides the opportunity to conduct a more extensive update to the Plan than happens
during the yearly amendment process. As with yearly Plan amendments, citizen involvement is an
important aspect of the revision process. The next scheduled Comprehensive Plan revision is in 2023.
Amendments
GOAL AD‐6

Tacoma’s Comprehensive Plan is efficiently maintained in order to ensure that it
remains relevant and is consistent with current regulatory and policy frameworks.

Policy AD‐6.1

Maintain the Comprehensive Plan to ensure that current community conditions,
information, and regional, state and federal policies and regulation are reflected in the
Plan.

Policy AD‐6.2

Consider proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments concurrently so that the
cumulative effect of the proposals can be determined.

Policy AD‐6.3

All proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments should include adequate information
upon which to base a decision, such as a description of the proposed amendment,
statement of need, description of how the proposed amendment enhances the
community, demonstration of consistency with the current Comprehensive Plan,
community outreach conducted, and response to public review and comment on the
proposed change.

Policy AD‐6.4

Ensure proposed Comprehensive Plan policy amendments are accompanied by any
related and required implementation actions.
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Table 11‐1. Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations and Corresponding Zoning
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations

Target Density

Single Family Residential
Qualities associated with single‐family residential neighborhoods that are desirable include: low noise
levels, limited traffic, large setbacks, private yards, small scale buildings, and low‐density development.
Much of the city's land is strongly committed to single‐family development and has been determined
to be deserving of special protection from incompatible land uses. Community facilities, such as parks,
schools, day cares, and religious facilities are also desirable components of single‐family
neighborhoods. Limited allowances for other types of residential development are also provided with
additional review to ensure compatibility with the desired, overarching single‐family character.

5–10 dwelling
units/net acre

Corresponding Zoning
R‐1

Single‐Family Dwelling District

R‐2

Single‐Family Dwelling District

R‐2SRD

Residential Special Review
District

HMR‐SRD Historic Mixed Residential
Special Review District

Multi‐Family (low‐density)
This district enjoys many of the same qualities as single‐family neighborhoods such as low traffic
volumes and noise, larger setbacks, and small‐scale development, while allowing for multi‐family uses
and increased density along with community facilities and institutions. The Multi‐Family (low‐density)
district can often act as a transition between the single‐family designation and the greater density and
higher intensity uses that can be found in the Multi‐Family (high density designation) or commercial or
mixed‐use designations. This designation is more transit‐supportive than the Single Family Residential
areas and is appropriate along transit routes and within walking distance of transit station areas.

R‐3
12–15 dwelling
units/net acre

Two‐Family Dwelling District

R‐4L Low‐Density Multiple‐Family Dwelling
District

Multi‐Family (high‐density)
This designation allows for a wide range of residential housing types at medium and higher density
levels, along with community facilities and institutions, and some limited commercial uses and mixed‐
use buildings. It is characterized by taller buildings, higher traffic volumes, reduced setbacks, limited
private yard space, and greater noise levels. These areas are generally found in the central city and
along major transportation corridors where there is increased access to public transportation and to
employment centers.

24–46 dwelling
units/net acre

R‐4

Multiple‐Family Dwelling District

R‐5

Multiple‐Family Dwelling District

C‐1

General Neighborhood Commercial
District

T

Transitional District

Neighborhood Commercial
This designation is characterized primarily by small‐scale neighborhood businesses with some
residential and institutional uses. Uses within these areas have low to moderate traffic generation,
shorter operating hours, smaller buildings and sites, and less signage than general commercial or
mixed‐use areas. There is a greater emphasis on small businesses and development that is compatible
with nearby, lower intensity residential areas.

24–36 dwelling
units/net acre
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Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations

Target Density

Corresponding Zoning

General Commercial
This designation encompasses areas for medium to high intensity commercial uses which serves a
large community base with a broad range of larger scale uses. These areas also allow for a wide variety
of residential development, community facilities, institutional uses, and some limited production and
storage uses. These areas are generally located along major transportation corridors, often with
reasonably direct access to a highway. This designation is characterized by larger‐scale buildings,
longer operating hours, and moderate to high traffic generation.

30–46 dwelling
units/net acre

Downtown Regional Growth Center
The downtown center is the highest concentration of urban growth found anywhere in the city. It is
the focal point for the city, the center of government, cultural, office, financial, transportation and
other activities. This variety of day and night activities attracts visitors from throughout the city and
region. The interstate freeway, major arterials, provides access and the center has both local and
regional transit connections. Larger, often historic, buildings fronting on the sidewalk characterize the
area. Pedestrian orientation is high. Parking is found along the street and within structures.

90–125
dwelling
units/net acre

PDB Planned Development Business
District
HM Hospital Medical District
C‐2

General Community Commercial
District

DR

Downtown Residential District

DMU Downtown Mixed‐Use District
WR Warehouse/Residential District
DCC Downtown Commercial Core District
UCX‐TD Downtown Mixed‐Use District

Tacoma Mall Regional Growth Center
The urban center is a highly dense self‐sufficient concentration of urban development. Buildings can
range from one to twelve stories and activity is greater than in most areas of the city. It is an area of
regional attraction and a focus for both the local and regional transit systems. Many major city
arterials connect to the urban center and nearby freeway access is present. Parking is provided both in
surface lots and within structures. Internal streets and pathways provide connections among the
developments within the center.

60–100
dwelling
units/net acre

UCX Urban Center Mixed‐Use District
RCX Residential Commercial Mixed‐Use
District
URX Urban Residential Mixed‐Use District

Crossroads Mixed‐Use Center
The crossroads center is a concentration of commercial and/or institutional development that serves
many nearby neighborhoods and generally includes a unique attraction that draws people from
throughout the city. Some residential development may already be present, and there is a goal to
have more residential development. It is directly accessible by arterials and local transit. Pedestrian
accessibility is important within the center, but because of its focus on larger scale commercial
development, the community center continues to provide for automobile parking, preferably within
structures.

CCX Community Commercial Mixed‐Use
District
40–60 dwelling
units/net acre

RCX Residential Commercial Mixed‐Use
District
HMX Hospital Medical Mixed‐Use District
URX Urban Residential Mixed‐Use District
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Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations

Target Density

Neighborhood Mixed‐ Use Center
The neighborhood center is a concentrated mix of small‐ to medium‐scale development that serves the
daily needs of center residents, the immediate neighborhood, and areas beyond. Development
contains a mix of residential and commercial uses, and the majority of parking is provided within
structures. Buildings are generally up to six stories along the commercial corridors, up to three stories
at the periphery of the centers near single‐family districts, and up to four stories in areas between the
core and the periphery. They are designed with a compatible character to adjacent residential
neighborhoods. The design of the neighborhood center encourages pedestrians and bicyclists and its
location on a major arterial makes it a convenient and frequent stop for local transit. The regional
transit network also may directly serve some neighborhood centers.

Corresponding Zoning
NCX Neighborhood Commercial Mixed‐
Use District
RCX Residential Commercial Mixed‐Use
District

30–45 dwelling
units/net acre

CIX

Commercial Industrial Mixed‐Use
District

HMX Hospital Medical Mixed‐Use District
URX Urban Residential Mixed‐Use District
NRX Neighborhood Residential Mixed‐Use
District

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

N/A

Heavy Industrial

M‐1 Light Industrial District

M‐2 Heavy Industrial District

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

N/A

PMI Port Maritime & Industrial District

N/A

This designation is appropriate in all zoning
classifications.

Parks and Open Space
This designation is intended to conserve and enhance open, natural and improved areas valuable for
their environmental, recreational, green infrastructure and scenic character and the benefits they
provide. The designation encompasses public and private parks and open space lands, with lands set
aside for these purposes by the City of Tacoma and the Metropolitan Parks District forming the core of
the designation. As more land is placed in conservation status by these agencies as well as other public
and private entities, the extent of the designation will be expanded to include them.
The designation supports Tacoma’s vision of an integrated parks and open space system that defines
and enhances the built and natural environment, supports and nurtures plant and wildlife habitat,
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Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations

Target Density

Corresponding Zoning

enhances and protects trees and the urban forest, preserves the capacity and water quality of the
stormwater drainage system, offers recreational opportunities, and provides pedestrian and bicycle
connections. Lands within this designation include both natural open space areas and active use parks
and recreational areas. Natural open space is intended to be conserved and enhanced through habitat
restoration and vegetation management to maximize its environmental and stormwater benefits,
along with low‐impact public access such as natural area trails and viewpoints, when appropriate.
Parks and recreation lands are intended to provide opportunities for active recreation such as
playfields and sports facilities, and urban amenities such as plazas, pocket parks and community
gardens.
Additional, more specific policy direction regarding these types of areas is contained within the Open
Space Habitat and Recreation Element.
Shoreline
The city’s shoreline areas provide great social, ecological, recreational, cultural, economic and
aesthetic value, both at the local and regional level. it is the community’s intent to use the full
potential of these areas in a manner that is both ordered and diversified, supports the community’s
ability to enjoy the water and the unique setting it creates, and which integrates water and shoreline
uses while achieving a net gain of ecological functions. In addition, these areas are intended to
balance the overarching goals outlined in the State Shoreline Management Act:




To ensure an adequate land supply for water‐dependent uses;
To promote and enhance the public’s opportunities to access and enjoy the water; and
To protect and preserve natural resources.

This designation includes areas that support deepwater port and industrial sites, habitat for a variety
of fish and wildlife, archaeological and historical sites, open space, recreation and community
activities, and some commercial and residential development. Recognizing the limited nature of this
important resource, use and development of the shoreline areas must be carefully planned and
regulated to ensure that these values are maintained over time.

N/A

S1–S14

Shoreline Zoning Districts

The Shoreline Master Program has been developed to provide additional and more detailed policy
direction regarding the city’s shoreline areas, along with specific zoning and development
standards. The Shoreline Master Program utilizes a system of “environment designations” which
further guide the character, intensity and use of individual shoreline segments. These classifications
include Natural, Shoreline Residential, Urban Conservancy, High Intensity, Aquatic, and Downtown
Waterfront and are based on the existing development patterns, natural capabilities and goals and
aspirations of the community for its shoreline areas.

11‐11
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9: Public Facilities + Services

TOPICS IN THIS CHAPTER

Tacoma Comprehensive Plan
DRAFT June 2015

Facilities for Land Use
Annexation Areas
Essential Public Facilities
Needs and Priorities
Economic Development and
Neighborhood Revitalization

WHAT IS THIS CHAPTER ABOUT?
The Public Facilities and Services Element of the Comprehensive Plan
makes the rest of the plan a reality by identifying infrastructure
investments that support and implement many of the goals and policies
in other elements of the Plan.

Financial Feasibility
Design and Location

The Public Facilities and Services Element fulfills the GMA requirements for capital facilities and utilities.
Throughout this element, the term “public facilities” includes all types of public infrastructure, including
utilities.
The Public Facilities and Services Element uses two components to comply with GMA requirements for
capital facilities. The first component is this chapter which contains the goals and policies.
The goals and policies in this chapter convey the City’s intent to:
•

Set clear goals for service delivery and system expansion for public rights‐of‐ way, sanitary and
stormwater systems, water, parks and recreation, public safety and emergency response, solid
waste management, school facilities, technology access, and energy infrastructure.

•

Ensure that public facilities and services support the local and regional growth planning
objectives.

•

Emphasize the development of facilities that serve multiple goals.

•

Advance an adaptive management approach to improve reliability and resilience.

•

Provide more equitable service delivery.

•

Reduce risks to human and environmental health and safety.

The second component is the background information in this chapter. The background information is
based in large part on the City’s Capital Facilities Program, which is a separate document and is adopted
by reference. The background information fulfills the requirements of GMA to:
•

Provide an inventory of existing public facilities.

•

Identify deficiencies in capital facilities and the actions necessary to meet such deficiencies.

•

Forecast future needs for facilities.

•

Propose capital improvements and their costs.

•

Plan for financing proposed capital improvements.

•

Inform the capital budget process.
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WHY IS THIS IMPORTANT?
High‐quality and dependable basic public services, like clean water and reliable sewer and stormwater
management services, are essential to Tacoma’s future success. Cost‐effective and dependable services
improve quality of life, affordability, and make Tacoma a more attractive place to do business. Well‐built
and well‐maintained facilities also help the city recover from damaging natural events and emergencies.
The City’s public facilities and services can also help create a vibrant public realm. The City's public
facility systems provide water, sewer, transportation, parks and civic services. Public facilities include
the varied and extensive networks of streets and pipes, as well as parks and natural areas that not only
manage stormwater and flooding, but also help provide places for recreation. Public services include
things like public transportation and police, fire, and emergency response. In addition, services such as
access to broadband technology, electricity and natural gas, and comprehensive waste, recycling, and
composting services are essential for households and businesses. It takes the collective and coordinated
effort of multiple agencies and regulated utilities to maintain and operate the complex systems used to
manage and provide these necessities to Tacomans.
Public agencies aim to provide basic services to all Tacomans. However, for a variety of reasons, not all
services are distributed equitably across the city. The agencies charged with managing public facility
systems must balance the need to maintain existing services and infrastructure with the need to bring
new or improved services to under‐served communities, and to new residents and businesses. Future
investments will need to align with the City’s vision of achieving equitable service delivery to all
residents and visitors. In addition, these improvements must be made in ways that meet federal, state,
and regional regulations.
Given the likelihood of environmental, economic, and technological change in the next twenty years, the
agencies that deliver, build, and manage services and facilities must reinvent systems and facilities to
satisfy multiple uses, withstand environmental stress, and adapt to changing circumstances. The goals
and policies in this chapter support the equitable, efficient, and adaptive management approaches that
are needed to provide high‐ quality facilities and services to all Tacomans, including those in future
generations.
The public facilities and services will meet the community’s current and future needs by providing
acceptable levels of service in a reliable, effective, efficient, economic and environmentally responsible
manner for existing and future residents, visitors and businesses.
The Public Facilities and Services Element is also important because Tacoma’s public facilities and
services must address the requirements of the Growth Management Act, state, regional and county
planning, and they must relate to other elements of Tacoma’s comprehensive plan. They must also fulfill
the capital improvement requirements of the City of Tacoma.
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GOALS + POLICIES
PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE DEVELOPMENT
Development depends on the availability and adequacy of necessary facilities and services to support
growth. As growth and development occurs, existing facilities may need to be upgraded or expanded,
and new facilities may be needed.
Tacoma's urban growth area is an area surrounding the city that is characterized by urban growth. The
Growth Management Act states that cities should be the primary providers of urban services within
urban growth areas. Tacoma intends to meet this provision of the Act by becoming the primary provider
of public facilities and services in its urban growth areas over time, and to provide the same level of
service as it provides within the City limits.
Tacoma already provides some facilities and services in its urban growth areas. Tacoma encourages
other service providers within Tacoma's urban growth area to provide similar level of service standards
that the City provides for those facilities and services provided by the City in its urban growth area. For
its urban growth area, the City intends to jointly plan the provision of public facilities and services with
Pierce County, other jurisdictions and service providers.
Annexation of new areas will have an impact upon the provision of facilities and services. The City of
Tacoma encourages and accommodates annexations. Newly annexed areas are intended to be served
at the same level of service standards as those imposed within the city limits. However, if necessary, the
level of service may be phased in over time.
Regional public facilities are designated by GMA as essential public facilities. The City realizes that these
facilities are often difficult to site, but they provide needed public services. Tacoma will coordinate with
other jurisdictions in the region to site public facilities and will not exclude such facilities from its
jurisdiction.
Facilities for Land Use
GOAL PFS-1

Provide public facilities and services necessary to support existing and new
development envisioned in the Urban Form Element.

Policy PFS-1.1 Plan public facilities and services that have the capacity and are located to serve existing
development and future growth planned in the -Urban Form Element.
Policy PFS-1.2 Provide public facilities and services that are the responsibility of the City, and
coordinate with other agencies for their provision of public facilities and services for
which they are responsible.
Policy PFS-1.3 Coordinate and cooperate with federal, state, regional and local jurisdictions, private
industry, businesses and citizens in the planning, siting, design and development of
facilities serving and affecting the community.
Policy PFS-1.4 Adopt by reference the capital facilities plans of the following providers of public
facilities and services in Tacoma.
a. Parks: Metropolitan Park District.
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b. Schools: Tacoma School District.
c. Transportation: Pierce Transit, Sound Transit, and Washington State Department of
Transportation.
Annexation Areas
GOAL PFS-2

Be the primary provider of urban services within Tacoma’s designated urban growth
area and provide the same level of service standards as within the City limits.

Policy PFS-2.1 Promote growth and development within Tacoma's urban growth area that is consistent
with the City's adopted policies, the County-wide Planning Policies for Pierce County,
and Vision 2040 in order to discourage sprawl, direct higher intensity and density uses
into designated centers, and support enhanced public transit.
Policy PFS-2.2 Anticipate public facility and service needs of possible future annexation areas through
long range planning, and when feasible develop facility capacities within the city to
meet these needs prior to or after annexation.
Policy PFS-2.3 Coordinate planning with Pierce County and other adjacent jurisdictions for land use
development, transportation and services within urban growth areas to ensure
development is orderly, compatible and sufficiently served, and consistent with City
plans.
Policy PFS-2.4 Ensure through interlocal agreement or other mechanism, the compatible development
of land including the rate, amount, type and location of growth, and the provision and
phasing of service within Tacoma's urban growth area, are consistent with the adopted
policies and standards and tier designations of the city.
Policy PFS-2.5 Extension of utility services within Tacoma's urban growth areas shall occur only upon
annexation or if a commitment for annexation is in place.
Policy PFS-2.6 Provide for active participation by affected residents and property owners in the joint
planning, annexation proposals, or agreements for service within Tacoma's urban
growth area.
Policy PFS-2.7 Expand the city's boundaries within established urban growth areas in a manner that
will benefit both the citizens of Tacoma and the citizens of the area to be annexed.
Essential Public Facilities
GOAL PFS-3

Collaborate with regional partners to site essential public facilities in an equitable and
practical manner.

Policy PFS-3.1 Actively participate as stakeholders in processes for determining the location of public
facilities of regional or statewide importance, also known as essential public facilities.
Policy PFS-3.2 Consider land use compatibility, capital facility needs and financial costs when siting
essential public facilities.
Policy PFS-3.3 Essential public facilities shall be developed in a timely and orderly manner and
arranged efficiently so as not to adversely affect the safety, health, or welfare of the
citizens residing in the surrounding community.
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Policy PFS-3.4 Major essential public facilities that generate substantial travel demand should be sited
along or near major transportation and public transit corridors.
Policy PFS-3.5 If Tacoma is selected as a site for a regional or statewide essential public facility, or is
otherwise impacted by a regional or statewide facility’s development, expansion, or
operation, ensure that impacts on Tacoma are mitigated.
Policy PFS-3.6 Active public involvement at the earliest point in the siting process shall be encouraged
through timely notification, public meetings, and hearings.
Policy PFS-3.7 Tacoma shall notify and coordinate with adjacent jurisdictions that are affected by the
siting of an essential public facility. Equitable distribution of facilities for the
populations they serve will be cooperatively established through inter-local agreements
in order to ensure that all jurisdictions share the burden of providing essential public
facilities.
NEEDS AND PRIORITIES FOR PUBLIC FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS
Tacoma strives to provide adequate public facilities and services, as efficiently and cost-effectively as
possible, to serve both existing and new development. Such facilities and services will be designed to
meet the capital facility needs of the community and to support Tacoma's land use growth and
development concept. In situations where the public facility is not owned directly by the City, the City
will encourage the provision of adequate services and coordinate with the responsible agency.
Additionally, the City requires certain public facilities and services to be available concurrent with
development (shown in Table 1).
A significant factor in determining the need for and priorities among capital improvements is the level of
service. It is an indicator of the extent or degree of service provided by a facility. The levels of service are
the minimum thresholds necessary to adequately serve future development, as well as the minimum
thresholds to which the City will strive to provide for existing development.
The City will select and budget capital projects through the preparation of the Capital Facilities Program,
which is the City’s multi-year plan for capital improvements.
GOAL PFS-4

Provide public facilities that address past deficiencies, meet the needs of growth and
enhance the quality of life through acceptable levels of service and priorities.

Policy PFS-4.1 Use the following levels of service, in combination with current needs analysis of
providers, to determine the need for public facilities, test the adequacy of such facilities
to serve proposed development concurrent with the impacts of the development, and
ensure that appropriate levels of capital resources are allocated.
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Table 9.1. Level of Service Standards for Concurrency
Public Facilities

Level of Service Standard

Electric Utilities

Voltage level + or - 5%; Average annual system
outage duration 75 minutes or less

Transportation
Pedestrian
Bicycle
Transit
Auto/Freight

Note: To be updated with LOS standard from the
Transportation Element, once finalized

Sanitary Sewers
Maximum Month Flow
Peak Hydraulic or Peak – Instantaneous Flow

200 gallons per capita per day (GPCD)
400 gallons per capita per day (GPCD)

Solid Waste

1.13 tons per capita per year

Storm Water Management
Private facilities less than 24 inches in diameter
All public facilities, and private facilities greater
than or equal to 24 inches in diameter

10 year, 24 hour design storm
25 year, 24 hour design storm

Water (Potable)

442 gallons per day per Equivalent Residential
Unit (ERU) and/or as contained in Tacoma
Water’s current Washington State Department of
Health approved water system plan

Note: These LOS standards are subject to periodic review and updates by providers. This table will be updated to reflect current
information as part of the annual Comprehensive Plan review process.

Policy PFS-4.2 Maintain level of service standards and provide capital improvements needed to
achieve and maintain the standards for existing and future populations.
Policy PFS-4.3 Use the following levels of service to assist in determining the need for public facilities,
and as a management tool for monitoring the sufficiency of the facilities:
Table 9.2. Level of Service Standards Not Subject to Concurrency
Public Facilities

Level of Service Standard

Emergency Medical Services (EMS)

0.000016 units per capita

Fire

0.000109 apparatus per capita

Law Enforcement

0.288580 square feet of facility space per capita

Library

0.06 square feet per circulation

Parks
Local
Regional
Open Space/Wildlife Habitat

0.003 acres per capita, and within ¾ mile of all residents
0.007 acres per capita
0.002 acres per capita

Note: These LOS standards are subject to periodic review and updates by providers. This table will be updated to reflect current
information as part of the annual Comprehensive Plan review process.
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Policy PFS-4.4 Coordinate with other agencies to ensure that the levels of service are consistent
between the providers’ plans and this Element, and that the providers can continue to
achieve their level of service over the 20-year timeframe of the Comprehensive Plan.
Policy PFS-4.5 Identify needs for additional public facilities and services based on adopted levels of
service and forecasted growth, and determine the means and timing for providing
needed additional facilities.
Policy PFS-4.6 Provide public facilities and services that achieve the levels of service concurrent with
development as defined in City code and Washington State Law.
Policy PFS-4.7 Ensure that those public facilities and services necessary to support development shall
be adequate to serve the development at the time the development is available for
occupancy or use, or within a reasonable time as approved by the City, without
decreasing current service levels below locally established minimum standards.
Policy PFS-4.8 Jointly develop with other jurisdictions level of service standards for City of Tacoma
owned utilities that provide service within their boundaries.
Policy PFS-4.8Policy PFS-4.9
Provide equitable levels of service by accounting for existing community
conditions, considering how decisions will impact varied geographic, racial and socioeconomic groups, and embedding service equity criteria into decision-making processes
Policy PFS-4.9Policy PFS-4.10 Prioritize capital improvements that meet one or more of the following
criteria:
a. Addresses a public health or safety concern.
b. Is needed to correct existing public facility and services deficiencies, replace key
facilities that are currently in use and are at risk of failing, or provide facilities
needed for future growth.
c. Aligns with Tacoma 2025 and other City priorities.
d. Is required or mandated by law.
e. Has a high level of public support.
f. Improves geographic equity.the equitable access to public facilities and services
g. Is financially responsible, for instance by leveraging grant funding or other non-City
funding sources, reducing operating costs, avoiding future costs, or by having a
sustainable impact on the operating budget.
h. Is environmentally responsible and helps to meet the goals of the Environment
Element.
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND NEIGHBORHOOD REVITALIZATION
Public facilities and services are one of the most direct ways to help develop and sustain a safe, healthy
and livable community, as well as a balanced and vibrant economy. Strategic use of public funds that
assist and encourage private investment and development will foster economic diversity and vitality,
and preserve quality neighborhoods, and support the health and economic opportunity of
underinvested communities.
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Comment [JS1]: As we discussed at the CFP
meeting, the Policies in section 4 are
summarized and called out in the criteria
below. The current policies in section 4 do not
call out equity, so I’m proposing adding one.

Since a deteriorating infrastructure may well be an economic deterrent, it is desirable for the City to
maintain its facilities to both attract and retain private enterprise and residents. Tacoma will use its
limited resources to its best advantage by strengthening the link between economic development
planning and public facilities planning, and emphasizing the support role that infrastructure and capital
improvements provide to development and neighborhoods.
GOAL PFS-5

Strengthen the economic base, diversify industrial and commercial enterprises,
increase employment opportunities, increase the income level of residents, and
enhance and revitalize neighborhoods and mixed-use centers.

Policy PFS-5.1 Encourage projects which stimulate the economy by expanding employment
opportunities, strengthening the tax base or providing for private investment
opportunities.
Policy PFS-5.2 Encourage the development of capital improvement projects that promote tourism and
convention trade.
Policy PFS-5.3 Encourage capital improvements in areas with existing service disparities and those
areas in need of neighborhood revitalization and provide services to neighborhoods at a
level commensurate with the respective needs of each.
Policy PFS-5.4 Emphasize capital improvement projects which promote the conservation, preservation
or revitalization of commercial, industrial, residential, and natural habitat areas of the
city.
Policy PFS-5.5 Initiate and encourage programs that improve and maintain the physical environment of
the business community.
Policy PFS-5.6 Use capital facility improvements within mixed-use centers to enhance and revitalize
these areas, support compact development and encourage transit use.
Policy PFS-5.7 Identify and implement infrastructure improvements which enhance the viability and
attractiveness of manufacturing/industrial centers and stimulate growth of new and
existing manufacturing and industrial businesses.
FINANCIALLY FEASIBLE
Public facilities and services are expensive, and their costs generally increase from one year to the next.
But the money to pay for the growing costs is subject to many limits. State and federal grant funds are
usually restricted to specific types of improvements and are often one-time funds for unique purposes.
The amount of grant funding has decreased with changes in policies at state and national levels. Real
estate excise taxes and impact fees are the only additional sources provided by GMA, and both are
subject to the ups and downs of the real estate market. Citizens are reluctant to tax themselves further
to pay for expensive facilities unless there are compelling reasons for the improvements. In spite of the
financial obstacles facing local governments today, the City needs to provide funding for public facilities
and services to meet existing and future needs.
GOAL PFS-6

Ensure that planned public facilities are financially feasible.
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Policy PFS-6.1 Identify specific sources and realistic projected amounts of public money that will
provide full funding for the capital improvement projects needed for existing and future
development.
Policy PFS-6.2 Identify the public process and actions needed to develop and implement new or
increased sources of revenue that are needed to make the Public Facilities and Services
Element financially feasible.
Policy PFS-6.3 Ensure that existing and future developments pay for some or all of the costs of capital
improvements or new facilities that are deemed necessary, by reason of their respective
developments, to reduce existing deficiencies or replace obsolete facilities.
Policy PFS-6.4 Consider specific funding strategies subject to the policy criteria described for each of
the following:
a. Charge impact fees when the City Council determines that new development should
pay its proportionate share of the public facilities that it needs.
b. Use grants, public/private partnerships, and investments by businesses locating in
Tacoma to leverage local funding.
c. Use debt when the City Council determines that it is appropriate to advance the
construction of priority capital improvements and to amortize the cost over the life
of the public facility.
d. Encourage public-private partnerships to finance infrastructure and public facilities
which fulfill mutual interests of the public and private sectors.
e. Facilitate the formation of local improvement districts to construct needed
infrastructure improvements.
Policy PFS-6.5 If projected funding is inadequate to finance needed public facilities that provide the
City’s adopted levels of service, adjust the level of service, the planned growth, and/or
the sources of revenue to maintain a balance between available revenue and needed
public facilities.
Policy PFS-6.6 Use the City’s Capital Facilities Program as the short-term processes for implementing
the long-term Public Facilities and Services Element.
Policy PFS-6.7 Work with other providers of public facilities to ensure that their individual capital
improvement plans are financially feasible.
Policy PFS-6.8 Consider the fiscal impacts of major public projects or projects involving the expansion
of capacity or service areas as a major factor in the selecting and budgeting of capital
projects.
Policy PFS-6.9 Programming flexibility shall be provided for appropriate public facilities projects to
allow for contingent expenditures needed to respond to emergency situations or to
obligate unexpected funds that become available.
Policy PFS-6.10 Ensure that the operating and maintenance costs of a facility are financially feasible
prior to constructing the facility.
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DESIGNED AND LOCATED FOR COMMUNITY VALUES
Tacoma needs public facilities and services that are equitably distributed throughout the community;
located and designed to be safe and convenient to the people they serve; provide flexible use and
maximum efficiency; and are compatible with adjacent uses and the environment.

Comment [JS2]: There is no policy below
that speaks to this, so

Tacoma can also pursue alternatives to developing additional facilities. Design standards and
conservation can be used as mechanisms to defer additional facilities.
The built environment also has an aesthetic role in the community. The use and appearance of public
utilities which are exposed to public view or have public access can enrich our lives through attention to
use, design, aesthetics and location. Facilities can be located and designed to complement the
aesthetics, social interactions and urban design of the community.
Older public facilities sites, structures or equipment may have historical or cultural values that deserve
physical or photographic preservation.
GOAL PFS-7

Design, locate and provide public facilities with features and characteristics that
support the environment, energy efficiency, aesthetics, technological innovation, costeffectiveness, and sustainability, and equity.

Policy PFS-7.1 Design natural infrastructure into projects whenever feasible to mimic ecological
processes and minimize the need for built infrastructure.
Policy PFS-7.2 Incorporate consideration of physical health and well-being into decisions regarding the
location, design, and operation of public facilities.
Policy PFS-7.3 Provide public facilities that support and implement sustainability, reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions, and environmental stewardship, and evaluation of their
carbon footprints.
Policy PFS-7.4 Reduce energy use and consumption of potable water by city buildings and operations,
and promote the use of renewable energy sources.
Policy PFS-7.5 Use environmentally sensitive building techniques and low impact surface water
methods.
Policy PFS-7.6 Design public facilities that are oriented towards and accessible by transit and nonmotorized modes of travel.
Policy PFS-7.7 Ensure that public facilities preserve registered historical sites and provide cultural
enrichment.
Policy PFS-7.8 Promote the co-location of public facilities, when feasible, to enhance efficient use of
land, reduce public costs, reduce travel demand, and minimize disruption to the
community.
Policy PFS-7.9 Promote water reuse and water conservation opportunities that diminish impacts on
water, wastewater, and surface water systems.
Policy PFS-7.10 Consider maintenance, replacement, rehabilitation or reuse of existing facilities to meet
the projected needs before planning for major investments in new facilities.
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Comment [JS3]: It seems like you need a
policy in here about how you will use the
community’s values in your decisions on
location, design and operation of public
facitilies

Policy PFS-7.11 Support and encourage habitat restoration within utility properties and corridors which
are intended to remain relatively undeveloped and can support significant habitat
functions while accommodating vegetation management necessary for the safe
operation and maintenance of utility features.
Policy PFS-7.12 Design, locate and build public facilities that are models for the private sector.
Policy PFS-7.13 Encourage the coordination of utilities when undergrounding utility lines.
MAINTAINED FOR THE FUTURE
Maintenance of public facilities is important to protect the public's investment in them. A
comprehensive maintenance program includes: 1) an inventory and assessment of existing facilities; 2) a
routine preventative maintenance schedule; and 3) an evaluation of the maintenance needs of
proposed new facilities.
GOAL PFS-8

Maintain public facilities so that they are reliable, functional, safe, sanitary, clean,
attractive, and financially sustainable.

Policy PFS-8.1 Maintain public spaces and public facilities and enhance their appearance.
Policy PFS-8.2 Develop, adopt and use schedules and plans for replacement of public facilities upon
completion of their useful lives.
Policy PFS-8.3 Provide public facilities that minimize operating and maintenance costs of the facility.
Policy PFS-8.4 Operate and manage public facilities to minimize their carbon footprints.
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Note: Initial draft; further work is pending in the areas noted below.
OVERVIEW
The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires communities to plan for capital facilities and utilities to
ensure that there is an adequate level of public facilities and services in place to meet community needs
over time. As shown in Table 9.3, public facilities and services in Tacoma are provided by the City and by
other entities. The following pages contain background information about these different types of
public facilities and services. The information, together with the provider plans that are adopted by
reference in this element, is intended to meet GMA requirements and provide a discussion of location
and capacity of utilities as well as a discussion of inventory, future needs, capital projects and financing
for capital facilities.
Table 9.3. List of public facilities and services providers
Type

Provider

Provided by City
Electric
General Municipal Facilities
Fire
Libraries
Police
Solid Waste
Stormwater
Wastewater
Water

Tacoma Public Utilities
Public Works Department
Fire Department
Tacoma Public Libraries
Police Department
Environmental Services Department
Environmental Services Department
Environmental Services Department
Tacoma Public Utilities

Provided by City & Other Entities
Parks (including special public
assembly facilities)

Public Works Department, Environmental Services Department
Metro Parks Tacoma

Telecommunications

Tacoma Public Utilities
Private providers

Transportation

Public Works Department
Tacoma Public Utilities
Pierce Transit
Sound Transit

Provided by Other Entities
Natural Gas
Schools

Puget Sound Energy
Tacoma Public Schools

Note: based on feedback received on this initial draft, we are planning to add information from the Capital Facilities Program
about the following types of facilities to the general municipal facilities section: arenas, stadiums, theaters, exhibition and
convention facilities, community and human service facilities and community development projects.

Over the next 20 years, the City plans to continue to work with service providers to maintain existing
infrastructure and invest in expanded or new infrastructure to support planned growth and the
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development patterns that are called for in the Land Use Element. The City will also continue providing
water, electric and telecommunications services to areas outside of its boundaries through Tacoma
Public Utilities (TPU) in coordination with the relevant jurisdictions.
Tacoma Public Utilities (TPU)
TPU was formed in 1893 when the City of Tacoma purchased the water and electrical systems of the Tacoma Water and
Light Company for $1.75 million. TPU provides water, electric, telecommunications and rail service to the greater Tacoma
area, including nearby cities and portions of unincorporated county land. The Tacoma City Charter provides for Tacoma
Public Utilities to be governed by a five-member Public Utility Board. The Tacoma City Council appoints the five Public Utility
Board members to five-year terms. While the Public Utility Board is the governing body and provides policy guidance, some
matters, such as issuing bonds and fixing utility rates, also require formal Tacoma City Council approval.
Annexation Areas
Note: to be updated, and accompanied by a map showing annexation areas.

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES PROVIDED BY THE CITY
Electricity
The City of Tacoma’s 2015 Capital Facilities Program and TPU’s 2011 Transmission and Distribution
Horizon Plan and 2013 Integrated Resource Plan provide an inventory of existing facilities, forecast of
future needs, proposed projects and financing for proposed projects. These plans are adopted by
reference herein. A summary of this information is provided below.
TPU’s power utility serves a 180 square mile area that includes the cities of Tacoma, University Place and
Fircrest; portions of the cities of Fife, Lakewood, Federal Way and Steilacoom; Joint Base LewisMcChord; and portions of Pierce County as far south as Roy. The area is diverse, ranging from industrial
and high-density urban areas to sparsely populated rural areas.
TPU acquires its power from a diverse mix of resources. The utility’s present power requirements are
supplied from seven hydroelectric dams owned by TPU, purchases from hydroelectric resources owned
by others, purchases from the Bonneville Power Administration, and through contractual arrangements
with the Grand Coulee Project Hydroelectric Authority and Grant County Public Utility District.
Additional power supplies are procured from the wholesale energy market through both short-term and
medium-term contracts as needed. TPU’s transmission system is interconnected with the regional
transmission network and includes high voltage 230 kV facilities and high voltage 115 kV facilities. The
transmission facilities provide wholesale transfer service, integrate generation and serve retail loads.
TPU also owns, operates, and maintains overhead and underground distribution facilities to serve its
customers. This includes both 12.5 kV and 13.8 kV distribution lines, which are fed from distribution
substations.
From the 1990s to the early 2000s, TPU’s overall load decreased from around 660 aMW per year to
around 550 aMW. TPU’s conservation efforts were likely partially responsible for the decrease, as well
as the economic recession. Conservation is an integral component in TPU’s resource strategy. From
1990 to 2012, the utility spent approximately $101.2 million on conservation. Because of these
expenditures, TPU’s overall load in 2012 was estimated to be 35 aMW lower than it would otherwise
have been.
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TPU has sufficient surplus energy to meet forecast loads well into the 2020’s. Over the past decade, the
utility has experienced load growth. Loads are forecasted to reach pre-2000 levels again around 2028.
The South Service Area (which includes communities south of Tacoma), Tideflats (which includes the
Port of Tacoma), and downtown Tacoma are expected to experience the most load growth. Tacoma
Power anticipates transmission constraints in meeting future load growth, system reliability and
operational flexibility. It will be necessary to address these transmission constraints in order to operate
and maintain a reliable and safe system. Certain high load growth areas will also require one or more
new distribution substations and expansion of the existing distribution substations to meet the future
load. Furthermore, aging electrical facilities require replacement programs to ensure the system is
reliable. Projects planned for the next six years are shown in Table 9.4.
Table 9.4. 2015–2020 power capital projects and funding sources
Project

2015–2020 Expenditures

Funding Sources

$19,879,000

Utility participation

General Plant Improvements

43,458,440

Utility participation

Power Generation Facility Improvements

170,394,700

Utility participation

Power Management

87,565,800

Utility participation

Transmission and Distribution Projects

242,012,000

Utility participation

Utility Technology Services—Smart Grid

58,279,000

Utility participation

CLICK! Network & Electrical Systems Reliability

TOTAL

621,588,940

Source: Tacoma 2015 Capital Facilities Program
Note: More detailed information about funding sources for all types of public facilities in this Element to be provided
Note: More detail about long term facility plans (7-20 years) to be provided, as available

General Municipal Facilities
The City of Tacoma’s 2015 Capital Facilities Program provides an inventory of existing facilities, forecast
of future needs, proposed projects and financing for proposed projects. A summary of this information
is provided below.
The City’s general municipal facilities provide locations to directly serve the public and to house City
employees. The City has five such facilities, including the Fleet Services located at 3639 S Pine St,
Municipal Service Center located at 1224 Martin Luther King Jr. Way, Tacoma Municipal Building located
at 747 Market St, Union Station located at 1717 Pacific Ave and Tacoma Municipal Building North
located at 733 Market St.
Within the next six years, there is the need to maintain existing facilities. Also, the City plans to
construct a new consolidated Public Works Maintenance Facility. The proposed facility is approximately
28,500 square feet and will provide parking for service vehicles (location of facility to be provided).
Given the City’s population growth target, it is likely that additional capital improvements including new
or expanded general municipal facilities will be needed by 2040. Capital projects planned for the next six
years are listed in Table 9.5.
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Table 9.5. 2015–2020 general municipal facility capital projects and funding sources
Project

2015–2020 Expenditures

Funding Sources

ADA Transition Plan
Implementation

$2,754,166

Debt financing (2010 LTGO Bond D)

Municipal Complex—Deferred
Maint

2,680,000

City fund 5700 (municipal building
acquisitions and operations)

Municipal Complex—Elevator
Upgrades

1,400,000

City fund 3211 (capital projects), City fund
5700 (municipal building acquisitions and
operations), REET contribution

Municipal Complex—Exterior

3,000,000

City fund 5700 (municipal building
acquisitions and operations)

Municipal Complex—Fire Pump
Replacement

200,000

City fund 5700 (municipal building
acquisitions and operations)

Municipal Complex—Interior &
Access Improvements

1,298,000

City fund 5700 (municipal building
acquisitions and operations)

Municipal Complex—Mechanical &
Electrical Replacement

300,000

City fund 5700 (municipal building
acquisitions and operations)

Municipal Complex—Shower and
Locker Facility

500,000

City fund 5700 (municipal building
acquisitions and operations), city fund
0010 (general fund)

Municipal Complex—Various
Tenant Improvements

1,200,000

City fund 5700 (municipal building
acquisitions and operations)

Public Works, Proposed New
Maintenance Facility

10,000,000

Debt financing

Public Works, Streets Operations,
Deferred Maintenance1

1,676,000

City fund 5700 (municipal building
acquisitions and operations)

TOTAL

25,008,166

Source: Tacoma 2015 Capital Facilities Program
1

Deferred maintenance refers to maintenance projects that were previously planned but postponed due to lack of funding or
other factors.

Note: More detailed information about funding sources for all types of public facilities in this Element to be provided
Note: More detail about long term facility plans (7-20 years) to be provided as available

Fire and Emergency Medical Service
The City of Tacoma’s 2015 Capital Facilities Program and the Tacoma Fire Department’s Facilities Master
Plan provide an inventory of existing facilities, forecast of future needs, proposed projects and financing
for proposed projects. The Tacoma Fire Department’s Facilities Master Plan is adopted herein. A
summary of this information is provided below.
The Tacoma Fire Department is responsible for delivering fire protection, emergency rescue and EMS to
residents of a 71.6 mile service area including Tacoma, Fife, Fircrest and the unincorporated area of
Pierce County protected by Pierce County Fire District 10. The Department’s inventory of fire assets
includes 18 fire stations, a marine security joint operations center, alarm repair building, central fire
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alarm, radio repair facility, training center, vehicle shop, prevention center and 32 fire apparatus (ladder
trucks, engines, fireboats, command units, air units, hazardous materials units, water tender units,
technical rescue support vehicles, and emergency medical support vehicles and units). Additionally, two
fire stations located in Fife and Fircrest, owned by Pierce County Fire District No. 10 and the City of
Fircrest respectively, provide fire protection and emergency medical service though joint service
agreements with those. Fire Station 6 (1015 E. “F” Street) has been temporarily closed as a result of
reductions in the General Fund 2011-2012 and 2013-2014 budgets due to the impact of the Great
Recession.
The Department’s mission drives its service delivery model -an operational structure and response
system that ensures it is always prepared and ready to respond to any type of emergency. The
Department recently completed a comprehensive assessment of its facilities needs with a goal of more
effectively mitigating risk to the community and as part of its Commission on Fire Accreditation
International (CFAI) reaccreditation effort. The assessment included development of a Facilities Master
Plan and Standards of Cover (level of service standards). It found that the Department needs to replace
and remodel existing facilities and create a campus facility to improve operational efficiency. Seventytwo percent of existing fire stations and facilities are 40 to 100 years old and many are well beyond their
useful life expectancy.
The Department’s Facilities Master Plan calls for replacing Stations 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15 and
creating one new station; remodeling Stations 3, 5, 8, 12, 16, 17, 18; and creating a campus facility. The
estimated combined cost for these projects is $180-190 million. City staff were planning to propose a
multi-year levy or capital bond to help finance the projects but this financing strategy was delayed due
to the Great Recession. Projects planned for the next six years are focused on maintaining existing
facilities and are shown in Table 9.6. The City will consider the projects called for in the Department’s
Facilities Master Plan during the Comprehensive Plan timeframe (2015-2040).
Table 9.6. 2015–2020 fire capital projects and funding sources
Project

2015–2020 Expenditures

Fire Facilities Deferred
Maintenance1, Exterior Repairs
Fire Facilities Deferred
Maintenance, HVAC Repair

$1,500,000

Funding Sources
City debt financing (2010 LTGO Bond E)

640,000

City fund 5700 (municipal building
acquisitions and operations)

Fire Facilities, Deferred
Maintenance

8,280,000

City fund 5700 (municipal building
acquisitions and operations)

Marine Security Operations Center

4,700,000

City debt financing (2009 LTGO Bond D,
2010 LTGO Bond E), federal grant

Port Area Fire Station
Improvements

3,200,000

*Funding sources TBD, if no funding is
secured the project will be delayed

Renovation & Remodeling of
Existing Fire Stations

1,129,844

City fund 3211 (capital projects)

TOTAL

19,449,844

Source: Tacoma 2015 Capital Facilities Program
1

Deferred maintenance refers to maintenance projects that were previously planned but postponed due to lack of funding or
other factors
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Libraries
The City of Tacoma’s 2015 Capital Facilities Program provides an inventory of existing facilities, forecast
of future needs, proposed projects and financing for proposed projects. Tacoma Public Library staff
provided updated input on forecast of future needs as part of the Comprehensive Planning process. A
summary of this information is provided below.
Tacoma Public Library provides library services to residents of Tacoma. There are currently eight library
facilities open to the public. The main library is located at 1102 Tacoma Ave and the other seven are
distributed in neighborhoods throughout the City. In recent years the City has struggled to maintain
existing facilities with limited funding. It has had to reduce open hours and to close two library facilities
–the Martin Luther King Branch at 1902 S Cedar and the Swan Creek Branch at 9828 Portland Ave E.
Tacoma Public Library has seen an increase in use of digital resources and services in recent years and
anticipates that this demand will continue to grow. The library is partnering with institutions and schools
to increase patrons’ ability to access library resources.
Over the coming years, the City plans to maintain existing library facilities. There is a need to develop a
capital facilities plan with a detailed strategy for maintenance and repairs. If buildings are properly
maintained, the library system has the capacity to meet increasing demand through 2040 by expanding
open hours and by increasing digital access. Currently, facilities are open 40-45 hours per week and
could be open as much as 65-70 hours per week with the proper funding. Capital projects planned for
the next six years are listed in Table 9.7.
Table 9.7. 2015–2020 library capital projects and funding sources
Project

2015–2020 Expenditures

Funding Sources

Fern Hill Library Refurbishment

$450,900

City fund 0010 (general fund)

Kobetich Branch Refurbishment

65,000

City fund 0010 (general fund)

Libraries Automatic Doors
Replacement

City fund 0010 (general fund)

Library Heat Pump Replacements
Master Plan

260,000

City fund 0010 (general fund)

Library Parking Lot Resurfacing
Master Plan

80,000

City fund 0010 (general fund)

1,050,000

City fund 0010 (general fund)

Main Library Elevator Upgrade

80,000

City fund 0010 (general fund)

Moore Branch Refurbishment

80,000

City fund 0010 (general fund)

South Tacoma Library
Refurbishment

309,000

City fund 0010 (general fund)

1,071,000

City fund 0010 (general fund)

600,000

City fund 0010 (general fund)

Main Branch Refurbishment

Swasey Library Refurbishment
Wheelock Refurbishment
TOTAL

4,525,900

Source: Tacoma 2015 Capital Facilities Program
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Police
The City of Tacoma’s 2015 Capital Facilities Program provides an inventory of existing facilities, forecast
of future needs, proposed projects and financing for proposed projects. A summary of this information
is provided below.
The Tacoma Police Department provides law enforcement for the City of Tacoma. Police facilities
include the Police Headquarters located at 3701 South Pine Street, five substations, a firing range and a
warehouse. Their combined square footage is 85,043 feet. Tacoma’s level of service standard for police
facilities is 0.28858 square feet per capita. Based on the city’s population growth target, the City will
require an additional 9,582 square feet by 2040. The City will consider expanding existing facilities or
constructing a new facility to meet the projected need for additional police facilities. The police
department has adequate capacity for the next six years and more. Capital projects planned for the next
six years are listed in Table 9.8 and are focused on maintaining existing facilities.
Table 9.8. 2015–2020 police capital projects and funding sources
Project

2015–2020 Expenditures

Funding Sources

Police Headquarters, LEED EBOM

$150,000

City fund 5700 (municipal building
acquisitions and operations)

Police Sector 4 (McKinley),
Deferred Maintenance1

707,000

City fund 5700

Police-Fleet Warehouse, Deferred
Maintenance1

765,000

City fund 5700

Police-Fleet Warehouse, Rooftop
Unit Replacements

800,000

City fund 5700

TOTAL

2,422,000

Source: Tacoma 2015 Capital Facilities Program
1

Deferred maintenance refers to maintenance projects that were previously planned but postponed due to lack of funding or
other factors

Solid Waste
The City of Tacoma’s 2015 Capital Facilities Program provides an inventory of existing facilities, forecast
of future needs, proposed projects and financing for proposed projects. A summary of this information
is provided below.
The City provides solid waste collection service for single and multi-family housing units, commercial and
industrial customers and all other solid waste customers within the City limits. Every other week
garbage collection service is mandatory for all residents. Recycling and yard waste collection is an
optional biweekly service that is available at no additional cost to residential customers.
The City owned and operated the Tacoma Landfill at 3510 S Mullen St from 1960 to 2013. Since the
closure of the active landfill, the site continues to operate as a base of operations and as a transfer
station and material recovery facility. The City, under a 20-year contract with Pierce County that was
established in 2000, delivers all items that cannot be processed, non-recyclable materials, and waste to
the 304th Street Landfill located in Pierce County.
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Current landfill capacity is expected to be sufficient for at least six years. Before the City’s contract with
Pierce County expires in 2020, the City will have the option to extend or renegotiate the contract, or to
put out a bid for alternative landfill services. The City does not anticipate constructing a new landfill in
the future. The City is currently working to develop a waste management plan and is studying ways to
divert waste from the landfill, which may help to reduce the rate of increasing demand for solid waste
service between now and 2040. There is only one capital project planned for the next six years, as
shown in Table 9.9.
Table 9.9. 2015–2020 solid waste capital projects and funding sources
Project
Upgrades and Maintenance to
3510 S Mullen St Facility

2015–2020 Expenditures

Funding Sources

$18,453,000

Utility participation

Source: Tacoma 2015 Capital Facilities Program

Stormwater
The City of Tacoma’s 2015 Capital Facilities Program provides an inventory of existing facilities, forecast
of future needs, proposed projects and financing for proposed projects. A summary of this information
is provided below.
The City’s stormwater infrastructure includes over 775 miles of pipe and ditch flow paths, 26 holding
basins, four pump stations, 660 outfalls, over 11,000 manholes and over 22,500 catch basins. Once it
enters the system, stormwater is conveyed to various water courses or bodies in and around the City. All
stormwater eventually ends up in Puget Sound. There are a limited number of streets within the City
that have no storm pipes or ditches. Surface water on these streets flows to the nearest stormwater
facility or is absorbed into the ground. These streets are not concentrated in any particular area.
The City is constantly working to maintain, upgrade and expand its stormwater system. It anticipates
continuing to do so for the foreseeable future, with an increasing emphasis on green infrastructure.
Determinations are made by the City on a case-by-case basis regarding whether there is adequate
capacity to serve new development within established level of service standards. If this cannot be
accomplished, detention facilities are required that comply with the current State Surface Water
Management Manual. Capital projects planned for the next six years are listed in Table 9.10.
Table 9.10. 2015–2020 stormwater capital projects and funding sources
Project

2015–2020 Expenditures

Asphalt Plant Site Cleanup

$741,672

Funding Sources
State grant, City fund 0010 (general fund)

Asset Management Program

44,728,700

Utility participation

Facilities Projects

12,260,000

Utility participation

Ongoing LID/Extension Projects

10,155,000

Utility participation

Treatment and Low Impact
Projects

12,323,000

Utility participation

TOTAL

80,208,372

Source: Tacoma 2015 Capital Facilities Program
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Wastewater
The City of Tacoma’s 2015 Capital Facilities Program provides an inventory of existing facilities, forecast
of future needs, proposed projects and financing for proposed projects. A summary of this information
is provided below.
Tacoma’s wastewater facilities include the Central, North End and Western Slopes Wastewater
Treatment Plants, over 3.5 million feet of main and sewer flow paths and 45 pump stations. The Central
and North End Wastewater Treatment Plants provide sanitary sewer service to Tacoma, Ruston, Fircrest,
Fife, Milton, parts of Federal Way and parts of unincorporated Pierce County including Dash Point and
Browns Point. Wastewater from Tacoma's Western Slopes service area is conveyed to the Pierce County
Chambers Creek Facility for treatment. The Western Slopes Wastewater Treatment Plant was taken out
of service in 1990.
Between the Central and North End Wastewater Treatment Plants and the City’s agreement with Pierce
County, the City currently has a total permitted peak hydraulic treatment capacity of 179.9 MGD. This
treatment capacity, and the capacity of the overall collection system, is sufficient to meet anticipated
demand for the next six years or more. However, collection system capacity is not uniformly distributed
throughout the system and no guarantee can be made that there is capacity in every line for every new
development. Determinations are made by the City on a case-by-case basis for new developments to
ensure that capacity is either available in the existing collection system or is required to be provided by
the applicant.
The City is planning to develop a comprehensive sewer plan in the next few years. This plan will provide
a long-term strategy for the City’s wastewater facilities. It is anticipated that expanded wastewater
capacity will be required before 2040. To meet this need, the City will consider upgrading existing
facilities, contracting for additional service or building new facilities. The City also plans to maintain and
expand the existing collection system to serve projected growth. Capital projects planned for the next
six years are listed in Table 9.11.
Table 9.11. 2015–2020 wastewater capital projects and funding sources
Project

2015–2020 Expenditures

Funding Sources

$37,270,000

Utility participation

Collection System Projects

3,550,000

Utility participation

North end Treatment Plant
Projects

6,000,000

Utility participation

Pump Station Projects

56,100,000

Utility participation

Central Treatment Plant Projects

TOTAL

102,920,000

Source: Tacoma 2015 Capital Facilities Program

Water
The City of Tacoma’s 2015 Capital Facilities Program provides an inventory of existing facilities, forecast
of future needs, proposed projects and financing for proposed projects. A summary of this information
is provided below.
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TPU provides water service to residences, businesses and industries located in the cities of Tacoma,
University Place, Puyallup, Bonney Lake, Fircrest, Lakewood, Federal Way, the town of Ruston and
portions of Pierce and King Counties. TPU also provides wholesale water supplies to independent water
purveyors operating in Pierce and King Counties, and is a participant in a regional partnership known as
the Regional Water Supply System formed by Tacoma Water, the Lakehaven Utility District, the City of
Kent and the Covington Water District.
TPU’s water utility facilities include two office buildings located at S 35th St and S Union Ave and at 130th
Ave E and Reservoir Road, 1.2 miles of distribution mains, 150 miles of smaller distribution lines, 25
pump stations, 12 reservoirs, five standpipes and 32 wells. The Green River, located in King County, is
TPU’s primary source of water. TPU’s Green River First Diversion Water Right can supply up to 73
million gallons of water each day, but is subject to minimum river flows as established in an agreement
reached with the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe. The supply under this water right can be replaced with
water from seven wells when water in the Green River is turbid, or cloudy. TPU’s Green River Second
Diversion Water Right can provide up to 65 million gallons of water each day. The supply under the
Second Diversion Water Right is subject to minimum streamflow standards and is the source of supply
for the Regional Water Supply System. This water right allows water to be stored in the spring behind
the Howard Hanson Dam for use in the summer. In addition to surface and groundwater sources in the
Green River Watershed, TPU’s wells have a short-term combined pumping capacity of approximately 60
million gallons a day. Based a demand forecast conducted by TPU in 2012 that took into account peak
day requirements, the utility has sufficient water capacity through 2060.
TPU’s Water Strategic Plan, completed in April 2012, establishes the direction and focus for Tacoma
Water capital facilities planning. Capital projects planned for the next six years are listed in Table 9.12.
Over the next twenty years, TPU plans to build a decant facility, water facilities for the Tehelah
community in east Pierce County, a fish restoration facility and 4,800 linear feet of distribution mains in
a newly acquired service area in Puyallup previously served by Andrain Road Water Association.
Table 9.12. 2015–2020 water capital projects and funding sources
Project

2015–2020 Expenditures

Funding Sources

$14,786,491

Utility participation

RWSS Cost Share Eligible Projects

2,496,524

Utility participation

Water Distribution

58,873,450

Utility participation

Water Quality

3,110,170

Utility participation

Water
Supply/Transmission/Storage

37,246,144

Utility participation

General Improvements

TOTAL

116,512,779

Source: Tacoma 2015 Capital Facilities Program

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES PROVIDED BY THE CITY AND OTHER ENTITIES
Parks
Park service in Tacoma is provided by the City and by Metro Parks Tacoma. For City-owned facilities, the
City of Tacoma’s 2015 Capital Facilities Program provides an inventory of existing facilities, forecast of
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future needs, proposed projects and financing for proposed projects. The Green Vision 2030 plan
provides the same information for Metro Parks Tacoma, in combination with Metro Parks Tacoma’s
current Capital Improvement Plan. These plans are adopted by reference herein. A summary of this
information is provided below.
The City of Tacoma owns 704 acres of urban parks and 466 acres of open space (to be confirmed). Many
of these sites are managed in partnership with other agencies including Metro Parks Tacoma and the
Tacoma School District. Park and open space areas are distributed throughout the City, however there
are concentrations of urban parks in the downtown and waterfront areas and there are concentrations
of open space within steep slope areas and gulches.
Metro Parks Tacoma manages a total of 66 park and open space sites, including seven in northeast
Tacoma, 33 in northwest Tacoma, 15 in southeast Tacoma, ten in southwest Tacoma and the NW
Wildlife Trek facility located in Eatonville about 35 miles southeast of Tacoma. Of these facilities, 44
percent are neighborhood parks, 18 percent are community parks, 7.5 percent are signature community
parks, 1.5 percent are urban parks, three percent are regional parks, twelve percent are natural areas
and 14 percent are other open space facilities.
Insert results of gap analysis and needs info from Green Vision 2030
Capital projects planned for the next six years by the City are listed in Table 9.13.
Table 9.13. 2015–2020 City parks capital projects and funding sources
Project

2015–2020 Expenditures

Funding Sources

Central Park Phase II—Foss Master
Plan

$900,000

Metro Parks Tacoma, other funding to be
determined

Chinese Reconciliation Park Phase
III

518,000

City fund 3211 (capital projects), city fund
1195 (open space), grant funding

Chinese Reconciliation Park Phase
IV

4,155,247

City fund 1195 (open space), other
funding to be determined

Fireman's Park and Totem Pole
Stabilization

297,500

City fund 3211 (capital projects), city fund
1060 (public art), city fund 1195 (open
space), city fund 0010 (general fund)

Les Davis Pier - Dive Park, Tire
Removal

100,000

City fund 0010 (general fund)

Open Space Access and Active Use
Improvements

75,500

City fund 1195 (open space)

Site 1 Park Phase 2

50,000

Private contribution, grant funding

Stadium Way—Schuster
Promenade Connector

600,000

Grant funding

Tollefson Plaza Improvements

30,000

City fund 3211 (capital projects)

Waterway Park

3,000,000
TOTAL

Private contribution, grant funding

9,726,247

Source: Tacoma 2015 Capital Facilities Program
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Metro Parks Tacoma has over 70 capital projects planned for the time period of 2015 to 2025, according to
their current Capital Improvement Plan. Planned projects include improvements to existing facilities and
construction of new facilities. Projects with estimated costs over $10,000,000 are shown in Table 9.14. The
total estimated cost of all projects (including those estimated to cost under $10,000,000) is $483,550,691.
Anticipated funding sources include a 2014 bond, state funding, federal grant funding, Metro Parks
Tacoma Foundation support, partnerships, donations, funding from the City of Tacoma and other sources.
Table 9.14. 2015–2020 City parks capital projects and funding sources
Projects with Estimated Costs Over
$10,000,000

Estimated Cost

Funding Source

Eastside Community Center

$30,000,000

Bond, state funding, MPT foundation
funding, partnerships

Land Acquisition and Development
Program

15,000,000

Bond, state funding, MPT foundation
funding, City funding, other

New Maintenance Facilities

12,000,000

Bond, MTP general operating fund

North & West Community Center

18,620,000

Other

Point Defiance Marina

11,500,000

Bond, other

Point Defiance Park

121,695,000

Bond, state funding, federal grants,
partnerships, donations, City funding,
other

Point Defiance Zoo and Aquarium

85,400,000

Bond, MPT foundation funding

South End Recreation & Adventure
(SERA) Campus

49,393,240

Bond, state funding, federal grants, MPT
foundation support, partnerships, other

TOTAL

$343,608,240

Source: Metro Parks Tacoma 2015-2025 Capital Improvement Plan

Telecommunications
Telecommunications utilities in the City are provided by private companies and by TPU’s Click! service.
The majority of Tacoma is served by private telecommunication providers. Their infrastructure is located
throughout the City and includes lines, poles, cables, antenna, towers and system hubs. The City has a
franchise agreement with private cable provider Comcast. Century Link is another private cable provider
that serves the City; it is not required to have a franchise agreement under State Law due to the length
of time the company has been in operation. The City also has franchise agreements with private
telephone providers including Integra, Sprint, Level 3, Zayo, TW Telecom and LS Networks. The City is
currently renegotiating its franchise agreement with ATT. The number of franchise agreements
promotes competition among providers.
TPU’s Click! network is a state-of-the-art, carrier-grade hybrid fiber coaxial telecommunications
network. It is used by TPU’s power utility for transporting data from substations, remote terminal units
and other intelligence gathering devices to a central Energy Control Center for load monitoring and
management. The network also supports one of the largest two-way smart meter pilot projects in the
country. While designed to support power services, TPU also uses Click! to offer telecommunication
services to the public including cable television, high-speed data transport and Internet access. The
system presently extends along public rights-of-way throughout the cities of Tacoma, University Place,
Fircrest, Fife and portions of Lakewood and unincorporated Pierce County.
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Transportation: insert information from the Transportation Master Plan
PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES PROVIDED BY OTHER ENTITIES
Natural Gas
Natural gas service is provided to Tacoma residents and businesses by Puget Sound Energy (PSE). PSE is
a private utility providing natural gas and electric service to homes and businesses in the Puget Sound
region of Western Washington and portions of Eastern Washington, covering 8 counties and
approximately 6,000 square miles. As of March 2015, PSE provides natural gas service to approximately
38,920 customers within the City of Tacoma. PSE’s operations and rates are governed by the
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (WUTC). PSE natural gas utility operations and
standards are further regulated by the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT), including the Pipeline
and Hazardous Materials Administration (PHMSA).
To provide the City of Tacoma and adjacent communities with natural gas, PSE builds, operates, and
maintains an extensive system consisting of transmission and distribution natural gas mains, odorizing
stations, pressure regulation stations, heaters, corrosion protection systems, above ground
appurtenances and metering systems. Transmission and distribution mains are located along public right
of way throughout the City.
PSE updates and files an Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) with the WUTC every two years. The IRP
identifies methods to provide dependable and cost effective natural gas service that address the needs
of retail natural gas customers. Currently, PSE’s supply/capacity is approximately 970 MDth/Day at peak.
PSE purchases 100 percent of its natural-gas supplies. About half the natural gas is obtained from
producers and marketers in British Columbia and Alberta, and the rest comes from Rocky Mountain
States. All the gas PSE acquires is transported into PSE’s service area through large interstate pipelines
owned and operated by Williams Northwest Pipeline. PSE buys and stores significant amounts of natural
gas during the summer months, when wholesale gas prices and customer demand are low, and stores it
in large underground facilities and withdraws it in winter when customer usage is highest; ensuring a
reliable supply of gas is available.
To meet the regional and City of Tacoma’s natural gas demand, PSE’s delivery system is modified every
year to address new or existing customer growth, load changes that require system reinforcement,
rights-of-way improvements, and pipeline integrity issues. The system responds differently year to year
and PSE is constantly adding or modifying infrastructure to meet gas volume and pressures demands.
Major construction activity that is anticipated in the City of Tacoma in the next 20 years includes the
following: four miles of 16” high pressure gas main to serve a new liquid natural gas facility located in
the Port of Tacoma and to provide system reliability to the southern service area; a new liquefied
natural gas plant; potential mitigation due to Interstate-5 High Occupancy Vehicle Lane settlement; and
providing new service to the Point Ruston development. PSE also plans for ongoing work to maintain the
integrity of its natural gas system.
Schools
Tacoma Public Schools (TPS) is the third largest district in Washington State serving more than 28,000
children in kindergarten through grade 12. The district has 35 elementary schools, nine middle schools,
five comprehensive high schools and 14 alternative learning sites. These schools are located throughout
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neighborhoods in Tacoma and Fircrest. TPS has more than 5,000 employees and is one of the largest
employers in Tacoma.
In 2013 voters approved a $500 million bond issue that will replace or modernize 14 schools and make
nearly 200 facility improvements to many other schools in the district. There are five schools that are
not planned for improvements due to recent construction or high quality condition. The 14 schools
planned for replacement or modernization have an average age of 74 years. They are shown in Table
9.15. Improvements to Washington Elementary School were completed in 2014. According to the
District’s construction schedule, improvements to the remaining 13 schools are planned to take place
between 2015 and 2020.
The school district is in the process of developing a new 30 year master plan. The plan is targeted for
completion in winter 2015/16. The City will incorporate new information from this plan into the Capital
Facilities Element as part of its annual Comprehensive Plan amendment process.
Table 9.15. Location of schools planned for replacement
Location

School

Eastside Neighborhood of Tacoma

Boze Elementary School
Mary Lyon Elementary School

South End Neighborhood of Tacoma

Birney Elementary School
Stewart Middle School

South Tacoma Neighborhood of Tacoma

Arlington Elementary School

Central Neighborhood of Tacoma

McCarver Elementary School

West End Neighborhood of Tacoma

Hunt Middle School
Downing Elementary School
Science and Math Institute (SAMI)
Wilson High School

North Tacoma Neighborhood of Tacoma

Grant Elementary School
Washington Elementary School

Northeast Neighborhood

Browns Point Elementary School

City of Fircrest

Wainwright Elementary School

Given the City’s population growth target, it is likely that there will be a need for additional school
capacity between 2020 and 2040. The district has a number of tools it could use to meet this need,
including changing programming to free up classroom space, boundary adjustments, grade
reconfiguration, adding portables, expanding existing facilities and building new facilities.

MAPS TO BE ADDED
•
•
•

Key public facilities
Parks
Annexation areas
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Thanks for giving the Health Department the opportunity to preview your well-written draft Tacoma
2040 (June version) via the drop box from 3SB in your email dated July 9, 2015.
The Health Department welcomes the draft plan which gives health/well-being and social equity due
attention throughout the Plan. We are thrilled to read the intent of the plan is to support a healthy and
sustainable community (P. 1-4). We recommend that you use the community health profile to give
readers a better understanding of the current health status of your community
(www.tpchd.org/files/library/472ecf09e66bd12f.pdf). Including the community profile in an appendix is
an option you may wish to consider.
Observations on Plan Format





While the side boxes are very useful, I find them used for a wide variety of purposes—providing
additional information, definitions, chapter highlights, or crosswalks to other chapters. It would
be better to differentiate each type by using either different shade or adding a headline for
each.
Consider adding a glossary of terms to the body of the Plan, or as an appendix.
Suggest using the same goal color for policies of individual elements.

Comments on Chapters
Chapter 1:


P. 1-5, Table 1: Under Parks and Recreation—Suggest adding Metro Parks Tacoma’s agency
strategic plan, Green Vision 2030, besides adopted master plans for individual parks.

Chapter 2:









P. 2-1, first section, first bullet: Recommend introducing and defining the term “complete
neighborhoods” and using those adjectives as “low-carbon, healthy and connected” to describe
their ideal state. If this makes sense, consider changing the phrase “more low-carbon complete
healthy connected neighborhoods” to read “low-carbon, healthy and connected complete
neighborhoods”.
P. 2-1, Second section, second para, first sentence: Please clarify what “this” refers.
P. 2-1, Third para, second sentence (P.2-1) and P.2-3, second para, second sentence (P.2-3):
Consider adding “and co-locating” after “clustering”.
P. 2-3, Policy UF-2.1: Add “medical facilities” to the list of key destinations.
P. 2-4: The box providing the definition of “complete neighborhood” is very useful. Consider
moving this box to P.2-1 where this term is first introduced. (Refer to my previous comment
above).
P. 2-4, Policy UF-3.9: Please note my previous comments on the housing element passed to you
dated June 4, 2015, specifically offering, for your consideration, the notion of replacing “single
family” with “single-detached”. The rationale behind this proposal is to place emphasis on the
built form and character of those type of development, rather than the “number of families” in
such dwelling units. This way will open up the opportunities for certain types of missing-middle

TPCHD Comments on Draft Tacoma 2040
(June 2015 Version)
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housing types, such as duplex, triplex or even four-plex, to be nicely nested in harmony with
single-detached neighborhoods. This comment is relevant throughout this draft plan.
P. 2-13, Transit Priority: Turn the last sentence into a side box.
P. 2-15 Historic Residential Areas: Add a map showing the six distinct areas.

Chapter 3:








P. 3-1: While we understand why the topic of healthy food is housed in this chapter, this
placement does not fully fit the title of this chapter. Consider renaming this chapter as “Built
Environments and Placemaking: Design + Development”. Once this title is broadened, those
topics, such as farmers’ market and community garden, can be seen as places for people to
gather, besides for healthy food access. If you welcome this approach, consider repackaging
“healthy food” in the side box and place it under “Creative place making, public art, cultural
activities and healthy food access”. Also under the section explaining “why is this important”,
you may wish to add the words “of our built environment” after “Development and design” in
the opening sentence; and the word “built” between “urban” and “environment” in the last
sentence.
P. 3-3, Policy DD-3.6: Consider merging bullets c and d to read: Provide attractive and wellmaintained landscaping with amenities, including street furniture and public art, along
pedestrian routes to create linear urban parks.
P. 3-11 Healthy Food and P. 3-13 Creative Place-making..: Consider merging and moving the
“healthy food” section into the “creative place-making public art, cultural activities and healthy
food access” as suggested above. Add another new policy related to healthy food to read:
“Encourage farmers’ market in all neighborhoods to provide easy access to healthy food and
destinations in neighborhoods for people to meet”.
P.3-13 Policy DD-11.7: Add “and partner agencies” after “diverse communities”. Metro Parks
Tacoma has a very comprehensive inventory of historic and cultural assets.

Chapter 4:







P. 4-1 Chapter title: Recommend to add the words “The natural’ before “environment”.
Would this chapter be a good place to call out a section on “emergency planning”?
P. 4-2 Goal EN-1: Consider replacing the words “in complementary ways” to read “interdependently”.
P. 4-8 Policy EN-2.23: Consider adding “Work with partner agencies to” in front of the sentence.
Besides Dept of Fish and Wildlife, Metro Parks Tacoma has a well-established Environmental
Education function within the agency.
P. 4-21 Flood Hazard Areas: Consider introducing a policy to “Discourage locating essential and
critical public facilities or services, such as hospitals, schools and emergency centers, within the
500-year floodplain.”

TPCHD Comments on Draft Tacoma 2040
(June 2015 Version)
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Chapter 5:


Previous comments on this chapter dated June 4, 2015 still apply. (See attached comments).

Chapter 6:


P. 6-14 Housing and Livability: Consider creating a policy which “strives to ensure affordable
housing alternatives are provided in close proximity to the types of employment opportunities
offered through monitoring and tracking of relevant housing, such as rents, and employment,
such as wages, data”.

Chapter 7:


Previous comments on the Transportation Master Plan dated April 14, 2015 still valid. (See
attached comments).

Chapter 8:


Since this chapter includes all public parks and open spaces managed by both the City and
Metro Parks Tacoma, consider making cross-reference to Metro Parks Tacoma’s Green Vision
2030.

Chapter 9:










P. 9-5, Goal PPS-4: Since the Plan places emphasis on addressing social equity, consider adding
the words “,particularly those in underserved areas”, after “address past deficiencies”. Health
starts where we live, work and play. Many underserved areas do not enjoy the opportunities
mostly taken for granted in some better-off neighborhoods. We heard from the residents living
in the eastside and south end that they had to drive to the north end to access their safe
sidewalks for physical activity.
P. 9-5, Goal PPS-4: It’s importation to include in this Chapter “a list of prioritization criteria” for
future improvement’s and investments. It’s not clear if the list of needs mentioned under this
goal is meant to give an order of CIP prioritization to address deficiencies in underserved areas
first, followed by address past deficiencies, then meet growth needs, and finally improve quality
of life. Please clarify. From a health equity point of view, the Department would like to see the
top priority goes to addressing deficiencies or disparities in underserved neighborhoods.
P. 9-6 Parks LOS: Are the LOS recommended here refer to just the city-managed parks and open
space? My understanding is that Metro Parks Tacoma does not adopt a per-capita LOS for their
park provision.
P. 9-7 Policy PFS-4.9: Suggest rewording the policy to read “Prioritize capital improvements
based on the total numbers of the following criteria met.”
P. 9-10 Goal PFS-7: Consider adding “livability,” before “and sustainability”.
P. 9-11 Goal PFS-8: Consider adding the word “Equitably” before “maintain”.

TPCHD Comments on Draft Tacoma 2040
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Chapter 11:






P. 11-2 Goal AD-1: Consider adding the word “continuously” before “engages”.
P. 11-4 Implementation: Recommend adding the words “and monitoring” after
“implementation”. Encourage staff work with the community or create an action in this chapter
to identify a handful of performance measures to track the progress of achieving the key
outcomes of the plan in collaboration with the public. The Health Department’s Healthy
Community Planning Toolbox has samples of performance measures for your consideration.
Work in conjunction with Tacoma 2025 to determine common outcomes to be tracked and
monitored over the next few years.
P. 11-5: Consider subarea plans for mixed use centers as an implementation tool, besides those
mentioned here.
P. 11-5: Consider adding “Healthy Community Strategy” as an example of functional plans.
Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department is glad to work with the City to develop such a
strategy or functional plan in consultation with the public to identify place-based and
neighborhood-specific health prevention strategies and performance measures to address
health equity in the City.

TPCHD Comments on Draft Tacoma 2040
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From: Watts, Christina
Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2015 11:42 AM
To: Atkinson, Stephen
Cc: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: Comp Plan Comments from CFP Task Force

Hi Stephen,
I am writing to submit a couple staff edits to the draft Comp Plan on behalf of the CFP Task Force. The
edits are for Policy PSF-4.9.
Edits:
• Revise bullet b.
• Add a new bullet regarding growth and development
• Add introductory language
See changes highlighted below.
Policy PFS-4.9 Consistent with the other policies within this section and the Comprehensive Plan,
prioritize capital improvements that meet one or more of the following criteria:
a. Addresses a public health or safety concern.
b. Is needed to correct existing public facility and services deficiencies or replace key facilities
that are currently in use and are at risk of failing. or provide facilities needed for future growth.
c. Aligns with Tacoma 2025 and other City priorities.
d. Is required or mandated by law.
e. Has a high level of public support.
f. Improves the equitable access to public facilities and services.
g. Is financially responsible, for instance by leveraging grant funding or other non-City funding
sources, reducing operating costs, avoiding future costs, or by having a sustainable impact on
the operating budget.
h. Reduces greenhouse gas emissions or supports the adaptation to climate change.
i. Is needed to meet growth patterns and projected needs or serves new development and
redevelopment
For the introductory language, the purpose was to indicate that the prioritization is redundant and it
simply restating other Comp Plan policies. If there is a better way to make this clear, an alternative
solution would also be acceptable.
Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thanks,
Christina Watts
Management Analyst
Office of Management & Budget
City of Tacoma
cwatts@cityoftacoma.org
(253) 591-5861
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II-B.
Mixed-Use Centers Review
(Written Comments Received through
September 11, 2015)
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List of Commenters
Comments Received through September 11, 2015
st

Note: The numbers “(1)”, “(2)” and “(3)” next to some individuals’ names indicate that this is the 1 , 2
respectively, of comments they have provided.
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From: 4Proctor: A Grassroots Community Organization
[mailto:4proctor=gmail.com@mail184.atl61.mcsv.net] On Behalf Of 4Proctor: A Grassroots Community
Organization
Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 7:42 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Statement on 2015 Annual Amendment Application No. 2015-02 Mixed-Use Centers Review
4Proctor's Statement on 2015 Annual Amendment
Application No. 2015-02: Mixed-Use Centers Review

Email not displaying correctly?
View it in your browser.

Statement on 2015 Annual Amendment
Application No. 2015-02: Mixed-Use Centers
Review
Please accept the following documents as our public comment in
response to 2015 Annual Amendment Application No. 2015-02.
We urge the Planning Commission to recommend that the City
Council (1) adopt a moratorium on development over 45 feet in the
Proctor MUC and (2) amend the land use regulatory code to
eliminate the Proctor MUC from the X-District Height Bonus
program.
1. Cover Letter
2. Feasibility Analysis
3. Petition Signatures
4. Comments from Petitioners
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ABOUT 4PROCTOR

CC:

Planning
Commissioners
Scott Winship
Dorian Waller
Brett Santhuff
Stephen Wamback
Chris Beale
Erle Thompson
Meredith Neal

4Proctor is an independent group of
Proctor residents and patrons who
have come together to preserve the
unique characteristics of our
community as it faces the inevitable
changes and challenges that come
with growth.
Click here to learn more about our
organization.
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4Proctor
PO Box 6842
Tacoma, WA 98417
4Proctor@gmail.com
Facebook.com/4Proctor

August 18, 2015

Planning Commission
747 Market Street
Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402

Re: 2015 Annual Amendment Application 2015-02: Mixed-Use Centers Review

To the Tacoma Planning Commission:
I write on behalf of 4Proctor, a grassroots organization of Proctor district residents and patrons eager to have a
voice in the future of their neighborhood. Our group’s present focus is on large-scale development in the Proctor
Mixed-Use Center. While our concerns about development are broad, our current goal is straightforward: the
restoration of a 45-foot height limit in the Proctor Mixed-Use Center. Restoring this height limit is a reasonable
compromise that will allow for densely built, sensibly scaled, and financially feasible mixed-use projects in Proctor
and do much to preserve the unique character that has made Proctor the success that it is.
In response to 2015 Annual Amendment Application 2015-02, we urge the Planning Commission to recommend
that the City Council (1) adopt a moratorium on development over 45 feet in the Proctor MUC and (2) amend the
land use regulatory code to eliminate the Proctor MUC from the X-District Height Bonus program. The support for
adopting a moratorium and amending the code to restore Proctor’s 45-foot height limit is overwhelming. In just
over two months, more than 1,500 people have signed the following petition:
As residents and patrons of the Proctor neighborhood, we care deeply about preserving the vibrancy,
walkability, and family friendly atmosphere of our community. We also embrace that Proctor has a role to
play in welcoming new neighbors into the fold as Tacoma grows over the coming decades. We support
new development in the Proctor mixed-use district that achieves a balance in preserving Proctor’s appeal
and creating more residential opportunities for those who would like to join us. Our city’s zoning code
provides the right guiding principle: development in the Proctor mixed-use center is to be of “a scale that
is compatible and in scale with the surrounding neighborhood” and is to “enhance, stabilize, and preserve
the unique character and scale of neighborhood centers.”
Unfortunately, the City Council undermined this principle when it changed the law in 2009 to increase the
maximum permissible height of a building in Proctor from 45 feet to 65 feet. The zoning code would permit
the entire Proctor mixed-use center to be filled with 65-foot buildings, a process that is underway. The 65foot Proctor Station is nearing completion. Planning is in its early stages for another 65-foot building at
25th and Proctor. The Proctor Station developers own the building on the southeast side of 28th and
Proctor that houses Yoga Palace and the restaurant Soul, as well as the home next door. And city
planning staff has identified the post office, US Bank, and KeyBank sites as potential development
opportunities.
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We welcome sensible new development, but a wall of 65-foot apartment buildings is completely out of
scale with the surrounding neighborhood and does nothing to enhance, stabilize, or preserve Proctor’s
unique character. The prior height limitation of 45 feet presents a reasonable compromise that will
preserve Proctor’s character and provide new densely built housing and retail space. Notably, as part of
the 2015 Annual Amendment process, the Planning Commission is reviewing the city’s mixed-use centers
and has assessed the Proctor mixed-use center to be “[a]n already successful pedestrian oriented MUC
w/few needs” that already “achieves goals.” A 45-foot height limit would be compatible with Proctor’s
continued success.
We urge the City Council and Planning Commission to immediately adopt a moratorium on future
development in the Proctor Mixed-Use Center that exceeds 45 feet in height and, in response to
2015 Annual Amendment application 2015-02, amend the land use regulatory code to reinstate
the appropriate 45-foot height limit.
We trust that the Commission will closely consider this urgent and sincere request from its constituents. 4Proctor
understands that height limits are a multi-faceted issue. We offer the following analysis to share our perspective
on this issue and to illustrate that restoring Proctor’s 45-foot height limit is the correct policy choice for the
Commission, Council and, of course, Proctor.
One size does not fit all
During the 2007-2009 Mixed-Use Center Review, Planning Commissioners, planning department staff members,
and city consultants repeatedly endorsed the guiding principle that one size does not fit all:
•

•

•

•

The planning department wrote the following in the Commission’s 2007 Comprehensive Plan amendment
recommendations: “Recognizing that each center has its own unique attributes and characteristics, staff
agrees that it would not make sense to apply a ‘one-size fits all approach.’”
In its letter accompanying its 2009 MUC code amendment recommendations, the Commission endorsed
the development of master plans “that are unique to each center [and] would provide an opportunity to
tailor specific strategies and priorities based upon the individual character and conditions of the center.”
City Councilmember David Boe made the following statement while serving as vice-chair of the Planning
Commission: "One size doesn't necessarily fit all. Sixty-five feet in Proctor would be a huge building. On
Martin Luther King Way, maybe it's not."
Responding to Vice-Chair Boe’s observation that a large project would be less compatible in Proctor than
in other MUCs, the planning department’s Donna Stenger “indicated that there was an option to reduce
height in specific Centers. She indicated that the Proctor district was a challenge, as it was totally
surrounded by single-family homes and very small. She indicated that they could differentiate and provide
a lower height in the Proctor District or limit height to a particular area.”

Despite recognizing that individual centers require individualized approaches based on their specific
characteristics, the Planning Commission and City Council included the Proctor MUC in the height bonus program
alongside the Lincoln, 6th & Pine, McKinley, and Narrows MUCs. Treating Proctor the same as these other
neighborhood MUCs would make sense if they were, in fact, the same. They are not.
Proctor is by far the smallest mixed-use center in the city. At 44.8 acres, it is 20 acres smaller than the Narrows
MUC, the next smallest. The Proctor MUC is effectively only two blocks wide and four blocks long, setting aside
the two large school sites that will not be redeveloped. And much of the district is directly across a street or an
alley from or adjacent to a single-family zone. Although surrounded by homes, the height bonus is available
everywhere in the center; it is not limited to a “core” area. The Proctor Station developers plan to build a 65-foot
th
building consuming a half-block at 25 & Proctor, directly across North Madison Street from the home of Mr.
Henry Olsen, an elderly disabled veteran who has owned his modest residence since 1987, years before Proctor
was even a mixed-use center. The code will provide Mr. Olsen no meaningful buffer: the 65-foot building will need
to be set back only seven feet from its property line and its upper stories will not have to be stepped back at all.
Large-scale development will have very serious impacts on other homeowners like Mr. Olsen and on Proctor’s
parking, traffic, walkability, and character. Eliminating the height bonus program and limiting building heights in
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Proctor to 45 feet is one reasonable measure that can be taken to lessen some of these impacts while still
allowing the neighborhood to welcome many new residents.
Some point to the “public benefit features” that a developer must provide in exchange for a height bonus as
justification for retaining the program in Proctor. But Proctor will not lose out if the program is eliminated. As
Planning Services Division Manager Brian Boudet explained during a Planning Commission meeting last month,
“the [height] bonus palette is intentionally easy” and comprised of features that a developer likely would include
with or without a bonus (e.g., ground floor retail or restaurant; 50% residential use; or structured parking, which
the market demands).
High density is easily achieved at 45 feet
4Proctor supports dense development in the Proctor MUC in order to protect the integrity of the surrounding
single-family neighborhoods, and significant density is easily achieved within a 45-foot height limit. If Proctor
Station was only four-stories tall, it would contain roughly 90 units on its 0.9 acre lot, representing a density of 100
dwelling units per acre. This would be two-and-a-half times the minimum density of 40 dwelling units per acre
sought by the current code.
The city needs to plan for 43,250 new housing units by 2030. Maintaining a 65-foot height limit and permanently
sacrificing the character and balance of the smallest, most successful neighborhood center will result in, perhaps,
125 or so more dwelling units. This would do practically nothing to get the city closer to meeting its housing
target. While it has a role to play in creating new housing opportunities, Proctor is so small that its role will be
insignificant whether the height limit is 45 feet or 65 feet. The city’s 2015 MUC review found Proctor to be “[a]n
already successful pedestrian oriented MUC w/few needs” that already “achieves goals” and has 3,000 housing
units within a half-mile, the objective for a neighborhood center MUC. Redeveloping Proctor beyond recognition
only to get the city about 0.3% closer to its housing target makes little sense.
45-foot mixed-use buildings are feasible in the Proctor MUC
Dissatisfied with the amount of development in the city’s MUCs, the City Council instituted the height bonus
program in 2009 after private developers identified the previous height limit as their primary “barrier to
investment.” The city did not increase height limits to achieve greater density; if enough 45-foot buildings had
been built after the MUCs were designated in 1993, the city would not have increased heights simply to increase
density.
Proctor’s height limits were increased like every other center’s even though its 45-foot height limit was, in fact, not
a barrier to investment. Gregory Easton of Property Counselors, a city consultant, prepared a feasibility analysis
in 2008 of a prototype 45-foot mixed-use building with structured parking in Proctor and determined that it would
indeed be sufficiently profitable to justify the risk. The Planning Commission dismissed the study after sharing it
with private developers who, unsurprisingly, asserted that it was based on unrealistic assumptions concerning
rental rates and costs. Mr. Easton stood by his 2008 study, and history has proven him right.
th

Attached is a feasibility analysis of a 45-foot prototype mixed-use building with structured parking located at 25
and Proctor. The analysis, prepared by 4Proctor, uses precisely the same methodology as Mr. Easton, updated
th
with current market data from Mr. Easton’s 2015 analysis, actual figures from the 25 and Proctor site, and
Proctor Station’s rental rates. The analysis establishes that a 45-foot mixed-use building with structured parking
in Proctor would produce a 38.5% percent return under today’s market conditions. 45-foot buildings are more
than feasible in Proctor. Developers do not need to build higher than 45-feet to secure a large profit. The height
bonus program and its impacts were not justified for Proctor in 2009 and they are absolutely indefensible today.

Public outreach was wholly inadequate, and Proctor residents’ input was ignored
Some argue that 4Proctor and its 1,500 petitioners are too late, that we had our chance to participate during the
2007-2009 MUC Review. First, it makes little sense to argue that the wrong decision should remain in effect
simply because it has already been made. Second, a lack of engagement by Proctor residents and patrons was
not due to a lack of interest, it was due to the city’s woefully inadequate public outreach.
4Proctor’s founders, a handful of Proctor residents with families and full schedules, convened a meeting with only
a couple of weeks’ notice that approximately 150 people attended. In just over two months, our group obtained
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over 1,500 petition signatures and nearly as many members of our Facebook group. By comparison, the city held
two public hearings on its citywide Comprehensive Plan and code changes and only 35 and 42 people spoke at
each. This poor turnout is likely due in large part to the city doing the minimum required by law and sending
generic hearing notices only to certain stakeholder groups and to taxpayers for properties within 400 feet of the
affected areas. This means that only those property owners within one block of the Proctor MUC received
hearing notices. Of course, interest in Proctor is spread much wider than this.
As shown by the broad engagement 4Proctor has sparked, Proctor residents and patrons are very responsive to
effective outreach and passionate about expressing their hopes for Proctor’s future. The city’s outreach, mailing
generic postcards within a 400-foot radius, is not designed to achieve meaningful public engagement. Imagine if
the city had sent notice to taxpayers within a half-mile of the Proctor MUC stating: “The city is considering allowing
65-foot buildings in Proctor. Come to this public hearing to let us know what you think.” Or imagine if the city
surveyed taxpayers with this question. The results are obvious.
Not only was public outreach inadequate, the city disregarded the feedback it did receive from Proctor residents.
The North End Neighborhood Council submitted a document during both phases of the MUC Review in which it
expressly opposed increasing the height limit in Proctor to 65 feet. Numerous Proctor residents provided
comment in opposition to the height increases. Only one Proctor resident spoke in favor of height increases and
did so because she was concerned with preventing the redevelopment of school sites. Every other individual who
commented in favor of height increases was professionally involved in development or planning. Proctor
residents’ opposition was clear back then and, with 1,500 petition signatures, is even clearer today.
Conclusion
According to the city’s recent review, Proctor is already a successful mixed-use center that, with 3,000 housing
units within a half-mile, achieves the Comprehensive Plan’s goals. The center can and should accommodate
more housing opportunities, and Proctor residents are happy to welcome new neighbors. But these new
opportunities should be provided in a manner that is in scale with the existing neighborhood and will enhance,
stabilize, and preserve the unique character that has made Proctor already so successful and attractive for
development.
Restoring Proctor’s 45-foot height limit is a reasonable compromise that will help to accomplish all of these goals.
The Proctor MUC has no legitimate need for a height bonus program. 45-foot buildings in Proctor are more than
profitable enough for private developers to take on the risk of building. Densities of 100 dwelling units per acre
are achievable at 45 feet, enabling Proctor to do its part to help the city meet its housing target. The Planning
Commission should recommend restoring Proctor’s 45-foot height limit and help preserve the neighborhood that
means so much to so many.
Sincerely,

Eric Sonju
4Proctor Team Member
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Feasibility Analysis of 45-foot Development Prototype in Proctor Mixed-Use Center
Opponents of restoring Proctor’s 45-foot height limit assert that development is not feasible at that
height. A city consultant determined in 2008 that a prototype 45-foot mixed-use building with
structured parking and the standard property tax exemption would be feasible in Proctor. A
feasibility analysis using the same methodology and updated with current market data establishes
that such a project would produce an entrepreneurial return of 38.5% today, dramatically higher
than the 15% return required for a project to be considered feasible. Based on this analysis, a 45foot height limit would not be a barrier to investment in the Proctor Mixed-Use Center.

BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION
In 2007, the Tacoma City Council amended the city’s Comprehensive Plan to increase the permitted
building height from 45 feet to 65 feet in Proctor and other neighborhood mixed-use centers (MUCs). This
laid the necessary groundwork for the Council’s vote in 2009 to amend the land use regulatory code to
institute a height bonus program, under which a developer may build up to 65 feet in the Proctor MUC if it
provides certain “public benefit features.” Such features include, among others, public art worth 1% of the
building’s value (5 feet); ground floor retail or a restaurant (5 feet); residential use (10 feet); or parking (up
to 20 feet).
The rationale of the Tacoma Planning Commission and City Council for instituting the height bonus
program was that the long-standing height limits were a “barrier to investment” and extra height was
necessary to make development financially feasible for private developers. The city planning department
advised the Planning Commission that the development community had identified height limits as one of
the most significant zoning limitations or barriers and that this assertion had been verified through
1
architect/development analysis. Feasibility remains the most prevalent argument of those opposed to
eliminating the height bonus program in the Proctor MUC and restoring its 45-foot height limit.
In 2008, a city consultant, Gregory Easton of Property Counselors, prepared a feasibility analysis of two
development prototypes in the Proctor and Martin Luther King Mixed-Use Centers to determine whether
2
they would provide an adequate return to justify the capital investment. The Proctor prototype was a 45th
foot mixed-use building located at 27 & Adams on the site where the post office and Masonic Lodge
currently sit. The analysis addressed the feasibility of development in the Proctor MUC under the zoning
code at the time, meaning that a height bonus up to 65 feet was not available and that parking had to be
included. Mr. Easton determined that the 45-foot Proctor prototype would have been feasible under
stable market conditions.
What follows is a feasibility analysis of the same 45-foot prototype analyzed by Mr. Easton in 2008,
th
though, for this analysis, the prototype is located at 25 and Proctor, bounded on the west by Madison
th
th
and the north by the alley between 25 and 26 . The Proctor Station developers plan to build another 65foot mixed-use building at this location and have acquired every property on this half-block except the
Proctor Dry Cleaners site, which they continue to pursue.
METHODS, ASSUMPTIONS, AND CHARACTERISTICS OF DEVELOPMENT PROTOTYPE
This feasibility analysis uses the same methodology and calculations used in the two feasibility analyses
that the planning department hired Mr. Easton to conduct in 2008 and just recently for the city’s 2015
3
mixed-use centers review. The analysis compares the cost of development to completed value to
1

Mixed-Use Centers Project, Phase II, Building Height Limits, Planning Commission Meeting, January 21, 2009,
http://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/MUC/PC_Review_Packets/MUC_Height_Bonus_Overview_012109.pdf, at 4-5.
2
The 2008 Feasibility Analysis may be accessed at
http://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/Planning%20Commission/Agenda%20Packets/AgendaPacket061808.pdf, starting at page 155.
3
The 2015 feasibility analysis may be accessed at http://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/2015%20Annual%20Amendment/201502%20PC%20Presentation%20(7-8-15).pdf.

1
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determine the entrepreneurial profit. Entrepreneurial profit is considered the compensation to a developer
for incurring the risk of undertaking and completing a project. Entrepreneurial profit for any development
plan is compared to a target rate to identify whether that option is feasible. A 15% rate is considered a
typical rate falling within a range of 10% to 20%. The value of the completed development is estimated
as the capitalized value of the building’s operating income in a stabilized year. Developer cost is
calculated as the sum of land acquisition, building construction, and soft costs. The analysis assumes
that the developer will take advantage of the city’s eight-year multi-family tax exemption, which does not
require the inclusion of affordable housing.
The feasibility analysis below is based on certain market assumptions concerning construction costs, soft
costs, and other factors taken from Gregory Easton’s 2015 and 2008 feasibility analyses. Other factors in
th
the analysis are based on actual numbers related to the 25 & Proctor site and the Proctor MUC, such as
land acquisition costs and rental rates.
The following assumptions from the 2015 feasibility analysis are used here:
Apartments
Building Construction
Shell ($/GSF)
Aboveground Structure ($/Space)
Soft Costs
Expenses ($/nsf/yr)
Capitalization Rate

140
17,500
28%
7.55
5%

Retail
110
17,500
31%
1.00
6.5%

th

The following actual figures related to the 25 & Proctor site, rather than assumptions, are used here:
Site Area: 0.786 acres; 34,250 square feet
Land Acquisition Cost: $2,116,974
The table below shows the actual purchase prices paid by the developers for the properties
th
located at 25 & Proctor. A purchase price of $625,000 is assumed for the Proctor Dry Cleaners
property, which the developers have not yet acquired. This price is equal to that paid for 2510 N
Proctor, where Proctor Frozen Yogurt is located and whose lot is, in fact, 2825 square feet larger.
The analysis does not factor in the rental income received by the developers for the properties,
which likely totals at least $400,000 to $500,000.

Address
3921 N 25th
3915 N 25th
3911 N 25th
3909 N 25th
2502 N Proctor
2506 N Proctor
2510 N Proctor
Total

Purchase
price
$215,000
$127,974
$154,000
$100,000
$625,000
(assumed)
$270,000
$625,000
$2,116,974

Sale
date
4/04
6/01
4/03
10/00

Land area
(sf.)
6,250
6,250
6,250
2,550
3,375

4/15
4/15

3,375
6,200
34,250
(.786 ac.)

Owner
Kuester / Pijanowski / Evans
Kuester Erling N & C M Pijanowski et al
Kuester Erling et al
Kuester Erling N et al
Manning John L (Proctor Dry Cleaners)
25th & Proctor LLC
25th & Proctor LLC

Apartment Rents: $25.82 per square foot per year
This feasibility analysis uses the average rent for a one bedroom, one bathroom apartment in
Proctor Station, which is a reliable indicator of market rents in the Proctor MUC. Proctor Station’s
exact mix of studio, one bedroom, and two bedroom units is not publicly available information.
But, on June 10, 2014, a city planning department staff member presented Proctor Station’s
application for a multi-family tax exemption to the City Council and stated that the building would
contain 154 units comprised of 33 studio, 93 one bedroom, one bath, and 28 two bedroom and
2

- 114 -

4

two bath units. Proctor Station ultimately ended up with 151 units, but the mix of apartment
types presumably is similar. Gregory Easton shared in email correspondence that generally a
one bedroom unit reflects averages, with studio and two bedroom rents offsetting each other, an
observation consistent with the information provided by the planning department staff member
5
concerning Proctor Station’s mix of apartment types.

Type
Studio
1 bed/1 bath
2 bed/2 bath
2 bed/2 bath den

Lowest
rent ($)
1,010
1,100
1,735
2,990

Smallest
size (sf)
489
566
971
1,278

$/sf/yr
24.79
23.32
21.44
28.08

Highest
rent ($)
1,370
1,640
2,730
3,440

Largest
size (sf)
632
695
1,165
1,278

$/sf/yr
26.01
28.32
28.12
32.30

Average
$/sf/yr
25.40
25.82
24.78
30.19

Although they will produce additional revenue, this analysis does not factor in all of the numerous
6
other fees charged by Proctor Station.
Retail Rents: $24 per square foot per year
Proctor Station will be leasing its retail space for $24 per square foot per year under “triple net”
leases, meaning that the tenant will be responsible for paying rent as well as property taxes,
7
insurance, and common area maintenance. Rents under a triple net lease are typically lower
because of the tenant’s liability for these expenses.
Parking Rental Rate: $85 per month per month per reserved space
Gregory Easton’s 2015 feasibility analysis assumes $75 per month per controlled access parking
space. Proctor Station will be charging $85.
The physical specifications of the prototype building analyzed here are based on the prototype in the
th
2008 analysis, adjusted for the approximately 15% larger size of the 25 & Proctor site.

Site area (acres)
Site area (sf)
Gross building area
Net building area
Dwelling units
Parking stalls

2008 prototype
Apartments
Retail
Total
0.57
0.12
0.68
24,641
5,059
29,700
65,320
12,000
77,320
55,522
11,400
66,922
69
69
69
30
99

th

25 & Proctor site
Apartments
Retail
Total
0.652
0.134
0.786
28,416
5,834
34,250
75,327
13,838
89,165
64,028
13,146
77,174
80
80
80
35
110

The assumed efficiency rates of 85% for apartments and 95% for retail and the vacancy rate of 5% for
apartments are also taken from the 2008 analysis as the 2015 analysis did not disclose these rates. A
recent Tacoma News Tribune article indicated that the apartment vacancy rate in Tacoma North Central is
8
now only 3.3%. This analysis assumes a retail vacancy rate of 1%, rather than the 2008 study’s
9
assumed vacancy rate of 5%, because the Proctor MUC has a 0% retail vacancy rate.

4

See http://cms.cityoftacoma.org/cityclerk/Files/CityCouncil/ClosedCaptions/2014/CCMtgCaptions20140610.pdf, at 16.
Mr. Easton’s 2015 feasibility analysis assumes a mixed-use apartment rental rate of $21.60 per square foot per year in all of the
MUCs, characterizing it as “the approximate published asking rents for the Proctor Station project.” Proctor Station’s rents are in
fact much higher. When asked about this discrepancy by email, Mr. Easton conceded that his “language was imprecise in
referencing the rents at Proctor Station.”
6
Application Fee: $40/adult applicant; Reservation Fee: $400 (to be applied to security deposit); Non-refundable Administrative fee:
$400; Nonrefundable pet fee: $700 for first pet; $300 for second pet; Pet rent: $45 per month per pet; Additional Storage: $30$75/month (depending on size)
7
http://www.commercialmls.com/Media/PDF//photos/pdf/fl/548558_1.pdf
8
http://www.thenewstribune.com/news/business/article27226699.html
9
http://www.commercialmls.com/Media/PDF//photos/pdf/fl/548558_1.pdf
5

3
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RESULTS
10
The results of the feasibility analysis are shown in the table below. The analysis establishes that a
four-story mixed-use building with 110 structured parking spaces would earn the developer an
entrepreneurial return on its investment of 38.5%. This return is 23.5 percentage points, or
$4,743,224, higher than the return required for the project to be considered feasible.
The costs and income can be altered to be substantially less favorable and still produce at least a 15%
return:
• Increasing the capital investment, i.e. the developer’s costs, by 20.4% or $4,124,543 would still
produce a 15% return.
• Reducing the capitalized value by 17% or $4,743,223.95 would still produce a 15% return.
• Putting the structured parking underground at $24,500 per stall would still produce a 31.7%
return.
• Reducing the rental rate for apartments by 15.2% to $22.42 per square foot per year and by
14.3% to $21 per square foot would still produce a 15% return.
• Increasing the shell construction cost rate for both apartments and retail to $171.25 per square
foot, which would increase the cost by 26.5% or $3,201,568, would still produce a 15% return.
th
• Using the estimated fair market value of the 25 & Proctor properties as the land acquisition cost,
rather than the actual purchase prices, which would raise the cost by 17.6% to $372,399, would
still produce a 36% return.
CONCLUSIONS
This feasibility analysis establishes that a four-story mixed-use building with structured parking in the
Proctor Mixed-Use Center would produce a 38.5% entrepreneurial return. 45-foot buildings are feasible in
the Proctor MUC, and a height bonus program is not needed to achieve feasibility.

10

To confirm that the proper methodology was used and calculations were made accurately, the data from the 2008 feasibility study
were inserted into the spreadsheet. The same results as the 2008 feasibility analysis were produced.
4
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Apartments
Project Information
Site Area (Acres)
Site Area (sq ft)
Gross Building Area
Efficiency Rate
Net Building Area
Dwelling Units
Parking (Stalls)
Aboveground Structure
Capital Cost Assumptions
Land Acquisition ($/SF)
Building Construction ($/GSF)
Shell
Aboveground Structure ($/Space)
Soft Costs
Income Assumptions
Rents ($/nsf/yr.)
Expenses ($/nsf/yr)
Vacancy Rate
Parking Net Revenue ($/space/mo.)
Capitalization Rate
Capital Cost Estimate
Land Acquisition
$/sf
Construction
Building (shell x gross building area)
Parking
Aboveground Structure
Soft Costs (% of building+parking)

Retail

Total

0.652
28,416
75,327
85%
64,028
80

0.134
5,834
13,838
95%
13,146

0.786
34,250
89,165

80

35

115

140
17,500
28%

110
17,500
31%

25.82
7.55
5.00%
85
5.00%

24.00
1.00
1.00%

1,756,353

360,621

77,174
80

6.50%

2,116,974
61.81

10,545,771 1,522,222 12,067,993
1,400,000
3,344,816

Total Development Cost

612,500
661,764

2,012,500
4,006,580

17,046,940 3,157,107 20,204,047

Return on Investment
Rental Revenue
Gross Rents (rents x net building area)
1,653,200
Less Vacancy (vacancy rate x gross rents)
82,660
Subtotal
1,570,540
Parking Revenue (parking net revenue x stalls x 12)
81,600
Net Rental Revenue
1,652,140
Rental Operating Expense (expenses x net building area) 483,411
Rental Operating Income
1,168,730
Capitalized Value (rental operating income / cap rate)
23,374,593
Capital Investment (= total development cost)
17,046,940
Developer Profit (capitalized value - capital investment) 6,327,653
Profit as % of Investment
37.1%

5
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315,515
3,155
312,360

1,968,715
85,815
1,882,900
81,600
312,360 1,964,500
13,146
496,557
299,214 1,467,943
4,603,285 27,977,878
3,157,107 20,204,047
1,446,178 7,773,831
45.8%
38.5%

CHANGE.ORG/ORGANIZATIONS/4PROCTOR
PETITIONING TACOMA CITY COUNCIL AND PLANNING COMMISSION
IMMEDIATELY ADOPT A MORATORIUM ON FUTURE DEVELOPMENT IN THE PROCTOR MIXED-USE CENTER THAT
EXCEEDS 45FT IN HEIGHT AND AMEND THE LAND USE REGULATORY CODE TO REINSTATE THE APPROPRIATE 45FT
HEIGHT LIMIT.
As residents and patrons of the Proctor neighborhood, we care deeply about preserving the vibrancy, walkability, and family friendly
atmosphere of our community. We also embrace that Proctor has a role to play in welcoming new neighbors into the fold as Tacoma
grows over the coming decades. We support new development in the Proctor mixed-use district that achieves a balance in preserving
Proctor’s appeal and creating more residential opportunities for those who would like to join us. Our city’s zoning code provides the
right guiding principle: development in the Proctor mixed-use center is to be of “a scale that is compatible and in scale with the
surrounding neighborhood” and is to “enhance, stabilize, and preserve the unique character and scale of neighborhood centers.”
Unfortunately, the City Council undermined this principle when it changed the law in 2009 to increase the maximum permissible
height of a building in Proctor from 45 feet to 65 feet. The zoning code would permit the entire Proctor mixed-use center to be filled
with 65-foot buildings, a process that is underway. The 65-foot Proctor Station is nearing completion. Planning is in its early stages
for another 65-foot building at 25th and Proctor. The Proctor Station developers own the building on the southeast side of 28th and
Proctor that houses Yoga Palace and the restaurant Soul, as well as the home next door. And city planning staff has identified the
post office, US Bank, and KeyBank sites as potential development opportunities.
We welcome sensible new development, but a wall of 65-foot apartment buildings is completely out of scale with the surrounding
neighborhood and does nothing to enhance, stabilize, or preserve Proctor’s unique character. The prior height limitation of 45 feet
presents a reasonable compromise that will preserve Proctor’s character and provide new densely built housing and retail space.
Notably, as part of the 2015 Annual Amendment process, the Planning Commission is reviewing the city’s mixed-use centers and
has assessed the Proctor mixed-use center to be “[a]n already successful pedestrian oriented MUC w/few needs” that already
“achieves goals.” A 45-foot height limit would be compatible with Proctor’s continued success.
We urge the City Council and Planning Commission to immediately adopt a moratorium on future development in the
Proctor Mixed-Use Center that exceeds 45 feet in height and, in response to 2015 Annual Amendment application 2015-02,
amend the land use regulatory code to reinstate the appropriate 45-foot height limit.

- 118 -

1558 signatures gathered
848 online
710 in person

ONLINE SIGNATURES
Samantha Sonju

98407

5/27/15

Eric Sonju

98407

5/27/15

Beth Ruffner

98407

5/27/15

Emily Currie

98407

5/27/15

Mary Singer

98407

5/27/15

Matt Currie

98406

5/27/15

Abigail Zirinsky

98407

5/28/15

Alex Mowre

98406

5/28/15

Alice di Certo

98407

5/28/15

Alice Lynch

98407

5/28/15

Alison Hale

98407

5/28/15

Alyce Aaby

98403

5/28/15

Ana Sierra

98406

5/28/15

Aubri Wing

98405

5/28/15

Billy Prather

98422

5/28/15

Brad Montgomery

98406

5/28/15

Brandon Taylor

98407

5/28/15

Brittany Pruitt

98406

5/28/15

Catherine Cruver

98405

5/28/15

Catherine Madderson

36114

5/28/15

Cheryl Towne

98406

5/28/15

Courtney Taylor

98467

5/28/15

Craig curran

98406

5/28/15

Cynthia Feleppa

98407

5/28/15

Dan Hoogen

98422

5/28/15

Dana Gleixner

98465

5/28/15

Dave Doss

98407

5/28/15

David Prather

98407

5/28/15

Debra Lara

98406

5/28/15

Denis Duggan

98406

5/28/15

Denise Bessette

98407

5/28/15

Diane Willett
98407
!"#$%&$#'()*+),'",&+&+$)'-+.)/&0#,1

5/28/15
"/.,'2'$3'44
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50.01&'267'4829

Donna Mendoza

98405

5/28/15

Elizabeth Zarling

98407

5/28/15

Emma Lantz

98406

5/28/15

Erika Aiken

98406

5/28/15

Erika Anderson

98406

5/28/15

Fletcher Street

98407-4814

5/28/15

Genny Montgomery

98406

5/28/15

Greg Wheeler

98407

5/28/15

James Cornelius

98407

5/28/15

Jane Miller

98406

5/28/15

Janet Lepore

98407

5/28/15

Jen Spencer

98406

5/28/15

Jenna Junjulas

98406

5/28/15

Jennifer Ruggles

98406

5/28/15

Jennifer Sonju

97223

5/28/15

Jessica Gillette

98406

5/28/15

Joan James

98407

5/28/15

Mike James

98407

5/28/15

Jodi Williamson

98406

5/28/15

Jodie Zaricor

98407

5/28/15

John McGregor

98407

5/28/15

Judith Jones

98407

5/28/15

Julie Gunderson

98402

5/28/15

Kaiya Stewart

98406

5/28/15

Karen Walling

98407

5/28/15

Kathryn Whitacre

98407

5/28/15

Kelly Thompson

98405

5/28/15

Ken Zirinsky

98407

5/28/15

Krischel Sollars

98407

5/28/15

Lindsay Bush

98407

5/28/15

Lisa Duvendack

98406

5/28/15

Lisa Lund

98038

5/28/15

Lisa March

98407

5/28/15

Maggie Christofferson

98407

5/28/15

Mariam Anderson

98406

5/28/15

Martha Hughes

98406

5/28/15

Meaghan Bihun

98406

5/28/15

Meg Villanueva

78539

5/28/15

Megan Luce

98407

5/28/15
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Michelle Asbjornsen

98406

5/28/15

MIchelle Rekasis

98407

5/28/15

Nancy Lampton

98407

5/28/15

Nathan Emry

98406

5/28/15

Nora Beard

98407

5/28/15

Patricia Brown

92672

5/28/15

Paul Peters

98406

5/28/15

Penny Taylor

98407

5/28/15

Peter Zibinski

14850

5/28/15

Raina Johnson

98409

5/28/15

Randy Michelsen

98407

5/28/15

Rod D+A675emick

98407

5/28/15

Sandra Schaefer

98406

5/28/15

Sarah Atchison

98406

5/28/15

Sarah Fletcher

30303

5/28/15

Sarah Wyatt

98407

5/28/15

Sean Gaugler

98349

5/28/15

Shauna Mann

98407

5/28/15

Shelly DiQuattro

98407

5/28/15

Sonja Silver

98403

5/28/15

Steve Ruffner

98407

5/28/15

Tessa Tallariti

98406

5/28/15

Todd Lothrop

98407

5/28/15

Tom Cunningham

98406

5/28/15

Wanda Stagner

98407

5/28/15

Allison Leaphart

98409

5/29/15

Alyssa Van Gundy

98407

5/29/15

Amy Sterle

98407

5/29/15

Andrew Madderson

98407

5/29/15

Audry Kahlstrom

98407

5/29/15

Becky Stroud

98406

5/29/15

Brian Halpern

98407

5/29/15

Bruce Stone

98465

5/29/15

Bryan Davis

98407

5/29/15

Cindy Doust

98407

5/29/15

Callie Stoker-Graham

98406

5/29/15

Carolyn Sparks

98406

5/29/15

Cassino Jeanine

98407

5/29/15

Chelsey Roos

98407

5/29/15
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Cheryl Dusek

98406

5/29/15

Chris Adams

98407

5/29/15

Colin Pruitt

98406

5/29/15

Dani States

89434

5/29/15

Dawn Seaholm

98406

5/29/15

Dorothy McBride

98407

5/29/15

Edith L. Garberding

98407

5/29/15

Elena VerValin

98407

5/29/15

Elizabeth Walle

98407

5/29/15

Erica Garcia

98406

5/29/15

Felicity Devlin

98406

5/29/15

Francine England

98407

5/29/15

Gayle Hansen

98407

5/29/15

Genevieve Pearson

98403

5/29/15

Glenda Jackson

98506

5/29/15

Hannah Welsh

72956

5/29/15

Heidi Hamilton

98406

5/29/15

Hope Barkley

98406

5/29/15

Ingrid Walker

98406

5/29/15

Jacqueline Clark

98406

5/29/15

James Sorensen

98407

5/29/15

Bernita Sorensen

98407

5/29/15

Jamie DeNune

98406

5/29/15

Jamie Liebert

98233

5/29/15

Jan O'Brien

98406

5/29/15

Janessa Ruckle

92107

5/29/15

Janet Webster

98407

5/29/15

Jennifer Skenfield

7960

5/29/15

Jerry Roback

98406

5/29/15

Joan Martin

98407

5/29/15

Joe Carbajal

98407

5/29/15

Joel DeWitt

98406

5/29/15

John Atchison

98406

5/29/15

Joli LaBissoniere

98406

5/29/15

Julia Glocke

98406

5/29/15

Karen Allard

98407

5/29/15

Karen Baker

98955

5/29/15

Karen Dasher

98407

5/29/15

Kathleen Pick

98407

5/29/15
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Kaytelyn DeNune

98375

5/29/15

Leann Anuraga

98406

5/29/15

Leigh Ann Zehnder

98406

5/29/15

Lisa jones

98406

5/29/15

Lori Graham

98407

5/29/15

Louise Allshouse

98499

5/29/15

Lynn Marvin

98407

5/29/15

Lynne Christiansen

98406

5/29/15

Marceil Mullan

98403

5/29/15

Maribeth Messina

98406

5/29/15

Mary Haight

97406

5/29/15

Megan Gaines

98445

5/29/15

Melissa Hubbard

98407

5/29/15

Michael Pearson

98406

5/29/15

Michele Cotton

98407

5/29/15

Michelle Malfet

98407

5/29/15

Nancy Jennings

98406

5/29/15

Nathan Pruitt

95503

5/29/15

Neil Denune

98406

5/29/15

Petra Patterson

98407

5/29/15

Richard Smith

98407

5/29/15

Robert Morton

98405

5/29/15

Robert Trowbridge

98407

5/29/15

Roxann Murray

98338

5/29/15

Roxy Swift

98407

5/29/15

Sarah Chessman

98445

5/29/15

Sarah Hall

98406

5/29/15

Sarah Hudson

98115

5/29/15

Shaun Takenouchi

98406

5/29/15

Sheila Lavin

98407

5/29/15

Shelby Mayor

98405

5/29/15

Stephanie Kennedy Ayer

98407

5/29/15

Stephen Eichelberger

98406-4706

5/29/15

Susan Jensen

98407

5/29/15

Susan Leusner

98406

5/29/15

Susan Sonju

98332

5/29/15

Tammy Taylor

98409

5/29/15

Taylor Martin

85022

5/29/15

Teresa Wizinsky

98405

5/29/15
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Tracy Mcgowen

9840598407

5/29/15

Tyrees Marcy

98403

5/29/15

Verna Metzger

98407

5/29/15

William Conlen

98407

5/29/15

Alexis Robinson

98407

5/30/15

Anne Klein

98407

5/30/15

Barbara Kapfhammer

98405

5/30/15

Bennett Fors

98407

5/30/15

Brianna Kerwin

98407

5/30/15

Chelsea Titus

98407

5/30/15

Cheryl Gravitt

98373

5/30/15

David Cope

98407

5/30/15

David Dear

98407

5/30/15

Eugene Kester

98406

5/30/15

Gary Chandler

59935

5/30/15

Gavin Thysens

98406

5/30/15

Isabella Webb

98406

5/30/15

Jacqui Elliott

98406

5/30/15

Jane Brosius

98407

5/30/15

Janet Lowen

98407

5/30/15

Jani Brown

98406

5/30/15

Jay Iseli

98402

5/30/15

Jennifer Cravens

Tacoma

5/30/15

Jennifer Hagan

98406

5/30/15

Jerry Merriman

98407-6433

5/30/15

Julia duColon

98406

5/30/15

Karen Haas

98418

5/30/15

Katherine Gullett

98406

5/30/15

Kelly Carlisle

98466

5/30/15

Kirk Isakson

98407

5/30/15

Kristina Saul

97051

5/30/15

Laura Nixon

98406

5/30/15

Lauren Johnson

98406

5/30/15

Lisa Dyer

98407

5/30/15

Marjorie McCoid

98335

5/30/15

Michael Foley

98406

5/30/15

Michael Moore

98407

5/30/15

MiChelle Moore

98407

5/30/15

Nichole Noble

98055

5/30/15
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Rebecca Titus

98407

5/30/15

Roberta LaMendola

98406

5/30/15

Sara Montgomery

98403

5/30/15

Sarah Gibson

98407

5/30/15

Syarifa Comstock

98422

5/30/15

Teresa Hunt

98406

5/30/15

Tom Lottie

98403

5/30/15

Zana Lee

98407

5/30/15

Amanda LeCompte

98407

5/31/15

Ashley Kopetzky

98423

5/31/15

Barbara Herman

98406

5/31/15

Beth Ahlstrom

98406

5/31/15

Beth Harrison

98407

5/31/15

Bonne Dorrell

98407

5/31/15

Callista Brown

98407

5/31/15

Carol Sherman

98466

5/31/15

Caroline Merryweather

98446

5/31/15

Caroline Woodhams

98403

5/31/15

Corina Going

98404

5/31/15

Dawn Nanfito

98407

5/31/15

Emily Lou

98407

5/31/15

Eric Tuttle

98403

5/31/15

Frank LaPlant

98407

5/31/15

Gail Steinkraus

98406

5/31/15

Jennifer Lasyone

98407

5/31/15

Julie Carlsen

98406

5/31/15

Keith McClelland

98406

5/31/15

Kiley B

98406

5/31/15

Kimberly Brady

98406

5/31/15

Leila Ahlstrom

92103

5/31/15

Lorie Munger

98407

5/31/15

Lynne Parrott

98407

5/31/15

Melissa Johnston

98409

5/31/15

Michael Lafreniere

98406

5/31/15

Pamela Jackowich

98406

5/31/15

Ray Finch

98406

5/31/15

Rosalyn Lueck-Mammen

98465

5/31/15

Susan Good

98407

5/31/15

Susan Repp

98407

5/31/15
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Thomas Reardon

98422

5/31/15

Tiffany Matthies

98403

5/31/15

Timothy Ford

98406

5/31/15

Alexandra Pepin

98406

6/1/15

Alyce Schaffer

98406

6/1/15

Alyson Mitchel

99163

6/1/15

Amy Eberhardt

98406

6/1/15

Angie Mitchel

98407

6/1/15

Ashley Stevens

98409

6/1/15

Charles Mitchel

98407

6/1/15

Dan Poole

98417

6/1/15

Derald Asbjornsen

98406

6/1/15

Heide Fernandez-Llamazares

98406

6/1/15

Joseph Condon

98405

6/1/15

Linda Ford

98406

6/1/15

Margaret Barzar

98407

6/1/15

Mark Marvin

98407

6/1/15

Nicole Ackley

99163

6/1/15

Paul McGrath

98404

6/1/15

Robert Stevens

98409

6/1/15

Stephen Coates-White

98407

6/1/15

Teresa Ault

98467

6/1/15

Vicki Smith

98401

6/1/15

William Whitener

98406

6/1/15

Al Hultengren

98597

6/2/15

Barbara McMahon

98070

6/2/15

Barbara Poland

98409

6/2/15

Cara McCune

98466

6/2/15

Caroline Bobko

98407

6/2/15

Deborah Rosen

98407

6/2/15

Halley Egnew

98407

6/2/15

Janet Thiessen

98407

6/2/15

Jeff Framke

98407

6/2/15

Jessie Koon

98406

6/2/15

Karla De Loma

98407

6/2/15

Lansing Bryan

98407

6/2/15

Lisa Lukan

98403

6/2/15

Mark Bilodeau

98407

6/2/15

Mimi Kray

98407

6/2/15
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Peter Hodum

98407

6/2/15

Sandy Arthur

23452-4123

6/2/15

Shera Adams

98407

6/2/15

Sunshine Reese

98406

6/2/15

Suzanne Holland

98407

6/2/15

Thomas Egnew

98407-5920

6/2/15

Vicky Kritsonis

98407

6/2/15

Anne Tumbusch

98407

6/3/15

Anne Marie Stirbis

98406

6/3/15

Carol Anne Knoll

98022

6/3/15

Carolyn Marie Bruno Yabui

98407

6/3/15

Cassie Rieke

98597

6/3/15

Corey Epperson

98335

6/3/15

Darcey Michaels

98407

6/3/15

Deborah Juergens

98391

6/3/15

Enrique Leon

98407

6/3/15

Kristen Leon

98407

6/3/15

Eubanks

98403

6/3/15

Jill Jensen

98406

6/3/15

Karlan Jessen

98407

6/3/15

Katherine Gray

98407

6/3/15

Kelly Murphy

98406

6/3/15

Molly Rudd

98406

6/3/15

Patricia Mathias

98407

6/3/15

Rebekah Mingus

98444

6/3/15

Richard Hawkins

98407

6/3/15

Rick Weber

92614

6/3/15

Robin Kelly

98466

6/3/15

Sandra Brown

98406

6/3/15

Sonya Hawkins

98407

6/3/15

Tanya Lundgaard

98407

6/3/15

Victor Anderson

98406

6/3/15

Adam Frederick

98405

6/4/15

Amanda McDonell

37115

6/4/15

Andrea White

98406

6/4/15

Audrey Cosgrove-Lewandowski 98406

6/4/15

Bonnie Lindstrom

98406

6/4/15

Brice Burton

98407

6/4/15

Carrie Cubbage

98406

6/4/15
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Chris Cosgrove-Lewandowski

98406

6/4/15

Cynthia Regan

98406

6/4/15

Danielle Cruver

98405

6/4/15

David Taggart

22193

6/4/15

Debra Cappas

98407

6/4/15

Eduardo Faytong

98422

6/4/15

Emilie Stevens

98407

6/4/15

Erin Kirkendall

98407

6/4/15

Gary Bird

98407

6/4/15

Jacqueline Schwarz

80304

6/4/15

Jayme Lillie

98403

6/4/15

Jean Hayes

98406

6/4/15

Jennifer Giles

98406

6/4/15

Jennifer Granlund

98332

6/4/15

Jim Dupree

98023

6/4/15

Julie Arnold

80103

6/4/15

Kaelah Maki

98406

6/4/15

Kate Burki

98407

6/4/15

Katherine Felix

98407

6/4/15

Kathy Spurrell

98407

6/4/15

Katrina Robinson

98407

6/4/15

Kimberly Klontz

98403

6/4/15

Kristina Miller

98387

6/4/15

Larissa Ruiz

98465

6/4/15

Laura Pease

98498

6/4/15

Libeti Omelanchuk

98407

6/4/15

Lorena Hawn-Sommerville

98387

6/4/15

Malinda Bredeson

98407

6/4/15

Matthew Busch

98003

6/4/15

Matthew Weinstein

98406

6/4/15

Noelle Jacobs

98371

6/4/15

Patti Devine

98333

6/4/15

Peter Jones

98406

6/4/15

Randall Breedlove

98407

6/4/15

Rebecca Ford

98407

6/4/15

Rhonda Nalder

98446

6/4/15

Richard Unsworth

98406

6/4/15

Robin Hamman

98407

6/4/15

Sally Stoermer

98407

6/4/15
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Sarah Massengill

98422

6/4/15

Scott Juergens

98406

6/4/15

Susan Troxell

98403

6/4/15

Thomas Cruver

98405

6/4/15

Zoe Brackney

98407

6/4/15

Aarin Murray

2141

6/5/15

Adria Hembree

98403

6/5/15

Andrea L Lumley

98407

6/5/15

Andrea Mack

98406

6/5/15

Angel Blanford

98407

6/5/15

April Frederick

98422

6/5/15

April Puryear

98407

6/5/15

Aviva Burke

25071

6/5/15

Bonnie Leigh

98407

6/5/15

Brian Curran

98407

6/5/15

Carol Poole

98112

6/5/15

Carol Wright

98407

6/5/15

Caroline Swinehart

98406

6/5/15

Cathryn Woon

98407

6/5/15

Cathy Doherty

98406

6/5/15

Cathy Reed

98405

6/5/15

Charlene Neff

98406

6/5/15

Christina Medak

98466

6/5/15

Danielle Dykas

98445

6/5/15

Darla Medina

98422

6/5/15

David Sarno

98407

6/5/15

Deborah Chilton

98406

6/5/15

Debra Chase

98465

6/5/15

Denise Balderson

98406

6/5/15

Denise Belanger

98406

6/5/15

Devon Long

98418

6/5/15

Dianne Huffman

984o5

6/5/15

Emily Romero

98422

6/5/15

Fenda Hegg

98406

6/5/15

Gina Thayer

98406

6/5/15

Iris Tio-Matos

8406

6/5/15

Jake Tiffany

98406

6/5/15

Janet Lind

98407

6/5/15

Janice Milton

98406

6/5/15
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Jean Nightingale

98406

6/5/15

Jenifer McAllister

98406

6/5/15

Jennifer Andrews

98406

6/5/15

Jennifer McKee-Johnson

98403

6/5/15

John Adams Jr

98407

6/5/15

Katherine Bird

98407

6/5/15

Kathleen Crespo

98445

6/5/15

Katie Tiffany

98406

6/5/15

Kaylan Pearson

98407

6/5/15

Kelly Yarkosky

98407

6/5/15

Kimberly Pleger

98407

6/5/15

Linda Kelley

98465

6/5/15

Linda Marshall

98002

6/5/15

Lisha Song

98403

6/5/15

Liz Leines

98407

6/5/15

Marci Titus

98407

6/5/15

Matt Carlisle

98466

6/5/15

Melissa Streed

98406

6/5/15

Mike Petrie

98402

6/5/15

Natalie Chan

98023

6/5/15

Nicole Bavo

98110

6/5/15

Nina Osberg

98507

6/5/15

Pam Palmer

98407

6/5/15

Patrice McDonough

98403

6/5/15

Renee Trueblood

98407

6/5/15

Richard Baird

98406

6/5/15

Sabrina Stenson

98407

6/5/15

Sarah Soran

98421

6/5/15

Sharon Davey

98390

6/5/15

Sherie Eiszele

98407

6/5/15

Stacy Goss

98407

6/5/15

Tami Tamburelli

98406

6/5/15

Ted Henry

98372

6/5/15

Todd Anderson

98406

6/5/15

Vanessa Rubalcaba

98501

6/5/15

Wynnae Wright

98409

6/5/15

Brendan Balaam

98406

6/6/15

Caleb Hegg

98405

6/6/15

Chris Gilliland

98407

6/6/15
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Diana Nordlund

94558

6/6/15

Eric Russell

98406

6/6/15

Mara Loveday

98406

6/6/15

Rebecca Felt

98407

6/6/15

Reggie Frederick

98407

6/6/15

Suzanna O'Sullivan

98406

6/6/15

Virginia DeCosta

98407

6/6/15

Craig Wright

98407

6/7/15

Marlynne Perry

98406

6/7/15

Susan Tuttle

98406

6/7/15

Wendy Hickman

98407

6/7/15

Karen Jarstad

98405

6/8/15

Sean Murphy

98406

6/8/15

Susan Phan

98406

6/8/15

Andrew Reynolds

98406

6/9/15

Cheyenne Hallie

98406

6/9/15

James Rudd

98406

6/9/15

Jason Adame

98406

6/9/15

Jodi Rogers

98406

6/9/15

Monika Reynolds

98403

6/9/15

Walt Patterson

98406

6/9/15

Ashley Parker

98405

6/10/15

Barbie Pratt

98466

6/10/15

Clare Swanes

98407

6/10/15

Colby Henderson

98405

6/10/15

Cris Tumbusch

98405

6/10/15

Elizabeth Couture

98405

6/10/15

Frank Znidar

98406

6/10/15

Janet Higbee

98406

6/10/15

Jason Cohen

98407

6/10/15

Jeanne Logman

98422

6/10/15

Joan Martin

98406

6/10/15

Karen Batts

98406

6/10/15

Malissa Adame

98406

6/10/15

Marie Jensen

98407

6/10/15

Mary Mahoney

98405

6/10/15

Meredith Noll

98407

6/10/15

Mick Schnabel

98406

6/10/15

Pamela Tinsley

98407

6/10/15
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Rachel Jackson

98465

6/10/15

Sandra Strong

98407

6/10/15

Sheila Coughlan

98407

6/10/15

Susan Bishop

98408

6/10/15

Todd Pratt

98406

6/10/15

Valerie Oren Stewart

98404

6/10/15

Anna Borst

98406

6/11/15

Dawn Collins

80218

6/11/15

Deborah Valadez

98406

6/11/15

Hannah Schlotfeldt

98402

6/11/15

Jessica Bracken

98409

6/11/15

Justin Wilson

98408

6/11/15

Karrie Kelly

98406

6/11/15

laura Nokes

98403

6/11/15

Sarah Valadez

98405

6/11/15

Shaine Marshall

98407

6/11/15

Stephanie Haas

98407

6/11/15

Angie McLain

98312

6/12/15

David Rasmussen

98407

6/12/15

Kristine Countryman

98407

6/12/15

Nancy Knott

98466

6/12/15

Naomi Huffer

98409

6/12/15

Patricia Exworthy

98117

6/12/15

Randall Myers

98407

6/12/15

Shannon White

98407

6/12/15

Shirley Campbell

99802

6/12/15

Carol Eckert

98466

6/13/15

Cathleen Countryman

98498

6/14/15

Christine Kreis

98407

6/17/15

Gayle Dorman

98467

6/17/15

Simone Tagles

98407

6/17/15

Susan Ryan

98406

6/17/15

Carolyn Schneider

98406

6/19/15

Karen Sonju

98446

6/19/15

Alexandrea Bouska

98406

6/20/15

Jenny call

98406

6/20/15

Catherine Feeney

98406

6/21/15

Joan McConnell

98407

6/21/15

Judith Fredrich

98403

6/21/15
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Ron Geier

98406

6/21/15

Susannah Nuriel

98406

6/21/15

Else Wingert

98407

6/22/15

Evan Bailly

98407

6/22/15

Gareth Barkin

98407

6/22/15

Julie Cramer

98406

6/22/15

Leslie Wright

98407

6/22/15

Ryan Schutt

98407

6/22/15

Trinara Sonstegard

98407

6/22/15

Bowen Tubbs

98406

6/24/15

James Becker

98406

6/24/15

Jana Bergman

98406

6/24/15

Alissa Forbush

98407

6/25/15

Heidi Gilbert

98406

6/25/15

Lori Trochim

98103

6/25/15

Margo Devine

98403

6/25/15

Mikelanne Prosser

98406

6/25/15

Patricia Flynn

98406

6/25/15

Terri Kuntz

98406

6/25/15

Brendan Haigh

98407

6/26/15

Connie Hale

98498

6/26/15

Jeffrey Tepper

98407

6/26/15

Pauline Brown

98407

6/26/15

Susan Haigh

98407

6/26/15

Cornelius Daniel

98406

6/27/15

Jeff A Carlson

98407

6/27/15

Linda Mills

98404

6/27/15

Charles Wright

98406

6/29/15

Daniel Thorp

98406

6/29/15

Kevin Magee

98406

6/29/15

Marsha Huebner

98407

6/29/15

Tim Joy

98406

6/29/15

Torri Magee

98406

6/29/15

Brian Cheeseman

98407

6/30/15

Jeri Aya

98407

6/30/15

Nicholas Maiuri

98407

6/30/15

Rebekah O'Hara

98407

6/30/15

Russell Atkatsh

98407

6/30/15

Hatley Nolan

W138el

7/1/15
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John Hughes

98407

7/1/15

Chris Sharp

98034-5104

7/2/15

Irena Wright

98407

7/2/15

Sue Butkus

98407

7/2/15

Karen Hume

98406

7/4/15

Kelsey Nicholson

98406

7/4/15

Marcia Quist

98406

7/4/15

Anne Carpenter

98407

7/6/15

Kate Miner

98406

7/7/15

Allison Sheldon

98407

7/8/15

Amanda Adams

25748

7/8/15

Amanda Carson

60640

7/8/15

Amanda Dessert

98407

7/8/15

Amelia Benítez

98401

7/8/15

Annette Agee

98409

7/8/15

Arlene Warden

98407

7/8/15

Aylie Millar

98113

7/8/15

Barbara Bartolatz-Littrell

98406

7/8/15

Jackie Beery-Day

98406

7/8/15

Beth Moller

98407

7/8/15

Brandon Wolfe

98148

7/8/15

Carol Webster

98407

7/8/15

Charles Anyiri

7/8/15

Christopher Petrich

98417

7/8/15

David Wright

98407

7/8/15

Brett Freshwaters

98407

7/8/15

George Bourcier

98407

7/8/15

Heather Wright

98406

7/8/15

Hollis Clanton

98405

7/8/15

Holly Roso

98406

7/8/15

James Scott

98444

7/8/15

Jerry Bauer

98408

7/8/15

Jessica Bodas

98498

7/8/15

John Alvord

98406

7/8/15

John Mangan

98424

7/8/15

Joyce Shipley

98332

7/8/15

Julie Revord

98405

7/8/15

Karen Anderson

98407

7/8/15

Karen Vialle

98465

7/8/15
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Kenneth Barnard

98407

7/8/15

Kit Evans

98407

7/8/15

Kristin Neff

98406

7/8/15

Kyle Augustine

98466

7/8/15

Malia Kuaea

98407

7/8/15

Margy McGroarty

98402

7/8/15

Mary Petrich

98115

7/8/15

Mary Springer

98405

7/8/15

Michael Belle

98403

7/8/15

Molly Hukari

98405-2609

7/8/15

Patricia Harburg-Petrich

90405

7/8/15

Peter Davis

98407

7/8/15

Quentin Brown

98406

7/8/15

Ronald Shepherd

98406

7/8/15

Sean Gill-MacDonald

98403

7/8/15

Shira Goldstein

98407

7/8/15

Stephanie Schleicher

98407-5314

7/8/15

Therese Harburg-Petrich

98403

7/8/15

Beverley Dallman

98407

7/9/15

Briana Van Horn

98405

7/9/15

Catherine Mulhall

98407

7/9/15

Dave Viens

98498

7/9/15

David Marquez

97407

7/9/15

Deborah Bender

98332

7/9/15

Ellen Ito

98402

7/9/15

Emilie Silva

98407

7/9/15

Geoff Hassing

98406

7/9/15

Jane Petrich

98103

7/9/15

Jenny Good

98422

7/9/15

Joan Granlund

98406

7/9/15

John Rice

98407

7/9/15

Joseph Petrich

98406

7/9/15

Laura Heim

98407

7/9/15

Lisa Fulwiler

98422

7/9/15

Maren Sanders

98406

7/9/15

Margaret Taylor

98407

7/9/15

Mary Manning

94501

7/9/15

Maureen McKinney

98405

7/9/15

Phil Brooke

98531

7/9/15
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Rachel Ferree

98405

7/9/15

Rob Meyerson

98407

7/9/15

Robert Juelich

98465

7/9/15

Sandra McCauley

98406

7/9/15

Sandra Morris

98407

7/9/15

Sara Bailly

98407

7/9/15

Stacey Green

98407

7/9/15

Sue Hayes

98407

7/9/15

Susan Morrison

98498

7/9/15

Tiffany Grant

98403

7/9/15

Allen Miles

98406

7/10/15

Caelyn frank

98403

7/10/15

Gregory Loe

98406

7/10/15

Heather Larson

98407

7/10/15

James Pippin

98408

7/10/15

Kristina Williams

98418

7/10/15

Laura Rodriguez

98407

7/10/15

Malaika Rice

98408

7/10/15

Marla Grassi

98407

7/10/15

Nanne Hassing

98405

7/10/15

Patricia Hartasanchez

98407

7/10/15

Susan Nichols

99407

7/10/15

Frank Spence

98407

7/11/15

James Connelly

98407

7/11/15

Justin Connelly

98407

7/11/15

Norm C+A614outs

98407

7/11/15

Sandy Bolender

98407

7/11/15

Wendy White

98407

7/11/15

Bree Norwest

98406

7/12/15

Christine Russell

98332

7/12/15

Christy Hoffman

98372

7/12/15

Heather Gilson Almeda

98407

7/12/15

Judy Manderville

98407

7/12/15

Karen Obrist

98122

7/12/15

Kathryn Walkley

98407

7/12/15

Kendra Blythin

98407

7/12/15

Malakay Betor

98407

7/12/15

Nikki Watters

98001

7/12/15

Ryan Bethel

98407

7/12/15
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Steve Marek

98407

7/12/15

Cory Kingsbury

98908

7/13/15

David Bailey

98407

7/13/15

David Sonju

98332

7/13/15

Erika Arnett

98394

7/13/15

Ladius Wolfe

98407

7/13/15

Michael Benjamin

98407

7/13/15

Michael Rowley

98467

7/13/15

Sarah Angerman

98405

7/13/15

Travis Shumate

98405

7/13/15

Amanda Kahlke

98407

7/14/15

Robert McElroy

98407

7/14/15

Daniel Nicklaus

98407

7/15/15

Sally Grout

98367

7/15/15

Stephanie McCallum

98407

7/15/15

Yolande Wright

98407

7/15/15

Joanne Marcoe

98407

7/16/15

Ashley Wolfson

privatenottelli 7/17/15

Jenn June

98407

7/17/15

Kelly Blasko

98406

7/17/15

Patricia Irish

98406

7/17/15

Anne Pole

23229

7/18/15

Benjamin Howard

98406

7/18/15

Carey Nyman

98405

7/18/15

George Meers

98406

7/18/15

Jay Elias

98403

7/18/15

Jean Ulianich

98406

7/18/15

Mike Grenz

98406

7/18/15

Mike Pellegrini

98407

7/18/15

Prema Higgins

98406

7/18/15

Hal Gorbaty

98407

7/19/15

Jeanne Cubanski

98407

7/19/15

Mary Liz Chaffee

98407

7/19/15

Kim Burkes

98406

7/20/15

Aislinn Melchior

98406

7/21/15

Marva Pelander

98406

7/21/15

Ezra Stoker-Graham

98406

7/22/15

Anne Hopper

98407

7/23/15

Hopper Douglas

98407

7/23/15
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Manuel La Rosa

98407

7/23/15

Mark Carrillo

98407

7/23/15

Melani Summerfield

98407

7/23/15

Tim Mulligan

98407

7/23/15

Bonnie Miller

98407

7/24/15

Carly Snapp

98407

7/24/15

Rita Irvin

98407

7/24/15

Ruth Greenfield

98407

7/24/15

Suzanne Paul

98406

7/24/15

Lunette Birrenkott

98405

7/26/15

Scott Mchugh

98406

7/26/15

Tara Doyle-Enneking

98407

7/26/15

Kelly Devlin

98407

7/27/15

Linda Bussey

98417

7/27/15

Rhonda Gilmour

98406

7/27/15

Rob Jensen

98406

7/27/15

Roger Benford

98406

7/27/15

Roxane Hreha

98407

7/27/15

Sands McKinley

98407

7/27/15

Sandy Privett

98407

7/27/15

Aida Galbraith

98407

7/28/15

Brenda Coyne

98407

7/28/15

Craig Tyler

98407

7/28/15

David Montgomerie

98407

7/28/15

Duncan Gilmour

98406

7/28/15

Jake Hanson

98422

7/28/15

Jenna Isakson

98407

7/28/15

Jill Larson

98407

7/28/15

John Galbraith

98407

7/28/15

Megan Isakson

98407

7/28/15

Pamela Isakson

98407

7/28/15

William Larson

98407

7/28/15

Anne Marie Earsley

98405

7/29/15

Cindy Feist

98407

7/29/15

Edward Elias

98406

7/29/15

L Johansen

98422

7/29/15

Sharon Ingman

98501

7/29/15

Aleta Benedicto
MaryEllen Gilmour
4Proctor	
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  Petition	
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Maureen McGill

98407

7/30/15

Rosemary Ponnekanti

98406

7/30/15

Katherine Hopper

98407

7/31/15

Patricia Quy

98407

7/31/15

Andre St. Hilaire

98403

8/1/15

Jean Mann

22842

8/1/15

Lily Richmond

98407

8/1/15

Joanne Justin

98407

8/3/15

John McDonald

98406

8/3/15

Robert Nissenbaum

98407

8/3/15

Suzanne bunk

98406

8/3/15

Harrison McDonald

98406

8/4/15

Lydia Nasser

98407

8/4/15

Martha Scoville

98406

8/4/15

Wolf Schwartze

98406

8/4/15

Randi Kander

98407

8/8/15

Suzanne Baxter

98406

8/8/15

Jim Laugen

98406

8/8/15

Vicki Hanline

98023

8/8/15

Phyllis Wiklund

98407

8/8/15

Amy Scott

98444

8/8/15

Kathleen Hutchinson

98407

8/8/15

Shandy Cope

98445

8/8/15

Marti Gould

98403

8/8/15

Patricia Evans

98407

8/9/15

Claire Jordan

98407

8/9/15

Jo Lynn Newbaker

98466

8/9/15

Debbie Macdonald

98334

8/9/15

Shirley Lane

98405

8/9/15

Mike Kander

98407

8/9/15

Grechen Longfellow

98403

8/9/15

Cindy Louie

98407

8/9/15

Dana Reinking

98403

8/9/15

Harriet Maines

98406

8/9/15

Julianne Owen

98409

8/9/15

Cynthia Slyter

98466

8/9/15

Sherice Thomas

98404

8/9/15

Doug Bjornsson

98407

8/9/15

Anne Tolland

98407

8/9/15
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Linda Davies

98531

8/9/15

Grace Rasmussen

98406

8/9/15

Casey Adams

98405

8/9/15

Ana valladares

98405

8/9/15

Charles Ashcraft

98466

8/9/15

Haley Marth

98403

8/9/15

Savannah Elmore

98405

8/9/15

Evelyn Cook

98406

8/9/15

Victoria Thompson

98405

8/9/15

Matt Carlson

98403

8/10/15

Barbara Temple-Thurston

98406

8/10/15

Andrea Thayer

98406

8/10/15

Elena Gilkey

98407

8/10/15

Christen Knapp

98406

8/11/15

Terri Benz

97407

8/11/15

Toby Gravitt

98406

8/12/15

Erin Twilley

98406

8/12/15

Denis Gruver

98407

8/12/15

Vicki Polly

98407

8/12/15

Justine Byers

98407

8/12/15

Nancy Lee Farrell

98406

8/12/15

Leslie Bede

98407

8/12/15

Mark Wyatt

98112

8/12/15

Jenn Nichipor

98403

8/12/15

Arthur Tachell

98407

8/12/15

Carley Bayer

98466

8/12/15

stephanie hoffman

98406

8/13/15

Mai Won

98407

8/13/15

Michael Crow

98406

8/14/15

Marcie Matherly

98407

8/15/15

Margaret Heizenrader

98406

8/15/15

Nannette Liberatore

98406

8/15/15

Skipp Scoggin

98407

8/15/15

Roger Eller

98407

8/15/15

Dorothy Hudson

98407

8/17/15

Amanda Flynn-Stach

98407

8/18/15
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CHANGE.ORG/ORGANIZATIONS/4PROCTOR
PETITIONING TACOMA CITY COUNCIL AND PLANNING COMMISSION
IMMEDIATELY ADOPT A MORATORIUM ON FUTURE DEVELOPMENT IN THE PROCTOR MIXED-USE CENTER THAT
EXCEEDS 45FT IN HEIGHT AND AMEND THE LAND USE REGULATORY CODE TO REINSTATE THE APPROPRIATE 45FT
HEIGHT LIMIT.
As residents and patrons of the Proctor neighborhood, we care deeply about preserving the vibrancy, walkability, and family friendly
atmosphere of our community. We also embrace that Proctor has a role to play in welcoming new neighbors into the fold as Tacoma
grows over the coming decades. We support new development in the Proctor mixed-use district that achieves a balance in preserving
Proctor’s appeal and creating more residential opportunities for those who would like to join us. Our city’s zoning code provides the
right guiding principle: development in the Proctor mixed-use center is to be of “a scale that is compatible and in scale with the
surrounding neighborhood” and is to “enhance, stabilize, and preserve the unique character and scale of neighborhood centers.”
Unfortunately, the City Council undermined this principle when it changed the law in 2009 to increase the maximum permissible
height of a building in Proctor from 45 feet to 65 feet. The zoning code would permit the entire Proctor mixed-use center to be filled
with 65-foot buildings, a process that is underway. The 65-foot Proctor Station is nearing completion. Planning is in its early stages
for another 65-foot building at 25th and Proctor. The Proctor Station developers own the building on the southeast side of 28th and
Proctor that houses Yoga Palace and the restaurant Soul, as well as the home next door. And city planning staff has identified the
post office, US Bank, and KeyBank sites as potential development opportunities.
We welcome sensible new development, but a wall of 65-foot apartment buildings is completely out of scale with the surrounding
neighborhood and does nothing to enhance, stabilize, or preserve Proctor’s unique character. The prior height limitation of 45 feet
presents a reasonable compromise that will preserve Proctor’s character and provide new densely built housing and retail space.
Notably, as part of the 2015 Annual Amendment process, the Planning Commission is reviewing the city’s mixed-use centers and
has assessed the Proctor mixed-use center to be “[a]n already successful pedestrian oriented MUC w/few needs” that already
“achieves goals.” A 45-foot height limit would be compatible with Proctor’s continued success.
We urge the City Council and Planning Commission to immediately adopt a moratorium on future development in the
Proctor Mixed-Use Center that exceeds 45 feet in height and, in response to 2015 Annual Amendment application 2015-02,
amend the land use regulatory code to reinstate the appropriate 45-foot height limit.

The following 247 comments were submitted by petitioners in response to the prompt,
"I am signing because..."
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Comments
Name

Location

Date

Comment

Matt Currie

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-27

I believe that building over the 45 ft level is not reasonable for the greater
proctor community. Building over that limit grossly overshadows this history
community. The lack of forethought to the impact on traffic, parking, aesthetics
and on the community in general is surprising and disheartening . The charm of
the North End is threatened by this sort of profit driven development.

dana gleixner

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-28

I agree and enjoy the Proctor district daily. I grew up on N 26th and Washington
walking most places and riding bikes. Seeing Proctor become an overcrowded
wall of apartments is horrifying and an utter betrayal of what is attractive about
the area.

Sarah wyatt

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-28

I love this community and the small local businesses! I worry about the local
residents and business owners being priced out. I want to see affordability and
appropriate density.

Craig curran

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-28

i was raised and haver lived most my life in the Proctor district. I am ashamed
that a city councilman would promote and change laws to benefit him
financially. All the while dramatically altering our beloved neighborhood for his
profit. I have read the new zoning laws from 2009 and you hit it straight on, this
structure in no way shape or form conforms to the community. The parking
rules are interesting to. Basically, with all the allowances(bus routes and
others) they don't need to provide any parking, apparently there is no need for
anyone to ever drive to proctor.

Aubri wing

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-28

We just bought a house in the Proctor District and are excited to move back to
the neighborhood after renting in other neighborhoods for the past few yesrs.
We chose Proctor because of its unique feel as a community and because of
the character of its downtown center. Please keep the charm and character of
this beautiful neighborhood.

maggie christofferson

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-28

Our neighborhood is to crowded as it is. We don't have enough parking, and
this is to big.

Paul Peters

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-28

I don't want anymore 65 foot tall buildings to be built in the Proctor District. I
grew up here, and don't want to see it get over crowded, but am ok with a 45
foot limit. 65 feet is too tall for our neighborhood!

Penny Taylor

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-28

Need to stop the change. Proctor and it's level of business and residents are
fine the way they are. AREA can not handle more congestion!

judi chelotti

tacoma, WA

2015-05-28

The city has favored the developers long enough. Their interests, profit above
all, has been the paramount driving factor, not common sense, balance and
respect for the people who live in the area.

Denise Bessette

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-28

Minor against development, I look forward to proctor being the new hip
neighborhood that is busy but with a "family feel".

Jessica Gillette

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-28

I love the classy charm of Proctor. New buildings can be built, but they should
fit the neighborhood to keep Proctor unique and attractive for residents,
shoppers and tourists.

David Prather

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-28

I want to see the height reduced to 45 feet asap.

Ana Sierra

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-28

Transparency, community input, inclusiveness and growth for all, not just for
some.
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Lindsay Bush

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-28

I love living in the Proctor neighborhood and I can't imagine more GIANT 65
foot buildings being built. As it is, Proctor Station is far too big, and stands out
(not in a good way). Proctor will lose its charm and cozy neighborhood feel. It
will end up looking and feeling like larger city neighborhoods which is exactly
what I don't want for Tacoma or for the area.

Martha Hughes

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-28

I want to keep the character of my neighborhood which I can be done with
thoughtful planning for any new construction/development.

Sean Gaugler

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-28

I hate the "multi use building ". It's messing with local business in a bad way.

janet lepore

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-28

This is necessary to preserve the character of our neighborhood.

Catherine Madderson

Montgomery, AL

2015-05-28

Proctor is a low rise neighborhood. There is nothing else, other than the
monstrosity of Proctor Station, that is on the size and scale of this
development. If sunlight/view corridors aren't considered when planning these
huge buildings then they should be. The Proctor neighborhood is a
historical/low rise community and that should be maintained. The City Council
can look to many other places, such as DC, Denver and the UK, for examples
of height restrictions on neighborhood developments for view/sunlight
corridors. You can already notice how Proctor Station restricts sunlight on all
four sides of it now. Sadly the shadows prevent sunlight from reaching the
church and playground at the Waldorf School, as well as many homes in the
area. The building is out of place in this low rise neighborhood community and
future, similar buildings should not be allowed.

Alison Hale

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-28

While I'm in favor of density, I want to see it done well--with height
requirements that preserve the neighborhood charm, with architecture that is
sensitive to what's already here, and with a commitment from developers to
contribute to infrastructure to manage the population increase. I also don't like
to see a single small group of investors force one vision on what should be a
thriving multiplicity of uses, people, and buildings.

Courtney taylor

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-28

Proctor is a treasure and doesn't need "progress".

Dave Doss

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-28

Because I like the old character of the neighborhood. Excessive development,
particularly high buildings, undermines the very character of the neighborhood
that people love about the Proctor District.

Nora Beard

Boise, ID

2015-05-28

i grew up in the north end. I attended Mason Middle a School. Proctor is
amazing. It needs to be preserved as much as possible.

Tessa Tallariti

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-28

I live in Proctor and enjoy it. It's good to be a part of your community.

Elizabeth Zarling

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-28

Proctor is a quaint, small town area. Don't develop it

Sandra Schaefer

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-28

I have lived in the neighborhood 28 yrs. I do not like the changes or tax breaks
for them !!!

Jamie DeNune

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-29

I'm signing because I have lived in the Proctor neighborhood for the majority of
my life. The current building that is close to completion is hideous. I can see it
from Orchard Street.

Bruce Stone

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-29

I fully believe that 65' tall buildings would ruin the unique beauty and character
of the Proctor District!!!

Nancy Morton

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-29

We love shopping there. Hate parking and it will be even worse..

Elena VerValin

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-29

I live in the area and i am very upset at the construction of the apartment
buildings. They are going to make traffic horrible! The one they are planning is
just going to make matters worse, we need to stop this.

Roxann Murray

Graham, WA

2015-05-29

Those high rise buildings are ruining Proctor.

karen allard

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-29

I oppose the further construction of these tall buildings in the proctor district
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melissa hubbard

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-29

I believe this height restriction will help keep the charm that the Proctor District
holds in the heart of northenders. Please stop building atrocities in our beautiful
neighborhoods.

Joel DeWitt

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-29

I grew up in Proctor and its unique character should be preserved. There are
plenty of areas in the North End that need development, growth, and density
(i.e.West gate and the West end of 6th ave.)

Callie Stoker-Graham

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-29

I live in Proctor and want urban density balanced with reason and preserving
neighborhood useability and character.

Dani States

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-29

Although I do no currently reside in Tacoma, I am a Tacoma native and most of
my family still lives there. Proctor has been a hub for community, locally owned
business and holds a certain charm that has been preserved and fostered by
those who live and do business there.
Reinstating height restrictions on multi-use buildings will help maintain the
warm neighborhood appeal while allowing for conscientious expansion.

Susan Jensen

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-29

Out of scale development destroys neighborhood character.

Marceil Mullan

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-29

Because I believe the Proctor District should have lower compatible Height
Limits for that area, I do want newer upgrades to Compliment Area as
proposed. I am also one of the owners of "The Blue Mouse" Theaterb

Andrew Madderson

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-29

Proctor's charm is its character, look and size. The proctor station is ruining the
feel. Keep high rises in downtown Tacoma. Don't ruin the charm of Proctor

Janet Webster

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-29

Current plans destroy the nature and ambience of the Proctor District - it's a
precious resource to be preserved!

Amy Sterle

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-29

I live in the immediate area and I worry about the congestion, parking and my
view.

Louise Allshouse

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-29

I believe we need to limit excessive development of the Proctor District.

Richard Smith

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-29

What a all around negative impact on a neighborhood that I grew up in.I have
not heard a Positive comment yet! What is the long term impact? and will Mr.
Evans and his investment group be around to address these issues?
Dick Smith

Jennifer Skenfield

Morristown, NJ

2015-05-29

I am a resident of the Proctor area and do not feel the infrastructure of the
neighborhood can support another development of this size. It will put a strain
on parking, access to current retail and residential areas, resources, and create
more traffic.

Audry Kahlstrom

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-29

Bldg is an albatross, totally doesn't blend with the neighborhood, cheap
construction too.

Nancy Jennings

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-29

I work in the Proctor neighborhood, and have seen firsthand, how the
frustrations in finding parking spaces, has changed the general atmosphere of
our Proctor District! The beautiful renovation of Metropolitan Market has
brought an influx of additional people who cannot find a place for their cars,
some actually leave without shopping because of this. The effect of the
Market's remodel will be nothing compared to all of the additional people and
families that will inhabit Proctor Station. I think a moritorium on the second
building, needs to be in place until the effects of the increase in density, can be
evaluated. There will be too many people, and no place to grow, in the few
blocks that make up the Proctor "Village". I also believe that the 8% property
tax abatement is wrong, the rental rates proposed ($3,440/mo for a 2
bedroom!?!) are NOT affordable!
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Gayle Hansen

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-29

I love the Proctor District as it is and it's being ruined by these high rise
buildings.

Genevieve Pearson

Studio City, CA

2015-05-29

I love Proctor District and I don't want it to be ruined by overdevelopment.

Chelsey Roos

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-29

I'm a member of the proctor community and hope to preserve it's charm and
neighborhood atmosphere.

Erica Johnson

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-29

A good thing is about to be ruined in the name of greed. Just because you can
doesn't mean you should.

Sarah Hall

Bellingham, WA

2015-05-29

I want proctor to keep its charm

Glenda Jackson

Olympia, WA

2015-05-29

I lived in Tacoma for many years & enjoyed visiting and shopping in the Proctor
area because of the small, unique shops & great restaurants...& because of its
charm & neighborhood feel. Please don't destroy that uniqueness by building
atrocities. The Proctor District has personality, lets keep it that way.

Karen Dasher

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-29

Let Bill Evans and his minions take.teir ideas to somewhere in the city that will
welcome them. We have enough problems with one "Super unit"

Lisa jones

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-29

this is my neighborhood and I really care about its future including the potential
growth and development.

Kristina Saul

Saint Helens, OR

2015-05-30

I was raised in the north end and even though I live in Oregon I still visit family
3 times a month and shop in proctor. My parents are also partners of the Blue
Mouse. I went to Mason JR high way back when and hate to see that such a
large sore thumb is being erected on Proctor street. I would hate to see
something else go up.. I personally feel that the new structure being built is
required to cut off some levels but I know that won't happen.

Marjorie McCoid

Gig Harbor, WA

2015-05-30

This beautiful area of Tacoma is presently being severely compromised by a
huge
65 foot building being built now. It's height is too overwhelming, destroying the
character of this neighborhood. Also the increase in demand for parking will
make it very difficult for residents and visitors to support local business. I am
very sad to see the destruction of the beautiful places in Tacoma.

Teresa Hunt

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-30

"of scale" and where do you think all the cars are going to go??

Gary Chandler

Troy, MT

2015-05-30

Anything above that height will completely destroy the ambiance of the Proctor
District.

Jerry Merriman

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-30

I hate the bldg. that is going up. It is way too big for the area and now they are
trying to build another one right down the street. This is wrong. Mixed use is
fine but not such a large bldg.

David Cope

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-30

I live in Proctor District and want to preserve the neighborhood as it currently
exists.

Julia duColon

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-30

I need to see my home keep it's integrity.

Laura Nixon

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-30

The small scale businesses and main street aesthetic play an important role in
making residents feel connected to each other and to our neighborhood. There
are many places in Tacoma where a taller building would be a good fit. Proctor
is not one of them. Once the character and charm of Proctor is destroyed, it
will be nearly impossible to recover. Please preserve Proctor's historic charm
and livability for both current and future Tacomans to enjoy.

Kirk Isakson

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-30

i DO NOT approve buildings over 45 feet or additional dense housing in the
Proctor District.

Anne Klein

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-30

Like many in the Proctor area, I'm not opposed to development, but agree that
future buildings should be in scale with the rest of the neighborhood.
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katherine gullett

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-30

We are already having difficulty in crossing Proctor safely by the Cleaners due
to the lack of proper parking, we can't see traffic coming until we are out in the
middle of the street. What will happen when all the apartments are filled and
even more cars will be clogging this small area. Proctor has been a desirable
area to live and raise children for decades. This will change rapidly if we stand
by and allow multiple high rise buildings to change the landscape and social
make up of the area. All building is not progress. We don't want to be a mini
Bellevue. We want to be a safe, friendly area to live, shop and raise children
and grow old in. Please help us keep it this way.

Jennifer Cravens

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-30

I saw that new 65 foot building the other day and wanted to vomit. It was so tall
that its shadow is always cast in a large area, and darkens the feel of Proctor. It
doesn't fit, and I don't know why city council would so willingly not work in their
citizens best interest, except for the fact that Tacoma's city council almost never
works with our interests as a priority in mind.

Jane Brosius

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-30

Further density will only aggravate existing problems. And high rents will not
help the people looking for places to live-and raise taxes on those of us who
are retired and chose to stay in this lovely neighborhood.

Michael Moore

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-30

Enough is enough

Chelsae Titus

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-30

Proctor has been my home for over 15 years and to see these tall buildings
going up and covering the unique beauty of my neighborhood is disheartening.
Please stop taking away the beauty of my home with these things only serving
as shadows.

Rebecca Titus

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-30

I am appalled at the new building and definitely don't want another monstrosity
ruining or wonderful neighborhood!

Gavin Thysens

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-30

I live here!!!!

Roberta LaMendola

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-30

I bought a home in a quaint residential
area and want to keep it that way

Syarifa Comstock

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-30

I do not approve

Caroline Woodhams

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-31

I support the statements of this petition and keeping the character of this
neighborhood which could never be retrieved if lost. While I live a little outside
the neighborhood it is still my "district" and my "town center" and I can walk
there.

Eric Tuttle

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-31

I have lived near proctor growing up on 36th and Mason. I fully support this
petition.

Lynne Parrott

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-31

I agree that we should welcome development however it should be to the
proper scale of the neighborhood. It is sad to see the natural light become
shaded by tall buildings.

Gail Steinkraus

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-31

I am concerned about retaining the character of the Proctor area. I am not
against development, but it needs to be done with care and in keeping with the
existing neighborhood.

Emily Lou

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-31

I think the Proctor district will not be able to handle the congestion that would
occur if there were multiple mixed use buildings in the neighborhood. A 45'
restriction would still allow for development and would increase congestion but
would limit it to a more reasonable level. It also changes the feeling of
openness and charm when the buildings start to get too tall.
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Barbara Herman

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-31

Proctor is the only true neighborhood in Tacoma where one can get services,
schools, food, restaurants, a Farmer's Market and events. Although those who
live there can walk they still need cars as transport to work and other places.
The large mixed use buildings will not enliven the neighborhood but will add
problems in the way of crowding and parking. They ruin the look and feel of this
vintage neighborhood. The only ones to benefit from these buildings will be the
developers. Let them build in more urban areas such as downtown or across
from the waterfront of Tacoma.

Rosalyn Lueck-Mammen

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-31

We have loved Proctor for over 35 years. It's unique character makes it a
destination in Tacoma. Preserve the vintage, friendly atmosphere.

Melissa Johnston

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-31

There's too many condos!

Caroline Merryweather

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-31

The Proctor District is a special place in our city and fun to visit but now it's
looking awful with the new, ugly building!

Ashley Kopetzky

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-31

Because it is home

Kimberly Brady

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-31

Tacoma Is about small communities in a big city. Each neighborhood has an
identity and flavor unique to itself. This sort of development is a blemish on the
quaint countenance of the Proctor district. I love to welcome new and diverse
people but the commonality would be for a love of North Tacoma and Proctor in
its original and unique garb. This development belongs on the Thea Foss
waterway or University Place. Even Downtown where the infrastructure will
support it. Enough.

Susan Repp

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-31

Progress and care a communities character can benefit all. The current project
is rampant greed rather than economic gain and community intergity balancing.

Lorie Munger

Tacoma, WA

2015-05-31

We need to have a voice when it comes to developers taking over
neighborhoods. There has been too much underhandedness going on with
allowing this to happen without community involvement.

vicki smith

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-01

The current building being constructed is monstrosity. Limiting to 45 feet is
more appropriate.

Robert Stevens

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-01

One of the benefits of Proctor District was that you never felt like you were in
the shadow of commerce. You felt like it was old time America where quality
was always more important than quantity.

Linda Willis

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-01

A lifelong resident of Proctor area, I object to the overdevelopment meant to
enrich a few at the expense of the many. Stop ruining our neighborhood!

Jennie Hautala

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-01

In agreement with the basic philosophy of urban development, I feel that the
community should have some say in how the development should look, and the
impact it has on the existing businesses and neighborhoods.

Margaret Barzar

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-01

I'm signing this petition because I am concerned about the congestion caused
by multistory buildings that overshadow the area & take away the openness of
the existing neighborhood.

jeff framke

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-02

I want proctor district to flourish, while keeping it's small neighborhood feel

Lansing Bryan

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-02

I chose to live in this neighborhood because of the small town feel. Taller
buildings would destroy the character of this area which is its main appeal.

Thomas Egnew

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-02

Development is proceeding without design or planning at the city level;
essentially developers do whatever they want as long as it meets code.

Barbara Poland

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-02

Barbara Poland

Halley Egnew

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-02

I want to preserve my neighborhood

Deborah Rosen

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-02

I live in the neighborhood and I don't want to see it destroyed by a giant
behemoth structure. I'm also worried that traffic will be a nightmare.
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Barbara McMahon

Vashon, WA

2015-06-02

I'm for ethical and transparent government and listening to the voice of the
community.

Jeff Boly

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-02

This development is out of scale. Do we have the birds and bees discussion
with a five year old? No, we wait until the time is right. Too much, too soon. 6
Stories? Really?

carolanne knoll

Enumclaw, WA

2015-06-03

I hate the new building next to Mason!!

Enrique Leon

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-03

Large buildings are causing parking congestion, are unsightly, bring down
property values, more speeding and accidents.

Anne Tumbusch

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-03

please develop proctor respectfully and responsibly!

Sandra Brown

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-03

This neighborhood is special to our family and building taller than 45ft will tower
us like giants.

Carolyn Marie Bruno

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-03

Yabui

I am using my mother's address where I grew up (she still lives there but has
no access to sign this petition. She is 5 blocks from the Proctor district and
neither of us want to see towering buildings in the area. It will destroy the feel
of a comfortable community which should stay small (Proctor District is not a
city in itself!). I've seen areas destroyed Eastside of Seattle all for many out of
state greedy developers and would hate to see it happen here, too. Proctor
should continue to be geared to local families with small businesses catering to
anyone entering Proctor District. Once you start allowing towering buildings it
may not stop and the area will turn into another claustrophobic Bellevue. And
the traffic will be stifling.

Jill Jensen

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-03

I frequently shop in Proctor and am concerned for the future of the area's
usability factors.

Eubanks Eubanks

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-03

I have lived in Tacoma over 40 years and lived near the Proctor neighborhood
for over 30 years. Done a lot of shopping in the Proctor stores, especially PNW
Shop. Breaks my heart to see it engulfed by the new living units next door.
Very disturbing.

Karlan Jessen

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-04

I'm a small business owner and completely agree with the language of the
petition. Thoughtful growth is necessary.

Robin Hamman

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-04

growth is important but so is walk ability sense of neighborhood and
community. This is a useful compromise

Scott Juergens

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-04

65' is too tall for this neighborhood.

Andrea White

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-04

I grew up in North Tacoma and my kids go to school at Mason., Wilson and
Jefferson. I want it to stay safe, charming and family friendly!!

Matthew Busch

Federal Way, WA

2015-06-04

Tacoma s awesome.

amanda mcdonell

Madison, TN

2015-06-04

This area is beautiful and should be preserved in every way possible.

Katie felix

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-04

I'm signing because Proctor is a quaint district that reminds of us of long ago.
The 6 story building that is going in right now is so overwhelming that you can
see it from blocks away. It was nice before to come upon Proctor and be
surprised by it's beauty. Don't let this happen again to Proctor.

Zoe Brackney

Kent, WA

2015-06-04

This neighborhood will already be negatively impacted by 300% increase in
density in a 3 block stretch. Additional growth should be considered more
thoughtfully.

Laura Pease

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-04

Because we need to preserve this historic district in Tacoma!

Kimberly Klontz

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-04

65 foot buildings belong in downtown, not in residential areas. The council also
needs to address the transportation aspect of all development before allowing
building of that scale to be built... like making the builders/owners responsible
for paying for additional bus and/or light rail to service those areas.
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Danielle Cruver

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-04

I would like this type of building closer to proctor and so. 12th where I live. Build
up a different neighborhood.

Jim Dupree

Federal Way, WA

2015-06-04

The new apartment building under construction is just too big for the
neighborhood. It is ruining the character of the neighborhood and does not
belong

Debra Cappas

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-04

You have made the Proctor District ugly and have taken away the quaint
feeling of the district.

Kristina Miller

Federal way, WA

2015-06-04

My aunt

Rebecca ford

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-04

i believe in urban progress with logical values.

Jacqueline Schwarz

Boulder, CO

2015-06-04

I am signing because my daughter was a student a UPS and the impact on
their environment should matter.

Randall Breedlove

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-04

I live in Proctor and I want wise city planning. We moved here to raise a family
and this will provide some needed restrictions to our small community. I don't
want a car freeway in an area that cannot support this type of growth.

Susan Troxell

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-04

I was born and raised in the Proctor District, use the library and many of the
businesses too. I believe in keeping the neighborhood flavor alive.

Jean Hayes

tacoma, WA

2015-06-04

I am all for progress and multi family units being built in the Proctor district. I
am FIRMLY against huge monstrosities being built that do not in any way fit
into the esthetics or feel of the neighborhood. Not to mention the parking and
traffic issues that will come with it. I live on the outskirts of the Proctor District
and my heart hurts every time I drive or walk through now. So sad.

Adam Frederick

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-04

Don't want a bunch of apartment buildings ruining the family friendly feel of
proctor

Jennifer Granlund

Gig harbor, WA

2015-06-04

I love proctor as it has been for generations and generations. It is a special part
of Tacoma's history. It should be preserved!

Kathleen Crespo

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-05

I grew up in the Procter area. I would hate to see the charm of the
neighborhood be dwarfed by the taller buildings.

Aarin Murray

Cambridge, MA

2015-06-05

I grew up in Tacoma and spent quite a bit of time in the Proctor neighborhood
for school and recreation. It is a gem of a neighborhood and one I continue to
return to whenever I am in town. It would be an utter shame to see this area
sacrifice it's history and charm for the benefit of a few who will profit from this
impending development. - Aarin Murray

Katherine Bird

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-05

My grandparents lived in that neighborhood & my sister still lives in their home.
I went to Mason Jr High & grew up on the streets of the area. I understand
growth & change but there have to be sound boundaries & making it a mini
downtown is not what will bring the growth you're looking for. It's a family
neighborhood not the type of area for high rise apartment dwelling.

Jennifer Andrews

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-05

I want my son to grow up in the lovely neighborhood that Proctor is. I don't
want the family friendly businesses priced out of staying in the area!

Linda Marshall

Auburn, WA

2015-06-05

I am from that area and these buildings are an eye sore, and there putting way
to many people in the area that can not or do not have the space for them.

Cat Woon

Asotin, WA

2015-06-05

I don't want my neighborhood over built

April Puryear

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-05

I don't want this neighborhood turned into Seattle!!! The building going up is
ridiculous!

Andrea Lumley

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-05

Want to keep Proctor a safe, family friendly neighborhood. Change is
inevitable. Let's keep it the right kind of change.
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Mike Petrie

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-05

The Proctor district is near and dear to my heart because of its quaint charm
and down home feeling... Something that is not enhanced many this huge
building being built in that area!!

Dianne Huffman

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-05

It is called Proctor District not Proctor City. Keep it to scale as agreed!

Stacy goss

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-05

the newest building is too much

Aviva Burke

Elkview, WV

2015-06-05

I'm signing because I grew up on N. 18th & Union. I love the proctor district,
and I believe this would be best.

David Sarno

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-05

Please listen to the people that LIVE, SHOP, and support Proctor. Not the
investors that Don't.

Denise Belanger

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-05

We need to maintain the beauty of our community.

Fenda hegg

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-05

I'm signing because I don't want that huge monstrosity going up in my
neighborhood. there's trouble with parking already as it plus we don't need
another huge building on proctor. I believe as a community we should have a
say in what happens in our neighborhood.

Devon Long

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-05

i support the proctor district as a unique neighborhood.

Debra Chase

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-05

I love Proctor & hate seeing it be destroyed by these oversized bldgs & being
stripoed of its character.

Patrice McDonough

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-05

I don't want to see my beloved north Tacoma be blighted with huge, ugly and
badly planned buildings like, say, Seattle's Ballard neighborhood has been
covered with!

Sarah Soran

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-05

I used to live in the proctor area and I would hate to see the kind of
environment I grew up in ruined!!!!

Diana Nordlund

Napa, CA

2015-06-06

I used to live and work in this area. To make it a new "downtown" with huge
buildings is a desecration to the neighborhood feel of the whole Proctor area.
Please restrict the height to 45 feet.

Caleb Hegg

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-06

What is happening in the Proctor distort is ruining what people like about that
district!!!

Brendan Balaam

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-06

Giant condos towering over small buildings is symbolic of the dominance of
quantity over quality. It's past time to reverse this trend.

Mara Loveday

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-06

Very concerned about parking and height of buildings causing darkness and
shadow across the neighborhood

Marlynne Perry

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-07

I care about Proctor and the future for the families who will be living in, and
enjoying, this neighborhood. We have lived in the area since 1968. Our
children grew up here and still love their home town, including Proctor.

Karen Jarstad

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-08

One of my concerns is the impact on traffic, especially with an elementary
school and middle school in the heart of town. This is a sweet little unique gem
in Tacoma where the children walk to and from school, the library, and also
enjoy little shopping trips after school with parents, caretakers or friends.

Cheyenne Hallie

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-10

We love Proctor but parking is hard and the new building casts a shadow
throwing the businesses across the street in perpetual shadow. I won't shop
there now

James Rudd

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-10

We need to integrate these large condos with the existing Proctor footprint in a
slower and more deliberate manner. It is unknown how impactful these
additional residents (and attendant parking) will be in such a concentrated
area.
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Sheila Coughlan

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-10

45 ft max. is the right scale to preserve Proctor's character as well as add
sustainable higher density housing and new business vitality to the
neighborhood

Joan Martin

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-10

I care about the keeping Proctor a vibrant, family friendly neighborhood.

Mary Mahoney

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-10

Signing to keep Proctor charming!

Cris Tumbusch

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-10

I think we should slow down and talk about this. We have one huge building
going up. I want to see how that effects our quality of life before we rush to
build more.

mick schnabel

tacoma, WA

2015-06-10

We need to keep the area looking like PROCTOR,not a mini wannabe Seattle
(in which nobody can afford to live in anyways) they're now going too far with
wanting to put up another gigantic eyesore.the height limit is crucial to the area!

Ashley Parker

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-10

There's a charm that is admired within the Proctor district. It's that very charm
that will be completely ruined by these towering buildings.

Barbie Pratt

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-10

I care about the future of the Proctor neighborhood.

Marie JENSEN

TACOMA, WA

2015-06-10

I live in this district and I don't want "my" city to destroy it

Susan Bishop

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-11

The overcrowding and traffic situation will be horrible and spill over into
community. I don't care to accommodate people who don't live here yet. Nor
do the current resident including me want to live in an urban clogged setting.
This is only the goal of the few who will financially profit.

Dawn Collins

Denver, CO

2015-06-11

Community input is crucial in the development of livable, sustainable
environmental surroundings.

Sarah Valadez

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-11

Proctor district is a unique, quaint beautiful neighborhood. Adding more
apartments/condos is going to completely destroy that, bringing too many
people, traffic and eyesores to our cute little neighborhood. Take Ballard in
Seattle as an example. Used to be such a cute little neighborhood now iit's
infested with apartments and condos towering over the whole neighborhood.
Please don't do this.

stephanie haas

tacoma, WA

2015-06-11

I'm against these ridiculous buildings! Keep proctor quaint the way it is!

Justin Wilson

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-11

I want to keep area's like proctor small!

Kristine Countryman

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-12

I do not want the landscape or the feel of this neighborhood to change. Please
restrict the height of buildings in the Proctor neighborhood.

Randall Myers

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-12

One giant Proctor Mixed-Use experiment is already under way. Before another
is allowed to begin, let's see how reality compares with promises made.about
the first one.

Angie McLain

Bremerton, WA

2015-06-12

I love the character of Proctor!

Shirley Campbell

Juneau, AK

2015-06-12

While visiting my Tacoma family I walk to the Proctor district every time, several
times per year. I spend money in the district. I feel safe and love walking in this
unique community. I shop as well.

Carol Eckert

University Place, WA

2015-06-13

I teach at Mason Middle School. I would not ike the Proctor area to become
dominated by buildings that I believe are too tall.

Simone Tagles

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-17

The 65 story buildings do not fit in with the small town feel of Proctor. I'm also
very concerned with what this will do to traffic in and around Proctor.
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Gayle Dorman

University Place, WA

2015-06-17

This is one of the most quaint little areas, and for those of us who grew up
in/near the Proctor district. and still visit it often, especially when I have visitors
that are from out of town and they ooh and aah! How sad to think all those
wonderful places may bein shdos of tall buildings! dwarfed by a big
conglomeration that will block any sunshine for the people who love to stroll
through that entire neighborhood

Christine Kreis

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-17

Proctor is too small to handle more traffic which would come from more dense
aparents.

susan ryan

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-18

I have strongly opposed the height and size of the new Proctor Station
Complex for some time now. This was expressed in an on line petition a year
ago, written correpsondance to the Planning Commission and more recently to
City Councilman Thoms. The stakeholders that live and shop in the area
should be able to direct what we want in our community not those that have
bought up property over the years for their own business opportunities. While I
am not opposed to growth and the construction of new buildings it is the size
that is causing concern and disgust. If a developer can not make it "pencil out"
then maybe the project should not take place. To say that the residents were
notified when the height restriction was changed is a poor excuse. We all know
how difficult it is to reach and fully inform citizens in regards to community
affairs. Enhanced renderings of proposed buildings can be misleading as well. I
support a moratorium as this petition requests. Too often Tacoma grasps for
anything they can get leading to desperation and diminished quality. The white
vinyl windows on the brick facade of The Proctor Station are terrible.

richard cooper

pearce, AZ

2015-06-18

While I'm not against change and progress, that does not meant that it can't be
done intelligently and with the best interest of everyone.

Alexandrea Bouska

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-20

I love Proctor district! I want to buy a house there when I'm ready to by a
house. It has a small town quaint feel in the middle of the city. Please don't let
builders ruin that. There are so many vancant building in Tacoma we don't
need anymore. Proctor won't look right with huge apartment complexes
everywhere either. This world is all about rushing and bigger and better... It
would be nice to keep one little stop quite and family oriented.
Thank you for your time
Alexandrea Bouska

Judith Fredrich

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-21

I've been shopping and eating in the Proctor area for 68 years!

Joan McConnell

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-21

I live around Proctor and theres never enough parking and the new bldg hasn't
providedas it is. for all of it's tenants

Evan Bailly

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-22

As a homeowner in the Proctor neighborhood I moved, with my family, to this
quaint, historic, low-density area of the city, because it was quaint, historic, and
low-density.

Leslie Wright

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-22

It is too much too fast

Patricia Flynn

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-25

The scale of this community is what makes it attractive and livable.
Development size must be more carefully considered.

Heidi Gilbert

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-25

the building that is being put up looks ridiculous! I'm hoping to stop Bill Evans
from building another monstrosity at the other end of Proctor.

Mikelanne Prosser

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-25

I want Proctor to stay quaint and not over-developed.
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Jeffrey Tepper

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-26

I think we need to assess how the Proctor Station project impacts the
community before building additional high rise buildings. For example, does
the project provide enough underground parking? I am also concerned that
high rents will drive low profit margin businesses (like Proctor Frozen Yogurt)
out of business and transform Proctor into a sterile business district like Old
Town.

Brendan Haigh

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-26

I agree wholeheartedly with the views laid out in the petition. I welcome new
development in Proctor but believe that the 65 foot height restriction should be
reconsidered.

Linda Mills

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-27

I have lives in Proctor 20 years and I hate to see all these really tall building go
up all over. It ruins the uniqueness of our quaint little neighborhood. Not to
mention the added traffic to this area.

Marsha Huebner

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-29

Higher is not better. 65 feet is out of character of the neighborhood. Add a
provision for solar access protection and other design requirements; a blanket
65-foot allowance is absurd.

Daniel Thorp

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-29

I believe that this neighborhood should remain a quiet suburban area and not
be bombarded with City life and Tall buildings.

Charles wright

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-29

there is no room for these types of new developments in this area. They are
going to build on every open space they can find. I just moved here last year
from the Bay Area. This is exactly the way it starts.

Brian Cheeseman

Tacoma, WA

2015-06-30

As a Proctor resident I want to see the neighborhood grow but Proctor Station
is too big. It's visible for blocks in every direction.

John Hughes

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-01

I'm signing to preserve the character of Proctor for myself but also for my
children and grandchildren, who also live in this safe and peaceful little town.

Kate Miner

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-07

My property is very close to Proctor and it is important to us the neighborhood
not become over run with huge buildings and non-local businesses.

Kit Evans

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-08

Scale is critical to balance and harmony in a neighborhood. 65ft is too high; it
is much of the reason there has bee so much protest. People may not even be
aware of what feels so wrong - but even strangers notice how out of place the
size seems. We didn't speak up before when the height was increased. Our
bad. We are speaking up now.

Therese Harburg-Petrich

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-08

I'm signing because of the failure in planning for parking in the newest addition
to Procter and because large structures like that change the quaint nature of
my neighborhood.

Shira Goldstein

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-08

proctor needs to stay local

Peter Davis

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-08

Tacoma needs a DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT! Not elected people making
ignorant decisions in the light of neat proposals with incomplete background
work. Development needs to be purposeful or you will kill what you are trying to
grow, and make money from. We all want high value, not just for a few in a
short term grab.

Kenneth Barnard

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-08

I do not want overcrowded schools and streets in such a residential area.

Allison Sheldon

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-08

I'm signing because I care about the historic and neighborhood feel of the
Proctor district which would be ruined by allowing large construction of any
type.

Kyle Augustine

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-08

I support a 45' height restriction.
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Christopher Petrich

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-08

I live here. Parking has become difficult because of the traffic to businesses
from outside the neighborhood. It is unthinkable to bring hundreds of
households to the neighborhood without thinking practically about the number
of cars that come with them. We who live here have to cope with with noise,
the trash, and the crowding brought by business interests wanting to draw
customers from far away. Enough already.

Quentin Brown

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-08

Proctor is being overdeveloped and losing its small community feel

Karen Vialle

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-08

65 ft will destroy the historic character of this neighbohood business center.

Margaret McGroarty

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-08

Compatibility within the neighborhood

GEORGE BOURCIER

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-08

I have owned a business in the Proctor District since April 1994 . Customer
parking is already very difficult and the large structures will only make customer
parking more difficult. Most of my customer base is from outside the city , my
business brings revenue into the city. Also, the new building will have higher
rent for retailers, causing other property owners to increase rents, forcing some
current businesses to close. The only beneficiaries of the height increase are
the developers, but the residents and other businesses in Proctor.

joyce shipley

Gig Harbor, WA

2015-07-08

I'm finding this because I feel that a community such as Proctor should be
protected

Beth Moller

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-08

The family, small town atmosphere of Proctor district is being destroyed by big
city development. We don't need or want it.

John Mangan

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-08

As a long time (30 year) former Proctor resident and ongoing regular
participant, I am very concerned about the upward/outward creeping scale of
building development in the Proctor neighborhood. Sure people want to enjoy
Proctor, but if it fills with these over-scale buildings it won't be there to enjoy.

Beery-Day Jackie

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-08

The Proctor district should retain height limits that reflect the needs and wishes
of the immediate community.

Michael Belle

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-08

I don't want to see Proctor get overdeveloped and lose it's character

Amanda Carson

Chicago, IL

2015-07-08

I am a former resident of Tacoma and want to help keep the community
preserved.

Freshwaters Brett

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-08

I'm signing because I think the current zoning allows developments that are too
large and will have unforeseen negative impacts on the quality of life for a small
mixed development area such as Proctor. More time is needed to study the
impact of the current 151 unit apartment building before allowing any additional
buildings of that size.

Jenny Good

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-09

I grew in the proctor district. It was a great experience to be able to
shop/wander/eat/see a movie/ go bowling/ enjoy the library locally. I didn't get
my Drivers License until I turned 18 because I didn't need to growing up with
everything with in walking distance. Now that I'm grown, and have moved out
of the area, I still enjoy returning to the Proctor district for the community and
closeness of everything there. With all this development, we are heading away
from the closeness and local feel that Proctor has always represented.

Deborah Bender

Gig Harbor, WA

2015-07-09

I love the Procter area. This woul definitely ruin the small neighborhood feel
that draws people down there.

Briana Van Horn

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-09

Because Proctor is beautiful and you're letting people ruin it. Put that
development into downtown and Hilltop. They need it.

David Marquez

Allegany, OR

2015-07-09

I agree with these limitations
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Emilie Silva

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-09

I live 2 blocks away from the apartment being built. I moved from the South
End to get away from mixed use areas. The City was very secretive about their
former employee actions and interest in the neighborhood. Since then, we have
purchased another home away from the original Proctor that charmed us.

John Rice

TACOMA, WA

2015-07-09

I've lived in the Proctor area most of my life and I really like the look and feel it
has always had. I was on a walk just the other day and going by the new mixed
use building across from Mason it struck me that it looked really out of place,
way too large and tall and saddened me a bit. I'd really like to see the height of
future buildings restricted.

Laura Lee

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-09

Proctor is a unique area with a real neighborhood feel. If you want huge
apartment complexes and huge buildings built here, you will ruin a great place.
Don't let money and greed ruin family and community.

Dave Viens

Lakewood, WA

2015-07-09

45 feet is high enough.

Sara Bailly

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-09

I moved to the Proctor neighborhood for the small town feel. More development
will change this neighborhood. In 10 years all of the new developments will be
outdated.

Phil Brooke

Centralia, WA

2015-07-09

That extra 20 feet is profit on the backs of area homeowners.

Geoff Hassing

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-09

I don't want to see Proctor destroyed like so many of the Seattle
neighborhoods by over development.

Heather Larson

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-10

I moved to North End Tacoma when I was five years old. As a young girl I used
to walk to Wheelock Library for the Summer Reading Program, stop at the
Paper Factory for stickers, and go to the Five and Dime for .10¢ suckers. My
mother would take me to the bakery for gingerbread men cookies-the kind that
were soft and chewy. It is a standard I still hold for what constitutes a good
gingerbread man cookie!
Change is inevitable-small communities march forward with time as does the
rest of the world. The continuity that I wish to see in this area is that, although
the businesses change over time, the store fronts remain the same. The
skyline remains the same. The quaint, lovely, small town feel isn't desecrated
by "biggering and biggering" as is stated in the Dr. Suess movie "The Lorax."
Tacoma's Proctor district is beautiful. Please help us keep it that way.
Thank you.

Gregory Loe

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-10

As a resident of proctor since 1990 I can't believe it's good for The
neighborhood

Marla Grassi

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-10

I joined this neighborhood for its charm and businesses. Already shops have
had to close and now certain services like the Post Office are being threatened.
The new building doesn't add to the neighborhood unless you're counting
noise, cars, more people, and more money for someone else. Let's truly
PRESERVE what's left of our neighborhood!

Allen Miles

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-10

Not good for neighborhood

Patricia Hartasanchez

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-10

What is beautiful is the little town and the charming small buidings

Frank Spence

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-11

The new apartment dwarfs everything around it. It is out of scale to the
neighborhood.

Judy Manderville

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-12

I do not want to see any more current businesses forced out for other people's
agenda.

Malakay Betor

Richland, WA

2015-07-12

One large developer should not be allowed to override the interests of an entire
community.
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Kendra Blythin

Seattle, WA

2015-07-12

I live in the Proctor area and have a child attebding Mason Middle School. This
neighborhood is not able to safely withstand the high level of traffic that is being
created with the huge new developments.

Heather Gilson Almeda

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-12

I am very concerned about the over development of the proctor area.

Karen Obrist

Seattle, WA

2015-07-12

I care about historic Tacoma- encouraging growth in the community, but not at
a rate that effects the character of the Proctor neighborhood!

amanda kahlke

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-14

The first building is bad enough we don't need a second one. This is going to
ruin the family neighborhood feeling, it will ruin the quiet charm that Proctor
possess. We moved her for those reasons as I'm sure many other have as
well. This isn't the right place to overpopulate and build more buildings.

Joanne Marcoe

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-16

Please don't destroy our pleasant community heavy traffic, parking, over
population and excessive building without concern for what fits our quaint
community is doing just that. Please reevaluate our community needs!

Jenn June

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-17

Proctor will be overcrowded and the community will be stressed. Also, the
integrity and charm of Proctor will be erased by new development. The new
architecture for the new Proctor apartments is stale and unappealing. It looks
like every other boring neighborhood in Seattle.

Patricia Irish

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-17

Ww need to keep Proctor a safe neighborhood not a mini city.

jean ulianich

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-18

I don't want huge buildings to go up in Proctor, I can't believe they would allow
the one that is going up now. Please preserve the Proctor District.

Mike Grenz

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-18

The huge buildings are destroying the quaint nature of Proctor and are
hideous. The zoning laws have been bent and this needs to stop now.

Prema Higgins

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-18

I love Proctor the way it is! We don't want huge mammoth buildings ruining its
character.

Mike Pellegrini

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-18

I'm signing because the proposed huge building would ruin the character of the
Proctor district.

Mary Liz Chaffee

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-19

The Proctor Station is outlandish in its huge size and expensive to live in.

Kim Burkes

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-20

oversized buildings look ridiculous and takes away the proctors charm

Tim Mulligan

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-23

Scale scale scale

Mark Carrillo

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-23

building's too high, and poor street parking

Hopper Douglas

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-23

Because the 65' height limit was put through without proper notification and
community input. 45' is the appropriate height limit for the neighborhood!
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Anne Hopper

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-23

It wasn't the mere convenience of shops, schools, Post Office and library all
being within walking distance that appealed to me when I moved here in
1981---it was also that the shops were largely practical, family-run businesses
(hardware store, pharmacy, two bakeries,dry cleaners, etc.). It definitely did not
feel boutique-y or strip mall-ish at that time. Almost all of my neighbors had
lived on my block since WWll era and had raised their kids here. There was an
underlying sense of stability, durability and practicality. These days I feel as if
I'm being sucked into a living Monopoly game. The street I'm on (a block
behind the behemoth apartment building) already accommodates a lot of
overflow parking from twice daily AA meetings, from middle school events,
church events, and the weekly market. I'd been told that the new apartments
came with assigned parking in an underground garage (whew!), but have
recently learned that those spaces will be charged in addition to rent. I strongly
suspect that means much more competition for on-street parking in an already
congested area. And I haven't even mentioned the twice daily school carpools
and school bus line up on N28th, nor the overflowing parking lots at both
grocery stores on Proctor. PLEASE, please let's get a chance to live with the
implications of what has already been done to the neighborhood before
allowing any action on new building projects.

Sincerely, Anne

Hopper
Tara Enneking

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-26

I have a great deal to weigh in on this matter

Roger Benford

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-27

the new building in Proctor is an eyesore

Rob Jensen

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-27

I've worked hard to buy a home and live in a historical single family residential
area with appropriate size and scale businesses nearby, not towering new
construction with heights that will block natural light. Maintain our 45 foot limit one mistake is enough.

Rhonda Gilmour

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-27

I want to maintain the character of this neighborhood for the people who are
already here.

Craig Tyler

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-28

I want to preserve my community.

Dave Montgomerie

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-28

I support preserving the unique character and architectures of the Proctor
neighborhood and believe strongly that the pre-2009 zoning laws, including
limiting new building structures to 45 ft in height, should be restored.

Cindy Feist

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-29

It is clear that those that live in the immediate area and myself who frequents
the area does not want buildings that are not in sync with the vibe of Proctor.
Why is that so hard for the developers to understand?

MaryEllen Gilmour

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-30

I think 65 feet is too high of a footprint for Proctor and detracts from the
historical value of the area. Also, it is already congested enough.

Aleta Benedicto

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-30

I am a Real Estate Broker and have sold properties in the Proctor district. The
unique sky-line of this neighborhood, it's proximity to the waterfront and access
to the freeway and the business district itself have been overwhelmingly the
reasons given to me from buyers and investors who want and have come to
live here. I also own a small commercial property on North Proctor. It truly
breaks my heart to see the oversized building that is being built that dwarfs the
neighborhood. I understand the need for growth, but these kind of buildings
should be downtown or on 6th Ave. or some other already mostly business
district. While in business on Proctor, my customers came from all around to
shop the Metro and other small businesses and have a sit-down lunch or
dinner, make a day of it. They were from Gig Harbor, Vashon Island, Parkland,
Browns Point, even Seattle. My fear is that if it becomes too difficult to park
here they will not return.
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Katherine Hopper

Tacoma, WA

2015-07-31

I was born and raised in the Proctor District, and over nearly 40 years I have
seen mom-and-pop hardware stores and bakeries overtaken by the Starbucks
stores, Subways, and revolving set of clothing boutiques. Thanks to a
committed community, we've managed nonetheless to retain our unique
character as our district has attracted more young families, visitors, and
shoppers. Proctor Station is an appalling example of what a few people with a
lot of money can do to override the will of hundreds of residents, imposing their
vision of the neighborhood on our decades' worth of preserving our traditions,
welcoming new small businesses, and soliciting and respecting community
input. Proctor Station has already planted its big foot in the heart of Proctor; the
least the developers can do is wait and see how or whether we can adapt to
such a drastic change of course. More of these buildings will simply destroy
everything about Proctor that originally attracted people to our neighborhood.

Lily Richmond

Tacoma, WA

2015-08-01

I agree the building height should be limited.

Suzanne Baxter

Tacoma, WA

2015-08-08

I believe that the addition of multi-family buildings is inevitable and possibly
beneficial to the Proctor area, but the current height of Proctor Station is
comically inappropriate. Please back the height restrictions off to better reflect
the character of the neighborhood.

Amy scott

Tacoma, WA

2015-08-08

I grew up in this area and don't want it to become an area full of apartments
and empty retail space.

Kathleen Hutchinson

Tacoma, WA

2015-08-08

I want the regulatory code of 45 ft height limit to be reinstated.

Shandy Cope

Tacoma, WA

2015-08-08

My family has grown up going there and we just hate the awful eye sore that
has been placed there now. It truly hurts my heart everytime we pass it.

Claire Jordan

Tacoma, WA

2015-08-09

These large apartment complexes will ruin the integrity of small community
neighborhoods.

Jo Lynn Newbaker

University Place, WA

2015-08-09

Keep the north end classy!

Grechen Longfellow

Tacoma, WA

2015-08-09

I enjoy Proctor as is. No more ugly apartments, please.

Cynthia Slyter

Tacoma, WA

2015-08-09

to preserve the north end neighborhood

Charles Ashcraft

Tacoma, WA

2015-08-09

I'm signing this petition because I don't want anymore 65 foot buildings in
Proctor district. Please go back to 45 feet please.

Haley Marth

Tacoma, WA

2015-08-09

I work in Proctor and spend a lot of time there. It is a small & charming
neighborhood that everyone enjoys. It's safe and has a very involved
community of businesses and families. There is already a limited amount of
parking and spaces for businesses. It would feel less inviting and more
congested with larger apartments or condos added.

Evelyn Cook

Tacoma, WA

2015-08-09

Because I live in the area and the condo does not fit the Proctor area.

Matt Carlson

Tacoma, WA

2015-08-10

I enjoy the Proctor District. This is a great neighborhood because of the small
businesses that make up the district, as well as the friendly people that live and
work there. There are many other areas in the city that need this kind of
development. It would make much more sense to zone this kind of project in an
area more consistent with similar scale. The previous zoning heighth was there
for a reason.

Barbara Temple-Thurston

Tacoma, WA

2015-08-10

I'm outraged at the careless "development" taking place on the North End of
Tacoma

Andrea Thayer

Tacoma, WA

2015-08-10

I'm because it's the right thing to do. I want preservation and progression to
coexist.

Vicki Polly

Tacoma, WA

2015-08-12

I live here and don't want to lose what makes proctor the special place it is
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Margaret Heizenrader

Tacoma, WA

2015-08-15

The Proctor Station is TOO BIG and the rents for shops and residents will be
TOO EXPENSIVE. The height of the building impacts it's neighbors views and
access to sunlight. More buildings of this height - 65' - will cause more
negative impact to the Proctor neighborhood. Business owner and Proctor
Station investor Bill Evans has always said he is very "pro-Proctor" but his and
the other investors desire for profits will ruin the area. Smaller buildings of four
stories or LESS are more in keeping with the area. The city council should not
allow the further ruination of this special Tacoma neighborhood!

Skipp Scoggin

Tacoma, WA

2015-08-15

Traffic is already horrible and every year, cars racing up and down the streets,
property values will go DOWN, and it dismisses all that Proctor area has stood
for!
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Comments Received via tacoma2040.com

Staff Note:
By "Anonymous-1"

Submitted 09/10/2015
Please consider returning neigborhood height building limits back to 45 feet. Tacoma's
downtown is mostly undeveloped, ripe with blight and decay and in dire need of attention.
Concentrate resources there first, the neighborhoods are fine.
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Comments Received via tacoma2040.com

Staff Note:
By "Anonymous-2"

Submitted 03/15/2015
I have reviewed the summary reports on the evolution of mixed use centers and I am
concerned that there are several shortcomings noted as the pavement hits the ground. We
need to create housing that is diverse in design and purpose Building "up" is not the only design
option. We need to create campuses within our MUC's that offer a variety of housing styles,
walkable access to services, and open space. I have had the opportunity to dialog with young
families who plan to or have moved out of Tacoma to the "burbs". They routinely comment
that the move was due to securing safe places for their children to play and to attend their
perception of "quality" schools.
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Staff Note:
Post-marked on September 1, 2015
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Staff Note:
Mr. Bjornson's e-mails plus two
attachments total at 67 pages.

From: Erik Bjornson [mailto:Ebjornson@msn.com]
Sent: Monday, August 31, 2015 4:04 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Re: Support Infilling Mixed Use Centers: Oppose ADUs and General Upzoning

Mr. Wung,
Thanks for the email.
Here are two studies from the Victoria Transport Policy Institute.
Off-street parking requirements were found to increase housing costs by 12.5 to 25
percent.
Plus, the off-street parking requirement forces developers to build larger, less dense
and more expensive units.
Hence, the off-street parking requirement should removed for Tacoma's Mixed Use
Centers as soon as possible. The City of Tacoma is needlessly imposing barriers to
affordable housing by retaining suburban off-street parking requirements that many
progressive cities have abandoned years ago.
I may be reached at (253) 272-1434 if you have any questions in the matter.
Sincerely,

Erik Bjornson
Attorney at Law
Ebjornson@msn.com
http://www.tacomaattorney.com
----- Original Message ----From: Planning
To: Erik Bjornson
Sent: Monday, August 31, 2015 3:48 PM
Subject: RE: Support Infilling Mixed Use Centers: Oppose ADUs and General Upzoning

Mr. Bjornson,
You referred to a study (highlighted below) but did not attach it. Would you like to re-send?
Lihuang Wung
City of Tacoma
Planning and Development Services Department
747 Market Street, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
(253) 591-5682
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-----Original Message----From: Erik Bjornson [mailto:ebjornson@msn.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2015 11:48 PM
To: lwung@cityoftacoma.org; Elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org
Subject: Support Infilling Mixed Use Centers: Oppose ADUs and General Upzoning
Tacoma Planning Commission,
Please accept my comments below on the rezoning issues before the Tacoma Planning
Commission.
I am an attorney in downtown Tacoma and have lived in North Tacoma for 20 years. I was
recently chair of the North End Neighborhood Council for 2 years.
Please distribute this email to the other Planning Commission members.
I recommend that the Planning Commission get back to basics of future planning for Tacoma
and take the following actions:
1) Redouble the efforts to infill Tacoma's 17 mixed use centers. Remove or further reduce the
onerous parking requirements in the mixed use centers to allow the creation of more affordable
housing in these areas. See the attached study showing the correlation of the off-street parking
requirement and the affordability of housing. Decline to downzone these areas. This is where
future growth should be located and there is ample room for growth in these areas and in
downtown Tacoma.
2) Decline to "upzone" Tacoma's single family neighborhoods. Decline to allow to allow
duplexes and triplexes be built in single family neighborhoods.
3) Decline to further allow ADUs and DADUs in Tacoma's single family neighborhoods. See the
attached letter in opposition to the proposal from the NENC that was issued in 2007. Many
historical groups and neighborhoods have taken similar positions over the last 10 years.
Tacoma Can Protect Single Family Neighborhoods While Planning For Future Growth
The Tacoma Planning Commission and the Tacoma City Council should reject the short sighted
and harmful proposal to radically "upzone" Tacoma's single family neighborhoods and should
instead focus on encouraging growth in the city's downtown and 17 mixed use centers. The
misguided proposal would encourage the razing of craftsman and Victorian houses and
randomly scatter duplexes and triplexes throughout Tacoma's neighborhoods.
Tacoma enjoys about the cheapest housing costs in the Puget Sound region, even less
expensive than the mill town of Everett and around half the cost of Seattle. Tacoma also has a
relatively large supply of subsidized housing. Tacoma Housing Authority alone serves 12,000
Tacomans with vouchers and housing. Numerous other non-profits offer subsidized housing
throughout the city with much of it concentrated downtown and in converted hotels such as the
Olympus and Winthrop.
Years ago, the City of Tacoma created 17 mixed use centers to place anticipated future growth
and took many steps to encourage development downtown. Unfortunately, due to low demand,
very little has been built in Tacoma other than a few waterfront developments.
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From 2000 to 2010, Tacoma grew by a measly 2.5 percent while Pierce County grew at 13.5
percent. Nearly each and every Puget Sound city grew at a far high rate than Tacoma which
has nearly stagnated. Housing developers have had little interest in building in Tacoma as the
demand for housing is less than the cost to construct it. Technology companies offering high
wages have largely forsaken Tacoma.
Meanwhile, Tacoma's downtown and mixed use centers have many decades of supply for
future growth.
One need not drive far to count the hundreds upon hundreds of vacant lots and empty
buildings. Many areas of Tacoma have so many vacant adjacent lots that they create what is
known as "urban prairies" which have the capacity for tens of thousands of future residents.
In describing the harm that would result from the city proposal, Historic Tacoma has explained
that
[t]he proposed up-zone would put a bullseye on less expensive, small, older houses, the very
ones that are most affordable for families....This proposed up-zone puts many historic homes
across the city at risk.
Tacoma's diverse housing stock built over the last 100 years is one of the unique valuable
qualities of Tacoma. With such an ample supply of vacant land available for building downtown
and in the city's mixed use centers, it is unnecessary for the City of Tacoma to let single family
neighborhoods deteriorate by inserting duplexes and triplexes haphazardly within in
them. Although high density housing has a place in Tacoma, single family homes, which are
highly valued by families, are an important asset for the city as well. Tacoma can have both.
Even Seattle, which is going through a break neck speed of growth and experiencing
skyrocketing housing values, rejected a similar proposal.
Tacoma's neighborhood councils and historic groups have repeatedly stood arm and arm to
over the years to protect the character of Tacoma's neighborhoods as they knew understand
well the adverse effect a radical "upzoning" would have. Schizophrenically scattering triplexes
throughout the Tacoma's single family neighborhoods also makes poor urban planning for
transit which works best when operating between high density urban centers.
Instead, Tacoma should focus on preparing for future growth by on reducing regulatory burdens
and increasing incentives in downtown and in the Tacoma's many mixed use centers.
There is no economic nor moral justifiable reasons for Tacoma to lose the value of coveted
housing stock in single family neighborhoods. Present day Tacomans enjoy great
neighborhoods today because earlier generations have worked to protect them and have a duty
to protect them for future generations.
Sincerely,
Erik Bjornson
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5.4

Parking Costs

This chapter explores the costs of providing parking. It investigates the costs of different types of
parking facilities, the number of spaces per vehicle, and the distribution of parking costs.

5.4.1 Chapter Index
5.4.2 Definitions ............................................................................................... 1
5.4.3 Discussion .............................................................................................. 2
Land Area and Value ........................................................................... 2
Construction Costs ............................................................................... 2
Operation and Maintenance ................................................................. 3
Environmental and Indirect Costs......................................................... 4
Distribution of Parking Costs ................................................................ 6
Amount of Land Devoted to Parking Facilities ...................................... 7
Total Parking Costs .............................................................................. 10
Parking Space Valuation ...................................................................... 13
5.4.4 Other Estimates ..................................................................................... 14
Summary Table of Parking Cost Estimates .......................................... 14
General and Non-Resdential Studies ................................................... 14
Residential ........................................................................................... 19
Stormwater Management ..................................................................... 19
5.4.5 Variability ............................................................................................... 20
5.4.6 Equity and Efficiency Issues .................................................................. 20
5.4.7 Conclusions ........................................................................................... 22
5.4.8 Information Resources........................................................................... 24

5.4.2 Definitions
Parking costs include parking facility land, construction and operating costs, plus indirect
costs such as stormwater management costs. There are various types of parking facilities:


On-street parking consists of parking lanes provided within public road rights-of-way.



Off-street parking are parking facilities on their own land, not on road rights-of-way.



Surface parking refers to parking lots directly on land.



Structured parking (also called parkades or ramps) are parking facilities in or under multistory buildings.
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5.4.3 Discussion
Land Area and Value

A typical parking space is 8-10 feet (2.4-3.0 meters) wide and 18-20 feet (5.5-6.0 meter)
deep, totaling 144-200 square feet (13-19 sq. meters).1 Off-street parking typically
requires 300-350 square feet per space, including access lanes and landscaping, allowing
100-150 spaces per acre (250-370 per hectare), depending on design. Land costs can vary
from thousands of dollars per acre in rural areas to millions of dollars per acre in central
business districts (CBDs). Because parking must be located near destinations, it often
requires relatively high-value land. Parking facility land is sometimes considered to have
little or no value. For example, building or campus managers sometimes consider land as
free, and so only consider operating and maintenance expenses when calculating parking
costs. But there is usually an opportunity cost to devoting land to parking, since it could
be used for buildings, landscaping, leased or sold. Similarly, parking lanes can be
converted to traffic lanes, busways, bike lanes, landscaping, or additional sidewalk space.
Some cities even convert parking spaces to “parklets” (small sidewalk parks).2
Construction Costs

Parking facility construction costs are affected by size per space, size and shape of site
(small and irregular shaped sites increase unit costs), number of levels (more levels
increase unit costs), topography (slopes and poor soil conditions increase costs), design
(exterior aesthetic treatments can increase costs), and geographic location. Structured
parking involves a trade-off between construction and land costs. Structured parking
typically becomes cost effective when land prices exceed about $1 million per acre.
Table 5.4.3-1 Parking Structure Construction Costs3
City
Atlanta
Baltimore
Boston
Charlotte
Chicago
Cleveland
Denver
Dallas
Detroit
Kansas City

Cost Per Space
$14,028
$14,479
$17,947
$12,441
$17,869
$15,474
$14,774
$13,281
$16,049
$15,878

City
Los Angeles
Miami
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
St Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
National Average

Cost Per Space
$16,842
$14,043
$17,079
$13,825
$20,326
$17,604
$15,178
$19,253
$16,158
$15,552

James Hunnicutt (1982), “Parking, Loading, and Terminal Facilities,” in Transportation and Traffic
Engineering Handbook, Institute of Transportation Engineering/Prentice Hall, 1982, p. 651.
2 Pavement to Parks (http://sfpavementtoparks.sfplanning.org) San Francico Parks Department.
3 Carl Walker (2009), “Parking Structure Cost Outlook for 2009,” Industry Insightes, Carl Walker, First
Qr.; at www.carlwalker.com/press/newsletters.
1
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Overall, U.S. parking structure construction costs are reported to average about $15,000
per space or $44 per square foot in 2008, however this may include ground floor spaces
which should not be counted.4 In addition to these “hard” costs, facility development
usually involves “soft” costs for project planning, design, permits and financing, which
typically increase project costs by 30-40% for a stand-alone project. Shoup documents
construction costs ranging from $13,712 to $31, 500 per space at a California university
between 1990 and 2002.5 He notes that most spaces in parking structures cost more than
the cars that occupy them. Future construction costs may increase above the rate of
inflation due to increased petroleum costs and carbon taxes or cap-and-trade costs on
emissions from concrete and steel manufacturing.
Operation and Maintenance

Operation and maintenance costs include cleaning, lighting, maintenance, repairs,
security, landscaping, snow removal, access control (e.g., entrance gates), fee collection
(for priced parking), enforcement, insurance, labor and administration. Parking facilities
require resurfacing and repaving every 5-10 years, and parking structures require major
reconstruction or replacement after 20-40 years, with higher maintenance costs in areas
with harsh climates, particularly with frequent salt exposure. Parking structures may
require elevators, fire control and mechanical ventilation. Private parking facilities must
pay taxes and provide profits. The incremental cost of fee collection ranges from less than
$50 annually per vehicle for a simple pass system with minimal enforcement, to more
than $500 per space for facilities with attendants or automated control systems. A 1998
study found that typical annual costs per space ranged from about $200 for basic
maintenance of a surface lot, up to $800 for a facility with tollbooth attendants.6
A 1996 survey found that commercial parking operating expenses average about $500
annually per space, about half of which is associated with fee collection and security:7
Cashiering Salaries & Benefits
Management and supplies
Security
Utilities
Insurance
Routine Maintenance
Structural Maintenance
Snow removal
Equipment maintenance
Other expenses
Total

$120
85
67
58
16
19
50
4
11
__64
$494

Joey D. Rowland (2008), “Contruction Cost Outlook for 2008,” Industry Insights, Carl Walker Parking
(www.carlwalker.com); at www.carlwalker.com/sites/default/files/pdfnews/1st_quarter_4up_final_ag.pdf.
5 Donald Shoup (2005), The High Cost of Free Parking, Planners Press (www.planning.org). Table 7-3 p
211. Values not adjusted for inflation.
6 John Dorsett (1998), “The Price Tag of Parking,” Urban Land, Urban Land Institute (www.uli.org), May
1998, pp. 66-70.
7 ITE (1999), Transportation Planning Handbook, ITE (www.ite.org) p. 535.
4
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Table 5.4.3-2 shows operating costs at several commercial parking facilities from a 2005
survey, indicating that costs typically range from $500 to $800 per space per year,
including employee wages and benefits, facility maintenance and cleaning, utilities, taxes,
and insurance.
Table 5.4.3-2 Sample Commercial Parking Facility Annual Operating Expenses8
Number of parking spaces
Total operating costs
Cost per space

Fort Collins, CO
903
$416,400
$461

Phoenix, AZ
744
$519,100
$698

Boise, ID
495
$361,800
$731

Portland, OR
413
$349,400
$846

Marginal Costs

Parking facility costs are often perceived as sunk. Land devoted to parking is often treated
as having no opportunity costs, so the only costs of increasing supply are construction and
maintenance expenses. Once a parking space is built or leased, facility owners and
managers often assume there are minimal savings if parking demand were reduced, for
example, if employees shift modes and leaving parking spaces unoccupied. However,
reducing parking demand usually can provide savings and benefits, by avoiding the need
to add parking to accommodate growth, by allowing parking facilities to be leased or
rented for other users, or the land can be converted to other uses such as buildings or
greenspace, or sold. Opportunity costs are particularly large in growing urban areas where
parking demand and land prices are high and increasing, and in areas with high
environmental values where reducing pavement provides substantial benefits.
Environmental and Indirect Costs

Paving land for parking imposes environmental costs, including greenspace loss (reduced
landscaping, farmland, wildlife habitat etc.), increased impervious surfaces, and related
stormwater management costs, heat island effects and aesthetic degradation.9 Generous
parking requirements and low parking prices tend to discourage infill development,
encourage sprawl (low density, dispersed development patterns).10 As a result, it tends to
increase per capita vehicle ownership and use and reduces the viability of other modes
such as walking, cycling and public transit. Generous residential parking requirements
also tend to reduce housing affordability.11

PT (2005) “What’s It Cost You To Run Your Garage?,” Parking Today (www.parkingtoday.com), May,
pp. 30-32.
9 Todd Litman (2002), Evaluating Transportation Land Use Impacts, VTPI (www.vtpi.org); at
www.vtpi.org/landuse.pdf.
10 Richard Willson (1995), “Suburban Parking Requirements; A Tacit Policy for Automobile Use and
Sprawl,” Journal of the American Planning Association, Vol. 61, No. 1, Winter 1995, pp. 29-42.
11 Todd Litman (2008), Parking Requirements on Housing Affordability, VTPI (www.vtpi.org); at
www.vtpi.org/park-hou.pdf.
8
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The construction of parking facilities, particularly parking structures, consumes large
quantities of energy and results in significant emissions of greenhouse gases from the
production of concrete and steel. Ongoing operations and maintenance also requires
energy and materials that have environmental costs. Shoup cites a UCLA (Los Angeles,
California) Environmental Impact Report data to estimate external congestion costs of
$73 per month per space and pollution costs of $44 for a total external cost of $117 per
month per space assuming 83 one-way trips per space totaling 727 vehicle miles.12 This
estimate does not include the additional greenhouse gas emission costs from increased
vehicle travel and parking structure construction.
Parking Versus Mobility and Accessibility
There are often conflicts between the use of curb lanes for parking or for mobility, including
general lanes, special lanes for buses, high-occupancy-vehicles or bicycle, or for wider
sidewalks. In some situations, converting parking lanes to other uses can be justified if it will
result in a shift from driving to alternative modes, reducing parking demand in an area. For
example, about 30,000 people commute to downtown Victoria each day, about 20,000 by
automobile and 3,000 by bicycle. If converting one-mile of on-street parking to bicycle lanes
reduces parking supply by 100 spaces, but by improving cycling conditions would shift an
additional 1% of automobile commuters (i.e., 200 commuters) to cycling, the result would be a
net increase of 100 spaces in downtown parking supply. Similarly, shifting parking to busways or
HOV lanes can make these modes more attractive, reducing automobile trips to downtown that
may partly or completely offset the loss of parking spaces downtown.
Parking planning can also face conflicts between mobility (i.e., physical movement) and land use
accessibility (common destinations located close together). Generous parking requirements tends
to create automobile-oriented transportation systems and land use patterns, with dispersed
destinations that require more mobility, while parking management tends to support more
clustered land use patterns where less mobility is needed. For example, with commercial strip
development, businesses are scattered along a highway, each with its own abundant supply of
parking. To run a dozen errands it is necessary to take a dozen individual automobile trips from
one business to another. A downtown or other urban center, has narrower streets and less parking
supply, which reduces mobility, but it tends to have better accessibility because more
destinations are located within convenient walking distance. To run a dozen errands generally
takes only one or two car trips, with most destinations accessible by walking.
Similarly, the area around a transit station can be developed as a park-and-ride center or as an
urban village, with businesses and higher-density residential development clustered around the
station (called Transit Oriented Development). Park-and-ride facilities tend to increase mobility,
allowing suburban commuters to use public transit, while urban villages increase accessibility,
and therefore help reduce total per capita vehicle travel. Effective parking management can help
balance these conflicting objectives, allowing a certain amount of park-and-ride activity without
spoiling the ability of a transit station to be a catalyst for an accessible urban village.

12

Donald Shoup (2005), The High Cost of Free Parking, Planners Press (www.planning.org). p. 197.

28 August 2013

www.vtpi.org/tca/tca0504.pdf
Page 5.4-5

- 237 -

Transportation Cost and Benefit Analysis II – Parking Costs
Victoria Transport Policy Institute (www.vtpi.org)

Parking Cost Distribution

Motorists use unpriced parking for most trips; of the 95% of US commuters who drive,
only about 5% pay full parking costs and 9% pay a subsidized rate, while unpriced
parking is provided for more than 99% of non-commute trips.13 Overall, probably about
5% of non-residential parking costs are paid directly by users. The costs of unpriced
parking are borne by businesses and governments, and ultimately by customers and
taxpayers. Most employee parking is income tax exempt, a benefit to automobile
commuters worth up to $1,800 per year. The foregone taxes can also be considered a
parking subsidy.
Employee Parking Subsidy Patterns14

Figure 5.4.3-1

SubsidizedPays Full Cost
Parking
5%
9%

Doesn't Drive
(including car
pool riders)
11%

Free On-street
Parking
9%

Free Employer
Parking
66%

Most commuters who drive use unpriced parking.

There is some debate among economists as to whether unpriced parking should be
considered a subsidy, since most of these costs are ultimately borne by motorists through
housing costs, taxes, retail purchases and as a portion of employment benefits.15 Some
prefer to call it a bundled good, that is, something included with a purchase. But
regardless of whether they are called a subsidy or a bundled good, unpriced parking is a
market distortion that violates the basic principles of economic efficiency: that consumers
should have viable options to choose from, and that prices should reflect marginal costs.

13

USDOT(1992), 1990 NPTS, Summary of Travel Trends, (www.dot.gov).
Miller and Moffet (1993), The Price of Mobility, National Resource Defense Council (www.nrdc.org).
15 José Gomez-Ibañez (1997), “Estimating Whether Transport Users Pay their Way,” The Full Costs and
Benefits of Transportation, Springer (Berlin), pp. 149-172.
14
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Amount of Land Devoted to Parking Facilities16

Table 5.4.3-3 shows estimated U.S. off-street U.S. parking spaces for commercial
buildings. This may overestimate actual commercial parking spaces, since some buildings
have fewer than currently recommended supply, because they are older or are located in
Central Business Districts (CBDs), but this is offset by the fact that some types of
facilities with off-street parking, such as public parks, are not included.
Table 5.4.3-3 Estimated U.S. Commercial Parking Spaces, 200317
Building Type

Total Floor Area

Parking Spaces

Million Sq. Feet

Spaces/1,000 Sq. Ft

Education
Food Sales
Food Service
Health Care
Lodging
Mercantile
Office
Public Assembly
Pubic Order and Safety
Religious Worship
Service
Warehouse and Storage
Other
Vacant
Total

9,874
1,255
1,654
3,163
5,096
11,192
12,208
3,939
1,090
3,754
4,050
10,078
1,738
2,567
71,658

Parking Spaces
Thousands

3
3
4
3
3
4
4
4
3
3
3
1
2
2

29,622
3,765
6,616
9,489
15,288
44,768
48,832
15,756
3,270
11,262
12,150
10,078
3,476
5,134
219,506

Chester, Horvath and Madanat estimate there are between 105 million and 2.0 billion onand off-street parking spaces in the U.S., based on the five scenarios summarized below,
which indicates between 0.5 to 8 parking spaces per vehicle.
Table 5.4.3-4 Estimated U.S. Parking Spaces18
Type
On-street
Surface
Structure
Total

Scenario 1
35
36
34
105

Scenario 2
92
520
110
730

Scenario 3
180
520
110
820

Scenario 4
150
610
84
840

Scenario 5
1,100
790
120
2,000

This table summarizes various estimates of U.S. parking spaces.

16

Todd Litman (2000), Transportation Land Valuation, VTPI (www.vtpi.org).
EIC (2003), 2003 Commercial Buildings Energy Consumption Survey—Overview of Commercial
Buildings Characteristics, Energy Information Administration, U.S. Department of Energy
(www.eia.doe.gov); at www.eia.doe.gov/emeu/cbecs/cbecs2003/introduction.html
18 Mikhail Chester, Arpad Horvath and Samer Madanat (2010), “Parking Infrastructure: Energy, Emissions,
And Automobile Life-Cycle Environmental Accounting,” Environmental Research Letters, Vol. 5, No. 3; at
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/5/3/034001; project of the UC Berkeley Center for Future Urban
Transport (www.sustainable-transportation.com).
17
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Delucchi estimated 125 to 200 million non-residential, off-street parking spaces in the US
in 1991, 0.5 to 0.8 spaces per capita, or 0.7 to 1.1 spaces per vehicle, as summarized
below, but this estimate excluded some land use categories that generally include parking
such as religious institutions, vehicle dealers, stadiums and parks. Pijanowski found
approximately three non-residential off-street parking spaces per vehicle in Tippecanoe
County, a typical rural county.19 Shoup calculates that, including on-street parking, US
cities have an average of about of eight parking spaces for each car. 20
Table 5.4.3-5 Calculation of Land Area Devoted to Parking21
Nonresidential Offstreet Parking
Offstreet nonresidential parking spaces (millions)
Fraction in lots as opposed to garages
Size of parking space (ft2)
Total ground footprint of parking lot/total parking area
Total ground footprint of garage/total parking area
Residential offstreet parking
Housing units with a garage or carport (million HUs)
Average area to cars, per garage or carport (ft2)
Average area per residential driveway (ft2)
HUs with offstreet residential parking other than own garage or carport (million HUs)
Parking spaces per HU with offstreet parking in lot, carport, or driveway
Parking spaces per HU with other offstreet residential parking in garage
Fraction of other spaces in lots as opposed to garages
Total ground footprint of parking lot/total parking area
Total ground footprint of garage/ total parking area
Calculated total land area devoted to parking cars (square miles)

Low
125
0.65
150
2.17
0.20
58.2
167
190
36.0
1.09
1.02
0.87
2.17
0.27
2,146

High
200
0.65
150
2.17
0.33
58.2
225
238
36.0
1.19
1.10
0.87
2.17
0.72
3,064

Davis, et al. (2010) used detailed aerial photographs to estimate the number of parking
spaces in surface lots in Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, and Wisconsin.22 Parking lots were
identified as paved surfaces with stripes painted on the surface or where more than three
cars were parked in an organized fashion, which excluded on-street and structured
parking spaces (other than the top floor if the structure has an open roof), and residential
parking spaces not in parking lots. They identified more than 43 million parking spaces in
these four states, which averages 2.5 to 3.0 off-street, non-residential spaces per vehicle.
They estimate that these four states allocate 1,260 km2 (976 km2 lower bound to
1,745 km2 upper bound) of land to parking lots. This accounts for approximately 4.97%
of urban land, with a higher proportion where urban sprawl is most prevalent.

19

Bryan Pijanowski (2007), Parking Spaces Outnumber Drivers 3-to-1, Drive Pollution and Warming,
Purdue University (www.purdue.edu); at www.purdue.edu/uns/x/2007b/070911PijanowskiParking.html.
20 Donald Shoup (2005), The High Cost of Free Parking. Planners Press (www.planning.org).
21 Mark Delucchi (1997), Annualized Social Cost of Motor-Vehicle Use in the U.S., 1990-1991, Vol. 6,
Institute of Transport Studies ( http://engineering.ucdavis.edu/ ), Table 6-A.1.
22 Amélie Y. Davis, Bryan C. Pijanowski, Kimberly D. Robinson and Paul B. Kidwell (2010), “Estimating
Parking Lot Footprints In The Upper Great Lakes Region Of The USA” Landscape and Urban Planning,
Vol. 96, Issue 2, 30 May 2010, Pages 68-77; at www.citeulike.org/article/6869205.
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Table 5.4.3-6 Calculated Surface-Area Percentages23
Residential
Commercial/service
Industrial
Transport/communications
Industrial and commercial
Mixed urban

Tree
Cover

Barren
Land

Grass

Roof

Road

Sidewalk

Parking

Miscellaneous

14.7
9.6
8.1
0.0
2.8
26.8

10.2
7.3
19.7
4.0
15.6
2.1

24.5
9.3
6.0
0.0
5.6
7.1

19.4
19.8
23.4
5.0
19.2
23.7

12.7
15.5
7.3
80.0
10.3
17.6

8.0
3.7
1.3
1.0
1.3
4.5

4.9
31.1
20.0
10.0
32.1
9.5

5.6
3.8
14.3
0.0
13.1
8.7

This table summarizes the surface area of various types of land uses in Sacramento, California.

Overall, pavement covers about 35% of the surface area of most residential areas and 50–
70% in most non-residential areas and summarized in Table 5.4.3-6 and Figure 5.4.3-2.
Figure 5.4.3-2

Calculated Surface-Area Percentages24

Portion of Total Surface Area

100%

Miscellaneous
Parking
Sidewalk
Road
Roof
Grass
Barren Land
Tree Cover

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%
Residential

Commercial

Industrial

Mixed urban

This figure illustrates the surface area of various types of land uses in Sacramento, California.

This suggests that there are probably at least three off-street parking spaces per vehicle
(one residential and two non-residential), plus two urban on-street spaces, although the
estimated number of on-street spaces is arbitrary since most suburban and rural roads
have shoulders suitable for parking but are not located near destinations. The number of
parking spaces per vehicle tends to be lower in urban areas where parking is shared and
higher in suburban and rural areas where each destination supplies all its own parking.
Multi-story parking structures require less land per space, and underground parking can
be considered to use no additional land.

Hashem Akbari, L. Shea Rose and Haider Taha (2003), “Analyzing The Land Cover Of An Urban
Environment Using High-Resolution Orthophotos,” Landscape and Urban Planning
(www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/01692046), Vol. 63, Issue 1, pp. 1–14.
24 Akbari, Rose and Taha (2003)
23
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Total Parking Costs

The table below illustrates typical parking facility financial costs per space, which vary
from about $670 annually for surface parking where land is considered free, to $4,000 in
central business districts. These do not include indirect and environmental costs.
Table 5.4.3-7 Typical Parking Facility Financial Costs (Parking Spreadsheet)
Type of Facility

Land Cost
Per Acre

Suburban, On-Street
Suburban, Surface, Free Land
Suburban, Surface
Urban, On-Street
Urban, Surface
Urban, 3-Level Structure
Urban, Underground
CBD, On-Street
CBD, 4-Level Structure
CBD, Underground

Annualized
Land Cost
Per Space

$250,000
$0
$250,000
$1,200,000
$1,200,000
$1,200,000
$1,200,000
$6,000,000
$6,000,000
$6,000,000

$94
$0
$215
$453
$944
$315
$0
$2,265
$1,089
$0

Annualized
Construction
Costs

$326
$326
$326
$543
$543
$1,954
$2,714
$543
$2,171
$3,776

Annual
O&M
Costs

Total
Annual
Cost

$345
$345
$345
$345
$575
$575
$575
$460
$575
$575

Total
Monthly
Cost

$765
$671
$885
$1,341
$2,062
$2,844
$3,289
$3,268
$3,835
$4,007

$64
$56
$74
$112
$172
$237
$274
$272
$320
$334

This illustrates typical parking facility costs. The “Parking Cost, Pricing and Revenue
Calculator” (www.vtpi.org/parking.xls) calculates these costs based on specific input values.

Figure 5.4.3-3 illustrates these annualized costs.
Figure 5.4.3-3 Typical Parking Annualized Costs per Space (2007 USD)25
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This figure illustrates estimated annualized costs per parking space. As noted above, values can
vary significantly depending on factors such as local land values.

25

VTPI (2008), Parking Cost, Pricing and Revenue Calculator, Victoria Transport Policy Institute
(www.vtpi.org); at www.vtpi.org/parking.xls.
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Assuming two on-street and three off-street parking spaces (one residential and two
commercial) per vehicle in a typical urban area, with annualized costs averaging $600 per
on-street, $800 per residential off-street, and $1,200 per non-residential off-street space,
this totals $4,400 per vehicle. Costs per space are lower in suburban and rural areas due to
lower land costs, but there tend to be more spaces per vehicle in such areas so parking
cost per vehicle are probably similar. As mentioned previously, only about 5% of total
non-residential parking costs are paid directly by users. Table 5.4.3-8 summarizes
estimated parking costs, indicating that about three-quarters of total parking costs are
borne indirectly, and can be considered external, since they are borne by non-users.
Table 5.4.3-8
Residential
Non-res. Off-street
On-street
Totals

Estimated Annualized Parking Costs Per Vehicle
Spaces Per
Vehicle

Annual Cost
Per Space

1
2
2
5

$800
$1,200
$600

Paid Directly Directly-Paid
By Users
Costs

100%
5%
5%

$800
$120
$60
$980 (22%)

External
Costs

0
$2280
$1140
$3420 (78%)

Total
Costs

$800
$2,400
$1,200
$4,400 (100%)

This table estimates parking costs per vehicle. Users pay directly for only about a quarter of total
parking costs. The rest are borne indirectly through taxes, reduced wages, and additional retail prices.

Shoup estimates that unpriced off-street parking costs between $127 billion and $374
billion annually in the US.26 Including on-street parking probably raises this $500 billion
annually, more than three times total expenditures on public roads, and more than half as
large as total expenditures on private vehicles. For each dollar motorists spend directly on
their car somebody bears more than 50¢ in parking costs. This does not include indirect
and non-market costs, such as the additional stormwater management costs, heat island
effects, and other environmental costs that result when open space is paved for parking.
Parking costs can be a significant portion of facility development costs and rents. Parking
represents about 10% of typical building development costs, and sometimes more,
particularly for urban redevelopment and suburban projects with relatively high land or
environmental costs. For example, a study of the effects of introducing parking
requirements in Oakland California shows that construction costs per apartment increased
18% and density decreased 23%.27 Generous parking requirements reduce the supply of
affordable housing, and shifts affordable housing to less accessible sites where land prices
are lower but fewer services can be reached by walking or public transit.28

26

Donald Shoup (2005), The High Cost of Free Parking, Planners Press (www.planning.org). p. 218.
Brian Bertha (1964), “Appendix A” in The Low-Rise Speculative Apartment, by Wallace Smith. Cited in
Donald Shoup (2005), The High Cost of Free Parking, Planners Press (www.planning.org). pp. 143-144.
28 Wenya Jia and Martin Wachs (1998), Parking Requirements and Housing Affordability, Research Paper
380, University of California Transportation Center (www.uctc.net).
27
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Figure 5.4.3-4

Comparing Vehicle and Parking Costs

Annual Costs
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U.S. motorist spend an average of about $4,500 annually per vehicle on direct expenses.29 There
are an estimated five parking spaces per vehicle with total annualized costs of $4,400, much of
which consumers bear indirectly30.

Calculations of per-vehicle parking costs and revenues should take into account load
factors, that is, the portion of parking spaces that are used at a particular time, or the
portion of hours or days per year that a space is used. For example, if parking spaces rent
for $60 per month with a 50% average load factor, revenues average $30 per space.
A reduction in parking demand does not always provide a comparable cost savings. For
example, if a business has abundant parking supply there may be no immediate parking
cost savings if employees shift to alternative commute modes. Their parking spaces will
simply be empty. However, over the long run virtually all parking facilities have an
opportunity cost: reduced demand reduces parking congestion (for example, parking
become more convenient for customers), avoids the need to increase parking supply (for
example, if a business expands, or a new business is established nearby), excess spaces
can be rented to other nearby users who need them, or the land can be converted to
another use (sold, used for an additional building, or converted to greenspace).
When evaluating parking cost savings it may be appropriate to apply an adjustment factor
to reflect the lag time between when parking demand is reduced and savings are fully
captured. For example, if a commute trip reduction program reduces parking demand by
20 spaces, each with a $1,000 annualized value, it is possible that during the first year
only half the potential savings will be captured (20 x $1,000 x 0.5 = $10,000), because
the freed-up spaces have no immediate use. However, within two to five years alternative
uses will usually be found (the need to expand other parking lots can be avoided, or the
land converted to other uses), so the full $20,000 annual value will be achieved.

29
30

BLS (2004), Consumer Expenditure Survey, (www.bls.gov). Values adjusted by CPI to 2007 USD.
From Table 5.4.3-5 above.
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Parking demand reductions tend to provide economic savings more quickly in denser,
growing areas with parking problems (where reduced parking demand provides direct
benefits in reduced parking congestion and avoided costs for increasing supply), and
more slowly in economically stagnant areas which have abundant parking supply and low
land costs. This is also affected by parking regulation flexibility (whether businesses may
reduce their parking supply if demand declines), and whether it is common for businesses
in an area to share, lease or sell excess parking to other users.
Parking Space Valuation

It is sometimes useful to calculate the marginal value of parking spaces. For example, a
planner or developer may need to determine how many spaces to supply at a particular
destination. A simple, but inaccurate approach is to calculate average benefits provided
by a group of parking spaces. For example, the value of each parking space at a store
would be calculated by dividing total store revenue by the total number of parking spaces
to determine average revenue per space. If the store earns $100,000 per day and has 100
parking spaces, each space would be considered to generate $1,000 per day.

Demand Relative to Supply

Figure 5.4.3-5

Typical Parking Facility Occupancy

120%

Overflow Demand

70%
Excess Capacity

20%

-30%0%
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Portion of Time (annual hours)

This figure indicates the portion of available parking spaces occupied over a year for a typical
parking facility. Most facilities only fill a few hours each year, and usually have excess capacity.

However, in most cases it is more appropriate to use marginal analysis, the incremental
benefit of each space. Motorists usually use the most convenient parking spaces, typically
those located closest to building entrances. Out of 100 parking spaces serving a
destination such as a store, a few (perhaps 20-40) are typically used most, while other
spaces (the remaining 60-80) are only occupied during peak periods, as indicated by
Figure 5.4.3-5. If inadequate parking is a constraint on business activity the marginal
value may be high, because adding a parking space may increase business, but in many
situations, parking supply can be reduced with little or no cost, particularly if parking
management strategies are implemented.31
31

VTPI (2005), “Parking Management,” Online TDM Encyclopedia, VTPI (www.vtpi.org/tdm).
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5.4.4 Other Estimates
Note: Although many of these estimates are presented in per mile units, the cost is better
measured per trip, since parking costs are unaffected by trip length. All monetary units are in
U.S. dollars unless indicated otherwise.
Summary Table of Parking Cost Estimates

Table 5.4.4-1 Parking Cost Estimate Summary Table – Selected Studies
Publication
Apogee Research (1994)
Cambridge Systematics (1998)

Delucchi (1996)

Greenberg (2005)
Shoup (2005)

Costs
Per mile (Boston, MA)
Per mile (Portland, ME)
Surface stall
Above ground structure
Below ground
Total US unpriced nonresidential
Subsidy per motor
vehicle year
Non-residential subsidy
per vehicle mile
Increase in housing unit
cost per residential space
Per space in structure
Per mile

Cost Value
$0.18 (1994 USD*)
$0.043
$68 / month (1997 USD)
$135
$240
$148-$288 billion (1991
USD)
$788 - $1531
$0.063 - $0.133
$52,000 to $117,000
(2005*)
$127 (2002 USD/month)
$0.22

2007 USD
$0.25 per mile
$0.06 per mile
$88 per month
$174 per month
$310 per month
$225 - $438 billion
per year
$1,198 - $2,327 per
vehicle year
$0.10 - $0.20 per
mile
$54,000 to $120,000
$149 per month
$0.26 per mile

More detailed descriptions of these studies are found below, along with summaries of other
studies. 2007 Values have been adjusted for inflation by Consumer Price Index32. * Indicates
that the currency year is assumed to be the same as the publication year.

General and Non-Residential Studies



A study by Barter investigated parking regulations, supply, pricing and
management practices in various Asian cities including Beijing, Guangzhou,
Hong Kong, Seoul, Taipei, Tokyo, Ahmedabad, Dhaka, Bangkok, Hanoi, Jakarta
Kuala Lumpur, Manila and Singapore.33 It found that, although these cities are
very dense, with high land values and intense congestion, most cities have
adopted Western practices designed to insure adequate parking supply and low
prices. Parking pricing is widespread, although poorly regulated and sometimes
collected by criminals. Nevertheless, the study found a surprising proportion of
parking is free-of-charge for motorists, even in dense cities with high property
prices and therefore high opportunity cost for parking space.

32

For discussion of other way to adjust for inflation see: Samuel H. Williamson (2008), Six Ways to
Compute the Relative Value of a U.S. Dollar Amount, MeasuringWorth (www.measuringworth.com).
33 Paul Barter (2010) Parking Policy in Asian Cities, Asian Development Bank (www.adb.org); at
https://docs.google.com/leaf?id=0ByEszG9z8sBUYTBhNzdmZmQtNjc3Zi00MmRkLWIzMWEtZWUxN
GY0ODJmODRi&hl=en&authkey=CN6Rg-0J.
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Chester, Horvath and Madanat calculate parking facilty lifecycle energy
consumption, greenhouse gas and air pollution emissions (CO, SO2, NOX , VOC,
and PM10) based on five parking supply scenarios.34 The results are incorporated
into their life-cycle environmental analysis of various vehicles (sedans, sports
utility vehicles, and pickups). Parking energy consumption is estimated to average
from 14–18 kJ/Passenger-Km (Scenario 1) to 240–310 kJ/Passenger-Km
(Scenario 5), and GHG emissions range from 1.3–1.7 gCO2e/PKT (Scenario 1) to
19–25 g CO2e/PKT (Scenario 5). This represents 0.5% to 12% of total estimated
transport system lifecycle energy consumption and greenhouse emissions, and
24% to 81% other air pollutants, depending on vehicle type and scenario.



In a study of parking supply and demand in Hulme-Moir found that charging
users directly for parking would increase the financial cost of driving 30-90% for
an average shopping trip and about 100% for an average commuting trip, and that
about a quarter of central city area land is devoted to parking facilities .35



The National Parking Association’s Parking In America; Annual Review of
Parking Rates in the United States and Canada includes information on parking
facility costs, employee wages, and hourly, daily and monthly rates for
commercial parking in various North American cities.36 The 2009 study found:



o

Parking garage construction costs range from $2,000 to $45,000 per space, with
an average of $19,650 per space.

o

Surface parking lot construction costs ranged from $1,000 to $15,000 per space,
with an average of $5,000 per space.

o

Condomenium parking space prices ranged from $17,000 to $100,000, with an
average price of $45,400.

o

Average starting hourly wage of parking facility employees ranged from $5.85 to
$12.50, with an average of $8.30.

Colliers International publishes parking fee data in different cities, indicating how
prices vary depending on location and type of parking used.37

Mikhail Chester, Arpad Horvath and Samer Madanat (2010), “Parking Infrastructure: Energy, Emissions,
And Automobile Life-Cycle Environmental Accounting,” Environmental Research Letters, Vol. 5, No. 3; at
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/5/3/034001; project of the UC Berkeley Center for Future Urban
Transport (www.sustainable-transportation.com).
35 Angus Hulme-Moir (2010), Making Way for the Car: Minimum Parking Requirements and Porirua City
Centre, Thesis, School of Geography, Environment and Earth Sciences, Victoria University of Wellington
(http://researcharchive.vuw.ac.nz/handle/10063/1458).
36 NPA (2009), Parking In America, The National Parking Association’s First Annual Review of Parking
Rates in the United States and Canada, National Parking Association (www.npapark.org); at
www.npapark.org/pdfs/NPA_Full_Report_Web_Resolution.pdf.
37 Colliers (2009), Global CBC Parking Rate Survey, Colliers International (www.colliers.com); at
www.colliersmn.com/PROD/ccgrd.nsf/publish/0EB9D100B7A442F8852575F600699A07/$File/globalcolli
ersparkingratesurvey2009.pdf.
34
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Cambridge Systematics estimated parking costs as summarized in the table below.

Table 5.4.4-3 Total and Monthly Costs per Parking Space (1997 U.S. Dollars)38
Above-Ground
Multi-Level Structure

Surface Lot
Low

Land
Construction
Design, Contingency
Present Value
Interest Payments
Operating Costs
Break-Even Cost
Monthly Equivalent

$600
$1,500
$200
$2,300
$2,100
$700
$5,100
$18

High

Average

Low

High

$12,000 $6,300
$500 $1,000
$4,000 $2,750 $8,800 $20,000
$800
$500 $1,800 $5,000
$16,800 $9,550 $12,100 $26,000
$14,700 $8,400 $9,700 $22,700
$2,800 $1,750 $2,800 $5,600
$34,300 $19,700 $24,600 $53,300
$119
$68
$85
$185

Below Ground

Average

Low

High

Average

$750
$14,400
$3,400
$19,050
$16,200
$4,200
$38,950
$135

$0
$16,000
$3,200
$19,200
$16,800
$2,800
$38,800
$135

$0
$40,000
$10,000
$50,000
$43,700
$5,600
$99,300
$345

$0
$28,000
$6,600
$34,600
$30,250
$4,200
$69,050
$240

This table summarizes total costs amortized over a 24-year service life at a 9% annual interest.



Delucchi estimated that non-residential, unpriced, off-street parking has a total
value of $148 to $288 billion (in 1991 U.S. dollars) as summarized in Table 5.4.44. This represents a subsidy averaging $788 to $1,531 per motor vehicle year, or
6.3¢ to 13.3¢ per motor vehicle mile (in 1991 dollars).

Table 5.4.4-4

Calculated Value of Unpaid Parking39

Cost Item
Workers 16 years old or older (millions)
Of total workers, the fraction that uses motor vehicles
Persons per vehicle, for commute trips
Of those who drive to work, the fraction that parks free on the street
Of those who drive to work, the fraction that pays for parking
Calculated average monthly parking rate, excluding taxes ($/month)
Total potential revenues from unpriced commuter parking, net taxes (Billions $/year)
Non-commute trips that require offstreet, non-residential parking (106)
Fraction of total vehicle trips that pays full cost for parking
Calculated average hourly parking rate, excluding taxes
Average time spent in parking space per trip ( hours)
Potential revenues from unpriced parking for other purposes (billions $/year)
Total potential revenues from unpriced parking, excluding taxes (billions $/year)
Total calculated payments for presently priced parking, excluding taxes
Total potential revenues from parking for all trips, excluding taxes (billions $/year)

High
115.1
0.866
1.14
0.10
0.048
42.4
37.9
73,796
0.04
0.78
2.00
110.3
148.2
6.73
155.0

Low
115.1
0.866
1.14
0.05
0.048
62.7
59.3
93,457
0.02
1.00
2.50
228.6
287.9
7.82
295.8

This table summarizes the estimated value of non-residential, unpriced, off-street parking.

38

Richard J. Kuzmyak, Rachel Weinberger and Herbert Levinson (2003), Parking Management and
Supply, TCRP Report 95, Chapter 18, TRB (www.trb.org), based on Cambridge Systematics (1998),
Economic Impact Analysis of Transit Investments” TCRP 35, TRB (www.trb.org).
39 Delucchi (1996), Annualized Social Cost of Motor-Vehicle Use in the U.S., 1990-1991, Vol. 6, Institute
of Transportation Studies (http://engineering.ucdavis.edu/), UCD-ITS-RR-96-3 (6), Table 6-B.1.
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A 1995 study estimates that businesses provide 294 million parking spaces to
employees and 39 million parking spaces to customers.40 Assuming $500 average
annualized value per parking space and a 3% annual growth rate, this indicates
approximately $200 billion in annualized value in 2000.



Manville and Shoup estimate parking spaces per hectare and job in various central
business districts in the world, and calculate a parking coverage rate, the portion
of downtown that would be devoted to parking if all parking were provided in
surface lots.41 This varies from under 10% to more than 80%. They argue that a
high parking coverage rate tends to spoil many desirable urban environment
attributres, including walkability and cost efficiency.



Russo estimates the costs of different types of parking facilities, as summarized in
the table below. It indicates that urban surface parking typically costs about
$10,000 per space, and structured parking costs two to four times as much.

Table 5.4.4-5
Per Space
$10,000
$14,000

$9,450
$25,600
$17,848
$16,373
$13,000
$6,751
$8,500
$10,000
$39,000 or
$46,000
$50,700

Selected Examples of Parking Facility Costs42
Cost Components
Surface parking construction
costs (Excludes land)
Construction costs of above
ground structures. (Excludes
land and architectural fees.)
Land costs.
Parking Garage. Per space
added (Includes land.)
Palo Alto
Walnut Creek
Mountain View
Mill Valley
Concord
Berkeley
Housing prices (condominium
and single family unit).
Design, administration,
construction and financing

Description
Average from national survey of public garage costs,
adjusted for Bay Area costs
Average from national survey of public garage costs,
adjusted for Bay Area costs. Excludes sprinkler and
ventilation system costs required for underground parking.
Assuming a parking space averages 315 square feet
(including access lanes) and land costs $30 a square foot,
land alone for parking costs nearly $10,000 per space.
Average cost per space added (in 1998 dollars) of six
parking structures built on the UCLA campus since 1977.
In-Lieu Parking Fees. Cities sometimes allow developers to
pay the amount listed at left per space they are required to
build as per the zoning code in-lieu of building the space.
Since in-lieu fees fund public parking construction, they are
a proxy of cost per space
The increased market price per housing unit that includes a
parking space compared to housing that does not.
Two new parking garages in downtown Palo Alto providing
905 spaces cost a total of $45.9 million.

This survey of parking facility costs indicates that urban surface parking typically costs about
$10,000 per space, and structured parking two to four times as much.
40

KPMG study, described in Richard J. Kuzmyak, Rachel Weinberger and Herbert S. Levinson (2003).
Michael Manville and Donald Shoup (2005), “People, Parking, and Cities,” Journal Of Urban Planning
And Development, American Society of Civil Engineers (www.asce.org), December, pp. 233-245; at
http://shoup.bol.ucla.edu/People,Parking,CitiesJUPD.pdf; in Access 25 (www.uctc.net), Fall 2004, pp. 2-8.
42 Ryan Russo (2001), “Examples of Parking Costs,” Planning For Residential Parking: A Guide for
Housing Developers and Planners, Nonprofit Housing (www.nonprofithousing.org).
41
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Shoup estimates that providing minimum parking requirements costs an average
of $31 or more per square foot of developed building floor area in typical U.S.
cities, 4.4 times more than all other impact fees combined.43 He identified various
costs resulting from subsidized parking, including increased parking and travel
demand, urban sprawl, higher development costs, reducing housing affordability,
and inequity.44 He estimates that parking costs average $12,000 per vehicle (about
twice the value of a vehicle), and external parking costs total $127-374 billion in
the U.S., more than the value of the total roadway system, averaging more than
22¢ per vehicle mile.



Richard Willson estimates the monthly cost that developers would need to charge
for “free” suburban surface and structure parking to be approximately $50 and
$100 per space, but because generous parking requirements lead to tremendous
oversupply, the “utilization-adjusted break-even fee” would be about twice these
amounts, $92 per for surface parking and $161 per for structure parking.45



Transport 2021 estimates residential parking stall costs average $746 Canadian
per house and $743 per apartment. Total parking costs average 3.7¢ total
Canadian per km (about 4.6¢ U.S. per mile).46



The average cost of providing a parking space in the Vancouver, BC region (not
just the CBD) is about $115 Canadian ($80 U.S.) per month.47



Woudsma, Litman, and Weisbrod developed practical methods for quantifying the
values of land used for transport facilities, including roads, railroads, ports and
airports.48 They use property value data to calculate average land values in
geographic zones, with separate techniques for urban and rural conditions to
reflect land markets and data availability differences. The results indicate that
urban land values typically range from $100 to $200 per square meter, and rural
land from $0.40 to $0.60 per square meter (2000 Canadian dollars).

Donald C. Shoup (1999), “In Lieu of Required Parking,” Journal of Planning Education and Research,
Vol. 18, pp. 307-320.
44 Donald Shoup (2005), The High Cost of Free Parking, Planners Press (www.planning.org).
45 Richard Willson (1995), “Suburban Parking Requirements; A Tacit Policy for Automobile Use and
Sprawl,” American Planning Association Journal (www.planning.org), Vol. 61, No. 1, Winter, pp. 29-42.
46 Transport 2021 (1993), Costs of Transportation People in the British Columbia Lower Mainland,
Greater Vancouver Regional District, (Vancouver), pp. 13-16.
47 Urban Systems (1996), A Comprehensive Parking Management Strategy, Greater Vancouver Regional
District (www.gvrd.bc.ca).
48 Clarence Woudsma, Todd Litman, and Glen Weisbrod (2006), A Report On The Estimation Of Unit
Values Of Land Occupied By Transportation Infrastructures In Canada, Transport Canada (www.tc.gc.ca);
at www.tc.gc.ca/pol/en/aca/fci/transmodal/menu.htm.
43
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Residential



Greenberg estimates that each additional residential parking space effectively
increases typical U.S. urban housing unit costs by $52,000 to $117,000, with a
mid-range value of $85,627. These figures are derived from observed differences
in housing prices, reduced loan eligibility because of increased car-related
household costs, public infrastructure costs associated with accommodating
developments that are more dispersed due to parking requirements, and direct
financial impacts on neighbors of new developments.49



Klipp found the financial return to Bay Area developers per square unit of
parking is much less (about half) the return of housing, because minimum parking
requirements in zoning codes and other market distortions require far more
parking than consumers demand (that is, what they would choose to purchase if
optional).50 He estimates that developers must charge at least 27.5% more to get
the same per-square foot rate of return on housing with versus without parking.
The lower financial return constrains developers’ lending options and reduces
construction of new housing, particularly lower-priced housing in urban areas
with high land costs.

Stormwater Management

The Project Clean Water (www.projectcleanwater.org) describes stormwater district fees
summarized in the table below. If these fees represent real stormwater management costs
and an average off-street parking space requires 333 square feet of pavement, these costs
range from about $1-7 per off-street parking space.
Table 5.4.4-6 Water District Funding Sources Based on Impervious Surface51
Location
Chaple Hill, NC
City of Oviedo Stormwater Utility, FL
Columbia Country Stormwater Utility, GA
Kitsap County, WA
Raleigh, NC
Spokane Country Stormwater Utility, WA
Wilmington, NC
Yakima, WA

Fee
$39 annual 2,000 sq. ft.
$4.00 per month per ERU
$1.75 monthly per 2,000 sq. ft.
$47.50 per 4,200 sq. ft.
$4 monthly per 2,260 sq. ft.
$10 annual fee per ERU.
$4.75 monthly per 2,500 sq. ft.
$50 annual per 3,600 sq. ft.

Annual Fee/333 sq. ft.
$6.50
$5.00
$3.50
$4.00
$6.00
$1.00
$7.50
$6.50

“Equivalent Run-off Unit” or ERU = 3,200 square foot impervious surface.

49

Allen Greenberg (2005), How New Parking Spaces May Effectively Increase Typical U.S. Urban
Housing Total Unit Costs by $52,000 to $117,000, TRB 84th Annual Meeting (www.trb.org).
50 Luke Klipp (2004), The Real Costs Of San Francisco’s Off-Street Residential Parking Requirements: An
Analysis Of Parking’s Impact On Housing Finance Ability And Affordability, Transportation for a Livable
City (www.livablecity.org); at www.livablecity.org/resources/Parking_Housing_Affordability_Final.pdf
51 Project Clean Water (2002), Some Existing Water District Funding Sources, Legislative and Regulatory
Issues Technical Advisory Committee, Project Clean Water (www.projectcleanwater.org).
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5.4.5 Variability
Parking costs and the portion that is external varies depending on location and use.
Parking facility costs tend to high in central business districts, due to high land prices,
although a greater portion of such parking is directly user paid. Parking costs tend to be
relatively high per commute trip since employees use a space for several hours. Noncommute parking costs probably equals or exceeds that of commuter parking.

5.4.6 Equity and Efficiency Issues
Excessive parking requirements have a number of effects that increase housing costs and
the overall cost of living in cities. Some of these costs directly add to the cost of housing,
such as construction costs for parking structures in new residential construction. Other
costs are indirect such as the public land and funds used to provide parking at nonresidential facilities, land and funds which are not then available for other public purposes
such as providing affordable housing or public transit.
One of the most obvious impacts of parking requirements is the direct construction costs
paid by the funders of non-profit housing projects. Extreme examples arise where parking
requirements are tied to the number of units in a building, and the unit sizes are very
small. For example, in Palo Alto California in 1998 a development with 260 square foot
apartments managed to get the parking requirement reduced from the normal 1.25 spaces
per one-room apartment to 0.67 spaces. At a construction cost of $32,000 per apartment
and $18,100 per parking spot, it would have cost $22,600 to provide parking for each
$32,000 apartment, 71% as much as the cost of building the apartments. With the reduced
requirements, parking still cost $12,100 per apartment, or 38% of the apartment
construction cost, as shown below in Figure 5.4.6-1
Figure 5.4.6-1

Reduced Parking Requirement Savings52

$35,000

Cost Per Unit

$30,000
$25,000
$20,000
$15,000
$10,000
$5,000
$0
Building Cost

Code 1.25 spaces
per apartment

0.67 spaces per
apartment

Despite a substantial reduction in the parking required, parking still accounted for 38% of the
building cost. Note that this is an extreme example as the apartments are very small.
52

Donald Shoup (2005), The High Cost of Free Parking, Planners Press (www.planning.org). p151
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Since parking costs increase as a percentage of rent for lower priced housing, housing
represents a larger portion of household expenditures for poorer households, and vehicle
ownership increases with income, parking costs are regressive and unfair to many lowerincome households that own fewer than average cars. Current parking standards are an
ineffective mechanism for matching parking supply with demand because the number of
vehicles per housing unit varies significantly between households and over time. Various
parking management strategies can increase affordability, economic efficiency and
equity.53

53

Todd Litman (2008), Parking Management Strategies, Evaluation and Planning, Victoria Transport
Policy Institute (www.vtpi.org); at www.vtpi.org/park_man.pdf
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5.4.7 Conclusions
Parking is a substantial cost of driving, much of which is external. To avoid double
counting costs in chapters 5.1 and 5.6, out-of-pocket parking charges and the costs of
providing on-street parking are excluded from this chapter’s cost estimates here. Only
market costs are considered because non-market costs are included in chapters 5.14 (Land
Use Impacts), and 5.15 (Water Pollution and Hydrologic Impacts).
Internal Parking Costs: To avoid double counting user parking fees that are included in
Chapter 5.1, only residential parking costs are considered here. An Average Automobile
residential parking space is estimated to cost approximately $950 per year, or 8¢ per mile
for a vehicle driven 12,000 miles per year. Some residents park their cars on the street,
but this seems to be balanced by others who have more off-street parking spaces than
cars, so one off-street space is assumed to exist for each registered automobile. Rural
parking space costs are estimated at half of urban due to lower land values.
Compact cars can use “Small Car” spaces, offering an estimated 20% space savings 25%
of the time, for 5% total saving. Ride share passengers, buses and trolleys incur no
incremental parking cost.54 Motorcycles are estimated to use half-size parking spaces
50% of the time, for a 25% saving over an automobile, while bicycle parking costs are
estimated at 5% of an automobile, due to minimal space requirements, and the ability to
use otherwise unused space. Walking and telework incur no parking cost.
Estimate

Internal Parking Costs (2007 U.S. Dollars per Vehicle Mile)

Vehicle Class
Average Car
Compact Car
Electric Car
Van/Light Truck
Rideshare Passenger
Diesel Bus
Electric Bus/Trolley
Motorcycle
Bicycle
Walk
Telework

Urban Peak
0.080
0.072
0.080
0.080
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.064
0.005
0.000
0.000

Urban Off-Peak
0.080
0.072
0.080
0.080
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.064
0.005
0.000
0.000

Rural
0.040
0.037
0.040
0.040
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.032
0.002
0.000
0.000

Average
0.067
0.061
0.067
0.067
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.053
0.003
0.000
0.000

External Parking Costs: Most estimates place off-street parking costs around or over
$1100 per year or $4.00 per day per space. The $4.00 average parking space cost is
divided by 22 average commute miles and subtract 8% for commuter paid parking, which
gives an estimated average external commute parking costs of 16.7¢ per commute mile.
Based on these estimates, 17¢ per commute mile is used for Urban Peak driving.
Commercial parking subsidies are estimated to total $115 billion. Subtracting the $55
billion estimated for work parking from this figure leaves $60 billion. Divided by 1,840
54

Curbside bus stops use space that might otherwise be available for on-street parking, but this is
considered a road cost rather than a parking cost.
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billion Urban Off-Peak and Rural miles, this averages about 3¢ per vehicle mile. An
estimate of 6¢ is used for Urban Off-Peak driving and 3¢ for Rural driving, to represent
differences in land value.
External Parking Costs: Conservative estimates place average off-street parking costs
around $1000 per year or $3.75 per day per space, and place total U.S. employee parking
subsidies at between $65 and $95 billion per year. A value of $70 billion is used.
Dividing that amount by 460 billion peak period55 miles gives an average employee
parking subsidy of 15¢ per commute mile. An alternative approach is to divide the $3.75
average parking space cost by 22 average commute miles and subtract 8% for commuter
paid parking, which gives an estimated average external commute parking costs of 15.7¢
per commute mile. Based on these estimates, 15¢ per commute mile is used for Urban
Peak driving. Commercial parking subsidies are estimated to total $150 billion.
Subtracting the $70 billion estimated for work parking from this figure leaves $80 billion.
Divided by 1,840 billion Urban Off-Peak and Rural miles, this averages about 4¢ per
vehicle mile. An estimate of 5¢ is used for Urban Off-Peak driving and 2.5¢ for Rural
driving, to represent differences in land value.
As described above compact cars, motorcycles, and bicycles are estimated to be 5%, 25%,
and 95% cheaper to park than an average automobile. Rideshare passengers, buses,
trolleys, walking and telework incur no user parking costs.
Estimate

External Parking Costs (2007 U.S. Dollars per Vehicle Mile)

Vehicle Class
Average Car
Compact Car
Electric Car
Van/Light Truck
Rideshare Passenger
Diesel Bus
Electric Bus/Trolley
Motorcycle
Bicycle
Walk
Telework

Urban Peak
0.150
0.143
0.150
0.150
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.113
0.008
0.000
0.000

Urban Off-Peak
0.050
0.047
0.050
0.050
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.037
0.003
0.000
0.000

Rural
0.025
0.024
0.025
0.025
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.018
0.001
0.000
0.000

Average
0.062
0.059
0.062
0.062
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.046
0.003
0.000
0.000

Automobile Cost Range: Minimum and maximum estimates per vehicle mile are based
on cited estimates.
Minimum
Maximum
Internal
$0.04
$0.12
External
$0.05
$0.14

55

Urban Peak travel is used to represent commuting in this exercise. Although total mileage has increased,
the portion of urban-peak is similar. Dollar values are adjusted by consumer price index to 2007 values.
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5.4.8 Information Resources
Information sources on parking costs and parking management strategies are described below.
Hashem Akbari, L. Shea Rose and Haider Taha (2003), “Analyzing The Land Cover Of An
Urban Environment Using High-Resolution Orthophotos,” Landscape and Urban Planning
(www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/01692046), Vol. 63, Issue 1, pp. 1–14.
Paul Barter (2010) Parking Policy in Asian Cities, Asian Development Bank (www.adb.org); at
https://docs.google.com/leaf?id=0ByEszG9z8sBUYTBhNzdmZmQtNjc3Zi00MmRkLWIzMWEt
ZWUxNGY0ODJmODRi&hl=en&authkey=CN6Rg-0J.
Mikhail Chester, Arpad Horvath and Samer Madanat (2010), “Parking Infrastructure: Energy,
Emissions, And Automobile Life-Cycle Environmental Accounting,” Environmental Research
Letters, Vol. 5, No. 3; at http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/5/3/034001; project of the UC
Berkeley Center for Future Urban Transport (www.sustainable-transportation.com).
Colliers (2009), Parking Rates: Global CBD Parking Rate Survey, Colliers International
(www.colliers.com); at
www.colliersmn.com/PROD/ccgrd.nsf/publish/0EB9D100B7A442F8852575F600699A07/$File/
globalcolliersparkingratesurvey2009.pdf.
CORDIS (2001), Parking Policy Measures and their Effects on Mobility and the Economy,
COST 342, CORDIS (www.cordis.europa.eu); at www.cordis.lu/cost-transport/src/cost-342.htm
Gary Cudney (2013), Parking Structure Cost Outlook, Carl Walker (www.carlwalker.com); at
www.carlwalker.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/04/2nd-Qtr-2013-CWI-Newsletter.pdf.
Expo 1000, Parking Industry Guide, Expo 1000 (www.expo1000.com).
Angus Hulme-Moir (2010), Making Way for the Car: Minimum Parking Requirements and
Porirua City Centre, Thesis, School of Geography, Environment and Earth Sciences, Victoria
University of Wellington (http://researcharchive.vuw.ac.nz/handle/10063/1458).
IBM (2011), Global Parking Survey, International Businss Machines Corporation (www03.ibm.com); at www-03.ibm.com/press/us/en/pressrelease/35515.wss.
Industry Insights Newsletter (www.carlwalker.com), Carl Walker Parking.
IPI (2000), Electronic Buyers Guide, International Parking Institute (www.parking.org).
ITE (2005), Parking Generation, Institute of Transportation Engineers (www.ite.org).
Owen Jung (2009), Who Is Really Paying For Your Parking Space? Estimating The Marginal
Implicit Value Of Off-Street Parking Spaces For Condominiums In Central Edmonton, Canada,
Department Of Economics, University Of Alberta; at www.vtpi.org/jung_parking.pdf.
Luke H. Klipp (2004), The Real Costs Of San Francisco’s Off-Street Residential Parking
Requirements: An Analysis Of Parking’s Impact On Housing Finance Ability And Affordability,
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Transportation for a Livable City (www.livablecity.org); at
www.livablecity.org/resources/Parking_Housing_Affordability_Final.pdf.
Valerie Knepper (2007), Existing Bay Area Parking Policies – Technical Paper, Wilber Smith
Associates, for the Metropolitan Transportation Council (www.mtc.ca.gov); at
www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/parking_seminar/Technical_Paper_Existing_Parking_Policy.pdf

Richard J. Kuzmyak, Rachel Weinberger and Richard H. Pratt (2003), Parking Management and
Supply: Traveler Response to Transport System Changes, Chapter 18, Report 95, Transit
Cooperative Research Program; Transportation Research Board (www.trb.org).
Todd Litman (2003), Transportation Land Valuation; Evaluating Policies and Practices that
Affect the Amount of Land Devoted to Transportation Facilities, VTPI (www.vtpi.org).
Todd Litman (2004), Understanding Smart Growth Savings: What We Know About Public
Infrastructure and Service Cost Savings And How They are Misrepresented By Critics, VTPI
(www.vtpi.org); at www.vtpi.org/sg_save.pdf.
Todd Litman (2005), Evaluating Transportation Land Use Impacts, VTPI (www.vtpi.org), at
www.vtpi.org/landuse.pdf.
Todd Litman (2006), Parking Management Best Practices, Planners Press (www.planning.org).
Todd Litman (2008), Parking Management: Strategies, Evaluation and Planning, VTPI
(www.vtpi.org); at www.vtpi.org/park_man.pdf.
Michael Manville and Donald Shoup (2005), “People, Parking, and Cities,” Journal Of Urban
Planning And Development, American Society of Civil Engineers (www.asce.org), December,
pp. 233-245; at http://shoup.bol.ucla.edu/People,Parking,CitiesJUPD.pdf.
Wesley E. Marshall and Norman W. Garrick (2006), “Parking at Mixed-Use Centers in Small
Cities,” Transportation Research Record 1977, Transportation Research Board (www.trb.org);
www.darien.org/communitymatters/blog/archives/ParkingstudyfromUCONN.doc; also see,
'Place First' Parking Plans (www.planetizen.com/node/34152).
Vinit Mukhija and Donald Shoup (2006), “Quantity Versus Quality in Off-Street Parking
Requirements,” Journal of American Planning Association (www.planning.org), Vol. 72, No. 3,
Summer, pp. 296-308; at
http://shoup.bol.ucla.edu/QuantityVersusQualityInOff-StreetParkingRequirements.pdf.
NPA (2009), Parking In America, The National Parking Association’s First Annual Review of
Parking Rates in the United States and Canada, National Parking Association
(www.npapark.org); at www.npapark.org/pdfs/NPA_Full_Report_Web_Resolution.pdf.
PT (2000), “Determining the Cost of an Above-Grade Parking Structure,” Parking Today
(www.parkingtoday.com), May 2000, pp. 27-28.
Ryan Russo (2001), Planning for Residential Parking: A Guide For Housing Developers and
Planners, Non-Profit Housing Association of Northern California (www.nonprofithousing.org).
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Tom Rye (2010), Parking Management: A Contribution Towards Livable Cities, Module 2C,
Sustainable Transportation: A Sourcebook for Policy-Makers in Developing Countries,
Sustainable Urban Transport Project – Asia (www.sutp.org); at link
www.sutp.org/dn.php?file=2c-PARKM-EN.pdf.
San Francisco (2009), On-Street Parking Management and Pricing Study, San Francisco County
Transportation Authority (www.sfcta.org); at www.sfcta.org/content/view/303/149.
Yash Saxena (2011), Parking Costs, Pricing and Revenue Calculator - Developing Country
Edition, Victoria Transport Policy Institute (www.vtpi.org); at www.vtpi.org/Parking_DC.xls.
Donald Shoup (1997), “The High Cost of Free Parking,” Access 10 (www.uctc.net), Spring 1997.
Donald Shoup (1999), “The Trouble With Minimum Parking Requirements,” Transportation
Research A, Vol. 33, No. 7/8, Sept./Nov., pp. 549-574: at www.vtpi.org/shoup.pdf.
Donald Shoup (2005), The High Cost of Free Parking, Planners Press (www.planning.org). This
comprehensive and entertaining book investigates the causes, costs and solutions of free parking.
SFPark (2012), Parking Rates & Policies Survey, City of San Francicsco (www.sfpark.org); at
http://sfpark.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/02/Peer-City-Meter-Rate-and-Policy-Review2012.pdf.
UTTIPEC (2010), Parking Policy as a Travel Demand Management Strategy, Delhi
Development Authority (www.uttipec.nic.in); at
www.uttipec.nic.in/writereaddata/linkimages/7460355562.pdf.
Richard Voith (1998), “The Downtown Parking Syndrome: Does Curing the Illness Kill the
Patient?” Business Review, Vol. 1, 1998, pp 3-14; at www.phil.frb.org/files/br/brjf98dv.pdf.
VTPI (2006), Parking Cost, Pricing and Revenue Calculator (www.vtpi.org/parking.xls), by
Todd Litman, and the Parking Costs, Pricing and Revenue Calculator - Developing Country
Edition (www.vtpi.org/Parking_DC.xls), by Yash Saxena. These spreadsheets can be used to
calculate parking facility costs, cost recovery pricing, and revenue generation. The spreadsheets
include default values which users can adjust inputs to represent various conditions and
assumptions.
VTPI, Online TDM Encyclopedia, Victoria Transport Policy Institute (www.vtpi.org), chapters:
“Parking Evaluation” (www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm73.htm)
“Parking Solutions” (www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm72.htm)
“Parking Management” (www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm28.htm)
“Parking Pricing” (www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm26.htm)
Clarence Woudsma, Todd Litman, and Glen Weisbrod (2006), A Report On The Estimation Of
Unit Values Of Land Occupied By Transportation Infrastructures In Canada, Transport Canada
(www.tc.gc.ca/pol/en/aca/fci/transmodal/menu.htm).
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Parking Requirement Impacts on Housing Affordability
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Current development practices result in generous parking supply at most destinations, which
reduces housing affordability, increases vehicle ownership and stimulates sprawl. This is
regressive, since lower-income households tend to own fewer than average vehicles, and unfair,
because it forces residents to pay for parking they don’t need. Alternative policies can increase
housing affordability and help achieve other transportation and land use planning objectives.

Abstract
Most zoning codes and development practices require generous parking supply, forcing
people who purchase or rent housing to pay for parking regardless of their demands.
Generous parking requirements reduce housing affordability and impose various
economic and environmental costs. Based on typical affordable housing development
costs, one parking space per unit increases costs approximately 12.5%, and two parking
spaces can increase costs by up to 25%. Since parking costs increase as a percentage
of rent for lower priced housing, and low income households tend to own fewer vehicles,
minimum parking requirements are regressive and unfair. Various parking management
strategies can increase affordability, economic efficiency and equity.
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Preface
Hey, I’ve got a terrific idea! Let’s pass a law requiring all residential buildings to have gasoline pumps
that provide free fuel to residents and their guests. Fuel costs would be incorporated into residential
rents. Think of the benefits! No more worry about money to pay for gas. No delays at gas stations.
Everybody would be better off, especially poor folks. Great idea, right?
Wrong. It’s a foolish idea. Somebody would have to pay for the pump and gasoline. It would increase
everybody’s housing costs. It would be unfair to anybody who drives less than average, who would be
forced to subsidize their neighbors’ gasoline consumption.
Free gasoline would also encourage wasteful habits. It would increase motor vehicle use, leading to
more congestion, pollution, accidents, and sprawl, and it would continue the decline in non-automotive
transportation choices, leaving non-drivers worse off. The gasoline tanks would take up space. Gasoline
spilled from the pumps would degrade the environment.
Although requiring free gasoline is obviously unfair, wasteful and foolish, it is economically little
different from current residential parking standards. Both residential parking and gasoline typically cost
about $50 per month per automobile. Current practices of requiring generous free residential parking
contradict society’s goals to provide affordable housing, reduce environmental impacts, conserve
resources and develop a more efficient and diverse transportation system.

1
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Introduction
Adequate housing is essential for individual and community welfare. There are few trends
more tragic than the growing housing problems many people face. An unacceptable
number of people are homeless, and many lower-income households devote an excessive
portion of their income to housing.
Figure 1

Housing Portion of Consumer Expenditures (BLS, Various Years)
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Devoted To Housing
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This figure shows the portion of household expenditures devoted to housing by income quintile.
Housing averages more than a third of expenditures for the lowest income quintile households.

This report examines the impacts of residential parking requirements (the number of offstreet parking spaces mandated at a particular location) on housing affordability.
Increasing parking requirements increase housing development costs, which has reduced
the supply of lower priced housing and raised costs to consumer. This report does not
question the need for some off-street parking. The question issue is how best to determine
parking requirements and manage available parking supply. It describes more efficient
and equitable strategies that support social and environmental goals.
The parking problem is ultimately simple. Motorists have come to expect generous
amounts of free parking at most destinations, and planning practices attempt to provide
this. The result is more-than-adequate parking supply at most destinations, but high costs
in terms of resources consumed and distortions to development patterns. Current parking
practices are comparable to about a 10% tax on development, and much more for lowerpriced housing in areas with high land costs. These practices are regressive because
lower-income people tend to own fewer than average vehicles: we force five lowerincome households to purchase more parking than they need, to insure that one higher
income household can park all of its vehicles with no extra cost. Described more
positively, more efficient parking practices can provide large savings, increased
affordability and improved community design.

2
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Current Residential Parking Requirements
Automobiles typically spend 95% of their existence parked, using either on-street parking
supplied free by the community or privately supplied off-street parking. Since on-street
parking is an expensive and limited public resource it seems fair to mandate off-street
parking. Most local governments require building owners to provide a certain minimum
amount of parking based on the assumption that buildings create parking demand.
Building owners are forced to include parking costs when selling or renting housing.
Table 1

Typical Parking Standards (“Parking Evaluation,” VTPI, 2005)
Housing Type
Single family
“Efficiency” apartments
1 to 2 bedroom apartments
3+ bedroom apartments
Condominiums

Spaces Per Unit
2.0
1.0
1.5
2.0
1.4

These standards are considered sufficient to meet typical residential parking

These parking requirements are based on recommended standards published by
professional organizations such as the Institute of Transportation Engineers
(www.ite.org) and the American Planning Association (www.planning.org). Table 1
shows typical recommended off-street standards. Many municipalities impose even
higher parking requirements than these recommended standards, as illustrated in Table 2.
These standards tend to be excessive in many situations, resulting in parking facilities that
are seldom or never fully used, particularly in areas where per capita vehicle ownership
and use tends to be low (Shoup, 1999).
Table 2

Typical Residential Off-Street Parking Standards (Stover & Koepke, 2002)

Multifamily, Studio
“One space per dwelling unit.” (Orange Co., CA)
“1.2 spaces per unit.” (Bellevue, WA)
“1.25 per dwelling unit.” (Savannah, GA)

Manufactured Housing
“One space per unit.” (Fairbanks, AK)
“1.25 spaces per mobile home site.”(Durham, NC)
“1.5 spaces per unit.” (Albemarle Co. VA)
“Two spaces per unit, plus one per five units for guest
parking.” (Prescott, AZ)

Multifamily, One Bedroom
“One space for each dwelling.” (Bay City, MI)
“1.5 spaces for efficiency units.” (Schaumburg, IL)

Townhouse
“1.5 spaces per dwelling unit.” (Clifton Forge, VA)
“Two spaces per dwelling unit.” (Lexington Co. SC)
“2.25 spaces for each dwelling unit.” (Plano, TX)

Multifamily, Two Bedrooms
“1.6 spaces per unit.” (Bellevue, WA)
“1.75 spaces per dwelling unit.” (Savannah, GA)
“Two spaces per dwelling unit.” (Hillsborough, FL)

Single Family
Nearly all codes require two off-street spaces per unit.

Multifamily, Three Bedrooms
“1.8 spaces per unit.” (Bellevue, WA)
“2.33 spaces per unit.” (Lake Forest, IL)

“Detached two spaces per dwelling if access to the lot is
on a public street; 2.5 spaces per dwelling if access to the
lot is from a private street, common drive, or common
parking court.” (Leesburg, VA)

Multifamily, Four Bedrooms
“Two spaces per unit.” (Albany, OR)

3
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Parking Demand by Households
Automobile ownership varies significantly, and is affected by demographic, geographic
and management factors (“Parking Evaluation,” VTPI, 2005; Hexagon Transportation
Consultants 2008; San Diego 2011; Metro Vancouver 2012). Twelve percent of U.S.
households do not own a motor vehicle, with higher rates of zero-vehicle households in
larger cities and lower-income communities (BLS, 2003). Motor vehicle ownership rates
tend to increase with income and household size, as indicated in figures 2 through 5 (also
see Rice, 2004; CNU, 2008).
Figure 2

Vehicle Ownership by Household Income (BLS, 2003)

Vehicle Ownership
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Lower income households own fewer automobiles than wealthier households.

Figure 3 shows how per household vehicle ownership varies by income class and over
time. Average vehicle ownership rates grew during the 1970s and 1980s, but this leveled
off and even declined in some classes during the 1990s.
Figure 3

Vehicles Per Household By Income Class (BLS, Various Years)
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This figure shows how household vehicle ownership varies by income. Vehicle ownership grew
during the 1970s, but has since leveled off and even declined for some income groups.
4
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Differences in vehicle ownership between different income classes results, in part, from
differences in household size, since household population increases with income. Figure
4 compared vehicle per household resident.
Figure 4

Vehicles Per Resident By Income Class (BLS, Various Years)
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This figure shows the average number of vehicles per capita by income quintile.

Figure 5 illustrates how factors such as home tenure, location and age affect vehicle
ownership and therefore parking demand.
Figure 5

Vehicles Per Household (BLS, 2002)
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Household vehicle ownership rates vary depending on factors such as home tenure, location and
resident age.

Vehicle ownership varies with household size, as illustrated in Figure 6. Even a two or
three bedroom home may only require one parking space because it is occupied by an
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adult who uses an extra bedroom as a study, a single parent with children, or two or three
adults who share a vehicle.
Figure 6

Vehicle Ownership by Household Size (Hu and Young, 1993, Table 3.17)

80%

No Vehicles
One Vehicle
Two Vehicles
Three + Vehicles

60%

40%

20%

0%
1

2

3

4

5

Number of Members in Household

Overall
Average

Smaller households tend to own fewer vehicles than larger households.

Automobile ownership is also affected by geographic factors such as city size, population
density and transit service quality (“Land Use Impacts On Transportation,” VTPI, 2005).
Figure 7 shows how vehicle ownership rates vary between different U.S. cities. Figure 8
shows how vehicle ownership is affected by population density.
Figure 7

Vehicles Per Household For Various U.S. Cities (BLS, 2002)
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Vehicle ownership varies from one city to another. Even greater variations exist within an urban
region, such as between central and suburban neighborhoods.
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Vehicles Per Household by Population Density (NPTS, 1995)
2.5
2.0
1.5
1.0
0.5

25
,0
00
25
,0
00
+

10
,0
00

4,
00
0

2,
00
0

1,
00
0

50
0

0.0
10
0

Vehicles Per Household

Figure 8
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Vehicle ownership rates decline with population density.

Residents of communities with more diverse transport systems tend to own fewer cars
and take fewer vehicle trips than in more automobile-dependent areas (Litman 2005).
Holtzclaw (1994) developed a model for predicting how density and transit service
availability affect vehicle ownership and use, summarized in the box below. This formula
is incorporated in the This View of Density Calculator (www.sflcv.org/density).
Household Vehicle Ownership and Use By Land Use Formula (Holtzclaw, 1994)
Household Vehicle Ownership

= 2.702 * (Density)

-0.25

Household Annual Vehicle Miles Traveled = 34,270 * (Density)

-0.25

* (TAI)

-0.076

Density = households per residential acre.
TAI (Transit Accessibility Index) = 50 transit vehicle seats per hour (about one bus) within
¼-mile (½-mile for rail and ferries) averaged over 24 hours.

Bunt and Joyce (1998) surveyed parking demand around the city of Vancouver’s
SkyTrain stations. They found:


Nearly a quarter of households living near transit stations own no vehicles.



Households located within 300 metres of a station owned about 10% fewer vehicles on
average than households located more than 1,000 meters from the station.



Average household vehicle ownership is 31% lower within the SkyTrain corridor than at
suburban locations a few miles away.

Carsharing (vehicle rental services designed to substitute for private vehicle ownership)
tends to reduce vehicle ownership and parking demand (Filosa, 2006). Cervero and Tsai
(2003) found that when people join a San Francisco carsharing organization, nearly 30%
reduce their household vehicle ownership and two-thirds avoided purchasing another car,
indicating that each carshare vehicle in that program substitutes for 5-10 private vehicles.
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The elasticity of vehicle ownership with respect to price is typically -0.4 to -1.0, so a 10%
increase in total vehicle costs reduces vehicle ownership 4-10% (“Transportation
Elasticities,” VTPI, 2005). Table 3 and Figure 9 indicate the reduction in vehicle
ownership that can be expected from various residential parking fees and unbundling.
Unbundling allows residents to choose how much parking to rent with building space,
rather than automatically including a set number of parking spaces. For example, rather
than renting an apartment with two parking spaces for $1,000 per month, the apartment
could rent for $850 per month, plus $75 per month for each parking space the renter
chooses. This is more equitable and efficient, since occupants are not forced to pay for
parking they do not need. It allows consumers to adjust their parking supply to reflect
their needs.
For example, a $600 annual residential parking fee is likely to reduce vehicle ownership
by 8-15%, and a $1,200 annual fee reduces vehicle ownership 15-30%, assuming free
parking is unavailable nearby.
Table 3

Vehicle Ownership Reductions From Residential Parking Pricing

Annual (Monthly) Fee
$300 ($25)
$600 ($50)
$900 ($75)
$1,200 ($100)
$1,500 ($125)

-0.4 Elasticity
4%
8%
11%
15%
19%

-0.7 Elasticity
6%
11%
17%
23%
28%

-1.0 Elasticity
8%
15%
23%
30%
38%

This table indicates reductions in vehicle ownership resulting from various residential parking
fees, assuming that total vehicle ownership costs average $4,000 per year.

Reduction in Vehicle Ownership

Figure 9

Reduction in Vehicle Ownership From Residential Parking Prices
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This figure illustrates typical vehicle ownership reductions due to residential parking pricing,
assuming that the fee is unavoidable (free parking is unavailable nearby). Based on Table 3.
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Parking Facility Costs
If a municipal government doubled residential property taxes to finance free public
parking there would surely be considerable debate about the efficiency and equity of such
a tax. At least some critics would probably suggest that such taxes are inefficient and
unfair, and there would surely be arguments over the facilities’ aesthetic and
environmental design features. A 2-space per residence parking standard imposes similar
costs yet there is often little discussion when city officials set such requirements. Parking
requirements are a large but nearly invisible cost that is seldom evaluated as a separate
expense. The total cost of parking consists of several components.
1.

Land

Each off-street parking space requires about 300 square feet of surface area (including
access lanes). One acre of land can hold about 125 spaces, fewer if major landscaping
and screening are provided (“Parking Evaluation,” VTPI, 2005). Land costs are about
$4,200 per space, assuming 120 parking spaces and $500,000 per acre. Parking
consumes a major portion of developed land, typically equal to or exceeding the land
devoted to the buildings it serves. Expenses that occur early during project
development, such as increased land acquisition and preparation costs, add
construction financing costs, so parking facility expenses tend to incur higher
financing costs than expenses incurred later in the development process.
Residential parking standards are calculated per unit, so parking land costs are a
greater percentage of total costs for smaller units. For example, increasing parking
from one to two spaces per unit increases land requirements for a small 1,000 square
foot, two-story apartment or condominium from 800 to 1,100 square feet per unit, a
37% increase, resulting in more land devoted to parking than to housing. The same
doubling of parking requirements only increases the land requirement for a 2,400
square foot one story house by 12.5%.
3.

Construction and Maintenance

Paving costs average about $1,600 per parking space in 1994 dollars, excluding land
costs. Parking structure costs average approximately $10,000 per space, and
underground parking $15,000 to $20,000 per space, which makes these options
uneconomic except where land prices are very high. Annual maintenance costs range
from about $20 to $100 per year.

Table 4 illustrates the total cost per space for parking facilities in various conditions.
Typical off-street residential parking costs range from about $400 annually in suburban
locations where land is considered to have no opportunity cost, to more than $2,000 per
year where underground parking is provided. Annual costs of $800 to $1,200 per space is
probably typical for urban residential parking.

9
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Table 4

Typical Parking Facility Financial Costs (“Parking Evaluation,” VTPI, 2005)

Type of Facility

Suburban, On-Street
Suburban, Surface, Free Land
Suburban, Surface
Suburban, 2-Level Structure
Urban, On-Street
Urban, Surface
Urban, 3-Level Structure
Urban, Underground
CBD, Surface
CBD, 4-Level Structure
CBD, Underground

Land Costs

Land
Costs

Construction
Costs

Per Acre

Per Space

Per Space

$50,000
$0
$50,000
$50,000
$250,000
$250,000
$250,000
$250,000
$2,000,000
$2,000,000
$2,000,000

$200
$0
$455
$227
$1,000
$2,083
$694
$0
$15,385
$3,846
$0

$2,000
$2,000
$2,000
$10,000
$3,000
$3,000
$12,000
$20,000
$3,000
$15,000
$25,000

O&M
Costs

Annual
Cost

Annual, Per Annual,
Space
Per Space

$200
$200
$200
$300
$200
$300
$400
$400
$300
$400
$500

$408
$389
$432
$1,265
$578
$780
$1,598
$2,288
$2,035
$2,179
$2,645

Monthly
Cost
Monthly,
Per Space

$34
$32
$36
$105
$48
$65
$133
$191
$170
$182
$220

This table illustrates the costs of providing a parking space under various conditions. (CBD =
Central Business District; Assumes 7% annual interest rate, amortized over 20 years)

4.

Reduced Development Density

By increasing the land needed per residential unit, increased surface parking reduces
the maximum potential development density (units per acre). In other words, parking
squeezes out housing. This impact is proportionally greatest for smaller units. For
example, increasing parking requirements from one to two spaces per unit reduces the
maximum potential density for two story, 500 square foot bachelor apartments from 88
to 64 units per acre, representing a 37% decline, but only causes a 13% reduction in
maximum density for 2,000 square foot townhouses. Figure 10 illustrates this impact.
Maximum Units Per Acre With Different Parking Requirements
Maximum Potential Units Per
Acre

Figure 10

500 sq. ft.
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160
140
120
100
80
60
40
20
0

0 Spaces

1 Space

2 Spaces
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Maximum potential density declines as the number of surface parking spaces increases. This
impact is proportionally largest for smaller units. (Assumes 300 sq. ft. per parking space, 90%
land coverage, 10% common areas, 2 story buildings.)
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5.

Higher Retail Price Targets

Construction financing agencies often require that new building retail prices be at least
3 times original land costs. Each additional dollar of land costs for parking therefore
increases housing prices by three dollars. Developers cannot afford to build a simple,
lower priced housing when their land costs increase, so they target higher end markets.
6.

Environmental and Aesthetic Costs.

Undeveloped land, farmland and urban landscaping (greenspace) provide a variety of
environmental and aesthetic benefits, both to the land’s owners and to society in
general (Litman, 1997). Paved land, biologically barren and unattractive, tends to
reduce adjacent property values, increases water pollution and stormwater flooding,
reduces visual and acoustic privacy, and causes urban heat island (increased local
temperatures).
7.

Urban Sprawl and Increased Automobile Dependency.

Increased parking requirements increase land costs per area of developed floor space,
making development at the urban periphery relatively more attractive due to lower
land costs (Willson, 1995). Some studies suggest that such regulations discourage
urban infill development (Burby, 2000). Increased parking also creates lower density
urban and suburban land use patterns that are unsuitable for walking, bicycling and
transit. Development densities under about 12 units per acre cannot effectively support
public transit service and neighborhood amenities such as small shops within walking
distance that substitute for driving. Since off-street parking is a fixed cost (households
must pay it whether or not they own a car), fixed parking standards encourage
automobile ownership and use.
Each of these impacts contributes to urban sprawl and automobile dependency
(defined as increased automobile ownership and use, reducing travel choices, and
increasing disadvantage of non-drivers compared with drivers. See “Automobile
Dependency,” VTPI, 2005). These exacerbate problems such as congestion, accidents,
and pollution. Automobile dependency is highly inequitable to non-drivers.
8.

Increased Curb Cuts

Offstreet parking requires curb cuts. This imposes at least two specific costs. It
degrades the pedestrian environment (and therefore the retail environment in
commercial areas) by causing vehicles to cross sidewalks, and it reduces capacity for
on-street parking. A typical curb cut uses almost the same amount of curb space as a
parked car, so a single-vehicle off-street parking space provides no net increase in
parking capacity if it eliminates an on-street parking space. A double off-street parking
space provides a net gain of one space.
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Development Cost Example
Each increment of increased parking increases all of the costs described above as
demonstrated by the following example: A developer wishes to construct 2 bedroom,
1,250 square foot, two-story, wood frame multi-family housing with $100,000 per unit
construction costs on a $500,000, 1 acre parcel. Her costs are summarized in Table 5.
Table 5

Parking Impacts on Development Costs

Parking Spaces Per Unit:
0
1
Units / Acre
20
16
Land Cost / Unit
$25,000
$31,250
Paving costs.
$0
$1,600
Housing construction costs / Unit.
$100,000
$100,000
Land, parking & construction costs.
$125,000
$132,850
Construction financing (12%).
$15,000
$15,942
Total construction costs.
$140,000
$148,792
Developer’s profit (10%).
$14,000
$14,879
Retail price per unit.
$154,000
$163,671
Parking as percentage of retail price.
0%
6.3%
Developers’ profit per acre.
$280,000
$238,067
(Assuming Two-Story, 1,200 Square Foot, Multi-Family Housing)

2
12
$41,667
$3,200
$100,000
$144,867
$17,384
$162,251
$16,225
$178,476
15.9%
$194,701

3
8
$62,500
$4,800
$100,000
$167,300
$20,076
$187,376
$18,738
$206,114
33.8%
$149,901

Requiring one off-street parking space adds about 6% to the unit cost, two spaces add
about 16%, and 3 spaces adds about 34% compared with no parking. These percentages
vary depending on construction and land costs. Figure 11 illustrates incremental costs of
parking for standard and affordable housing ($100,000 and $50,000 per unit construction
costs), with urban and suburban land costs ($500,000 and $250,000 per acre).
Increased Per Unit Housing Price Due to Parking Costs
Percent Increased Housing Costs

Figure 11
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This shows parking costs as a percentage of housing costs for different construction and land
costs. The percentage is greatest for lower price urban housing. This does not include additional
indirect costs and non-market, such as reduced greenspace.
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This shows that generous minimum parking requirements significantly increase housing
costs, especially when land prices are high and housing construction costs are relatively
low, such as affordable, urban infill housing. Based on typical affordable urban housing
development costs, one parking space per unit increases total development costs by about
12.5%, and two parking spaces increase costs by about 25%.
Parking requirements reduce developers’ profits per acre, as illustrated in Figure 12. In
this case, a developer is equally rewarded for producing 10 high priced housing units with
3 parking spaces per unit or 20 affordable housing units with no parking spaces, but has
30% less profit for lower priced housing with 3 parking spaces. Parking requirements
reduce developers’ incentive to produce affordable housing.
Figure 12

Effect of Parking Costs on Developer Profits Per Acre
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Developer profits per acre decline with increasing parking due to increased costs and reduced
units. This reduces developers’ incentive to build affordable housing.

According to a study by Shoup, these generous parking requirements are the largest of all
regulatory burdens placed on developers, about four times greater than all other
development fees combined, such as levies for schools, parks and roads (Shoup, 1999).
Developers’ most common response to the high incremental costs of increased parking is
to stop building affordable urban housing. One case study from the early 1960’s found
that requiring one off-street parking space per unit reduced dwelling units per acre in new
multi-family developments by 30%, and increased construction costs by 18% (Smith,
1964). This significantly reduced the amount of urban land available for infill housing
and gave developers an incentive to develop fewer, larger and lower quality units. The
resulting reduction in affordable housing construction increased local rents (Shoup, 2005
contains more examples of parking requirement cost impacts).
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Parking imposes similar costs for non-profit developments. To provide housing that can
be purchased at $80,000 per unit (for a monthly mortgage of about $700, the maximum
recommended house payment for a family earning $30,000 annually), a subsidy of only
$4,000 would be needed if no parking is required, a $12,792 subsidy is required for one
parking space per unit, $26,251 for two parking spaces, and $51,376 for three (based on
Table 5 values). In this case a given housing budget could benefit about 6.5 times as
many households that don’t have parking spaces compared with 2 spaces per unit.
Empirical research indicates that generous parking requirements really do affect housing
supply and affordability. Manville (2010) found that when parking requirements were
removed in downtown Los Angeles, developers provide more housing and less parking,
and a greater variety of housing types: housing in older buildings, in previously
disinvested areas, and lower-priced housing with unbundled parking that is marketed
toward non-drivers. The research also indicates that allowing developers to provide
parking off-site can allow more affordable infill housing.
A study found that San Francisco housing prices increased significantly (an average of
$39,000 or 13% for condominiums, and $46,000, or 12% for single-family units) if they
include off-street parking (Jia and Wachs 1998). Only unit size and number of bathrooms
have a greater effect on sales price. Based on standard mortgage requirements, a typical
household would need to earn $76,000 annually to purchase a single-family home with
off-street parking, compared with $67,000 for the same housing without parking.
Similarly, Jung (2009) used hedonic pricing to estimate the marginal effect of an
additional parkade-style parking space on condominium prices. His results indicate that
the value of a parking space is statistically significant but substantially less than the
typical cost of supplying that space. The results suggest that if the retail price is increased
to include the costs of additional parking spaces, the higher price does not fully reflect the
cost to the developer of providing those parking spaces. This adversely affects housing
affordability because developers must charge more per unit, and to the degree that the
additional parking costs cannot be recovered by higher prices, are likely to provide less
housing, leading to a higher market-clearing price, particularly in lower price ranges.
Impacts on Lower Income Households
Who is disadvantaged most by generous parking requirements? Since they are based on
average parking demand they represent approximately what middle income, able-bodied
households would choose. Various groups tend to own fewer than average automobiles,
value the potential savings that result from reduced parking requirements, and live in
higher-density, multi-family housing, including low-income households, young adults,
single parents, first time home buyers, older people, and people with disabilities.
As discussed earlier, vehicle ownership and use tends to increase with income. Lowerincome households are directly harmed by generous off-street parking requirements, since
they tend to own fewer vehicles and pay more for parking as a percentage of housing
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costs. For example, the $100 per month direct cost of two parking spaces represents only
5% of a $2,000 per month luxury condominium rent, but 20% of the $500 per month rent
of a basic apartment. Poor households also spend a greater share of their income on
housing than wealthier households, as shown in Figure 1.
Since parking is a relatively fixed expense, it represents a proportionally greater burden
for lower income households. Figure 13 illustrates parking costs as a percentage of
household expenditures, showing a much greater impact on poor families.
Residential Parking Costs as a Percentage of Household Income
Residential Parking As Percentage
of Household Income

Figure 13

12%

Two Spaces
One Space
8%

4%

0%
$10,000

$20,000

$30,000

$40,000

$50,000

Household Income Class

Parking costs typically constitute a greater portion of household expenditures for poor than for
wealthier households, indicating they are regressive. (Based on $50 monthly parking space cost.)

Dense development has a bad reputation, so some reductions in density caused by
increased parking requirements could be considered an benefit to poor households. But an
amenity that consumers only buy due to an external requirement is seldom a true benefit.
In practice, paved surfaces, such as parking lots, provide few of the amenities that make
lower densities desirable, such as privacy, noise reduction, aesthetics and access to
greenspace. Thus, increased parking results in the worst of all worlds: lower density,
automobile oriented communities with degraded environments.
Some communities use restrictive zoning laws to exclude lower-income households,
because they are considered “undesirable” neighbors. This is inequitable. As researcher
Jonathan Levine concludes, “Land use controls enforcing low-density, large-lot,
automobile dependent development styles are a subsidy for those who choose to and can
afford to live in the housing produced; by reducing the prevalence of other forms of
residential development, they increase the supply of the standardized product. Those who
pay the cost of this subsidy are those who would have chosen to – and might have
afforded to – reside in those locales if more alternative housing forms had been allowed
there,” (Levine, 1998, p. 147).
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Current housing markets harm lower-income households by forcing them to choose
between urban residential locations, which tend to be either in undesirable neighborhoods
or have high prices, and suburban or exurban residential locations, which have lower
housing costs but much higher transportation costs (CTOD and CNT, 2006; Lipman,
2006). Many lower income households would be financially better off if affordable
housing were available in more accessible, multi-modal urban locations where their
combined housing and transportation costs were lower. More flexible parking
requirements can help provide such housing by reducing housing development costs in
areas with higher land prices.
Figure 14

Share Of Income Spent On Housing And Transportation (Lipman, 2006)

Lower income households often choose more distant residential locations to find affordable
housing, but but bear higher transport costs as a result. More flexible parking requirements can
help increase overall affordability.

Impacts on Automobile Ownership and Use
Forcing households to pay for residential parking increases vehicle ownership rates.
Average income households spend an average of $3,800 annually per vehicle, and lowerincome households spend an average of $3,000 annually per vehicle (BLS, 2002).
Assuming that residential parking spaces cost $800 per year, parking costs add 21% to
vehicle costs for an average income household, and 27% to the cost of a lower-income
household. Assuming a vehicle price elasticity of –0.7 for average income households
and–0.1 lower income households (Table 3), generous minimum parking requirements
increase urban vehicle ownership about 14% overall and about 25% among lower-income
urban residents. The resulting increase in vehicle ownership and use increases various
external costs such as congestion, traffic accidents and pollution.
Some people might conclude that poor households are better off owning these cars. This
is a misreading of the analysis. The additional automobiles owned as a result of parking
requirements are marginal vehicles that the owners would give up if they had the option.
It is comparable to a law forbidding the sale hamburger, forcing poor families to eat more
steak. Steak may taste better than hamburger, but its higher cost means that households
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must forego other goods that it values more. If poor families really valued steak that much
they would not have bought hamburger in the first place, so no law would be needed.
From a household’s perspective, minimum residential parking requirements remove
flexibility and choices that can make the family overall better off. This constraint is
experienced most by lower income households that tend to own fewer than average
automobiles, and value highly potential savings in housing and transportation costs.
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Possible Mitigating Factors
Some people may be skeptical of this analysis. After all, most low-income families do
own vehicles and most do find housing. Are there mitigating factors that reduce the
impacts described here? Yes, but they create their own set of problems.
1. Even poor families, can afford $500 to $1,500 per year to pay for residential parking, but it
significantly reduces their wealth and options.
2. Urban decay reduces property values in some locations, which creates virtually no-cost
parking. Poor households can therefore afford to meet generous parking requirements
provided they live in undesirable neighborhoods. But such “throw-away” land use patterns
impose tremendous costs. They force poor households to live in dangerous and hopeless
neighborhoods, creating class and racial segregation.
3. Public agencies subsidize some housing to maintain affordability. But this creates significant
financial and social costs. Few communities can afford to provide good housing to all lowincome households. Generous parking requirements reduce the amount of affordable
housing that can be provided with a given budget.
4. An abundance of used automobiles and low fuel prices in North America allow even lowincome families to buy an “old beater” and live in the suburbs where land values (and
therefore parking costs as an increment of housing expenses) remain low. This, however,
exacerbates various problems, including increased environmental impacts, a lack of travel
options for non-drivers, and household dependency on unreliable private transportation. Poor
drivers often have no insurance, imposing financial and legal costs on other road users.

Although these mitigating factors reduce some impacts of parking requirements on
housing costs, they are economically inefficient and inequitable. They fail to actually
reduce the cost and increase the productivity with which housing is provided, and they
exacerbate social and environmental problems.
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Solutions
There is much that can be done to manage parking to increase housing affordability. For more
information see Arigoni, 2001; Russo, 2001; SPUR, 2002; VTPI, 2005; CTOD, 2008.

A paradigm shift (a change in the way problems are defined and solutions evaluated) is
occurring in transportation planning. The old paradigm relied primarily on supplyoriented solutions (expanding road and parking facility capacity). It assumed that parking
problems should generally be solved by increasing parking supply, usually by raising the
minimum parking requirements for new development. From this perspective, parking
demand is an unchangeable force that must be satisfied, and parking should generally be
provided free, with costs incorporated in building and roadway construction budgets.
The new paradigm places more emphasis on management solutions (“Parking
Management,” VTPI, 2005). It recognizes the need to provide adequate parking, but
values strategies which result in more efficient use of parking resources and reduce the
amount of parking needed at a particular location. From this perspective, too much
parking supply is as harmful as too little. With this approach, parking demand can often
be managed in ways that reduce costs and the need to subsidize parking facilities.
Rather than establishing generous parking requirements to satisfy the maximum potential
demand that may occur during the lifetime of a facility, parking management allows
contingency-based planning, which means that various solutions are identified which can
be deployed if needed. For example, rather than providing 150 parking spaces at a 100
unit apartment building, as required by conventional standards, the developer might
initially supply 80 spaces, along with various parking management strategies, and perhaps
some land banked for constructing additional parking if needed. This approach saves
costs and is more responsive to community needs.
Parking management involves both government agencies (which allow more accurate and
flexible minimum parking requirements, and enforce parking management agreements)
and building developers and managers (which develop and implement parking
management programs). An effective parking management plan usually involves several
components. Examples of parking management strategies are described below. For more
information see VTPI, 2005.
More Accurate and Flexible Requirements

Minimum parking requirements can be more accurate and flexible to better reflect the
demand at a particular location and time. Standards can be adjusted to reflect
demographic, geographic and management factors. For example, standards can be
reduced for housing that serves lower-income people, students and elderly; for housing in
more accessible locations (such as near transit stations and in mixed-use neighborhoods);
in buildings that have carshare services, and where parking is priced. This gives
developers and building operators an incentive to use parking management solutions, by
allowing them to save money when they reduce parking demand.
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Shared Parking

It is often possible for motorists and buildings to share parking facilities, to increase
efficiency and flexibility. For example, 100 residents or employees can often share 70-80
parking spaces, since at any period in time some are likely to be away. Similarly, an
apartment and an office building can share parking facilities, since the office peak
demand occurs during weekdays, while the apartment’s peak occurs during evenings and
weekends.
Local governments can allow developers to pay “in lieu” fees, which help fund off-site
municipal parking facilities, as an alternative to providing on-site parking (Shoup, 1999).
This gives developers more flexibility (allowing better site design and preservation of
unique and historic resources that cannot otherwise accommodate on-site parking), allows
parking facilities to be located where they most optimal for the sake of urban design, and
results in more efficient and cost effective shared parking facilities.
Unbundling

Rather than automatically including a certain amount of parking with building space,
parking costs can be borne directly by users by “unbundling,” which means that parking
is rented or sold separately. For example, rather than renting an apartment with two
parking spaces for $1,000 per month, the apartment could rent for $850 per month, plus
$75 per month for each parking space. This is more equitable and efficient, since
occupants are not forced to pay for parking they do not need, and allows consumers to
adjust their parking supply to reflect their needs.
Parking can be unbundled in several ways:


Facility managers can unbundle parking when renting building space.



Developers can make some or all parking optional when selling buildings. For example,
a condominium can be sold with no parking or just one space, with additional spaces
available for purchase or rent if desired.



In some cases it may be easier to offer a discount to renters who use fewer than average
parking spaces, rather than charging an additional fee. For example, an office or
apartment might rent for $1,000 per month with two “free” parking spaces, but renters
who only use one space receive a $75 monthly discount.



Lease agreements can itemize parking costs. To facilitate unbundling some communities
require that parking be a separate line-item in lease contracts, even if spaces are
automatically included. Once renters become aware of what they pay for parking they
may decide to negotiate changes, perhaps renting fewer spaces or trading parking spaces
with other residents.



Minimum parking requirements can be reduced for developments with unbundled
parking, which recognizes that, given a choice, many residents will reduce their parking
demand.



An informal approach to unbundling parking is to help create a secondary market for
available spaces. For example, office, apartment and condominium managers can
maintain a list of residents who have excess parking spaces that are available for rent.
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Location Efficient Development

Current lending policies mistakenly treat automobiles owned by a household as financial
assets rather than liabilities, which encourages home buyers to choose automobiledependent suburban location over urban locations. Owning one less vehicle saves a
household an estimated $3,000 annually in vehicle costs and $50 per month in parking
costs (Hare, 1993). “Location Efficient Mortgages” recognize these saving in housing
loans, eliminating a bias that makes suburban housing appear more affordable than urban
housing, despite greater total (transport and housing) expenses. Cevero (1996) finds that
there is unmet market demand for such housing, particularly near transit stations. CTOD
(2008) describe various ways to maximize the value of transit-oriented, infill
development.
Carsharing

Carsharing refers to automobile rental services intended to substitute for private vehicle
ownership. It makes occasional use of a vehicle affordable, even for low-income
households, while providing an incentive to minimize driving and rely on alternative
travel options as much as possible. Where carsharing services are available, some
households reduce their vehicle ownership, either shifting from two to one vehicle, or
from one to zero vehicles. Residential developers and building operators can encourage
carsharing by providing free or discounted parking for carshare vehicles, or by offering
subsidized memberships in carshare organizations to residents.
Carfree Planning (“Car-Free Planning,” VTPI, 2005)

Some planners are experimenting with “car free” housing developments specifically
designed to accommodate households that do not own a motor vehicle and take advantage
of community benefits of reduced vehicle traffic (such as using land that would be needed
for parking in an automobile-dependent area for common greenspace).
Overflow Parking

It is often possible to reduce parking requirements by identifying ways to manage
occasional peak demands. For example, a building operator may provide information to
residents on “overflow” parking options for guests (for example, when they have a party),
or for residents who purchase addition vehicles, such as a trailer or collector car. This
may involve sharing agreements with other buildings nearby, or information on
commercial parking and storage facilities in the area.
Transportation Management Associations

Transportation Management Associations (TMAs) are private, non-profit, membercontrolled organizations that provide transportation services in a particular area. TMAs
provide an institutional framework for transportation and parking management programs,
including parking brokerage services which help building operators share, trade, lease and
rent parking facilities. They are usually more cost effective than programs managed by
individual businesses.
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Parking Utilization Studies
To evaluate the appropriateness of current parking requirements it is useful to perform
parking utilization studies, that is, surveys of parking facilities to determine how many
spaces are occupied during peak demand periods. For information on such studies see
Parking Generation (ITE, 2004). For residential uses, peak demand occurs during
weekday evenings or on weekends.
Students in a University of Victoria planning course performed residential utilization
studies of multi-family residential buildings as an assignment (this was easy since most
lived in such buildings or had friends that did). These surveys indicate that, for the 33
buildings studied, only 54% of the available parking spaces were occupied during peak
periods, and if these buildings had the number of parking spaces required by current
minimum parking requirements (based on a standard of 1.5 parking spaces per unit), only
46% of those parking spaces would be occupied. Figure 15 illustrates the results.
Figure 15

Parking Utilization Versus Supply and Requirements

160

Spaces Required
Spaces Supplied
Spaces Used

Parking Spaces

140
120
100
80
60
40
20

19 Ave
3
ra
ge
26 9 L
e
6
78 9 S e A
v
53
he
e
E. lbo .
Sa
ur
an ne
ic
12 h R
4
d.
22
3
49 Ba
M yS
10
c
t
10 Coy
Br
R
32 isto d
lR
18 25
d.
70 El
M don
ck
S
15
e
t
87 nzi .
e
D
12 Bu
46 rch r.
Fa ill
D
ir
21 fiel r.
36 d R
d.
R
id
16 ge
00
St
10 Ba .
34 y S
t
53 Joh .
ns
91 2 H
o
n
e
2
So rald
St
10 uth
34 ga .
32 Jo te S
77 hn
t.
G son
l
26 asg St
10 47 ow .
10
G
A
M rah ve
15 ack am
en
61
S
St zie t.
oc
Av
75 kton e.
0
31 Co Cre
42
s.
ok
C
ed Stre
16 ar H et
ill
16 25
55 Ric Rd
h
m
40 Ch
61 am ond
La be
rs
rc
h
S
45 woo t.
0
d
D
D
a
r
53 lla .
s
2
R
H
d
er
.
al
d
St
.

0

This figure shows the number of parking spaces used, currently supplied, and required for new
construction at various multi-family residential buildings in Victoria, British Columbia.

Several sites have peak-period parking utilization below 50%, and many parking facilities
have spaces that are obviously never used. Investigators reported that some motorists park
on the street to avoid using less convenient spaces behind buildings. Only five of the 33
sites report frequent conflicts over parking, and these often involve particular spaces (i.e.,
those considered most convenient or safe), not overall parking supply. Some investigators
reported, based on their own or friends’ experiences, that some residents will use a
parking space if it is supplied with the unit, but if a fee is charged they will reduce their
vehicle ownership or storing their vehicle at their family home during the school year.
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Affordable Housing Opportunities
There are many possible ways to make housing more affordable, including direct housing
subsidies for lower-income people, indirect subsidies such as rent controls, and various
ways of reducing housing production costs. Some of these strategies are more efficient
and equitable than others. Subsidies by themselves tend to be unfair and inadequate. In a
typical community 10-20% of households face housing affordability problems, including
those who are working poor or on a fixed income. It is unrealistic to provide full
subsidies to all who want and deserve more affordable housing. As a result, such
programs are often arbitrary, favoring some disadvantaged groups but not others.
A much more effective way to provide affordable housing is to reduce construction costs
for moderately-priced new units. This increases housing affordability both directly (by
reducing the costs of new housing) and indirectly by increasing affordable housing
supply. The added units do not all need to be “affordable” themselves, but they free up
the older stock of housing to be truly affordable. In urban area where land costs are high,
the best way to increase affordability is to minimize land requirements per unit by
increasing density and reducing parking facility requirements. Table 6 illustrates how
density and parking affect the amount of land required per unit and the number of units
per acre for various number of floors, with and without surface parking. This shows how
even modest increases in density (say, from two to three or four stories) and reductions in
surface parking can significantly reduce land requirements.
Table 6

Land Area Per Unit

Housing Type
1/2 Acre Single-family
1/4 Acre Single-family
Small-lot Single-family
Two-Story Duplex
Three-Story Townhouse
Four-story Condominium
Medium-Rise Condominium
High-Rise Condominium

Without Surface Parking

With Surface Parking

Sq. Feet

Units Per Acre

Sq. Feet

Units Per Acre

21,780
10,890
5,445
3,630
1,000
450
225
113

2
4
8
12
44
97
194
387

21,780
10,890
5,445
3,630
1,333
783
558
446

2
4
8
12
33
56
78
98

Increased density and reduced parking requirements significantly reduce unit land requirements. This
assumes that one-third of parcel is devoted to setback, and 333 square feet per surface parking space.

Table 7 illustrates the cost of providing these units and the number that could be
subsidized with a $10 million budget, assuming land costs average $1,000,000 per acre
and each units costs $100,000 to construct. The number of units that can be provided with
a given subsidy increases more than five hundred percent with increased density and
reduced parking. The largest cost reductions occur with shifts from low- to mediumdensity, indicating that affordability does not require high-density, high-rise housing.
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Table 7

Costs Per Unit and Subsidized Households

Housing Type
1/2 Acre Single-family
¼ Acre Single-family
Small-lot Single-family
Two-Story Duplex
Three-Story Townhouse
Four-story Condominium
Medium-Rise Condominium
High-Rise Condominium

With Surface Parking

Without Surface Parking

Cost Per Unit

Subsidized Units

Cost Per Unit

Subsidized Units

$1,100,000
$600,000
$350,000
$266,667
$161,203
$135,950
$125,620
$120,455

17
29
44
55
77
85
89
91

$1,100,000
$600,000
$350,000
$266,667
$145,914
$120,661
$110,331
$105,165

17
29
44
55
81
91
95
97

Increased density and reduced parking requirements significantly reduce the costs of producing
housing and the number of units that can be produced for a given subsidy.

These benefits increase further if subsidy is distributed as a match grand. For example, if
we ask occupants to pay $100,000, either toward purchasing the unit or about $400 per
month in rent, the number of units that can be provided by the subsidy increases to many
hundreds.
Table 8

Subsidized Household With Matching Grants

Housing Type
1/2 Acre Single-family
1/4 Acre Single-family
Small-lot Single-family
Two-Story Duplex
Three-Story Townhouse
Four-story Condominium
Medium-Rise Condominium
High-Rise Condominium

With Surface Parking

Without Surface Parking

Subsidy Per Unit

Subsidized Units

Subsidy Per Unit

Subsidized Units

$1,000,000
$500,000
$250,000
$166,667
$61,203
$35,950
$25,620
$20,455

20
40
80
120
327
556
781
978

$1,000,000
$500,000
$250,000
$166,667
$45,914
$20,661
$10,331
$5,165

20
40
80
120
436
968
1,936
3,872

Increased density and reduced parking requirements significantly increase the number of
households that can benefit, assuming that lower-income residents pay a share of costs. (“Sub.
Units” = Subsidized Units)

The benefits of infill, density and reduced parking costs become even larger and more
logical if we evaluate affordability in terms of combined housing and transportation costs.
Location decisions often involve trade-offs between housing and transportation costs:
land and therefore housing costs are often lower at the urban fringe where transportation
costs are highest. Residents of such locations typically pay several thousand dollars a year
in vehicle expenses. Increased density and reduced parking requirements allow more
moderate- and low-income households to choose homes in accessible locations where
their transportation costs are minimized, saving thousands of dollars. True affordability is
therefore where housing is affordable and automobile ownership and use can be reduced.
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Current, generous levels of parking supply in growing urban areas provide an unintended
land bank that, with more efficient management could be used to create location-efficient
housing (Shoup, 2005). With improved design and management many retail malls,
commercial districts and other urban centers could reduce the amount of land devoted to
parking facilities by 20-40%, or even more (“Parking Management,” VTPI, 2005).
Parking lots are often the largest single largest land use in such areas, typically using 3050% of land area. In many situations, more efficient management would allow many
acres of land to be developed within or near these urban centers, which is ideal for
location-efficient, truly affordable housing, that is, housing located in accessible, multimodal areas where residents can minimize their transportation costs by relying on
walking, cycling, public transit, taxi and carsharing. Such locations are also appropriate
for people with disabilities or other constraints on their ability to drive. Similarly, land
currently used for urban parking may be appropriate for mixed-use residential,
commercial and institutional development, allowing more compact retail and employment
centers that are more accessible by walking and public transit. This type of infill
development reflects Smart Growth and New Urbanist planning principles (“Smart
Growth” and “New Urbanism,” VTPI, 2005; King, 2008).
Figure 16

Urban Land Devoted To Parking

With better design and management, much of the urban land currently devoted to parking could
be used for other purposes. It is ideal for location-efficient infill residential and mixed-use
development, creating truly affordable housing where residents can minimize their transport
costs. People with limited mobility can particularly benefit by living close to public services.
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Examples and Case Studies
Examples of parking management for residential affordability are described below.
Condominium Parking Requirements (Energy Pathways 1994)

Since 1979 Mississauga, Ontario’s zoning code required 2.0 parking spaces per
condominium unit, 1.75 for residents and 0.25 for visitors, estimated to be 7-17% of the
total housing costs. A detailed study conducted at 34 typical condominiums tracked
parking supply and demand, unit occupancy, transit proximity, surrounding land uses, and
concerns about parking. Questionnaires were mailed to all 5,600 residents, of which 800
were returned, and all building managers, of which 16 were returned. It found that
parking supply was 20% higher, and the existing standard was 35% higher, than
residents’ vehicle ownership. The study recommended revised parking standards
illustrated in Table 9 which were adopted in 1994.
Table 9

Recommended Parking Standards

Unit Type
Studio
Bachelor
One Bedroom
One Bedroom Plus Den
Two Bedroom
Two Bedroom Plus Den
Three Bedroom

Resident Spaces
1.0
1.0
1.16
1.3
1.5
1.70
1.75

Visitor Spaces
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25

Total Spaces
1.25
1.25
1.41
1.55
1.75
1.95
2.0

Affordable Residential Development (SPUR 1998)

Table 10 illustrates how tradeoffs between housing and parking affect the costs of
medium-rise (four stories maximum) housing on a 3-acre parcel in an urban
neighborhood. As the number of surface parking spaces increases, the number of housing
units declines and costs rise. Using underground parking reduces land requirements but
significantly increases construction costs. As a result, it is impossible to provide
affordable rents while meeting conventional parking requirements.
Table 10

Residential Development Options
Option 1

Housing Units
Parking
Cost Per Unit
Monthly Rent

50
25 (surface)
$50,000
$312

Option 2
40
40 (surface)
$60,000
$375

Option 3
30
40 (surface)
$75,000
$468

Option 4
50
50 (underground)
$80,000
$500

Generous minimum parking requirements also impose costs on non-profit developments
(Nelson/Nygaard, 2002). To provide housing priced at $80,000 per unit (for a monthly
mortgage of about $700), a subsidy of only $4,000 would be needed if no parking is
required, a $12,792 subsidy would be required for one parking space per unit, and a
$26,251 subsidy for two parking spaces. A given housing subsidy fund can benefit about
6.5 times as many households with no parking spaces compared with 2 spaces per unit.
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Parking Impacts On Appartment Affordability (London and Williams-Derry 2013)

Analysis of 23 recently completed Seattle-area multifamily housing developments
reveals that the practice of providing abundant “cheap” parking actually makes housing
more expensive, particularly for lower-income tenants who don’t own cars. This analysis
shows that:


Seattle-area apartment developers build far more parking than their tenants need.
Across all developments in our sample, 37% of parking spaces remained empty during
the night, the time of peak demand for residential parking. Every development had
nighttime parking vacancies, and four developments had more than twice as many
parking spots as parked cars.



Many tenants don’t own cars. On average, the developments in our sample had 20%
more occupied apartments than occupied parking spaces—a rockbottom estimate for the
share of apartments whose tenants don’t park on-site. In all, 21 of the 23 developments
had more occupied apartments than parked cars.



Multifamily developments lose money on parking. No development in our sample was
able to recover enough parking fees to recover the full estimated costs of building,
operating, and maintaining on-site parking facilities. Car-free tenants still pay for
parking.



Landlords’ losses on parking—calculated as the difference between total parking costs
and total parking fees collected from tenants—add up to roughly 15% of monthly rents in
our sample, or $246 per month for each occupied apartment. Because landlords typically
recoup these losses through apartment rents, all tenants—even those who don’t own
cars—pay a substantial hidden fee for parking as part of their monthly rents.

Harris Green Redevelopment (www.city.victoria.bc.ca)

In 1997 the city of Victoria, BC sponsored a community planning project to encourage
redevelopment in the Harris Green neighborhood near downtown. Minimum parking
requirements were eliminated there. In subsequent years numerous condominiums and
apartments were constructed. To minimize costs and accommodate the large portion of
residents who own no vehicles, most units are sold or rented without parking. Residents
rent parking spaces if they need them. Developers find that they need only about 0.5
parking spaces per unit, as opposed to 1.0 to 2.0 in conventional multi-family buildings.
Soma Studios and Apartments (www.dbarchitect.com)

The new five-story building at 8th and Howard in San Francisco combines 74 affordable
family apartments and 88 small studios, a child care center and a market, providing 246
bedrooms and 24,000 square feet of commercial space on one acre. The building contains
a 66-space parking garage, 0.38 spaces per unit, with parking rented separately from
housing units. Unbundled parking freed up space for the childcare center and
neighborhood retail, and significantly reduced apartment rents.
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Redeveloping Transit-Station Area Parking Lots (CNT 2006)

The study, Paved Over: Surface Parking Lots or Opportunities for Tax-Generating,
Sustainable Development?” (www.cnt.org/repository/PavedOver-Final.pdf ), evaluates
the potential economic and social benefits if surface parking lots around rail transit
stations were developed into mixed-use, pedestrian friendly, transit-oriented
developments. The analysis concludes that such development could help to meet the
region’s growing demand for affordable, workforce, senior, and market rate housing near
transit, and provide a variety of benefits including increased tax revenues and reduced per
capita vehicle travel. The parking lots in nine case studies are estimated to be able to
generate 1,188 new residential units and at least 167,000 square feet of new commercial
space, providing additional tax revenues, plus significant reductions in trip generation and
transportation costs compared with more conventional development.
Residential Garage Conversions (www.ci.santa-cruz.ca.us/pl/hcd/ADU/adu.html)

Santa Cruz, CA has a special program to encourage development of Accessory Dwelling
Units (ADUs, also known as mother-in-law or granny units), which often consist of
converted or expanded garages, to increase housing affordability and urban infill. The city
has ordinances, design guidelines and information materials for such conversions.
Smallworks (http://smallworks.ca) is a Vancouver, BC construction firm that specializes
in small lane-way (alley) housing, which are often converted garages.
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Parking Management for More Affordable Housing
(www.huduser.org/rbc/newsletter/vol7iss2more.html)

A variety of parking management strategies are being adopted to increase housing
affordability and help achieve other planning objectives. These strategies include
reduction or elimination of minimum parking requirements based on density, car
ownership rates, and availability of public transit; allowing shared parking; and
unbundling parking from housing. Specific examples are discussed below.
San Francisco, California
San Francisco is a transit-friendly city that has retained its historic character and walkable
neighborhoods. According to the 2000 Census, 30% of total San Francisco households,
and more than 50% of households in transit-rich areas, are car-free. A 1997 University of
California study found that single-family housing without off-street parking sold for an
average of $46,391 less than housing with off-street parking, and so were affordable to
24% more area households. The city revised its parking requirements to help reduce traffic
congestion and increase downtown area housing affordability. Revisions eliminated
minimum parking requirements for downtown housing, and established maximum parking
of one space for four units. Other strategies include car-sharing programs and requiring
developers to unbundle parking from housing costs. Reduced parking requirements for
Rich Sorro Commons, a mixed-use project with 100 affordable units for low-income
families, resulted in additional space for a childcare center and retail stores, generating
about $132,000 in additional revenue. The childcare center is especially beneficial to lowincome families, and the additional revenue makes housing units more affordable.
Seattle, WA
Half the households in Press Apartments on Capitol Hill’s Pine Street in Seattle, WA own
no vehicles, leaving 60% of its parking spots unoccupied. In 2006, Seattle reduced parking
required in mixed-use neighborhoods, and eliminated minimum parking requirements in
downtown areas to increase housing opportunities and encourage pedestrian-friendly
neighborhoods. Minimum parking required for affordable housing was reduced to 0.33 –
1.0 space per unit, depending on location and unit size. The city maximum parking
requirements for downtown offices, allows reduced parking for elderly and disabled
housing, and for multifamily developments with car-sharing programs.
Portland, Oregon
Portland, Oregon has implemented various parking management strategies designed to
increase housing density, promote transit-oriented neighborhoods, and support existing
and new economic development. Portland eliminated minimum parking requirements in
the central city district and for sites located within 500 feet of a high-capacity transit
station. The city’s zoning ordinance specifies maximum parking requirements for areas
outside the central city district, which vary depending on the use and the distance from a
light rail station. Other parking measures include shared parking, and reduction from
minimum requirements for car sharing, transit access, and availability of bicycle parking.
Two mixed-use projects located outside Portland’s central city, Buckman Heights and
Buckman Terrace, were able to keep development costs low and increase the number of
affordable housing units by utilizing the city’s reduced parking requirements.
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Conclusions
This report indicates that generous, inflexible parking requirements are inefficient and
inequitable, since they fail to provide an expensive resource (parking) in proportion to
need (vehicle ownership). Parking demand varies between households, between
neighborhoods, and over time for individual households. Smaller, lower income
households located in accessible areas tend to own fewer cars. A typical house or
apartment unit may at various times house residents with zero, one, two or three vehicles.
Parking is a costly resource. Parking typically represents 10-20% of the cost of housing.
This cost may be acceptable to most middle and upper income households, which tend to
own multiple vehicles and can afford the extra expense, but for lower income families
generous parking requirements impose significant financial burdens.
Excessive parking requirements impose several costs on society. They increase
development costs of lower-priced housing, reducing housing affordability. Minimum
parking requirements are regressive because they force residents to pay for parking
facilities, even if they do not own a vehicle. They increase vehicle ownership, and
therefore problems such as traffic congestion, accidents and pollution emissions.
Generous parking requirements discourage infill development and increase sprawl,
increasing impervious surface coverage and per capita vehicle travel. They shift lowerincome households to suburban and exurban areas where land prices are low but transport
and public service costs are high.
For typical affordable housing in urban locations, where parking represents 20% of
residential build costs and parking demand is less than 50% of conventional parking
standards, applying more accurate and flexible parking requirements can reduce housing
costs by 10%, and even more if additional parking management strategies are
implemented. For households that do not own an automobile, more accurate parking
requirements and unbundling parking costs can reduce rents by 10-20%.
Most households, including those with low incomes, own at least one vehicle and
therefore need residential parking. Even non-drivers want parking for visitors. It is
therefore important that parking policy reforms be realistic and avoid creating new
problems. Better parking management practices have proven successful at reducing
residential parking costs, increasing housing affordability and supporting other strategic
land use objectives, such as supporting infill development, improving community
accessibility and reducing sprawl. This involves creating more accurate and flexible
parking standards, unbundling parking from building space so residents pay for parking
facilities based on the number of spaces they actually use, and appropriate enforcement to
minimize spillover problems.
Acknowledgments: The author is indebted to Donald Shoup, Richard Willson, and Patrick Hare,
each of whom contributed essential ideas and support for this paper.
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From: doug@rainierconnect.com [mailto:doug@rainierconnect.com]
Sent: Friday, August 21, 2015 2:59 PM
To: Planning; doug
Subject: Please City council , I don't want Tacoma to be like Seattle or Ballard.

Hello Ms. Wung
A few comments regarding my take on the Proctor Condo project and proposed changes
concerning high density housing in Tacoma.
The Northend and Northslope plat layout was not intended for high density housing
complexes to be squeezed in. Some of the neighborhoods were established before people owned
cars. There were trolleys , buses and people walked more. Now people commute and need a car.
No improvements were made to the offset the hundreds of extra cars trips through the Proctor
District in the morning and afternoon.
The building is completely out of character of the neighborhood. A moratorium should be placed
on any further type of this building until the negative impacts of the existing the Proctor St.
tower can addressed. I can not think of one positive thing that will come as result of the Proctor
Street project being built. A few select people will make a ton of money and that's about it.
Developers and investors should bear the expense of mitigating negative impacts such as
parking, narrow over crowed streets, increased crime etc. not the taxpayers. I see parking meters
in my future if I continue to shop the Proctor District. I don't shop in areas that charge for
parking.
The high density housing should be built near the freeways to reduce cross town traffic. Not
placed in the middle of 100-130 year old established single family neighborhoods. There are
only few north-south main arterials in north Tacoma they are already maxed out during drive
times, especially Alder.
The north slope area is even more conjested and dangerous to drive in. Street parking is already
in high demand. Side streets are in poor condition.
Question:
Are there more projects in the works like the Proctor District Condo project?
Looks like they my be getting ready to tear down the single story commercial building on the
northwest corner of 26th and Alder.
The building is vacant , windows covered and there are large construction debris dumpsters out
front.
Thanks for your time
Doug Boneske
1015 North Cedar St.
Tacoma WA 98406
253-565-1330

On Thu, August 20, 2015 6:21 pm, Planning wrote:
> Thank you for your comments/questions concerning the Proposed 2015 Annual
> Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code. We are
> accepting comments through 5:00 p.m., September 11, 2015.
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>
> Your comments/questions will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for
> consideration at its meetings on September 16th and October 7th. The
> Commission will consider appropriate modifications to the proposed
> amendments based on comments received. The Commission is scheduled to
> make a recommendation to the City Council on October 7th and the Council's
> adoption of the proposed amendments is tentatively scheduled for November
> 10th.
>
> If you have any questions, please let me know.
>
> Regards,
>
> Lihuang Wung
> City of Tacoma
> Planning and Development Services Department
> 747 Market Street, Room 345
> Tacoma, WA 98402
> (253) 591-5682
>
>
From: doug@rainierconnect.com [mailto:doug@rainierconnect.com]
> Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 11:33 AM
> To: Planning
> Subject: Hello, I would like to be put on the high density housing isssue
> mailing list.
>
> Hello,
> Please put me on the mailing list for proposed high density or low income
> housing project plans and meetings.
> I live by the Proctor High density Housing Tower project. What a complete
> disaster. That neighborhood has been ruined for ever.
> How they got away with it boggles my mind. I avoid that area now it's a
> crowded eye sore. And it's not even full yet.
> Parking in that area was already a problem in the afternoon.
> I am hoping I don't get crowed out and have to use a different Safeway and
> library branch after the hundreds of daily car trips are added.
> The only people who benefited from this debacle are the developers and a
> hand full of businesses. Everybody else lost.
> Thanks
> Doug in Tacoma
>
> I heard there were a couple more towers proposed for the Proctor area.
> One across from Safeway and one at 26th and Alder.
> Is that a rumor or are there really plans in the works?
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From: Gail Caldwell [mailto:amoreartisanboutique@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 1:18 AM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: Re: 2015 Annual Amendment Public Hearing 8/19/15

I know it had nothing to do with you although I am extremely disappointed that I wasn't even able to
get into the meeting or sign up to talk.
It seems like someone could of asked who was for the 65' height limit and who wanted to see growth in
the city of Tacoma. So it would be a more rounded conversation then being bullied by one group of
people that say they love Proctor but it's really all about them and what they want.
I have lived in North Tacoma for 60+ years and in the Proctor District since 1974.
I know it was a well planned agenda to have so many 4P people there to block out anyone for the
growth in Proctor.
It seems like the only ones that ever get to express their concerns are the 4proctor group whom many
don't even live in the district nor in Tacoma nor even in the state!
It's so one sided it make me sad and feeling like the city doesn't even care about those of us that want to
be heard that we want the growth and the height.
I will be sending in a formal letter before the deadline.
You can let the city board on the planning committee know that they are leaving citizens out that pay
taxes, vote and etc by letting one angry group of people take away the first amendments of others,
while they get to use the 1st amendment for themselves.
Sincerely
Gail M Caldwell
Sent from my iPhone
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Planning Commission Public Hearing Wednesday, August 19, 2015, 5:00 p.m. Council Chambers, Tacoma
Municipal Building, 747 Market Street, Tacoma, WA 9840
I tried to attend this meeting to let you know as a resident of the Proctor District since 1974 and a
resident of North Tacoma since 1954 (year of birth). Unfortunately I was not able to get in due to being
blocked by the many 4P group that wanted to be the only ones heard.
I have attending several meeting where the 4P group has met only to be called a liar, to shut up, booed
and many other nasty comments made to me personally.
What I do not understand is why there was not equal opportunity for those of us that want to attend on
behalf and in favor of the 65 foot height limit on the mixed use building, I keep hearing that the 4P
group has the first amendment behind them and a right to speak, what I want to know is where is my
and others first amendment right to speak out on what we believe in for the 65 foot height limitations’?
Review designated Mixed-Use Centers (MUCs) to determine their effectiveness in achieving the City’s
intent and vision and inform the Comprehensive Plan Update in such areas as the growth strategy,
development concept, land use, urban form, housing, transportation, and economic development.
I am excited to be in one of the first districts to have a 65 foot mixed use building being built. It is
beautiful; it has been design well to fit into our community.
It could save many businesses in our district that may be struggling. It will bring in new neighbors and
new businesses that love our district and want to help and be a part of our growth!
When my husband (he grew up on South Oxford right off 6th Ave) and I bought our house in 1974 we
bought it knowing that we would live here until we were no longer able to due to health and or death,
We knew at that time that there was a future for growth in the business district we have loved over the
years. We also bought in this district knowing as we grew older everything we needed would be in
walking district or close to the city bus access.
We remember several years back before the 26th and Starbucks was built that the majority of the
businesses were closed down and boarded up. We stuck it out knowing that one day The Proctor District
would come back to life and be a community of growth and development.
It is still a high end market and high land value for housing, which the Proctor Station will only add to the
land value in our neighborhood.
We are approaching what I call Phase 2 of the Proctor Station apartments to be built on north 25th street
& Proctor across from the Metropolitan Market.
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There are many of us that would hate to see the city give into the 4P group and lower the height on that
building to 45 feet,
A, It will not be as appealing if it does not flow with the beautiful design of Proctor Station.
b. It will not have below the building parking for the apartments at 45 feet.
c. It will not bring in the much needed apartments for the growth of our district and shoppers to
help our businesses survive.
d. The toxic ground that the Dry Cleaners is on will not be cleaned up and become
environmentally safe.
e. The house’s that are there now as rentals are not as appealing as a new urban apartment
building would be. As they are falling down and in need of repairs. I know this as my daughter
and son in law rented one for many years.
f. The 50 foot sign that the Metropolitan Market is putting in on their North corner will stand
out as out of place if it is taller than the apartment building
g. If you give into the demands of the 4P group it will set a limit on all future developments
within our city.
I know that 4P has a petition of more than 900 signatures although as I look up the names of those
that have signed some do not even live in our area, our state and etc.,
I do hope that you will consider looking into the people that signed the petition via online and in
person to make sure that they truly have a concern regarding our beloved business district and not
just to have signed it because they are family, friends and/or people that were given a basis and
untruthful fact regarding the Urban Structure in our district.
I have heard the rumors and the misleading information just to get people to sign their petition.
Please take into consideration that my husband and I have lived here 60+ years and we have raised 2
daughters who attended Washington-Hoyt (at the time), Mason Middle School, Wilson and Stadium. My
daughters reside in the area as well as my 3 soon to be 4 grandchildren have been raised in the district
and now go to Washington and Mason,
We as a long time family that have chosen this area to live in have no concerns over Proctor Station or
it’s phase 2 building, We have no concerns over our schools being over crowded we can only hope that if
they fill up more teachers will be hired and more jobs open up within the district, We are not concerned
about no parking as we can see that Rush Company has made sure that enough parking stalls have been
added, We are not concerned about renters moving in as Edison 47 has a very strict interview and
application process in place. We also know from experience of rental houses around us that they do not
have a very detailed screening process as we have had some pretty bad renters around us, through-out
the years.
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Again I wish I could of spoken in person although I would have been booed and called many names, I
could of at least let you know that there are many of us that want this Urban Development as is at 65’ in
our district and we are excited to have them begin phase 2.
I had a business on Proctor for over 3+ years and not one person on the 4P group ever shopped at my
Women’s jewelry and gift boutique.
They say they shop the district although as much as I am in the district which is daily I see very few
shopping the small independent businesses.
I am hoping for an answer soon from the city that phase 2 of the Proctor Station will continue as
planned at 65 feet to improve our district.
As I am soo tired of all the negativity that is being represented in the newspaper, by the 4P group.
It is my feeling that they do not love our district or they would stop the negativity that is keeping
shoppers out of our district.
It is my belief that they do not want the buildings for their own selfish reasons, as our land value has not
gone down, when I walk/drive Proctor I have no problems getting around Proctor.
What I do see is the potential for growth and saving a few hopefully all of the small businesses we have
there now.
I see a bright future once all this negativity settles down.
Me and my family are excited about the new stores coming in one being Walla Walla clothing with
men’s clothing how great is that to have men’s clothing on Proctor! Top Pot donuts a place where me
and my family especially my grandchildren can go for family talk time and donuts we love. I know the
businesses coming in will only complement our district!
Enough is Enough as our city planning board, city council and any other city office’s it’s time for you to
step up and either say you back our Urban development or you don’t.
So we as a district and city can focus on growth and development not negativity! I want to feel safe
again walking in my neighborhood and not be approached by a group saying our district is deteriorating
and becoming a horrid place like Bellevue or Seattle. I happen to love Bellevue and Seattle but not as
much as O love my neighborhood and business district.
Sincerely a very concerned citizen,
Gail M. Caldwell

- 302 -

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Anne Carpenter
Planning
re: Mixed-use Center Review
Monday, September 07, 2015 4:37:09 PM

Dear Tacoma Planning Commission,
I am writing to express deep concern about recent development in the Proctor area, including
the new six story building. I have lived in Tacoma for almost 20 years and have owned a
home in North Proctor for four years. Before that, I owned a home in the South End, near
Stewart Middle School, for nine years.
My husband and I moved to Proctor due to its historic, well-maintained homes, neighborhood
feeling, and walkable access to charming Proctor business district and the waterfront. The
appeal of the business district is its quirky array of small businesses. The new six story
building is a blight on the landscape and will threaten the viability of those small businesses.
I am certainly not opposed to development. The area replaced by the new building needed
some development. Unfortunately, that development was out of scale and inappropriate for
the area. Please re-instate the height limit of new development to 45 feet so it will stay in
character of the neighborhood.
Several of my friends live in Seattle and I whenever I visit them, I think how Tacoma is a
much nicer place to live. I spent some time in the Greenlake neighborhood this summer,
which I understand to be a popular family neighborhood. While I could see some residual
charm, mostly it just seemed crowded and over-developed. Tiny, expensive bungalows were
sandwiched between hulking condos. The constant traffic was noisy and I felt like I was
taking my life in my hands to just walk across the street to grab a coffee. I wondered if this
neighborhood had once been as lovely as Proctor. Tacoma is not Seattle, and we should keep
it that way. Just days after that trip to Seattle, I heard about the proposal to up-zone our
already dense neighborhoods. Development is necessary and inevitable. It needs to be done
appropriately in order to enhance, not ruin, our city. When I look at the new building in
Proctor, I wish it could have been built in my old neighborhood near Pacific Avenue, which
could desperately use some rejuvenation. Proctor is ideal the way it is, why not concentrate
growth where it is needed the most? Plus, if we want more affordable housing, Proctor is not
the place to build it. The rents in the new building are not affordable.
Please listen to the citizens, not a few developers. Re-instate the 45 foot height limit in
Proctor and do not up-zone our lovely but dense neighborhoods. Develop Tacoma
responsibly.
Sincerely,
Anne Carpenter
3615 N 33rd St
Tacoma, WA 9407
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

judith chelotti
Planning
Public comment planning commission due 9/11/2015, comprehensive plan
Thursday, September 03, 2015 6:07:14 PM

Dear sir or madam,

Comment for public record comprehensive plan city of Tacoma 2015
As a citizen, tax payer and owner of a single family residence in the city of Tacoma I am very concerned
with the new proposals in the comprehensive plans and how they will affect our city.
I have attended several meetings and reviewed the comprehensive plan on line. After careful review I feel
the city of Tacoma is on a different path then the majority of its residents. They have not taken into account
that the homeowners in the city are also “investors”.
I am worried about the infill plan allowing multifamily houses in the single family residential areas. It
would allow developers to place these units on “corners” so each block could get up to four. With variances
it could be more. There is little oversight mentioned, little design//height restrictions. It will be allowed in
all areas of the city except for the Narrowmoor conservation district in the West end. They keep saying this
is the way to bring in 127,000 more people and meet Tacoma obligation for the GMA. I just see this as a
way the developers are getting around the present zoning and codes. Seattle just tried this and the outcry
was significant. They backed down and withdrew the plan.
First I do not support this drastic a change in Tacoma.If passed it should be phased in. If it passes than I
propose that this kind of infill development not be allowed for a least a mile from any MUC that is bound to
get the lion share of influx with high rise apartments. Many of my neighbors and those at the public hearing
8/19/2015 also voiced concerns about the infill plans, ADU's, up zones and townhouses.
Beware, the comprehensive plan is basically being rewritten with most of the advantages going towards the
developers. Tacoma might as well negate zoning and codes as this is a major change in what can be done in
all areas of the city.
No mention of infrastructure support, school crowding or other increase in support services needed to
address an increase in population. All of this under the guise of “affordable housing” Right! If rents are
going for $1100.00-$3500.00 (proposed Proctor Station rents, see their website page) in my area, will the
rents be lower in duplexes and triplexes down the street that have a front and back yard? Do not think so.
I am requesting that the planning commission reinstate the 45 foot limit and eliminate the bonus height
program to 65 feet for future developments in the Proctor NCX. The definition of this is copied below from
the Tacoma city codes.

1. NCX Neighborhood Commercial Mixed-Use District. To provide areas primarily for immediate day-to-day convenience
shopping and services at a scale that is compatible and in scale with the surrounding neighborhood, including local retail
businesses, professional and business offices, and service establishments. This district is intended to enhance, stabilize, and
preserve the unique character and scale of neighborhood centers and require, where appropriate, continuous retail frontages
largely uninterrupted by driveways and parking facilities with street amenities and direct pedestrian access to the sidewalk and
street. Residential uses are encouraged as integrated components in all development.

There is no way the 65+ foot (the large addition on the roof on 28th St is close to 80 feet in
height) Proctor Station enhances, stabilizes or preserves the unique character of this area of the
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city. It amazes me that this plan was approved by the city. How could this have happened.
The view from my back yard is one of a large, Eastern European post World War II building.
(Back side facing Madison). Did someone forget that this type of large out of place building
has four sides and is seen from all angles! It is a large gray block that sticks out like a sore
thumb! Not only does this not enhance the neighborhood it actually detracts from it. The
school district took great care with taxpayers money to renovate both Mason Middle School
and Washington Elementary school to be attractive and fit into Proctor. For what to be next to
this ugly building!
The ablility of the city to regulate, monitor, and accept plans that are not in total favor the
developers is in question. That is why there is so much distrust with the ability of the city to
implement plans that are beneficial to the community not just the developers. The designs
around town are ugly, such as the Tacoma Mall development on Pine St.
We don’t need anymore of these kind of monstrocities in our neighborhood.
Again I am requesting that the planning commision limit the height limit in the Proctor Mixed
Use Center to 45 FEET and eliminate the 20 foot height bonus program.
Judi Chelotti
4211 No. 26th St.
Tacoma, WA 98407
253-380-1720
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Comments Received via tacoma2040.com
Submitted 09/10/2015
Thank you for this opportunity to provide input. I believe that each neighborhood and mixed
use center should be able to adopt their own infrastructure and height limitations. Tis might
seem like a piecemeal approach to city planning, but what is good development in one area
may not be the best for another. In my neighborhood, Proctor, the North End Neighborhood
Council and other citizens advocated for a MUC maximum height of 45', with no additional
incentives to allow for a maximum 65' height during the last review process. This was ignored
to allow this anyway. I support a full and complete revisit and city return to maximum 45'.
Proctor already meets and can continue to meet future urban/neighborhood population
requirements by doing so. To be clear, I am for an increase in neighborhood MUC development
at 45' for Proctor. I am also for other MUCs to advocate for different zoning requirements.
On another issue, I am generally supportive of construction that might fall under the term
"mother-in-law" apartments, or accessory dwelling units that follow appropriate review
protocols and pubic comment. These should fit the architectural style of a neighborhood,
however.
As for allowing for additional building on corner lots, I am against this method of creating
density. We would be creating and advocating for tall, skinny homes with reduced setbacks. In
addition, the argument that these homes would actually sell for less (allowing for socioeconomic diversity) is mind-numbingly naïve. f passed, density will occur and the intended
result of more housing for low income families would not transpire. Just look at some of the
historical neighborhoods in South Seattle. Three homes are constructed where one used to
stand, and prices are in the 650-800K range. Our historical neighborhoods will not become
more affordable.
Stephen Coates-White
3619 North 28th Street
Tacoma, WA 98407
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ellen Cohen
Planning
Mixed Use Center Review
Thursday, September 10, 2015 5:48:20 PM

Please consider recommending that the Proctor Mixed Use Center be eliminated from
the 65' height bonus program so that the maximum height in the Proctor MUC would
revert to the previous 45' maximum height for the following reasons:
65' is NOT compatible with the existing neighborhood of 2 story mixed used
buildings and the surrounding residential neighborhood
45' height would fulfill the necessary density requirements in Proctor
Proctor is the smallest MUC by 20 acres and should not bear a disproportionate
share of development when there are other MUC's which can accommodate
more density (above that provided by 45' height) and which may need the
height bonus program to attract development. Proctor does not need that to
attract development
45' height in Proctor is financially feasible for developers as noted in a feasibility
study conducted by the city planning department and a parallel study using
current figures for costs of development
Issues such as the effect of the current 65' development on traffic, parking and
pedestrian and bicycle safety have not been adequately studied; studies done
prior to the development did not address prime time in the neighborhood, such
as schools' (Mason & Washington) drop-off and pick-up times, and the
Saturday Farmers' Market hours
All mixed use centers are unique – as Proctor is already meeting the goals of a
Mixed Use Center, adding the extra 20' height (45' to 65') does not significantly
benefit anything except for the developers' profit margin – keeping the height
bonus program is detrimental to the character and ambiance of the
neighborhood
There are many other reasons that I could enumerate but I believe I have stated my
main points.   I sincerely hope that you will recommend to the City Council that they
reinstate the 45' height, no bonus program for the Proctor Mixed Use Center.
Thank you for your consideration of this issue,
Ellen Cohen
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9/10/15
Tacoma Planning Commission
747 Market Street
Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
Sent via email
Planning Commission Members:
I am submitting this letter in response to the request for public comments concerning the draft of the
comprehensive plan currently under review. Specifically my comments pertain to the Proctor Mixed
Use Center. My wife and I have owned a home just a few blocks from the Proctor Mixed Use Center for
almost 15 years. Our oldest daughter attends Washington Elementary. Through discussions with
numerous families living in the Proctor neighborhood, there is near unanimous consensus that the
residents of this area strongly oppose to buildings over 45 feet in the Proctor Mixed Use Center.
A one-size-fits-all approach to mixed use centers is not the answer for sensible growth moving forward.
City Council, City Planners, and employees hired to serve the public have a responsibility to ensure
taxpayer’s input is heard. Starting in 2007, the North End Neighborhood Council submitted a thorough
and well-documented objection to the then-proposed height variances for the Proctor Mixed Use
Center. Unfortunately, the concerns and subsequent recommendations were ignored by City Council
and City Planners. The NENC’s 2007 position with respect to maintaining the 45’ height restriction in the
Proctor Mixed Use Center still reflects the views of the vast majority of Proctor residents. The petition
to reinstate the 45 foot height restriction in the Proctor Mixed Use Center has received more than 1500
signatures, which I contend represents a small fraction of those who support a 45 foot height maximum.
Comments from citizen after citizen regarding the building height in the Proctor Mixed Used Center at
the Public Hearing on August 19th were overwhelming in support of limiting building height to 45 feet.
This hearing brought to surface numerous, and major, unaddressed concerns including, but not limited
to parking, traffic, safety, and unsustainable demands on schools, utilities, and roads. Those of us who
live in this neighborhood and have built this community should have the most input over plans for our
neighborhood.
Public meetings and solicitation of public input should not be a formality to be ignored or dismissed.
This feedback should be thoughtfully implemented. I along with the majority of the greater Proctor area
residents respectfully request that you use this input to modify the comprehensive plan to the limit
building height in the Proctor Mixed Use Center to 45 feet.
Sincerely,
Doug Crane
4109 N. 33rd Street
Tacoma, WA 98407
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-----Original Message----From: Emily Dail [mailto:emilyldail@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 4:22 PM
To: Planning
Subject: More housing I. Proctor
I also object to building more housing in the Proctor District. I feel it would detract from the
quality of the neighborhood and it would eventually bring down the value of the neighborhood in
the long run. On the other hand, new housing would vastly improve the appeal and value of the
East Side Neighborhood where some dated buildings should be torn down. Please consider the
best interest of the city by looking at long term effects to neighborhoods, and what residents are
asking for.

Emily Dail
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Marie DeBenedictis
Planning
reinstate the 45 foot height limit in Proctor
Tuesday, August 25, 2015 4:10:34 PM

Greetings,
My name is Marie DeBenedictis and I am a homeowner at 2219 N. Proctor St. I've
been living at the corner of Proctor and N. 24th, the Southeast corner of our small
business district, for 18 years. One of the women who lived here before me called
herself "the mayor of Proctor Street." I've continued to observe the changes in my
neighborhood from this vantage point. I will mention just a few.
The renovation of Safeway in 2009-10 changed the traffic pattern so that semi trucks
delivering food turn east at my corner to reach Safeway's loading dock.
The renovation of Metro Market in 2014 brought Metro's employees to my block for
parking. The spaces in front of my house and my neighbors' houses are occupied
every day by grocery store employees and by shoppers coming to the neighborhood.

While collisions are still rare, I have witnessed a car and motorcycle accident at my
corner within the past 2 years, and have seen evidence of other accidents within the
area from N. 24th to N. 26th Streets.
In 2014 a crosswalk was installed at my corner. It is well-used by the many people
who walk or bike around the area and it is much appreciated.
I tell you this to illustrate that development is already in progress in the Proctor
neighborhood. The development has been gradual and positive and I would like to
see it continue that way. I fear that additional 6 story buildings in our small district will
introduce too much traffic and congestion too quickly and I urge you to reinstate the
45 foot limit so that development can proceed in a manner that reflects and
enhances the village feel of the neighborhood while maintaining the safety of its
residents.   
Thank you for your attention,
Marie DeBenedictis
2219 N. Proctor St.
Tacoma
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From: margaret [mailto:margaretdemick@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 04, 2015 7:53 PM
To: lwung@cityoftacoma.org
Subject: Future Proctor development

Over the past 40 years I have enjoyed being a resident of the North End as young newly wed, a
middle ager and now as what one would call a senior citizen. I have always loved the Proctor
district. ITor wasn’t always as upscale as it is now but it always had it’s ambience of a small
town which drew people to it. It’s why I and many of the other resident chose to live here and
not elsewhere.
That ambience is now threatened by the huge scaled Proctor station, a building too large for
the footprint it sits on. It is out of place against the older one and two floor buildings which
dominate the area. No buffer zone of gradually larger buildings exist. It abuts up next to single
family neighborhoods. Be that as it may, I acknowledge, I have to learn to live with it.
But to allow the same developers to build another such building on 25th and Proctor without
first measuring the impact of Proctor station is negliegent. It will be over a year before the full
impact of Proctor Station can be assessed. A moratorium on more tall buildings in Proctor
needs to be called until this is done.
Proctor is smallest MUC identified by the city of Tacoma. And it is the only one that
already has achieved the goals of a MUC and has 3000 residents within 1/2 mile. Why is the
city choosing to allow more growth here at this time without first measuring the impact of the
existing new building after it is finished and has time to be fully occupied?
I am not against change. Together we can build a better and more sustainable place to
live. But it must be one done with care, with real input from the community who live, work and
play there as well as a keen eye to the future. Allowing large buildings to be built simply
because it meets city codes and zoning regulations will not ensure this. It’s time for Tacoma to
work smarter and learn from past mistakes.
I am well versed in the history that led to the current city comprehensive plan and codes. One
size does not fit all and each center’s unique qualities should be taken into
consideration. Although you may tell me different, I know the city can change it’s codes
anytime it pleases.
Please, return the limit in Proctor to 45 feet and halt any building until the impact of Proctor
Station can be assessed.
Sincerely,
Margaret Demick
3947 N. 29th st.
Tacoma, WA 98407
253-861-4139
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

margaret demick
Planning
Mixed use centers
Tuesday, September 08, 2015 3:05:12 PM

Please,planning dept. When it comes to MUC one size really dies not fit all. Each area,is
unique and has its own ambience pluses and minuses.
You have really missed the boat by allowing Proctor Station to be built. Please rethink the
zoning before another goes up by the same development company at 25th and Proctor. May
I remind you of the following:
1. Proctor by your own definition is a well working MUC. It only lacks a,green space.
2. It is the smallest of the designated MUC by 20 acres. Really it consist of 3 blocks by 4
blocks )
3. It already has the population density called for by your dept. With over 3000 housing units
with 1/2 mile walking. That's without adding Proctor station into the mix.
4. The 25th and Proctor corner is a very congested spot particularly after school dismissal. Do
we really want more at this corner? Retail means delivery trucks and customers with cars not
to mention the additional cars apartments will bring. Even within Proctor there are better
places to put such a building
5. Even if Proctor was full of 6 story buildings it would do little to address the density issue.
Reducing it back to 45 ft. height limit with no bonuses wil not have little impact but would fit
the character of the area much better.
6. Residents lving within a MUC should have a voice in what is built. Really planning Dept.
Something much nicer and well thought out could have been been put in the Proctor station
footprint. Just because it pencils out on paper doesn't make it a good fit for a neighborhood.
More thought and design should be required by the city when development moves in to any
neighborhood.
7. There are so many other MUC in Tacoma that need help. Why aren't you looking at those
and help facilitate well thought out building there. Look at what makes a MUC successful
and desirable for living around the country. Bring those elements into a poorly functioning
one and people will want to live there. Portland is a nearby example. Proctor is but a small
piece of the density issue don't ruin it by over building with in it.
8. Parking will become a greater issue in Proctor. While many residents can walk to Proctor it
is also used by citizens outside of the district. Businesses rely on this traffic. When parking
becomes a issue people stop coming.
9. Schools - have you thought of the impact on the 2 nearby schools? I can't believe a
building the size of Proctor Station was allowed to go up across the street from a middle
school. A spot already crowded with carS and buses twice a day. Think twice before adding
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another 6 story building to this area. Proctor has to 2 public schools and 2 private schools
sitting within it's tiny MUC center footprint. Safety should matter.
10. Ask yourself is what is gained worth the price?
I urge you to reduce the height limit of Proctor to 45 feet with no bonus program. Developers
may claim they need the additional height to make a profit but they don't. They still can make
a tidy profit in Proctor by building to 45 feet or less.
Margaret Demick
3947 N. 29th st.
Tacoma, Wa 98407

Sent on the new Sprint Network from my Samsung Galaxy S®4
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From: Evans, Deirdre [mailto:deirdre.evans@crs.org]
Sent: Friday, August 21, 2015 4:38 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Proctor

I have lived in north Tacoma all my life, own a home in the Proctor area, and have raised my daughter
here. I love the positive development and growth that have been taking place in our neighborhood.
Proctor Station and other positive projects that bring density to the community also bring new
businesses and more restaurants. The South Sound is going to grow over the next 20+ years and I hope
it grows up and not out. Allowing more density within our business districts insures the survival of small
mom and pop businesses and walkable communities.
As I mentioned, I live in the area and love to walk my dogs down to Metro for lunch and Starbucks for
coffee. If I wanted to live in a suburb with no community I would have purchased a home out past Gig
Harbor.
I love the development taking place in Proctor and now with Top Pot opening in the Proctor Station I
think most of the kids from Mason MS will be happy as well.
When we look at the Economic Forecast for the South Sound it is clear our population will be growing.
We need to look to Seattle and Portland and come to accept that Tacoma will be growing to. We are not
a small sleepy suburb. We are a city and as such need to allow our core districts to develop and grow.
The 4 Proctor group is loud and quite disrespectful to those that are pro-innovative development. With
the comments that were noted in the TNT it is clear why no one in support of developing our districts
would attend that meeting. I went to a North-end meeting two years ago and a man screamed at me for
having a different view than him.
I would ask that you please consider all those that really live in the North-end and are supportive of new
businesses coming to Proctor. Grow-up not out…
Deirdre Evans, CFRE
Senior Regional Development Director, West Coast
Catholic Relief Services
310.994.7170
www.crs.org
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Comments on Zoning Proposals

Staff Note:
E-mailed on
September 4, 2015

I attempted to attend the Planning Commission Hearing on August 19th, but the City Council Chambers
were full and the overflow room had no speakers, so it was not possible to hear testimony. Many people
left, including me. A large crowd should have been anticipated and necessary steps taken: Sound for the
overflow room, two hearings scheduled for new testimony, and coverage on TV Tacoma.
I lived in the Ballard neighborhood in Seattle prior to implementation of the Urban Village density
concept. The current Ballard neighborhood bares no semblance to its former self. It is dense and vibrant,
many of the historical/cultural aspects no longer exist, it is less distinct from other neighborhoods,
including where density has also been concentrated, and it is much less affordable. There are serious
prices to pay for density development.
Regarding Tacoma, I am in favor of allowing expansion of the mother-in-law concept to include
detached units and increase affordable housing in single family neighborhoods and allow home owners
to retain and live in their property. This policy has minimal impact on neighborhoods, while increasing
affordable housing stock.
I am also in favor of allowing as restricted number of duplex and tri-plex units. Restrictions would
include numbers, and design and height in keeping with neighborhood surroundings. Attractive duplex
and tri-plex units have been added to the Stadium District, where design is in keeping with the
neighborhood. These areas are zoned multi-family, so in single family neighborhoods, preference/policy
should be for remolding of existing stock, not demolishing and constructing new units.
Regarding development in neighborhood business districts, height and design should also be in keeping
with neighborhood surroundings. The 6 story development in the Proctor neighborhood is too tall to fit
homogeneously in that community, as you have heard from previous testimony. Height restrictions
should be lowered to no more than 4 stories for any further development in that District. In general
restrictions should vary by neighborhood, including building design, height, and resident input. Parking
impact should also be assessed.
Affordability, equity, and historic preservation (official or informal) are all important and need to be
balanced. Careful planning with community input, good policies, and diligent oversight can keep housing
options in Tacoma attractive and available to more residents and business interested in locating their
operations and families here.
Carol Farer
2510 N. Alder St., Tacoma, WA 98406
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Duncan Gilmour
Planning
Zoning
Thursday, September 03, 2015 8:52:22 AM

To the Tacoma City Council,
There are many questions not answered by the council or the planning committee.  Here are a
few questions and statements:
1.  Is there any data that says that the majority of the residents of the North End, North Slope,
Proctor, and the Historical District are for changing the zoning?  Was there a majority when
the 45 foot limit was changed to 65 feet two years ago?
2.  The number of people who attended and spoke at the meeting August 19th was
impressive.  I believe that it was 150 or more.  This is a significant turnout considering it ran
three plus hours and during dinner time when families need to be looked after.  There was
only one voice that supported the 65 feet limit; all others were against.  Passionately against.
3.  Each unique district in Tacoma has its strengths and weaknesses.  To take a "one size fits
all" approach is very easy and lazy unless, of course, there are other motives.
4.  Two years ago, there were obvious conflicts of interest as one man left the council to
become a real estate speculator.  It is reminiscent of people leaving national political
positions to become lobbyists and trading governmental political jobs for private sector jobs
and bringing with them insider knowledge of the workings of government.  Those changes do
not benefit taxpayers.
5.  The words "population density" are political buzzwords.  There is no research that says
cramming more people into a fixed area is socially, mentally, and physically desirable.  The
simplest logic would say that there aren't enough parking spaces and that there is an
increased danger of accidents to our school children with increased traffic.  An increase in the
transient population will bring its share of problems as well.  Most importantly, it isn't what
the residents want, and to imply that the council knows best about what is good for this
community is sheer arrogance and greed.
6.  We elect the council to help guide our city in a wise and fair manner.  This has not
happened and you are not listening.
I am retired, energetic, and have a strong sense of fair play.  Your actions continue to offend
these sensibilities.  I will be actively campaigning for council members opposing the 65 foot
limit as well as the "density" rezoning.  And, I will be actively campaigning against those
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candidates who do not do all they can to stop the 65 foot rule as well as rezoning.
Respectfully,
Duncan Gilmour
4438 North 8th Street
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Mary Ellen Gilmour
3107 No.22nd Street,
Tacoma, Washington 98405

August, 28, 2015

Dear L Wung,
I am writing this letter to ask the city to please reduce the 65 foot building height currently being used in
the Proctor District to the 45 foot height it originally was.
I was raised in Gig Harbor and moved to Tacoma over thirty years ago. At the time that I moved, my
family and I looked to find a community with a family environment, safe schools and a neighborhood
feeling that replicated our home in Gig Harbor. While in Gig Harbor, my husband served on the City
Council and the council was dedicated to keep Gig Harbor the historic community it is today, and
numerous times he had to work with individuals who wanted to obtain height variances to increase the
profits for their buildings. So, I understand the situation you are in.
Today, I still see the Proctor District as a family oriented community, where people with young families
are moving. They are beautifully restoring older homes because it is a “gem,” of an area for them to live
in, and there are few in the area within the North end of Tacoma that are affordable and have this
appeal to young families. The children attend the schools close to their homes. Many of them walk to
school. Several walk to the neighborhood library, pet store, grocery stores or toy store. It is safe and
families move here because they know this.
Erecting large 6 story buildings that overcrowd the parking areas, with residence’s guests, or just their
own parking for more than one vehicle will change the climate of our area. The streets are crowded
enough, and the traffic level will no longer remain safe for children. There are already issues leaving in
the morning to work and accessing 30th Street to get to I-5. People will start to cut through the
neighborhood blocks.
It is important to not fool ourselves about progress. Progress is not changing the successful
environment for so many already existing families in the Proctor District. Progress needs to be carefully
planned to hold on to the integrity of the history of a place that already successfully exists, and
continuing to allow it to grow naturally and very carefully synchronize the continued growth so to
enhance it. I do not believe having 65 foot apartments with high rent business spaces, in an already
busy family neighborhood is progress. Carefully planned communities, with green areas and a sense of
purpose and integrity to service what already has been established is progress. Please consider this and
lower the height regulation in Proctor District to back to 45 feet.

Very Respectfully Yours,
Mary Ellen Gilmour
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From: Margaret Heizenrader [mailto:mheizen@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, August 15, 2015 12:20 PM
To: Planning
Subject: The Proctor neighborhood

I have been a resident of Tacoma since 1981 and have always considered Proctor as
my neighborhood shopping area. I have traded there for years and years. During that
time I have seen many changes - thriving business, closed shops, new buildings - and
have always enjoyed and been proud of Proctor's more prosperous times. I have many
friends who live out of town - Seattle, Bellevue, Portland - who have remarked that
Proctor is a unique area and that it really adds to our city.
I was disappointed to learn about The Proctor Station. I remember that several years
ago one of the Station investors, Bill Evans, was up in arms that a microwave tower was
planned for the then AT&T building's lot. He declared that the tower would ruin "the
look" of the neighborhood. He also stated, over 20 years ago, that the new grocery store
on Proctor and North 25th Street should be called "Proctor Market" instead of Queen
Anne Market (now Metropolitan Market)! Apparently he has changed his mind and has
joined with the other investors in an effort to change the entire feel of the area.
Is it a change for the better? We won't know until The Proctor Station opens. What we
do know now is that several businesses had to move, the height of the building blocks
views and sunlight of it's neighbors, and vehicle traffic will only increase.
I am urging that the City Council step in to project the Proctor neighborhood. Please do
not allow the construction of any more 65' tall buildings in the area! Four story buildings
are certainly tall enough! Please consider the business and home owners! Bigger is not
better! Keep the look and feel of Tacoma's unique Proctor neighborhood alive by not
caving into the wishes of rich developers.
Thank you for your consideration.
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Comments Received via tacoma2040.com
Submitted 09/02/2015
Dear Stephen Atkinson,
Regarding the Proctor Neighborhood, I would like to say that the current building of the Proctor
Station is completely inappropriate for the area. It's size is out of proportion to the rest of the
neighborhood, it literally and metaphorically casts a shadow over the nearby buildings, and it is
an obvious sellout of the area to developers.
It will negatively impact the neighborhood by providing a sudden influx of people and cars. I
sincerely doubt that the future tenants will be convinced to always park in the building parking
so as not to inconvenience other people wanting to park and shop in the area. It will put too
much pressure on places like Puget Park which should not be subject to loads of people
tramping through there. The last thing we need are traffic jams and hoards of people crowding
the streets of Proctor.
Also, Proctor Station will house a bunch of unknown people who will suddenly be living right
across the street from a middle school. I hope I am not the only one who sees a problem with
this.
These developments are NOT inevitable. There are other places to put multi-use
apartment/condo buildings with little to no character besides right in the middle of unique,
accessible and probably historic neighborhoods, completely ruining the character of such
neighborhoods. Westgate comes to mind, or areas near the 6th Avenue KMart, etc. Surely
there are also a variety of areas near downtown Tacoma where these buildings would be
appropriate. Nothing will be ruined or compromised by locating these buildings there.
Does Tacoma really want to establish another area that is completely indistinguishable from
other such developments in Seattle or elsewhere? Proctor is unique and should stay that way.
I urge the City of Tacoma to resist the pressure to allow these loathsome multiuse
apartment/condo buildings to ruin the singularly unique and intimate character of the Proctor
neighborhood, that is valuable just as it is. Those of us who live near there already feel the loss
of the specialness of the wonderful gem that is Proctor with the addition of Proctor Station. It
should not be ruined further.
Thank you for your consideration,
Deborah Hill
No. Cheyenne St.
Tacoma, WA 98406
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From: Teresa Hunt [mailto:teresaahunt@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 9:08 AM
To: Planning
Subject: land use/ north end Tacoma

I have lived on the corner of No 21st and Cedar
since 1962. I have watched in horror as city
planning and development has ruined the safety
and beauty of my neighborhood. You have
restricted traffic on Union, 26th and 30th streetsfunneling it all onto 21st. The traffic is horrendous
in my neighborhood, and it feels like you have
thrown us to the dogs. The Proctor developments
will do nothing but make it worse. You have
installed traffic circles in ridiculous places- rich
places- like at the intersection of Cedar and
27th...27th is a dead end street, for God's sake!
But we can't get one on 20th and Cedar to slow
those that are avoiding the mess that is 21st and
Alder. Your development plan seems to want to
turn 21st into a freeway. I, for one, will fight you
every step of the way. My life is being upset and
my property values ruined by your coddling to UPS
and Proctor developers. Nay! Nay, I say! You have
put the lite rail into Hilltop- do your damn
developments there.
Teresa Hunt
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From: Joan M James [mailto:mikejoanjames2@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, August 17, 2015 7:28 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Lari And Jim Ryan; 4 Proctor
Subject: Public comment regarding Tacoma City review of their Comprehensive Plan based on the
Community's needs and desires

I have lived in the Proctor District at 2710 N Puget Sound Avenue, 98407, for the past 37 years. I
loved and supported my neighborhood and its businesses then and I still do today. We chose to
live here because of the unique charm of its business district, neighborhood schools-HoytWashington and Mason Middle School and its pedestrian and bike friendly streets.
I am encouraged that the City of Tacoma is looking for and willing to listen to the community's
needs and desires as expressed by its citizens.
My initial concern regarding the changes in zoning codes were caused by the lack of information
given to the citizens in the Proctor neighborhood regarding a mixed use building currently under
construction.
My present wish is to request that the 45' height limit be reinstated for this neighborhood.
Here are several reasons for this request:
1) in the city of Tacoma's own review it found that Proctor was an already successful pedestrian
oriented Mixed Use Center with few needs. It already achieves goals and has 3,000 housing
units within a half-mile: a main objective for a Mixed Use Center.
2) Under construction is a very large 151 mixed-use apartment unit--Station, which will provide
even more mixed use housing, putting us way over the goals for Mixed Use Centers. I have
concerns regarding this apartment complex and how it will supposedly provide parking for each
unit.
3) the Proctor District already has a varied retail and restaurant zone with 6 prospering
restaurants, several taverns with a wide range of businesses--2 cleaners, 2 large grocery stores,
a profitable Saturday Farmers market. There is also a post office and city library branch. A new
Seattle based Asian restaurant is being added in an existing building at the south end of Proctor
District near the Rosewood Cafe.
4)A study was done earlier which stated that even with the 45' height limit, a mixed use building
could be profitably built to respond to the wishes and needs of prospective developers.
Growth and change are part of life, but both of these elements need to be balanced with the needs
and wants of the existing community in which they will happen. The Tacoma City Council has a
duty to look at the facts concerning the Proctor neighborhood and provide growth that will
protect the integrity and character of its existing neighborhood. Returning the height to 45' will
reduce the negative impact on parking and traffic congestion in this already positive- functioning
mixed-use neighborhood.
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Thank you for listening to the citizens concerns and responding to them in a open-minded and
positive manner with a change to the 45' height limit for the Proctor neighborhood which already
meets the mixed-use zoning goals without the increased height limit.
Sincerely,
Joan M & Michael A James
2710 N Puget Sound Avenue
Tacoma, Wa 98407
243-759-2171
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Laurel Juergens
Planning
4Proctor@gmail.com; Scott Juergens
Limit Proctor Buildings to 45"
Tuesday, August 25, 2015 6:30:41 PM

To The Planning Commission in reference to the Mixed Use plan for the Proctor
neighborhood:
My name is Laurel Juergens. My husband Scott and I live at 4005 N. 25th, one house in from
the corner of 25th and Madison. We have two young sons ages 8 and 10 and have lived in our
home since 2003, almost 12 years now. We fell in love with the quaint Proctor neighborhood,
it’s library, schools we can walk to, shops and access to the grocery store. This is the home
we plan to live out our lives in.
I’m writing today to ask that you please limit all future buildings in the Proctor district to 45’.
As a direct neighbor of a proposed 6-story building at the corner of 25th & Madison, I have
three big concerns – safety, privacy & the legacy of Proctor.
Safety
The Metropolitan Market expansion has significantly increased traffic right in
front of our house, the corner of 25th and Madison.
Crossing the uncontrolled intersection at that corner with no crosswalk is
increasingly dangerous because of the sharp increase in cars. Madison and 25th
are often completely lined with parked cars making visibility hard.
Store customers like to avoid the stoplight at 26th and Proctor, so they turn right
onto Madison at the US Bank, congesting the neighborhood and often driving
without concern for pedestrians or local traffic.
Washington Elementary & Mason are walking schools - there must be safety
measures put in place to keep our kids safe if a "walking school" is really what
they are. Densifying the neighborhood with people, cars, parking garages, and
stores is taking a giant step back from family-friendly.
Privacy:
Please consider the reasonable privacy expectations of the many long-time
homeowners adjacent to blocks where the “bonus” height program has been
requested.
Proctor Station does not have houses directly across the street, but the new project
will. The top two floors of a 65’ building next to our home would be impossible
to shield. Apartment residents will look down into our living room, kitchen, and
backyard. And instead of blue sky and the beautiful tree that now sits on the
building site, we’ll see a brick building.
Our neighbor at 4001 N. 25th, on the corner of Madison, is an elderly disabled
veteran who has lived it his home for 30 years. He does not own a car and walks
the neighborhood everyday. The proposed parking garage entrance/exit would
face directly into his living room (imagine the headlights!). It’s a dangerous
juxtaposition for a small neighborhood.
Legacy:
Proctor has been a favored neighborhood in Tacoma for many decades. The 20
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feet of building height in question will do much to keep Proctor from turning into
Wallingford, which is known to be a previously quaint and desirable
neighborhood. Now, like many other Seattle neighborhoods, it is clogged with
traffic.
Proctor is not dying. It’s thriving! There is no purpose in “saving” it with
densification.
Proctor is an escape from the big city. On our block, we have no curbs, no stop
signs, no paved alleys, no garages, and most families have kids, swings, gardens
and chickens. This is not the place for high-rise condos.
Much consideration has been given to luring new people into the neighborhood to
live, but none has been given to the residents who call it home - who are raising
families here. If there’s no available space, there’s no space. That’s what makes
Proctor special. Not everyone can live here, but we’d love for them to visit.
Please limit future building heights to 45 feet. Thank you for considering my thoughts.
Laurel
Laurel & Scott Juergens
4005 N. 25th St.
Tacoma, WA 98406
(360) 259-0291
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September 4, 2015
Tacoma Planning Commission
747 Market Street, Room345
Tacoma, WA 98402
Dear Planning Commission Members:
The West End Neighborhood Council would like to go on record in a couple of areas of this year’s
Comprehensive Plan. First, the Narrowmoor Addition Conservation District. In the past three years,
since the Narrowmoor group has attempted to form a Conservation District, we have talked to and heard
from the group and unanimously voted (along with sending two separate letters) to support a
Conservation District for this area. The residents live in a unique area of our city, and like the North
Slope, need to protect their area through a Conservation District to keep and protect their uniqueness, and
to preserve the character and amenities of their neighborhoods.
In 2001, when the West End completed its Action Strategy Plan, one of the areas of concern to all of us
was the West Slope (the Narrowmoor area) as we felt the large lots and unique houses needed to be
preserved, not only for their individuality, but for the future of the entire West Slope and the history of
housing in Tacoma. The larger lots and spectacular views are priceless in a time where so many
developments are one house on top of the other, and to allow this on the West Slope would destroy one
the last remaining developments of this type. We fully believe that Narrowmoor Addition is worthy of
becoming Tacoma’s first stand alone Conservation District and will become an excellent example of
preservation efforts for future generations.
Secondly, affordable housing is a concern to everyone living in the Tacoma, Pierce County area, but to
allow duplexes and triplexes in single family residential areas would eventually impinge upon those
already living in these areas, and could quite possible destroy the livability of Tacoma for many of its
current residents. In all too many areas, where duplexes and triplexes are placed along with single family
homes, it is the multiple-family houses that become rundown and are not kept up as these are the houses
that are built for rentals and are run by landlords who are only doing this to make money and not to
improve their neighborhoods. We have seen, on too many occasions, the rundown, dilapidated homes
that are multifamily and they ruin and bring down our single family neighborhoods. We would ask for
more input on this subject and specific rules and regulations so that, if this passes, it does not destroy the
single family homes already established.
Thirdly, although we know mixed-use centers are the way of the future, we ask that before any more are
built, that you review the standards for density, parking and height within the neighborhoods. To
presume that some 120,000 or more people will make Tacoma their home in the next couple of decades
seems a little optimistic to those of us here at this time. This, along with the in-fill of homes for affordable
housing will not only increase density, but bring more traffic into our streets, many of which are narrow
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and already do not accommodate cars and foot traffic very well, not to mention the fear that these types of
developments will destroy the historical homes in several areas of Tacoma.
The West End Neighborhood Council realizes that we must move forward, but we do not believe that we
need to move forward at the expense of those who have lived in Tacoma and made this their home for
many years. Therefore, we asked that you allow the Narrowmoor Conservation District to pass and to put
the duplex/triplex and mixed-use applications aside for now until we can see what happens with the
newest Proctor development over the next couple of years.

Sincerely,

Ken Kingsbury
Ken Kingsbury, Chair
West End Neighborhood Council
Cc: Mayor Strickland and City Council Members
T.C. Broadnax, City Manager
Dean Wilson Co-Chair, West Slope Neighborhood Coalition
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Comments Received via tacoma2040.com

Submitted 09/10/2015
Dear building officials,
Please bring the proctor building height back to 45 feet. Higher degrades the neighborhood by
too much traffic, less sunlight, more traffic accidents and negative aesthetics with the industrial
look.
Sincerely
Mr and Mrs. Leon
253-820-5369
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From: Amy Mann [mailto:amygmann@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, August 21, 2015 1:18 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Neighborhood housing density

Hi, I was the owner/operator of Book Feire bookstore in the Proctor District from 1985-1994
and was involved in both the district and the cross-district associations during that time. I have
some thoughts about business district residential density from those experiences.
I would venture that every one of the retail businesses and restaurants would welcome more foot
traffic. People who will go into the businesses and spend money.
I walk around the neighborhood and enjoy browsing in the shops but I rarely buy anything. I am
retired and don't want or need to accumulate as much stuff as I did when I was younger. I do eat
out but don't eat or drink as much or spend as much as I used to when I do. I would bet that I am
not unlike many of the other residents of the area who are either retired or have young families
which also tends to limit discretionary spending.
I wonder how much money is actually spent, on a regular basis, in the (non-grocery) retail shops
and restaurants in Proctor by the vocal proponents of keeping Proctor unchanged. I suspect that
the switch from retail storefronts to office and other service businesses that Proctor has
experienced is due in no small part to a low level of spending in the various establishments that
have disappeared. If a business is making money it is unlikely to close. And, when an owner of a
profitable business retires the possibility of selling it to a new owner is pretty high. Also, as
revenue from walk-in traffic decreases businesses can now move online with much lower
overhead.
An infusion of a new demographic would benefit the Proctor retail and restaurant estsblishments.
More people would mean more people to spend money where they live.
Parking problems have been addressed with the enforcement of 2 hour parking, something the
Old Town District has recently adopted. The timed parking areas could be expanded if needed.
Also, rather than giving up on Pierce Transit, as one person quoted in the paper seems to have
done, the expectation of greater service and support of the neighborhood business districts should
be raised (emphatically!) with Pierce Transit. By the City and by the residents of the areas.
Change is not always easy but it is a constant so we should figure out how to make it work for
us. I hope the City of Tacoma will figure out how to make good policy and be a leader in
community development. You can't please everyone but you can work toward the greater good.
Thank you,
Amy Mann
amygmann@gmail.com
2012 N Cedar St
Tacoma, WA 98406
253-759-2796
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Comments Received via tacoma2040.com
Submitted 09/11/2015
Growth and change are happening in our neighborhood. Much of this is based on money and
greed by both the City of Tacoma and developers. The City is looking for ways to increase their
tax base without making major improvements and the developers are looking to make money
by maxing out the number of people they can put in a given space.
One of the things that have made the Proctor Area unique is the neighborhood spirit of the
people who live here. This doesn't just happen on it's own. It has happened because the people
who live here are interested and active in the community.
Having said that, I am hopeful that the 45 foot height restriction will be reinstated for the
Proctor Area. This limit allows change without overdeveloping. If we wanted to live in Seattle,
we would and have lived there.
Thank you for your consideration.
Lynn & Mark Marvin
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-----Original Message----From: bblafrend.excite [mailto:bblafrend@excite.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 6:34 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Planning commission meeting agenda 8-21-15
I would like to comment on your reconsideration of the Proctor mixed use center. I would like to
see the height bonus program eliminated and the 45' height limit in Proctor reinstated. This area
is too small for big developments. The streets are one lane each direction. There are no buses
running on 30th St. anymore. I see the apartments under construction have a brick design to
blend in with the area, however, it is the increased traffic that concerns our family. 154 tenants
going to work plus the middle and elementary school traffic should be interesting. It is already
crowded now at peak times. The Safeway store remodel looks like a big building was taken and
forced into a spot too small for it. It doesn't fit on the lot where it is placed. The small parking lot
doesn't fit with the big store. I feel the small businesses in Proctor will not be helped by large
developments, it just makes the small buildings less noticeable. Thank you for reading the
comments.
Bonnie Medlock 3416 N. 37th.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Lynne Parrott
Planning
45" height restriction in Proctor
Sunday, September 06, 2015 4:30:05 PM

HelloI have been a Proctor resident for 9 years. We sought out this community because of its charm and quiet
easy pace.
I know that the city needs to grow, but I don't agree that all of the density needs need to be met by the
Proctor neighborhood. I think that if each area grows proportionally it will be best for the whole city. I
think that there needs to be oversight of the style and size of new projects in each neighborhood to make
sure that they are suitable for the long term. I am excited about new developments in my neighborhood
as I think the businesses will prosper and there will be more, better businesses available.
I think this can be accomplished without disturbing the wonderful area we know and love, and can keep
traffic and building heights to an appropriate size.
Please return the building height limit in Proctor to 45', and let's keep the sun shining on our streets.
Thank you.
Lynne Parrott
tracerdog@aol.com
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Staff Note:
Post-marked September 4, 2015
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-----Original Message----From: Kyle Price [mailto:Kyle_Price@aw.org]
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 1:29 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Proctor
Planners, it sounds like you've heard a lot on this issue. I want to offer another, and perhaps a
different voice. I should mention that I'm on the North End Neighborhood Council, live in the
Proctor area and used to live in the North Slope. I'm writing this letter as a private citizen,
representing only myself, but I mention those affiliations so you know the context of my
comment. I was on the NENC during the Mixed Use Center process several years ago, and
from that and from my association with the North Slope, I have a pretty good handle on zoning
and planning, what those things mean, the needs behind those processes, and how those
processes can help determine the future of an area. I live now north of Proctor and frequent the
business district, both in car and on foot.
I should mention a couple things about the 4Proctor group. Yes, they have a lot of people who
have signed their petition, but a vast majority, maybe even 99%, of those people do not really
know what they are signing. They know they want 45 feet instead of 65, but they don't know
what that means. There are a few people in the group who understand that lowering the height
limit means reopening the conversation about the Mixed Use Centers, not just changing the
height. Most, however, mistakenly assume that the "height bonus" amenities on the 65-foot
Proctor Station will be applied to a 45-foot structure. But that's not true. At 45 feet, there might
be more problems with parking or smaller step backs, for instance, and because developers will
be working with a smaller margin at 45-feet, there will be less incentive to use quality external
materials, like those used for Proctor Station. So unless we really reopen the conversation
around the Mixed Use Center plan, there's no indication that a 45-foot building will produce a
better result for Proctor than a 65-foot building.
Also, the NENC hosted a meeting several months ago where Bill and Erling and their architect
came and presented their building plans. Well over 100 people attended. At that meeting,
people opposed to Proctor Station yelled at those supporting it and even name-called some of
those supporters. It didn't matter that the supporters seemed more knowledgeable about zoning
and planning. They were still harassed. Opposing neighbors complained about the kind of
people who would live in the apartments, but now the 4Proctor folks want affordable housing in
the apartments. Bill Evans, who over the years certainly has done a lot more for the livability of
Proctor than anyone on 4Proctor's petition, has had to endure all sorts of verbal attacks by
people who generally don't know what they're talking about but won't take "no" for an answer
and don't want to listen to compromise. So it's not surprising that most of the crowd at the public
hearing was part of the 4Proctor crowd. Would supporters of Proctor Station want to use an
evening to have to deal with more incivility? But since I'm on the NENC, I've heard from a lot of
those folks who support Proctor Station and are perfectly comfortable with more buildings.
A lot of people support the MUC plans. Although I can quibble with some of the code, the overall
plan is the right way to go. I know there are some NIMBY folks who want development to
happen elsewhere, but sprawl is foolish. We should be concentrating density around services.
Among other benefits, that's the only way we'll ever get a sensible set of routes in our
transportation planning.
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I know there were a lot of people who came to the planning meeting, but even though there are
a lot of great, caring folks in the 4Proctor group, 4Proctor does not represent all of Proctor.
Please don't assume that they do.
Kyle Price
4006 North 35th Street
Tacoma, WA 98407
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Lynn Raisl
Planning
Proctor/Tacoma Planning
Thursday, September 10, 2015 4:03:58 PM

Planning Commission,
Thank you for your work on behalf of the City and those of us who love it.
I have been a resident of Tacoma at different times in my life, as my Dad was employed by
Weyerhauser, but have lived in the Proctor area since I came to the University of Puget Sound in 1973.
My involvement since then has been in the University, raising my kids in the public school system, and in
the faith/social justice community.
I believe there is no shortage of great people in Tacoma, and no shortage of great folks who continue to
come here to make Tacoma their home and need a place to live.
I am grateful to the vision of council members in the 1980's who laid out a plan for all of our
neighborhoods, and also for those who have been willing to invest both monetarily and with their great
efforts, to create livable walkable places for us to work shop eat learn and recreate.
I have been disappointed in my neighbors who have become disagreeable and found it necessary to
personally attack those of us who don't agree with them, or have forgotten they were once new and
welcomed to the neighborhood.
I am very excited about what's happening in Proctor and look forward to the new businesses and people
that will add to the vitality of our neighborhood. I think you need to hear this because I'm afraid the
many of us who feel this way aren't as organized or vocal as those who are unhappy about the great
potential of new neighbors and local business.
Thank you again for your time and great efforts.
All the best in your endeavors.
Lynn Raisl
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jeanne Rosenkranz
Planning
Proctor Building Height Restriction
Friday, September 11, 2015 11:31:31 AM

Don't let a few turn the Proctor we love into another Ballard. The impact on the
neighborhoods, the traffic, the parking, the schools is unacceptable. I believe I remember at
least one of the developers fighting the size of the corner building (Starbucks) when it was
built. What has changed? I and many, many other long time residents of North Tacoma do
not want to see our wonderful neighborhood, or any other neighborhood, changed so
dramatically without more input. In the meantime, at least return to the lower height
restrictions that were changed when no one was paying attention.
Thank you for considering what the residents of Tacoma are saying. Remember, this is Tacoma
- not Seattle, not Bellevue, not Kirkland. We have lived in Tacoma for years and have watched
numerous good, and some not-so-good, changes to our city. Let's not regret the changes that
are being made now.
Sincerely,
Jeanne Rosenkranz
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-----Original Message----From: Lari And Jim Ryan [mailto:lariryan@earthlink.net]
Sent: Sunday, August 16, 2015 11:34 AM
To: Planning
Cc: 4Proctor; Joan M James
Subject: MUC
Please amend the e-mail I just sent to say Mason Middle School instead of Jason Lee. Thank
you. Lari Ryan
Sent from my iPad

-----Original Message----From: Lari And Jim Ryan [mailto:lariryan@earthlink.net]
Sent: Sunday, August 16, 2015 11:25 AM
To: Planning
Cc: Joan M James; 4Proctor; lariryan@earthlink.net
Subject: MUC/Proctor
After much thought and many conversations with neighbors my concerns are:
I would like to see a return to the 45 foot limit for Proctor. On a density level, Proctor already
has 3,000 housing units with a half mile. Within a block or so of my house (2702 N. Puget
Sound at the corner of 27th St.) there are probably 7 or so (garage) conversions. On our block,
3 households with multiple family members who drive park on the street now. They, by
agreement among themselves, park on the East side of PS to make it easier for through traffic.
In contrast, several other blocks going East to Alder, have multiple cars on both sides. The
same is true on PS near 30th as it is with Warner, Lawrence etc. Adding units could only add to
parking congestion.
In Proctor Center, with only two lanes for through traffic, one has concerns about pedestrian and
bike safety, as well as concerns about Jason Lee Middle school.
There is already an variety of retail, restaurants, PO, library, markets, dry cleaning etc. Retail
spaces are not empty.
Before living in Proctor for 10 years, my late husband and I lived in Old Town where one could
not buy a quart of milk, and in a condominium in the Stadium District. Stadium is not
comparable to Proctor, probably because it is a gateway to I-5.
In any case, I most sincerely hope you will seriously review reinstating a 45 foot height limit in
Proctor to protect the integrity (and charm) of our neighborhood.
Sincerely, Lari Ryan

Sent from my iPad
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From: Fred Schuneman [mailto:nshoe@harbornet.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 3:28 PM
To: Planning
Cc: 4proctor@gmail.com
Subject: Proctor neighborhood

To the Planning Commission:
I will not be able to attend the Planning Commission meeting scheduled August 19, 2015, but would like
to send a quick list of areas of concern.
Subjects/concerns to be addressed:
1. Reduce height of development back to 45 ft., discontinue 65ft. plus.
2. Maintain integrity of Proctor architectural design.
3. Provide adequate parking for increased population and businesses.
4. Assess ability of local schools to absorb increased student population.
5. Assess safety needs for increased area population, including increased visitors and shoppers.
This may require funding for the local fire station on Proctor to return to full capacity.
6. Evaluate the impact on the local and total environment. As buildings go up and ground is paved
over we impact air quality, ground water runoff, nature (example, birds directly affected by
removal of trees, shrubs, local gardens where they have overwintered in the past), to list a few
areas.
7. Strongly encourage/inforce use of Green Building Designs, including not only the structure but
heating, air conditioning, toilets, dishwasher, showers/sinks, etc. Require Green Spaces design,
to include green rooftops, small ‘park’ areas, which will also attract visitors and be enjoyed by
those living in the Proctor/Tacoma area.
8. Provide adequate refuse pick up in area.
9. Evaluate transportation needs. This is a real concern, for there appears to be inadequate
provision of paid parking slots in the Proctor Station for the residents. How are multiple car
households and visitor parking being addressed? There is no parking provided for the businesses
at Proctor Station, and the area is already lacking in parking availability. (Also addressed above
in 3.)
10. This could be a National success story or ‘another example of a town’s desired Village design
lost in the haste of …”.
Thank you for reviewing our thoughts.
Nancy and Fred Schuneman
3409 N 29th St.
Tacoma 98407
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From: Vicki Seaman [mailto:vseaman98407@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 25, 2015 9:09 AM
To: Planning
Subject: I am for Proctor Station and development

I live on North 30th since 1994 and have no objections for the building. I am concerned about
making changes that allow duplexes and converting homes to multiple apartments. I currently
live next to a rental and find that renters in homes do not care for the yard and the owner doesn't
maintain the home. Much prefer well built apartments in areas designated for growth.
Thank you,
Vicki Seaman
4137 N 30th
Tacoma, WA 98407
253-370-0393

- 389 -

- 390 -

- 391 -

- 392 -

- 393 -

From: Calvin Smith [mailto:calvinsmith3849@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 8:14 PM
To: Planning
Subject: North End expansion

City of Tacoma,
I am AGAINST converting the North End and Proctor district into a monstrosity filled hell hole.
I would not like large buildings, duplexes, etc. in my neighborhood.
Please do not change North Tacoma, it's just fine like it is.
Sincerely,
A North end resident.
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September 11, 2015

Planning Commission
747 Market Street
Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402

Re: 2015 Annual Amendment Application 2015-02: Mixed-Use Centers Review

To the Tacoma Planning Commission:
I am a resident of the Proctor neighborhood and I’m deeply concerned about events that are unfolding in my
neighborhood. I have lived in this neighborhood for 11years and have lived in Tacoma for almost 21 years. I
chose and continue to choose to live in Tacoma because it is not the megalopolis that Seattle is. I’m deeply
troubled by the recent construction of Proctor Station at N 28 th St and N Proctor St. and the prospect of another
such construction at N 25th and N Proctor St.
I insist the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council and the City Council adopt a moratorium
on development over 45 feet in the Proctor MUC and amend the land use regulatory code to eliminate the
Proctor MUC from the X-District Height Bonus program. More than 1,500 people have signed a petition (one
of which is me) demanding the immediate adoption of a height moratorium and amending the code to restore
Proctor’s 45-foot height limit. It is overwhelming clear that the residents of Proctor want these changes and we
want them now.
I want to be clear, I support growth in Proctor as long as it is sensible growth the preserves the character,
vibrancy, and family friendly atmosphere of this unique community. The 45 foot height limit preserves these
characters that the residents of Proctor cherish. Furthermore there are absolutely no provisions for citizen
involvement in the development of their communities. We as citizens are left with every time a review comes up
to hopefully convince the planning commission to make changes. There needs to be some kind of provision in
the planning realm where the citizens of each community can have a say in look and feel of the community. For
example in Leavenworth Washington the community is themed on a Bavarian village. I’m not suggesting Proctor
become a Bavarian village but what if we kept Proctor with a late Victorian or Craftsman theme? One size does
not fit all and no community wants to be exactly like the other.
Despite recognizing that individual centers require individualized approaches based on their specific
characteristics, the Planning Commission and City Council included the Proctor MUC in the height bonus program
alongside the Lincoln, 6th & Pine, McKinley, and Narrows MUCs. Treating Proctor the same as these other
neighborhood MUCs would make sense if they were, in fact, the same. They are not.
Proctor is by far the smallest mixed-use center in the city. At 44.8 acres, it is 20 acres smaller than the Narrows
MUC, the next smallest. The Proctor MUC is effectively only two blocks wide and four blocks long, setting aside
the two large school sites that will not be redeveloped. And much of the district is directly across a street or an
alley from or adjacent to a single-family zone. Although surrounded by homes, the height bonus is available
everywhere in the center; it is not limited to a “core” area. The Proctor Station developers plan to build a 65-foot
building consuming a half-block at 25th & Proctor, directly across North Madison Street from the home of Mr.
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Henry Olsen, an elderly disabled veteran who has owned his modest residence since 1987, years before Proctor
was even a mixed-use center. The code will provide Mr. Olsen no meaningful buffer: the 65-foot building will
need to be set back only seven feet from its property line and its upper stories will not have to be stepped back at
all.
Large-scale development will have very serious impacts on other homeowners like Mr. Olsen and on Proctor’s
parking, traffic, walkability, and character. Eliminating the height bonus program and limiting building heights in
Proctor to 45 feet is one reasonable measure that can be taken to lessen some of these impacts while still
allowing the neighborhood to welcome many new residents.
Restoring Proctor’s 45-foot height limit is a reasonable compromise that will help to accomplish all of these goals.
The Proctor MUC has no legitimate need for a height bonus program. 45-foot buildings in Proctor are more than
profitable enough for private developers to take on the risk of building. Densities of 100 dwelling units per acre
are achievable at 45 feet, enabling Proctor to do its part to help the city meet its housing target. The Planning
Commission should recommend restoring Proctor’s 45-foot height limit and help preserve the neighborhood that
means so much to so many.
Sincerely,

Brian Spindor, P.E.
Civil Engineer
Resident of Proctor
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From: Mary Jo Strom Copland [mailto:mj@thetravelcompany.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 12:49 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Changes to the comprehensive plan.

Commissioners;
My name is Mary Jo Strom Copland, I am a native of Tacoma. I have served as the president of
the Proctor District Association and the North End Neighborhood Council in the past. I am a
business owner in the City of Tacoma.
Changing the height limit in the MUC was something that we fought against when I was
President of the Proctor District and on the North End Neighborhood Council.
Having watched what happened here in Tacoma in the 50’s and 60’s it is evident that allowing
duplexes, triplexes and detached accessory dwelling units in the single family zoned areas will
do more then just destroy the “character” of the neighborhoods, it will destroy the
neighborhoods themselves.
Many areas of Tacoma have been reclaimed as single family neighborhoods. Homes have been
reconverted to single family homes from the very duplexes and triplexes that you now want to
once more allow. The crime rate, that has decreased, will once again increase if this is allowed.
Likewise, detached accessory dwelling units overwhelm the neighborhoods they are allowed in.
They overwhelm the infrastructure, increase parking problems and complaints to both the city
and the police.
The height limit in the MUC must be returned to the original 45 feet. Proctor Station has ruined
the character of our beloved Proctor District. The only ones who will reap the rewards of the
increased height limit are the developers, not the taxpaying citizens who have very clearly
made their wishes known.
It is important to remember that you are in office to serve the citizens of Tacoma, not
developers. Your actions will be judged by today’s residents as well as future generations.

Mary Jo Strom Copland
The Travel Company
By Appointment
253-564-8189 - office
253-230-0295 - cell
"He who travels without a travel agent travels alone"
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jeff H Tepper
lwung@cityoftacoma.org
Comments regarding changes to Land Use Regulations
Wednesday, September 09, 2015 4:50:25 PM

Dear Lihuang Wung,
I am writing to express my concerns about plans to change the Land Use Regulatory Code. I
attempted to attend the August 19th City Council meeting on this topic but was unable to get into
the room. Here are my concerns / comments:
(1) There will always be a need for different types of residential neighborhoods (single family
houses, duplexes and small apartment buildings, large apartment complexes).   The goal of
the city (and its zoning policies) should be to foster appealing neighborhoods of different
types, not to make all neighborhoods the same.
(2) Some mixing of housing types is appropriate but allowing construction of large apartment
complexes in a neighborhood of single family homes is not. Proctor Station is a tragic
example of the right idea in the wrong place. This irreparably changes the community –
parking becomes a problem, you cannot know your neighbors, etc.
(3) One of the greatest strengths of the Proctor business district is its diverse blend of small
independent businesses (e.g., shoe repair, video store, clothing stores, book store, bowling
alley, movie theater) that offer important services and strengthen the community but are
not necessarily highly profitable.   Developments like Proctor Station, which will almost
certainly drive up local rents, will force many of these smaller businesses to move or close.
The city needs to support small locally-owned businesses by encouraging establishment of
more Proctor-type districts. A “the-market-is-always-right” approach to development will
lead in the opposite direction.      
(4) Obviously it is too late to reconsider Proctor Station; we will need to wait and see whether
its impacts on the neighborhood such as parking congestion were adequately addressed.
However, until we know the answers to these questions it would be a huge and irreversible
mistake to allow construction of more large apartment complexes in this small area. I
understand the Proctor Station group has acquired property with this intent but approval to
build should not be automatic.    
To date, I think Tacoma has done a better job than many cities when it comes to protecting the
character of the city – renovating / repurposing older buildings and in general trying to balance
development with preservation. The city also deserves credit for starting now to think about ways
to accommodate projected growth that is still a decade or more away. However, this is not the time
for short sited “solutions” like Proctor Station.
Thank you for your attention to the long-term plans for Tacoma’s growth.

Sincerely yours,
Jeffrey H. Tepper
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

jane watson
Planning
jane watson
dProctor
Thursday, September 10, 2015 3:39:14 PM

My house is at 2213 N. Proctor St, just one block south of planned developments for 65 foot tall buildings. We
already have the taller building at 27th and Proctor. I would like to strongly recommend restoring the 45 foot limit
for reasons that have already been stated again and again.
We in this neighborhood are already experiencing more parking and traffic since the improvements to Safeway and
MM. In fact, I have tried to get assistance from MM to get their employees to park elsewhere than in front of my
house, to no avail. I have a lung disorder and now just diagnosed with Lymphoma, and when gone for treatment,
cannot even park in front of my own house. The employees and the store management have been unresponsive. I
do understand public streets and parking, but I do think good neighbors give some consideration for circumstances
out of my control also, and there is no consideration given.
With a 65 foot tall building there will be even more congestion and parking problems at my house.
Perhaps you could help me find out how to apply for a handicapped space at the 2213 location.
Thank you for any and all consideration.
Jane Watson
taxpayer
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jim and Irena Wright
lwung@cityoftacoma.org
Development in the North End of Tacoma
Wednesday, August 12, 2015 3:10:40 PM

Dear Lihuang Wung, Senior Planner, City of Tacoma Planning Commission,
Please see below the letter I emailed yesterday to Mayor Strickland, the City Council
Members, and the Planning Commission. Today I am emailing the letter specifically to you
because I am concerned you may not otherwise receive a copy to place in the permanent
record during the public hearing regarding the Mixed-Use Center review on August 19th.
Family matters preclude my presence at the hearing.
Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of the request for an immediate moratorium on
future development in the Proctor Mixed-Use Center exceeding 45 feet in height and amend
the code to reinstate the 45-foot height limit.
Respectfully yours,
Irena Wright
253-759-6298
Dear Mayor Marilyn Strickland and City Council Members Anders Ibsen, District 1,
Victoria Woodards, At-Large, David Boe, At-Large, Ryan Mello, At-Large:
Please listen to the voices of your constituents living in the North End Neighborhood
of Tacoma.
As history has often shown, the population most affected by changes being made by
a few individuals is the last to learn what skillfully contrived plots are being conceived
and carried out to alter its environment forever. It wasn’t until the Proctor Station
surpassed the size and height of its surrounding buildings, that I realized someone, or
a collective of persons, had seized our neighborhood’s small business district and
was changing its character forever.
Parking is a major issue in such a small business district. Proctor Street, as it runs
through the Proctor District, and the adjacent feeder streets have inadequate parking
available today. It doesn’t take much of an imagination to envision the strain the
additional Proctor Station residents, filling 151 rental units, will place on neighborhood
parking. It is quite a stretch to assume all of the incoming residents will be eager to
pay $85 per month for parking instead of parking on the street for free, nor is there
any guarantee that the residents won’t have more vehicles than the number of
parking spaces available for rent within the Proctor Station. With the planning of a
second colossus across from the Metropolitan Market, the neighborhood parking
situation will not improve. The onus is on the city and its planners to keep the Proctor
District from becoming unlivable for the North End’s current residents and for
incoming residents.
Each neighborhood within Tacoma has an unique ambience. Building six-story
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monstrosities in an area of mostly two-story structures surrounding an R-2 view
sensitive neighborhood, with a 25-foot height limit, does not enhance the character of
the Proctor neighborhood. No matter how lovely the building’s architecture, it remains
an eyesore when it does not fit in with the surrounding neighborhood. The Proctor
District is not downtown Tacoma, nor is it the Stadium District. At this stage it isn’t
possible to lop off the top floors of the Proctor Station, but how much more attractive
and harmonious with its neighboring buildings would this structure be if only the 45foot height limit had been observed. Additionally, fewer floors would have equaled
fewer apartments. Fewer apartments would have equaled fewer vehicles vying for the
very limited street parking. The density would still have been increased, but by a
more reasonable proportion for this neighborhood.
The population of the North End Neighborhood is well over 25,000 citizens. Please
remember you are responsible to represent the views of those citizens to the City
Council, not just the wants of Bill Evans, Erling Kuester, and the Rush Companies, or
other future “developers.”
Reinstating the 45-foot height limit for Proctor will keep new construction in harmony
with the existing architectural character of this neighborhood and provide density
increases within the reasonable ability of the Proctor District and surrounding
neighborhood to absorb it.
Respectfully,
Irena Wright
3719 N 33rd Street
Tacoma, WA 98407
Cc:       Robert Thoms, District 2
            Lauren Walker, District 3
            Marty Campbell, District 4
            Joe Lonergan, District 5
            Planning Commission
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From: Carolyn Yabui [mailto:caroles48@aol.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 23, 2015 12:19 AM
To: Planning
Subject: I could not attend the meeting Weds

I am a full time caregiver to my husband who has kidney disease and he has to have dialysis
MWF 12:15 to 5:15. He also has early onset Alzheimer's dementia (and is 9 years older than me)
which doesn't make it easy to go anywhere with him after his dialysis. I live in Kirkland, WA,
but have a vested interest in the Proctor District as I may be moving back to that area someday.
I wish I could help the cause. I grew up just five blocks east of Proctor. I went to Washington
Elementary and Mason Jr High. I frequented that little theater, stopped in local stores, went to
the library. It was a relaxing quiet area even as it grew slightly. I loved it that way.
My mother still lives where I grew up, so I frequent the Proctor District off and on. I've taken
mom to dinner at Knapps or the Italian restaurant; I buy Fiesta Ware for my daughter at Colors. I
like the fact there are a few gift stores to peruse. I like Starbucks (because I love lattes and it's the
closest coffee house to my mother's house).
However, I would hate to see the Proctor District modified to become just another way for
developers and big business to make money while completely changing the ambience of the area.
Developers have done so where I live in Kirkland. It's become very claustrophobic, crowded
with too many outsiders/tourists, and the traffic and parking is horrible... so I don't ever frequent
downtown any more, yet I live here!
My mother still lives on 27th street where I grew up and she told me a year ago she doesn't want
any more tall buildings in that area. I saw some of the construction already started and it just
doesn't fit. I completely agree with my mother. 45 feet tall is plenty room for businesses or any
other construction.
Proctor is not a city. It has a small local town feel within a large older neighborhood. Anyone
who lives around there wants to keep it that way. Developers who come to build, make money,
and then leave-- because they don't live there-- should not have rights over those who live nearby.
There must be a compromise that satisfies both ends.
My sentiment? Keep it the Proctor District, not Proctor "Destruct".
My thanks to everyone who attended that meeting. I hope it was a very large voice!
--Carolyn Marie Bruno Yabui
--(my mother is Violet Bruno)
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Abigail E
Planning
Mixed Use Centers
Thursday, September 10, 2015 4:36:20 PM

My name is Abigail Zirinsky and I am 20 years old. I have been a resident of Proctor since my
first day. Proctor is the only home I’ve ever known. Washington-Hoyt is my school,
Wheelock is my library, Metropolitan Market is my store, and the Blue Mouse is my theater.
As I’ve grown older I have gone out and ventured many other parts of the world but have still
felt the most at home in Proctor. When I attended the city council hearing I saw a lot of adult
citizen’s voicing their concerns about the change in the neighborhood. I hear that they are
worried about safety for their kids, parking, and many other issues. I am sure that many of the
written comments you receive will be from people who feel that way. Don’t get me wrong, I
do feel like all of those issues are valid but I have a new perspective. The people who are
speaking already live here. They already picked proctor. I am speaking as the next adult
generation. At 20 I am closer to adulthood then childhood and after I graduate school I will
want to find a place to settle down. Before proctor station there was no question. The proctor
district would have been my home for the rest of my life. Why should I stay now? Why would
anybody in the next generation pick proctor? Development is everywhere. Bigger and better
seems to be the motto of the world. The whole world is obsessed with development even
when it isn’t needed. Why on earth would you need to apply that motto to Proctor, and ruin
it’s truly unique aspects. It physically hurts me to see everything I love about proctor slip
away. I realize that listening to somebody who is only 20 might seem pointless, but the reality
is we are next in line for the world. All it takes is one local business going out because a chain
opened up down the street, or another 6 story building that makes proctor look like
downtown, or 1 child to get hit as they walk to elementary school because of the nightmare
that is angle parking. Community is a fragile and precious thing and I would hate to see any
of these things, because they will be the detrimental to the home I hold dear. I urge you to
look at why you picked this line of work. I have often though about getting into government
work, but because I want to be a voice for the people. I would want to stand up for the
community. I would want to fight for what’s right and give a voice to the little guy. I am just
one person in a big community, but I seriously hope that we can keep the Proctor I know and
love, alive.
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Comment for City of Tacoma Planning Commission Public Hearing,
Aug. 19, 2015
My name is Ken Zirinsky and I have lived in the Proctor District for 23 years.
I am here to request that the Planning Commission please give serious consideration to reinstating
the 45 foot building height limit for the Proctor District as part of the mixed-use center review.
I understand that Proctor has been designated as a mixed-use center by the Washington Growth
Management Plan and that the Planning Commission is, therefore, mandated to plan for additional
multistory buildings for the neighborhood.
I hope that the Planning Commission will try to achieve a balance between the quality of life for
the residents of the Proctor community and the interests and goals of the real estate developers.
I cherish the unique neighborhood qualities of Proctor and I would like to see them maintained as
development proceeds. However, the 65 foot height of Proctor Station has already significantly
changed and degraded the Proctor neighborhood esthetics.
The 45 foot building height limit will reduce the negative impacts of development on traffic
congestion, on parking, and on pedestrian and bicycle safety. It will also help preserve the unique
ambiance and charm of the neighborhood.
Financial feasibility studies with detailed return on investment analysis have been performed and
they have suggested that the profit requirements of real estate developers could also be satisfied by
buildings that are 45 feet in height and located in the Proctor District.
The feasibility studies were performed for the city of Tacoma in 2008 and then they were repeated
recently, using the same methodology. These feasibility studies have determined that a 45 foot
building in Proctor would likely provide a close to 38% return on investment. This return on
investment is substantially higher than the 15% return that is usually required to make a project
financially feasible. I have attached the reference to my written comment below.
In summary, I am strongly opposed to the height bonus program and current zoning laws that
would allow additional six story, sixty-five foot tall buildings to be built in the Proctor District. I
hope that the Planning Commission will give serious consideration to reinstating the 45 foot
building height limit for the Proctor District. Thank you very much for listening to my comment.
Reference:
https://gallery.mailchimp.com/d9829ddd4d82c193c2de250be/files/August_2015_Feasibility_Anal
ysis_Proctor_MUC.pdf
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http://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/2015%20Annual%20Amendment/2015%20AA%20Public%
20Hearing%20Notice%20(for%208-19-15).pdf
https://gallery.mailchimp.com/d9829ddd4d82c193c2de250be/files/PUBLIC_COMMENT_WORK
SHEET.pdf
https://www.facebook.com/4Proctor?fref=ts
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II-C.
Regulations for Affordability and
Infill Development
(Written Comments Received through
September 11, 2015)
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List of Commenters
Comments Received through September 11, 2015
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Margaret Ainscough
Planning
Take North Slope Historic District out of up zone proposal
Thursday, August 27, 2015 10:34:14 AM

Hello,
I'm a resident homeowner in the North Slope Historic District (NSHD) and I'm writing to express my opposition to
the proposal to allow further density in the NSHD through reduced lot size, accessory dwelling units, etc. The
neighborhood already has a high level of density and diverse and affordable housing. Further changes would
threaten the character of the neighborhood, and the integrity of its remaining historic structures. The City of
Tacoma should demonstrate its commitment to supporting neighborhoods by removing the NSHD from the up zone
proposal.
Thank you,
Margaret Ainscough
610 North M St
Tacoma WA 98403
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

concept_1st@hotmail.com
Wung, Lihuang
ZONING PROPOSAL NSHD
Friday, September 11, 2015 9:02:02 PM

I'm am writing you in response to the rezoning in the name of "affordable housing".
Personally i was raised by a single mother in a trailer park. My mother instilled in me that if i
apply myself i can get out of the world of relying on financial assistance. Not only did i but
so did my mother.
My reward was to purchase a beautiful historically significant home in Tacoma. Which
incidentally, Tacoma is known for being a stinky ghetto by many of our Seattle friends. That
was until they visited this neighborhood. However, this plan to import lower renters by
artificially reducing the value of our great neighborhood would only result in a two-fold
negative result. Firstly, people like me and my neighbors will move away appoint with our
tax payers income. And secondly, the result would be even less revenue than Tacoma is
already lacking due to bad planning decisions. We obviously don't have enough funds to
pave the roads as it is. Economics 101 tells us that we would be going the wrong direction.
Proof : this NSHD exist because it was economically structured as is the goal with this
zoning. The advantage is only that these homes still exist. However, from the 60's through
the mid-nineties, this neighborhood was dangerous and not sought out buy tax paying
families. Wright Park was a notorious murder Park. On that point, let me finish with a well
known quote. Those who fail to learn from history are doomed to repeat it.
Jarett Bailey
414 N J St
-Sent from myMail app for Android
-Sent from myMail app for Android
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Al Biancalana
Thoms, Robert; Planning; Strickland, Marilyn; achambers@cityoftacoma.org; Woodards, Victoria; Boe, David;
Mello, Ryan; chair@nenc.org; Lauzier, Mark
stevedunkel@tacomaweekly.com
Tacoma"s 2015 Annual Amendment - Affordable Housing
Saturday, August 29, 2015 3:01:07 PM

Ms. Mayor, Council Members and City Staff;
First and foremost, my wife and I would like to thank you for all of your efforts to make
Tacoma a strong and growing city. When we were relocating to the PNW from suburban
Chicago last fall, we were fortunate to find exactly the home we had hoped to find in the
North End. Tacoma's diverse neighborhoods and vibrant people have proven to be more warm
and welcoming than we could have ever imagined. We love our new home and neighbors, and
are proud to call Tacoma home.
We are rather concerned with the proposed "Infill, Upzone and Incentivizing" amendments to
the Tacoma Municipal Code. This is not because we are opponents to affordable housing. We
commend the City's efforts to plan for forecasted increases in population, and admire the
intent to provide more affordable housing. We do, however, oppose the structuring of the
proposed amendments.
The programs described in proposed CHAPTER 1.39 AFFORDABLE HOUSING
INCENTIVES AND BONUSES ADMINISTRATIVE CODE will not encourage affordable
housing development. Instead, they will encourage developers to promise to provide
affordable housing in order to receive special treatment and relaxed requirements. Infill will
be allowed (loosely defined elsewhere in the staff report as the opportunity to fit more
dwellings on less land) if the builder promises to make a portion of the dwellings affordable.
Upzoning will be considered (loosely defined elsewhere in the staff report as the opportunity
to build more dwelling units while reducing or ignoring provisions for parking), within
existing single-family neighborhoods if the developer includes affordable units in the design.
Affordable housing will be Incentivized (loosely defined by Webster's as a made-up verb
from the 1970's) by offering expedited plan review and reduced/free permit fees to plans for
affordable homes. And yet, after the developer has received special treatment (had the Zoning
of the property revised to allow more dwellings, more lot-coverage and less parking, had
plans reviewed ahead of the competition and received free permits), the developer can pay an
"in-lieu fee" and sell/rent every dwelling for the full market price. My experience as
a contractor, along with my years as a building inspector and plans examiner, taught me that
most developers will take the route that will bring them the most money. A one-time $10,000
payment, measured against the opportunity to sell or rent a dwelling unit for full-market price,
is not going to incentivize anything but broken promises.
I have also learned that zoning ordinances are not building codes.The staff report discusses
allowing existing single family homes to be converted to multi-family apartments, boarding
houses and "mini-flats". It also discusses the advantages of reduced lot sizes and setback
requirements. Those advantages are only to whomever is trying to over-crowd a property. The
City's Building Department and Fire Department will be challenged to see that those
properties are built and occupied safely. Multi-family dwellings need to be designed for that
use from the ground up. Fire-separations between tenants and egress requirements cannot be
"upzoned". Reduced setbacks and greater lot coverage will put individual homes closer
together while squeezing more cars along the curb, difficult conditions for first responders to
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face.
Finally, we question the need for the staff report to call out specific neighborhoods as targets
for affordable housing. While it is true that the AHPAG recommended that affordable
housing be dispersed throughout the city, it seems extreme to interpret this to mean that the
City's historic districts should be primary targets. Nor should the AHPAG's report, or state
and federal mandates, be interpreted as a license to force affordable housing into any alreadydeveloped neighborhood. The City's Land Use guidelines require that the City "Protect,
preserve and maintain established residential neighborhood areas... incompatible land uses
should not be allowed to penetrate these areas." Increasing the density of a single-family
neighborhood just to incorporate affordable housing cannot be construed as preserving the "...
low noise levels, limited traffic, ... private yards, ... and low density..." that are recognized as
the most sought-after qualities of these neighborhoods.
Thank you for your time. We hope that you will consider what we have submitted here while
you examine the proposed amendments.
Sincerely,
Al and Pati Biancalana
909 N. I St.
Tacoma, WA
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Staff Note:
Mr. Bjornson's e-mails plus two
attachments total at 67 pages.

From: Erik Bjornson [mailto:Ebjornson@msn.com]
Sent: Monday, August 31, 2015 4:04 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Re: Support Infilling Mixed Use Centers: Oppose ADUs and General Upzoning

Mr. Wung,
Thanks for the email.
Here are two studies from the Victoria Transport Policy Institute.
Off-street parking requirements were found to increase housing costs by 12.5 to 25
percent.
Plus, the off-street parking requirement forces developers to build larger, less dense
and more expensive units.
Hence, the off-street parking requirement should removed for Tacoma's Mixed Use
Centers as soon as possible. The City of Tacoma is needlessly imposing barriers to
affordable housing by retaining suburban off-street parking requirements that many
progressive cities have abandoned years ago.
I may be reached at (253) 272-1434 if you have any questions in the matter.
Sincerely,

Erik Bjornson
Attorney at Law
Ebjornson@msn.com
http://www.tacomaattorney.com
----- Original Message ----From: Planning
To: Erik Bjornson
Sent: Monday, August 31, 2015 3:48 PM
Subject: RE: Support Infilling Mixed Use Centers: Oppose ADUs and General Upzoning

Mr. Bjornson,
You referred to a study (highlighted below) but did not attach it. Would you like to re-send?
Lihuang Wung
City of Tacoma
Planning and Development Services Department
747 Market Street, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
(253) 591-5682
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-----Original Message----From: Erik Bjornson [mailto:ebjornson@msn.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2015 11:48 PM
To: lwung@cityoftacoma.org; Elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org
Subject: Support Infilling Mixed Use Centers: Oppose ADUs and General Upzoning
Tacoma Planning Commission,
Please accept my comments below on the rezoning issues before the Tacoma Planning
Commission.
I am an attorney in downtown Tacoma and have lived in North Tacoma for 20 years. I was
recently chair of the North End Neighborhood Council for 2 years.
Please distribute this email to the other Planning Commission members.
I recommend that the Planning Commission get back to basics of future planning for Tacoma
and take the following actions:
1) Redouble the efforts to infill Tacoma's 17 mixed use centers. Remove or further reduce the
onerous parking requirements in the mixed use centers to allow the creation of more affordable
housing in these areas. See the attached study showing the correlation of the off-street parking
requirement and the affordability of housing. Decline to downzone these areas. This is where
future growth should be located and there is ample room for growth in these areas and in
downtown Tacoma.
2) Decline to "upzone" Tacoma's single family neighborhoods. Decline to allow to allow
duplexes and triplexes be built in single family neighborhoods.
3) Decline to further allow ADUs and DADUs in Tacoma's single family neighborhoods. See the
attached letter in opposition to the proposal from the NENC that was issued in 2007. Many
historical groups and neighborhoods have taken similar positions over the last 10 years.
Tacoma Can Protect Single Family Neighborhoods While Planning For Future Growth
The Tacoma Planning Commission and the Tacoma City Council should reject the short sighted
and harmful proposal to radically "upzone" Tacoma's single family neighborhoods and should
instead focus on encouraging growth in the city's downtown and 17 mixed use centers. The
misguided proposal would encourage the razing of craftsman and Victorian houses and
randomly scatter duplexes and triplexes throughout Tacoma's neighborhoods.
Tacoma enjoys about the cheapest housing costs in the Puget Sound region, even less
expensive than the mill town of Everett and around half the cost of Seattle. Tacoma also has a
relatively large supply of subsidized housing. Tacoma Housing Authority alone serves 12,000
Tacomans with vouchers and housing. Numerous other non-profits offer subsidized housing
throughout the city with much of it concentrated downtown and in converted hotels such as the
Olympus and Winthrop.
Years ago, the City of Tacoma created 17 mixed use centers to place anticipated future growth
and took many steps to encourage development downtown. Unfortunately, due to low demand,
very little has been built in Tacoma other than a few waterfront developments.
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From 2000 to 2010, Tacoma grew by a measly 2.5 percent while Pierce County grew at 13.5
percent. Nearly each and every Puget Sound city grew at a far high rate than Tacoma which
has nearly stagnated. Housing developers have had little interest in building in Tacoma as the
demand for housing is less than the cost to construct it. Technology companies offering high
wages have largely forsaken Tacoma.
Meanwhile, Tacoma's downtown and mixed use centers have many decades of supply for
future growth.
One need not drive far to count the hundreds upon hundreds of vacant lots and empty
buildings. Many areas of Tacoma have so many vacant adjacent lots that they create what is
known as "urban prairies" which have the capacity for tens of thousands of future residents.
In describing the harm that would result from the city proposal, Historic Tacoma has explained
that
[t]he proposed up-zone would put a bullseye on less expensive, small, older houses, the very
ones that are most affordable for families....This proposed up-zone puts many historic homes
across the city at risk.
Tacoma's diverse housing stock built over the last 100 years is one of the unique valuable
qualities of Tacoma. With such an ample supply of vacant land available for building downtown
and in the city's mixed use centers, it is unnecessary for the City of Tacoma to let single family
neighborhoods deteriorate by inserting duplexes and triplexes haphazardly within in
them. Although high density housing has a place in Tacoma, single family homes, which are
highly valued by families, are an important asset for the city as well. Tacoma can have both.
Even Seattle, which is going through a break neck speed of growth and experiencing
skyrocketing housing values, rejected a similar proposal.
Tacoma's neighborhood councils and historic groups have repeatedly stood arm and arm to
over the years to protect the character of Tacoma's neighborhoods as they knew understand
well the adverse effect a radical "upzoning" would have. Schizophrenically scattering triplexes
throughout the Tacoma's single family neighborhoods also makes poor urban planning for
transit which works best when operating between high density urban centers.
Instead, Tacoma should focus on preparing for future growth by on reducing regulatory burdens
and increasing incentives in downtown and in the Tacoma's many mixed use centers.
There is no economic nor moral justifiable reasons for Tacoma to lose the value of coveted
housing stock in single family neighborhoods. Present day Tacomans enjoy great
neighborhoods today because earlier generations have worked to protect them and have a duty
to protect them for future generations.
Sincerely,
Erik Bjornson
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Transportation Cost and Benefit Analysis II – Parking Costs
Victoria Transport Policy Institute (www.vtpi.org)

5.4

Parking Costs

This chapter explores the costs of providing parking. It investigates the costs of different types of
parking facilities, the number of spaces per vehicle, and the distribution of parking costs.

5.4.1 Chapter Index
5.4.2 Definitions ............................................................................................... 1
5.4.3 Discussion .............................................................................................. 2
Land Area and Value ........................................................................... 2
Construction Costs ............................................................................... 2
Operation and Maintenance ................................................................. 3
Environmental and Indirect Costs......................................................... 4
Distribution of Parking Costs ................................................................ 6
Amount of Land Devoted to Parking Facilities ...................................... 7
Total Parking Costs .............................................................................. 10
Parking Space Valuation ...................................................................... 13
5.4.4 Other Estimates ..................................................................................... 14
Summary Table of Parking Cost Estimates .......................................... 14
General and Non-Resdential Studies ................................................... 14
Residential ........................................................................................... 19
Stormwater Management ..................................................................... 19
5.4.5 Variability ............................................................................................... 20
5.4.6 Equity and Efficiency Issues .................................................................. 20
5.4.7 Conclusions ........................................................................................... 22
5.4.8 Information Resources........................................................................... 24

5.4.2 Definitions
Parking costs include parking facility land, construction and operating costs, plus indirect
costs such as stormwater management costs. There are various types of parking facilities:


On-street parking consists of parking lanes provided within public road rights-of-way.



Off-street parking are parking facilities on their own land, not on road rights-of-way.



Surface parking refers to parking lots directly on land.



Structured parking (also called parkades or ramps) are parking facilities in or under multistory buildings.
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Transportation Cost and Benefit Analysis II – Parking Costs
Victoria Transport Policy Institute (www.vtpi.org)

5.4.3 Discussion
Land Area and Value

A typical parking space is 8-10 feet (2.4-3.0 meters) wide and 18-20 feet (5.5-6.0 meter)
deep, totaling 144-200 square feet (13-19 sq. meters).1 Off-street parking typically
requires 300-350 square feet per space, including access lanes and landscaping, allowing
100-150 spaces per acre (250-370 per hectare), depending on design. Land costs can vary
from thousands of dollars per acre in rural areas to millions of dollars per acre in central
business districts (CBDs). Because parking must be located near destinations, it often
requires relatively high-value land. Parking facility land is sometimes considered to have
little or no value. For example, building or campus managers sometimes consider land as
free, and so only consider operating and maintenance expenses when calculating parking
costs. But there is usually an opportunity cost to devoting land to parking, since it could
be used for buildings, landscaping, leased or sold. Similarly, parking lanes can be
converted to traffic lanes, busways, bike lanes, landscaping, or additional sidewalk space.
Some cities even convert parking spaces to “parklets” (small sidewalk parks).2
Construction Costs

Parking facility construction costs are affected by size per space, size and shape of site
(small and irregular shaped sites increase unit costs), number of levels (more levels
increase unit costs), topography (slopes and poor soil conditions increase costs), design
(exterior aesthetic treatments can increase costs), and geographic location. Structured
parking involves a trade-off between construction and land costs. Structured parking
typically becomes cost effective when land prices exceed about $1 million per acre.
Table 5.4.3-1 Parking Structure Construction Costs3
City
Atlanta
Baltimore
Boston
Charlotte
Chicago
Cleveland
Denver
Dallas
Detroit
Kansas City

Cost Per Space
$14,028
$14,479
$17,947
$12,441
$17,869
$15,474
$14,774
$13,281
$16,049
$15,878

City
Los Angeles
Miami
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
St Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
National Average

Cost Per Space
$16,842
$14,043
$17,079
$13,825
$20,326
$17,604
$15,178
$19,253
$16,158
$15,552

James Hunnicutt (1982), “Parking, Loading, and Terminal Facilities,” in Transportation and Traffic
Engineering Handbook, Institute of Transportation Engineering/Prentice Hall, 1982, p. 651.
2 Pavement to Parks (http://sfpavementtoparks.sfplanning.org) San Francico Parks Department.
3 Carl Walker (2009), “Parking Structure Cost Outlook for 2009,” Industry Insightes, Carl Walker, First
Qr.; at www.carlwalker.com/press/newsletters.
1
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Overall, U.S. parking structure construction costs are reported to average about $15,000
per space or $44 per square foot in 2008, however this may include ground floor spaces
which should not be counted.4 In addition to these “hard” costs, facility development
usually involves “soft” costs for project planning, design, permits and financing, which
typically increase project costs by 30-40% for a stand-alone project. Shoup documents
construction costs ranging from $13,712 to $31, 500 per space at a California university
between 1990 and 2002.5 He notes that most spaces in parking structures cost more than
the cars that occupy them. Future construction costs may increase above the rate of
inflation due to increased petroleum costs and carbon taxes or cap-and-trade costs on
emissions from concrete and steel manufacturing.
Operation and Maintenance

Operation and maintenance costs include cleaning, lighting, maintenance, repairs,
security, landscaping, snow removal, access control (e.g., entrance gates), fee collection
(for priced parking), enforcement, insurance, labor and administration. Parking facilities
require resurfacing and repaving every 5-10 years, and parking structures require major
reconstruction or replacement after 20-40 years, with higher maintenance costs in areas
with harsh climates, particularly with frequent salt exposure. Parking structures may
require elevators, fire control and mechanical ventilation. Private parking facilities must
pay taxes and provide profits. The incremental cost of fee collection ranges from less than
$50 annually per vehicle for a simple pass system with minimal enforcement, to more
than $500 per space for facilities with attendants or automated control systems. A 1998
study found that typical annual costs per space ranged from about $200 for basic
maintenance of a surface lot, up to $800 for a facility with tollbooth attendants.6
A 1996 survey found that commercial parking operating expenses average about $500
annually per space, about half of which is associated with fee collection and security:7
Cashiering Salaries & Benefits
Management and supplies
Security
Utilities
Insurance
Routine Maintenance
Structural Maintenance
Snow removal
Equipment maintenance
Other expenses
Total

$120
85
67
58
16
19
50
4
11
__64
$494

Joey D. Rowland (2008), “Contruction Cost Outlook for 2008,” Industry Insights, Carl Walker Parking
(www.carlwalker.com); at www.carlwalker.com/sites/default/files/pdfnews/1st_quarter_4up_final_ag.pdf.
5 Donald Shoup (2005), The High Cost of Free Parking, Planners Press (www.planning.org). Table 7-3 p
211. Values not adjusted for inflation.
6 John Dorsett (1998), “The Price Tag of Parking,” Urban Land, Urban Land Institute (www.uli.org), May
1998, pp. 66-70.
7 ITE (1999), Transportation Planning Handbook, ITE (www.ite.org) p. 535.
4
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Table 5.4.3-2 shows operating costs at several commercial parking facilities from a 2005
survey, indicating that costs typically range from $500 to $800 per space per year,
including employee wages and benefits, facility maintenance and cleaning, utilities, taxes,
and insurance.
Table 5.4.3-2 Sample Commercial Parking Facility Annual Operating Expenses8
Number of parking spaces
Total operating costs
Cost per space

Fort Collins, CO
903
$416,400
$461

Phoenix, AZ
744
$519,100
$698

Boise, ID
495
$361,800
$731

Portland, OR
413
$349,400
$846

Marginal Costs

Parking facility costs are often perceived as sunk. Land devoted to parking is often treated
as having no opportunity costs, so the only costs of increasing supply are construction and
maintenance expenses. Once a parking space is built or leased, facility owners and
managers often assume there are minimal savings if parking demand were reduced, for
example, if employees shift modes and leaving parking spaces unoccupied. However,
reducing parking demand usually can provide savings and benefits, by avoiding the need
to add parking to accommodate growth, by allowing parking facilities to be leased or
rented for other users, or the land can be converted to other uses such as buildings or
greenspace, or sold. Opportunity costs are particularly large in growing urban areas where
parking demand and land prices are high and increasing, and in areas with high
environmental values where reducing pavement provides substantial benefits.
Environmental and Indirect Costs

Paving land for parking imposes environmental costs, including greenspace loss (reduced
landscaping, farmland, wildlife habitat etc.), increased impervious surfaces, and related
stormwater management costs, heat island effects and aesthetic degradation.9 Generous
parking requirements and low parking prices tend to discourage infill development,
encourage sprawl (low density, dispersed development patterns).10 As a result, it tends to
increase per capita vehicle ownership and use and reduces the viability of other modes
such as walking, cycling and public transit. Generous residential parking requirements
also tend to reduce housing affordability.11

PT (2005) “What’s It Cost You To Run Your Garage?,” Parking Today (www.parkingtoday.com), May,
pp. 30-32.
9 Todd Litman (2002), Evaluating Transportation Land Use Impacts, VTPI (www.vtpi.org); at
www.vtpi.org/landuse.pdf.
10 Richard Willson (1995), “Suburban Parking Requirements; A Tacit Policy for Automobile Use and
Sprawl,” Journal of the American Planning Association, Vol. 61, No. 1, Winter 1995, pp. 29-42.
11 Todd Litman (2008), Parking Requirements on Housing Affordability, VTPI (www.vtpi.org); at
www.vtpi.org/park-hou.pdf.
8
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The construction of parking facilities, particularly parking structures, consumes large
quantities of energy and results in significant emissions of greenhouse gases from the
production of concrete and steel. Ongoing operations and maintenance also requires
energy and materials that have environmental costs. Shoup cites a UCLA (Los Angeles,
California) Environmental Impact Report data to estimate external congestion costs of
$73 per month per space and pollution costs of $44 for a total external cost of $117 per
month per space assuming 83 one-way trips per space totaling 727 vehicle miles.12 This
estimate does not include the additional greenhouse gas emission costs from increased
vehicle travel and parking structure construction.
Parking Versus Mobility and Accessibility
There are often conflicts between the use of curb lanes for parking or for mobility, including
general lanes, special lanes for buses, high-occupancy-vehicles or bicycle, or for wider
sidewalks. In some situations, converting parking lanes to other uses can be justified if it will
result in a shift from driving to alternative modes, reducing parking demand in an area. For
example, about 30,000 people commute to downtown Victoria each day, about 20,000 by
automobile and 3,000 by bicycle. If converting one-mile of on-street parking to bicycle lanes
reduces parking supply by 100 spaces, but by improving cycling conditions would shift an
additional 1% of automobile commuters (i.e., 200 commuters) to cycling, the result would be a
net increase of 100 spaces in downtown parking supply. Similarly, shifting parking to busways or
HOV lanes can make these modes more attractive, reducing automobile trips to downtown that
may partly or completely offset the loss of parking spaces downtown.
Parking planning can also face conflicts between mobility (i.e., physical movement) and land use
accessibility (common destinations located close together). Generous parking requirements tends
to create automobile-oriented transportation systems and land use patterns, with dispersed
destinations that require more mobility, while parking management tends to support more
clustered land use patterns where less mobility is needed. For example, with commercial strip
development, businesses are scattered along a highway, each with its own abundant supply of
parking. To run a dozen errands it is necessary to take a dozen individual automobile trips from
one business to another. A downtown or other urban center, has narrower streets and less parking
supply, which reduces mobility, but it tends to have better accessibility because more
destinations are located within convenient walking distance. To run a dozen errands generally
takes only one or two car trips, with most destinations accessible by walking.
Similarly, the area around a transit station can be developed as a park-and-ride center or as an
urban village, with businesses and higher-density residential development clustered around the
station (called Transit Oriented Development). Park-and-ride facilities tend to increase mobility,
allowing suburban commuters to use public transit, while urban villages increase accessibility,
and therefore help reduce total per capita vehicle travel. Effective parking management can help
balance these conflicting objectives, allowing a certain amount of park-and-ride activity without
spoiling the ability of a transit station to be a catalyst for an accessible urban village.

12

Donald Shoup (2005), The High Cost of Free Parking, Planners Press (www.planning.org). p. 197.
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Parking Cost Distribution

Motorists use unpriced parking for most trips; of the 95% of US commuters who drive,
only about 5% pay full parking costs and 9% pay a subsidized rate, while unpriced
parking is provided for more than 99% of non-commute trips.13 Overall, probably about
5% of non-residential parking costs are paid directly by users. The costs of unpriced
parking are borne by businesses and governments, and ultimately by customers and
taxpayers. Most employee parking is income tax exempt, a benefit to automobile
commuters worth up to $1,800 per year. The foregone taxes can also be considered a
parking subsidy.
Employee Parking Subsidy Patterns14

Figure 5.4.3-1

SubsidizedPays Full Cost
Parking
5%
9%

Doesn't Drive
(including car
pool riders)
11%

Free On-street
Parking
9%

Free Employer
Parking
66%

Most commuters who drive use unpriced parking.

There is some debate among economists as to whether unpriced parking should be
considered a subsidy, since most of these costs are ultimately borne by motorists through
housing costs, taxes, retail purchases and as a portion of employment benefits.15 Some
prefer to call it a bundled good, that is, something included with a purchase. But
regardless of whether they are called a subsidy or a bundled good, unpriced parking is a
market distortion that violates the basic principles of economic efficiency: that consumers
should have viable options to choose from, and that prices should reflect marginal costs.

13

USDOT(1992), 1990 NPTS, Summary of Travel Trends, (www.dot.gov).
Miller and Moffet (1993), The Price of Mobility, National Resource Defense Council (www.nrdc.org).
15 José Gomez-Ibañez (1997), “Estimating Whether Transport Users Pay their Way,” The Full Costs and
Benefits of Transportation, Springer (Berlin), pp. 149-172.
14
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Amount of Land Devoted to Parking Facilities16

Table 5.4.3-3 shows estimated U.S. off-street U.S. parking spaces for commercial
buildings. This may overestimate actual commercial parking spaces, since some buildings
have fewer than currently recommended supply, because they are older or are located in
Central Business Districts (CBDs), but this is offset by the fact that some types of
facilities with off-street parking, such as public parks, are not included.
Table 5.4.3-3 Estimated U.S. Commercial Parking Spaces, 200317
Building Type

Total Floor Area

Parking Spaces

Million Sq. Feet

Spaces/1,000 Sq. Ft

Education
Food Sales
Food Service
Health Care
Lodging
Mercantile
Office
Public Assembly
Pubic Order and Safety
Religious Worship
Service
Warehouse and Storage
Other
Vacant
Total

9,874
1,255
1,654
3,163
5,096
11,192
12,208
3,939
1,090
3,754
4,050
10,078
1,738
2,567
71,658

Parking Spaces
Thousands

3
3
4
3
3
4
4
4
3
3
3
1
2
2

29,622
3,765
6,616
9,489
15,288
44,768
48,832
15,756
3,270
11,262
12,150
10,078
3,476
5,134
219,506

Chester, Horvath and Madanat estimate there are between 105 million and 2.0 billion onand off-street parking spaces in the U.S., based on the five scenarios summarized below,
which indicates between 0.5 to 8 parking spaces per vehicle.
Table 5.4.3-4 Estimated U.S. Parking Spaces18
Type
On-street
Surface
Structure
Total

Scenario 1
35
36
34
105

Scenario 2
92
520
110
730

Scenario 3
180
520
110
820

Scenario 4
150
610
84
840

Scenario 5
1,100
790
120
2,000

This table summarizes various estimates of U.S. parking spaces.

16

Todd Litman (2000), Transportation Land Valuation, VTPI (www.vtpi.org).
EIC (2003), 2003 Commercial Buildings Energy Consumption Survey—Overview of Commercial
Buildings Characteristics, Energy Information Administration, U.S. Department of Energy
(www.eia.doe.gov); at www.eia.doe.gov/emeu/cbecs/cbecs2003/introduction.html
18 Mikhail Chester, Arpad Horvath and Samer Madanat (2010), “Parking Infrastructure: Energy, Emissions,
And Automobile Life-Cycle Environmental Accounting,” Environmental Research Letters, Vol. 5, No. 3; at
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/5/3/034001; project of the UC Berkeley Center for Future Urban
Transport (www.sustainable-transportation.com).
17
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Delucchi estimated 125 to 200 million non-residential, off-street parking spaces in the US
in 1991, 0.5 to 0.8 spaces per capita, or 0.7 to 1.1 spaces per vehicle, as summarized
below, but this estimate excluded some land use categories that generally include parking
such as religious institutions, vehicle dealers, stadiums and parks. Pijanowski found
approximately three non-residential off-street parking spaces per vehicle in Tippecanoe
County, a typical rural county.19 Shoup calculates that, including on-street parking, US
cities have an average of about of eight parking spaces for each car. 20
Table 5.4.3-5 Calculation of Land Area Devoted to Parking21
Nonresidential Offstreet Parking
Offstreet nonresidential parking spaces (millions)
Fraction in lots as opposed to garages
Size of parking space (ft2)
Total ground footprint of parking lot/total parking area
Total ground footprint of garage/total parking area
Residential offstreet parking
Housing units with a garage or carport (million HUs)
Average area to cars, per garage or carport (ft2)
Average area per residential driveway (ft2)
HUs with offstreet residential parking other than own garage or carport (million HUs)
Parking spaces per HU with offstreet parking in lot, carport, or driveway
Parking spaces per HU with other offstreet residential parking in garage
Fraction of other spaces in lots as opposed to garages
Total ground footprint of parking lot/total parking area
Total ground footprint of garage/ total parking area
Calculated total land area devoted to parking cars (square miles)

Low
125
0.65
150
2.17
0.20
58.2
167
190
36.0
1.09
1.02
0.87
2.17
0.27
2,146

High
200
0.65
150
2.17
0.33
58.2
225
238
36.0
1.19
1.10
0.87
2.17
0.72
3,064

Davis, et al. (2010) used detailed aerial photographs to estimate the number of parking
spaces in surface lots in Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, and Wisconsin.22 Parking lots were
identified as paved surfaces with stripes painted on the surface or where more than three
cars were parked in an organized fashion, which excluded on-street and structured
parking spaces (other than the top floor if the structure has an open roof), and residential
parking spaces not in parking lots. They identified more than 43 million parking spaces in
these four states, which averages 2.5 to 3.0 off-street, non-residential spaces per vehicle.
They estimate that these four states allocate 1,260 km2 (976 km2 lower bound to
1,745 km2 upper bound) of land to parking lots. This accounts for approximately 4.97%
of urban land, with a higher proportion where urban sprawl is most prevalent.

19

Bryan Pijanowski (2007), Parking Spaces Outnumber Drivers 3-to-1, Drive Pollution and Warming,
Purdue University (www.purdue.edu); at www.purdue.edu/uns/x/2007b/070911PijanowskiParking.html.
20 Donald Shoup (2005), The High Cost of Free Parking. Planners Press (www.planning.org).
21 Mark Delucchi (1997), Annualized Social Cost of Motor-Vehicle Use in the U.S., 1990-1991, Vol. 6,
Institute of Transport Studies ( http://engineering.ucdavis.edu/ ), Table 6-A.1.
22 Amélie Y. Davis, Bryan C. Pijanowski, Kimberly D. Robinson and Paul B. Kidwell (2010), “Estimating
Parking Lot Footprints In The Upper Great Lakes Region Of The USA” Landscape and Urban Planning,
Vol. 96, Issue 2, 30 May 2010, Pages 68-77; at www.citeulike.org/article/6869205.
28 August 2013

www.vtpi.org/tca/tca0504.pdf
Page 5.4-8

- 432 -

Transportation Cost and Benefit Analysis II – Parking Costs
Victoria Transport Policy Institute (www.vtpi.org)

Table 5.4.3-6 Calculated Surface-Area Percentages23
Residential
Commercial/service
Industrial
Transport/communications
Industrial and commercial
Mixed urban

Tree
Cover

Barren
Land

Grass

Roof

Road

Sidewalk

Parking

Miscellaneous

14.7
9.6
8.1
0.0
2.8
26.8

10.2
7.3
19.7
4.0
15.6
2.1

24.5
9.3
6.0
0.0
5.6
7.1

19.4
19.8
23.4
5.0
19.2
23.7

12.7
15.5
7.3
80.0
10.3
17.6

8.0
3.7
1.3
1.0
1.3
4.5

4.9
31.1
20.0
10.0
32.1
9.5

5.6
3.8
14.3
0.0
13.1
8.7

This table summarizes the surface area of various types of land uses in Sacramento, California.

Overall, pavement covers about 35% of the surface area of most residential areas and 50–
70% in most non-residential areas and summarized in Table 5.4.3-6 and Figure 5.4.3-2.
Figure 5.4.3-2

Calculated Surface-Area Percentages24

Portion of Total Surface Area

100%

Miscellaneous
Parking
Sidewalk
Road
Roof
Grass
Barren Land
Tree Cover

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%
Residential

Commercial

Industrial

Mixed urban

This figure illustrates the surface area of various types of land uses in Sacramento, California.

This suggests that there are probably at least three off-street parking spaces per vehicle
(one residential and two non-residential), plus two urban on-street spaces, although the
estimated number of on-street spaces is arbitrary since most suburban and rural roads
have shoulders suitable for parking but are not located near destinations. The number of
parking spaces per vehicle tends to be lower in urban areas where parking is shared and
higher in suburban and rural areas where each destination supplies all its own parking.
Multi-story parking structures require less land per space, and underground parking can
be considered to use no additional land.

Hashem Akbari, L. Shea Rose and Haider Taha (2003), “Analyzing The Land Cover Of An Urban
Environment Using High-Resolution Orthophotos,” Landscape and Urban Planning
(www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/01692046), Vol. 63, Issue 1, pp. 1–14.
24 Akbari, Rose and Taha (2003)
23
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Total Parking Costs

The table below illustrates typical parking facility financial costs per space, which vary
from about $670 annually for surface parking where land is considered free, to $4,000 in
central business districts. These do not include indirect and environmental costs.
Table 5.4.3-7 Typical Parking Facility Financial Costs (Parking Spreadsheet)
Type of Facility

Land Cost
Per Acre

Suburban, On-Street
Suburban, Surface, Free Land
Suburban, Surface
Urban, On-Street
Urban, Surface
Urban, 3-Level Structure
Urban, Underground
CBD, On-Street
CBD, 4-Level Structure
CBD, Underground

Annualized
Land Cost
Per Space

$250,000
$0
$250,000
$1,200,000
$1,200,000
$1,200,000
$1,200,000
$6,000,000
$6,000,000
$6,000,000

$94
$0
$215
$453
$944
$315
$0
$2,265
$1,089
$0

Annualized
Construction
Costs

$326
$326
$326
$543
$543
$1,954
$2,714
$543
$2,171
$3,776

Annual
O&M
Costs

Total
Annual
Cost

$345
$345
$345
$345
$575
$575
$575
$460
$575
$575

Total
Monthly
Cost

$765
$671
$885
$1,341
$2,062
$2,844
$3,289
$3,268
$3,835
$4,007

$64
$56
$74
$112
$172
$237
$274
$272
$320
$334

This illustrates typical parking facility costs. The “Parking Cost, Pricing and Revenue
Calculator” (www.vtpi.org/parking.xls) calculates these costs based on specific input values.

Figure 5.4.3-3 illustrates these annualized costs.
Figure 5.4.3-3 Typical Parking Annualized Costs per Space (2007 USD)25
Annualized Cost Per Space
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This figure illustrates estimated annualized costs per parking space. As noted above, values can
vary significantly depending on factors such as local land values.

25

VTPI (2008), Parking Cost, Pricing and Revenue Calculator, Victoria Transport Policy Institute
(www.vtpi.org); at www.vtpi.org/parking.xls.
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Assuming two on-street and three off-street parking spaces (one residential and two
commercial) per vehicle in a typical urban area, with annualized costs averaging $600 per
on-street, $800 per residential off-street, and $1,200 per non-residential off-street space,
this totals $4,400 per vehicle. Costs per space are lower in suburban and rural areas due to
lower land costs, but there tend to be more spaces per vehicle in such areas so parking
cost per vehicle are probably similar. As mentioned previously, only about 5% of total
non-residential parking costs are paid directly by users. Table 5.4.3-8 summarizes
estimated parking costs, indicating that about three-quarters of total parking costs are
borne indirectly, and can be considered external, since they are borne by non-users.
Table 5.4.3-8
Residential
Non-res. Off-street
On-street
Totals

Estimated Annualized Parking Costs Per Vehicle
Spaces Per
Vehicle

Annual Cost
Per Space

1
2
2
5

$800
$1,200
$600

Paid Directly Directly-Paid
By Users
Costs

100%
5%
5%

$800
$120
$60
$980 (22%)

External
Costs

0
$2280
$1140
$3420 (78%)

Total
Costs

$800
$2,400
$1,200
$4,400 (100%)

This table estimates parking costs per vehicle. Users pay directly for only about a quarter of total
parking costs. The rest are borne indirectly through taxes, reduced wages, and additional retail prices.

Shoup estimates that unpriced off-street parking costs between $127 billion and $374
billion annually in the US.26 Including on-street parking probably raises this $500 billion
annually, more than three times total expenditures on public roads, and more than half as
large as total expenditures on private vehicles. For each dollar motorists spend directly on
their car somebody bears more than 50¢ in parking costs. This does not include indirect
and non-market costs, such as the additional stormwater management costs, heat island
effects, and other environmental costs that result when open space is paved for parking.
Parking costs can be a significant portion of facility development costs and rents. Parking
represents about 10% of typical building development costs, and sometimes more,
particularly for urban redevelopment and suburban projects with relatively high land or
environmental costs. For example, a study of the effects of introducing parking
requirements in Oakland California shows that construction costs per apartment increased
18% and density decreased 23%.27 Generous parking requirements reduce the supply of
affordable housing, and shifts affordable housing to less accessible sites where land prices
are lower but fewer services can be reached by walking or public transit.28

26

Donald Shoup (2005), The High Cost of Free Parking, Planners Press (www.planning.org). p. 218.
Brian Bertha (1964), “Appendix A” in The Low-Rise Speculative Apartment, by Wallace Smith. Cited in
Donald Shoup (2005), The High Cost of Free Parking, Planners Press (www.planning.org). pp. 143-144.
28 Wenya Jia and Martin Wachs (1998), Parking Requirements and Housing Affordability, Research Paper
380, University of California Transportation Center (www.uctc.net).
27
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Figure 5.4.3-4

Comparing Vehicle and Parking Costs
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U.S. motorist spend an average of about $4,500 annually per vehicle on direct expenses.29 There
are an estimated five parking spaces per vehicle with total annualized costs of $4,400, much of
which consumers bear indirectly30.

Calculations of per-vehicle parking costs and revenues should take into account load
factors, that is, the portion of parking spaces that are used at a particular time, or the
portion of hours or days per year that a space is used. For example, if parking spaces rent
for $60 per month with a 50% average load factor, revenues average $30 per space.
A reduction in parking demand does not always provide a comparable cost savings. For
example, if a business has abundant parking supply there may be no immediate parking
cost savings if employees shift to alternative commute modes. Their parking spaces will
simply be empty. However, over the long run virtually all parking facilities have an
opportunity cost: reduced demand reduces parking congestion (for example, parking
become more convenient for customers), avoids the need to increase parking supply (for
example, if a business expands, or a new business is established nearby), excess spaces
can be rented to other nearby users who need them, or the land can be converted to
another use (sold, used for an additional building, or converted to greenspace).
When evaluating parking cost savings it may be appropriate to apply an adjustment factor
to reflect the lag time between when parking demand is reduced and savings are fully
captured. For example, if a commute trip reduction program reduces parking demand by
20 spaces, each with a $1,000 annualized value, it is possible that during the first year
only half the potential savings will be captured (20 x $1,000 x 0.5 = $10,000), because
the freed-up spaces have no immediate use. However, within two to five years alternative
uses will usually be found (the need to expand other parking lots can be avoided, or the
land converted to other uses), so the full $20,000 annual value will be achieved.

29
30

BLS (2004), Consumer Expenditure Survey, (www.bls.gov). Values adjusted by CPI to 2007 USD.
From Table 5.4.3-5 above.
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Parking demand reductions tend to provide economic savings more quickly in denser,
growing areas with parking problems (where reduced parking demand provides direct
benefits in reduced parking congestion and avoided costs for increasing supply), and
more slowly in economically stagnant areas which have abundant parking supply and low
land costs. This is also affected by parking regulation flexibility (whether businesses may
reduce their parking supply if demand declines), and whether it is common for businesses
in an area to share, lease or sell excess parking to other users.
Parking Space Valuation

It is sometimes useful to calculate the marginal value of parking spaces. For example, a
planner or developer may need to determine how many spaces to supply at a particular
destination. A simple, but inaccurate approach is to calculate average benefits provided
by a group of parking spaces. For example, the value of each parking space at a store
would be calculated by dividing total store revenue by the total number of parking spaces
to determine average revenue per space. If the store earns $100,000 per day and has 100
parking spaces, each space would be considered to generate $1,000 per day.

Demand Relative to Supply

Figure 5.4.3-5

Typical Parking Facility Occupancy
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20%

-30%0%

10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Portion of Time (annual hours)

This figure indicates the portion of available parking spaces occupied over a year for a typical
parking facility. Most facilities only fill a few hours each year, and usually have excess capacity.

However, in most cases it is more appropriate to use marginal analysis, the incremental
benefit of each space. Motorists usually use the most convenient parking spaces, typically
those located closest to building entrances. Out of 100 parking spaces serving a
destination such as a store, a few (perhaps 20-40) are typically used most, while other
spaces (the remaining 60-80) are only occupied during peak periods, as indicated by
Figure 5.4.3-5. If inadequate parking is a constraint on business activity the marginal
value may be high, because adding a parking space may increase business, but in many
situations, parking supply can be reduced with little or no cost, particularly if parking
management strategies are implemented.31
31

VTPI (2005), “Parking Management,” Online TDM Encyclopedia, VTPI (www.vtpi.org/tdm).
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5.4.4 Other Estimates
Note: Although many of these estimates are presented in per mile units, the cost is better
measured per trip, since parking costs are unaffected by trip length. All monetary units are in
U.S. dollars unless indicated otherwise.
Summary Table of Parking Cost Estimates

Table 5.4.4-1 Parking Cost Estimate Summary Table – Selected Studies
Publication
Apogee Research (1994)
Cambridge Systematics (1998)

Delucchi (1996)

Greenberg (2005)
Shoup (2005)

Costs
Per mile (Boston, MA)
Per mile (Portland, ME)
Surface stall
Above ground structure
Below ground
Total US unpriced nonresidential
Subsidy per motor
vehicle year
Non-residential subsidy
per vehicle mile
Increase in housing unit
cost per residential space
Per space in structure
Per mile

Cost Value
$0.18 (1994 USD*)
$0.043
$68 / month (1997 USD)
$135
$240
$148-$288 billion (1991
USD)
$788 - $1531
$0.063 - $0.133
$52,000 to $117,000
(2005*)
$127 (2002 USD/month)
$0.22

2007 USD
$0.25 per mile
$0.06 per mile
$88 per month
$174 per month
$310 per month
$225 - $438 billion
per year
$1,198 - $2,327 per
vehicle year
$0.10 - $0.20 per
mile
$54,000 to $120,000
$149 per month
$0.26 per mile

More detailed descriptions of these studies are found below, along with summaries of other
studies. 2007 Values have been adjusted for inflation by Consumer Price Index32. * Indicates
that the currency year is assumed to be the same as the publication year.

General and Non-Residential Studies



A study by Barter investigated parking regulations, supply, pricing and
management practices in various Asian cities including Beijing, Guangzhou,
Hong Kong, Seoul, Taipei, Tokyo, Ahmedabad, Dhaka, Bangkok, Hanoi, Jakarta
Kuala Lumpur, Manila and Singapore.33 It found that, although these cities are
very dense, with high land values and intense congestion, most cities have
adopted Western practices designed to insure adequate parking supply and low
prices. Parking pricing is widespread, although poorly regulated and sometimes
collected by criminals. Nevertheless, the study found a surprising proportion of
parking is free-of-charge for motorists, even in dense cities with high property
prices and therefore high opportunity cost for parking space.

32

For discussion of other way to adjust for inflation see: Samuel H. Williamson (2008), Six Ways to
Compute the Relative Value of a U.S. Dollar Amount, MeasuringWorth (www.measuringworth.com).
33 Paul Barter (2010) Parking Policy in Asian Cities, Asian Development Bank (www.adb.org); at
https://docs.google.com/leaf?id=0ByEszG9z8sBUYTBhNzdmZmQtNjc3Zi00MmRkLWIzMWEtZWUxN
GY0ODJmODRi&hl=en&authkey=CN6Rg-0J.
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Chester, Horvath and Madanat calculate parking facilty lifecycle energy
consumption, greenhouse gas and air pollution emissions (CO, SO2, NOX , VOC,
and PM10) based on five parking supply scenarios.34 The results are incorporated
into their life-cycle environmental analysis of various vehicles (sedans, sports
utility vehicles, and pickups). Parking energy consumption is estimated to average
from 14–18 kJ/Passenger-Km (Scenario 1) to 240–310 kJ/Passenger-Km
(Scenario 5), and GHG emissions range from 1.3–1.7 gCO2e/PKT (Scenario 1) to
19–25 g CO2e/PKT (Scenario 5). This represents 0.5% to 12% of total estimated
transport system lifecycle energy consumption and greenhouse emissions, and
24% to 81% other air pollutants, depending on vehicle type and scenario.



In a study of parking supply and demand in Hulme-Moir found that charging
users directly for parking would increase the financial cost of driving 30-90% for
an average shopping trip and about 100% for an average commuting trip, and that
about a quarter of central city area land is devoted to parking facilities .35



The National Parking Association’s Parking In America; Annual Review of
Parking Rates in the United States and Canada includes information on parking
facility costs, employee wages, and hourly, daily and monthly rates for
commercial parking in various North American cities.36 The 2009 study found:



o

Parking garage construction costs range from $2,000 to $45,000 per space, with
an average of $19,650 per space.

o

Surface parking lot construction costs ranged from $1,000 to $15,000 per space,
with an average of $5,000 per space.

o

Condomenium parking space prices ranged from $17,000 to $100,000, with an
average price of $45,400.

o

Average starting hourly wage of parking facility employees ranged from $5.85 to
$12.50, with an average of $8.30.

Colliers International publishes parking fee data in different cities, indicating how
prices vary depending on location and type of parking used.37

Mikhail Chester, Arpad Horvath and Samer Madanat (2010), “Parking Infrastructure: Energy, Emissions,
And Automobile Life-Cycle Environmental Accounting,” Environmental Research Letters, Vol. 5, No. 3; at
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/5/3/034001; project of the UC Berkeley Center for Future Urban
Transport (www.sustainable-transportation.com).
35 Angus Hulme-Moir (2010), Making Way for the Car: Minimum Parking Requirements and Porirua City
Centre, Thesis, School of Geography, Environment and Earth Sciences, Victoria University of Wellington
(http://researcharchive.vuw.ac.nz/handle/10063/1458).
36 NPA (2009), Parking In America, The National Parking Association’s First Annual Review of Parking
Rates in the United States and Canada, National Parking Association (www.npapark.org); at
www.npapark.org/pdfs/NPA_Full_Report_Web_Resolution.pdf.
37 Colliers (2009), Global CBC Parking Rate Survey, Colliers International (www.colliers.com); at
www.colliersmn.com/PROD/ccgrd.nsf/publish/0EB9D100B7A442F8852575F600699A07/$File/globalcolli
ersparkingratesurvey2009.pdf.
34
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Cambridge Systematics estimated parking costs as summarized in the table below.

Table 5.4.4-3 Total and Monthly Costs per Parking Space (1997 U.S. Dollars)38
Above-Ground
Multi-Level Structure

Surface Lot
Low

Land
Construction
Design, Contingency
Present Value
Interest Payments
Operating Costs
Break-Even Cost
Monthly Equivalent

$600
$1,500
$200
$2,300
$2,100
$700
$5,100
$18

High

Average

Low

High

$12,000 $6,300
$500 $1,000
$4,000 $2,750 $8,800 $20,000
$800
$500 $1,800 $5,000
$16,800 $9,550 $12,100 $26,000
$14,700 $8,400 $9,700 $22,700
$2,800 $1,750 $2,800 $5,600
$34,300 $19,700 $24,600 $53,300
$119
$68
$85
$185

Below Ground

Average

Low

High

Average

$750
$14,400
$3,400
$19,050
$16,200
$4,200
$38,950
$135

$0
$16,000
$3,200
$19,200
$16,800
$2,800
$38,800
$135

$0
$40,000
$10,000
$50,000
$43,700
$5,600
$99,300
$345

$0
$28,000
$6,600
$34,600
$30,250
$4,200
$69,050
$240

This table summarizes total costs amortized over a 24-year service life at a 9% annual interest.



Delucchi estimated that non-residential, unpriced, off-street parking has a total
value of $148 to $288 billion (in 1991 U.S. dollars) as summarized in Table 5.4.44. This represents a subsidy averaging $788 to $1,531 per motor vehicle year, or
6.3¢ to 13.3¢ per motor vehicle mile (in 1991 dollars).

Table 5.4.4-4

Calculated Value of Unpaid Parking39

Cost Item
Workers 16 years old or older (millions)
Of total workers, the fraction that uses motor vehicles
Persons per vehicle, for commute trips
Of those who drive to work, the fraction that parks free on the street
Of those who drive to work, the fraction that pays for parking
Calculated average monthly parking rate, excluding taxes ($/month)
Total potential revenues from unpriced commuter parking, net taxes (Billions $/year)
Non-commute trips that require offstreet, non-residential parking (106)
Fraction of total vehicle trips that pays full cost for parking
Calculated average hourly parking rate, excluding taxes
Average time spent in parking space per trip ( hours)
Potential revenues from unpriced parking for other purposes (billions $/year)
Total potential revenues from unpriced parking, excluding taxes (billions $/year)
Total calculated payments for presently priced parking, excluding taxes
Total potential revenues from parking for all trips, excluding taxes (billions $/year)

High
115.1
0.866
1.14
0.10
0.048
42.4
37.9
73,796
0.04
0.78
2.00
110.3
148.2
6.73
155.0

Low
115.1
0.866
1.14
0.05
0.048
62.7
59.3
93,457
0.02
1.00
2.50
228.6
287.9
7.82
295.8

This table summarizes the estimated value of non-residential, unpriced, off-street parking.

38

Richard J. Kuzmyak, Rachel Weinberger and Herbert Levinson (2003), Parking Management and
Supply, TCRP Report 95, Chapter 18, TRB (www.trb.org), based on Cambridge Systematics (1998),
Economic Impact Analysis of Transit Investments” TCRP 35, TRB (www.trb.org).
39 Delucchi (1996), Annualized Social Cost of Motor-Vehicle Use in the U.S., 1990-1991, Vol. 6, Institute
of Transportation Studies (http://engineering.ucdavis.edu/), UCD-ITS-RR-96-3 (6), Table 6-B.1.
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A 1995 study estimates that businesses provide 294 million parking spaces to
employees and 39 million parking spaces to customers.40 Assuming $500 average
annualized value per parking space and a 3% annual growth rate, this indicates
approximately $200 billion in annualized value in 2000.



Manville and Shoup estimate parking spaces per hectare and job in various central
business districts in the world, and calculate a parking coverage rate, the portion
of downtown that would be devoted to parking if all parking were provided in
surface lots.41 This varies from under 10% to more than 80%. They argue that a
high parking coverage rate tends to spoil many desirable urban environment
attributres, including walkability and cost efficiency.



Russo estimates the costs of different types of parking facilities, as summarized in
the table below. It indicates that urban surface parking typically costs about
$10,000 per space, and structured parking costs two to four times as much.

Table 5.4.4-5
Per Space
$10,000
$14,000

$9,450
$25,600
$17,848
$16,373
$13,000
$6,751
$8,500
$10,000
$39,000 or
$46,000
$50,700

Selected Examples of Parking Facility Costs42
Cost Components
Surface parking construction
costs (Excludes land)
Construction costs of above
ground structures. (Excludes
land and architectural fees.)
Land costs.
Parking Garage. Per space
added (Includes land.)
Palo Alto
Walnut Creek
Mountain View
Mill Valley
Concord
Berkeley
Housing prices (condominium
and single family unit).
Design, administration,
construction and financing

Description
Average from national survey of public garage costs,
adjusted for Bay Area costs
Average from national survey of public garage costs,
adjusted for Bay Area costs. Excludes sprinkler and
ventilation system costs required for underground parking.
Assuming a parking space averages 315 square feet
(including access lanes) and land costs $30 a square foot,
land alone for parking costs nearly $10,000 per space.
Average cost per space added (in 1998 dollars) of six
parking structures built on the UCLA campus since 1977.
In-Lieu Parking Fees. Cities sometimes allow developers to
pay the amount listed at left per space they are required to
build as per the zoning code in-lieu of building the space.
Since in-lieu fees fund public parking construction, they are
a proxy of cost per space
The increased market price per housing unit that includes a
parking space compared to housing that does not.
Two new parking garages in downtown Palo Alto providing
905 spaces cost a total of $45.9 million.

This survey of parking facility costs indicates that urban surface parking typically costs about
$10,000 per space, and structured parking two to four times as much.
40

KPMG study, described in Richard J. Kuzmyak, Rachel Weinberger and Herbert S. Levinson (2003).
Michael Manville and Donald Shoup (2005), “People, Parking, and Cities,” Journal Of Urban Planning
And Development, American Society of Civil Engineers (www.asce.org), December, pp. 233-245; at
http://shoup.bol.ucla.edu/People,Parking,CitiesJUPD.pdf; in Access 25 (www.uctc.net), Fall 2004, pp. 2-8.
42 Ryan Russo (2001), “Examples of Parking Costs,” Planning For Residential Parking: A Guide for
Housing Developers and Planners, Nonprofit Housing (www.nonprofithousing.org).
41
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Shoup estimates that providing minimum parking requirements costs an average
of $31 or more per square foot of developed building floor area in typical U.S.
cities, 4.4 times more than all other impact fees combined.43 He identified various
costs resulting from subsidized parking, including increased parking and travel
demand, urban sprawl, higher development costs, reducing housing affordability,
and inequity.44 He estimates that parking costs average $12,000 per vehicle (about
twice the value of a vehicle), and external parking costs total $127-374 billion in
the U.S., more than the value of the total roadway system, averaging more than
22¢ per vehicle mile.



Richard Willson estimates the monthly cost that developers would need to charge
for “free” suburban surface and structure parking to be approximately $50 and
$100 per space, but because generous parking requirements lead to tremendous
oversupply, the “utilization-adjusted break-even fee” would be about twice these
amounts, $92 per for surface parking and $161 per for structure parking.45



Transport 2021 estimates residential parking stall costs average $746 Canadian
per house and $743 per apartment. Total parking costs average 3.7¢ total
Canadian per km (about 4.6¢ U.S. per mile).46



The average cost of providing a parking space in the Vancouver, BC region (not
just the CBD) is about $115 Canadian ($80 U.S.) per month.47



Woudsma, Litman, and Weisbrod developed practical methods for quantifying the
values of land used for transport facilities, including roads, railroads, ports and
airports.48 They use property value data to calculate average land values in
geographic zones, with separate techniques for urban and rural conditions to
reflect land markets and data availability differences. The results indicate that
urban land values typically range from $100 to $200 per square meter, and rural
land from $0.40 to $0.60 per square meter (2000 Canadian dollars).

Donald C. Shoup (1999), “In Lieu of Required Parking,” Journal of Planning Education and Research,
Vol. 18, pp. 307-320.
44 Donald Shoup (2005), The High Cost of Free Parking, Planners Press (www.planning.org).
45 Richard Willson (1995), “Suburban Parking Requirements; A Tacit Policy for Automobile Use and
Sprawl,” American Planning Association Journal (www.planning.org), Vol. 61, No. 1, Winter, pp. 29-42.
46 Transport 2021 (1993), Costs of Transportation People in the British Columbia Lower Mainland,
Greater Vancouver Regional District, (Vancouver), pp. 13-16.
47 Urban Systems (1996), A Comprehensive Parking Management Strategy, Greater Vancouver Regional
District (www.gvrd.bc.ca).
48 Clarence Woudsma, Todd Litman, and Glen Weisbrod (2006), A Report On The Estimation Of Unit
Values Of Land Occupied By Transportation Infrastructures In Canada, Transport Canada (www.tc.gc.ca);
at www.tc.gc.ca/pol/en/aca/fci/transmodal/menu.htm.
43
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Residential



Greenberg estimates that each additional residential parking space effectively
increases typical U.S. urban housing unit costs by $52,000 to $117,000, with a
mid-range value of $85,627. These figures are derived from observed differences
in housing prices, reduced loan eligibility because of increased car-related
household costs, public infrastructure costs associated with accommodating
developments that are more dispersed due to parking requirements, and direct
financial impacts on neighbors of new developments.49



Klipp found the financial return to Bay Area developers per square unit of
parking is much less (about half) the return of housing, because minimum parking
requirements in zoning codes and other market distortions require far more
parking than consumers demand (that is, what they would choose to purchase if
optional).50 He estimates that developers must charge at least 27.5% more to get
the same per-square foot rate of return on housing with versus without parking.
The lower financial return constrains developers’ lending options and reduces
construction of new housing, particularly lower-priced housing in urban areas
with high land costs.

Stormwater Management

The Project Clean Water (www.projectcleanwater.org) describes stormwater district fees
summarized in the table below. If these fees represent real stormwater management costs
and an average off-street parking space requires 333 square feet of pavement, these costs
range from about $1-7 per off-street parking space.
Table 5.4.4-6 Water District Funding Sources Based on Impervious Surface51
Location
Chaple Hill, NC
City of Oviedo Stormwater Utility, FL
Columbia Country Stormwater Utility, GA
Kitsap County, WA
Raleigh, NC
Spokane Country Stormwater Utility, WA
Wilmington, NC
Yakima, WA

Fee
$39 annual 2,000 sq. ft.
$4.00 per month per ERU
$1.75 monthly per 2,000 sq. ft.
$47.50 per 4,200 sq. ft.
$4 monthly per 2,260 sq. ft.
$10 annual fee per ERU.
$4.75 monthly per 2,500 sq. ft.
$50 annual per 3,600 sq. ft.

Annual Fee/333 sq. ft.
$6.50
$5.00
$3.50
$4.00
$6.00
$1.00
$7.50
$6.50

“Equivalent Run-off Unit” or ERU = 3,200 square foot impervious surface.

49

Allen Greenberg (2005), How New Parking Spaces May Effectively Increase Typical U.S. Urban
Housing Total Unit Costs by $52,000 to $117,000, TRB 84th Annual Meeting (www.trb.org).
50 Luke Klipp (2004), The Real Costs Of San Francisco’s Off-Street Residential Parking Requirements: An
Analysis Of Parking’s Impact On Housing Finance Ability And Affordability, Transportation for a Livable
City (www.livablecity.org); at www.livablecity.org/resources/Parking_Housing_Affordability_Final.pdf
51 Project Clean Water (2002), Some Existing Water District Funding Sources, Legislative and Regulatory
Issues Technical Advisory Committee, Project Clean Water (www.projectcleanwater.org).
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5.4.5 Variability
Parking costs and the portion that is external varies depending on location and use.
Parking facility costs tend to high in central business districts, due to high land prices,
although a greater portion of such parking is directly user paid. Parking costs tend to be
relatively high per commute trip since employees use a space for several hours. Noncommute parking costs probably equals or exceeds that of commuter parking.

5.4.6 Equity and Efficiency Issues
Excessive parking requirements have a number of effects that increase housing costs and
the overall cost of living in cities. Some of these costs directly add to the cost of housing,
such as construction costs for parking structures in new residential construction. Other
costs are indirect such as the public land and funds used to provide parking at nonresidential facilities, land and funds which are not then available for other public purposes
such as providing affordable housing or public transit.
One of the most obvious impacts of parking requirements is the direct construction costs
paid by the funders of non-profit housing projects. Extreme examples arise where parking
requirements are tied to the number of units in a building, and the unit sizes are very
small. For example, in Palo Alto California in 1998 a development with 260 square foot
apartments managed to get the parking requirement reduced from the normal 1.25 spaces
per one-room apartment to 0.67 spaces. At a construction cost of $32,000 per apartment
and $18,100 per parking spot, it would have cost $22,600 to provide parking for each
$32,000 apartment, 71% as much as the cost of building the apartments. With the reduced
requirements, parking still cost $12,100 per apartment, or 38% of the apartment
construction cost, as shown below in Figure 5.4.6-1
Figure 5.4.6-1

Reduced Parking Requirement Savings52

$35,000

Cost Per Unit

$30,000
$25,000
$20,000
$15,000
$10,000
$5,000
$0
Building Cost

Code 1.25 spaces
per apartment

0.67 spaces per
apartment

Despite a substantial reduction in the parking required, parking still accounted for 38% of the
building cost. Note that this is an extreme example as the apartments are very small.
52

Donald Shoup (2005), The High Cost of Free Parking, Planners Press (www.planning.org). p151
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Since parking costs increase as a percentage of rent for lower priced housing, housing
represents a larger portion of household expenditures for poorer households, and vehicle
ownership increases with income, parking costs are regressive and unfair to many lowerincome households that own fewer than average cars. Current parking standards are an
ineffective mechanism for matching parking supply with demand because the number of
vehicles per housing unit varies significantly between households and over time. Various
parking management strategies can increase affordability, economic efficiency and
equity.53

53

Todd Litman (2008), Parking Management Strategies, Evaluation and Planning, Victoria Transport
Policy Institute (www.vtpi.org); at www.vtpi.org/park_man.pdf
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5.4.7 Conclusions
Parking is a substantial cost of driving, much of which is external. To avoid double
counting costs in chapters 5.1 and 5.6, out-of-pocket parking charges and the costs of
providing on-street parking are excluded from this chapter’s cost estimates here. Only
market costs are considered because non-market costs are included in chapters 5.14 (Land
Use Impacts), and 5.15 (Water Pollution and Hydrologic Impacts).
Internal Parking Costs: To avoid double counting user parking fees that are included in
Chapter 5.1, only residential parking costs are considered here. An Average Automobile
residential parking space is estimated to cost approximately $950 per year, or 8¢ per mile
for a vehicle driven 12,000 miles per year. Some residents park their cars on the street,
but this seems to be balanced by others who have more off-street parking spaces than
cars, so one off-street space is assumed to exist for each registered automobile. Rural
parking space costs are estimated at half of urban due to lower land values.
Compact cars can use “Small Car” spaces, offering an estimated 20% space savings 25%
of the time, for 5% total saving. Ride share passengers, buses and trolleys incur no
incremental parking cost.54 Motorcycles are estimated to use half-size parking spaces
50% of the time, for a 25% saving over an automobile, while bicycle parking costs are
estimated at 5% of an automobile, due to minimal space requirements, and the ability to
use otherwise unused space. Walking and telework incur no parking cost.
Estimate

Internal Parking Costs (2007 U.S. Dollars per Vehicle Mile)

Vehicle Class
Average Car
Compact Car
Electric Car
Van/Light Truck
Rideshare Passenger
Diesel Bus
Electric Bus/Trolley
Motorcycle
Bicycle
Walk
Telework

Urban Peak
0.080
0.072
0.080
0.080
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.064
0.005
0.000
0.000

Urban Off-Peak
0.080
0.072
0.080
0.080
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.064
0.005
0.000
0.000

Rural
0.040
0.037
0.040
0.040
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.032
0.002
0.000
0.000

Average
0.067
0.061
0.067
0.067
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.053
0.003
0.000
0.000

External Parking Costs: Most estimates place off-street parking costs around or over
$1100 per year or $4.00 per day per space. The $4.00 average parking space cost is
divided by 22 average commute miles and subtract 8% for commuter paid parking, which
gives an estimated average external commute parking costs of 16.7¢ per commute mile.
Based on these estimates, 17¢ per commute mile is used for Urban Peak driving.
Commercial parking subsidies are estimated to total $115 billion. Subtracting the $55
billion estimated for work parking from this figure leaves $60 billion. Divided by 1,840
54

Curbside bus stops use space that might otherwise be available for on-street parking, but this is
considered a road cost rather than a parking cost.
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billion Urban Off-Peak and Rural miles, this averages about 3¢ per vehicle mile. An
estimate of 6¢ is used for Urban Off-Peak driving and 3¢ for Rural driving, to represent
differences in land value.
External Parking Costs: Conservative estimates place average off-street parking costs
around $1000 per year or $3.75 per day per space, and place total U.S. employee parking
subsidies at between $65 and $95 billion per year. A value of $70 billion is used.
Dividing that amount by 460 billion peak period55 miles gives an average employee
parking subsidy of 15¢ per commute mile. An alternative approach is to divide the $3.75
average parking space cost by 22 average commute miles and subtract 8% for commuter
paid parking, which gives an estimated average external commute parking costs of 15.7¢
per commute mile. Based on these estimates, 15¢ per commute mile is used for Urban
Peak driving. Commercial parking subsidies are estimated to total $150 billion.
Subtracting the $70 billion estimated for work parking from this figure leaves $80 billion.
Divided by 1,840 billion Urban Off-Peak and Rural miles, this averages about 4¢ per
vehicle mile. An estimate of 5¢ is used for Urban Off-Peak driving and 2.5¢ for Rural
driving, to represent differences in land value.
As described above compact cars, motorcycles, and bicycles are estimated to be 5%, 25%,
and 95% cheaper to park than an average automobile. Rideshare passengers, buses,
trolleys, walking and telework incur no user parking costs.
Estimate

External Parking Costs (2007 U.S. Dollars per Vehicle Mile)

Vehicle Class
Average Car
Compact Car
Electric Car
Van/Light Truck
Rideshare Passenger
Diesel Bus
Electric Bus/Trolley
Motorcycle
Bicycle
Walk
Telework

Urban Peak
0.150
0.143
0.150
0.150
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.113
0.008
0.000
0.000

Urban Off-Peak
0.050
0.047
0.050
0.050
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.037
0.003
0.000
0.000

Rural
0.025
0.024
0.025
0.025
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.018
0.001
0.000
0.000

Average
0.062
0.059
0.062
0.062
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.046
0.003
0.000
0.000

Automobile Cost Range: Minimum and maximum estimates per vehicle mile are based
on cited estimates.
Minimum
Maximum
Internal
$0.04
$0.12
External
$0.05
$0.14

55

Urban Peak travel is used to represent commuting in this exercise. Although total mileage has increased,
the portion of urban-peak is similar. Dollar values are adjusted by consumer price index to 2007 values.
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5.4.8 Information Resources
Information sources on parking costs and parking management strategies are described below.
Hashem Akbari, L. Shea Rose and Haider Taha (2003), “Analyzing The Land Cover Of An
Urban Environment Using High-Resolution Orthophotos,” Landscape and Urban Planning
(www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/01692046), Vol. 63, Issue 1, pp. 1–14.
Paul Barter (2010) Parking Policy in Asian Cities, Asian Development Bank (www.adb.org); at
https://docs.google.com/leaf?id=0ByEszG9z8sBUYTBhNzdmZmQtNjc3Zi00MmRkLWIzMWEt
ZWUxNGY0ODJmODRi&hl=en&authkey=CN6Rg-0J.
Mikhail Chester, Arpad Horvath and Samer Madanat (2010), “Parking Infrastructure: Energy,
Emissions, And Automobile Life-Cycle Environmental Accounting,” Environmental Research
Letters, Vol. 5, No. 3; at http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/5/3/034001; project of the UC
Berkeley Center for Future Urban Transport (www.sustainable-transportation.com).
Colliers (2009), Parking Rates: Global CBD Parking Rate Survey, Colliers International
(www.colliers.com); at
www.colliersmn.com/PROD/ccgrd.nsf/publish/0EB9D100B7A442F8852575F600699A07/$File/
globalcolliersparkingratesurvey2009.pdf.
CORDIS (2001), Parking Policy Measures and their Effects on Mobility and the Economy,
COST 342, CORDIS (www.cordis.europa.eu); at www.cordis.lu/cost-transport/src/cost-342.htm
Gary Cudney (2013), Parking Structure Cost Outlook, Carl Walker (www.carlwalker.com); at
www.carlwalker.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/04/2nd-Qtr-2013-CWI-Newsletter.pdf.
Expo 1000, Parking Industry Guide, Expo 1000 (www.expo1000.com).
Angus Hulme-Moir (2010), Making Way for the Car: Minimum Parking Requirements and
Porirua City Centre, Thesis, School of Geography, Environment and Earth Sciences, Victoria
University of Wellington (http://researcharchive.vuw.ac.nz/handle/10063/1458).
IBM (2011), Global Parking Survey, International Businss Machines Corporation (www03.ibm.com); at www-03.ibm.com/press/us/en/pressrelease/35515.wss.
Industry Insights Newsletter (www.carlwalker.com), Carl Walker Parking.
IPI (2000), Electronic Buyers Guide, International Parking Institute (www.parking.org).
ITE (2005), Parking Generation, Institute of Transportation Engineers (www.ite.org).
Owen Jung (2009), Who Is Really Paying For Your Parking Space? Estimating The Marginal
Implicit Value Of Off-Street Parking Spaces For Condominiums In Central Edmonton, Canada,
Department Of Economics, University Of Alberta; at www.vtpi.org/jung_parking.pdf.
Luke H. Klipp (2004), The Real Costs Of San Francisco’s Off-Street Residential Parking
Requirements: An Analysis Of Parking’s Impact On Housing Finance Ability And Affordability,
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Transportation for a Livable City (www.livablecity.org); at
www.livablecity.org/resources/Parking_Housing_Affordability_Final.pdf.
Valerie Knepper (2007), Existing Bay Area Parking Policies – Technical Paper, Wilber Smith
Associates, for the Metropolitan Transportation Council (www.mtc.ca.gov); at
www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/parking_seminar/Technical_Paper_Existing_Parking_Policy.pdf

Richard J. Kuzmyak, Rachel Weinberger and Richard H. Pratt (2003), Parking Management and
Supply: Traveler Response to Transport System Changes, Chapter 18, Report 95, Transit
Cooperative Research Program; Transportation Research Board (www.trb.org).
Todd Litman (2003), Transportation Land Valuation; Evaluating Policies and Practices that
Affect the Amount of Land Devoted to Transportation Facilities, VTPI (www.vtpi.org).
Todd Litman (2004), Understanding Smart Growth Savings: What We Know About Public
Infrastructure and Service Cost Savings And How They are Misrepresented By Critics, VTPI
(www.vtpi.org); at www.vtpi.org/sg_save.pdf.
Todd Litman (2005), Evaluating Transportation Land Use Impacts, VTPI (www.vtpi.org), at
www.vtpi.org/landuse.pdf.
Todd Litman (2006), Parking Management Best Practices, Planners Press (www.planning.org).
Todd Litman (2008), Parking Management: Strategies, Evaluation and Planning, VTPI
(www.vtpi.org); at www.vtpi.org/park_man.pdf.
Michael Manville and Donald Shoup (2005), “People, Parking, and Cities,” Journal Of Urban
Planning And Development, American Society of Civil Engineers (www.asce.org), December,
pp. 233-245; at http://shoup.bol.ucla.edu/People,Parking,CitiesJUPD.pdf.
Wesley E. Marshall and Norman W. Garrick (2006), “Parking at Mixed-Use Centers in Small
Cities,” Transportation Research Record 1977, Transportation Research Board (www.trb.org);
www.darien.org/communitymatters/blog/archives/ParkingstudyfromUCONN.doc; also see,
'Place First' Parking Plans (www.planetizen.com/node/34152).
Vinit Mukhija and Donald Shoup (2006), “Quantity Versus Quality in Off-Street Parking
Requirements,” Journal of American Planning Association (www.planning.org), Vol. 72, No. 3,
Summer, pp. 296-308; at
http://shoup.bol.ucla.edu/QuantityVersusQualityInOff-StreetParkingRequirements.pdf.
NPA (2009), Parking In America, The National Parking Association’s First Annual Review of
Parking Rates in the United States and Canada, National Parking Association
(www.npapark.org); at www.npapark.org/pdfs/NPA_Full_Report_Web_Resolution.pdf.
PT (2000), “Determining the Cost of an Above-Grade Parking Structure,” Parking Today
(www.parkingtoday.com), May 2000, pp. 27-28.
Ryan Russo (2001), Planning for Residential Parking: A Guide For Housing Developers and
Planners, Non-Profit Housing Association of Northern California (www.nonprofithousing.org).
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Tom Rye (2010), Parking Management: A Contribution Towards Livable Cities, Module 2C,
Sustainable Transportation: A Sourcebook for Policy-Makers in Developing Countries,
Sustainable Urban Transport Project – Asia (www.sutp.org); at link
www.sutp.org/dn.php?file=2c-PARKM-EN.pdf.
San Francisco (2009), On-Street Parking Management and Pricing Study, San Francisco County
Transportation Authority (www.sfcta.org); at www.sfcta.org/content/view/303/149.
Yash Saxena (2011), Parking Costs, Pricing and Revenue Calculator - Developing Country
Edition, Victoria Transport Policy Institute (www.vtpi.org); at www.vtpi.org/Parking_DC.xls.
Donald Shoup (1997), “The High Cost of Free Parking,” Access 10 (www.uctc.net), Spring 1997.
Donald Shoup (1999), “The Trouble With Minimum Parking Requirements,” Transportation
Research A, Vol. 33, No. 7/8, Sept./Nov., pp. 549-574: at www.vtpi.org/shoup.pdf.
Donald Shoup (2005), The High Cost of Free Parking, Planners Press (www.planning.org). This
comprehensive and entertaining book investigates the causes, costs and solutions of free parking.
SFPark (2012), Parking Rates & Policies Survey, City of San Francicsco (www.sfpark.org); at
http://sfpark.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/02/Peer-City-Meter-Rate-and-Policy-Review2012.pdf.
UTTIPEC (2010), Parking Policy as a Travel Demand Management Strategy, Delhi
Development Authority (www.uttipec.nic.in); at
www.uttipec.nic.in/writereaddata/linkimages/7460355562.pdf.
Richard Voith (1998), “The Downtown Parking Syndrome: Does Curing the Illness Kill the
Patient?” Business Review, Vol. 1, 1998, pp 3-14; at www.phil.frb.org/files/br/brjf98dv.pdf.
VTPI (2006), Parking Cost, Pricing and Revenue Calculator (www.vtpi.org/parking.xls), by
Todd Litman, and the Parking Costs, Pricing and Revenue Calculator - Developing Country
Edition (www.vtpi.org/Parking_DC.xls), by Yash Saxena. These spreadsheets can be used to
calculate parking facility costs, cost recovery pricing, and revenue generation. The spreadsheets
include default values which users can adjust inputs to represent various conditions and
assumptions.
VTPI, Online TDM Encyclopedia, Victoria Transport Policy Institute (www.vtpi.org), chapters:
“Parking Evaluation” (www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm73.htm)
“Parking Solutions” (www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm72.htm)
“Parking Management” (www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm28.htm)
“Parking Pricing” (www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm26.htm)
Clarence Woudsma, Todd Litman, and Glen Weisbrod (2006), A Report On The Estimation Of
Unit Values Of Land Occupied By Transportation Infrastructures In Canada, Transport Canada
(www.tc.gc.ca/pol/en/aca/fci/transmodal/menu.htm).
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Parking Requirement Impacts on Housing Affordability
11 June 2014
Todd Litman
Victoria Transport Policy Institute

Current development practices result in generous parking supply at most destinations, which
reduces housing affordability, increases vehicle ownership and stimulates sprawl. This is
regressive, since lower-income households tend to own fewer than average vehicles, and unfair,
because it forces residents to pay for parking they don’t need. Alternative policies can increase
housing affordability and help achieve other transportation and land use planning objectives.

Abstract
Most zoning codes and development practices require generous parking supply, forcing
people who purchase or rent housing to pay for parking regardless of their demands.
Generous parking requirements reduce housing affordability and impose various
economic and environmental costs. Based on typical affordable housing development
costs, one parking space per unit increases costs approximately 12.5%, and two parking
spaces can increase costs by up to 25%. Since parking costs increase as a percentage
of rent for lower priced housing, and low income households tend to own fewer vehicles,
minimum parking requirements are regressive and unfair. Various parking management
strategies can increase affordability, economic efficiency and equity.
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Preface
Hey, I’ve got a terrific idea! Let’s pass a law requiring all residential buildings to have gasoline pumps
that provide free fuel to residents and their guests. Fuel costs would be incorporated into residential
rents. Think of the benefits! No more worry about money to pay for gas. No delays at gas stations.
Everybody would be better off, especially poor folks. Great idea, right?
Wrong. It’s a foolish idea. Somebody would have to pay for the pump and gasoline. It would increase
everybody’s housing costs. It would be unfair to anybody who drives less than average, who would be
forced to subsidize their neighbors’ gasoline consumption.
Free gasoline would also encourage wasteful habits. It would increase motor vehicle use, leading to
more congestion, pollution, accidents, and sprawl, and it would continue the decline in non-automotive
transportation choices, leaving non-drivers worse off. The gasoline tanks would take up space. Gasoline
spilled from the pumps would degrade the environment.
Although requiring free gasoline is obviously unfair, wasteful and foolish, it is economically little
different from current residential parking standards. Both residential parking and gasoline typically cost
about $50 per month per automobile. Current practices of requiring generous free residential parking
contradict society’s goals to provide affordable housing, reduce environmental impacts, conserve
resources and develop a more efficient and diverse transportation system.
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Introduction
Adequate housing is essential for individual and community welfare. There are few trends
more tragic than the growing housing problems many people face. An unacceptable
number of people are homeless, and many lower-income households devote an excessive
portion of their income to housing.
Figure 1

Housing Portion of Consumer Expenditures (BLS, Various Years)
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This figure shows the portion of household expenditures devoted to housing by income quintile.
Housing averages more than a third of expenditures for the lowest income quintile households.

This report examines the impacts of residential parking requirements (the number of offstreet parking spaces mandated at a particular location) on housing affordability.
Increasing parking requirements increase housing development costs, which has reduced
the supply of lower priced housing and raised costs to consumer. This report does not
question the need for some off-street parking. The question issue is how best to determine
parking requirements and manage available parking supply. It describes more efficient
and equitable strategies that support social and environmental goals.
The parking problem is ultimately simple. Motorists have come to expect generous
amounts of free parking at most destinations, and planning practices attempt to provide
this. The result is more-than-adequate parking supply at most destinations, but high costs
in terms of resources consumed and distortions to development patterns. Current parking
practices are comparable to about a 10% tax on development, and much more for lowerpriced housing in areas with high land costs. These practices are regressive because
lower-income people tend to own fewer than average vehicles: we force five lowerincome households to purchase more parking than they need, to insure that one higher
income household can park all of its vehicles with no extra cost. Described more
positively, more efficient parking practices can provide large savings, increased
affordability and improved community design.
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Current Residential Parking Requirements
Automobiles typically spend 95% of their existence parked, using either on-street parking
supplied free by the community or privately supplied off-street parking. Since on-street
parking is an expensive and limited public resource it seems fair to mandate off-street
parking. Most local governments require building owners to provide a certain minimum
amount of parking based on the assumption that buildings create parking demand.
Building owners are forced to include parking costs when selling or renting housing.
Table 1

Typical Parking Standards (“Parking Evaluation,” VTPI, 2005)
Housing Type
Single family
“Efficiency” apartments
1 to 2 bedroom apartments
3+ bedroom apartments
Condominiums

Spaces Per Unit
2.0
1.0
1.5
2.0
1.4

These standards are considered sufficient to meet typical residential parking

These parking requirements are based on recommended standards published by
professional organizations such as the Institute of Transportation Engineers
(www.ite.org) and the American Planning Association (www.planning.org). Table 1
shows typical recommended off-street standards. Many municipalities impose even
higher parking requirements than these recommended standards, as illustrated in Table 2.
These standards tend to be excessive in many situations, resulting in parking facilities that
are seldom or never fully used, particularly in areas where per capita vehicle ownership
and use tends to be low (Shoup, 1999).
Table 2

Typical Residential Off-Street Parking Standards (Stover & Koepke, 2002)

Multifamily, Studio
“One space per dwelling unit.” (Orange Co., CA)
“1.2 spaces per unit.” (Bellevue, WA)
“1.25 per dwelling unit.” (Savannah, GA)

Manufactured Housing
“One space per unit.” (Fairbanks, AK)
“1.25 spaces per mobile home site.”(Durham, NC)
“1.5 spaces per unit.” (Albemarle Co. VA)
“Two spaces per unit, plus one per five units for guest
parking.” (Prescott, AZ)

Multifamily, One Bedroom
“One space for each dwelling.” (Bay City, MI)
“1.5 spaces for efficiency units.” (Schaumburg, IL)

Townhouse
“1.5 spaces per dwelling unit.” (Clifton Forge, VA)
“Two spaces per dwelling unit.” (Lexington Co. SC)
“2.25 spaces for each dwelling unit.” (Plano, TX)

Multifamily, Two Bedrooms
“1.6 spaces per unit.” (Bellevue, WA)
“1.75 spaces per dwelling unit.” (Savannah, GA)
“Two spaces per dwelling unit.” (Hillsborough, FL)

Single Family
Nearly all codes require two off-street spaces per unit.

Multifamily, Three Bedrooms
“1.8 spaces per unit.” (Bellevue, WA)
“2.33 spaces per unit.” (Lake Forest, IL)

“Detached two spaces per dwelling if access to the lot is
on a public street; 2.5 spaces per dwelling if access to the
lot is from a private street, common drive, or common
parking court.” (Leesburg, VA)

Multifamily, Four Bedrooms
“Two spaces per unit.” (Albany, OR)
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Parking Demand by Households
Automobile ownership varies significantly, and is affected by demographic, geographic
and management factors (“Parking Evaluation,” VTPI, 2005; Hexagon Transportation
Consultants 2008; San Diego 2011; Metro Vancouver 2012). Twelve percent of U.S.
households do not own a motor vehicle, with higher rates of zero-vehicle households in
larger cities and lower-income communities (BLS, 2003). Motor vehicle ownership rates
tend to increase with income and household size, as indicated in figures 2 through 5 (also
see Rice, 2004; CNU, 2008).
Figure 2

Vehicle Ownership by Household Income (BLS, 2003)

Vehicle Ownership
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Lower income households own fewer automobiles than wealthier households.

Figure 3 shows how per household vehicle ownership varies by income class and over
time. Average vehicle ownership rates grew during the 1970s and 1980s, but this leveled
off and even declined in some classes during the 1990s.
Figure 3

Vehicles Per Household By Income Class (BLS, Various Years)
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This figure shows how household vehicle ownership varies by income. Vehicle ownership grew
during the 1970s, but has since leveled off and even declined for some income groups.
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Differences in vehicle ownership between different income classes results, in part, from
differences in household size, since household population increases with income. Figure
4 compared vehicle per household resident.
Figure 4

Vehicles Per Resident By Income Class (BLS, Various Years)
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This figure shows the average number of vehicles per capita by income quintile.

Figure 5 illustrates how factors such as home tenure, location and age affect vehicle
ownership and therefore parking demand.
Figure 5

Vehicles Per Household (BLS, 2002)
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Household vehicle ownership rates vary depending on factors such as home tenure, location and
resident age.

Vehicle ownership varies with household size, as illustrated in Figure 6. Even a two or
three bedroom home may only require one parking space because it is occupied by an
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adult who uses an extra bedroom as a study, a single parent with children, or two or three
adults who share a vehicle.
Figure 6

Vehicle Ownership by Household Size (Hu and Young, 1993, Table 3.17)
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Smaller households tend to own fewer vehicles than larger households.

Automobile ownership is also affected by geographic factors such as city size, population
density and transit service quality (“Land Use Impacts On Transportation,” VTPI, 2005).
Figure 7 shows how vehicle ownership rates vary between different U.S. cities. Figure 8
shows how vehicle ownership is affected by population density.
Figure 7

Vehicles Per Household For Various U.S. Cities (BLS, 2002)
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Vehicle ownership varies from one city to another. Even greater variations exist within an urban
region, such as between central and suburban neighborhoods.
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Vehicles Per Household by Population Density (NPTS, 1995)
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Figure 8
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Vehicle ownership rates decline with population density.

Residents of communities with more diverse transport systems tend to own fewer cars
and take fewer vehicle trips than in more automobile-dependent areas (Litman 2005).
Holtzclaw (1994) developed a model for predicting how density and transit service
availability affect vehicle ownership and use, summarized in the box below. This formula
is incorporated in the This View of Density Calculator (www.sflcv.org/density).
Household Vehicle Ownership and Use By Land Use Formula (Holtzclaw, 1994)
Household Vehicle Ownership

= 2.702 * (Density)

-0.25

Household Annual Vehicle Miles Traveled = 34,270 * (Density)

-0.25

* (TAI)

-0.076

Density = households per residential acre.
TAI (Transit Accessibility Index) = 50 transit vehicle seats per hour (about one bus) within
¼-mile (½-mile for rail and ferries) averaged over 24 hours.

Bunt and Joyce (1998) surveyed parking demand around the city of Vancouver’s
SkyTrain stations. They found:


Nearly a quarter of households living near transit stations own no vehicles.



Households located within 300 metres of a station owned about 10% fewer vehicles on
average than households located more than 1,000 meters from the station.



Average household vehicle ownership is 31% lower within the SkyTrain corridor than at
suburban locations a few miles away.

Carsharing (vehicle rental services designed to substitute for private vehicle ownership)
tends to reduce vehicle ownership and parking demand (Filosa, 2006). Cervero and Tsai
(2003) found that when people join a San Francisco carsharing organization, nearly 30%
reduce their household vehicle ownership and two-thirds avoided purchasing another car,
indicating that each carshare vehicle in that program substitutes for 5-10 private vehicles.
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The elasticity of vehicle ownership with respect to price is typically -0.4 to -1.0, so a 10%
increase in total vehicle costs reduces vehicle ownership 4-10% (“Transportation
Elasticities,” VTPI, 2005). Table 3 and Figure 9 indicate the reduction in vehicle
ownership that can be expected from various residential parking fees and unbundling.
Unbundling allows residents to choose how much parking to rent with building space,
rather than automatically including a set number of parking spaces. For example, rather
than renting an apartment with two parking spaces for $1,000 per month, the apartment
could rent for $850 per month, plus $75 per month for each parking space the renter
chooses. This is more equitable and efficient, since occupants are not forced to pay for
parking they do not need. It allows consumers to adjust their parking supply to reflect
their needs.
For example, a $600 annual residential parking fee is likely to reduce vehicle ownership
by 8-15%, and a $1,200 annual fee reduces vehicle ownership 15-30%, assuming free
parking is unavailable nearby.
Table 3

Vehicle Ownership Reductions From Residential Parking Pricing

Annual (Monthly) Fee
$300 ($25)
$600 ($50)
$900 ($75)
$1,200 ($100)
$1,500 ($125)

-0.4 Elasticity
4%
8%
11%
15%
19%

-0.7 Elasticity
6%
11%
17%
23%
28%

-1.0 Elasticity
8%
15%
23%
30%
38%

This table indicates reductions in vehicle ownership resulting from various residential parking
fees, assuming that total vehicle ownership costs average $4,000 per year.

Reduction in Vehicle Ownership

Figure 9

Reduction in Vehicle Ownership From Residential Parking Prices
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This figure illustrates typical vehicle ownership reductions due to residential parking pricing,
assuming that the fee is unavoidable (free parking is unavailable nearby). Based on Table 3.
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Parking Facility Costs
If a municipal government doubled residential property taxes to finance free public
parking there would surely be considerable debate about the efficiency and equity of such
a tax. At least some critics would probably suggest that such taxes are inefficient and
unfair, and there would surely be arguments over the facilities’ aesthetic and
environmental design features. A 2-space per residence parking standard imposes similar
costs yet there is often little discussion when city officials set such requirements. Parking
requirements are a large but nearly invisible cost that is seldom evaluated as a separate
expense. The total cost of parking consists of several components.
1.

Land

Each off-street parking space requires about 300 square feet of surface area (including
access lanes). One acre of land can hold about 125 spaces, fewer if major landscaping
and screening are provided (“Parking Evaluation,” VTPI, 2005). Land costs are about
$4,200 per space, assuming 120 parking spaces and $500,000 per acre. Parking
consumes a major portion of developed land, typically equal to or exceeding the land
devoted to the buildings it serves. Expenses that occur early during project
development, such as increased land acquisition and preparation costs, add
construction financing costs, so parking facility expenses tend to incur higher
financing costs than expenses incurred later in the development process.
Residential parking standards are calculated per unit, so parking land costs are a
greater percentage of total costs for smaller units. For example, increasing parking
from one to two spaces per unit increases land requirements for a small 1,000 square
foot, two-story apartment or condominium from 800 to 1,100 square feet per unit, a
37% increase, resulting in more land devoted to parking than to housing. The same
doubling of parking requirements only increases the land requirement for a 2,400
square foot one story house by 12.5%.
3.

Construction and Maintenance

Paving costs average about $1,600 per parking space in 1994 dollars, excluding land
costs. Parking structure costs average approximately $10,000 per space, and
underground parking $15,000 to $20,000 per space, which makes these options
uneconomic except where land prices are very high. Annual maintenance costs range
from about $20 to $100 per year.

Table 4 illustrates the total cost per space for parking facilities in various conditions.
Typical off-street residential parking costs range from about $400 annually in suburban
locations where land is considered to have no opportunity cost, to more than $2,000 per
year where underground parking is provided. Annual costs of $800 to $1,200 per space is
probably typical for urban residential parking.
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Table 4

Typical Parking Facility Financial Costs (“Parking Evaluation,” VTPI, 2005)

Type of Facility

Suburban, On-Street
Suburban, Surface, Free Land
Suburban, Surface
Suburban, 2-Level Structure
Urban, On-Street
Urban, Surface
Urban, 3-Level Structure
Urban, Underground
CBD, Surface
CBD, 4-Level Structure
CBD, Underground

Land Costs

Land
Costs

Construction
Costs

Per Acre

Per Space

Per Space

$50,000
$0
$50,000
$50,000
$250,000
$250,000
$250,000
$250,000
$2,000,000
$2,000,000
$2,000,000

$200
$0
$455
$227
$1,000
$2,083
$694
$0
$15,385
$3,846
$0

$2,000
$2,000
$2,000
$10,000
$3,000
$3,000
$12,000
$20,000
$3,000
$15,000
$25,000

O&M
Costs

Annual
Cost

Annual, Per Annual,
Space
Per Space

$200
$200
$200
$300
$200
$300
$400
$400
$300
$400
$500

$408
$389
$432
$1,265
$578
$780
$1,598
$2,288
$2,035
$2,179
$2,645

Monthly
Cost
Monthly,
Per Space

$34
$32
$36
$105
$48
$65
$133
$191
$170
$182
$220

This table illustrates the costs of providing a parking space under various conditions. (CBD =
Central Business District; Assumes 7% annual interest rate, amortized over 20 years)

4.

Reduced Development Density

By increasing the land needed per residential unit, increased surface parking reduces
the maximum potential development density (units per acre). In other words, parking
squeezes out housing. This impact is proportionally greatest for smaller units. For
example, increasing parking requirements from one to two spaces per unit reduces the
maximum potential density for two story, 500 square foot bachelor apartments from 88
to 64 units per acre, representing a 37% decline, but only causes a 13% reduction in
maximum density for 2,000 square foot townhouses. Figure 10 illustrates this impact.
Maximum Units Per Acre With Different Parking Requirements
Maximum Potential Units Per
Acre

Figure 10
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Maximum potential density declines as the number of surface parking spaces increases. This
impact is proportionally largest for smaller units. (Assumes 300 sq. ft. per parking space, 90%
land coverage, 10% common areas, 2 story buildings.)
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5.

Higher Retail Price Targets

Construction financing agencies often require that new building retail prices be at least
3 times original land costs. Each additional dollar of land costs for parking therefore
increases housing prices by three dollars. Developers cannot afford to build a simple,
lower priced housing when their land costs increase, so they target higher end markets.
6.

Environmental and Aesthetic Costs.

Undeveloped land, farmland and urban landscaping (greenspace) provide a variety of
environmental and aesthetic benefits, both to the land’s owners and to society in
general (Litman, 1997). Paved land, biologically barren and unattractive, tends to
reduce adjacent property values, increases water pollution and stormwater flooding,
reduces visual and acoustic privacy, and causes urban heat island (increased local
temperatures).
7.

Urban Sprawl and Increased Automobile Dependency.

Increased parking requirements increase land costs per area of developed floor space,
making development at the urban periphery relatively more attractive due to lower
land costs (Willson, 1995). Some studies suggest that such regulations discourage
urban infill development (Burby, 2000). Increased parking also creates lower density
urban and suburban land use patterns that are unsuitable for walking, bicycling and
transit. Development densities under about 12 units per acre cannot effectively support
public transit service and neighborhood amenities such as small shops within walking
distance that substitute for driving. Since off-street parking is a fixed cost (households
must pay it whether or not they own a car), fixed parking standards encourage
automobile ownership and use.
Each of these impacts contributes to urban sprawl and automobile dependency
(defined as increased automobile ownership and use, reducing travel choices, and
increasing disadvantage of non-drivers compared with drivers. See “Automobile
Dependency,” VTPI, 2005). These exacerbate problems such as congestion, accidents,
and pollution. Automobile dependency is highly inequitable to non-drivers.
8.

Increased Curb Cuts

Offstreet parking requires curb cuts. This imposes at least two specific costs. It
degrades the pedestrian environment (and therefore the retail environment in
commercial areas) by causing vehicles to cross sidewalks, and it reduces capacity for
on-street parking. A typical curb cut uses almost the same amount of curb space as a
parked car, so a single-vehicle off-street parking space provides no net increase in
parking capacity if it eliminates an on-street parking space. A double off-street parking
space provides a net gain of one space.

11

- 462 -

Parking Requirement Impacts on Housing Affordability
Victoria Transport Policy Institute

Development Cost Example
Each increment of increased parking increases all of the costs described above as
demonstrated by the following example: A developer wishes to construct 2 bedroom,
1,250 square foot, two-story, wood frame multi-family housing with $100,000 per unit
construction costs on a $500,000, 1 acre parcel. Her costs are summarized in Table 5.
Table 5

Parking Impacts on Development Costs

Parking Spaces Per Unit:
0
1
Units / Acre
20
16
Land Cost / Unit
$25,000
$31,250
Paving costs.
$0
$1,600
Housing construction costs / Unit.
$100,000
$100,000
Land, parking & construction costs.
$125,000
$132,850
Construction financing (12%).
$15,000
$15,942
Total construction costs.
$140,000
$148,792
Developer’s profit (10%).
$14,000
$14,879
Retail price per unit.
$154,000
$163,671
Parking as percentage of retail price.
0%
6.3%
Developers’ profit per acre.
$280,000
$238,067
(Assuming Two-Story, 1,200 Square Foot, Multi-Family Housing)

2
12
$41,667
$3,200
$100,000
$144,867
$17,384
$162,251
$16,225
$178,476
15.9%
$194,701

3
8
$62,500
$4,800
$100,000
$167,300
$20,076
$187,376
$18,738
$206,114
33.8%
$149,901

Requiring one off-street parking space adds about 6% to the unit cost, two spaces add
about 16%, and 3 spaces adds about 34% compared with no parking. These percentages
vary depending on construction and land costs. Figure 11 illustrates incremental costs of
parking for standard and affordable housing ($100,000 and $50,000 per unit construction
costs), with urban and suburban land costs ($500,000 and $250,000 per acre).
Increased Per Unit Housing Price Due to Parking Costs
Percent Increased Housing Costs

Figure 11
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This shows parking costs as a percentage of housing costs for different construction and land
costs. The percentage is greatest for lower price urban housing. This does not include additional
indirect costs and non-market, such as reduced greenspace.
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This shows that generous minimum parking requirements significantly increase housing
costs, especially when land prices are high and housing construction costs are relatively
low, such as affordable, urban infill housing. Based on typical affordable urban housing
development costs, one parking space per unit increases total development costs by about
12.5%, and two parking spaces increase costs by about 25%.
Parking requirements reduce developers’ profits per acre, as illustrated in Figure 12. In
this case, a developer is equally rewarded for producing 10 high priced housing units with
3 parking spaces per unit or 20 affordable housing units with no parking spaces, but has
30% less profit for lower priced housing with 3 parking spaces. Parking requirements
reduce developers’ incentive to produce affordable housing.
Figure 12

Effect of Parking Costs on Developer Profits Per Acre
Urban, Higher Price

Developer Profits Per Acre

$300,000
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Developer profits per acre decline with increasing parking due to increased costs and reduced
units. This reduces developers’ incentive to build affordable housing.

According to a study by Shoup, these generous parking requirements are the largest of all
regulatory burdens placed on developers, about four times greater than all other
development fees combined, such as levies for schools, parks and roads (Shoup, 1999).
Developers’ most common response to the high incremental costs of increased parking is
to stop building affordable urban housing. One case study from the early 1960’s found
that requiring one off-street parking space per unit reduced dwelling units per acre in new
multi-family developments by 30%, and increased construction costs by 18% (Smith,
1964). This significantly reduced the amount of urban land available for infill housing
and gave developers an incentive to develop fewer, larger and lower quality units. The
resulting reduction in affordable housing construction increased local rents (Shoup, 2005
contains more examples of parking requirement cost impacts).

13

- 464 -

Parking Requirement Impacts on Housing Affordability
Victoria Transport Policy Institute

Parking imposes similar costs for non-profit developments. To provide housing that can
be purchased at $80,000 per unit (for a monthly mortgage of about $700, the maximum
recommended house payment for a family earning $30,000 annually), a subsidy of only
$4,000 would be needed if no parking is required, a $12,792 subsidy is required for one
parking space per unit, $26,251 for two parking spaces, and $51,376 for three (based on
Table 5 values). In this case a given housing budget could benefit about 6.5 times as
many households that don’t have parking spaces compared with 2 spaces per unit.
Empirical research indicates that generous parking requirements really do affect housing
supply and affordability. Manville (2010) found that when parking requirements were
removed in downtown Los Angeles, developers provide more housing and less parking,
and a greater variety of housing types: housing in older buildings, in previously
disinvested areas, and lower-priced housing with unbundled parking that is marketed
toward non-drivers. The research also indicates that allowing developers to provide
parking off-site can allow more affordable infill housing.
A study found that San Francisco housing prices increased significantly (an average of
$39,000 or 13% for condominiums, and $46,000, or 12% for single-family units) if they
include off-street parking (Jia and Wachs 1998). Only unit size and number of bathrooms
have a greater effect on sales price. Based on standard mortgage requirements, a typical
household would need to earn $76,000 annually to purchase a single-family home with
off-street parking, compared with $67,000 for the same housing without parking.
Similarly, Jung (2009) used hedonic pricing to estimate the marginal effect of an
additional parkade-style parking space on condominium prices. His results indicate that
the value of a parking space is statistically significant but substantially less than the
typical cost of supplying that space. The results suggest that if the retail price is increased
to include the costs of additional parking spaces, the higher price does not fully reflect the
cost to the developer of providing those parking spaces. This adversely affects housing
affordability because developers must charge more per unit, and to the degree that the
additional parking costs cannot be recovered by higher prices, are likely to provide less
housing, leading to a higher market-clearing price, particularly in lower price ranges.
Impacts on Lower Income Households
Who is disadvantaged most by generous parking requirements? Since they are based on
average parking demand they represent approximately what middle income, able-bodied
households would choose. Various groups tend to own fewer than average automobiles,
value the potential savings that result from reduced parking requirements, and live in
higher-density, multi-family housing, including low-income households, young adults,
single parents, first time home buyers, older people, and people with disabilities.
As discussed earlier, vehicle ownership and use tends to increase with income. Lowerincome households are directly harmed by generous off-street parking requirements, since
they tend to own fewer vehicles and pay more for parking as a percentage of housing
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costs. For example, the $100 per month direct cost of two parking spaces represents only
5% of a $2,000 per month luxury condominium rent, but 20% of the $500 per month rent
of a basic apartment. Poor households also spend a greater share of their income on
housing than wealthier households, as shown in Figure 1.
Since parking is a relatively fixed expense, it represents a proportionally greater burden
for lower income households. Figure 13 illustrates parking costs as a percentage of
household expenditures, showing a much greater impact on poor families.
Residential Parking Costs as a Percentage of Household Income
Residential Parking As Percentage
of Household Income

Figure 13
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Parking costs typically constitute a greater portion of household expenditures for poor than for
wealthier households, indicating they are regressive. (Based on $50 monthly parking space cost.)

Dense development has a bad reputation, so some reductions in density caused by
increased parking requirements could be considered an benefit to poor households. But an
amenity that consumers only buy due to an external requirement is seldom a true benefit.
In practice, paved surfaces, such as parking lots, provide few of the amenities that make
lower densities desirable, such as privacy, noise reduction, aesthetics and access to
greenspace. Thus, increased parking results in the worst of all worlds: lower density,
automobile oriented communities with degraded environments.
Some communities use restrictive zoning laws to exclude lower-income households,
because they are considered “undesirable” neighbors. This is inequitable. As researcher
Jonathan Levine concludes, “Land use controls enforcing low-density, large-lot,
automobile dependent development styles are a subsidy for those who choose to and can
afford to live in the housing produced; by reducing the prevalence of other forms of
residential development, they increase the supply of the standardized product. Those who
pay the cost of this subsidy are those who would have chosen to – and might have
afforded to – reside in those locales if more alternative housing forms had been allowed
there,” (Levine, 1998, p. 147).
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Current housing markets harm lower-income households by forcing them to choose
between urban residential locations, which tend to be either in undesirable neighborhoods
or have high prices, and suburban or exurban residential locations, which have lower
housing costs but much higher transportation costs (CTOD and CNT, 2006; Lipman,
2006). Many lower income households would be financially better off if affordable
housing were available in more accessible, multi-modal urban locations where their
combined housing and transportation costs were lower. More flexible parking
requirements can help provide such housing by reducing housing development costs in
areas with higher land prices.
Figure 14

Share Of Income Spent On Housing And Transportation (Lipman, 2006)

Lower income households often choose more distant residential locations to find affordable
housing, but but bear higher transport costs as a result. More flexible parking requirements can
help increase overall affordability.

Impacts on Automobile Ownership and Use
Forcing households to pay for residential parking increases vehicle ownership rates.
Average income households spend an average of $3,800 annually per vehicle, and lowerincome households spend an average of $3,000 annually per vehicle (BLS, 2002).
Assuming that residential parking spaces cost $800 per year, parking costs add 21% to
vehicle costs for an average income household, and 27% to the cost of a lower-income
household. Assuming a vehicle price elasticity of –0.7 for average income households
and–0.1 lower income households (Table 3), generous minimum parking requirements
increase urban vehicle ownership about 14% overall and about 25% among lower-income
urban residents. The resulting increase in vehicle ownership and use increases various
external costs such as congestion, traffic accidents and pollution.
Some people might conclude that poor households are better off owning these cars. This
is a misreading of the analysis. The additional automobiles owned as a result of parking
requirements are marginal vehicles that the owners would give up if they had the option.
It is comparable to a law forbidding the sale hamburger, forcing poor families to eat more
steak. Steak may taste better than hamburger, but its higher cost means that households
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must forego other goods that it values more. If poor families really valued steak that much
they would not have bought hamburger in the first place, so no law would be needed.
From a household’s perspective, minimum residential parking requirements remove
flexibility and choices that can make the family overall better off. This constraint is
experienced most by lower income households that tend to own fewer than average
automobiles, and value highly potential savings in housing and transportation costs.
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Possible Mitigating Factors
Some people may be skeptical of this analysis. After all, most low-income families do
own vehicles and most do find housing. Are there mitigating factors that reduce the
impacts described here? Yes, but they create their own set of problems.
1. Even poor families, can afford $500 to $1,500 per year to pay for residential parking, but it
significantly reduces their wealth and options.
2. Urban decay reduces property values in some locations, which creates virtually no-cost
parking. Poor households can therefore afford to meet generous parking requirements
provided they live in undesirable neighborhoods. But such “throw-away” land use patterns
impose tremendous costs. They force poor households to live in dangerous and hopeless
neighborhoods, creating class and racial segregation.
3. Public agencies subsidize some housing to maintain affordability. But this creates significant
financial and social costs. Few communities can afford to provide good housing to all lowincome households. Generous parking requirements reduce the amount of affordable
housing that can be provided with a given budget.
4. An abundance of used automobiles and low fuel prices in North America allow even lowincome families to buy an “old beater” and live in the suburbs where land values (and
therefore parking costs as an increment of housing expenses) remain low. This, however,
exacerbates various problems, including increased environmental impacts, a lack of travel
options for non-drivers, and household dependency on unreliable private transportation. Poor
drivers often have no insurance, imposing financial and legal costs on other road users.

Although these mitigating factors reduce some impacts of parking requirements on
housing costs, they are economically inefficient and inequitable. They fail to actually
reduce the cost and increase the productivity with which housing is provided, and they
exacerbate social and environmental problems.
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Solutions
There is much that can be done to manage parking to increase housing affordability. For more
information see Arigoni, 2001; Russo, 2001; SPUR, 2002; VTPI, 2005; CTOD, 2008.

A paradigm shift (a change in the way problems are defined and solutions evaluated) is
occurring in transportation planning. The old paradigm relied primarily on supplyoriented solutions (expanding road and parking facility capacity). It assumed that parking
problems should generally be solved by increasing parking supply, usually by raising the
minimum parking requirements for new development. From this perspective, parking
demand is an unchangeable force that must be satisfied, and parking should generally be
provided free, with costs incorporated in building and roadway construction budgets.
The new paradigm places more emphasis on management solutions (“Parking
Management,” VTPI, 2005). It recognizes the need to provide adequate parking, but
values strategies which result in more efficient use of parking resources and reduce the
amount of parking needed at a particular location. From this perspective, too much
parking supply is as harmful as too little. With this approach, parking demand can often
be managed in ways that reduce costs and the need to subsidize parking facilities.
Rather than establishing generous parking requirements to satisfy the maximum potential
demand that may occur during the lifetime of a facility, parking management allows
contingency-based planning, which means that various solutions are identified which can
be deployed if needed. For example, rather than providing 150 parking spaces at a 100
unit apartment building, as required by conventional standards, the developer might
initially supply 80 spaces, along with various parking management strategies, and perhaps
some land banked for constructing additional parking if needed. This approach saves
costs and is more responsive to community needs.
Parking management involves both government agencies (which allow more accurate and
flexible minimum parking requirements, and enforce parking management agreements)
and building developers and managers (which develop and implement parking
management programs). An effective parking management plan usually involves several
components. Examples of parking management strategies are described below. For more
information see VTPI, 2005.
More Accurate and Flexible Requirements

Minimum parking requirements can be more accurate and flexible to better reflect the
demand at a particular location and time. Standards can be adjusted to reflect
demographic, geographic and management factors. For example, standards can be
reduced for housing that serves lower-income people, students and elderly; for housing in
more accessible locations (such as near transit stations and in mixed-use neighborhoods);
in buildings that have carshare services, and where parking is priced. This gives
developers and building operators an incentive to use parking management solutions, by
allowing them to save money when they reduce parking demand.
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Shared Parking

It is often possible for motorists and buildings to share parking facilities, to increase
efficiency and flexibility. For example, 100 residents or employees can often share 70-80
parking spaces, since at any period in time some are likely to be away. Similarly, an
apartment and an office building can share parking facilities, since the office peak
demand occurs during weekdays, while the apartment’s peak occurs during evenings and
weekends.
Local governments can allow developers to pay “in lieu” fees, which help fund off-site
municipal parking facilities, as an alternative to providing on-site parking (Shoup, 1999).
This gives developers more flexibility (allowing better site design and preservation of
unique and historic resources that cannot otherwise accommodate on-site parking), allows
parking facilities to be located where they most optimal for the sake of urban design, and
results in more efficient and cost effective shared parking facilities.
Unbundling

Rather than automatically including a certain amount of parking with building space,
parking costs can be borne directly by users by “unbundling,” which means that parking
is rented or sold separately. For example, rather than renting an apartment with two
parking spaces for $1,000 per month, the apartment could rent for $850 per month, plus
$75 per month for each parking space. This is more equitable and efficient, since
occupants are not forced to pay for parking they do not need, and allows consumers to
adjust their parking supply to reflect their needs.
Parking can be unbundled in several ways:


Facility managers can unbundle parking when renting building space.



Developers can make some or all parking optional when selling buildings. For example,
a condominium can be sold with no parking or just one space, with additional spaces
available for purchase or rent if desired.



In some cases it may be easier to offer a discount to renters who use fewer than average
parking spaces, rather than charging an additional fee. For example, an office or
apartment might rent for $1,000 per month with two “free” parking spaces, but renters
who only use one space receive a $75 monthly discount.



Lease agreements can itemize parking costs. To facilitate unbundling some communities
require that parking be a separate line-item in lease contracts, even if spaces are
automatically included. Once renters become aware of what they pay for parking they
may decide to negotiate changes, perhaps renting fewer spaces or trading parking spaces
with other residents.



Minimum parking requirements can be reduced for developments with unbundled
parking, which recognizes that, given a choice, many residents will reduce their parking
demand.



An informal approach to unbundling parking is to help create a secondary market for
available spaces. For example, office, apartment and condominium managers can
maintain a list of residents who have excess parking spaces that are available for rent.
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Location Efficient Development

Current lending policies mistakenly treat automobiles owned by a household as financial
assets rather than liabilities, which encourages home buyers to choose automobiledependent suburban location over urban locations. Owning one less vehicle saves a
household an estimated $3,000 annually in vehicle costs and $50 per month in parking
costs (Hare, 1993). “Location Efficient Mortgages” recognize these saving in housing
loans, eliminating a bias that makes suburban housing appear more affordable than urban
housing, despite greater total (transport and housing) expenses. Cevero (1996) finds that
there is unmet market demand for such housing, particularly near transit stations. CTOD
(2008) describe various ways to maximize the value of transit-oriented, infill
development.
Carsharing

Carsharing refers to automobile rental services intended to substitute for private vehicle
ownership. It makes occasional use of a vehicle affordable, even for low-income
households, while providing an incentive to minimize driving and rely on alternative
travel options as much as possible. Where carsharing services are available, some
households reduce their vehicle ownership, either shifting from two to one vehicle, or
from one to zero vehicles. Residential developers and building operators can encourage
carsharing by providing free or discounted parking for carshare vehicles, or by offering
subsidized memberships in carshare organizations to residents.
Carfree Planning (“Car-Free Planning,” VTPI, 2005)

Some planners are experimenting with “car free” housing developments specifically
designed to accommodate households that do not own a motor vehicle and take advantage
of community benefits of reduced vehicle traffic (such as using land that would be needed
for parking in an automobile-dependent area for common greenspace).
Overflow Parking

It is often possible to reduce parking requirements by identifying ways to manage
occasional peak demands. For example, a building operator may provide information to
residents on “overflow” parking options for guests (for example, when they have a party),
or for residents who purchase addition vehicles, such as a trailer or collector car. This
may involve sharing agreements with other buildings nearby, or information on
commercial parking and storage facilities in the area.
Transportation Management Associations

Transportation Management Associations (TMAs) are private, non-profit, membercontrolled organizations that provide transportation services in a particular area. TMAs
provide an institutional framework for transportation and parking management programs,
including parking brokerage services which help building operators share, trade, lease and
rent parking facilities. They are usually more cost effective than programs managed by
individual businesses.
21
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Parking Utilization Studies
To evaluate the appropriateness of current parking requirements it is useful to perform
parking utilization studies, that is, surveys of parking facilities to determine how many
spaces are occupied during peak demand periods. For information on such studies see
Parking Generation (ITE, 2004). For residential uses, peak demand occurs during
weekday evenings or on weekends.
Students in a University of Victoria planning course performed residential utilization
studies of multi-family residential buildings as an assignment (this was easy since most
lived in such buildings or had friends that did). These surveys indicate that, for the 33
buildings studied, only 54% of the available parking spaces were occupied during peak
periods, and if these buildings had the number of parking spaces required by current
minimum parking requirements (based on a standard of 1.5 parking spaces per unit), only
46% of those parking spaces would be occupied. Figure 15 illustrates the results.
Figure 15

Parking Utilization Versus Supply and Requirements
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This figure shows the number of parking spaces used, currently supplied, and required for new
construction at various multi-family residential buildings in Victoria, British Columbia.

Several sites have peak-period parking utilization below 50%, and many parking facilities
have spaces that are obviously never used. Investigators reported that some motorists park
on the street to avoid using less convenient spaces behind buildings. Only five of the 33
sites report frequent conflicts over parking, and these often involve particular spaces (i.e.,
those considered most convenient or safe), not overall parking supply. Some investigators
reported, based on their own or friends’ experiences, that some residents will use a
parking space if it is supplied with the unit, but if a fee is charged they will reduce their
vehicle ownership or storing their vehicle at their family home during the school year.
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Affordable Housing Opportunities
There are many possible ways to make housing more affordable, including direct housing
subsidies for lower-income people, indirect subsidies such as rent controls, and various
ways of reducing housing production costs. Some of these strategies are more efficient
and equitable than others. Subsidies by themselves tend to be unfair and inadequate. In a
typical community 10-20% of households face housing affordability problems, including
those who are working poor or on a fixed income. It is unrealistic to provide full
subsidies to all who want and deserve more affordable housing. As a result, such
programs are often arbitrary, favoring some disadvantaged groups but not others.
A much more effective way to provide affordable housing is to reduce construction costs
for moderately-priced new units. This increases housing affordability both directly (by
reducing the costs of new housing) and indirectly by increasing affordable housing
supply. The added units do not all need to be “affordable” themselves, but they free up
the older stock of housing to be truly affordable. In urban area where land costs are high,
the best way to increase affordability is to minimize land requirements per unit by
increasing density and reducing parking facility requirements. Table 6 illustrates how
density and parking affect the amount of land required per unit and the number of units
per acre for various number of floors, with and without surface parking. This shows how
even modest increases in density (say, from two to three or four stories) and reductions in
surface parking can significantly reduce land requirements.
Table 6

Land Area Per Unit

Housing Type
1/2 Acre Single-family
1/4 Acre Single-family
Small-lot Single-family
Two-Story Duplex
Three-Story Townhouse
Four-story Condominium
Medium-Rise Condominium
High-Rise Condominium

Without Surface Parking

With Surface Parking

Sq. Feet

Units Per Acre

Sq. Feet

Units Per Acre

21,780
10,890
5,445
3,630
1,000
450
225
113

2
4
8
12
44
97
194
387

21,780
10,890
5,445
3,630
1,333
783
558
446

2
4
8
12
33
56
78
98

Increased density and reduced parking requirements significantly reduce unit land requirements. This
assumes that one-third of parcel is devoted to setback, and 333 square feet per surface parking space.

Table 7 illustrates the cost of providing these units and the number that could be
subsidized with a $10 million budget, assuming land costs average $1,000,000 per acre
and each units costs $100,000 to construct. The number of units that can be provided with
a given subsidy increases more than five hundred percent with increased density and
reduced parking. The largest cost reductions occur with shifts from low- to mediumdensity, indicating that affordability does not require high-density, high-rise housing.
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Table 7

Costs Per Unit and Subsidized Households

Housing Type
1/2 Acre Single-family
¼ Acre Single-family
Small-lot Single-family
Two-Story Duplex
Three-Story Townhouse
Four-story Condominium
Medium-Rise Condominium
High-Rise Condominium

With Surface Parking

Without Surface Parking

Cost Per Unit

Subsidized Units

Cost Per Unit

Subsidized Units

$1,100,000
$600,000
$350,000
$266,667
$161,203
$135,950
$125,620
$120,455

17
29
44
55
77
85
89
91

$1,100,000
$600,000
$350,000
$266,667
$145,914
$120,661
$110,331
$105,165

17
29
44
55
81
91
95
97

Increased density and reduced parking requirements significantly reduce the costs of producing
housing and the number of units that can be produced for a given subsidy.

These benefits increase further if subsidy is distributed as a match grand. For example, if
we ask occupants to pay $100,000, either toward purchasing the unit or about $400 per
month in rent, the number of units that can be provided by the subsidy increases to many
hundreds.
Table 8

Subsidized Household With Matching Grants

Housing Type
1/2 Acre Single-family
1/4 Acre Single-family
Small-lot Single-family
Two-Story Duplex
Three-Story Townhouse
Four-story Condominium
Medium-Rise Condominium
High-Rise Condominium

With Surface Parking

Without Surface Parking

Subsidy Per Unit

Subsidized Units

Subsidy Per Unit

Subsidized Units

$1,000,000
$500,000
$250,000
$166,667
$61,203
$35,950
$25,620
$20,455

20
40
80
120
327
556
781
978

$1,000,000
$500,000
$250,000
$166,667
$45,914
$20,661
$10,331
$5,165

20
40
80
120
436
968
1,936
3,872

Increased density and reduced parking requirements significantly increase the number of
households that can benefit, assuming that lower-income residents pay a share of costs. (“Sub.
Units” = Subsidized Units)

The benefits of infill, density and reduced parking costs become even larger and more
logical if we evaluate affordability in terms of combined housing and transportation costs.
Location decisions often involve trade-offs between housing and transportation costs:
land and therefore housing costs are often lower at the urban fringe where transportation
costs are highest. Residents of such locations typically pay several thousand dollars a year
in vehicle expenses. Increased density and reduced parking requirements allow more
moderate- and low-income households to choose homes in accessible locations where
their transportation costs are minimized, saving thousands of dollars. True affordability is
therefore where housing is affordable and automobile ownership and use can be reduced.
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Current, generous levels of parking supply in growing urban areas provide an unintended
land bank that, with more efficient management could be used to create location-efficient
housing (Shoup, 2005). With improved design and management many retail malls,
commercial districts and other urban centers could reduce the amount of land devoted to
parking facilities by 20-40%, or even more (“Parking Management,” VTPI, 2005).
Parking lots are often the largest single largest land use in such areas, typically using 3050% of land area. In many situations, more efficient management would allow many
acres of land to be developed within or near these urban centers, which is ideal for
location-efficient, truly affordable housing, that is, housing located in accessible, multimodal areas where residents can minimize their transportation costs by relying on
walking, cycling, public transit, taxi and carsharing. Such locations are also appropriate
for people with disabilities or other constraints on their ability to drive. Similarly, land
currently used for urban parking may be appropriate for mixed-use residential,
commercial and institutional development, allowing more compact retail and employment
centers that are more accessible by walking and public transit. This type of infill
development reflects Smart Growth and New Urbanist planning principles (“Smart
Growth” and “New Urbanism,” VTPI, 2005; King, 2008).
Figure 16

Urban Land Devoted To Parking

With better design and management, much of the urban land currently devoted to parking could
be used for other purposes. It is ideal for location-efficient infill residential and mixed-use
development, creating truly affordable housing where residents can minimize their transport
costs. People with limited mobility can particularly benefit by living close to public services.
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Examples and Case Studies
Examples of parking management for residential affordability are described below.
Condominium Parking Requirements (Energy Pathways 1994)

Since 1979 Mississauga, Ontario’s zoning code required 2.0 parking spaces per
condominium unit, 1.75 for residents and 0.25 for visitors, estimated to be 7-17% of the
total housing costs. A detailed study conducted at 34 typical condominiums tracked
parking supply and demand, unit occupancy, transit proximity, surrounding land uses, and
concerns about parking. Questionnaires were mailed to all 5,600 residents, of which 800
were returned, and all building managers, of which 16 were returned. It found that
parking supply was 20% higher, and the existing standard was 35% higher, than
residents’ vehicle ownership. The study recommended revised parking standards
illustrated in Table 9 which were adopted in 1994.
Table 9

Recommended Parking Standards

Unit Type
Studio
Bachelor
One Bedroom
One Bedroom Plus Den
Two Bedroom
Two Bedroom Plus Den
Three Bedroom

Resident Spaces
1.0
1.0
1.16
1.3
1.5
1.70
1.75

Visitor Spaces
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25

Total Spaces
1.25
1.25
1.41
1.55
1.75
1.95
2.0

Affordable Residential Development (SPUR 1998)

Table 10 illustrates how tradeoffs between housing and parking affect the costs of
medium-rise (four stories maximum) housing on a 3-acre parcel in an urban
neighborhood. As the number of surface parking spaces increases, the number of housing
units declines and costs rise. Using underground parking reduces land requirements but
significantly increases construction costs. As a result, it is impossible to provide
affordable rents while meeting conventional parking requirements.
Table 10

Residential Development Options
Option 1

Housing Units
Parking
Cost Per Unit
Monthly Rent

50
25 (surface)
$50,000
$312

Option 2
40
40 (surface)
$60,000
$375

Option 3
30
40 (surface)
$75,000
$468

Option 4
50
50 (underground)
$80,000
$500

Generous minimum parking requirements also impose costs on non-profit developments
(Nelson/Nygaard, 2002). To provide housing priced at $80,000 per unit (for a monthly
mortgage of about $700), a subsidy of only $4,000 would be needed if no parking is
required, a $12,792 subsidy would be required for one parking space per unit, and a
$26,251 subsidy for two parking spaces. A given housing subsidy fund can benefit about
6.5 times as many households with no parking spaces compared with 2 spaces per unit.
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Parking Impacts On Appartment Affordability (London and Williams-Derry 2013)

Analysis of 23 recently completed Seattle-area multifamily housing developments
reveals that the practice of providing abundant “cheap” parking actually makes housing
more expensive, particularly for lower-income tenants who don’t own cars. This analysis
shows that:


Seattle-area apartment developers build far more parking than their tenants need.
Across all developments in our sample, 37% of parking spaces remained empty during
the night, the time of peak demand for residential parking. Every development had
nighttime parking vacancies, and four developments had more than twice as many
parking spots as parked cars.



Many tenants don’t own cars. On average, the developments in our sample had 20%
more occupied apartments than occupied parking spaces—a rockbottom estimate for the
share of apartments whose tenants don’t park on-site. In all, 21 of the 23 developments
had more occupied apartments than parked cars.



Multifamily developments lose money on parking. No development in our sample was
able to recover enough parking fees to recover the full estimated costs of building,
operating, and maintaining on-site parking facilities. Car-free tenants still pay for
parking.



Landlords’ losses on parking—calculated as the difference between total parking costs
and total parking fees collected from tenants—add up to roughly 15% of monthly rents in
our sample, or $246 per month for each occupied apartment. Because landlords typically
recoup these losses through apartment rents, all tenants—even those who don’t own
cars—pay a substantial hidden fee for parking as part of their monthly rents.

Harris Green Redevelopment (www.city.victoria.bc.ca)

In 1997 the city of Victoria, BC sponsored a community planning project to encourage
redevelopment in the Harris Green neighborhood near downtown. Minimum parking
requirements were eliminated there. In subsequent years numerous condominiums and
apartments were constructed. To minimize costs and accommodate the large portion of
residents who own no vehicles, most units are sold or rented without parking. Residents
rent parking spaces if they need them. Developers find that they need only about 0.5
parking spaces per unit, as opposed to 1.0 to 2.0 in conventional multi-family buildings.
Soma Studios and Apartments (www.dbarchitect.com)

The new five-story building at 8th and Howard in San Francisco combines 74 affordable
family apartments and 88 small studios, a child care center and a market, providing 246
bedrooms and 24,000 square feet of commercial space on one acre. The building contains
a 66-space parking garage, 0.38 spaces per unit, with parking rented separately from
housing units. Unbundled parking freed up space for the childcare center and
neighborhood retail, and significantly reduced apartment rents.
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Redeveloping Transit-Station Area Parking Lots (CNT 2006)

The study, Paved Over: Surface Parking Lots or Opportunities for Tax-Generating,
Sustainable Development?” (www.cnt.org/repository/PavedOver-Final.pdf ), evaluates
the potential economic and social benefits if surface parking lots around rail transit
stations were developed into mixed-use, pedestrian friendly, transit-oriented
developments. The analysis concludes that such development could help to meet the
region’s growing demand for affordable, workforce, senior, and market rate housing near
transit, and provide a variety of benefits including increased tax revenues and reduced per
capita vehicle travel. The parking lots in nine case studies are estimated to be able to
generate 1,188 new residential units and at least 167,000 square feet of new commercial
space, providing additional tax revenues, plus significant reductions in trip generation and
transportation costs compared with more conventional development.
Residential Garage Conversions (www.ci.santa-cruz.ca.us/pl/hcd/ADU/adu.html)

Santa Cruz, CA has a special program to encourage development of Accessory Dwelling
Units (ADUs, also known as mother-in-law or granny units), which often consist of
converted or expanded garages, to increase housing affordability and urban infill. The city
has ordinances, design guidelines and information materials for such conversions.
Smallworks (http://smallworks.ca) is a Vancouver, BC construction firm that specializes
in small lane-way (alley) housing, which are often converted garages.
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Parking Management for More Affordable Housing
(www.huduser.org/rbc/newsletter/vol7iss2more.html)

A variety of parking management strategies are being adopted to increase housing
affordability and help achieve other planning objectives. These strategies include
reduction or elimination of minimum parking requirements based on density, car
ownership rates, and availability of public transit; allowing shared parking; and
unbundling parking from housing. Specific examples are discussed below.
San Francisco, California
San Francisco is a transit-friendly city that has retained its historic character and walkable
neighborhoods. According to the 2000 Census, 30% of total San Francisco households,
and more than 50% of households in transit-rich areas, are car-free. A 1997 University of
California study found that single-family housing without off-street parking sold for an
average of $46,391 less than housing with off-street parking, and so were affordable to
24% more area households. The city revised its parking requirements to help reduce traffic
congestion and increase downtown area housing affordability. Revisions eliminated
minimum parking requirements for downtown housing, and established maximum parking
of one space for four units. Other strategies include car-sharing programs and requiring
developers to unbundle parking from housing costs. Reduced parking requirements for
Rich Sorro Commons, a mixed-use project with 100 affordable units for low-income
families, resulted in additional space for a childcare center and retail stores, generating
about $132,000 in additional revenue. The childcare center is especially beneficial to lowincome families, and the additional revenue makes housing units more affordable.
Seattle, WA
Half the households in Press Apartments on Capitol Hill’s Pine Street in Seattle, WA own
no vehicles, leaving 60% of its parking spots unoccupied. In 2006, Seattle reduced parking
required in mixed-use neighborhoods, and eliminated minimum parking requirements in
downtown areas to increase housing opportunities and encourage pedestrian-friendly
neighborhoods. Minimum parking required for affordable housing was reduced to 0.33 –
1.0 space per unit, depending on location and unit size. The city maximum parking
requirements for downtown offices, allows reduced parking for elderly and disabled
housing, and for multifamily developments with car-sharing programs.
Portland, Oregon
Portland, Oregon has implemented various parking management strategies designed to
increase housing density, promote transit-oriented neighborhoods, and support existing
and new economic development. Portland eliminated minimum parking requirements in
the central city district and for sites located within 500 feet of a high-capacity transit
station. The city’s zoning ordinance specifies maximum parking requirements for areas
outside the central city district, which vary depending on the use and the distance from a
light rail station. Other parking measures include shared parking, and reduction from
minimum requirements for car sharing, transit access, and availability of bicycle parking.
Two mixed-use projects located outside Portland’s central city, Buckman Heights and
Buckman Terrace, were able to keep development costs low and increase the number of
affordable housing units by utilizing the city’s reduced parking requirements.

29

- 480 -

Parking Requirement Impacts on Housing Affordability
Victoria Transport Policy Institute

Conclusions
This report indicates that generous, inflexible parking requirements are inefficient and
inequitable, since they fail to provide an expensive resource (parking) in proportion to
need (vehicle ownership). Parking demand varies between households, between
neighborhoods, and over time for individual households. Smaller, lower income
households located in accessible areas tend to own fewer cars. A typical house or
apartment unit may at various times house residents with zero, one, two or three vehicles.
Parking is a costly resource. Parking typically represents 10-20% of the cost of housing.
This cost may be acceptable to most middle and upper income households, which tend to
own multiple vehicles and can afford the extra expense, but for lower income families
generous parking requirements impose significant financial burdens.
Excessive parking requirements impose several costs on society. They increase
development costs of lower-priced housing, reducing housing affordability. Minimum
parking requirements are regressive because they force residents to pay for parking
facilities, even if they do not own a vehicle. They increase vehicle ownership, and
therefore problems such as traffic congestion, accidents and pollution emissions.
Generous parking requirements discourage infill development and increase sprawl,
increasing impervious surface coverage and per capita vehicle travel. They shift lowerincome households to suburban and exurban areas where land prices are low but transport
and public service costs are high.
For typical affordable housing in urban locations, where parking represents 20% of
residential build costs and parking demand is less than 50% of conventional parking
standards, applying more accurate and flexible parking requirements can reduce housing
costs by 10%, and even more if additional parking management strategies are
implemented. For households that do not own an automobile, more accurate parking
requirements and unbundling parking costs can reduce rents by 10-20%.
Most households, including those with low incomes, own at least one vehicle and
therefore need residential parking. Even non-drivers want parking for visitors. It is
therefore important that parking policy reforms be realistic and avoid creating new
problems. Better parking management practices have proven successful at reducing
residential parking costs, increasing housing affordability and supporting other strategic
land use objectives, such as supporting infill development, improving community
accessibility and reducing sprawl. This involves creating more accurate and flexible
parking standards, unbundling parking from building space so residents pay for parking
facilities based on the number of spaces they actually use, and appropriate enforcement to
minimize spillover problems.
Acknowledgments: The author is indebted to Donald Shoup, Richard Willson, and Patrick Hare,
each of whom contributed essential ideas and support for this paper.
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From: nicholas bond [mailto:nicholasbond@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, August 10, 2015 7:20 PM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: NSHD Zoning Changes

Hello, I am writing concerning the proposed zoning amendments proposed which would affect
the North Slope neighborhood. I read about the proposed changes in the Trolley Times
newsletter although I disagree with the author's assessment of the proposed changes as a
threat. I purchased a house in the district a few years ago and welcome some improvements to
the existing regulations which apply to development in our neighborhood. While I understand
the need to ensure preservation of the neighborhood's historic character, I also believe that this
can be done in conjunction with allowing for some infill development.
ADUs:
I love my house and would never change it's historic character, but I also struggle to maintain its
details do the the very high cost of custom repair work. If I were able to build an Accessory
Dwelling Unit in the backyard either as a stand alone structure or above a garage (I currently
have neither), I would be able to generate some rental income that could help pay for the
maintenance of the historic structure or even to have my parents live there should they need my
assistance. My lot is 4800 square feet and there is plenty of room for a detached ADU in the back
yard. Construction of an ADU would also make replacement of my aging sewer line an efficient
repair that could be done at the same time as ADU construction. ADUs are a proven tool for
providing affordable housing and I strongly support regulations which would allow for the
construction of ADUs in the North Slope and would request the following:
1. I believe that ADUs/Garages which are not visible from the street should not be subject to
architectural review, but should have minimum requirements for glazing area to ensure that they
are attractive and encourage eyes on the street/alley. Modern high quality and green architecture
should be allowed when the units are not viable to the street. We need to offset the inefficiency
of the old homes!
2. ADUs should not require additional parking. Numerous study's have shown that minimum
parking standards are idiotic, always. Look that up.
3. ADUs should not have to be registered as these types of programs are rarely followed, don't
work, and are hard for cities to track. The code should require that one unit be owner occupied
unless both are rented on one lease.
Reducing Minimum Lot Size:
I support reductions in minimum lot size so long as historic structures are not removed under a
proposal to create new lots. With that said, there are some homes in the North Slope that have
been altered or neglected to the point that they should be replaced with new high quality modern
homes. I live near a few of these and would love to see each house replaced with 2-3 modern
high quality homes. I am very opposed to requiring that new homes be made to look like old
homes. New homes with historic accents look kitsch and don't age well. I prefer a neighborhood
that has examples of exemplary architecture of the era in which the house was built over new
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homes that are made to look dated. Make sure that there are design guideline for new
construction that require high quality materials and lots of windows and don't allow driveways to
access from the front of the house thus taking up valuable shared on-street parking.
Conversions of existing homes to duplexes/triplexes:
I also support allowing conversions of existing homes to duplexes or triplexes as this may be one
of the best ways to preserve the architecture and historic character of the neighborhood while
providing affordable housing. However, this should be done with caution and the city will need
to have a robust property maintenance code/or covenant in place to ensure that owners of
conversions truly use the process to ensure the preservation and pristine maintenance of the
structure.
I'd like to close by saying that owning a house in the north slope neighborhood is a lot of work,
especially if you are not wealthy and retired. Making the cost of ownership less by providing
these opportunities would help someone like me take better care of my property while providing
affordable housing options for people who value living in a great neighborhood. This should be
an inclusive neighborhood with a variety of housing options. You should not have to buy an
expensive house with astronomical maintenance demands to live here. Yes there are apartments
and condo's available in the neighborhood, but these are not cheap and they are not the same as
living in a stand alone unit or a house with character. Furthermore, millennials don't have the
same housing preferences as older generations and this neighborhood needs to evolve with
changing consumer preferences if it's historic character is to be preserved. Increasing the density
will help our local neighborhood businesses and may even provide the city with enough revenue
to fix local access streets. It is clear that the revenue model in Tacoma is insufficient to pay for
maintenance and services and that the city needs to use its infrastructure more efficiently by
allowing for some infill development. Thanks Tim Eyman!!! I'd like to ask any person in my
neighborhood who is opposed to this proposal to form an LID to tax themselves for the
reconstruction of the street that they live on.
Thanks for the opportunity to comment!
Nick Bond
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Staff Note: Photos submitted
by Mary Boone at the Public
Hearing on August 19, 2015
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

plcbowman@gmail.com
Wung, Lihuang; Planning
North Slope Historic District zoning
Wednesday, September 09, 2015 11:35:59 PM

We have lived in the North Slope Historic District for 3 years. We moved to this area because we
valued the protection of historic homes and the thoughtful preservation and restoration of the
homes. We lived in the Queen Anne and Magnolia area of Seattle for close to 30 years and saw 1st
hand what happens when developers can build second homes in backyards and building on smaller
lots.
We attended the council planning meeting which we became aware of from NSHD’s newsletter. We
ask that you leave the North Slope Historic District out of the upzoning changes for the following
reasons.
   -The North Slope density of 17.4 units per acre is already over 100% higher than the new target of
8 units/acre. One size does not fit all and NSHD shouldn’t be rezoned to meet a target we’ve
already exceeded.
   -I have seen 1st hand the effect of zoning allowing people to build on smaller and smaller lot sizes.
Reducing the buildable site requirement from 4,500 ft to 3,500 ft is unwise and can ruin the look of
the neighborhood. We’ve seen this happen in Seattle. The other consideration that I haven’t heard
anyone bring up is the water runoff problems that would likely occur because of the decrease in
permeable spaces. With climate change and the heavy rains we have this should be a significant
consideration.
-Allowing for zoning changes to duplexes and triplexes from single family residential homes would
adversely change the character of the architecture integrity of the neighborhood and create parking
problems.
   -Allowing the DADU would decrease yard size and any sense of privacy we have.
Even though I heard this would be a pilot project, it would be nearly impossible to reverse the effect
once begun.   Please, please, remove NSHD from the rezoning changes and reconsider the changes
proposed citywide.
I understand people are often resistant to change but that doesn’t mean all changes are good.
Tacoma has something very special and any growth should be very well thought out and include
significant resident input. We request no change to the HMR-SRD.
Thank you,
Penny & Jim Bowman
523 N Sheridan Ave.
North Slope Historic District
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From: rocky [mailto:rockyrajpjb@wamail.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 10:42 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Affordable Housing Regulations

Planning Commission Members,
The overflow crowd at last nights meeting prevented me from speaking to you directly.
My wife and I live in the North Slope Historic District and were involved in its creation. The
district had a large majority of residents in favor of its creation and the Planning Commission
was also supportive. I sat on the Landmarks Preservation Commission for several years and
understand the dynamics of historic neighborhoods. Allowing infill construction and would be a
death knell for the historic nature of the NSHD. The historic district isn't just a cute idea: it is an
important reminder of the evolution of the history of Tacoma. Many of the residents have
chosen to live in the NSHD because of the real sense of Tacoma's past.
I am sure you heard of the density numbers in the NSHD. Within 500 feet of my home are close
to 100 apartments; all priced as affordable. What is affordable? Affordable housing has to
have low cost per square foot construction. Tacoma can ill afford to have more sub-standard
housing.
Rather than a blanket approach to housing regulations the planning department needs to get to
work designing a comprehensive, customized plan for each area of Tacoma and the P.L.C.
should be the thoughtful body it was designated to be.
Tacoma has faith that you will recommend a redo of the proposal.
Roger Johnson
Pam Boyles
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From: rjbuffington@comcast.net [mailto:rjbuffington@comcast.net]
Sent: Sunday, August 09, 2015 2:26 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Affordable Housing Proposals and Wedge Historic District

Chairperson Beale and Commissioners:
Residents of the Wedge Historic District have been closely following the City’s
“Affordable Housing” proposals. As the Wedge’s representative on the City’s
Landmarks Preservation Commission I would like to offer the following
comments:
1. These proposed changes would have an adverse impact on the City’s two
residential historic districts, the Wedge and the North Slope. A great deal of
time and effort has gone into establishing and maintaining the historic
properties and overall character of these neighborhoods. The historic districts
are operating successfully and play a critical role in maintaining Tacoma’s
heritage. Allowing small lot development, easier conversion of single-family
residences to duplexes and triplexes, and easing restrictions on Detached
Accessory Dwelling Units will negatively impact the historic character of these
districts.
2. Both historic districts have a high level of density due to the large number
of apartments and multi-family residences already in place. In the Wedge
there are apartments both within the historic district as well as in the adjoining
conservation district. In addition, substantial numbers of employees and
patients of the nearby MultiCare complex park on our residential streets.
Easing restrictions on Detached Accessory Dwelling Units, particularly those
of more than one story will make density levels even worse.
3. Making it easier to convert single-family houses to duplexes or triplexes has
the potential to alter the historic character of both the exteriors and interiors of
these heritage properties. The historic districts were formed to ensure that
architecturally valuable residences were protected.
In summary, I strongly urge that the City make no changes to the current R2/SRD and HMR/SRD zoning categories which cover the Wedge and North
Slope Historic Districts.
-Ross Buffington 502 S. Sheridan Ave. Tacoma 98405
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Deborah Cade
lwung@cityoftacoma.org; elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org
Fwd: North Slope Historic District Comments on Affordability Proposal
Friday, September 11, 2015 9:58:33 AM

TO: City of Tacoma Planning Commission
RE: Affordable Housing Proposal
As one of the co-chairs of the North Slope Historic District, I am submitting these comments
on behalf of our board of directors.
The City created the North Slope Historic District in response to an effort by neighborhood
citizens to protect the historic structures in the neighborhood. Since the creation of the
historic district, many homes that had been broken up into apartments and duplexes have been
restored and the interior changes to them have been repaired and restored. One of our major
concerns about the City's proposal is its potential to encourage developers to buy single
homes and break them up into duplexes and triplexes. This is completely contrary to the
purposes of historic preservation, and would undermine many years' worth of work by NSHD
home owners to restore and preserve these homes.
This neighborhood is already very dense, with about 17.4 housing units per acre. This is more
than twice the goal that the City has set for increasing density in single family
neighborhoods. The mix of housing types that we have available in this neighborhood is an
important part of the neighborhood's character. However, increasing our density even more
would threaten to undo the work that neighbors have done over the last 20 years to preserve
the historic nature of the neighborhood. We ask that the City leave the historic
neighborhoods -- both the North Slope and the Wedge Historic Districts -- out of this pilot
program that will allow single family home conversions and detached accessory dwelling
units, both if which harm the historic buildings and settings.
We are also concerned that the proposal does nothing to promote affordable housing, and in
fact could reduce the availability of affordable homes. The North Slope Historic District has
historically been a neighborhood of small and medium-sized homes, which are just the sizes
and types of homes that have typically been "affordable." Although the NSHD has protection
from indiscriminate demolition of homes, other parts of Tacoma do not. We are concerned
that the City's proposal will have the negative consequence of eliminating what are currently
affordable houses and replacing them with more expensive new duplexes and triplexes. The
city's plan needs to include protection for existing affordable homes, and not allow demolition
solely for the purpose of replacing those homes with more expensive new construction.
We have heard comments from City staff about how "things have to change," and that means
that what is allowed to be done with our historic homes must change. However, that is the
purpose of historic preservation -- to counter those pressures and to make sure that there is a
value assigned to preserving historic buildings and that they are not sacrificed to the needs of
"change" and growth. There will always be arguments that we really need some type of new
development, and that historic neighborhoods must make way for that new development.
That was the argument made in favor of the Urban Renewal programs in the 1960s and 70s,
when cities lost whole blocks of historic neighborhoods and downtowns. Once those
buildings and neighborhoods are lost, they can never be replaced. We don't want Tacoma to
repeat these mistakes.
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Please leave the historic districts out of this pilot program. Also, please consider changes to
this proposal that will protect existing single family homes from needless demolition and
conversion. Limit duplexes and triplexes to new infill on buildable lots. That will protect
existing affordable homes, and protect older historic homes, regardless of whether they are in
historic districts.
Deborah Cade
998 North M Street
Tacoma, WA. 98403

--
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From: cosmictwin@comcast.net [mailto:cosmictwin@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, September 10, 2015 10:51 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Up-zone revisions

To the Planning Commission of the City of Tacoma
I am writing to submit my view on the up zone propositions put up for consideration. I
feel I must first state that I have lived in Tacoma all my life and most of it in my current
residence. This is the home I grew up in, went to St. Pat’s school and Aquinas Academy
from. I am very much a part of the history of this neighborhood. And we have always
been just that, a neighborhood. We have always cared and watched out for one another
and have a spirit of comradery unique to our neighborhood.
As part of the North Slope Historical District, I feel that it is inappropriate to make any
changes to the HMR-SRD zoning. This zoning designation was instituted to preserve
the aesthetic of our neighborhood. We have already met and surpassed the density
goal you have set for the city as a whole. So please leave the N Slope alone and do not
degrade our lovely friendly community.
As regards the Proctor Station issue, I think that is a mistake that the residents and
businesses of their mixed use area will regret. There is already a parking issue in the
area which keeps me away when it is overly crowded. If Safeway’s parking lot is crazy
or there is an event in the district, I go elsewhere to conduct my business. If you allow
another “Proctor Station” type structure, you need to take into more consideration the
impact on the businesses affected. It is my understanding that new houses must have
off street parking available, why not these multi-use projects.
Overall in reviewing your proposals, I see little concern for making sure that the
infrastructure is available to support the additional number of people involved. You can
argue that it is hoped the influx will use public transportation, but the reality is that the
transit system is ineffective. The bus that runs from by my house to the Proctor district
runs once an hour. When I used to ride it, it ran every 15 minutes. If I want to go to the
Point, I have to change buses, unlike when the Point Defiance bus ran from downtown
to the point. You also give these new buildings tax breaks. They should be helping to
pay to reinforce the already poor infrastructure. You’ve tried this downtown with
disastrous results. If you go downtown at 10:00 on any day of the week, there is very
little foot traffic. You have wasted millions of dollars and the return on the investment
has been dismal.This system is not viable as downtown proves and, we the taxpayers,
get the privilege of paying for it. See Matt Driscoll's column in today's paper. 9/10/15.
Some of the changes you propose will make it easier for housing to be torn down to
accommodate the new construction. I therefore think that you should also consider a
demolition review going forward. New houses can consume the entire lot causing fire
and safety hazards. And no, we don’t want to be Seattle. So consider carefully, I know it
is not an easy task. Remember, your decisions have real consequences in peoples lives.
Thanks for your attention.
Margaret R Cassel
1210 N J St.
98403
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ellen Cohen
Planning
Infill development
Thursday, September 10, 2015 6:17:43 PM

Please consider eliminating the infill development proposal in single family residential
zones, with the exception of Accessory Dwelling Units. The ability to build duplexes
or triplexes on corners without a zoning variance or neighborhood design review is
not compatible with single family housing zones. Parking, decline in property values
(with decreased property tax assessment) and design that may not be similar to
surrounding homes are all issues that are not addressed by this proposal. The
potential for developers to buy homes on corner lots, demolish them and build
duplexes or triplexes may very well eliminate affordable homes and have them
replaced by more expensive units. This proposal needs to be reexamined before
any recommendations are made to the City Council.
Thank you for taking my comment into consideration,
Ellen Cohen
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September 8, 2015
Tacoma Planning Commission
747 Market Street, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
Subject: Comprehensive Plan Amendment #3 – Affordable Housing Regulations
Dear Planning Commissioners:
We are providing the following comments based on the presentations by both City staff
and citizens at the August 19th public hearing. The underlying premise of these
comments is the City of Tacoma currently has adequate regulatory tools to address the
needs of its residential neighborhoods into the foreseeable future and that the proposed
regulations may have the unintended effect of destabilizing existing residential areas.
Comment #1 – “Affordable Housing” Title
The term “affordable housing” generally denotes safe and sanitary residential
opportunities made available primarily for use by low and moderate income renters.
The vast majority of these units are provided by private nonprofits and other entities
using government subsidies and charitable donations to buy, build and/or rehabilitate
housing.
Affordable housing has also been defined as market rate units that have become less
expensive do to less desirable locations or an aging housing stock. As a general rule
apartments located along arterials or in mixed use centers (e.g. Tacoma Mall) are going
to be less expensive in comparison to single family homes. Thus, the use of land use
regulations has been, at best, a minor tool to facilitate affordability in residential areas.
While it is acknowledged the proposed regulatory changes are part of an ongoing effort
by a subcommittee of the City Council to address housing affordability, it would be more
intellectually honest to rename Amendment #3 from Housing Affordability to either “Infill
Housing” or “Residential Densification”. Either revised name would better reflect its
actual intentions.
Comment #2 – Residential Densification
The primary justification of adding more regulatory options to facilitate infill housing and
residential densification is based on the accepted growth management premise that a
large number of additional families and individuals will call Tacoma their home over the
next 25 years. However, these types of population projections are often overstated and
may have dangerous consequences to existing areas especially to long term residents
of established neighborhoods. As was stated at the public hearing, over the past 15
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ruby Collins
Planning
NSHD ZONING
Friday, August 28, 2015 7:00:31 PM

My name is Ruby Collins and my husband and I moved here 15 years ago. Since then, parking
has become a big problem. Our home was built in 1924 and we do not have a garage. We like
many of our neighbors park on the street. We are against the proposed zoning change. The
city of Tacoma should value the historic district for what it brings to this city. Increasing
population in an area that is already struggling with parking spaces, traffic and roads full of
pothokes does not uphold our neighborhood.
Ruby and Ron Collins
Homeowners in the North Slope Historic District.
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From: Jodi Cook <jodi.cook0983@gmail.com>
Date: September 11, 2015 at 4:31:09 PM MDT
To: "lwung@cityoftacoma.org" <lwung@cityoftacoma.org>
Subject: Public Comment Affordable Housing amendment to Single Family Zoning
I strongly object to the amendments proposed to the Single Family Residential zoning.
1). Of all the critical proposed changes that the City of Tacoma should have gone up and beyond
standard protocol to ensure the citizens were aware of the dramatic changes being proposed, this
was it.
Notification through mail was the only way to reach every citizen.
2. We did not give anyone at the City authority to make decisions to devalue our primary
investment, our homes. Placing multi-family housing on corner lots; in-fill housing on already
small lots. Streets that were just designed for a 1-family car.
City code regulations allow for houses to tear out their front yards to allow parking as long as it
is not in the planting strips. There goes the tree canopy.
The City has lost reputation for transparency. Developers are driving this decision. We are the
stakeholders.
We must protect our prewar housing for future families. Preservation of our historic homes and
neighborhoods is critical.
We have invested heavily in downtown where 80% of future growth is to reside. Start there
first.
Let's see who does arrive, before destroying our best asset, out neighborhoods.
Jodi Cook

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Corso . [mailto:corso1965@live.com]
Sent: Friday, August 14, 2015 2:04 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Marshall
Subject: Follow-up Question from Stadium HS Community Informational Session

Dear Planning Representative:
I've heard Elliott refer to the North Slope Historic District as a model neighborhood for the
Affordable Housing Plan given its variety of housing types and relatively high density.
Yesterday evening, at the Stadium HS Community Informational Session, I heard Brian refer to
the NSHD as "a mess".
Please help me:
•
•

Reconcile these two descriptions of the NSHD.
Understand what it implies about Planning's view of the Affordable Housing Plan.

Thanks.
Geoff Corso
701 N. J St.
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID
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From: Corso . [mailto:corso1965@live.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 16, 2015 2:08 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Marshall
Subject: Question about AHP and DADU's

Dear Planning Representative:
We've recently learned that a neighbor in HMR-SRD, who is not living in his house, has been
renting it out by the week. Code enforcement is investigating. However, given current code and
proposed AHP code, are we correct in understanding that - while the current B&B's are
grandfathered in and no new B&B's are permitted - homeowners may house a maximum of two
boarders each evening?
If our understanding is correct, will a homeowner living on the main house be able to rent a
DADU on a nightly, weekly, and/or monthly basis?
Geoff Corso
701 N. J St.
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID
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From: Corso . [mailto:corso1965@live.com]
Sent: Monday, August 17, 2015 4:13 PM
To: Planning
Subject: AHP: Incentives and Bonuses Administrative Code

Dear Planning Representative:
Please direct me to the voluntary and mandatory affordable housing incentives and bonuses code.
(I've read the draft AHP code, but I'm unclear about the specific incentives and bonuses the city
is offering builders.
In particular, I'm wondering whether:
Given the citywide residential upzone, and given that the Great Recession put a lot of skilled
construction workers out of work and they've responded by perusing other careers resulting in a
growing demand for skilled tradesmen as the economy improves, I'm whether the city has
considered encouraging builders to hire more people who qualify for low-income housing
assistance and are studying for a career in the trades - perhaps encouraging builders to work
more closely with trade schools and offer more on-the-job training than they might otherwise.
Perhaps low-income trades students might be encouraged to work extra hard in school and at
work for the opportunity to somehow improve his chances of "winning the affordable housing
lottery" and obtaining housing for themselves, a spouse, child, parents and/or grandparents.
I look forward to learning about the incentives and bonuses the city is offering builders.
Geoff Corso
701 N. J St.
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID
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From: Corso . [mailto:corso1965@live.com]
Sent: Monday, August 17, 2015 9:12 PM
To: Planning
Subject: APH: Builder Incentives

Dear Planning Representative:
Is the city required to periodically review its inventory of real property and various easements
that encumber the use of land to look for assets that might be better used as an incentive for
builders to construct affordable housing?
It seems like this conversation might periodically reveal opportunities for the city to transform
assets into income producing assets that might otherwise pass unnoticed. For example, if the
upzone is authorized by council, perhaps this exercise will help the city view some of its assets in
a new light.
Geoff Corso
701 N J St
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID
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From: Corso . [mailto:corso1965@live.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 9:34 AM
To: Planning
Subject: AHP: CUP's for duplexes and triplexes

Dear Planning Representative:
Will the CUP's for duplexes and triplexes include a dispute resolution clause that will provide
neighboring property owners with the opportunity to address problems with an absentee property
owner and/or the residents before escalating to the city?
Geoff Corso
701 N. J St.
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID
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From: Corso . [mailto:corso1965@live.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 1:56 PM
To: Planning
Subject: AHP: Permits

Dear Planning Representative:
Why is the city proposing to require the owner of a duplex or triplex to obtain a CUP but not the
owner of a DADU that's being rented?
Geoff Corso
701 N. J St.
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID
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From: Corso . [mailto:corso1965@live.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 2:02 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Marshall
Subject: AHP: Permits

Dear Planning Representative:
Regarding CUP's for duplexes and triplexes, will the permits have a built-in expiration date? For
example, will the city specify that the CUP expires when the property changes ownership?
Geoff Corso
701 N. J St.
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID
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From: Corso . [mailto:corso1965@live.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 10:04 PM
To: Planning
Subject: AHPAG Recommendations

Dear Planning Representative,
Where can I find the 30 recommendations that the Master Builder Assoc representative referred
to this evening at the Planning Commission meeting?
Geoff Corso
701 N. J St.
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID
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Staff Note:
Compiled in this packet are an e-mail and two letters
from Mr. Corso, as well as the cover page of the
Fall/Winter Gardening Catalog referenced in the
second letter. Hard copies of the catalog have been
provided to members of the Planning Commission
by Mr. Corso. For those who are interested, free
copies of the catalog can be obtained from
http://www.territorialseed.com/catalog_request.

From: Corso . [mailto:corso1965@live.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 10, 2015 5:39 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Elliott Barnett; McKnight, Reuben
Subject: Affordable Housing Policy Feedback

Hi Lihuang, Elliott and Reuben,
Attached, please find two letters with feedback regarding the proposed Affordable Housing
Policy.
One letter argues that the proposed AHP unbalances power in residential neighborhoods,
giving power to (often absentee) investors, builders and landlords while reducing the power of
homeowners to influence the evolution of their neighborhoods, and provides suggestions for
re-balancing power.
The second letter argues that the proposed plan for DADU's is unclear, threatens city fruit and
vegetable gardens, and suggests taking into consideration the shadow cast by the DADU when
regulating its siting and sizing. (Copies of the referenced catalog will be delivered Friday, Sept.
11th.)
I look forward to reading the next draft of the AHP.
Geoff
701 N. J St.
Tacoma
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September 10th, 2015
City of Tacoma
Planning Department
Planning Commission
747 Market St.
Tacoma, WA 98403
John Geoffrey Corso
701 N. J St.
Tacoma, WA 98403
Dear Planning Commissioners:
Reading the proposed Afford Housing Plan (AHP), it’s clear that investors, builders and landlords are the
big winners while most Tacomans are the losers. Perhaps this is by design given that the City Council
Neighborhoods and Housing Committee invited primarily developers and housing officials to the
Affordable Housing Policy Advisory Group (AFHPAG), the AFHPAG meetings were not conducted as
official public meetings, and the City Planning Department made minimal effort to notify the public of
the AHP and its contribution to it. The gift of upzoning, as currently proposed in the AHP, is too great
given what little the City of Tacoma is asking of investors, builders and landlords in return. Further, the
Affordable Housing Plan reduces the power single-family homeowners have to control the look and feel
of their neighborhood, giving it to investors, builders and landlords who usually don’t live in the
neighborhood. Please consider the following suggestions for making the AHP more equitable for all
parties affected by it.
In exchange for the proposed gift of upzoning, consider helping the poorest Tacomans fulfill their basic
housing needs by using the AHP to lay the foundation to work with Seattle towards rent control while
keeping an eye on mandatory inclusionary zoning in New York City.
When there’s an affordable housing crisis among the very poorest Tacomans, as we’re currently
experiencing, the city cannot continue to wait for investors/builders to construct housing sometime in
the future when the economy provides the opportunity to make the desired profit at a tolerable risk.
Tacoma has a large, high-quality inventory of existing housing units, and the city should be doing a
better job of managing it for the purpose of helping the very poorest Tacomans fulfill their basic housing
needs. As the need for affordable housing rises and falls, the city should more equitably distribute the
cost of housing the very poorest across all Tacomans, in proportion to their ability to help in the various
ways needed. In addition, the city should better regulate the distribution of affordable housing units
across the city, avoiding clustering units, while ensuring the units are within an easy commute of social
services.
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In exchange for the proposed gift of upzoning, consider helping neighboring property owners arrange
meetings with absentee landlords and building managers for the purpose of addressing neighborhood
problems by explicitly requiring their permits routinely include a “Conflict Resolution” or “Good
Neighbor” clause.
Through its various programs (e.g., Neighborhoods and Community Based Services Cleanup Program),
the city makes it a priority to encourage the development of communities within the city. While there
are many challenges to creating and maintaining communities within residential neighborhoods, the
AHP will likely make it more difficult by incentivizing investors and builders to construct “the missing
middle” in single-family neighborhoods which will likely be owned by absentee landlords. As those who
live near rented housing are likely already aware, landlords sometimes prioritize the return on their
investment above the needs of the city, neighboring property owners and their tenants. Absentee
landlords, in particular, can make it very difficult for neighbors to build a community to address
neighborhood problems. To address this problem, consider explicitly requiring a “Conflict Resolution”
clause in permits to rent all housing units that creates a foundation for building and maintaining
community. These clauses create the potential for neighbors to organize and engage absentee
landlords and building managers in the process of addressing common neighborhood issues such as
tenant behavior problems (e.g., hosting loud parties, domestic fighting, illegally parking vehicles, drug
dealing and use, neglecting to clean up after pets, etc.) and property management problems (e.g.,
neglecting building and grounds maintenance, overflowing trash bins, etc.). Empowering Tacomans to
resolve common neighborhood conflicts within their immediate community not only creates the
opportunity to build community, it may reduce demand on city resources (e.g., code compliance, police,
etc.).
Regarding the proposed detached accessory dwelling units (DADU’s), I find the AHP confusing, and I
realize that my comments and questions may be confusing too. In addition to clarifying the AHP,
consider helping neighboring property owners arrange meetings with the DADU owners to resolve
neighborhood problems by requiring the homeowner to obtain a permit with a “Conflict Resolution”
clause before renting/leasing the DADU.
I have several question regarding the proposed DADU. For example:
• How tall can the peak of the roof be?
• Will the city regulate the orientation of the roof gable? If not, consider regulating the
orientation of the gable so the DADU casts the least shade on the neighboring properties.
• Will the city allow DADU’s to be rented on a nightly basis, a weekly basis, etc.?
• Will the city allow DADU’s to be used as guest houses?
• How long will a guest be able to reside in the DADU before they’re considered a tenant?
• Will the answer to these questions depend on the zone in which the DADU is located?
While many DADU’s will likely be used as home offices, studios, workshops, recreation rooms, etc.,
some homeowners will likely rent or lease their DADU. Given the likelihood that Tacomans who
rent/lease DADU’s are likely to have little experience as landlords and resolving the problems that come
with the role (e.g., property maintenance issues, tenant behavior issues, parking conflicts, etc.), consider
amending the AHP to explicitly state that the DADU owner must obtain a permit to rent/lease the unit
that includes a “Conflict Resolution” clause. This may help the new landlord and immediate neighbors
incorporate the new DADU and tenants into the neighborhood.
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In exchange for the proposed gift of upzoning, consider addressing the concerns of neighboring
property owners, Tacoma history enthusiasts, preservationists, and conservationists by incorporating
measures in the AHP that further protect Tacoma’s historic architecture.
First, upzoning is a threat to historic preservation because it increases the value of land relative to the
value of the structure on it, increasing pressure to demolish older, high-quality buildings to replace them
with new, market-rate housing with all of the latest amenities. In exchange for the proposed gift of
upzoning, consider incorporating the groundwork for a demolition review committee in the AHP that
will eventually providing Tacomans with a public forum to inform the decision on a demolition permit.
Second, demolishing structures is often wasteful. In exchange for the gift of upzoning, consider
requiring the deconstruction of buildings in the AHP that will reduce the amount of waste shipped to
the landfill, support local salvage businesses and those who need the salvaged materials for
maintaining their buildings.
Third, single-family residential zoning has been an inadvertent, yet important, tool for historic
preservation. Upzoning enables builders, sometimes in as little as a weekend, to significantly alter an
architecturally significant, detached, single-family home when converting it into a duplex or triplex. In
exchange for the gift of upzoning, consider helping neighboring property owners maintain the look and
feel of their neighborhood and avoid the active introduction of residential blight by modifying the
AHP to require builders to maintain the exterior appearance of residential structures, particularly
when converting detached, single-family homes into duplexes or triplexes. Specifically, consider:
• Requiring builders to maintain the single main entrance in its original location.
• Prohibiting exterior staircases to upper stories anywhere on the house.
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September 10th, 2015
City of Tacoma
Planning Department
Planning Commission
747 Market St.
Tacoma, WA 98403
John Geoffrey Corso
701 N. J St.
Tacoma, WA 98403
Dear Planning Commissioners:
From the perspective of a gardener, the proposed Affordable Housing Plan (AHP) is alarming because
infill can cast more shade on fruit and vegetable gardens. Please modify the proposed AHP to further
constrain the siting and size of detached accessory dwelling units (DADU’s) by explicitly stating that
they must cast no additional shadow on neighboring yards between the fall and spring equinoxes.
For those of you who are not gardeners, you’re likely concerned about related community issues
including hunger, “grocery store” deserts in poor communities, nutrition, global warming, genetically
modified organisms (GMO’s), and emergency preparedness among other issues that will be affected by
infill that shades land were Tacomans grow their own food. For the poor and those who live in “grocery
store” deserts, gardening can be more about supplementing their food budget and providing fresh,
nutritious food for their family than a hobby. For environmentalists, gardening can be a means of
avoiding GMO’s and reducing their carbon footprint by minimizing the amount of food they consumer
that’s shipped to Tacoma. For contingency planners, gardening can be a means of preparing for
disasters.
As currently written, I find the AHP confusing with regards to DADU’s. For example, I’m confused about
the maximum allowed height. Initially, I remember the plan stating the maximum height was 15’ tall.
Then, I remember the Planning Commission advising raising the maximum height so DADU’s could be
built above garages. Then, I remember Elliott lowering the maximum height in the plan, but I now find
the plan unclear regarding this detail. This detail is important to me because DADU’s, if not carefully
sited and sized, will cast a shadow that may extend over neighboring vegetable gardens.
For those of you who are unfamiliar with gardening in the Puget Sound region, we have a nearly perfect
climate for growing food year-round, as long as the plants receive a minimum of 6 hours of direct
sunlight daily. However, home gardeners typically locate their vegetable garden where the plants will
receive at least 8 hours of direct sunlight because most fruit and vegetable grow faster and larger with
more direct sunlight.
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From: Stephanie Steele [mailto:stephaniesteeledds@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 6:48 PM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Cc: Kyle Couperus
Subject: NSHD Zoning

Hi Lihuang Wung,
My name is Stephanie Couperus and I'm a resident in the north slope historic district (1202 N.
9th St). I am active duty military and unable to attend the hearing regarding zoning of our district
this evening so I wanted to send a message on behalf of my husband and I.
We are not in favor of the proposed changes to the zoning for our district. We strongly believe
that the proposed changes would negatively affect the the historic district's unique appeal and
historic structures. The north slope is such a wonderful place and we would hate to see the
proposed changes destroy the history contained within this neighborhood. Please take the desires
of the community into consideration before moving forward with the zoning changes. Thank
you so much for your time and listening ear.
Stephanie Couperus
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

nikki williams
Planning
Infill development
Thursday, September 10, 2015 4:32:06 PM

I would like to take an opportunity to express my concern over the potential changes to
residential zoning to allow for duplexes and triplexes in the north end of Tacoma.  I think that
the city needs to consider it's options for mixed used centers long before disrupting the single
family neighborhoods in the North End. I would be devastated as a home-owner if
my neighbor on the corner lot were able to convert or sell and have the home no longer be a
single family house. We specifically moved to the North end to limit density issues that exist
in other areas. We also have a young child who would then be faced with increased traffic in
the area. I also think that we need to consider the potential impact on our schools and the
general traffic into the area.
I encourage you strongly to not allow for more Infill development.
Thanks You,
Nikki Crawford
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From: clifford cuellar [mailto:cl1ffg00@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, August 21, 2015 11:35 AM
To: Planning
Subject: housing plan

Allowing single family home to be converted to duplexes or triplexes.
Has any thought been given to the parking issue? With on-street parking already at a premium
on my street, where are additional vehicles going to park? Transit schedules don't provide
convenient times.
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From: Alia Delmage [mailto:delmagealia@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, August 15, 2015 10:00 AM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: Up Zoning Comments

Please remove Tacoma's North Slope historic district from your up-zoning plans. This particular
area of Tacoma already meet parameters of proposed density and changes to the structure of
many of these homes would be a hazard to those living in them.
Please reconsider.
Respectfully,
Alia Delmage
Owner:
1120 N Prospect, 98406
and
1506 N 10th St, 98403
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From: Lynn [mailto:lynndin@msn.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 09, 2015 9:59 PM
To: Planning
Subject: 'Pilot' Study for Rezoning

Hello Planning Commission,
Here's my two cents, for what it's worth:
I am against rezoning residential into multiuse if it means altering the character of some of
Tacoma's beautiful single family home neighborhoods. I can imagine going along with this if
two factors are in place: a design review panel in place for new construction, AND not
applying the proposed increased-density zoning to our established historic districts.
I believe much of the massive objections to the Bill Evans project (Proctor) could have been
averted if the building had been significantly 'stepped-back' from the curb via a Design Review.
Yes, I WOULD like to see rezoning to accommodate so-called Mother-In-Law detached units. I
LIKE the idea of in-fill.
Tacoma's population has been stable and is NOT growing, so please, can we take this process
very slowly?
Seattle's Wallingford neighborhood is being inundated with new construction, for example,
packing the people in. Residents are very upset with the added density and traffic. Without
parking or public transportation to accommodate increased populations are we managing our
growth intelligently? Tacoma's a young city and does not need to jump right in without
observing how successful growing cities are solving the need for housing.
Also, let's not forget about AFFORDABLE housing.
Sincerely,
Lynn Di Nino, Old Town resident of 15 years.
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-----Original Message----From: Link Elliott [mailto:linkelliott@msn.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 9:57 AM
To: Planning
Subject: North End Complainers
Nobody wanted these whiners to move there when they did.
Goes all the way back to the Native Americans.
Reminds me of Gig Harbor entitled residents not wanting the second span.
It's all about me.
Sent from my iPhone
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From: freewayfanni@gmail.com [mailto:freewayfanni@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, August 07, 2015 3:09 PM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: Up zoning

Please remove the North slope district for consideration.The density in my area already exceeds by twice at 17.4
units per acre. If you really knew our neighborhood you can see we have many apartments group homes
and businesses.No Re Zone for the north slope.
Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE device
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Comments on Zoning Proposals

Staff Note:
E-mailed on
September 4, 2015

I attempted to attend the Planning Commission Hearing on August 19th, but the City Council Chambers
were full and the overflow room had no speakers, so it was not possible to hear testimony. Many people
left, including me. A large crowd should have been anticipated and necessary steps taken: Sound for the
overflow room, two hearings scheduled for new testimony, and coverage on TV Tacoma.
I lived in the Ballard neighborhood in Seattle prior to implementation of the Urban Village density
concept. The current Ballard neighborhood bares no semblance to its former self. It is dense and vibrant,
many of the historical/cultural aspects no longer exist, it is less distinct from other neighborhoods,
including where density has also been concentrated, and it is much less affordable. There are serious
prices to pay for density development.
Regarding Tacoma, I am in favor of allowing expansion of the mother-in-law concept to include
detached units and increase affordable housing in single family neighborhoods and allow home owners
to retain and live in their property. This policy has minimal impact on neighborhoods, while increasing
affordable housing stock.
I am also in favor of allowing as restricted number of duplex and tri-plex units. Restrictions would
include numbers, and design and height in keeping with neighborhood surroundings. Attractive duplex
and tri-plex units have been added to the Stadium District, where design is in keeping with the
neighborhood. These areas are zoned multi-family, so in single family neighborhoods, preference/policy
should be for remolding of existing stock, not demolishing and constructing new units.
Regarding development in neighborhood business districts, height and design should also be in keeping
with neighborhood surroundings. The 6 story development in the Proctor neighborhood is too tall to fit
homogeneously in that community, as you have heard from previous testimony. Height restrictions
should be lowered to no more than 4 stories for any further development in that District. In general
restrictions should vary by neighborhood, including building design, height, and resident input. Parking
impact should also be assessed.
Affordability, equity, and historic preservation (official or informal) are all important and need to be
balanced. Careful planning with community input, good policies, and diligent oversight can keep housing
options in Tacoma attractive and available to more residents and business interested in locating their
operations and families here.
Carol Farer
2510 N. Alder St., Tacoma, WA 98406
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From: THIRDEYE52@aol.com [mailto:THIRDEYE52@aol.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 16, 2015 1:50 PM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: Up Zoning Comments
Add your comments to the Planning Commission here...
We spent a lot of time 10 or so years ago to make a North Slope Historic District. Now here the City of
Tacoma wants to ruin this. Can't you people at the city find anything better to do like pave our streets,
deal with crime, growth downtown, a functioning city friendly to the citizens. I had a talk with T. C. the city
manager a few weeks ago & one thing is I'm moving out of Tacoma in a little while, cause I'm tired of the
way you treat our neighbor hoods. Look at the Proctor district, & it's new bldg. & how upset you have the
Proctor district now, is there anything else in Tacoma you can screw up. People don't go downtown
anymore because of parking meters & you have the chanelization & traffic signalization all screwed up.
Well I wonder if you people for the city can get any more backwards! One very unhappy citizen.

Mike Frank
407 north "L" street
Tacoma Wash. 98403
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-----Original Message----From: Jim Gibson [mailto:jim@gibsonsyogurt.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 04, 2015 8:31 PM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: Up zoning
I was born and raised in Tacoma, I own a house in Tacoma and a home in the Lauralhurst
neighborhood in Seattle. Seattle has had this zoning for years.....I think t is great!!!! We need
more of this up zoning! Up zoning in a great idea.... Keep up the fight.
Jim Gibson
425.802.0831
Sent from my iPad
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Gray
Wung, Lihuang
Up Zoning Comments
Wednesday, September 02, 2015 6:46:57 PM

Add your comments to the Planning Commission here
TAKE NSHD's ZONING OUT OF THE UP-ZONING PROPOSAL
1. This up zoning would increase the density in NSHD, which already has 17.4 units/acres - more
than twice as many units as the Planners' goal for increased density in other neighborhoods! We
are dense enough!  Please take our zoning, HMR-SRD, out of the infill proposal that would
add to NSHD's density. We are dense enough! We have done our share for density!
  
2. Our NSHD already has 66 duplexes, 24 triplexes and 70 fourplexes, as well as larger multiunits of varying sizes. They make 1400 units of multi-family housing, with only 724 houses still
used as they were when built.  
We already have a variety of housing types here so please take NSHD out of the up-zoning.
3. Converting historic houses to duplexes and triplexes risks damage to exterior architecture, and
compromises historic interiors. Please, no new conversions, and take NSHD out of the upzoning proposal
4. Proposed detached ADUs - up to 25 feet hight and 1000 square feet - are too large for most of
our lots and will negatively impact backyards of neighbors. Please prohibit two houses on one
of our mostly small lots, and take us out of the up-zoning proposal.
5. Previous conversions and construction have failed to provide for adequate parking, bringing
many more cars to compete for already-limited street parking. More than an inconvenience, this
has become quite hazardous, as it obstructs visibility at intersections. Hardly a month goes by
without a collision on I Street, and near-misses are frequent. In the interest of public safety,
please take the North Slope Historic District out of the up-zoning proposal.
Thank you for your consideration.
Michelle Gray, 816 N. I St.
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September 11, 2015
Chris Beale, Chair
City of Tacoma Planning Commission
747 Market Street, Room 345
Tacoma, Washington 98402
In future correspondence please refer to:
Log:
091115-02-PI
Re:
Proposed Affordable Housing Code Text Amendment

Dear Commissioner Beale:
The Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP) is in
receipt of information regarding proposed city code text changes intended to foster development
of affordable housing units. From the Staff Analysis Report, we see that the intent of the
proposal is to “…promote housing affordability and choice throughout the neighborhoods of the
City through range of affordable housing incentive and residential infill proposals.”
In response, DAHP staff has reviewed the proposal in order to assess potential impacts to
significant cultural and historic resources in the city including buildings, structures, districts,
archaeological resources, objects, and landscapes that are listed in, or determined eligible for
listing in, the National Register of Historic Places, the Washington Heritage Register as well as
designation by the Tacoma Landmarks Commission (TLC). As a result of our review, the
following comments and recommendations are provided for your consideration:
1) As you are aware, Tacoma’s unique heritage is embodied by its rich collection of historic
buildings, structures, and neighborhoods. The city is also widely recognized for success
in leveraging its wealth of historic properties to enhance quality of life and stimulate
economic development. Therefore, it is important that the Planning Commission
recognize, carefully weigh, and successfully balance the short and long-term protection
of heritage resources with the affordable housing and other land use initiatives that have
direct and indirect impacts on historic properties.
2) We strongly recommend that the proposed Affordable Housing Regulations include clear
and effective provisions that safeguard the character and qualities of the city’s historic
resources. Safeguards should include but not be limited to:
 Timely and thorough review of proposals affecting historic properties by
the City’s Historic Preservation Officer (HPO);
 Clear and concise design guidelines addressing not only historic building
character but also new construction/additions, and site planning
considerations (i.e. landscaping, setbacks, views, potential for
archaeological resources);
 Ongoing and transparent coordination and communication with the HPO,
TLC, as well as other interested/affected parties.
State of Washington • Department of Archaeology & Historic Preservation
P.O. Box 48343 • Olympia, Washington 98504-8343 • (360) 586-3065
www.dahp.wa.gov

- 535 -

3) While we understand that the proposal includes review by the HPO of conditional use
permit and variance applications for designated properties, we recommend that historic
preservation reviews called for in the proposed text amendment be extended to
properties potentially eligible for Tacoma Landmark designations.
4) We recommend that the Affordable Housing amendment be clear that preservation
provisions in the code prevail over underlying code provisions in the event that questions
or challenges arise on specific proposals affecting historic properties.
5) In view of the key and expanded role that the HPO and the TLC play in preservation and
land use decision-making, we recommend that the City sustain and, as necessary,
increase its commitment to full and qualified historic preservation staffing and TLC
member appointments.
6) Please be aware that many, if not most, of Tacoma Landmarks are also listed in the
National Register or Washington Heritage Register. For example, the North Slope
Historic District is also one of Washington’s largest National Register listed districts. As a
result, DAHP also has an interest in the City’s decision-making and planning processes
that overlap with DAHP’s role in environmental review processes in addition to
administrating historic preservation incentives.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations. We appreciate the
City’s work to address affordable housing needs together with including provisions that
recognize and protect Tacoma’s irreplaceable cultural and historic resources. Should you have
any questions, please feel free to contact me at 360-586-3073 or greg.griffith@dahp.wa.gov.
Sincerely,

Gregory Griffith
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
C:

Reuben McKnight, Historic Preservation Officer
Brandon Reynan, Puyallup Tribe
Jeff Ryan

State of Washington • Department of Archaeology & Historic Preservation
P.O. Box 48343 • Olympia, Washington 98504-8343 • (360) 586-3065
www.dahp.wa.gov
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From: Erin Guinup [mailto:eringuinup@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 09, 2015 7:27 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Detached accessory dwelling

To Whom it May Concern,
I wanted to voice my support for the proposed land use changes in the City of Tacoma,
particularly the provision for detached accessory dwelling. We believe that these changes will
benefit many citizens in Tacoma with improved affordable housing options and improved ability
to utilize personal property.
We are owners of a large 1/3 acre lot in the South End with a modest home and unusually large
3-level garage. Our garage is almost as large as our home and was previously used as a metal
workshop by the original owner/builder. It was built with the best of materials but we have no
use for a workshop and thus are limited to using the garage as a large storage unit because of the
land use restrictions.
With the easing of these restrictions we could potentially add two affordably-priced 600-700
square foot rental units in close proximity to a bus route. The size of our lot is substantial and
we do not believe it would make any significant impact on the neighborhood. There is abundant
street parking and in our case, the increased density is unlikely to have a negative impact. As it
is now, people often assume this large building is a vacant home and having residents might even
improve neighborhood safety and cohesion.
Additionally, this change would offer our family the opportunity to better utilize our property
and improve our financial circumstances. Once the loan was repaid, this improvement would
offer substantial revenue for our family that has been low income for much of our residency due
to my husband's disability. Easing this restriction will help us complete this transition into selfsufficiency and take full advantage of this great piece of property that we were able to acquire.
While I expect there will be some situations where these changes may not be positive, having
unilateral restrictions negatively affects families like mine for whom these changes could be
financially life changing. The permitting process undoubtedly can decline projects which would
be negative while offering locations like ours the opportunity to improve lives and add much
needed housing options.
We urge the approval of the proposed land-use change and look forward to the opportunity of
beginning our project.
Sincerely,
Erin Guinup
253-777-8478
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From: Justin Haight [mailto:haight@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, August 03, 2015 12:58 PM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: Please Preserve Current HMR-SRD Zoning

Hello,
Considering the HMR-SRD's density is already 17.4 units per acre, it must be an oversight to
plan to increase density in this area to 8 units per acre.
Please don't attempt to create higher density in our neighborhood until surrounding areas have
caught up to our density. Hilltop and other neighborhoods close to downtown Tacoma have
many undeveloped lots that create opportunity for crime. If additional multi-family units
continue to be disallowed in HMR-SRD, they will more likely be built on under-developed land,
creating the density, vibrancy, and safety you seek for our area of Tacoma.
Please focus on problem areas before changing zoning in a much-beloved, cared for and dense
area of Tacoma.
Best,
Justin Haight
Property Owner
1617 N 9th St
Tacoma, WA 98403
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Victoria Hankwitz
Planning
Written response against the adoption of New Comprehensive Plan in The North End and West Slope
Friday, August 28, 2015 10:54:30 AM

Dear City Planners, Planning Commissioners and City of Tacoma Leaders,
Regarding: Up Zoning in the North End and West Slope.
Public Meeting August 19th, 2015.
Many of our residence throughout the North End and West Slope believe this entire Public Opinion
process is a sham, and the adoption and insertion of the New Comprehensive Plan has already

been decided upon by the City of Tacoma behind closed doors. I pray this is not the truth,
because so many intelligent, knowledgeable, educated , experienced, and well informed
residents spoke of specific adverse facts evolving from the adoption of this New
Comprehensive Plan.
First and for most, The last of Tacoma’s desirable areas will be destroyed.

Facts:
       There is no budget for the dollars to replace the city’s failed /Infrastructure: Who pays for
the new infrastructure needed for your newly proposed new high density development
areas?
The Failed sewer system is throughout the city. Individual Sewer lines from structures to the
Cities main sewer line are failed or failing at record speed. The Major financial burden is felt
by each individual tax payer. Average cost per home owner ranges $13,000 and upward.
Additionally, the city requires the home owner to pay for new extensive road repair standards
on top of the cost of sewer line replacement.
Failed roads throughout the city. Major financial burdened for the tax payer. Again, the cost
of road repair is on the backs of home owners.
Does your New Comprehensive Plan lay out solid provisions for all Developers, who will profit
from development, in these areas to pay for the neighborhood’s new infrastructure before
approvals are granted to the developer to build? Proctor Area apartment developer received
a 8 yr tax abatement to pass onto final Investor/owner. Neighborhood Tax payers are
burdened with too many costs and new obstacles that the developer gets to walk from after
taking his profits.
Home owner must also pay for the expensive of new road replacement standards when the
home owner must cut into a new city street when replacing their sewer line. This will cost the
average home owner between $13000 to $26000. Who has that type of discretionary
income????? Do you personally as a Tacoma Home Owner have that type of money saved for

- 541 -

sewer line replacement which now includes road repair? Most home owners purchase their
homes with as little as 3% down, so these home owners do not have equity for major capital
repairs. Home owners do not have $15000 to $26000 tucked away for a Tacoma City
infrastructure failure and replacement plan.
Increased Crime everywhere in the city. All of the North End is under siege. No City Budget
to support or increase the number of Police Officers needed on the streets. The North End
has No police officers to respond to car thefts that are not presently in progress at time of
call; same goes for car break ins, burglaries, home invasions. No consequence for those who
do the crimes because the police force is understaffed and not supported by City Funding.
Safety of all types must be budgeted for before higher density anywhere is forced upon the
taxpaying residents. Every 1 of my neighbors have been a victim of crime in the North Slope.
What about your neighborhood?
Perfect Areas to Implement New Comprehensive Plan are:
Easy freeway access for commuters is dominant in 2 Areas and perfect for New Mass
Transportation Development, Affordable Housing, and checks off all boxes on the New
Comprehensive Plans.
Tacoma Mall Area and Allenmore Hospital Area are perfect areas for higher density
development, providing City Planners enforce a solid and attractive plan that benefits all
citizens.
Mass transportation can be concentrated in these areas. Develop the area so all want to play,
work, use services, and live there.
Developers desire for more profit taking in the North end neighborhoods and the West Slope
must be taken off of your tables. Political Agendas must be removed from this decision
making process. The financial cost of New Comprehensive Plan adoption will over burden
struggling tax payers, cause undo individual stress, and destroy the quality of life that
residents strive.
The Comprehensive Plan says the City will protect the quality of single family neighborhoods.
Overcrowding these neighborhoods is not protecting them.
With thanks,
Victoria Hankwitz

Victoria Hankwitz
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REMAX Professionals
Cell: 253 318 6943
victoriahankwitz@remax.net
www.victoriahankwitz.com

- 543 -

September 10, 2015

Planning Commission
City of Tacoma
747 Market Street
Tacoma, WA 98402

Dear Planning Commissioners,

We have read with interest the proposed amendment to Tacoma’s Comprehensive Plan with
particular attention to the proposed zoning upgrades in the Affordable Housing Pilot Program.
The expectation that Tacoma will need to accommodate by 2040 up to 127,000 new residents and
59,800 new households in Tacoma seems unrealistic, as the current population has been stable at
about 200,000 residents for several decades. A large influx of new residents, however unlikely, is,
however, a possibility that must be included in a comprehensive plan. The pilot program is aimed,
ostensibly, at both affordability and growth and offers a one-size-fits-all solution that would
“peanut butter” growth across the city. In our opinion, the proposal is wide of the mark and does
not constitute a desirable or beneficial approach to either growth or affordability.

First, growth should be targeted so that it benefits the city as a whole in a meaningful way. The
entire downtown area from 6th Avenue to South 25th Street between Pacific Avenue and Martin
Luther King Jr. Way (especially the hillside below St. Joseph hospital) is greatly under-populated
and not the vibrant city center it ought to be. Thus, the downtown area should be the primary
focus for population growth and the main thrust for new multi-family development. There are
many other areas that are also in (urgent) need of redevelopment in the South End, in South
Tacoma, and in East Tacoma. Many of these opportunities for multi-family development are in or
adjacent to business districts. The large residential building under construction in the Proctor
business district (although it is, in some eyes, taller and has a larger footprint than is suitable for
the site) is an example of the kind of development that should be targeted and encouraged. The
up-zoning amendment proposed for the pilot program is diametrically opposed to the targeted
development Tacoma needs.

Second, the pilot program ignores the benefits of targeting population growth (and
redevelopment) along transportation corridors. The opportunities here are many. They include
North-South corridors—Portland Avenue, McKinley Avenue, Pacific Avenue, Yakima Avenue, Pine
Street, and South M Street, for example—and such East-West corridors as North 21st Street, 6th
Avenue, South 12th Street, South 19th Street, South 38th Street, South 56th Street, and South 72nd
Street. Facilitating and fostering the use of public transportation is directly connected with
targeting high population density along transportation corridors. Here, too, the city needs to
target multi-family residences, and do so vigorously. The pilot program simply ignores this
important aspect of growth and affordability.

Third, the one-size-fits-all stance of the pilot program makes no distinction between neighborhoods
of low density and those of high density. The North Slope Historic District has the highest
neighborhood density in the city—one that is several times greater than the average. This density
resulted directly from the large number of apartment houses and condominiums within the North
Slope Historic District when the MHD-SRD zoning was granted. There is, therefore, no need at
present to increase the density of either the North Slope Historic District or the Wedge
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Neighborhood, both of which have MHD-SRD zoning. This zoning is intended to prevent and
protect the existing homes from demolition and replacement by apartments and condominiums, as
well as prevent the conversion of many of them into duplexes and triplexes. The gradual upgrading
of the entire North Slope and Wedge neighborhoods has taken place over a period of 35 years. The
effort and investment that has gone into making them what they are today should not be blithely
and cavalierly discarded, as the pilot program proposes to do.
The proposed pilot program will do little or nothing for affordability either. It’s well established
that affordable housing in cities where people actually want to live and which are experiencing
population pressure and population growth is, in general, either run-down and cramped—or
subsidized. You cannot finesse this inevitable situation by subdividing houses, by in-filling small
residences on small lots, or by any such strategy.

In summary, we urge that the pilot program proposal be rejected. It promotes entirely the wrong
sort of growth and would do nothing by itself to provide affordable housing.
Sincerely,

Jim and Jean Hoard
923 North K Street
Tacoma, WA 98403
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Judy Carlson Hulbert
Planning
support fort Affordable Housing Code changes
Friday, September 11, 2015 9:06:28 AM

Dear Planning Committee for the City of Tacoma,
I would like to support the changes to the Affordable Housing Code which is currently being
considered by your committee. I am a long-time resident of Tacoma's North End and realize
the need for a variety of housing options in the city. Turning detached garages into motherin-law units, especially, gives us housing options as our elderly parents are looking for
affordable homes which will allow them both autonomy and affordability . Similarly, our
children who are young adults, often saddled with huge college-loans, also need private yet
affordable housing. By passing this code, I believe we can increase the options that allow for
a diverse and exciting population.
I also would like to request that there not be a restriction against having such dwellings five
feet from the property line. Most detached garages built years ago do not have this distance.
I measured our own detached garage and it is 4 1/2 feet from our fence.
Thank you for your attention.
Sincerely,
Judy Carlson Hulbert
3112 N. 22nd St.
Tacoma, WA
98406
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Gary Johnson
Wung, Lihuang
Up-Zone Comments
Friday, September 11, 2015 4:19:09 PM

To Whom It may Concern,
Please don’t change the zoning of the North Slope Historic District. It’s already the densest
neighborhood in Tacoma, and zoning changes would destroy the little we have left. We’re already
surrounded by apartments and multiple family dwellings, and people of all income levels reside in
this area. If Tacoma had had it’s way prior to the HMR-SRD designation all of this would be gone,
replaced by vulgar period apartment buildings.
Also note I find it difficult to park in front of my own residence. Residential permit parking seems to
be a long ways off, and I’m not convinced that multiple departments talk to each other now. Don’t
expect me to get a bicycle, I’m too old for that now. More density would just exacerbate this
problem.
Focus your attention on Hill Top. Close to downtown, open spaces, needs help.
Thank you,
Gary Johnson
815 N 4th St

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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From: william johnston [mailto:jakesrake68@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, August 17, 2015 7:27 PM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: Up Zoning Comments

I am writing to oppose changing the zoning in the North Slope Historic District.
The Historic District is not only a unique feature of Tacoma History that should remain as much
as it is as possible. And it already meets any requirements for affordable housing and density.
In 1991 I was working for the Washington State Senate and assigned to the Local Government
Committee. I was asked by several Senators to write proposed amendments to the act for
them. I have no doubt that at least a couple of them made their way into the final version of the
bill.
What relates to the zoning proposal, the state Growth Management Act and the North Slope is
that our neighborhood was already meeting the requirements under the law in
1991. Neighborhoods like the North Slope were not intended to come under the density and
affordable housing requirements because we already have them.
I live at 705 North 'J' and have since 1987. On my block there are three apartment houses with
at least forty plus moderate to low income (lots of UPS Students) units. On the next block down
there are two more apartments and up the side streets on both ends of the block two more large
apartments and the 800 block of North 'K' is nothing but huge apartment unit. And I could go
on!
None of this housing is anything but moderate income affordable housing. Behind us on North
'I' half of the old houses were split up into multi-units years ago.
We fought for many years to get our historic district classification and it has worked well for us
and the apartment dwellers - of which there are many if you would like to attempt to find a
parking spot on my block!
There is no logic to changing anything in our zoning classification. The law would not required
it and the need is not there. The apartments are not going away and Tacoma needs to let its
historic housing stand.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter:

William and Kristine Johnston
705 North 'J' Street
Tacoma 98403
253-627-6860
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Lorraine
lwung@cityoftacoma.org
Is it possible???
Friday, September 11, 2015 12:19:51 PM

City is looking to increase density.
Could the Old City Hall become condos? Apartments??
Location Location Location.
Wish I had $$$ to develop this idea.
Thank you ,
Lorraine Karl....still at St Joseph
253-620-0684

- 565 -

From: Liz Kaster [mailto:lizkaster@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2015 9:33 PM
To: lwung@cityoftacoma.org
Subject: Support for Infill Strategies & Affordable Housing

Hi Lihuang,
I'm not able to make it to the public meetings on this topic, so I wrote up my thoughts on the
Comp Plan update below. Can you please pass them along?
Thanks,
Liz
Dear Tacoma Planning Commission,
I am writing to express my strong support for the proposed infill strategies and affordable
housing proposals which are part of the 2015 Annual Amendment.
When I moved to Tacoma, the first home I lived in was an ADU in the North End. Most
importantly to me, the rent was affordable and it was centrally located. I could rarely afford bus
fare at the time, much less a car, so being close enough to walk and bike to school, my two jobs,
the grocery store, etc. was absolutely essential. These types of units fill an important gap in the
housing stock, providing affordable housing that blends into the fabric of our neighborhoods.
I now own a home in the North End and live next door to a triplex and a few doors down from
duplexes and apartment buildings. These multifamily buildings in no way detract from the
neighborhood - they help local businesses thrive, ensure that people of all income levels can
afford to live in the neighborhood of their choice, and add vibrancy and life to the streets.
With these new proposed Comp Plan updates, I hope we can continue to ensure that all of our
neighborhoods have a mix of housing options that serve the needs of people of all income levels
and stages of life.
Sincerely,
Liz Kaster
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From: Allison Kelanic [mailto:alkelanic@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 16, 2015 4:10 PM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: Up Zoning in NSHD

Dear Mr. Wung,
I am a resident of the North Slope Historic District (NSHD), and I am writing in regards to the
proposed up-zoning. I oppose the proposed changes in the NSHD (category HMR-SRD) for the
following reasons:
1. This up zoning would increase the density in NSHD, which already has 17.4 units/acres - more than twice
as many units as the Planners' goal for increased density in other neighborhoods! Please take our zoning,
HMR-SRD, out of the infill proposal that would add to NSHD's density. We are dense enough!
2. Our NSHD already has 66 duplexes, 24 triplexes and 70 fourplexes, as well as larger multi-units of varying
sizes. They make 1400 units of multi-family housing, with only 724 houses still used as they were when built.
We already have a variety of housing types here so please take NSHD out of the up-zoning.
3. Converting historic houses to duplexes and triplexes risks damage to exterior architecture, and compromises
historic interiors. Don't allow conversions, and take NSHD out of the up-zoning proposal.
4. Proposed detached ADUs - up to 25 ft. high and 1000 sq. ft. - are too large for most of our lots and will
negatively impact backyards of neighbors. Please prohibit two houses on one of our mostly small lots, and
take us out of the up-zoning proposal.
5. Splitting a large lot into two small lots to build a new house disturbs the historic layout of homes, lots and
the streetscapes that make our neighborhood a piece out of Tacoma's past. Take NSHD out of the up
zoning. Save a piece of Tacoma's history.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Respectfully,
Allison Kelanic
608 N. Ainsworth Ave.
Tacoma, WA 98403
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September 4, 2015
Tacoma Planning Commission
747 Market Street, Room345
Tacoma, WA 98402
Dear Planning Commission Members:
The West End Neighborhood Council would like to go on record in a couple of areas of this year’s
Comprehensive Plan. First, the Narrowmoor Addition Conservation District. In the past three years,
since the Narrowmoor group has attempted to form a Conservation District, we have talked to and heard
from the group and unanimously voted (along with sending two separate letters) to support a
Conservation District for this area. The residents live in a unique area of our city, and like the North
Slope, need to protect their area through a Conservation District to keep and protect their uniqueness, and
to preserve the character and amenities of their neighborhoods.
In 2001, when the West End completed its Action Strategy Plan, one of the areas of concern to all of us
was the West Slope (the Narrowmoor area) as we felt the large lots and unique houses needed to be
preserved, not only for their individuality, but for the future of the entire West Slope and the history of
housing in Tacoma. The larger lots and spectacular views are priceless in a time where so many
developments are one house on top of the other, and to allow this on the West Slope would destroy one
the last remaining developments of this type. We fully believe that Narrowmoor Addition is worthy of
becoming Tacoma’s first stand alone Conservation District and will become an excellent example of
preservation efforts for future generations.
Secondly, affordable housing is a concern to everyone living in the Tacoma, Pierce County area, but to
allow duplexes and triplexes in single family residential areas would eventually impinge upon those
already living in these areas, and could quite possible destroy the livability of Tacoma for many of its
current residents. In all too many areas, where duplexes and triplexes are placed along with single family
homes, it is the multiple-family houses that become rundown and are not kept up as these are the houses
that are built for rentals and are run by landlords who are only doing this to make money and not to
improve their neighborhoods. We have seen, on too many occasions, the rundown, dilapidated homes
that are multifamily and they ruin and bring down our single family neighborhoods. We would ask for
more input on this subject and specific rules and regulations so that, if this passes, it does not destroy the
single family homes already established.
Thirdly, although we know mixed-use centers are the way of the future, we ask that before any more are
built, that you review the standards for density, parking and height within the neighborhoods. To
presume that some 120,000 or more people will make Tacoma their home in the next couple of decades
seems a little optimistic to those of us here at this time. This, along with the in-fill of homes for affordable
housing will not only increase density, but bring more traffic into our streets, many of which are narrow
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and already do not accommodate cars and foot traffic very well, not to mention the fear that these types of
developments will destroy the historical homes in several areas of Tacoma.
The West End Neighborhood Council realizes that we must move forward, but we do not believe that we
need to move forward at the expense of those who have lived in Tacoma and made this their home for
many years. Therefore, we asked that you allow the Narrowmoor Conservation District to pass and to put
the duplex/triplex and mixed-use applications aside for now until we can see what happens with the
newest Proctor development over the next couple of years.

Sincerely,

Ken Kingsbury
Ken Kingsbury, Chair
West End Neighborhood Council
Cc: Mayor Strickland and City Council Members
T.C. Broadnax, City Manager
Dean Wilson Co-Chair, West Slope Neighborhood Coalition
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September 3, 2015
City Planning Commission
747 Market Street, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
Re: Affordable Housing Plan
Dear Chair Beale and Commissioners:
The board of Historic Tacoma opposes the proposed infill portion of the current Affordable Housing
Plan as it applies to the North Slope Historic District (HMR-SRD zone) and to the Wedge Historic
District (R2-SRD). These two residential historic districts are truly unique aspects of our city and
demonstrate its commitment to historic preservation. The proposed infill program of more small-lot
development, more duplex/triplex/townhouse development, and detached ADUs (DADUs) simple adds
more development pressure to already dense and fragile neighborhoods. We should protect these special
areas, not experiment with needless changes.
We find the inclusionary affordable housing element laudable. Including affordable units in new, larger
apartment buildings is useful step toward addressing the city’s low income housing. However, including
the infill portion under the “affordability’ rubric is disingenuous if not mendacious, especially given the
lack of notification of these permanent zoning changes to affected property owners.
Moreover, we have serious concerns about the broader infill program, especially in the older SRD
neighborhoods already affected by inappropriate development:
• A demolition review process must be implemented to identify and preserve potential historic
resources beyond designated historic districts.
• CUP and variance processes for duplexes, etc. and DADUs must take into account existing near
neighborhood density to ensure that more dense housing types are spread out in neighborhoods
and not allowed beyond a certain point.
• Good design practice, such as conversions maintaining the appearance of a detached singlefamily dwelling, no exterior staircases upper floors, small houses on small lots, must be
maintained. The design review pilot is a good step in the right direction, but the design guidelines
to be used in this review should be detailed before permanent zoning changes are implemented.
• DADUs must be sized appropriately, especially on narrower lots, so as not to interfere with
adjacent backyards.
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September 3, 2015
Tacoma Planning Commission
Page Two

We believe that these are reasonable and very feasible modifications to the proposed infill program that
will improve it and make it more acceptable to the city’s single-family neighborhoods. We urge the
Commission to join us in fighting to preserve Tacoma’s heritage in its great neighborhoods
Sincerely yours,

Gary Knudson,
President, Historic Tacoma
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From: Jessica Larson [mailto:jessica.larson21@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, August 01, 2015 7:38 AM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: Up-Zone proposal in the North Slope Historic Distric

Good Morning,
I am a current home owner in the North Slope Historic District of Tacoma. My husband and I
purchased our home in this neighborhood because we love the history and the historical
architectural authenticity of this area. I am so upset to hear that Tacoma is proposing to
compromise the authenticity and beauty of one of the most desirable neighborhoods in Tacoma
by up-zoning single family residential homes to create more apartments. Doing this will ruin so
many beautiful homes and degrade the historic quality of this area. And will destroy the
architectural integrity of so many historical homes. The North Slope Historic District only has 74
remaining single family parcels, but we already provide over 1400 units of muti family housing,
as well as 66 duplexes and 70 four plexes. I urge and beg you to PLEASE not include the North
Slope Historic District in your Up-Zone proposal. PLEASE protect this area!!!!!!
Thank you in advance for your consideration,
Jessica Larson
514 North I St
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-----Original Message----From: Judith Martin [mailto:judithkmartin@outlook.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 10:06 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Please leave NSHD out of infill project
Dear sir
I have lived at 515 no m street for over 20 yrs. we have worked hard to bring this neighborhood
back to glory. Please leave NSHD out of the infill project. We have hit maximum density Thank
you Judith Martin

Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Karen May
Planning
comment
Wednesday, September 02, 2015 7:30:52 PM

Dear Sirs:
I am a resident in the North Slope Historic District neighborhood, and want to comment on the proposed changes to
our zoning by the Planning Commission. We are an historical district, and should be protected, as in the current
zoning, different from other areas of Tacoma. The NSHD is inclusive and already has high density. Changes to our
buildings would change the historical character of our residential neighborhood. Property values and tourism would
also be adversely affected. Please consider this when making
plans for the city of Tacoma.
Sincerely,
Karen May
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Marshall McClintock
Planning
Comments on Affordable Housing element of 2015 Annual Amendment
Tuesday, September 08, 2015 12:43:33 PM

Dear Planning Commission:
Allowing more duplexes and triplexes in SRD districts and corner duplexes in R-1 and R-2
zones as well as detached ADUs (DADUs) in all zones as currently proposed should require
some assessment of the surrounding density in the issuing of CUPs, variances or other
permits. The current proposal seems to assume that these more dense housing options will
be appropriately distributed in neighborhoods magically. However, most SRD
neighborhoods already have areas of relatively high density (as do some R-1 and R-2
zones) for various historical reasons. The granting of conditional use permits, variances or
other permits should be contingent on some assessment of the current existing density on
the block or the surrounding four blocks where increased density by du/triplex or DADU is
proposed, given the target density for that area's zoning (or some other upper bound). The
permit for that site should be denied if the existing surrounding density is already at its
maximum. This would ensure that proposed densifications in fact do enhance rather than
degrade the immediate neighborhood and help to maintain neighborhood support for such
policies. As noted in the Portland State University "tacHOMEa" report, many Hilltop
residents approved of the general idea of DADUs, but when asked to picture them on the
alleyway, "...it was noted that every house with an ADU would be a bit much" (p. 47). The
current proposal has no upper bound to address this very reasonable concern with
spot over-densification.
Regards,
Marshall McClintock
701 North J Street
Tacoma, WA
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From: Tim McDonald [mailto:Tim@artifacts-inc.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 02, 2015 2:54 PM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: up-zoning North Slope Historic District

Dear Sir
I’ve been reading the “Affordable Housing Pilot Program” and I have to say that we in the North Slope
Historic District already meet the density standards laid out in this report. Why is the North Slope
Historic District being used in this Pilot Project? Some people might interrupt this program as a first step
by the city in an attempt to dismantle the historic district. I of course hope that is not the case.
So please take us out of this project.
In addition several items in this report seem to be poorly thought-out or just not considered. As time
permits I’ll continue to review this report in greater depth and if you don’t mind sent you my comments.
Yours truly
Timothy B. McDonald
417 North M Street
Tacoma WA. 98403
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September 9, 2015
To:

Planning Commission
City of Tacoma

From: Jim Merritt FAIA
Architect and Planner
Tacoma
Re:

Planning Commission Letter on Affordable Housing and Residential Density

I am supportive of the City’s goals to increase affordable housing and residential density in the City of
Tacoma. However, in the recent public dialogue, including extensive coverage in The News Tribune, two
key issues have been overlooked in the discussion and assessment of long term solutions:
1. Absentee ownership and the lack of proper property management
2. Misallocation of land use in the urban areas of Tacoma

The first issue is the dilemma with absentee ownership and the lack of proper management of tenants
and facilities that becomes a serious problem when owners do not oversee and maintain the residential
units. It appears that the cost effective threshold for sound professional property management is about
six units when the proper oversight is affordable.
Currently, the City has the opportunity to increase the housing density in single family residential zones
by using the tool that is already in the code. This is commonly called the “mother-in-law” apartment
and is defined by an attached accessory dwelling unit to a single family home with the owner occupying
the primary residence. This could be modified to allow the accessory dwelling unit to be detached but
still comply with the other requirements. The enforcement would be relatively straightforward by
monitoring the primary residence of the owner.

The second issue is the zoning implementation policy in the City of Tacoma that has allowed extensive
proliferation of commercial and public facilities in areas that should be residential. This has been a
policy of at least the last 50 years that “transition zoning” has been approved in residential areas,
especially along City arterials. It is interesting that most of the arterials in the Northend and the
Westend are essentially residential streets while a majority of the arterials in the Southend and Eastside
are commercial strip developments. Has this contributed to the perceived nature of each
neighborhood? This has meant that a significant amount of the City’s land base that should be available
for residential use is currently occupied by commercial, retail, or public uses. Some of these facilities are
economically marginal with a low customer numbers available and reduced quality due to the lack of
good design (because a higher level of design was unaffordable).
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Proposed solutions to consider:
1. Tacoma should maintain and encourage the mother-in-law (accessory dwelling unit) apartments
in the City’s single family residential zone with consideration of the detached option, while
keeping the single family residential zone in place with no duplex, triplex, or multifamily
allowed.
2. Tacoma should begin a long term (over 20 to 30 years) incentivized program to convert
misplaced commercial, retail, and public uses to residential use that can be a significant part of
the future residential growth of the City. This approach would provide a significant amount of
new residential capacity in the urban growth area of Tacoma (both single family and multifamily).
3. Tacoma should provide for multi-family residential units in transition zones around the mixed
use centers of our City as well as downtown. This policy has already been set in motion with
multi-family facilities being built in the downtown core as well as in some of the mixed use
centers of the City. The challenge will be to include a zone between the defined mixed use
centers and the single family residential neighborhoods for multi-family units.

These two issues need to be part of the discussion to clearly define how the residential growth can be a
positive for all areas of our City.

End of Memo.
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From: Philip Miller [mailto:pmiller@millerinfo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 11, 2015 9:57 AM
To: Planning
Subject: LAND-USE POLICY CHANGE

Hello
I would like to submit my concerns regarding the changes being considered to the land-use
policy of this city.
From what I am reading, the city believes that there is a need to create more "affordable" housing
in Tacoma overall. As someone who watches the real estate market here very closely, I must say
this idea is nonsense. Tacoma has, by far, the most affordable neighborhoods in the Puget Sound
region. South and East Tacoma are excellent examples, teeming with opportunities for anyone
willing to invest their time and income to have a wonderful, affordable home.
It seems obvious that these changes would mostly affect the North and West ends of the city. To
quote Connie Brown of the Pierce County Affordable Consortium, "The idea is to include lowincome families in places where everybody else lives".
Has she, or anyone else at the city, considered that a nicer neighborhood is something for a
person to strive for, a goal to reach by hard work and perseverance? If the city would concentrate
more on attracting new business enterprise, it's citizens would need have the opportunity to live
anywhere they wanted by their own doing.
This proposal to change the land-use policy is both unfair and unnecessary. I strongly suggest the
city reconsider there views.
Philip E Miller
Tacoma, WA
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CITY OF TACOMA
AFFORDABLE HOUSING POLICY ADVISORY GROUP
September 8, 2015
By email: elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org
Planning Commission
City of Tacoma
c/o Elliott Barnett, Planner
City Hall, 747 Market Street
Tacoma, WA 98402
Re:

Affordable Housing Planning Work Program

Dear Planning Commissioners:
We write to comment on the 2015 proposals the Planning Commission is considering
pertaining to affordable housing. We do so on behalf of the City of Tacoma’s Affordable
Housing Policy Advisory Group (AHPAG). We acknowledge that the proposals respond to
the AHPAG’s recommendations contained in its report of December 3, 2010. Policy
Recommendations to the City Council (AHPAG, December 3, 2010)(the “Report”). We
appreciate the Planning Commission’s attention to our recommendations and the staff work
required to translate them into city policy.
We agree with the Commission’s distinction of two main categories of proposals:
●

In-Fill Strategies: strategies to allow “in-fill” housing in single family zones
in a way congenial to the design and character of neighborhoods;

●

Affordability Strategies of Voluntary Incentives and Mandatory Inclusion:
strategies to provide developers of market rate multi-family housing in the
mixed-use centers and downtown with incentives to include apartments that
would be affordable to lower-income households, and to require such
inclusion in limited instances.

As we explain below, the AHPAG continues to support both types of proposals. Our
Report noted that the “in-fill” strategies will have a limited effect on housing affordability.
For this reason, our main attention, and we hope that of the City, is on the voluntary incentive
and mandatory inclusionary strategies for multi-family developments. Those strategies have
the greater potential to add affordable housing. We thank the Commission for considering
these incentive and inclusionary strategies; however, we are disappointed that its proposals
do not fully adopt AHPAG’s recommendations and in some cases appear to affirmatively
weaken their intended effect. Below we restate how to make those strategies more effective.
We also explain that, unless strengthened in these ways, the AHPAG cannot support the
mandatory inclusion proposals in their present form.
c/o 902 South L Street, Tacoma, WA 98405
mmirra@tacomahousing.org; garypedersen123@gmail.com
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Planning Commission
September 8, 2015
Page 2

We begin by noting the policy and legal context for the AHPAG recommendations
and the Planning Commission’s proposals.
1.

THE POLICY AND LEGAL CONTEXT

The state’s Growth Management Act (GMA) directs planning jurisdictions, such as
Tacoma, to “encourage the availability of affordable housing to all economic segments of the
population of this state, promote a variety of residential densities and housing types, and
encourage preservation of existing housing stock.” RCW 36.70A.020(4). A city’s comprehensive plan must have a “housing element” that, among other requirements “(d) makes
adequate provisions for existing and projected needs of all economic segments of the
community.” RCW 36.70A.070(2). This provision is focused on the households at or below
80% of a community’s Area Median Income (AMI). Housing is affordable to those households if it does not cost more than 30% of that household’s income for rent and utilities.
The AHPAG Report calculates that Tacoma needs 22,270 additional affordable
dwellings to meet its present need and the projected increased need by 2030. Report at page
6. Also, Pierce County’s County Wide Planning Policies require each City to adopt the goal
“that a minimum of 25% of the growth population allocation is satisfied through affordable
housing.” Section AH-3.3 (Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies 2012). By that
measure, Tacoma will need more than 25,000 affordable dwelling units.
With this in mind, the AHPAG’s first recommendation pertains to “City policy and
leadership”. See Report, Section 3.1. It stated eight “principles and acknowledgments. It
recommended that the City “incorporate [them] in pertinent and authoritative policies and
planning documents. In its exercise of civic leadership, the City should make concerted
efforts to help residents, neighborhood councils and other civic groups understand and
appreciate them. By Resolution 38264 (May 11, 2011), the City Council adopted all the
principles and acknowledgements. We attach a copy. In pertinent part the resolution reads:
“A.

The City's welfare requires an adequate supply of well-built and well-managed
affordable housing serving the full range of incomes appearing among its residents.
An adequate supply of this housing is vital to the following important civic needs and
values:
“●

The City's prosperity, economic development, and growth of employment
opportunities;

“●

The appropriate management of the City's projected population growth and
transportation needs;

“●

The City's fulfillment of its legal obligations under the Growth Management
Act to make "adequate provisions for existing and projected (housing) needs
of all economic segments of the community" and to comply with the related
directives of the Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies;
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Planning Commission
September 8, 2015
Page 3
“●
“●
“●

The survival of green spaces throughout the City and Pierce County;
The success of the City's schools;
The effectiveness of the City's emergency services;

“●

The City's ability to continue its accommodation of a population that is
increasingly diverse by income, race, ethnicity, ability, disability, and age;

“●

The City's ability to accommodate a population that, in the aggregate, is
getting older; and

“●

The City's values of social justice.

“B.

Affordable housing developments by nonprofit developers, public and private, in the
City, region, and nation have been among the most attractively designed, most
environmentally innovative, and best managed in the market place.

“C.

Nonprofit developments of affordable housing will never likely be adequate to meet
the City's needs. The City also needs a companion strategy to enlist the engine of
private market rate developments to include a measure of affordable units. These
strategies also provide the added benefit of economic and demographic integration.

“D.

Affordable housing developments have spurred the revitalization of neighborhoods,
encouraging both public and private investment, helping the City attain its desired
density, and furthering a neighborhood's economic development.

“E.

Affordable housing is an asset to be encouraged and not a detriment to be tolerated
and controlled.

“F.

The City should promote the development of affordable housing in every City
neighborhood.

“G.

In seeking the appropriate balance, the City should not have to compromise important
neighborhood design standards in order to promote affordable housing. Instead,
proper design should allow affordable housing to show the way for all developments
servicing all incomes toward a greener, more sustainable urban future that
accommodates the appropriate density that the City's planning documents anticipate
to be necessary for the City's projected population allocations.

“H.

In a complex community like Tacoma, interests and policies often clash. Good
governance is the effort to balance them appropriately. In doing so, the City should
give a very high priority to the promotion of affordable housing development, . . . .”

In the same resolution, the City Council then directed the Planning Commission to
imbed these principles and acknowledgements into its work:
“Section 1.
That the City Council hereby adopts the policy principles set out in
recommendation 3.1 of the Affordable Housing Policy Advisory Group Final Report,
received on December 3, 2010.
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Planning Commission
September 8, 2015
Page 4
“Section 2.
That the City Council requests the Planning Commission, the Tacoma
Community Redevelopment Authority, the Human Services Commission, and other
appropriate City bodies to incorporate the policy principles into the City's
Comprehensive Plan, Consolidated Plan, the Human Services Strategic Plan, and other
appropriate policy documents. [The City has done this with amendments to the
Comprehensive Plan. See Section HA, pages H-12 to H-14]
“Section 3.
That the City Manager is directed to make available staff from the Tacoma
Community and Economic Development Department, the Human Rights and Human
Services Department, and other General Government Departments, as may be necessary, to
assist the appropriate boards and commissions in the incorporation of these policy
principles.”
[emphasis added]

These “policy principles” must now govern the Planning Commission’s affordable
housing proposals to the City Council. With those principles firmly in mind we offer the
following comments and suggestions. We hope they are useful to the Planning Commission.
2.

IN-FILL STRATEGIES

The AHPAG supports the Planning Commission’s various proposals to allow and
encourage the development of appropriately designed and compatible alternative forms of
housing in the small spaces of the City:
●
●

lot size flexibility
special review districts refinement

●

pilot residential infill program to allow innovative housing types such as
detached accessory dwelling units, two family developments as a conditional
use on corner lots in R-2 districts and multi-family developments as
conditional uses in R-3 Districts, and cottage houses as a conditional use in all
districts.

These in-fill strategies can promote the availability of a housing variety that every
neighborhood needs. Such flexibility and alternative design can allow a congenial fit for a
neighborhood. Our Report notes quite positive experiences from other communities.
Our Report favors these strategies because they can contribute, although modestly, to
the City’s affordable housing supply. They do this by reducing the costs of development and
increasing supply. Some of the strategies may also have a particularly meaningful effect on
the affordability of some existing single family homes. For example, a detached accessory
dwelling unit may allow an elderly homeowner to afford her home by renting that accessory
unit. A disabled homeowner seeking to remain in her home might use the unit to house a
caregiver.

Page 4
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Overall, however, our Report notes that such in-fill strategies will likely make only a
modest contribution to the affordable housing needs of Tacoma’s low-income households.
More significant will be those proposals before the Commission that directly promote the
development of housing affordable to those households. We address them below.
3.

AFFORDABILITY STRATEGIES OF INCENTIVE AND INCLUSION

The most promising strategies in AHPAG’s Report seek to include affordable
housing apartments in multi-family market rate developments. The strategies would do that
in two main ways:
●

Voluntary incentives: provide incentives to developers of market rate multifamily housing in the mixed-use centers and downtown to include apartments
that would be affordable to lower income households.

●

Mandatory inclusionary: require this inclusion in limited instances of Planned
Residential Developments and upzones.

An extensive and mature planning literature describing such strategies has developed
over the past thirty years. We enclose a sample describing such policies from other
American cities. See “Making Inclusionary Housing More Flexible: Four Ideas for Urban
Settings (Inclusionary Housing – A Series of Research and Policy Briefs: Center for Housing
Policy July 2015)
We note that the Planning Commission has included limited versions of these
recommenddations in its proposals. We think these can be a significant policy step forward.
We are disappointed that the proposals lack elements we judge to be necessary if the policies
are to offer a meaningful chance of spurring the development of a meaningful number of
affordable apartments in our City. Below we ask the Planning Commission to include those
elements.
3.1

The Voluntary Incentives

The Planning Commission proposal provides incentives for the voluntary inclusion of
affordable housing in a market rate multi-family development. For this purpose, the proposal
offers two types of incentives: “financial incentives” in the form of “expedited permit
processing” and “fee reductions” (See Proposed TMC 1.39.040) and “development
incentives” in the form of density bonuses. (See Proposed TMC 1.39.050.)
We think the proposals need the following additional elements:
●

The proposal states where and when the density bonuses would apply, and to
what extent. The proposal does not specify when the financial incentives
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would apply, and what they will be. It should make this clear so developers
can know in advance what is available and what it is worth.
●

The proposal should provide this density bonus anywhere in the city that
allows multi-family development. This would include all the multifamily
zones and downtown. Furthermore, the affordable housing element should
not compete with other elements, such as design features or art amenities, that
a developer presently is allowed to provide in order to get the additional
density. At least, the proposal should make clear that affordable housing has a
priority.

3.2

Mandatory Inclusionary of Affordable Housing : Proposed TMC
13.06.650

AHPAG believes that mandatory requirements in select circumstances are an
essential policy tool the City must adopt. Yet the Planning Commission’s proposal is not
broad enough and it lacks the density bonuses necessary to make it financially feasible for
developers. Without these elements, the AHPAG cannot support their inclusion in the
package of proposals.
The AHPAG strongly supports linking the affordable housing requirement to all
upzones. Upzones greatly increase the value of land. Requiring that any further multifamily
development include affordable housing is a way to recapture part of that increased value for
compatible public purposes such as affordable housing, so long as incentives are provided as
well.
The Planning Commission’s proposal to do this needs strengthening in two ways.
First, the proposal should grant a density bonus or other incentives to the landowner
in addition to the increased capacity resulting from the upzone. This provides additional
incentive that the AHPAG judges will be necessary to elicit developer interest. Otherwise,
the burden of seeking an upzone might actually prove a disincentive. For this reason without
this correction, AHPAG cannot support the mandatory affordable housing element in
upzones.
Second, the City should require affordable housing in the future development of
upzoned land whether the upzone results from the request of the landowner or from the
City’s initiative. The present proposal imposes the requirement only when the landowner
requests the upzone. For city-initiated upzones the proposal states merely that the City “may
include conditioning the upzone with the inclusion of affordable units per the provisions of
TMC 1.39.” See Proposed TMC 13.06.650(I). This is not adequate. The policy should
require the inclusion with incentives to offset the cost of providing affordable housing in both
types of upzones.
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3.3

Downtown FAR Bonuses: TMC 13.06A.080(B)(6)

The AHPAG believes that a vibrant downtown needs more affordable housing. It
supports the proposal to include Tacoma’s downtown in the affordable housing provisions.
The proposal to do this, however, is too weak. It would amend the present city code that
provides a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) bonus to a development that includes one or more of a list
of design amenities, i.e. “hill climb assist”, art or water feature, public rest rooms,
contribution to a cultural, arts organization, or contained parking. The proposal before the
Commission would merely add “affordable housing” to the list of development features that
would earn the FAR bonus. We judge that this will not elicit much interest from developers
and will not produce affordable housing downtown. The AHPAG asks the Commission to
change this proposal to directly link a separate and meaningful FAR bonus only to an
inclusion of affordable housing.
3.4

Geographical Applicability of the Affordability Program

The Planning Commission should make clear that the incentive and mandatory
inclusionary provisions applies throughout Tacoma wherever multifamily developments are
permissible. In particular, the provisions must apply to the City’s Mixed Use Centers
(MUC). This is important. The City’s MUC ordinance presently offers density bonuses to
developers who choose from a palette of options. Affordable housing is on the list of
options. It has not worked. It has not produced many or any affordable units. The MUC
centers are where the City hopes to direct multi-family development. Accordingly,
affordable housing incentives and requirements should apply to them with as much vigor as
the proposal can muster.
3.5

Correct Income Targeting

The Planning Commission’s proposal properly targets the incentive and inclusionary
affordability provisions for rental housing to households at or below 50% Area Median
Income (AMI). See Proposed TMC 1.39.030(C); TMC 1.39.070(B)(2). Yet, in one place in
the proposal, the Planning Commission would target them to households at 80% AMI. See
Height Bonus Palette – Level I Chart, page 684. Perhaps this is a typographical error. 80%
AMI is not a meaningful target for rental housing. It is too high. It is essentially market rate;
at that level the City would not be getting any affordability benefit for its incentives beyond
what the market would already delivers. The target in this provision should read 50% AMI,
as it does in other provisions.
4.

OTHER AHPAG RECOMMENDATIONS

We also note important AHPAG recommendations that may not pertain directly to the
City’s Comprehensive Plan but that nevertheless fall within the Commission’s responsibilities to “[t]o review and make recommendations on matters concerning land use and development, including area-wide zoning reclassifications, moratoria, and interim zoning.” TMC
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Inclusionary Housing A Series of Research & Policy Briefs

Making Inclusionary Housing More Flexible:
Four Ideas for Urban Settings
By Robert Hickey
July 2015

INTRODUCTION
Interest in inclusionary housing has accelerated in the
past couple years, particularly in cities where rents are
rising faster than incomes and the affordability crunch is
increasingly impacting the middle class.
Inclusionary housing policies work through the local land
use approvals process to either offer incentives or require
developers to make a share of otherwise market-rate
housing affordable to low- or moderate-income households.
While some cities such as New York are moving forward
with plans to strengthen existing inclusionary housing
policies, a new crop of policies is under consideration in
areas of the country where inclusionary housing has been
historically rare, such as Nashville, Atlanta, Minneapolis
and Pittsburgh, Pa.
Various factors are driving this interest:
 High rent burdens are affecting a broad range of
residents, including many who earn too much to qualify
for federal housing assistance;

 Some communities are raising concerns about the loss
of displaced, long-time residents; and
 Localities are looking for better tools for dispersing
affordable housing in mixed-income settings and con
necting lower-income households to opportunities.
As cities consider new policies, they are searching for
the right balance between addressing housing needs and
keeping affordability requirements feasible for developers,
so the overall housing supply can keep growing.

iStock

 Cities are concerned about their capacity to house and
retain a diverse workforce;
Flexible inclusionary housing policies help improve
feasibility by offering developers various ways to meet
affordability obligations. As every site context is different,
particularly in urban settings, variable compliance pathways
help developers find the most cost-effective affordability
strategy for their particular development situation.
Policy flexibility can be especially valuable in dense,
urban settings. The expensive materials required to
construct taller buildings and the high land prices in
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built-up areas can make it difficult to meet affordability
requirements within the same building as market-rate
housing units. Options to build the affordable units in
a separate, lower-cost building, or to pay a fee instead
of building the affordable units, can be very helpful
economically for the developer.
Such options can also reduce the incentive for
developers to try to cut corners on design, which in its
worst expression can lead to intra-building segregation
and separate entrances for lower income residents —
the notorious, if still rare, “poor door” phenomenon.
However, providing alternatives to on-site affordable housing construction does not necessarily further a policy’s
goal of inclusion and mixed-income communities. Often
the most economical option for developers is to build the
affordable units in high-poverty neighborhoods where

land prices are cheapest, undermining a primary goal of
inclusionary housing policies to counteract the concentration of poverty and connect lower-income households to
growing neighborhoods favored by the market.
Similarly, jurisdictions that collect fee payments as
an alternative to on-site construction can struggle
to use these funds to support affordable housing in
mixed-income settings, particularly in denser, urban
environments where competition for land is intense and
development sites are relatively scarce.
With an eye to high-cost cities, where cost-reducing
opportunities can be especially valuable, this brief
discusses four ways that localities can introduce
greater flexibility and improve the workability of their
inclusionary housing policies while at the same time
promoting mixed-income neighborhoods.

Flexible inclusionary housing policies help improve
feasibility by offering developers various ways
to meet affordability obligations.

2

iStock

- 605 -

Four Ideas for Increasing Flexibility
without Sacrificing Inclusion
1. Permit Off-Site Development
in Multiple Low-Poverty Neighborhoods
While most inclusionary housing policies favor developers
meeting their affordability obligations in the same building
as the market-rate units, many localities also offer an
off-site option. Usually, developers are only allowed
to exercise this option if the off-site development will
generate a greater number of affordable units, a better
mix of bedroom sizes, or deeper affordability, as compared
to on-site affordable units.
Many communities seek to achieve inclusion by placing
limits on where off-site units can be built. Often, these
units are restricted to the same immediate community
as the market-rate development — for example, sites
within a maximum distance of one mile from the policytriggering market-rate development. Some jurisdictions
permit off-site affordability within the larger geographic
territory of the same community planning area
(San Diego), community district (New York City) or
planning policy area (Montgomery County, Maryland).
These districts often comprise multiple contiguous
neighborhoods.
There is certain logic to requiring nearby off-site
affordability: new market-rate development is a sign of
a neighborhood’s desirability, and building affordable
homes in the same area can help mitigate the impact of
market-rate construction on neighborhood affordability.
However, the option to build affordable homes off-site is
not always viable for developers because of the limited
availability of sites in tightly defined areas. The challenge
of finding a separate site for supporting affordable
housing in the same community is compounded by the
legitimate goal that programs have of ensuring the
affordable component coincides with the market-rate
development, or takes place no later than a year later.
A more flexible approach to off-site development
would be to broaden the geographic realm of offsite locations to any low-poverty neighborhood with
access to core amenities, such as transit, services,
jobs or above-average schools. A jurisdiction could
designate various transit districts, employment centers,
low-poverty census tracts, or areas of new market
activity where off-site development is permitted. Or a
locality could use similar criteria to evaluate off-site
development proposals on a case-by-case basis, allowing
for still greater flexibility through discretionary review.

1400 Mission is a new, 100 percent below-marketrate condominium development in San Francisco
that satisfies the off-site inclusionary obligation
of a larger market-rate property two miles away.
Bob Hsiang Photography

San Diego
San Diego’s Inclusionary Housing Program allows for
developers to meet their affordability requirements
through on-site affordability, payment of a fee or offsite development. The off-site option is subject to
administrative approval from the city’s planning director
and the CEO of the San Diego Housing Commission.
The city’s location preference for off-site development
is within the same community planning area as the
market-rate development. However, these units may
also be located outside of the community planning area
if the reviewing staff finds that two conditions are met:

1. “The portion of the proposed development outside
of the community planning area will assist in
meeting the goal of providing economically balanced
communities; and

2. The portion of the proposed development outside of
the community planning area will assist in meeting
the goal of providing transit-oriented development.”
(San Diego §142.1308.)
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2. Offer Options to Preserve or Increase
the Affordability of Existing Housing
Several cities have recently adopted or are considering
a new alternative to on-site requirements: preserving
affordable rental housing that is at risk of being lost to
rent spikes in gentrifying neighborhoods. In a similar
vein, several localities offer the option to convert existing,
market-rate housing to deed-restricted, affordable units.
Interest in these two options is coming from compact
communities that are land constrained, with dwindling
development sites for new affordable housing.
Off-site preservation and buy-down alternatives typically
include a requirement that the developer either make
a minimum level of investment in rehabilitation, or
otherwise ensure that the property is fully repaired,
energy efficient and capable of providing decent, safe
housing for the duration of its affordability period without
the need for substantial additional rehabilitation.
There are various scenarios in which a developer
might find it appealing to increase the affordability of
existing housing rather than build new affordable units
on-site. Developers that already own existing marketrate units in lower-price buildings might see increasing
the affordability of these units as more efficient
than forgoing higher sales prices or rents in newly
constructed properties. There also may be opportunities
for developers to provide direct financial assistance
to nearby owners of either “naturally occurring” or
deed-restricted affordable properties to enable those
owners to make major renovations and cover the cost
of ongoing maintenance without having to discontinue
affordable rents. Often, some form of local assistance
is needed to bridge the gap between what it costs to
renovate a property and what can be raised through tax
credits and private financing. Developer contributions
can help fill this gap.

Montgomery County (Md.)
Montgomery County is home to the nation’s longestrunning inclusionary housing program. The county recently
added a compliance option under which developers of
high-rise buildings can meet their affordability obligations
by converting market-rate homes to deed-restricted
affordable homes, subject to administrative approval.
While no conversions have yet been completed, a few
recently approved developments are utilizing this option.
One example is Hampden Row in downtown Bethesda.
Toll Brothers, the developer of a seven-story, 55unit condominium development, is buying down the
affordability of 12 market-rate rentals in a mixed-income
property owned by the county’s Housing Opportunities

4

Commission. The off-site property is located within the
same Bethesda planning policy area, but approximately
three miles northwest of Hampden Row.
The onsite obligation for Hampden Row would have been
nine affordable condominiums. Toll Brothers will make a
payment of $1.434 million to make 12 off-site marketrate rentals affordable to low-income households.
The county agreed to an Alternative Location
Agreement with Toll Brothers after finding that the
monthly condominium fees of the property would have
made the total ownership costs of the below-marketrate homes unaffordable to the program’s targeted
households, who earn up to 70 percent of area median
income (AMI). It was also significant for the county that
the developer agreed to provide a greater number of
affordable units off-site.

Boulder (Colo.)
The city of Boulder’s Inclusionary Housing policy allows
developers to pay an in-lieu fee, dedicate land, build new
units off-site and, since 2000, rehabilitate and preserve
existing market-rate rental or for-sale housing through the
use of a deed restriction.
Historically, developers have been averse to exercising
this option, but interest is growing, according to city
staff, now that land for new construction has become
much scarcer. Developers are also expected to show
strong interest in this option because the city’s in-lieu fee
is relatively high, and most developments are not large
enough to trigger the need for a sufficient number of
inclusionary housing units to make off-site construction
and management efficient.
The city presently sets minimum standards for the livability
of the rehabilitated units, and is moving to add energy
efficiency standards, as well. The city also sets minimum
cost-to-value ratios for rehabilitation, similar to ratios
used in other housing preservation programs that provide
financial assistance to developers for rehabilitation.
In reviewing applications to make existing off-site dwelling
units permanently affordable, the city manager weighs
such variables as: date of construction, location, initial
condition of the unit, level of homeownership association
fees and proof by the homeownership association of
adequate capital reserves to ensure proper maintenance
and level of required rehabilitation.
Off-site preservation, like off-site development generally,
does not need to occur in the same community as the
market-rate property, but the location must be: consistent
with Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan policies related
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to the integration of permanently affordable housing
throughout the city; suitable for residential use; and
supportive of various non-car modes of transportation
including walking and biking.

New York City
Both of New York City’s inclusionary housing programs —
the R-10 program and the Designated Areas program — offer an off-site preservation option. Neither has yet enticed
developers, but the city has revised its preservation option
to make it less onerous and has become more concerned
that developers might choose this option exclusively.
Under the original rules of the R-10 program, all existing
residents had to income qualify before a building could
be deemed eligible for preservation. This presented
difficulties, however. In many larger buildings where
most residents were income-qualified, one or more
residents typically earned too much in any given year,

disqualifying the entire building. In addition, existing
residents are not obligated to disclose and document
their incomes to a prospective investor in the building,
and would have needed to do so voluntarily. As a result,
virtually no developers used the preservation option.
The city has since changed its rules to allow a building
to qualify if the average rents in the building fall below
the inclusionary housing target limits. The city also now
requires income qualification only for new tenants.
The challenge faced now by city staff is that the
preservation option may be too appealing for developers,
and the city does not want to stop producing new
affordable housing units. The city is presently working
to revise its preservation option to encourage a better
balance between new affordable housing construction
and preservation, potentially by setting stronger, minimum
investment requirements and rehabilitation standards.

A condominium developer in Bethesda (Montgomery County, Md.) will satisfy local inclusionary housing obligations
by making 12 market-rate rental units affordable in this nearby mixed-income property known as Pooks Hill.

Robert Hickey
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3. Restrict Fee-Revenue Spending
to Broad, Designated Areas
The option to pay a fee in lieu of providing affordable
units on-site provides still greater flexibility, particularly
for developers of small projects. To ensure that
collected in-lieu fees are invested in ways that lead to
economically inclusive neighborhoods, a handful of
localities place basic restrictions on where these funds
can be spent.

San Diego
The city of San Diego recently restructured its inclusionary
housing policy as a fee program applied to marketrate developments of two or more units. Developments
are exempt from the fee if they voluntarily provide 10
percent rental or for-sale homes at levels affordable
to households earning 65 to 100 percent of AMI. Fee
revenues are collected by community planning area. The
city’s first priority is to spend these funds to support
affordable housing in the same community planning area.
However, the city has found that there are not always good
opportunities to use these funds in a meaningful way in
the same neighborhood, particularly since fee revenues

are scattered among various planning areas and dispersed
in separate pots. Similar to the city’s policy of allowing
off-site development in various areas of the city, San
Diego has begun targeting its fee revenues to any area
where other fees are being generated, with an emphasis
on the city’s transit-oriented development districts, and
neighborhoods close to employment centers.

Boston
Boston’s Inclusionary Development Policy requires the
equivalent of 13 percent affordability for residential
developments built with public assistance, located on
public land or requesting zoning relief. Developers have
the option of building the affordable units within the
proposed development, constructing them off-site or
paying a “buyout fee.”
Buyout fee revenues are deposited in a trust fund that
supports affordable housing citywide. A minimum of
half of these funds must be spent in neighborhoods
where the percentage of affordable housing is less than
the citywide average. As of early 2015, the policy had
generated $32.3 million in fees, in addition to producing
1,718 affordable units.

True Corner Condominiums is a new, off-site, 22-unit inclusionary housing development in Boulder, located in a rapidly growing area
of the city with easy access to shopping, restaurants, good schools and hiking trails. All 22 condos are permanently affordable.

6
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4. Provide Flexibility
on the Incomes Served
In recent years, programs have begun making the
affordability requirement itself more flexible, allowing
developers to select from a menu of income targets. For
instance, a program that normally asks a developer to
make 15 percent of total units affordable to households
at 80 percent of AMI might also allow the developer
to meet their obligation by making a smaller share of
apartments affordable to households at 50 percent of
AMI, or a greater share affordable at 100 percent of
AMI. This option can be useful for not just developers,
but also localities that are looking to incentivize deeper
affordability, as long as the effect of variable income
targeting is not just to weaken the overall affordability
requirement.

Santa Monica (Calif.)
Santa Monica’s Affordable Housing Production Program
(AHPP) is a mandatory inclusionary housing program
adopted in 1998. The program employs a variable
affordability requirement for rental properties, depending
on the income bracket served. If the affordable units are
priced for low-income households (earning 80 percent
of AMI), 20 percent must be affordable. The affordability
percentage drops to 10 percent if units are priced for
very low-income households (earning 50 percent of AMI),
and to five percent if units are affordable to extremely
low-income households (earning 30 percent of AMI). To
date, the program has generated approximately 1,000
affordable apartments. Developers frequently choose
the option of providing fewer units at a deeper level of
affordability.

San Mateo (Calif.)
San Mateo’s Below Market Program requires 15 percent
affordability at 80 percent of AMI for rental units,
and 15 percent affordability at 120 percent of AMI for
purchased properties. The requirement drops to 10
percent if rental units are made affordable to very lowincome households (earning up to 50 percent of AMI),
or if for-sale units are priced for low-income households
(80 percent of AMI).

Since the city added this flexibility to its program in 2010,
all new rental projects have chosen to use the deeper
affordability option. Through this option, four rental
projects totaling 517 units have generated 51 very lowincome units. No for-sale projects have gone through the
planning approvals process since 2010, so it is unclear
whether or not this form of flexibility is tenure-dependent.

Conclusion
As inclusionary housing becomes more popular in urban
settings with high land costs and high construction
costs, workable alternatives to on-site affordability
requirements and other forms of policy flexibility will
become increasingly important.
This report presents four ideas for improving the flexibility
of inclusionary housing and expanding the menu of
options available to developers – while still furthering
economically diverse communities. These ideas are
worth a closer look: not only because they help with the
feasibility of affordability requirements for developers, but
also because they can produce more affordable homes,
particularly since developers are often able to reduce costs
and increase efficiencies in off-site, lower-cost locations.
None of the ideas discussed here will be appropriate
in every urban setting. For example, jurisdictions with
limited new development opportunities may find that
allowing off-site development in more neighborhoods
is not as useful as allowing developers to preserve
or increase the affordability of existing, market-rate
housing. Conversely, places with a limited stock of welllocated, low-priced housing to preserve may find that
other alternatives make more sense.
But most cities can benefit from giving developers more
pathways to support mixed-income communities. The
tension between inclusion and efficiency will continue
to be a challenge in high-cost, urban settings. As
more urban jurisdictions take up inclusionary housing,
they would be well served by experimenting with new
compliance options, such as those described herein,
that balance flexibility with inclusion.

Most cities can benefit from giving developers more pathways
to support mixed income communities.
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Policies Profiled and Contact Information
Formed in 1931, the nonprofit National
Housing Conference is dedicated to helping
ensure safe, decent and affordable housing
for all in America. As the research division
of NHC, the Center for Housing Policy
specializes in solutions through research,
working to broaden understanding of
America’s affordable housing challenges
and examine the impact of policies and
programs developed to address these
needs. Through evidence-based advocacy
for the continuum of housing, NHC
develops ideas, resources and policy
solutions to shape an improved housing
landscape.

BOSTON
Policy Name: Inclusionary Development Policy
Contact: Dana Whiteside
Boston Redevelopment Authority (617) 918-4441
Dana.Whiteside.bra@CityofBoston.gov
BOULDER, COLORADO
Policy Name: Inclusionary Housing
Contact: Michelle Allen
Division of Housing (303) 441-4076
allenm@bouldercolorado.gov
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND
Policy Name: Moderately Priced Dwelling Unit Program
Contact: Lisa Schwartz
Department of Housing and Community Affairs (240) 777-3786
lisa.schwartz@montgomerycountymd.gov
NEW YORK CITY
Policy Name: Designated Areas Program and R-10 Program
Contact: Howard Slatkin
Department of City Planning (212) 720-3258
HSlatki@planning.nyc.gov
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From: Ellen Moore [mailto:ellen.moore@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 23, 2015 2:29 PM
To: Planning
Subject: North Slope rezoning

Dear City Planning Commissioners,
Thank you for taking on such an important job. Like you, I too am a commissioner with the City
of Tacoma on the Sustainable Tacoma Commission. It was part of our job on the commission
last month to read the Comp Plan and understand it. So, I understand the rationale behind
proposed densification on a basic level. However - and I am speaking as a citizen of Tacoma and
not officially as part of the STC - this is one of the worst ideas I've encountered in my time living
in Tacoma.
1 - We're not ready for this in terms of culture, infrastructure, and economics. I posted on FB
about the meeting on Aug 19 that you held, and this was the response of one of my friends who
lives in Pennsylvania:
"They put high density housing around the corner from me in our neighborhood. It's like another
city dumped right in the middle of our small neighborhood. Now, schools are overcrowded and
now they're scrambling elementary kids to different schools and adding on to the high school.
And the influx of people isn't lowering the taxes, they're actually raising them to accommodate
the schools and roads that are needed. Your town is so unique , I hope they shoot it down."
2 - Increasing the density of our North Slope neighborhood is a Catch-22: developers want to
come in here because they can make money from the attractiveness of the neighborhood, but it
certainly won't be "attractive" once the corner lots (I have one) are sold to the highest
developer/bidder.
3 - This is a very special place. As with all the historic neighborhoods, our houses are on the
Historic Register for a reason, and as residents we treasure knowing our neighbors and having a
low level (despite our already "dense" occupation stats) of traffic and people.
4 - Finally, it's a Pandora's Box. If you let this happen, we can never get a historic neighborhood
(or its buildings) back. I remember when I first came to Tacoma (I am a prof at UW Tacoma)
there was the Clear Channel battle going on, with CC wanting to put in illuminated billboards
within City limits. The mayor and council didn't allow it - and thus protected Tacoma citizens.
It is time to protect us once again from what appears - on every level and angle imaginable - to
be a terrifically bad idea.
Many thanks for receiving our comments.
Cheers,
Ellen Moore
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Liza Morado
1211 North J St
Tacoma, WA 98403
253-383-1147
lzmorado@gmail.com
August 5, 2015
Dear Lihung Wung,
I am writing to you because I have strong feelings about the issues of re-zoning. I have lived at 1211
North J St for 36 years, long enough to witness the revival of this and surrounding neighborhoods. During
this time I have watched as a number of old very large historic homes which were formerly divided up into
apartments returned to single family use.
The Rust Mansion on I Street provides an enormous example and presence of a home that was formerly
divided into apartments and returned to single family
use.
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On my own street, 1224 North J Street was once divided into apartments with more than a few sleazy
tenants but is now a single family home with an amazing
kitchen.
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Across the street at 1223 North J Street is a little home that was formerly a rental home with a truly awful
family in residence that has been renovated into a lovely single family home and a sweet little family of
three now calls it home.
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Next to this home is a Mediterranean style home that also had very questionable owners that is slowly
being renovated into another truly lovely home. The new owner bravely took on a home whose walls
were filled with rats and is steadfastly working to make it a dream home. I do admire his determination,
especially knowing its history as the neighborhood rat infestation.
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th

On the next block east of our house, at the corner of 12 and J St, is St. Patrick’s church, which has been
lovingly restored.
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Across from the church is an enormous home, the former priest’s residence, that has recently been sold
again as a single family home to a family from Pennsylvania where huge homes are the norm.
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At the end of that block is a green Victorian home that used to be apartments and is once again a single
family home.
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My point is the plan to morph these kinds of historic buildings into multiple family zoned homes is contrary
to what has been the trend. Even the home I live in was once an awful eye sore, the tenant lived dirty
and cheap because she was getting free rent from her mother, who owned the home but lived elsewhere.
When we bought this home, we were living at 1212 North J St and we were well aware of the life styles of
this neighbor. This house was a forced sale because of the immediate astronomical medical expenses of
her mother, who had suffered a brain aneurism. We bought this house, 1211 North J St, even though it
had suffered lots of abuse but we have brought it back to glory over the 36 years we have owned it.

th

From my home, 1211 North J St, going south to 6 Avenue, many of the old homes are being marketed
and flipped, with thoughtful improvements, into prized homes being purchased by stable hard working
families who quite often have kids. I like kids, kids provide the pulse of life in any neighborhood.
After 36 years in residence I have witnessed this neighborhood gradually returned to the proud
neighborhood it once was and I like it. Single family historic homes around here are definitely in demand.
I feel if the city wants to create more dense housing, it should be west of North Stevens and closer to
Pearl Street or the hilltop neighborhood where there is plenty of undeveloped space. The neighborhood
west of Stevens has a number of insignificant small homes constructed out of concrete blocks. Their
architecture is not of particular interest. The closer it is to Pearl Street, the closer the residences will be to
services, including grocery stores and busy bus lines.
The thought of increased street parking concerns me. I know all too well what density in parking does to
a neighborhood, living three houses from St. Patrick’s Catholic Church, Even though they have a parking
lot, their parishioners search for street parking which impacts this neighborhood significantly. One dare
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not drive away from one’s home before or during mass or you will end up parking a block away. Most
people seem to prefer street parking over using their garages, including myself. It’s just easier for our
“get up and go” lifestyle.
However there is one thing that I feel would be welcomed and that is being able to build a one story living
space over the garage. I am not in favor of two stories, that’s too much density for an already small
backyard, but a one story would provide space for work at home professionals and/or for artists like me to
build a studio.

If we had this over our garage, which is the white building to the left of the child’s playhouse, I would also
look forward to one day renting this apartment to responsible U.P.S. college students. I would encourage
them to use bicycles for transportation as I would not offer off street parking. There is no room in front of
our house for parking and I would not want a tenant to displace my neighbor’s street parking. Street
parking is definitely an issue. This might narrow my field of eligible tenants, but I don’t think I would have
any trouble renting such a space.
Primarily I would like it for my own personal use. I do think professionals are more and more using home
offices to do their work. There lies its future. [Perhaps I could also turn it into my husband’s man cave?]
Thank you for your time.
Best.
Liza Morado
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From: Annie Kolb-Nelson [mailto:annieknels@me.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 16, 2015 7:41 PM
To: Planning
Cc: ajohnson@cityoftacoma.org; Ibsen, Anders
Subject: Re: Public Comment -- 2015 Annual Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use
Regulatory Code.

Hello:
I originally submitted this on Monday, Aug. 10, and have yet to hear back on an
acknowledgement of my comment. Typically, it’s best practice for public agencies to confirm
receipt of correspondence, especially formal comments, within five business days.
In any case, I would like to also add to my comment that I don’t believe a Determination of NonSignificance is adequate given the scope of your proposal and the potential adverse impacts it
could impart on the built and natural environments, especially with regard to the poor condition
of Tacoma’s transportation infrastructure.
Please invest the time and resources in a proper Environmental Impact Statement as required
under the State Environmental Policy Act.
Regards,
Annie Nelson
4319 N. 29th Street
Tacoma, WA 98407
206-227-9012

Dear Commissioners:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the City of Tacoma’s planned zoning
changes as outlined in the 2015 Annual Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and
Land Use Regulatory Code.
I learned of this proposal from a recent article in the Tacoma News Tribune.
Plan to ‘up zone’ Tacoma residential areas riles some neighborhoods, historic
preservationists
http://www.thenewstribune.com/news/local/politics-government/article30515256.html
As a 15-year Tacoma resident, I do not support relaxing the zoning code to
accommodate more multi-family housing in residential, single-family neighborhoods,
and believe the commission that developed this proposal has failed to address the
following concerns:
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Transit and roads are woefully inadequate to accommodate more density.
Adding multi-family dwellings in single-family neighborhoods means more people going
to and from those places in confined areas, resulting in more vehicles on our roads,
which are already over capacity and in appalling condition. Tacoma’s streets suffer from
years of neglect and poor maintenance, and many neighborhoods don’t even have
curbs or sidewalks.
Our transit infrastructure is no better. Despite efforts to encourage bus riding, bicycling,
walking, car-sharing, vanpooling and carpooling, those alternatives have built-in
financial, feasibility, geographic, or popularity limits. Pierce Transit has actually cut
routes and service, even to Tacoma Dome Station, which is a major transit hub and
connection with Seattle and SeaTac Airport. The reality is that most people in Tacoma
will own a car, and more density means more cars on poorly maintained roads.
Creating more density should not even be a consideration until the City of Tacoma can
afford to properly fix and maintain its roads and provide citywide access to reliable,
frequent public transit in all neighborhoods.
Tacoma already has an ample supply of housing that is affordable relative to
other areas in the region. A visit to zillow.com shows there is already a large inventory
of housing for sale or rent within the city limits. The median home value in Pierce
County is $244,700 compared to $500,000 in King County. The median rent price in
Pierce County is $1,350, which is lower than the Seattle Metro median of $1,650. The
need for additional housing and more affordable housing is simply not pressing enough
to merit wholesale changes to the zoning code.
If the planning commission is serious about addressing income inequality and access to
affordable housing, its members should break down silos and work with other city
departments to pursue real economic development, including increasing the minimum
wage and drawing more tech companies and other family-wage job employers to the
city.
Zoning code changes are a giveaway to developers to make money.
Instead of creating more affordable housing, the more likely result will be tear-downs of
existing single-family homes in desirable neighborhoods such as the North End and the
Proctor District. Developers, who are in business to make money, will erect profitable,
high-end townhomes, duplexes or condos that will destroy community character and
burden neighborhoods with noise, traffic, and congestion.
The proposed changes are inconsistent with Tacoma’s own zoning code, which
explicitly states development should be “compatible and in scale with the surrounding
neighborhood” and “enhance, stabilize, and preserve the unique character and scale of”
the neighborhood. This guiding principle must not be ignored.
The state’s Growth Management Act was created to encourage development within
urban growth areas to avoid sprawl and encroachment on natural areas and farmlands.
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Density must be encouraged, but it should continue to occur in commercial centers and
areas that are already zoned to accommodate multi-family dwellings.
In my view, the planning commission has failed to present any compelling reasons that
the proposed changes are needed at this time. Furthermore, the commission has failed
to come up viable mitigation for the inevitable impacts the proposal will bring to small
residential neighborhoods.
The zoning code provisions that regulate and preserve our single-family residential
neighborhoods need to remain in place.
Thank you again for your consideration of my comments.
Sincerely,
Annie Nelson
4319 N. 29th Street
Tacoma, WA 98407
206-227-9012
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Annie Kolb-Nelson
Ibsen, Anders
Johnson, Ashley; Wung, Lihuang
Re: Public Comment -- 2015 Annual Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code.
Thursday, September 03, 2015 8:28:13 PM

Hello Anders:
Thanks for the follow up! I have yet to hear back from anyone at Tacoma Planning, as you
promised.
Specifically, I want to know about the property at 2923 N. Stevens in Tacoma, WA. I want to
know EXACTLY what square footage of that property is covered by the conditional use
permit that is grandfathered in for commercial use in our residential area, AND I want to know
what the specific uses are for that property as a commercial use. Can Michael Fast run a pig
farm? An auto wrecking yard? A dog grooming shop? A small haircut place? What
SPECIFICALLY is allowed?
I am concerned.Mr. Fast’s business appears to be running a transfer station, processing
garbage from a construction business and disposing of refuse in the city trash that is NOT
generated on that property, and operating a commercial and industrial use that is NOT allowed
under the current permit. I also question whether his current use of the property falls under the
category or commercial/industrial that is not allowed in an R1 zone.
I would like a response to my inquiry within five business days.
Best regards,
Annie Nelson

Great, thanks Ashley.

Anders Ibsen
Council Member, District 1
Tacoma City Council
(253) 370-0201
anders.ibsen@cityoftacoma.org
From: Johnson, Ashley
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 3:45 PM
To: Ibsen, Anders
Cc: annieknels@me.com
Subject: RE: Public Comment -- 2015 Annual Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and
Land Use Regulatory Code.

- 625 -

Hi Annie,
I’ve attached the materials from last night’s Neighborhoods and Housing Committee
meeting. I’ll reach out to our staff in Planning and get the name of the person who will
be calling you to address your questions.
Thank you again for following-up with us!
Ashley Johnson
Office Administrator-City of Tacoma
253.591.5470
PUBLIC RECORDS DISCLOSURE: This e-mail is a public record of the
City of Tacoma and is subject to public disclosure unless lawfully exempt.
From: Ibsen, Anders
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 2:01 PM
To: Johnson, Ashley
Cc: annieknels@me.com
Subject: FW: Public Comment -- 2015 Annual Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and
Land Use Regulatory Code.

Ashley, we just had a Neighborhoods and Housing Committee last night where we
talked about these proposed changes.
Can you:
-          Email Annie a copy of all our materials, and
-          Have someone from Planning give her a call at 206-227-9012 to answer her
questions? She said anytime is good for calling her.
Thanks,

Anders Ibsen
Council Member, District 1
Tacoma City Council
(253) 370-0201
anders.ibsen@cityoftacoma.org
From: Wung, Lihuang
Sent: Monday, August 17, 2015 4:19 PM
To: Johnson, Ashley; annieknels@me.com
Cc: Ibsen, Anders; Regan, Michelle; Meredith, Linnea
Subject: RE: Public Comment -- 2015 Annual Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and
Land Use Regulatory Code.

Ms. Kolb-Nelson,
Thank you for your messages sent on August 11th and August 16th to the inbox

- 626 -

ofplanning@cityoftacoma.org. I will consolidate both e-mails into one piece of
comment and include it in the public hearing record.
I apologize for not responding to you in a more timely manner. I am about two
days behind in logging in and compiling the increasing amount of public
comment flowing into the “Planning” inbox, my own inbox, my US mail box, and
my voice mail. The only inbox my coworkers can help me track is the US mail
inbox, and that has the least amount of public comment received.
I will consider Ashley’s suggestion of setting up an automated response for
incoming messages sent to the Planning and my own inboxes. I am not quite
ready to do so, though, because such a response would give a false
impression that I am out of the office and would not be fair to those who send
me something that have nothing to do with the 2015 Annual Amendment.
Anyways, thank you for your comments and follow-up.
Regards,
Lihuang Wung
City of Tacoma
Planning and Development Services Department
747 Market Street, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
(253) 591-5682

From: Johnson, Ashley
Sent: Monday, August 17, 2015 9:16 AM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Cc: Ibsen, Anders; Regan, Michelle; Johnson, Ashley; Meredith, Linnea
Subject: FW: Public Comment -- 2015 Annual Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and
Land Use Regulatory Code.

Hi LihuangPlease see the constituent’s comments below.
Do you know if we have an automated response set up at all for any incoming
messages send to this inbox?
Thank you!
Ashley Johnson
Office Administrator-City of Tacoma
253.591.5470
PUBLIC RECORDS DISCLOSURE: This e-mail is a public record of the
City of Tacoma and is subject to public disclosure unless lawfully exempt.
From: Annie Kolb-Nelson [mailto:annieknels@me.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 16, 2015 7:41 PM
To: Planning
Cc: ajohnson@cityoftacoma.org; Ibsen, Anders
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Subject: Re: Public Comment -- 2015 Annual Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and
Land Use Regulatory Code.

Hello:
I originally submitted this on Monday, Aug. 10, and have yet to hear back on an
acknowledgement of my comment. Typically, it’s best practice for public
agencies to confirm receipt of correspondence, especially formal comments,
within five business days.
In any case, I would like to also add to my comment that I don’t believe a
Determination of Non-Significance is adequate given the scope of your proposal
and the potential adverse impacts it could impart on the built and natural
environments, especially with regard to the poor condition of Tacoma’s
transportation infrastructure.
Please invest the time and resources in a proper Environmental Impact Statement
as required under the State Environmental Policy Act.
Regards,
Annie Nelson
4319 N. 29th Street
Tacoma, WA 98407
206-227-9012

Dear Commissioners:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the City of Tacoma’s
planned zoning changes as outlined in the 2015 Annual Amendment to
the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code.
I learned of this proposal from a recent article in the Tacoma News
Tribune.
Plan to ‘up zone’ Tacoma residential areas riles some
neighborhoods, historic preservationists
http://www.thenewstribune.com/news/local/politicsgovernment/article30515256.html
As a 15-year Tacoma resident, I do not support relaxing the zoning code
to accommodate more multi-family housing in residential, single-family
neighborhoods, and believe the commission that developed this proposal
has failed to address the following concerns:
Transit and roads are woefully inadequate to accommodate more
density.
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Adding multi-family dwellings in single-family neighborhoods means more
people going to and from those places in confined areas, resulting in more
vehicles on our roads, which are already over capacity and in appalling
condition. Tacoma’s streets suffer from years of neglect and poor
maintenance, and many neighborhoods don’t even have curbs or
sidewalks.
Our transit infrastructure is no better. Despite efforts to encourage bus
riding, bicycling, walking, car-sharing, vanpooling and carpooling, those
alternatives have built-in financial, feasibility, geographic, or popularity
limits. Pierce Transit has actually cut routes and service, even to Tacoma
Dome Station, which is a major transit hub and connection with Seattle
and SeaTac Airport. The reality is that most people in Tacoma will own a
car, and more density means more cars on poorly maintained roads.
Creating more density should not even be a consideration until the City of
Tacoma can afford to properly fix and maintain its roads and provide
citywide access to reliable, frequent public transit in all neighborhoods.
Tacoma already has an ample supply of housing that is affordable
relative to other areas in the region. A visit to zillow.com shows there is
already a large inventory of housing for sale or rent within the city limits.
The median home value in Pierce County is $244,700 compared to
$500,000 in King County. The median rent price in Pierce County is
$1,350, which is lower than the Seattle Metro median of $1,650. The need
for additional housing and more affordable housing is simply not pressing
enough to merit wholesale changes to the zoning code.
If the planning commission is serious about addressing income inequality
and access to affordable housing, its members should break down silos
and work with other city departments to pursue real economic
development, including increasing the minimum wage and drawing more
tech companies and other family-wage job employers to the city.
Zoning code changes are a giveaway to developers to make money.
Instead of creating more affordable housing, the more likely result will be
tear-downs of existing single-family homes in desirable neighborhoods
such as the North End and the Proctor District. Developers, who are in
business to make money, will erect profitable, high-end townhomes,
duplexes or condos that will destroy community character and burden
neighborhoods with noise, traffic, and congestion.
The proposed changes are inconsistent with Tacoma’s own zoning
code, which explicitly states development should be “compatible and in
scale with the surrounding neighborhood” and “enhance, stabilize, and
preserve the unique character and scale of” the neighborhood. This
guiding principle must not be ignored.
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The state’s Growth Management Act was created to encourage
development within urban growth areas to avoid sprawl and encroachment
on natural areas and farmlands. Density must be encouraged, but it
should continue to occur in commercial centers and areas that are already
zoned to accommodate multi-family dwellings.
In my view, the planning commission has failed to present any compelling
reasons that the proposed changes are needed at this time. Furthermore,
the commission has failed to come up viable mitigation for the inevitable
impacts the proposal will bring to small residential neighborhoods.
The zoning code provisions that regulate and preserve our single-family
residential neighborhoods need to remain in place.
Thank you again for your consideration of my comments.
Sincerely,
Annie Nelson
4319 N. 29th Street
Tacoma, WA 98407
206-227-9012
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-----Original Message----From: Megan Oberfield [mailto:moberfield@harbornet.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 9:38 AM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: No changes to HMR-SRD
Dear Mr. Wung,
Please relay my comments to the Planning Commission concerning the proposed “up-zoning” of
the North Slope Historical District and other neighborhoods.
Please maintain the current zoning for the North Slope Historic District. The purpose of a
Historic District designation is to preserve and protect the unique environment and historic
structures. Living on the boundaries of this district, I can clearly see the difference. We value the
qualities of our neighborhood. While I understand the concept of curbing urban sprawl, my
neighbors and I have no interest in living in a high-density(even higher, as our area already
exceeds the Planners’ goal) neighborhood, which is precisely why we’ve chosen to be here.
Returning to a mid-20th century zoning policy is not progress.
Please refrain from up-zoning.
Sincerely,
Megan Oberfield
916 N Grant Ave
Tacoma 98403
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From: Kesh Oswald [mailto:keshoswald@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 8:08 PM
To: lwung@cityoftacoma.org
Subject: North End expansion

Hello City of Tacoma,
I would like to voice my concern over the proposed amendment of the City's comprehensive plan
and the land use regulatory code. I am against the revision of including large buildings and
allowing duplexes in the North End. They will only increase traffic, increase population, and
jeopardize the north end community. Please do not change the regulatory code.
Thank You
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-----Original Message----From: Janeen Provazek [mailto:provaj@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 04, 2015 11:38 AM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: The up-zoning proposal
Dear L. Wung,
My husband and I live in the N. slope Historic District. We are strongly urging you to NOT upZone single-family residences. This will negatively impact our zone (HMR-SRD). We already
have a density of 17.4 units/acre. Converting more single- family houses into duplexes and
triplexes will only risk our historic structures' architectural integrity. We do not want more
developers slicing and dicing our family neighborhoods! We are begging the Tacoma Planning
Department to withdraw this proposal.
We plan to attend the meeting on August 19th as well to present our view.
Sincerely, Janeen Provazek and Lew Napolitano
1117 N. 7th St.
Tacoma, Wa 98403
Sent from my iPad
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From: prucich@juno.com [mailto:prucich@juno.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 11:39 AM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: NSHD & Proposed Zoning Changes in Tacoma

My name is Pam Pruitt and I own a home in Tacoma at 1106 N K St which is
in the North Slope Historic District (NSHD). I am writing about the proposed
city wide zoning changes by the Tacoma Planning Commission which will
increase density.
The changes proposed by the Commission will endanger the historic buildings
and neighborhood of the North Slope Historic District. The District is
zoned HMR-SRD which is designed especially to protect our historic
structures.
At 17.4 units/acre, the NSHD’s density is already twice the target density of 8
units/acre.
I request the Planning Commission make no changes to the current
designation of HMR-SRD because:
♦ converting more single-family houses to duplexes and triplexes creates risk
for our historic structures’ architectural integrity.
♦ allowing short-platting of large lots into two small lots, to build large houses
interferes with the historic development pattern of the neighborhood.
♦ permitting the proposed large detached accessory dwelling units (DADU),
would reduce yards and privacy on our lots that are historically small.
♦ more of the above would endanger our ability to protect and preserve the
Historic District’s unique environment and historic structure.
Thank you,
Pam Pruitt
1106 N K St
Tacoma
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From: Jon Rasmussen [mailto:freeridejonr@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 9:30 AM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: NSHD

Hello Lihuang Wung , my name is Jon I recently moved here drawn to this area by the beautiful
historic old homes and the love of ownership that makes a community very unique. I know my
Neighbors better here than I did where lived for years in Seattle. Seattle use to be nice 30 years
ago now there is very little ownership its a completely different place.Please say no too HMRSRD. This is a one of a kind place that's full of history and love please do not threaten our
beautiful neighborhood by rezoning once its gone it can never come back. Help make this city
one that stand out from all others and it will if we protect it thank you for
your consideration , Jon Rasmussen 423 N. J. St.
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From: Select Title Services [mailto:b.root@selecttitleservices.com]
Sent: Monday, August 10, 2015 10:37 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Proposal for changes in land use policy

Good morning,
This is in response to an article I read over the weekend regarding a proposed change in land use policy
to allow for more multi-family buildings.
I ask that you please strongly reconsider this idea. Tacoma has made great strides over the past 20
years in becoming a beautiful and more desirable place to live and raise a family and I think this will be a
detriment to that progress. Many people choose to call Tacoma home because they like the look and
feel of old homes and neighborhoods. That is what brought my wife and three kids to the Proctor
district several years ago when we bought an older home and lovingly restored it. One of the great
tragedies of this city’s past was allowing to have historic homes in the Stadium district to be torn down
or partitioned, and in some cases replaced with large apartment buildings that will forever remain an
eye sore to that part of the city. Please do not allow this to happen again.
Of the many challenges this great city faces, affordable housing is not yet one of them. Prices here
remain extremely low compared to other large metropolitan areas of Washington and the entire west
coast. We need more jobs, more families, and a more vibrant down-town, not more low-income rental
properties!
Thank you for your consideration.
Benjamin Root
Select Title Services, Inc.
PO Box 6828
Tacoma, WA 98417
Ph: 253-503-3504
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jeffrey J. Ryan
Planning
2015 Annual Amendments
Friday, August 14, 2015 11:34:13 AM

August 14, 2014
To the members to the City Council and Planning Commission,
I wish to go on record as opposing the up zoning of Residential neighbors as noted in section
II-3 of the proposed changes to the Comprehensive Plan as presented at last night’s meeting at
Stadium High. While I believe ADU when property designed and regulated would be of
benefit to the community I feel the including of multifamily housing types within the single
family residential districts including the special review districts would be detrimental to the
quality of the neighbors and would reduce the properly values of homes adjacent to the
increased in density. Short of compensation by the developer to all the home owners affected
by the proposed change of use and strict adherence to design guidelines to safe guard the
community from the housing types proposed, I feel it would be an erosion of the qualities of
the neighborhood rather than an enhancement to the City at large. Property owner in existing
neighborhood should have the right to expect quality development in their neighborhood
including buildings of similar scale and protections against adverse impacts such as solar
shading and increase parking demands.
As a former North End Neighborhood Consul member I further support a return to a 45 ft.
height restriction in the community commercial districts such as proctor. This was our request
when originally proposed but was not reflected in the plan as approved at the time. I would
also endorse a reduction of residential height to 25 ft. across all R1-R2 SR districts which
would be in keeping with the current scale of the community. While accommodations appear
to in the works for historic districts I would neighborhood outside these districts that are
eligible for future nominations should also be including in the discussion. Improvements to
the code should include a streamlined approach to the creation of new historic districts within
the neighborhoods for those who wish to preserve their neighborhoods and a moratorium put
in place for up zone of these areas until they have a chance to prepare the paperwork and
research the nomination process. Improvement to the zoning through this amendment process
are needed but should also include a reduction of the R2SR districts to the east of the UPS,
moving the north boundary at north 18th closer to sixth avenue such as 8th or 10th street to
reflect the quality of the existing single family homes in this area since the boundary was
originally establish.
Public notification requirements within the code for revisions as currently proposed should be
changed to be more in line with the notification required for historic district nomination
process and variance requests. All property owners within a district were changes are suggest
that would impact their homes should be notified in written 60 days in advance of any public
hearing and the City should provide evidence that at least 51% of the property owners
approve of the changes proposed before it is sent on to the City Council for consideration.
In conclusion I am opposed to the up zoning of residential neighborhood without the consent
of the majority of the property owners within that district; Approve of ADU's as long as they
are property designed and regulated; Opposed to the continuation of a 65 ft. height allowance
in the Proctor community and a returning to 45 ft. a suggested by the NENC; In favor of
requiring all new residential projects outside of the downtown core to provide at least 1.5
stalls pre residential unit on site and at least 1 per unit without extra charges. Land use does
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change overtime and the Comprehensive plan needs to be corrected to address these changes,
but sometimes backing up is the best option. I would like to see down zoning in R2 SR
districts that currently have intact single family residential uses unless the community
approves the retention of the designation.
Sincerely,
Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
LEED AP BD+C
3017 North 13th Street
Tacoma WA 98406
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jeffrey J. Ryan
Planning
Zoning map for my neighborhood over time
Tuesday, August 18, 2015 9:06:00 AM

Would it be possible to get a copy of zoning maps of my neighborhood (east of the UPS) over
time, I would like to know when the R2SF district was formed and what it was before it was
R2SR.
Thanks
Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
LEED BD+C
3017 N. 13th street
Tacoma, WA
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From: Jeffrey J. Ryan [mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 11:23 AM
To: lwung@cityoftacoma.org
Cc: Susan Ryan
Subject: 2015 Comp. Plan Ammendments - Public Notice

Hi,
I have a question regarding Public Notice of the proposed amendments. Per Chapter 13 of the
Muni Code, 13.02.057 B, there appears to be a requirements for Public Notice of all Property
Taxpayers within 400 ft of the subject area by mail. Did the City provide the notice as reference
in the code if not please explain why the City felt this was not required.
thanks,
Jeff

Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
LEED BD+C
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jeffrey J. Ryan
Wung, Lihuang
RE: 2015 Comp. Plan Ammendments - Public Notice
Tuesday, August 18, 2015 1:32:43 PM

Hi,
Sentence A ends with "either affected or likely to be interested" Sentence B start out with
"For comprehensive plan land use designation changes" . Sentience C with "Fro a proposed
amendment to the Comprehensive Plan land use designation" So your saying none of this
applies to adding triplex's, duplex's and high density home with in an existing zone, I just
want to get this correct since it does not appear to meet the intent of the this section as a
Notice of Public Hearings. Since this must have been reviewed the City Attorneys office
could I get a copy of their written opinion? I would also like a written definition of Land use
designation changes as it is written in the code. since this appear to be the point of distinction
in support of your rational. There are multiple reasons listed in the code for a notice of Public
Hearing you noted but one in your reply?
From my reading of the code your do not appear to be in compliance with the intent of the
code in regard to written and visual public notice of hearing but I am not an attorney just a
professional that's read my share of zoning requirements.
thank you for your prompt rely,
Jeff

On Tue, August 18, 2015 12:46 pm, Wung, Lihuang wrote:
> Mr. Ryan,
>
> We would notify property taxpayers within 400 feet of an area of proposed
> changes in land use designation, proposed area-wide rezones, or proposed
> area-wide interim zoning. In the case for the 2015 Annual Amendment, the
> only 400-ft notification we did was in the West Slope neighborhood where
> there are area-wide rezones being proposed along with the proposed
> designation of the Narrowmoor Addition Conservation District.
>
> Regards,
>
> Lihuang Wung
> City of Tacoma
> Planning and Development Services Department
> 747 Market Street, Room 345
> Tacoma, WA 98402
> (253) 591-5682
>
>
From: Jeffrey J. Ryan [mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com]
> Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 11:23 AM
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> To: lwung@cityoftacoma.org
> Cc: Susan Ryan
> Subject: 2015 Comp. Plan Ammendments - Public Notice
>
> Hi,
>
> I have a question regarding Public Notice of the proposed amendments. Per
> Chapter 13 of the Muni Code, 13.02.057 B, there appears to be a
> requirements for Public Notice of all Property Taxpayers within 400 ft of
> the subject area by mail. Did the City provide the notice as reference in
> the code if not please explain why the City felt this was not required.
>
> thanks,
> Jeff
>
>
> Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
> LEED BD+C
>
Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
LEED BD+C
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jeffrey J. Ryan
Wung, Lihuang
RE: 2015 Comp. Plan Ammendments - Public Notice
Tuesday, August 18, 2015 5:42:20 PM

Lihuang,
Unfortunately we are short on time do to a lack of proper notification to prepare for tomorrows
night’s meeting I was hoping for answer to my previous question. Please respond by mid-morning.
Jeff
Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
LEED AP, BD+C
Ryan Architecture
3017 North 13th St.
Tacoma, WA 98406
v 253.759.0161
c 253.380.3197
From: Wung, Lihuang [mailto:LWUNG@ci.tacoma.wa.us]
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 12:47 PM
To: Jeffrey J. Ryan
Subject: RE: 2015 Comp. Plan Ammendments - Public Notice

Mr. Ryan,
We would notify property taxpayers within 400 feet of an area of proposed changes in land
use designation, proposed area-wide rezones, or proposed area-wide interim zoning. In
the case for the 2015 Annual Amendment, the only 400-ft notification we did was in the
West Slope neighborhood where there are area-wide rezones being proposed along with
the proposed designation of the Narrowmoor Addition Conservation District.
Regards,
Lihuang Wung
City of Tacoma
Planning and Development Services Department
747 Market Street, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
(253) 591-5682

From: Jeffrey J. Ryan [mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 11:23 AM
To: lwung@cityoftacoma.org
Cc: Susan Ryan
Subject: 2015 Comp. Plan Ammendments - Public Notice

Hi,
I have a question regarding Public Notice of the proposed amendments. Per Chapter 13 of the
Muni Code, 13.02.057 B, there appears to be a requirements for Public Notice of all Property
Taxpayers within 400 ft of the subject area by mail. Did the City provide the notice as
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reference in the code if not please explain why the City felt this was not required.
thanks,
Jeff
Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
LEED BD+C
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Jeffrey J. Ryan
Wung, Lihuang
RE: 2015 Comp. Plan Ammendments - Public Notice
Wednesday, August 19, 2015 11:28:24 AM
untitled-[2].html

I still have not received a response to my question and would greatly appreciate a reply since
the time before tonight's meeting is short. I would also like to see a historical outline of the
zoning changes that have been made to my neighborhood since 1953, since I don't recall
triplex's in the mix when I bought the home in 1997.
thanks
Jeff Ryan, Architect

Hi,

Sentence A ends with "either affected or likely to be
interested" Sentence B start out with "For
comprehensive plan land use designation changes" . Sentience C with "Fro a proposed
amendment to the Comprehensive Plan land use
designation" So your saying none of this applies to adding
triplex&#39;s, duplex&#39;s and high density home with in an existing zone, I just want to
get this correct since it does not appear to meet the intent of the this section as a Notice of
Public Hearings. Since
this must have been reviewed the City Attorneys office could I get a copy of their written
opinion? I would also like a written definition of Land use designation changes as it is written
in the code. since this appear to be the point of distinction in support of your rational. There
are multiple reasons listed in the code for a notice of Public Hearing you noted but one in
your reply?

From my reading of the code your do not appear to be in compliance with the intent of the
code in regard to written and visual public notice of hearing but I am not an attorney just a
professional that&#39;s read my share of zoning requirements.

thank you for your prompt rely,
Jeff
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On Tue, August 18, 2015 12:46 pm, Wung, Lihuang wrote:
> Mr. Ryan,
>
> We would notify property taxpayers within 400 feet of an area of
proposed
> changes in land use designation, proposed area-wide rezones, or
proposed
> area-wide interim zoning. In the case for the 2015 Annual Amendment,
the
> only 400-ft notification we did was in the West Slope neighborhood
where
> there are area-wide rezones being proposed along with the proposed
> designation of the Narrowmoor Addition Conservation District.
>
> Regards,
>
> Lihuang Wung
> City of Tacoma
> Planning and Development Services Department
> 747 Market Street, Room 345
> Tacoma, WA 98402
> (253) 591-5682
>
>
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From: Jeffrey J. Ryan [mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com]
> Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 11:23 AM
> To: lwung@cityoftacoma.org
> Cc: Susan Ryan
> Subject: 2015 Comp. Plan Ammendments - Public Notice
>
> Hi,
>
> I have a question regarding Public Notice of the proposed amendments.
Per
> Chapter 13 of the Muni Code, 13.02.057 B, there appears to be a
> requirements for Public Notice of all Property Taxpayers within 400
ft of
> the subject area by mail. Did the City provide the notice as
reference in
> the code if not please explain why the City felt this was not
required.
>
> thanks,
> Jeff
>
>
> Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
> LEED BD+C
>
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Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
LEED BD+C

Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
LEED BD+C
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jeffrey J. Ryan
Planning
RE: 2015 Comp. Plan Ammendments - Public Notice
Wednesday, August 19, 2015 2:45:26 PM

Thank you for the follow up as soon as you can would be appreciated.
Jeff
On Wed, August 19, 2015 2:02 pm, Planning wrote:
> Mr. Ryan,
>
> I called and left you a message this morning. I am sorry for not being
> able to respond to you sooner. I have already forwarded your previous
> request to the City Attorney's Office, seeking legal opinions about the
> public notification. Meanwhile, we are receiving quite a few comments
> which we need to compile, sort, review and provide preliminary responses,
> and forward to the Planning Commission for consideration. We are not
> going to be able to respond to individual questions as they come in; we
> will try, but probably not to the satisfaction of the requesters. Thank
> you for your interest, and please bear with us.
>
> Lihuang Wung
> City of Tacoma
> Planning and Development Services Department
> 747 Market Street, Room 345
> Tacoma, WA 98402
> (253) 591-5682
>
>
From: Jeffrey J. Ryan [mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com]
> Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 11:28 AM
> To: Wung, Lihuang
> Subject: RE: 2015 Comp. Plan Ammendments - Public Notice
>
> I still have not received a response to my question and would greatly
> appreciate a reply since the time before tonight's meeting is short. I
> would also like to see a historical outline of the zoning changes that
> have been made to my neighborhood since 1953, since I don't recall
> triplex's in the mix when I bought the home in 1997.
>
> thanks
>
> Jeff Ryan, Architect
>
>
>
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>
>
> Hi,
>
>
>
> Sentence A ends with "either affected or likely to be
> interested" Sentence B start out with "For
> comprehensive plan land use designation changes" . Sentience C with "Fro a
> proposed amendment to the Comprehensive Plan land use
> designation" So your saying none of this applies to adding
> triplex&#39;s, duplex&#39;s and high density home with in an existing
> zone, I just want to get this correct since it does not appear to meet the
> intent of the this section as a Notice of Public Hearings. Since
> this must have been reviewed the City Attorneys office could I get a copy
> of their written opinion? I would also like a written definition of Land
> use designation changes as it is written in the code. since this appear to
> be the point of distinction in support of your rational. There are
> multiple reasons listed in the code for a notice of Public Hearing you
> noted but one in your reply?
>
>
>
>
From my reading of the code your do not appear to be in compliance with
> the intent of the code in regard to written and visual public notice of
> hearing but I am not an attorney just a professional that&#39;s read my
> share of zoning requirements.
>
>
>
> thank you for your prompt rely,
>
> Jeff
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
> On Tue, August 18, 2015 12:46 pm, Wung, Lihuang wrote:
>
>> Mr. Ryan,
>
>>
>
>> We would notify property taxpayers within 400 feet of an area of
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> proposed
>
>> changes in land use designation, proposed area-wide rezones, or
> proposed
>
>> area-wide interim zoning. In the case for the 2015 Annual Amendment,
> the
>
>> only 400-ft notification we did was in the West Slope neighborhood
> where
>
>> there are area-wide rezones being proposed along with the proposed
>
>> designation of the Narrowmoor Addition Conservation District.
>
>>
>
>> Regards,
>
>>
>
>> Lihuang Wung
>
>> City of Tacoma
>
>> Planning and Development Services Department
>
>> 747 Market Street, Room 345
>
>> Tacoma, WA 98402
>
>> (253) 591-5682
>
>>
>
>>
>
>
From: Jeffrey J. Ryan [mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com]
>
>> Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 11:23 AM
>
>> To: lwung@cityoftacoma.org<mailto:lwung@cityoftacoma.org>
>
>> Cc: Susan Ryan
>
>> Subject: 2015 Comp. Plan Ammendments - Public Notice
>
>>
>
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>> Hi,
>
>>
>
>> I have a question regarding Public Notice of the proposed amendments.
> Per
>
>> Chapter 13 of the Muni Code, 13.02.057 B, there appears to be a
>
>> requirements for Public Notice of all Property Taxpayers within 400
> ft of
>
>> the subject area by mail. Did the City provide the notice as
> reference in
>
>> the code if not please explain why the City felt this was not
> required.
>
>>
>
>> thanks,
>
>> Jeff
>
>>
>
>>
>
>> Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
>
>> LEED BD+C
>
>>
>
>
>
>
>
> Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
>
> LEED BD+C
>
>
>
> Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
> LEED BD+C
>
Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
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LEED BD+C
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Jeffrey J. Ryan
Lauzier, Mark
Jeffrey J. Ryan; Huffman, Peter; Wung, Lihuang; Boudet, Brian; Barnett, Elliott; Pauli, Elizabeth (Legal);
Broadnax, T.C.
RE: Zoning Amendmetns - Lack of proper Public Notice
Thursday, August 20, 2015 9:15:21 AM

Mr. Lauzier,
Thank you first for getting back to me on this issue so quickly. While I already knew of the
meeting last night I did attend the four hour plus event. It was standing room only and many
were turned away at the door but my family and I were able to get into the chambers and had
a chance to voice our concerns on several subjects. I commend the Planning Commission for
their patients and for staying to such a late hour to hear our the concerns expressed by so
many.  I would recommend a much larger space for future events and perhaps the staff could
have stood and given their seat to citizens which might have make a few more friends.
I choice to speak at the end of the public comment period, after 3 1/2 hours of 3 min
conversations, to note an obvious fact, I was the only one representing the residences of R2
and R2SR districts not attached to a large groups or issues, such as historic districts,
conservation district, and though apposed to future six story buildings in Proctor. Some may
point to this and say apathy or lack of concern by the residences, that's what's been said
about Proctor square. I view this as a lack of education, information and notification by the
City in regard to the changes proposed under the affordable housing discussion. Most
residents could not tell you what zoning district they live in, in my neighborhood they think of
it as a nice quite friendly neighborhood of older homes. Mention R2SR and they don't know
what your talking about, mention it s a Special Review district and they believe its special and
therefore at a higher level then a simple R2. Residence of the R2SR districts will experience
the greatest changes to our zoning district in memory yet we did not receive a single postcard
or letter or sign or door belling. The R2 and R2SR zonings represent the largest residential
areas in the city, the areas were most citizens live.  Yet the newspaper adds I found
advertising the proposed changes and meeting times never even mentioned the zoning
districts by name, just affordable housing. This clearly does not meet the bench mark for
public notice and the proposed impacts that each residence could expect to see on their block
and in their neighborhood. This form of notification doesn't even meet the bench mark for a
simple land use variance to build a deck in the side yard set back of a home, it doesn't come
close to the requirements for conditional use permits required for schools being restored in
their current location just because a permit is not on file; this is not even close the steps
required to form a historic district within the city yet the Planning Department feels they are
within their rights not to send out a mailing to all residences describing the impact that could
arise from the proposed changes on our neighborhoods and to explain the impact on an
individual level.
Last nights meeting was great and I deeply enjoyed the voice of the people in their unified
distain for the proposed changes. But I missed the voice of all those that did not know of the
meeting or the proposed changes. Some may can it apathy I call it lack of proper notification
by the Planning Department and ask that this process be put on hold until each and every
resident of the city is informed and has the change to vote on the proposed changes. Call it
what it is a major residential zoning update to increase density, not hid it behind a affordable
housing banner. I look forward to your review of the process to date and the Planning
Departments legal obligation to inform its citizens of the proposed changes. I also look
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forward to a discussion positive changes that strengthen our neighborhoods and the removal
of the trendy changes already apposed by many in Seattle.
Thank you for your time.
Jeff Ryan, Architect
LEED AP BD+C
On Wed, August 19, 2015 1:58 pm, Lauzier, Mark wrote:
> Dear Mr. Ryan:
> Thank you for your comments below as well as at Thursday's community input
> meeting. Council members have also forwarded your detailed concerns. I
> recommend you voice your concerns at tonight's Planning Commission meeting
> public hearing at 5:00 p.m. as well as during the continuing meetings that
> will occur as this process unfolds. I am also cc'ing all Planning Division
> senior staff members who have been involved in this critical matter. In
> addition to tonight's public hearing, the Planning Commission will keep
> the record open through September 11, 2015 to accept written comments. I
> am asking them by cc to include your e-mails in the comments/record. The
> Commission will review public comments received and consider appropriate
> modifications to the proposal at the meetings on September 2 and 16, 2015,
> and a recommendation to the City Council is currently planned for the
> meeting on October 7, 2015. Your input is appreciated.
> Sincerely,
>
> [cid:image001.png@01D0DA85.AAC7C9F0]
> Mark Lauzier
> Assistant City Manager
> 747 Market Street, Room 1200
> Tacoma, WA 98402-3766
> Phone: (253) 591-5125
> Fax: (253) 591-5123
> e-mail: mlauzier@cityoftacoma.org
>
>
>
>
From: Jeffrey J. Ryan [mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com]
> Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 11:54 AM
> To: Lauzier, Mark
> Subject: Zoning Amendmetns - Lack of proper Public Notice
>
>
> Hi,
>
> How would I file a complaint in regard to what I feel was a lack of public
> notice by the Planning Department in regards the proposed zoning and Comp
> plan change to be discussed at tonight meeting? What is the procedure for
> file such a claim?
>
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> After review of chapter 13 of the TMC in regard to public notice I believe
> all taxpayer of properties impacted by the proposed changes should have
> been notified by mail. Apparently the planning department believe that as
> long as they don't change the names of the individual zoning districts
> they are free change the definition for each, up zoning. I believe as a
> resident of the City who will be directly impacted by their plans I along
> with all property owners in the residential districts within the city
> should have been properly notified and given a chance to vote on the
> proposed changes. I have asked the planning department for an explanation
> and or a copy of the legal review that they believe gives them the right
> to change the density in my neighborhood with out even a word as to their
> plans. While the City posted the notice in the legal section of the paper
> and has talked to small groups about section of the proposed revision,
> they have a responsibly to the residence that goes beyond simple posting
> it on a bulletin board and we as property owners should have a say in how
> each of our neighborhoods are impacted by the change. I have asked
> council members that represent my neighborhood to stop this process until
> the community receives proper notification but have not yet heard a reply.
> Perhaps I am impatient but I was not given much times to devote to this
> conversation since I just heard but the changes in the last week from a
> third party.
>
> Please forward the information at your earliest convenience.
>
> Jeffrey J. Ryan
>
Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
LEED BD+C
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Jeffrey J. Ryan
Lauzier, Mark
Jeffrey J. Ryan; Huffman, Peter; Wung, Lihuang; Boudet, Brian; Barnett, Elliott; Pauli, Elizabeth (Legal);
Broadnax, T.C.; Sorum, Doris
RE: Zoning Amendmetns - Lack of proper Public Notice
Thursday, August 20, 2015 12:31:42 PM

Mark,
Thank you for your straight forward and direct answer. I happen to strongly disagree with
your point of view on the subject. The changes proposed represent a major change to the R2
and R2SR district to the point at which they no long represent the old zone as designated,
while the name has not changed it is a change of designation and the notice required is very
specific. The cost or changes of following the rule of proper notification is not a point for
discussion anymore the cost incurred by someone from private sector when they wish to vary
from the code as it is written. The fact that a fraction might be impacted is also not at issue
since you cant determine the outcome of your proposed changes. The shadow of a change is
cast over all the residential district by these changes, unless you limit it to specific areas you
are responsible for notification of one and all. You are asking for individual residence to take
on a burden of fighting their neighbors or unnamed company at their own expense one at a
time, the is not a burden that should be placed on our citizens to fight alone. The fact that you
believe this request for notification would alarm the neighborhood speaks to the lack of
education and outreach to the individuals that make up our City. I am looking for proper
planning that makes our community stronger, that is transparent and includes everyone in the
discussion. I take no pleasure in written letters on this behalf, I would rather live my life and
leave this up to the planners, but in the last thirty years I have seen many poorly planned
attempts at growth and each time the city staff says if you didn't like it why didn't you speak
up. I am asking for the community to be informed so that they can do just that, speak up.
As to our use of capital letter to describe your thoughts, it leaves me a bit confused are you
yelling at me or highlighting your thoughts? The zoning ordinance and comp plans are the
plans for the future and weather they pan out is not is not at issue, its the plan and this one is a
misguided one with no R2 or R2SR impute other than thru large groups. I appreciate
including all the council on the City Attorneys thoughts please forward my thoughts on as
well.
Thank you for your time.
Jeff Ryan, Architect

On Thu, August 20, 2015 10:29 am, Lauzier, Mark wrote:
> Hi Jeff:
> Our City Attorney is assuring proper procedures have been followed based
> on your request which was forwarded previously by a Council member. You
> are suggesting that notifications must be sent to nearly the entire City
> residential population on an issue that MAY impact a fraction of our City,
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> at some future, unknown time, over many years of individual property
> owners' initiatives, that would require detailed and extensive noticing
> and review IF such changes were initiated by a property owner, for which
> impacted property owners would be invited to be involved IF/when brought
> forward, and, for which the Planning Commission and/or staff MAY or MAY
> NOT support based on the very concerns that you, and many community
> members, have expressed.
>
> These proposed changes are not projects nor are they definitive plans.
> They are tools to meet long-range policy objectives identified as Tacoma
> 2040. These tools may help meet growth policy objectives that MAY be
> placed in the City's toolbox and which is yet to be determined by the City
> Council. I do not share your concern that people do not know what is going
> on and one can only hope you are not conveying that very bad things WILL
> happen on a wide scale based on the strength of your opposition/concern
> because that would be misinformation. Personally, I believe your
> expectation on noticing is overkill by creating unnecessary alarm due to
> your proposed widespread impact assumptions on which it is based.
>
> Regardless, the word is out and there are a number of meetings to come.
> Staff is being responsive and balanced in presenting data (in my personal
> opinion). The Planning Commission has a difficult recommendation to
> formulate. The Council will ultimately decide the matter. The public will
> be involved. I will talk to the City Manager about a venue change as may
> be warranted/needed. The City Attorney will review procedures to ensure
> compliance. We will develop our next steps to ensure proper vetting and
> input.
>
> As always, we are your government and we appreciate your input and that of
> everyone we represent. Thanks for your comments and continued input during
> the process.
> Sincerely,
>
> [cid:image001.png@01D0DB32.10D42250]
> Mark Lauzier
> Assistant City Manager
> 747 Market Street, Room 1200
> Tacoma, WA 98402-3766
> Phone: (253) 591-5125
> Fax: (253) 591-5123
> e-mail: mlauzier@cityoftacoma.org
>
>
>
>
From: Jeffrey J. Ryan [mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com]
> Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 9:15 AM
> To: Lauzier, Mark
> Cc: Jeffrey J. Ryan; Huffman, Peter; Wung, Lihuang; Boudet, Brian;
> Barnett, Elliott; Pauli, Elizabeth (Legal); Broadnax, T.C.
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> Subject: RE: Zoning Amendmetns - Lack of proper Public Notice
>
> Mr. Lauzier,
>
> Thank you first for getting back to me on this issue so quickly. While I
> already knew of the meeting last night I did attend the four hour plus
> event. It was standing room only and many were turned away at the door
> but my family and I were able to get into the chambers and had a chance to
> voice our concerns on several subjects. I commend the Planning Commission
> for their patients and for staying to such a late hour to hear our the
> concerns expressed by so many. I would recommend a much larger space for
> future events and perhaps the staff could have stood and given their seat
> to citizens which might have make a few more friends.
>
> I choice to speak at the end of the public comment period, after 3 1/2
> hours of 3 min conversations, to note an obvious fact, I was the only one
> representing the residences of R2 and R2SR districts not attached to a
> large groups or issues, such as historic districts, conservation district,
> and though apposed to future six story buildings in Proctor. Some may
> point to this and say apathy or lack of concern by the residences, that's
> what's been said about Proctor square. I view this as a lack of
> education, information and notification by the City in regard to the
> changes proposed under the affordable housing discussion. Most residents
> could not tell you what zoning district they live in, in my neighborhood
> they think of it as a nice quite friendly neighborhood of older homes.
> Mention R2SR and they don't know what your talking about, mention it s a
> Special Review district and they believe its special and therefore at a
> higher level then a simple R2. Residence of the R2SR districts will
> experience the greatest changes to our zoning district in memory yet we
> did not receive a single postcard or letter or sign or door belling. The
> R2 and R2SR zonings represent the largest residential areas in the city,
> the areas were most citizens live. Yet the newspaper adds I found
> advertising the proposed changes and meeting times never even mentioned
> the zoning districts by name, just affordable housing. This clearly does
> not meet the bench mark for public notice and the proposed impacts that
> each residence could expect to see on their block and in their
> neighborhood. This form of notification doesn't even meet the bench mark
> for a simple land use variance to build a deck in the side yard set back
> of a home, it doesn't come close to the requirements for conditional use
> permits required for schools being restored in their current location just
> because a permit is not on file; this is not even close the steps required
> to form a historic district within the city yet the Planning Department
> feels they are within their rights not to send out a mailing to all
> residences describing the impact that could arise from the proposed
> changes on our neighborhoods and to explain the impact on an individual
> level.
>
> Last nights meeting was great and I deeply enjoyed the voice of the people
> in their unified distain for the proposed changes. But I missed the voice
> of all those that did not know of the meeting or the proposed changes.
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> Some may can it apathy I call it lack of proper notification by the
> Planning Department and ask that this process be put on hold until each
> and every resident of the city is informed and has the change to vote on
> the proposed changes. Call it what it is a major residential zoning update
> to increase density, not hid it behind a affordable housing banner. I
> look forward to your review of the process to date and the Planning
> Departments legal obligation to inform its citizens of the proposed
> changes. I also look forward to a discussion positive changes that
> strengthen our neighborhoods and the removal of the trendy changes already
> apposed by many in Seattle.
>
> Thank you for your time.
>
> Jeff Ryan, Architect
> LEED AP BD+C
>
> On Wed, August 19, 2015 1:58 pm, Lauzier, Mark wrote:
>> Dear Mr. Ryan:
>> Thank you for your comments below as well as at Thursday's community
>> input
>> meeting. Council members have also forwarded your detailed concerns. I
>> recommend you voice your concerns at tonight's Planning Commission
>> meeting
>> public hearing at 5:00 p.m. as well as during the continuing meetings
>> that
>> will occur as this process unfolds. I am also cc'ing all Planning
>> Division
>> senior staff members who have been involved in this critical matter. In
>> addition to tonight's public hearing, the Planning Commission will keep
>> the record open through September 11, 2015 to accept written comments. I
>> am asking them by cc to include your e-mails in the comments/record. The
>> Commission will review public comments received and consider appropriate
>> modifications to the proposal at the meetings on September 2 and 16,
>> 2015,
>> and a recommendation to the City Council is currently planned for the
>> meeting on October 7, 2015. Your input is appreciated.
>> Sincerely,
>>
>> [cid:image001.png@01D0DA85.AAC7C9F0]
>> Mark Lauzier
>> Assistant City Manager
>> 747 Market Street, Room 1200
>> Tacoma, WA 98402-3766
>> Phone: (253) 591-5125
>> Fax: (253) 591-5123
>> e-mail: mlauzier@cityoftacoma.org<mailto:mlauzier@cityoftacoma.org>
>>
>>
>>
>>
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>
From: Jeffrey J. Ryan [mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com]
>> Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 11:54 AM
>> To: Lauzier, Mark
>> Subject: Zoning Amendmetns - Lack of proper Public Notice
>>
>>
>> Hi,
>>
>> How would I file a complaint in regard to what I feel was a lack of
>> public
>> notice by the Planning Department in regards the proposed zoning and
>> Comp
>> plan change to be discussed at tonight meeting? What is the procedure
>> for
>> file such a claim?
>>
>> After review of chapter 13 of the TMC in regard to public notice I
>> believe
>> all taxpayer of properties impacted by the proposed changes should have
>> been notified by mail. Apparently the planning department believe that
>> as
>> long as they don't change the names of the individual zoning districts
>> they are free change the definition for each, up zoning. I believe as a
>> resident of the City who will be directly impacted by their plans I
>> along
>> with all property owners in the residential districts within the city
>> should have been properly notified and given a chance to vote on the
>> proposed changes. I have asked the planning department for an
>> explanation
>> and or a copy of the legal review that they believe gives them the right
>> to change the density in my neighborhood with out even a word as to
>> their
>> plans. While the City posted the notice in the legal section of the
>> paper
>> and has talked to small groups about section of the proposed revision,
>> they have a responsibly to the residence that goes beyond simple posting
>> it on a bulletin board and we as property owners should have a say in
>> how
>> each of our neighborhoods are impacted by the change. I have asked
>> council members that represent my neighborhood to stop this process
>> until
>> the community receives proper notification but have not yet heard a
>> reply.
>> Perhaps I am impatient but I was not given much times to devote to this
>> conversation since I just heard but the changes in the last week from a
>> third party.
>>
>> Please forward the information at your earliest convenience.
>>
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>> Jeffrey J. Ryan
>>
>
>
> Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
> LEED BD+C
>
Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
LEED BD+C
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jeffrey J. Ryan
Planning
2015 Comp. Plan and Zoning Ammendments
Friday, August 21, 2015 11:36:32 AM

Members of the Planning Commission,
I would like to see a revision to the current zoning map that includes the area between N 8th
and N 18 on the north and N Alder and N. Steel on the east returned to an R2 district. Since
this district was reclassified to an R2SR district sometime in the past the area has remained a
Single Family residential neighborhood. Since the Idea or multifamily dwellings has not taken
root I ask an end to the experiment that over shadows our homes. Please address this issue in
the upcoming revisions to the code and preserve and strengthen the qualities of ours place
within the City of Tacoma.
Sincerely,
Jeff Ryan
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From:
To:
Date:

Jeffrey J. Ryan
lwung@cityoftacoma.org
Wednesday, August 26, 2015 9:16:32 AM

Hi Lihuang,
Have you had a chance to review questions I sent over last week? I have a few more to add to
your list:
What is the origin of the current Affordable Housing Plan? I found a number of cities that are
proposing similar increases in single family neighborhoods to increase the number of
affordable housing units but I could not find the basis of this philosophy or theory; Density,
Incentives and inclusivity equals more affordable housing? While there are a number of
different words being used the basis seems to boil down to these three basic elements, so what
organization, association or paper first proposed this plan as the solution to build more
affordable housing?
Please provide two to three case studies were this plan has worked in other cities of our size
over the last 10 years and where they are continuing to work after a 10 year period of time. I
am sure you have several that were studied but two to three of the best will do.
What is the current rent associated with a two bedroom unit for a family of four considered to
be affordable?
How many affordable housing units are there in Tacoma that meets this requirements and what
is the percentage of units within the City that meet this base line?
What is the current number of open lots / Properties in Tacoma that could be used for
residential use and how many units could be built on these properties under the current code
restrictions without a variance or conditional use?
What is the current percentage of rental properties in the city and by each district?
Has any of the projects added to Tacoma in the last 15 years, that increased density similar to
the proposed plan, provided affordable housing and if so what percentage? For a reference
base line affordable housing needs to meet the base line set by HUD for our location.
The old questions included:
What is the history of the R2SR district east of the University of Puget Sound, when was if
first designated a SR district; what was it before; when did duplexes, triplexes, townhouse
first appear in the land use code in these districts per housing type?
Has there been any CU permits requested within this district, east of Puget Sound, since the
housing types were added.
I am running out of time to write my response what is your current schedule for providing this
information?
Thanks,
Jeff
Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
LEED BD+C
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September 11, 2015

Dear Members of the Planning Commission,

I am writing you once again in Opposition to the increased density component found under the
Affordable Housing line item and the current heights allowed within Residential Commercial Districts. I
was hoping to debate the issue based on facts but after waiting three weeks for answers to basic
questions posed to the Planning Department I was told yesterday that they did not have sufficient time
to answer most of my questions and was given links to websites. Based on that conversation here are
my main concerns.
I believe the public was not notified properly in regard to the proposed changes and given a
chance to comment on the impacts that these changes will have on their homes. Granted 48%
of the housing units are rentals but the home owners of the other 52% should have a say in how
their neighborhoods will be changed.
The current zoning map has not changed much since it was drawn up in 1953 and rationale for
these boundaries do not appear to exist, according to the Planning Department. These
boundaries should be revised to reflect the current use of the districts today not based on some
dream from 62 years ago. My neighborhood is a highly functioning district of homes built
between 1920 and 1940; it has newborn infants thru fixed income senior citizens residing side
by side. This is a model that needs to be supported and strengthened not compromised for
profit or to meet someone’s dream or theory of affordability. A shot gun approach to planning
where one sizes fits all is not proper planning or design, this approach should be avoided.
While this issue has been put forward to benefit affordable housing within the city no case
studies where provided by the planning staff showing how this has worked in other cities. At this
point this is an unproven theory with no track record and not something that our city should be
experimenting with. Seattle is a great example of how this theory has gone wrong and they have
the rental rates to support higher quality infill projects than Tacoma.
Triplexes and townhouses are not acceptable in single family neighborhoods. Duplexes should
be designed to fit within the context of the surrounding homes. The roof line of new units
should not be allowed to be higher than the surrounding homes. Contrary to statements made
by the planning staff, triplexes where added to the R2SR districts overtime and were not a part
of the original zoning district mix. In 1953 these districts were listed as single family districts
with two family dwellings as a special use.
Incentives or bonuses for developer/builders should not be utilized in residential
neighborhoods. This pits neighbors against developers with the City on the developer’s side not
its residents.

1
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ADU’s are appropriate as long as they are built within the character of the adjacent home and
are of a subordinate scale. These units should be regulated and inspected yearly if not bi yearly
to insure that they are being used properly.
The planning department is not the appropriate body for design review they are not designers
and they are the authors of the document. The design review should be carried out by a third
party with no direct ties to the City, developer or homeowner.
Adjacent homeowners and the neighborhood should have an equal share in approving new
development within their area. Notification should be sent to all property owners and residence
within a 1,000 ft radius of the property under review. The notification should be sent out early
in the process so as to avoid undo expenses by the developer and before the design is approved
for construction.
Home ownership should be encouraged or mandated to promote a city of owners rather than
renters and landlords. The current percentage is too low and a goal of a minimum of 60%
owner occupied properties should be set. A sustainable affordable housing model is one that is
owned by the resident not affected by yearly rent increases.
Neighborhoods that are considered eligible to be nominated to a historic district should be given
similar protections granted to formally recognized historic districts. The unique qualities of each
neighborhood should be preserved and protected for the future.
The solar rights of adjoining property owners should be taken into account when new
construction is added to existing neighborhoods. A person purchasing a home within an existing
neighborhood should be protected from new construction that will diminish the qualities of
their home and property. Shadows from new construction should be studied not increase the
coverage across the neighboring property by more than 15% on the shortest day of the year at
noon basis on the historic heights of the property underdevelopment.
Residential commercial district should be protected from projects that are out of scale with their
surroundings. Height restrictions that control overall heights to within 45 ft and facades that
are broken into discernable groups and forms to minimize the visual impact of the massing
should be included in the design standards.
Planning documents should be clear and precis, the current documents is overly wordy and
complex. The documents for each district should be found in one location without cross‐
references to other chapters or documents. You should be able to pick up a single document for
an R2 zone and have everything you need specific for that zone in hand and not cluttered by
information from all the other zones.

In general I am in opposition to the Comp. Plan as written and the Land Use updates under
consideration as written. It should be rejected and sent back for more public discussion and rewritten
so that non planners can understand the consequences and opportunities being suggested. If the
current level of design and planning within the City are an indication of the ability of the current
planning staff then I would suggest hiring a professional to review and rewrite the planning documents
or move toward a more standardized planning approach with city specific amendments similar to the
current building code.
2
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Sincerely,
Jeff Ryan, Architect
3017 North Thirteenth Street
Tacoma, WA 98406

3
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-----Original Message----From: Susan Ryan [mailto:sryan@harbornet.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 2:45 PM
To: lwung@cityoftacoma.org
Subject: email regarding Municipal Code and Public Notice
Dear Lihuang Wung,
I see you have had some correspondence today with my husband regarding the Tacoma
Municipal Code in reference to notifying property owners. He copied me on the exchange
because this is an important issue that we both feel has been poorly handled in regards to the
Comprehensive Plans Ammendments begin put forth. In his last message it looks as if he was
typing rather rapidly.
I too, would like to know why I was not notified when it is clear that the amendments being
made will be changing what takes place in my current zone. If a standard lot is being reduced
to a lower sq footage size and like Jeff said a triplex will be encouraged to go up next door to
me, is this not a change in the use of the designated land?
We look forward to hearing what the city attorney has to say. Are we serving the people or are
we only serving City of Tacoma officials. If an average citizen reads the code and believes it to
be one thing but you come back and say no that’s not what is says then there is a deliberate
attempt to mislead and confuse.
Thank you,
Susan Ryan
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September 11, 2015

Re: Comprehensive Plan Recommendations
Dear Planning Commission Members,

I am taking this opportunity to express my opposition to the Comp Plan
amendments as proposed by the Planning Department for infill and higher density
housing under affordable housing.

One of Tacoma’s greatest assets is our neighborhoods with single-family homes that
have retained their cohesive appearance. I believe everyone can agree with this.
I strongly disagree however with infilling of these neighborhoods. In no way will
the infill of “skinny houses”, and new multifamily be consistent with the design and
character of these older established communities. In my experience, the city has
done a poor job with encouraging good quality design and most contractors and
developers know how to finesse the codes and design guidelines well enough to get
through what they want for their bottom line. What I have seen as examples of
current good design by planners & developers is in no way good design. Tacoma
has some very good contractors and design professionals however they are not the
ones cranking these multifamily units out.

I live at 3017 N Cedar, second house from a corner. I have been in correspondence
with Planner Elliot Barnett regarding my specific concerns and questions. He has
confirmed that three of the corner properties that I see from my dining room table
will qualify for duplexes and or tri-plexes under these more relaxed new standards.

While Elliot is accommodating in providing basic and generic responses, when I
attempt to get more specific or detailed answers to the nitty gritty, the city does not
have the supporting information. He is unable to show me how a tri-plex on a corner
lot like my neighbors will be able to have three garages off the alley, despite that
being a goal. It’s not going to happen and there will be three garages facing Cedar
Street because an exception will be allowed. There will be no heft to the guidelines
and no one will care that a big mass, 35’ tall running the length of my property will
block out the sun in my entire backyard. Sure this may not happen to me but it will
happen to someone in the city.
All three of these property owners are retired individuals, their future in these
homes could change at any moment opening up opportunities for prospective
developers. I believe this is wrong and has the potential for causing more harm to
my neighborhood and my investment of the past 18 years. The city deemed it
unnecessary to notify me of this proposed change in my zone. I feel this is dishonest
and sneaky.
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To place this under affordable housing and then offer a developer the opportunity to
pay a fee to not do an affordable unit is not an affordable housing plan, that’s a slick
maneuver.
An Assistant to the City Manager has told us that we are causing alarm and that only
a small number of people would possibly be impacted. The problem is, he has no
idea what will happen. The city is not putting forth a more targeted approach or
control. My neighborhood is their experiment area.
I see no sense in jumping off the bridge with other cities and planners as they all
follow the leader and get on board with this fad of unproven idealized theories that
seem to be more designed by developers wrapped up in this nifty growth
management plan. Were not even meeting the projected growth from last time
around and Pierce County continues to sprawl so why do we need to mess up what
is working.
There are far too many risks involved and the prudent thing would be to wait.

My career has focused on space planning of facilities and offices, interior design and
more recently landscape design. It is my job to make functioning and visually
appealing environments. With that experience I can see the end result and big
picture, I don’t see a pretty picture if the City Council moves forward with the
recommendations being put forth by the Planning Department. So, I guess you can
say I am trying to cause alarm because someone has to speak up that has the vision
to see how this can all go wrong.
Thank you,

Susan Ryan
Tacoma
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Marilynn Sabo
Wung, Lihuang
Julie TURNER . . . .; Marshall McClintock
North Slope Historic Zoning
Friday, September 11, 2015 1:11:40 PM

Lihuang Wung, City Planner, Tacoma
As property owners in the North Slope Historic District we ask that the Planning
Commission omit the HMR-SRD zoning category from the Planning Department’s
proposed up-zone in residential neighborhoods, and that no changes be made to our
historic zoning.
We do value the plan to restrict suburban sprawl in our state by increasing the density
in already occupied areas. In fact, our neighborhood was originally designed to do
just that. We are a turn-of-the-century streetcar neighborhood originally planned
with single family and multifamily homes/apartments, providing easy access to our
downtown business core. The North Slope was originally higher density than most
residential neighborhoods in Tacoma.
However, due to lax or non-existent zoning during the 1960’s through 1990’s…before
our historic district came into being…this neighborhood of beautiful homes was
decimated. Homes that are irreplaceable were lost, replaced by architecturally ugly
and insignificant apartment buildings. This was done while urban sprawl took place,
the streetcar tracks were sold for scrap, gangs moved in, and it seemed that nobody
cared. When the historic district came into being, people began to care again and
saw the value of these beautiful homes with trees, lawns, and accessibility to
downtown. The historic district plaque on our home was one of the reasons we
purchased it. We can’t undo the damage that has already been done to the North
Slope and other historic neighborhoods in Tacoma, but we can, with thoughtful care
and planning, prevent future damage and neglect by protecting our historic zoning.
Our units per acre density is 17.4 -- more than twice the goal density of 8 units/acre.
Because of this density we have more people, more cars, and less parking. We
have at least five large apartment buildings within a block radius of our home.
Apartment buildings do not provide parking for their residents, and most charge for it
if they do. Some days it is hard for us or our guests to find parking near our home.
Let’s be very careful to respect the good things we do have in Tacoma. Our beautiful
(affordable) old homes made with old-growth timber, our trees, our backyards…once
lost they are gone forever! Appropriate zoning can help protect this.
Thank you.
Marilynn & Michael Sabo
414 North Sheridan Avenue
PS: If we had a Rhodes Department Store and a streetcar we’d love to shop
downtown!
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Paul Seward
Planning
North Slope Re-zone
Thursday, August 27, 2015 10:54:30 AM

Dear Planning Commission,
I have reviewed the proposed up zoning for our neighborhood and think it is the worst idea I
have seen.
The density in our historical neighborhood is already at or above targets. Allowing
development in our historic neighborhood would destroy the architectural integrity and
destroy the character of the neighborhood, forever. Once you lose historic buildings they are
gone for good.
Our neighborhood is desirable due to its character and charm. Developers would love to get
their hands on the prime corner lots and put up large structures that ruin the neighborhood.
They would reap the profits and we would be left behind to deal with the infrastructure mess
and higher taxes required to pay off the infrastructure mess created by this poorly conceived
plan.
I oppose this section of the plan wholeheartedly and implore the commission to reject it
completely. Protect our historic section of the city. Protect and preserve it for the people
living there today and for future generations to come.
Thank you for taking comments and listening carefully to the community of people you serve.
Sincerely
Paul Seward
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Lynda Shepherd
Wung, Lihuang
RE: Up Zoning Comments - Please Take NSHD out of the UP-Zoning Proposal
Sunday, August 30, 2015 2:53:45 PM

Dear Planning Commissioners,
I am writing to ask you to take the North Slope Historic District out of the up-zoning proposal.
Since our district is already at twice the goal for density there is no reason to attempt to
increase density. I do think that at 17.4 uniter per acre with 66 duplexes, 24 triplexes and 70
fourplexes, as well as larger multi-units of varying sizes we do have a great diversity that
makes our neighborhood a great place to live. I think it is a great idea for other
neighborhoods to emulate what we already have here. The North Slope Historic District is
unique in that the whole purpose of our zoning is to preserve our National and Local History
through our neighborhood. Changing the zoning and making it easier to split up remaining
historic homes is counter productive. The block I live on has a multiplex with over 25
apartments, a four plex, five historic homes which are cut into apartments and condos, three
homes which are single family. The Victorian home I live in was two apartments before we
bought it, and the owners did not do maintenance. As a single family home owner we have a
vested interested in the home and its historic nature, so we are spending almost a third of
what we paid for the house to replace the siding and some historic features (probably at least
double what it would cost to replace siding in a non-historic fashion); we haven't even started
the restoration inside, that will have to wait until we pay off restoring the outside. We would
not have bothered to purchase the home nor make this kind of investment in preserving it if it
wasn't in a protected National Historic area. Given the density of our neighborhood adding
more large detached ADU's would be too much for our neighborhood and will negatively
impact neighboring backyards. Splitting large lots destroys the historic layout of homes and
streetscapes that tell the story of Tacoma's history and development. A one size fits all upzoning just doesn't make sense and won't work for every neighborhood.
I'm glad that as a city we are preparing for growth, that there are people volunteering their
time to this difficult task, and that affordable housing is a priority. In talking to my neighbors
who rent in the NHSD their biggest problem with housing is not units to rent, but the fact that
rents keep going up. I know we have some rent control, but perhaps we need more if we
don't want to see a desirable neighborhood like the NSHD become a place for wealthy people
only. Another issue for affordability in our neighborhood is the inadequate public
transportation system. so many buses come once an hour, and don't run all the hours that
people work.   For example city jobs for the Metro Parks start at 7:00 AM, but there is no bus
to get you there until 7:12 (that would be after riding two buses and 1 hour 6 minutes travel
time... for what is a 12 minute drive!)   You cannot address affordable housing without also
dealing with how people will get to and from work. People who can't afford a car are limited
by the bus system, so we need to fix that as well.
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Again, please do not make any changes to our current HMR-SRD zoning.
Thank you for your time and consideration,
Lynda Shepherd
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Lynda Shepherd
Wung, Lihuang
Please leave North Slope Historic District out of Up Zoning Proposal
Friday, September 04, 2015 9:16:56 AM

Dear Planning Commissioners,
I am writing to ask you to take the North Slope Historic District out of the up-zoning
proposal. Since our district is already at twice the goal for density there is no reason
to attempt to increase density. I do think that at 17.4 units per acre with 66 duplexes,
24 triplexes and 70 fourplexes, as well as larger multi-units of varying sizes we do
have a great diversity that makes our neighborhood a great place to live. The
purpose of the NHSD is to preserve our National Historic neighborhood and zoning
which encouraged splitting up the remaining historic homes is counter productive.  
Large detached ADU’s are too much for the small lots in our neighborhood and will
negatively impact neighboring backyards. Splitting large lots disturbs the historic
layout of homes and streetscapes that tell the story of Tacoma’s history and
development.
A one size fits all will not work for every neighborhood. In talking to my neighbors
who rent in the NHSD the problem with affordable housing is not a matter of whether
or not there are enough units, but the fact that rents keep getting raised. I know we
have some rent control, but seems like we could use some more if you want people
of all income levels to be able to afford to live in NSHD.   Another issue in being able
to afford to live in our neighborhood is the inadequate public transportation.   Buses
that come once an hour force people to arrive at work an hour before needed and
take forever to get home. It can take over an hour to get to a destination that is 15
minutes by car. You cannot address affordable housing without dealing with the
transportation issue.
Thank you for your consideration,
Lynda Shepherd
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Todd Shepherd
Wung, Lihuang
Omit the HMR-SRD zoning category from the Planning Department’s proposed up-zoning of residential
neighborhoods
Friday, September 11, 2015 4:20:23 PM

When I moved to Washington 25 years ago I remember making a trip to Tacoma somehow ended up driving though
the North Slope area. I remember thinking at the time, “This would be a cool place to live.” Little did I know that I
would have the opportunity to do just that 22 years later.
As a property owner in the North Slope Historic District I’m asking that the Planning Commission omit the HMRSRD zoning category from the Planning Department’s proposed up-zoning of residential neighborhoods, and that no
changes be made to weaken the historic district’s zoning.
As an employee of the City of Tacoma working in the Asset Management field one of the key principles of Asset
management is to make decisions from a triple bottom line perspective. This means not only looking at changes
from an economic point of view, but also taking into account environmental and social impacts.
I feel that most citizens of Tacoma would agree that the North Slope Historic District adds a great amount of social
value and civic pride to the City of Tacoma. It would be a mistake to detract from what make this area of Tacoma
special for only minimal economic gains from a density standpoint. The harm that would come from these zoning
changes far outweighs the possible gains. This District is already the densest area of the city at 17.4 units per acre,
which is already more than twice the goal the City of Tacoma is trying to reach at a density of 8 units per acre.
Thank you for your time,
Todd Shepherd
321 N. J St.
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From: Calvin Smith [mailto:calvinsmith3849@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 8:14 PM
To: Planning
Subject: North End expansion

City of Tacoma,
I am AGAINST converting the North End and Proctor district into a monstrosity filled hell hole.
I would not like large buildings, duplexes, etc. in my neighborhood.
Please do not change North Tacoma, it's just fine like it is.
Sincerely,
A North end resident.
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-----Original Message----From: Nicholas Sotak [mailto:nickintacoma@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 31, 2015 10:25 AM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: NSHD Zoning
Ms. Wung,
I am writing to urge you consider the importance of the NSHD to Tacoma’s character when
deciding whether to rezone this neighborhood. This neighborhood already contributes greatly
towards the intended goals of increasing density, and providing housing for those in need.
Allowing developers to sub-divide and change the structure of existing lots and homes may
increase density further (from an already high 17.4 units/acre) but will do nothing to increase
affordability because these new units would be at market rate.
Keep the NSHD historic. Preserve the integrity of the neighborhood. Increase density where
it’s more appropriate. There are other neighborhoods that are far less dense. I urge you to
consider the longterm implications of selling out our neighborhood to developers. We need to
make Tacoma a more attractive place to live, and, in part, that means keeping historic
neighborhoods intact.
Thank you for your time.
Nicholas Sotak
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Jill Sousa
Planning
2015 Code Amendment comments
Thursday, September 10, 2015 4:03:24 PM
pastedGraphic.tiff

I support the proposed changes to the Municipal Code for 2015 as provided in the Affordable
Housing Regulations.
General support:
I support the provisions laid out to change the Code and allow detached adu’s, flexibility for
infill houses, and duplexes on corner lots within the single-family zones. I do not think these
changes will significantly effect the north end neighborhoods, contrary to many people’s
concern. Except for ADUs and possibly duplexes, are unlikely to add affordable units to these
neighborhoods. I think these provisions can add some additional housing units, however,
which can relieve pressure on adjacent neighborhoods where affordable housing exists and
could be displaced under market pressures. Adequate provisions for scale and pedestrian
issues are included to ensure that new development is in keeping with the character of existing
neighborhoods.
Specifics Concerns:
13.06.145 D2 Design Standard applicability.
Though I understand that the small infill housing would be a conditional use and may be
considered detrimental by some to the neighborhood character, I believe that small houses do
not should not need more design features than houses allowed outright per the zoning
ordinance and, in essence, given their size are more likely not to need extra features to provide
scale and proportion. Large homes already allowed in the current zoning are in more need of
the additional requirements for detailing and material selection.
13.06.145 F2 Built Green requires participation in Master Builders Guild and “other
equivalent environmental certification” is vague. Having a standard that can be determined by
City official rather than having to pay to have a third-party certificate would be more
equitable. Additional energy credits, per the 2012 WSEC, could be an alternative to the
certificate. Other sustainable building practices can be validated through building permit
review process without the need for certificates. Using some third-party certificate for
incentive but not as a requirement.
Both of the inclusion of “details” and the sustainable requirement will add to the cost of
building. It would hope that these infill housing allowances will lead to added units, but they
are unlikely to be affordable.
ADUs
13.06.150 D5 Setbacks: Detached units allowed to go up to the side yard, similar to a detached
garage, may generally be a better use of rear yard space and the wall adjoining the side yard
would need to be fire-rated with limited or no window which would could be a better situation
than the with a 5 foot setback, and a unusable 5-foot wide yard along the property border.
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Code should encourage the conversion of existing garages (especially older, unused structures)
into detached adus. The side yard setback requirement of 5 feet would often preclude this.
Can their be a provision for the conversion of existing structures?
Also the requirement for two parking spaces may make an ADU impossible as provision for
parking, required openspace, and the ADU would take much of the yard. I know many people
who have wanted to convert an existing garage. The code change would preclude many of
these conversions as they would not have two on-site parking spaces (once the garage is
converted), even though currently all parking is on the street.
13.06.155 E8. Setbacks.
The rear yard setback of 25 feet within R1 and R2 zones would create an open space along the
rear property line and preclude a courtyard orientation of cottage units with an open space
internal to the community. Some modification to rear yard setback should be considered.
Other items:
Infill housing and small lot development should be encouraged but these will unlikely be
affordable, as site costs are high, particularly if the lot needs to be created out of a larger lot
and if the site does not have sidewalks and curbs. I think a site development fund that infill
projects could pay into would be beneficial to the City, instead of requiring individual lots to
provide sidewalks on streets that have none. The funds could be used to target areas in most
need. Although I would like to see sidewalks on all streets in Tacoma, continuity of the
sidewalk system is also desirable.
The current code requires 2 off-street parking spaces for residences and encourages them off
the alley or side street but there are many areas in town that do not have alleys. An incentive to
drive into the rear yard to park, or other incentive to reduce garages to single instead of
double would help the streetscape and pedestrian environment. Double car garages should be
discouraged as they make on street parking more difficult and reduce the walkability of the
sidewalks.
Jill Sousa
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-----Original Message----From: Andre St. Hilaire [mailto:andresthilaire@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 28, 2015 5:11 AM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: North Slope Zoning
Hello,
I am writing as I am a home owner in the North Slope Historic District and I am strongly against
the proposed up-zoning of my neighborhood. The proposed up-zoning threatens the
architectural integrity of historic homes and buildings of my neighborhood. Short plating lots
and permitting accessory units will reduce privacy in yards that are already historically small.
Mostly I am concerned that the infill of structures that do not fit the architectural, historic and
quaint feel of this neighborhood will serve to increase the wealth of developers at the burden of
the North Slopes residents. I am strongly against any changes in the zoning of my
neighborhood. As a citizen, please extend my comments to the decision makers in the planning
commission.
Sincerely,
Andre St. Hilaire
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-----Original Message----From: Andre St. Hilaire [mailto:andresthilaire@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, August 21, 2015 12:19 AM
To: Planning
Cc: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: North Slope Planning

To the planning commission,
I am again writing after attending Wednesday nights meeting and verbalizing my concerns over
threats to the North Slope and Proctor neighborhoods. While I had the opportunity to share at
the meeting and in my previous letter, I would be remiss if I did not advocate for the appropriate
growth and quality of life of my community. I feel that it is important that my voice is heard as a
young, single homeowner. I join my senior citizen neighbors who spoke tonight in wanting to
preserve our historic homes and community feel. I also join the families who spoke tonight in
wanting to ensure safety and affordability. However, as a demographic that was not strongly
represented at tonight's meeting, I'd like to share why I am against the proposed upzoning of the
North Slope.
For one, I chose to stay in Tacoma and move to (and most recently buy in) the North Slope after
college because the irreplaceable beauty and uniqueness of its historic single family homes has
been preserved. Despite job prospects outside of Tacoma, the community feel and unmatched
aesthetic of my neighborhood offers the life I want.
When I visit friends in Seattle neighborhoods which have been transformed beyond recognition
due to clausterphobic infill initiatives (comprised of low quality new construction that it is
inconsistent and disproportionate) I am so grateful to return to the North Slope where neighbors
greet each other, homes are quaint and loved, and Tacoma's history is being preserved.
If the proposed upzoning is approved the architecture that is the foundation of my neighborhood
will be forever degraded (which is unnecessary considering the NHSD is one of the most dense
parts of the city and downtown still has vacant buildings and empty lots).
The best part is that my neighborhood is diverse and affordable. My mortgage for a very cute
and small 1890s craftsman bungalow is less the average rent for a 1 bedroom in Seattle (or a
studio in Proctor Station for that matter)! My neighbors and I are not anti-change "NIMBYS." I
am an educator and many of my neighbors and friends on the North Slope are non-profit
workers, creative types, young parents, or employees of locally owned businesses. We are the
future of the neighborhood and live here because we appreciate the history that makes the
North Slope unique.
A converted duplex or ADU that is crammed in to a historically small lot will only take away from
the historical integrity of the neighborhood. Likewise, I am concerned that the proposed
upzoning serves as a lucrative opportunity for developers to buy up, build out, divide existing
homes, profit and gentrify the neighborhood beyond the reach of first time home buyers like
myself. Please put our current citizens above the profit of developers.
I understand that Tacoma is growing, and if done right, I believe that can be a good thing.
There is plenty of opportunity for Tacoma to grow in the right ways (such as reinvigorating the
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empty parts of downtown). As a North Slope resident, however, I already live in a neighborhood
that exceeds the density goals of planners. Increasing density in my neighborhood puts the
authenticity of a historic district at risk.
As one of the younger people who spoke about this issue I am not resistant to change. I
represent the next generation of local shoppers, voters and community contributors. In
preserving historic zoning with authenticity, you will attract involved citizens who care about
Tacoma and love the beautiful tudor, craftsman, victorian and other pre-war homes that define
the North Slope. Young people like myself are disinterested in bland duplexes, triplexes and
crammed in structures that are ill suited to a charming place like the North Slope.
Please exempt the North Slope from upzoning. As the say, we don't always know what we've
got until it's gone. If it weren't for the preservationists who believed in the value of a historic
district before me, my little house on the North Slope would likely have been replaced by a more
profitable structure. But because of their legacy, my 125 year old home lives to contribute to a
collective of beautiful homes in a unique neighborhood. If we lose neighborhoods like the North
Slope and Proctor in the name of expansion...we lose our identity as a distinct city.
With regards,
Andre J. St. Hilaire, M. Ed
1014 N. 12th
Tacoma, WA 98403
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From: Dave Templin [mailto:templin@nventure.com]
Sent: Monday, August 17, 2015 9:28 PM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: Up Zoning Comments

To whom it may concern:
Please take the NSHD zoning out of the up-zoning Proposal.
Currently the NSHD already has 17.4 units/acre - more that twice as many units and the Planners’
goal for increased density in other neighborhoods. This current density has the NSHD at a level
that is beyond what the streets, schools and area can support. Please take our zoning, HMR-SRD,
out of the infill proposal that would add to this current level of density.
Our NSHD already has 66 duplexes, 24 triplexes and 70 fourplexes, as well as larger
multi-units of varying sizes. They make 1400 units of multi-family housing, with only 724
houses still used as they were when built. Due to this current level of variety it is
unecessesary to add more variety and thus there is no need to include the NSHD in the
up-zoning.
Conversions to current homes in the NSHD would increase the risk damage to historical
exteriors and change historic interiors. Please exclude the NSHD from the up-zoning
proposal to eliminate this possibility.
Please prohibit two houses on one lot and proposed detached ADU’s - which are too
large for most lots and will have a negative impact on the yards of neighbors.
The NSHD exists to maintain a bit of Tacoma’s history. Splitting larger lots into two
small lots and building new homes will not only change the historic layout but overcrowd
the already crammed streets. Many current streets are already filled with parked cars so
home owners have to park away from their homes. Streets are also often only single
lane - so cars must wait and or find a place to pull off to let other cars through.
Tacoma can’t even take care of its current street maintenance or schools how is it going
to function when there are even more people?
Please keep the NSHD as a place that is highly desirable for people to live because of
its historical value and functionality. City planners years ago permitted building unsightly
and ordinary apartments in the NSHD which have changed the historical outlook and
overcrowded the neighborhoods and schools.
Please remove the NSHD from the up-zoning proposal.
Sincerely,
Dave Templin
824 North J.
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From: Ralph Tomberg [mailto:rtomberg@nventure.com]
Sent: Monday, August 10, 2015 2:33 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Exclusion of HMR-SRD to Zoning Changes Proposed in the 2015 Annual Amendment

Request that the Planning Commission exclude the HMR-SRD zoning classification from the
zoning changes proposed in the 2015 Annual Amendment to the Municipal Code for two major
reasons.
First, they would create a conflict within the municipal code between the proposed changes to
Section 13.07.020 and Section 13.07.030 as pertains to the policy stated therein to “preserve
and protect” those Districts. When the original Historic District and HMR-SRD zoning
classification was created and proposed by the citizens of the North Slope Historic District in
1990’s the intent was to preserve and protect the North Slope Historic District as it existed at
that time. This intent was incorporated into Section 13-07 and remains in the Code today. The
zoning code changes proposed the 2015 Amendment would render the “preservation and
protection” policy of 13-07 meaningless because they would permit major permanent changes
to the ambiance, character, density, and appearance of the District. In fact, the HMR-SRD
zoning classification as it currently exists was specifically created and incorporated into the
Code to preclude changes such as these.
Second, they would create a major inequity in what homeowners in Historic Districts are free to
do with their property as opposed to what homeowners in R-2, R2-SRD,R-3, R-4, and R-4L zoned
districts are permitted to do. Section 13-07.095 and 13.07.120 require homeowners in HMRSRD zoned areas to comply with very stringent City and Federal rules and regulations as what
changes they can make to their historically contributing property without City
approval. Because of the regulations and bureaucracy involved, obtaining such approval is
normally very time consuming, frustrating, and expensive, a burden accepted by those
homeowners that helped create the City’s historic district concept as a trade off to preservation
and protection of the district as it was at that time. Without the concept of “preservation and
protection” there is not much incentive for HMR-SRD zoned homeowners to continue to
comply with those rules and regulations.
Again, I respectfully request the the Planning Commission exclude HMR-SRD zoned areas from
the proposed zoning changes in the 2015 Amendment.
Ralph T Tomberg
510 N Sheridan Ave
Tacoma, WA 98403
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-----Original Message----From: Karin [mailto:karint@nventure.com]
Sent: Saturday, August 15, 2015 7:32 AM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: Up Zoning Comments
Please take the NSHD out of your upzoning proposal, it certainly would disturb what we are
working so hard to preserve for future generations. Thank you.
Karin Troger
1217 North J
Tacoma wa
Sent from my iPad
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From: Jay TURNER [mailto:jayjulieturner@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 04, 2015 8:44 PM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: HMR-SRD upzone

From Jay Turner
817 North J St
Aug. 4, 2015
Please make no changes to the North Slope Historic District and HMR-SRD zoning category.
Thanks,
Jay Turner
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From: Alex WEBSTER [mailto:alexxwebster@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, August 22, 2015 7:38 PM
To: Planning
Subject: up zone

Planning Commission
HOW DO YOU SAVE 4 OLD HOUSES AND A BUILDING?
Not just any 4 houses, but 4, 125 year-old houses build before 1889 and a building built
in 1893. The answer is easy for the building, just pay $4,000,000.00 and buy Old City
Hall. But 4 old houses in the North Slope Historic District (NSHD), how do you save
them? Not any 4 houses, but the 4 houses built then that are still standing today!
HOW DO YOU SAVE 255 OLD HOUSES AND A TOTEM POLE?
The Totem Pole, dating from 1903, is easy, just make it a Tacoma City Landmark and
add a brace to two. The 255 still standing houses in the NSHD were built prior to 1903,
how do you save them? How do you make them a Tacoma City Landmark?
HOW DO YOU SAVE AN OLD HIGH SCHOOL AND 332 HOUSES BUILT BEFORE
1906?
It was easy to repair Stadium High School to save it, but what about saving the 332
NSHD houses that date before 1906?
Skip to the present, how do you save a bunch of old cars? LeMay Museum has the
answer. It’s oldest car was built in 1903 and the NSHD has 255 antique houses still
standing from that time. The LeMay Museum building is not important; the historic cars
are and they could be moved anywhere. In the NSHD the antique buildings are
important and they must be saved in place, and saved as a district. How do you do that?
HOW DO YOU SAVE OUR 125 YEAR OLD, HISTORIC HOMES, FOR FUTURE
GENERATIONS?
I have no answer to the question, how do you save the NSHD homes. I will make this
observation. If all of the energy going into undermining the HMR-SRD zoning code were
turned toward improving it, there would be no need to ask the question. The houses
would be safe because the existing laws - many of them - say “preserve and protect.”
Follow the rules, obey the laws!
1. You start by not destroying them. Please take the HMR-SRD out of the proposed
up zone and make no changes to it.
2. You make it stronger. Please ask to have the zoning name changed to
“HISTORIC ZONING.” Leave the zoning alone, change the name.
3. You can make it even stronger by adding the following: All changes to the HMRSRD zoning code must be approved by Landmarks Commission.
Thank you,
Jay Turner
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jat TURNER . . . .
Wung, Lihuang
changing name of HMR-SRD
Sunday, August 30, 2015 8:30:36 AM

Lihuang Wung
How does one go about requesting that the name of our zoning code be changed from HMRSRD to HISTORIC?
In the current up zone mess, the SRD part of our code overrode the HISTORIC PART. I
would like to see the change in name so that it doesn't happen again, so that "HISTORY" is
the most important part of the zoning. What procedure is used?
Jay Turner
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jay TURNER . . . .
Wung, Lihuang
Take HMr-SRD out of proposed up zone
Sunday, August 30, 2015 6:50:08 PM

To Planning

From a Letter to the Editor of TNT Aug 30, 2015

TACOMA: More than one way we can save history

There is more than one way to save history. I read in today’s TNT (Aug 28 issue
FRONT PAGE) that LeMay - the historian - is to be celebrated. “I don't collect cars. I
save history,” LeMay was quoted as saying.
There is more than one way to “save history.” This morning on my neighborhood
walk, I walked by one of the two remaining historic houses built by a female architect.
I walked by the oldest house still remaining in the North Slope Historic District. It was
built in 1881. I walked by the Bing Crosby house. I walked by houses - American
Foursquare, Homesteaders, and Craftsman - knowing that if I looked I could walk by
15 other housing styles, LeMay has his Museum, we have a City Planning Staff
trying to destroy Tacoma’s residential history.
With the lack of understanding by the City Planning Staff, we in the North Slope
Historic District must fight to save history - residential housing history, our history, the
history of Tacoma’s people. If cars can save history, why can’t houses?
Jay Turner
Let me answer my question. Houses do "save history". The North Slope Historic
District has been doing that for 20 years. It can continue for years to come if given
the chance.
Please take the HMR-SRD zoning category out of the proposed up zone, let's go for
more history!
Thanks,
Jay
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August 15, 2015
Dear Planning Commissioners,
The North Slope Historic District's zoning category, HMR-SRD, was
developed by a group of NSHD residents and City Planners 2003-5. It was
designed to cover the NSHD's 228 acres, with special language to bolster
the historic district overlay, so that zoning and the overlay could better
protect one of Tacoma's first "streetcar" neighborhoods. HMR-SRD
acknowledges the modern structures built after demolition of old houses a short-sighted excursion into higher-zoned categories that resulted in the
large apartment buildings that have created the denseness of today's
NSHD. These buildings and their residents are a part of the rich fabric of
our neighborhood, as are the remaining historic homes and buildings.
The neighborhood itself is what is on the Tacoma, State and National
Registers of Historic Places. The remaining historic buildings, including
many historic apartment buildings, are between 80 and 120 years old now,
as is the layout of the old streets, and the narrow, often-only-25 ft-lots.
The whole thing is a snapshot of Tacoma's early beginnings, and we
should treasure it, not look for ways to pick away at the protective tools
designed to preserve the neighborhood for another generation or two.
And, we don't need the increased density - in fact, the neighborhood can
hardly cope with the density it has. When we hear that the goal in the new
proposals for density in R-2 and R-2SRD neighborhoods is 8 units/acre,
we say, "What are we doing in this infill proposal when we are already
much more densely populated than other comparable neighborhoods?"
Why include HMR-SRD in this? NSHD has done its bit for density.
It's time to ask other Tacoma neighborhoods to catch up with our 17.4
units/acres before asking NSHD to add more density by converting historic
properties to multi-units, and cramming another house on another small
lot, or a large DADU on the alley. Give other neighborhoods a chance to
increase neighborhood density - we have done our share!
Please exempt HMR-SRD from the infill requirements in the current
proposal for up zoning residential neighborhoods.
Julie Turner
817 N. J. St.
Tacoma, WA 98403
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Planning Commission Hearing, August 19th, 2015
Comment
Good evening, Commissioners. My name is Julie Turner and I live at 817
N. J. St., in the NSHD; I am a Board member of our neighborhood
organization NSHD, Inc. Thank you for listening to all our concerns about
Tacoma’s neighborhoods.
I’m here tonight to ask that you help the North Slope residents in our
continuing efforts to preserve the historic properties in the District. We
ask that you take our zoning category, HMR-SRD, out of the residential
infill proposals in the Affordable Housing Program. We need the
preservation language in the zoning category kept intact, to help protect
the remaining historic resources of NSHD.
Tacoma planners tell us they want all SRD zones to be the same. It's a
one-size-fits-all zoning approach, and no one place is different - that all
SRD neighborhoods need infill, and that NSHD is no different from other
SRD neighborhoods.
But, the Historic District is different. For instance…
1. It is different because it is already more densely populated than other
SRDs – over twice as dense, with a net density of 17.4 units/acre. Staff’s
goal for the other infill areas is 8 units/acre. They are silent when we ask,
why do you think more density here helps either the District or the City?
2. NSHD is also different because it has few lots left for building or for
dividing. Planning staff readily admits that the NSHD is essentially built-out
and that very few infill opportunities are possible. We are a 200-acre
zoning category that is densely packed already!
3. The NSHD is different also, because the only substantial infill left would
be conversion of single-family homes to duplexes and triplexes.
But, this was whole point of HMR-SRD when it was written - to preserve
the remaining 704 single-family homes as such - to avoid having them cut
up into duplexes and triplexes, given all of the non-historic multi-family
housing the neighborhood has. We have some 1400 units of multi-family
housing already, in large and small units.
4. The Historic District itself makes the neighborhood different because
property owners agree to abide by the District guidelines for exterior
changes in exchange for protection that the overlay gives.
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5. And, it was different 10 years ago when HMR-SRD zoning was created
as an additional safety measure for preserving the remaining historic
properties in a neighborhood that has had significant infill of large, modern
apartment buildings. HMR was written, with NSHD input, specifically to
help a residential historic district preserve historic resources.
This proposed one-size zoning doesn't fit with the historic overlay because
the protective language of HMR is deleted. The words that speak to the
intent of the zoning category are deleted, words that speak to protecting
one of Tacoma’s early streetcar neighborhoods and preserving its
remaining historic homes and apartment houses.
Zoning is all about making good judgements about what works best in
specific areas. It must be carefully crafted to benefit the unique
characteristics of individual neighborhoods, especially the older ones that
have survived so much change already. Tacoma should be flexible
enough to respect the needs of its residential historic districts, as well as
all its other wonderful neighborhoods.
The NSHD needs HMR-SRD. Please take HMR-SRD out of the infill
proposals.

Julie Turner
817 No. J. St., Tacoma, 98403
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Staff Note:
Petition forms submitted by Julie Turner on August 26, 2015 (117 pages), plus
petition forms submitted by Dennis Faker on August 19, 2015 (10 pages)
-- a total of 128 pages, including this cover sheet.
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From: Theresa Turpin [mailto:tmtaussie@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 09, 2015 4:08 PM
To: lwung@cityoftacoma.org
Subject: Comprehensive Plan update comments

Thank you for placing the Comprehensive Plan Amendments on-line. The amendment
is a very extensive document and the information is presented well. I support the use of
CPTED principles (Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design) in the City of
Tacoma and was very glad CPTED is included. I also support the use of in-fill by
developing on smaller lots. What I would request the City reconsider is any plan, even
a pilot project, to place duplexes/two family units in the R-2 Single Family dwelling
district.
The pilot proposal to place duplexes/two family units on corner lots in the R-2 single
family district has the potential to significantly change the character of the single family
neighborhood. Take, for example, North 49th Street between Vassault and Pearl
Street. The east-west blocks are short on North 49th Street, the north-south streets
include: Bristol; Defiance; and Visscher. On this section of North 49th Street there are
18 houses. Of those 18 houses, 16 are on corner lots. If all or even half of the existing
corner lots were developed with duplexes/two family units, the single family character of
the neighborhood is gone. This would also be the case in many other areas of Tacoma.
Please only allow single family dwellings in the R-2 Single Family Dwelling District.
Thank you,
Theresa Turpin, AICP
6108 N 49th Street
Tacoma, WA 98407
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From: K Ursich [mailto:delfiblue@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2015 9:33 AM
To: Planning
Subject: CORRECTION TO LETTER

Planning commission
I meant to say some of the older neighborhoods are historic. not the neighbors! But
then some of my neighbors are quite old
K Ursich

From: K Ursich [mailto:delfiblue@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2015 9:25 AM
To: Planning
Subject: LETTER REGARDING CHANGES TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

To : Planning Commission City of Tacoma
This letter is in regard to the changes to zoning the commission is considering.
I do hope you would reconsider and not change the zoning in the City of Tacoma.
I do hope you would keep the single family zoning in the neighbors that are already
zoned single family.
Some of the older neighbors are historic and I would hate to see the older homes
taken down and duplex's and triplex's built in their place.
More density in housing may be needed but there are area's in Tacoma that are already
zoned for apartments and triplex's.
Just because Seattle is considering a similar proposal does not mean you have to
follow their lead.
I hope you would not consider changes to Tacoma's zoning.
Please acknowledge receipt of this email.
Thank You
Kathy Ursich
Tacoma resident
2721 North Starr Street
Tacoma , 98403
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Diane E Walkup
Planning
Land use changes
Friday, September 11, 2015 11:37:03 AM

Dear planners:
Following are a few comments re: land use changes to promote density and increase affordable housing stock. I
personally support detached "mother-in-law" dwellings, which can provide much needed income for the primary
property holder, especially as they age and find their resources dwindling. Not all of us possess fat retirement
packages. These detached dwellings would also provide affordable housing for the occupant
(s).                                                         I support allowing building on smaller lot
sizes.                                                 I feel that present historic districts (eg: the North Slope & The Wedge) should
be exempt from all land use changes. These districts have fought long and hard to preserve the unparalleled historic
flavor of their neighborhoods and are a real asset to the city, both visually and
economically.                                            I have tried very hard to accept the need for increased density in mixed
use centers, thus allowing such developments as Proctor Station, but every time I visit the Proctor shopping district,
the first thing that now hits me is the looming presence of this out of scale project which casts its' troll like shadow
over the people friendly unified shopping district that was. And what really galls me is that there will be no
affordable units for low-income people, such as myself. That said, and I don't do it lightly, I hope you can find good
solutions to meet your goals of increasing density and provide affordable housing, ones that are not only aesthetic
but promote good, healthy neighborhoods.                                      Thank you. Diane E. Walkup.                 413 So.
M Street. Tacoma 98405.    dianesh112@gmail.com.                          (253) 383-4036   cell: (253)320-5060
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From: dlwashbu@aol.com [mailto:dlwashbu@aol.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 09, 2015 10:22 AM
To: Planning
Subject: For the new changes
I am for the proposed changes. I have been financially destroyed by purchasing a historic home in 2007. I
jumped through the hoops Mr. McKnight described in the News Tribune article (8/9/15) trying to get my
home off the historic register, only to have the board make up their own rules and deny my application. I
was unemployed at the time of denial so I couldn't afford to hire an attorney to appeal their arbitrary and
capricious decision. I continue to hold on to the house at a cost of $24,000 a year waiting for the market
to come back up. I am 61 and will be retiring in a few years so I don't have time to wait for the market;
being able to make changes to my property gives me some hope that I can eventually recover my costs
before I die.
Diane Washburn
2803 N Starr
Tacoma, WA 98371
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-----Original Message----From: Tim Waters [mailto:waterstr1@hotmail.com]
Sent: Monday, August 17, 2015 5:22 PM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: Up Zoning Comments
Add your comments to the Planning Commission here...
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft up zoning recommendation.
First, let me say I am supportive of attempts to increase density to promote affordable housing.
However, I am also supportive of planning policies that support diverse neighborhoods
throughout the city, with everyone sharing common goals and no single neighborhood
shouldering the burden for an entire city's goals.
As such, I and many of my neighbors do not believe the proposed draft recommendations are
beneficial for the Northslope Historic District. Our neighborhood already is the densest
residential neighborhood in the city by far, and the recommendations, if adopted, would only
exacerbate that density and the challenges that led residents to form the district in the first
place. The Northslope area already is home to large, diverse array of housing, from single
family homes to sizable apartment dwellings, and allowing large accessory dwellings, and. the
conversion of more historic homes to multiple-family dwellings, would negatively impact a
unique historic neighborhood already impacted immensely by multiple intrusions such as group
care homes, apartment buildings, commercial building creep, etc.
Also, the recommendations would surely accelerate the tearing down of small, AFFORDABLE
cottages and other homes only to be replaced with less affordable town homes and other
structures.
Thank you for your time,
Tim Waters
610 North M St
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Dax Williams
Planning
North Slope & Stadium Historic District density adjustments
Friday, September 11, 2015 4:23:27 PM

Greetings Planning Commission,
My name is Dax Williams, my family business (Williams Properties) owns and operates a number of rental properties in the Stadium
Historic & North Slope districts. I know there has been some fairly strong opposition to some of the proposed density changes,
however I’m assuming that would be true in most neighborhoods (n.i.m.b.y.) and though our business focuses on vintage properties
I personally favor allowing a little more leniency when it comes to development as I’d infinitely prefer to live next door to a small
upscale infill complex than a dilapidated old building that doesn’t merit restoration, of which our neighborhood has many. I’m
completely in support of preserving QUALITY historic homes, but I don’t believe it makes sense to automatically label something as
“historic” (or a “contributing structure”) simply because it’s old. I believe there is a good example of this at 223 North J Street
(corner of North 3rd & J) where an old apartment building (built in 1905) was recently demolished and they have begun building a
new multi-family property. Photos of the old structure are still available on redfin (https://www.redfin.com/WA/Tacoma/223-N-J-St98403/home/3027639). While the new building is admittedly larger, I would certainly rather live next to a nice new-built building
over the previous structure which aside from being in poor condition lacked any great architecture or historical significance. And
there are certainly properties in much worse condition in our neighborhood that I believe would be best suited to be leveled and
replaced by infill housing which will result in more tax payers living in our neighborhood, shopping at our local establishments,
supporting our local economy.
Thank you for your time and consideration!
Respectfully,
-Dax Williams
521 North Yakima Ave.
Tacoma, WA 98403
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From: Carly Willis [mailto:carlywillis@hotmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 02, 2015 10:02 PM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: City Planning Proposal

Hello,
I am contacting you regarding something I read today. If it is true, please know that I fully
oppose this proposition. This is what I read:
"The Tacoma City Planning department is proposing to redo all single family residential zoning in the
city – they are calling it “up-zoning”. The proposed changes are particularly alarming for the
Northslope Neighborhood – which is already the densest neighborhood in Tacoma at 17.4 housing
units per acre – twice as dense as other neighborhoods.
The changes would encourage conversions of historic family homes to duplexes and triplexes, sub
division of lots and expansion of detached buildings to 1000 square feet (think of garages converted
to apartments and duplexes).
Without hearing from those of us who live here the city will make changes unquestioned that will
impact the quality of life in our neighborhood – less parking, houses squeezed between others, large
garages encroaching on alleys and the degradation of old historic houses and more. We are already
a great neighborhood with a great mix of housing and a great quaity of life.
We don’t need more density – if you agree – email City Planner Lihuang Wung
at lwung@ci.tacoma.wa.us".

Again, if there is a proposition encouraging more residents of North Tacoma and surrounding areas
by any means, please know that I oppose it and I would like my voice heard. Thank you for your

time.

Carly W illis

Ow ner, Carly's Collectibles & Jew elry
1416 54th Ave E
Fife W A 98424
253.691.7645
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From: John Woo [mailto:john@woofamily5.net]
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2015 10:13 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Housing Plan

Hello
I am writing in response to last week’s News Tribune article regarding some zoning changes, especially
with regards to the North Slope area.
I am a current resident of old town, on N 30th Street, about 1.5 miles east of Proctor. I read with interest
all the concerns voiced about changing the nature of the neighborhoods with code changes which would
allow more homes to be subdivided to multiple units, easing restrictions on building multiple-family
units and encouraging developers to include some low-income units when new projects are initiated.
I do support these changes. Though I have only lived here for just over a year, I have already witnessed
some turnover of businesses and also continue to see others struggle. Increasing the population density
will provide a larger customer base to help stabilize these and hopefully encourage more small
businesses to establish here. It would also increase pedestrian traffic in the Proctor area (around where
the Saturday farmers’ market is located). I believe this will actually enhance the livability of this
neighborhood and promote its attractiveness as a walker-friendly area to get errands and shopping
taken care of.
I can understand how some long-time residents would oppose such changes (e.g. Proctor Station).
Change comes hard to most people, especially as they age. Change is inevitable. The only real question
is how to best manage it and adapt, rather than flatly oppose it. Most do not understand that without
some growth, stagnation occurs and the resulting decay is a lot worse than what may occur with some
of the less ideal aspects of growth. A new 6-story project is a lot better problem to have than more
empty storefronts, and there are plenty of those around town. The arguments also smack of NIMBY
syndrome.
Thanks for your ear.
John Woo
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From: Caroline Woodhams [mailto:carolinewoodhams@nventure.com]
Sent: Monday, August 10, 2015 8:05 PM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: North Slope - proposed up-zone of single family residential zoning
Hello,
My name is Caroline Woodhams and I live at 620 N M St in the North Slope. I am very opposed to the
inclusion of the North Slope Historic District in the Tacoma Planning Dept proposed zoning changes. We
are a high density, mixed affordability neighborhood already and the new zoning would be very
detrimental to our historic character which is a great asset to the city.
Caroline Woodhams
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II-D.
Cleanup Amendments to
the Land Use Regulatory Code
(Written Comments Received through
September 11, 2015)

- 841 -
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List of Commenters
Comments Received through September 11, 2015
Note: The number “(2)” next to Mr. Lafranca indicates that this is the 2
Builders Association.

No.
1
2

Name (Last, First)
Hansen, Scott
Lafranca, Jeremiah (2)

nd

piece of comments provided by the Master

Affiliation
Puget Creek Restoration Society
Master Builders Association
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Letter or Email
(Date)
L (8-20-15)
L (8-25-15)

Page
845
847
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702 Broadway, Suite 101,
Tacoma, Washington 98402
Phone: (253) 779-8890
Fax: (253) 593-8890
pcrs@pugetcreek.org
www.pugetcreek.org

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Steven Beckstead
President

Scott M. Hansen

August 20, 2015
Planning Commission
planning@cityoftacoma.org

Vice President

Twylia Westling

Honorable Planning Commissioners:

Secretary

Phil Schneider
Treasurer

HONORARY
BOARD OF DIRECTORS
North End
Neighborhood Council

ADVISORY BOARD
Edward S. Winskill
Dr. Sherry Graham
Susan Penhale
Mike Webb
Michael A. Corsini

A tax-exempt
nonprofit organization with
501(c)(3) status

The Puget Creek Restoration Society (PCRS) protects, enhances and restores
the Puget Creek Watershed and similar streams, wetlands and green spaces.
We serve the South Puget Sound communities and invite their participation
through hands-on restoration, research, education, advocacy, and by promoting
a sense of stewardship.
Our organization represents over 3,000 members and volunteers located in the
City of Tacoma/Pierce County and who are deeply concerned with wetland,
stream, green space and nearshore issues in the City.
Thank you for allowing us to provide input into this process. We request the
following conditions be incorporated into the project and response to our questions be developed:
1. We definitely support the incorporation of High Intensity Land Use Designation for the Parks and Open Space areas.
2. In ‘Code Cleanup-Low Impact Development’ we support removing barriers to having the Low Impact Development scenarios incorporated into the
building etc. projects to help in decreasing storm water effects. We suggest
that financial incentives also get incorporated so as to have active participation by developers etc. in use of Low Impact Development scenarios.
3. In ‘Code Cleanup-Conditional Use Permits’ we think that this needs to get
reviewed on a case-by-case basis as some conditional use permits for parks
and projects in natural areas are not as affected as conditional us permits
for development projects.
4. Narrowmoor Addition Conservation District-since it is getting called a
‘Conservation District’ it should relate to preserving the land and it’s attributes thus change the name to ‘Narrowmoor Addition Historical Preservation District
Without further clarification of the impact that the process has on the natural
systems, the Puget Creek Restoration Society cannot support this process;
however, if the plan were to incorporate our comments, questions and concerns
on this site we would reconsider our position.
I write as a Member of the Board of Directors of Puget Creek Restoration So-
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ciety, which has evaluated the proposed project. We will appreciate your office’s full consideration of our
position, and we look forward to working with you in making Tacoma a better place for everyone.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter. You can reach us at (253) 779-8890 if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Scott M. Hansen-B.S., M.A., M. S., (Ph.D.-student)
Ecologist/Vice President Board of Directors/Acting Executive Director
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II-E.
Proposed Narrowmoor Addition
Conservation District
(Written Comments Received through
September 11, 2015)
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List of Commenters
Comments Received through September 11, 2015
Note: The numbers “(2)” and “(3)” next to some individuals’ names indicate that these are the 2
respectively, of comments they have provided.

No.

Name (Last, First)

1
2
3

Brown, Billee
Cline, Gail
Cofchin, Michael
Cohn, Jill
Davidson, Malcolm
Hansen, Scott
Kingsbury, Ken
Kirbawy, Soosan &
Alvin
Lafrance, Jeremiah (3)
Messman, Stewart (2)
Mylet, Jerome &
Margaret
Parsons, Nancy
Quilici, Joe (2)
Quilici, Joe (3)
Shillito, Noel & Laurie
Skog, Carla
Wilson, Dean (2)
Younger, Kristina & Eric

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

Affiliation

Puget Creek Restoration Society
West End Neighborhood Council

Master Builders Association

West Slope Neighborhood Coalition
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nd

or 3

Letter or Email
(Date)

rd

piece,

Page

E (8-17-15)
E (9-2-15)
E (9-8-15)
E (8-18-15)
E (8-19-15)
L (8-20-15)
L (9-4-15)

853
854
855

L (8-19-15)

862

L (8-26-15)
L (8-19-15)

863
866

E (8-19-15)

867

E (8-19-15)
L (8-19-15)
E (9-3-15)
L (8-25-15)
L (8-19-15)
L (9-10-15)
L (8-19-15)

868
871
872
873
874
875

856
857
858
860

877

- 852 -

-----Original Message----From: Billee Brown [mailto:jb22bj@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, August 17, 2015 5:13 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Re: Narrowmoor Addition Conservation District
Dear Commission Members:
We wish to add our voices to those requesting that you vote in favor of approving the above
Conservation District.
We spent over 8 years deciding. where we wanted to live. In 1987 we realized that the
Narrowmore area had what we were looking for: nearness to urban amenities, yet with a
spacious, rural feeling, that was ALREADY DEVELOPED, and PROTECTED BY COVENANTS.
We bought the property with that understanding and made some improvements in landscaping
to fit our needs. Unfortunately covenants were not always enforced making it important to create
a newer way to maintain the profile of the district.
The streets are narrow, without sidewalks so many people and bicyclists walk, run, play and ride
on the area roads. It is important to maintain a low density population, to keep it safe for them.
In addition, when cars are parked on both sides, as is more likely to be common with a denser
population, it becomes difficult for other vehicles to get past them. That could be a problem for
emergency vehicles.
Passing this conservation district plan would help us continue to enjoy what we, and others,
have invested in, and maintain the property values, yet allow owners to make improvements
without destroying the basic ambiance of the area.
Thank you for your consideration.
Jack and Billee Brown
1258 S. Fernside Dr.
Tacoma, WA 98465
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

clinetg@comcast.net
Planning
In Support of Narrowmoor Addition Conservation District
Wednesday, September 02, 2015 2:59:38 PM

Dear Planning Commission
My name is Gail Cline and I reside at 7535 S. Hegra Rd, which is located in
Narrowmoor #1.
Tom and I have lived in our home for 14 years and support the proposed
amendment to designate Narrowmoor Additions #1-4 as a Conservation Special
Review District Overlay Zone. The Conservation Special Review District Overlay
Zone will ensure that the character of the neighborhood is protected from careless
development.
When we moved into our house it had been neglected for quite some time but the
"bones" were still intact. It is a flat roof one-story with horizontal lines and a daylight
basement like many homes in the neighborhood. The famous architect, Frank Lloyd
Wright, had strong horizontal home designs to harmonize with the landscape and he
called it "marrying the home to the ground". When you walk the Narrowmoor
neighborhood you see the marrying of the home to the ground everywhere!
In prior public meetings regarding the conservation of our neighborhood one neighbor
commented that the homes in our neighborhood are not worth saving. I strongly
disagree. We would never be able to replicate/afford to build a new home today with
the quality materials that were used to build our home in 1951.
Collectively, you the Planning Commission, have the power to preserve the character
of our neighborhood by approving the Narrowmoor Addition Conservation District.
None of us truly own anything...we are stewards tasked to leave things better than
we found them. Please make it possible for future generations to enjoy the unique
neighborhood called Narrowmoor.
Thank-you
Gail Cline
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From: Mike Cofchin [mailto:mcofchin@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 7:08 AM
To: reuben.mcknight@cityoftacoma.org
Subject: Narrowmoor Conservation District

Reuben
As we discussed on the phone, I am concerned about the proposal to add Narrowmoor 4, to the
proposed conservation district. Narrowmoor 4 does not mirror the other 3 sections of the conservation
district and should be excluded from the proposal.
I spoke with some of the other residents of Narrowmoor 4 and they agree the we do not reflect the
same as the other sections.
Thanks for being able to make some imput.
Michael Cofchin
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From: Jill Cohn [mailto:jillcohn@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 9:37 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Narrowmoor Conservation District

We are grateful that the Landmarks Commission and City of Tacoma recognize a conservation
district independent of a Historic District. When we were seeking out a new neighborhood, we
looked at 150 houses searching for our home. We kept coming back to the Narrowmoor
Community. We liked the attributes of quiet neighbors, beach like feel, low profile homes, and
large yards. We love to garden. As most of the homes in the neighborhood, the one we purchased
was outdated and needed remodeling. Prior to remodeling our home we looked at the houses on
each side and then the homes up the hill and down the hill. We set constraints for our our design
decisions. We would never have approached our house addition any other way. It was important
to us to fit in with the established neighborhood. It was a choice.
For the 8 years we have lived her, we have seen change. People buying homes and remodeling
with no respect for the existing context. We support the conservaton district. We believe it is the
only way to preserve what defines the neighborhood.
Jill Cohn
Rick Hand
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From: Malcolm Davidson [mailto:Malcolm_Davidson@aw.org]
Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 12:15 PM
To: Planning
Subject: No West Slope Conservation District

August 19, 2015
Dear Planning Commission:
I am writing you this quick letter to provide comment on the Narrowmoor Addition Conservation
District. I would do so in person, but my son’s middle school orientation is at the same same
time and it's important that I am there.
As a resident of Narrowmoor, I am dead set against any designation of a conservation district in
this 129 acre “West Slope Neighborhood.” The West Slope Neighborhood Coalition in their
Quixotic quest does not speak for me. The WSNC believes that they have data supporting
people want a conservation district as they have asked people if they like their views, which we
of course all do. They have never been forward about what potential costs and restrictions might
come about as a result. They claim these statutes can be tailored. A careful reading of the
statute reveals otherwise. As the the post war homes in the West Slope Neighborhood are
aging and in need of upgrading, the conservation district will add undue and unnecessary
burden on homeowners who must renovate and upgrade.
We have know covenants. They are not perfect, but they are known. If a neighbor breaks
covenants and builds blocking views, the courts generally rule in favor of and enforce the
covenants. We also have the View Sensitive Overlays that also seem to protect the views. The
city should not get involved here.
Please keep a Conservation District and all its encumbrances out of my neighborhood.
Malcolm Davidson
920 Ventura Drive
Tacoma, WA 98465
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The Puget Creek Restoration Society (PCRS) protects, enhances and restores
the Puget Creek Watershed and similar streams, wetlands and green spaces.
We serve the South Puget Sound communities and invite their participation
through hands-on restoration, research, education, advocacy, and by promoting
a sense of stewardship.
Our organization represents over 3,000 members and volunteers located in the
City of Tacoma/Pierce County and who are deeply concerned with wetland,
stream, green space and nearshore issues in the City.
Thank you for allowing us to provide input into this process. We request the
following conditions be incorporated into the project and response to our questions be developed:
1. We definitely support the incorporation of High Intensity Land Use Designation for the Parks and Open Space areas.
2. In ‘Code Cleanup-Low Impact Development’ we support removing barriers to having the Low Impact Development scenarios incorporated into the
building etc. projects to help in decreasing storm water effects. We suggest
that financial incentives also get incorporated so as to have active participation by developers etc. in use of Low Impact Development scenarios.
3. In ‘Code Cleanup-Conditional Use Permits’ we think that this needs to get
reviewed on a case-by-case basis as some conditional use permits for parks
and projects in natural areas are not as affected as conditional us permits
for development projects.
4. Narrowmoor Addition Conservation District-since it is getting called a
‘Conservation District’ it should relate to preserving the land and it’s attributes thus change the name to ‘Narrowmoor Addition Historical Preservation District
Without further clarification of the impact that the process has on the natural
systems, the Puget Creek Restoration Society cannot support this process;
however, if the plan were to incorporate our comments, questions and concerns
on this site we would reconsider our position.
I write as a Member of the Board of Directors of Puget Creek Restoration So-
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ciety, which has evaluated the proposed project. We will appreciate your office’s full consideration of our
position, and we look forward to working with you in making Tacoma a better place for everyone.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter. You can reach us at (253) 779-8890 if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Scott M. Hansen-B.S., M.A., M. S., (Ph.D.-student)
Ecologist/Vice President Board of Directors/Acting Executive Director
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September 4, 2015
Tacoma Planning Commission
747 Market Street, Room345
Tacoma, WA 98402
Dear Planning Commission Members:
The West End Neighborhood Council would like to go on record in a couple of areas of this year’s
Comprehensive Plan. First, the Narrowmoor Addition Conservation District. In the past three years,
since the Narrowmoor group has attempted to form a Conservation District, we have talked to and heard
from the group and unanimously voted (along with sending two separate letters) to support a
Conservation District for this area. The residents live in a unique area of our city, and like the North
Slope, need to protect their area through a Conservation District to keep and protect their uniqueness, and
to preserve the character and amenities of their neighborhoods.
In 2001, when the West End completed its Action Strategy Plan, one of the areas of concern to all of us
was the West Slope (the Narrowmoor area) as we felt the large lots and unique houses needed to be
preserved, not only for their individuality, but for the future of the entire West Slope and the history of
housing in Tacoma. The larger lots and spectacular views are priceless in a time where so many
developments are one house on top of the other, and to allow this on the West Slope would destroy one
the last remaining developments of this type. We fully believe that Narrowmoor Addition is worthy of
becoming Tacoma’s first stand alone Conservation District and will become an excellent example of
preservation efforts for future generations.
Secondly, affordable housing is a concern to everyone living in the Tacoma, Pierce County area, but to
allow duplexes and triplexes in single family residential areas would eventually impinge upon those
already living in these areas, and could quite possible destroy the livability of Tacoma for many of its
current residents. In all too many areas, where duplexes and triplexes are placed along with single family
homes, it is the multiple-family houses that become rundown and are not kept up as these are the houses
that are built for rentals and are run by landlords who are only doing this to make money and not to
improve their neighborhoods. We have seen, on too many occasions, the rundown, dilapidated homes
that are multifamily and they ruin and bring down our single family neighborhoods. We would ask for
more input on this subject and specific rules and regulations so that, if this passes, it does not destroy the
single family homes already established.
Thirdly, although we know mixed-use centers are the way of the future, we ask that before any more are
built, that you review the standards for density, parking and height within the neighborhoods. To
presume that some 120,000 or more people will make Tacoma their home in the next couple of decades
seems a little optimistic to those of us here at this time. This, along with the in-fill of homes for affordable
housing will not only increase density, but bring more traffic into our streets, many of which are narrow
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and already do not accommodate cars and foot traffic very well, not to mention the fear that these types of
developments will destroy the historical homes in several areas of Tacoma.
The West End Neighborhood Council realizes that we must move forward, but we do not believe that we
need to move forward at the expense of those who have lived in Tacoma and made this their home for
many years. Therefore, we asked that you allow the Narrowmoor Conservation District to pass and to put
the duplex/triplex and mixed-use applications aside for now until we can see what happens with the
newest Proctor development over the next couple of years.

Sincerely,

Ken Kingsbury
Ken Kingsbury, Chair
West End Neighborhood Council
Cc: Mayor Strickland and City Council Members
T.C. Broadnax, City Manager
Dean Wilson Co-Chair, West Slope Neighborhood Coalition

- 861 -

- 862 -

- 863 -

- 864 -

- 865 -

- 866 -

From: jmmylet@harbornet.com [mailto:jmmylet@harbornet.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 4:21 PM
To: Planning
Subject:

Counselors we Jerome & Margaret Mylet of 924 so. Aurora in Narrowmoor district firmly feel
our property will benefit from the conservation district which will keep the feel our
neighborhood with the current characteristics & true to the original in of the covents.
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From: Nancy Parsons [mailto:nparsons1228@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 11:12 AM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: Narrowmoor Infill Question and WSNC Mailer - please forward to members of Planning
Commission

Dear Planning Commission Members,
Attached you will find a mailer sent out by the West Slope Neighborhood Coalition postmarked
August 4, 2015. In the document they are celebrating the win over the lawsuit they commenced
with the City of Tacoma regarding the short plat of 1528 Karl Johan. This short plat was
approved by the city, splitting the property in half horizontally- meaning there would be one lot
on each street instead of the original street to street 1/2 acre lot. (This seemed to be a smart way
to subdivide as lower lot division would not block views of uphill neighbors due to the extreme
terracing of the area.)
Under the proposed Conservation District restrictions I am confused as to the assertion by
Landmarks Preservation that there would be infill opportunities in the Narrowmoor area. The
lawsuit by WSNC against the City, their written pledge to "fend off future such attempts to
short-plat in Narrowmoor" and the fact that there are only 5 or 6 lots in the entire Narrowmoor
area that would qualify under the proposed 60ft wide lot requirement, means that there would be
absolutely no opportunity for infill.
We would encourage the members of the Planning Commission to drive through the proposed
district, including the area across 6th Avenue, and take note of the numerous types and styles of
homes. Especially of interest is the lack of sidewalks, the condition of some of the streets, and
most importantly how many home owners in the area are using the public right of way on street
to street lots to expand their private yards or store their boats and other recreational vehicles.
Based on the above and attached information, and many other reasons, we encourage you to
reject the proposed Narrowmoor Conservation District.
Respectfully,
Iain & Nancy Parsons
1502 Ventura Dr.
Tacoma
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

J Quilici
Wung, Lihuang
Brian Boudet; Reuben McKnight; Dean Wilson; Mike Fleming; Huffman, Peter; Molly Harris
Conservation District Guidelines to be used with Variance and Other Discretionalry Permits
Thursday, September 03, 2015 9:58:28 AM

As you mentioned to the Planning Commission yesterday, the proposed Conservation District
Guidelines are recommended to be utilized with the Variance and Other Discretionary Permit
processes. That will provide a certain degree of proper oversight when land use permits are
being considered. TMC 13.05.020, including Table H reflects the Permit Types that are
involved, e.g., Variance, Short Plat, Conditional Use Permits, etc.
So, it would be appropriate to modify the above referenced Section 13.05.020 and also the
proposed TMC language relative to Conservation Districts and Historic Districts. I believe this
is consistent with intent of Historic Preservation Commission’s recommendation and the
summary you provided to the Planning Commission.
Verbal and also written testimony about this was provided at the Historic Preservation Public
Hearing, as well as the Planning Commission Public Hearing. Further, these matters were
discussed with Reuben earlier, and Brian about a week ago. They seemed to be in general
agreement with this.
Thank you for your efforts on this matter.
Joe Quilici
253-564-0847 land
253-686-2899 cell

- 872 -

- 873 -

- 874 -

- 875 -

- 876 -

- 877 -

- 878 -

II-F.
Preliminary Determination of
Environmental Nonsignificance and
SEPA Checklist
(Written Comments Received through
September 11, 2015)
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List of Commenters
Comments Received through September 11, 2015
st

Note: The number “(1)” next to Ms. Nelson indicates that this is the 1 piece of comments she has provided.

No.
1
2

Name (Last, First)

Harp, Brad
Nelson, Annie (1)

Affiliation

Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department
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(Date)

Page
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E (8-16-15)
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From: Annie Kolb-Nelson [mailto:annieknels@me.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 16, 2015 7:41 PM
To: Planning
Cc: ajohnson@cityoftacoma.org; Ibsen, Anders
Subject: Re: Public Comment -- 2015 Annual Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use
Regulatory Code.

Hello:
I originally submitted this on Monday, Aug. 10, and have yet to hear back on an
acknowledgement of my comment. Typically, it’s best practice for public agencies to confirm
receipt of correspondence, especially formal comments, within five business days.
In any case, I would like to also add to my comment that I don’t believe a Determination of NonSignificance is adequate given the scope of your proposal and the potential adverse impacts it
could impart on the built and natural environments, especially with regard to the poor condition
of Tacoma’s transportation infrastructure.
Please invest the time and resources in a proper Environmental Impact Statement as required
under the State Environmental Policy Act.
Regards,
Annie Nelson
4319 N. 29th Street
Tacoma, WA 98407
206-227-9012

Dear Commissioners:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the City of Tacoma’s planned zoning
changes as outlined in the 2015 Annual Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and
Land Use Regulatory Code.
I learned of this proposal from a recent article in the Tacoma News Tribune.
Plan to ‘up zone’ Tacoma residential areas riles some neighborhoods, historic
preservationists
http://www.thenewstribune.com/news/local/politics-government/article30515256.html
As a 15-year Tacoma resident, I do not support relaxing the zoning code to
accommodate more multi-family housing in residential, single-family neighborhoods,
and believe the commission that developed this proposal has failed to address the
following concerns:
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Transit and roads are woefully inadequate to accommodate more density.
Adding multi-family dwellings in single-family neighborhoods means more people going
to and from those places in confined areas, resulting in more vehicles on our roads,
which are already over capacity and in appalling condition. Tacoma’s streets suffer from
years of neglect and poor maintenance, and many neighborhoods don’t even have
curbs or sidewalks.
Our transit infrastructure is no better. Despite efforts to encourage bus riding, bicycling,
walking, car-sharing, vanpooling and carpooling, those alternatives have built-in
financial, feasibility, geographic, or popularity limits. Pierce Transit has actually cut
routes and service, even to Tacoma Dome Station, which is a major transit hub and
connection with Seattle and SeaTac Airport. The reality is that most people in Tacoma
will own a car, and more density means more cars on poorly maintained roads.
Creating more density should not even be a consideration until the City of Tacoma can
afford to properly fix and maintain its roads and provide citywide access to reliable,
frequent public transit in all neighborhoods.
Tacoma already has an ample supply of housing that is affordable relative to
other areas in the region. A visit to zillow.com shows there is already a large inventory
of housing for sale or rent within the city limits. The median home value in Pierce
County is $244,700 compared to $500,000 in King County. The median rent price in
Pierce County is $1,350, which is lower than the Seattle Metro median of $1,650. The
need for additional housing and more affordable housing is simply not pressing enough
to merit wholesale changes to the zoning code.
If the planning commission is serious about addressing income inequality and access to
affordable housing, its members should break down silos and work with other city
departments to pursue real economic development, including increasing the minimum
wage and drawing more tech companies and other family-wage job employers to the
city.
Zoning code changes are a giveaway to developers to make money.
Instead of creating more affordable housing, the more likely result will be tear-downs of
existing single-family homes in desirable neighborhoods such as the North End and the
Proctor District. Developers, who are in business to make money, will erect profitable,
high-end townhomes, duplexes or condos that will destroy community character and
burden neighborhoods with noise, traffic, and congestion.
The proposed changes are inconsistent with Tacoma’s own zoning code, which
explicitly states development should be “compatible and in scale with the surrounding
neighborhood” and “enhance, stabilize, and preserve the unique character and scale of”
the neighborhood. This guiding principle must not be ignored.
The state’s Growth Management Act was created to encourage development within
urban growth areas to avoid sprawl and encroachment on natural areas and farmlands.
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Density must be encouraged, but it should continue to occur in commercial centers and
areas that are already zoned to accommodate multi-family dwellings.
In my view, the planning commission has failed to present any compelling reasons that
the proposed changes are needed at this time. Furthermore, the commission has failed
to come up viable mitigation for the inevitable impacts the proposal will bring to small
residential neighborhoods.
The zoning code provisions that regulate and preserve our single-family residential
neighborhoods need to remain in place.
Thank you again for your consideration of my comments.
Sincerely,
Annie Nelson
4319 N. 29th Street
Tacoma, WA 98407
206-227-9012
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II-G.
Notification
(Written Comments Received through
September 11, 2015)
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List of Commenters
Comments Received through September 11, 2015
nd

Note: The number “(2)” next to Ms. Ryan indicates that this is the 2 piece of comments she has provided. The
th
th
th
numbers “(4)”, “(5)”, “(6)” and so forth next to Mr. Ryan indicate that these are the 4 , 5 , 6 and so forth
pieces of comments he has provided.

No.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

Name (Last, First)

Affiliation

Ryan, Jeffrey (4)
Ryan, Jeffrey (5)
Ryan, Jeffrey (6)
Ryan, Jeffrey (7)
Ryan, Jeffrey (8)
Ryan, Jeffrey (9)
Ryan, Jeffrey (10)
Ryan, Jeffrey (13)
Ryan, Susan (2)

Letter or Email
(Date)

E (8-18-15)
E (8-18-15)
E (8-18-15)
E (8-19-15)
E (8-19-15)
E (8-20-15)
E (8-20-15)
L (9-11-15)
E 8-18-15)
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From: Jeffrey J. Ryan [mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 11:23 AM
To: lwung@cityoftacoma.org
Cc: Susan Ryan
Subject: 2015 Comp. Plan Ammendments - Public Notice

Hi,
I have a question regarding Public Notice of the proposed amendments. Per Chapter 13 of the
Muni Code, 13.02.057 B, there appears to be a requirements for Public Notice of all Property
Taxpayers within 400 ft of the subject area by mail. Did the City provide the notice as reference
in the code if not please explain why the City felt this was not required.
thanks,
Jeff

Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
LEED BD+C
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jeffrey J. Ryan
Wung, Lihuang
RE: 2015 Comp. Plan Ammendments - Public Notice
Tuesday, August 18, 2015 1:32:43 PM

Hi,
Sentence A ends with "either affected or likely to be interested" Sentence B start out with
"For comprehensive plan land use designation changes" . Sentience C with "Fro a proposed
amendment to the Comprehensive Plan land use designation" So your saying none of this
applies to adding triplex's, duplex's and high density home with in an existing zone, I just
want to get this correct since it does not appear to meet the intent of the this section as a
Notice of Public Hearings. Since this must have been reviewed the City Attorneys office
could I get a copy of their written opinion? I would also like a written definition of Land use
designation changes as it is written in the code. since this appear to be the point of distinction
in support of your rational. There are multiple reasons listed in the code for a notice of Public
Hearing you noted but one in your reply?
From my reading of the code your do not appear to be in compliance with the intent of the
code in regard to written and visual public notice of hearing but I am not an attorney just a
professional that's read my share of zoning requirements.
thank you for your prompt rely,
Jeff

On Tue, August 18, 2015 12:46 pm, Wung, Lihuang wrote:
> Mr. Ryan,
>
> We would notify property taxpayers within 400 feet of an area of proposed
> changes in land use designation, proposed area-wide rezones, or proposed
> area-wide interim zoning. In the case for the 2015 Annual Amendment, the
> only 400-ft notification we did was in the West Slope neighborhood where
> there are area-wide rezones being proposed along with the proposed
> designation of the Narrowmoor Addition Conservation District.
>
> Regards,
>
> Lihuang Wung
> City of Tacoma
> Planning and Development Services Department
> 747 Market Street, Room 345
> Tacoma, WA 98402
> (253) 591-5682
>
>
From: Jeffrey J. Ryan [mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com]
> Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 11:23 AM
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> To: lwung@cityoftacoma.org
> Cc: Susan Ryan
> Subject: 2015 Comp. Plan Ammendments - Public Notice
>
> Hi,
>
> I have a question regarding Public Notice of the proposed amendments. Per
> Chapter 13 of the Muni Code, 13.02.057 B, there appears to be a
> requirements for Public Notice of all Property Taxpayers within 400 ft of
> the subject area by mail. Did the City provide the notice as reference in
> the code if not please explain why the City felt this was not required.
>
> thanks,
> Jeff
>
>
> Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
> LEED BD+C
>
Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
LEED BD+C
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jeffrey J. Ryan
Wung, Lihuang
RE: 2015 Comp. Plan Ammendments - Public Notice
Tuesday, August 18, 2015 5:42:20 PM

Lihuang,
Unfortunately we are short on time do to a lack of proper notification to prepare for tomorrows
night’s meeting I was hoping for answer to my previous question. Please respond by mid-morning.
Jeff
Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
LEED AP, BD+C
Ryan Architecture
3017 North 13th St.
Tacoma, WA 98406
v 253.759.0161
c 253.380.3197
From: Wung, Lihuang [mailto:LWUNG@ci.tacoma.wa.us]
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 12:47 PM
To: Jeffrey J. Ryan
Subject: RE: 2015 Comp. Plan Ammendments - Public Notice

Mr. Ryan,
We would notify property taxpayers within 400 feet of an area of proposed changes in land
use designation, proposed area-wide rezones, or proposed area-wide interim zoning. In
the case for the 2015 Annual Amendment, the only 400-ft notification we did was in the
West Slope neighborhood where there are area-wide rezones being proposed along with
the proposed designation of the Narrowmoor Addition Conservation District.
Regards,
Lihuang Wung
City of Tacoma
Planning and Development Services Department
747 Market Street, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
(253) 591-5682

From: Jeffrey J. Ryan [mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 11:23 AM
To: lwung@cityoftacoma.org
Cc: Susan Ryan
Subject: 2015 Comp. Plan Ammendments - Public Notice

Hi,
I have a question regarding Public Notice of the proposed amendments. Per Chapter 13 of the
Muni Code, 13.02.057 B, there appears to be a requirements for Public Notice of all Property
Taxpayers within 400 ft of the subject area by mail. Did the City provide the notice as
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reference in the code if not please explain why the City felt this was not required.
thanks,
Jeff
Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
LEED BD+C
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Jeffrey J. Ryan
Wung, Lihuang
RE: 2015 Comp. Plan Ammendments - Public Notice
Wednesday, August 19, 2015 11:28:24 AM
untitled-[2].html

I still have not received a response to my question and would greatly appreciate a reply since
the time before tonight's meeting is short. I would also like to see a historical outline of the
zoning changes that have been made to my neighborhood since 1953, since I don't recall
triplex's in the mix when I bought the home in 1997.
thanks
Jeff Ryan, Architect

Hi,

Sentence A ends with "either affected or likely to be
interested" Sentence B start out with "For
comprehensive plan land use designation changes" . Sentience C with "Fro a proposed
amendment to the Comprehensive Plan land use
designation" So your saying none of this applies to adding
triplex&#39;s, duplex&#39;s and high density home with in an existing zone, I just want to
get this correct since it does not appear to meet the intent of the this section as a Notice of
Public Hearings. Since
this must have been reviewed the City Attorneys office could I get a copy of their written
opinion? I would also like a written definition of Land use designation changes as it is written
in the code. since this appear to be the point of distinction in support of your rational. There
are multiple reasons listed in the code for a notice of Public Hearing you noted but one in
your reply?

From my reading of the code your do not appear to be in compliance with the intent of the
code in regard to written and visual public notice of hearing but I am not an attorney just a
professional that&#39;s read my share of zoning requirements.

thank you for your prompt rely,
Jeff
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On Tue, August 18, 2015 12:46 pm, Wung, Lihuang wrote:
> Mr. Ryan,
>
> We would notify property taxpayers within 400 feet of an area of
proposed
> changes in land use designation, proposed area-wide rezones, or
proposed
> area-wide interim zoning. In the case for the 2015 Annual Amendment,
the
> only 400-ft notification we did was in the West Slope neighborhood
where
> there are area-wide rezones being proposed along with the proposed
> designation of the Narrowmoor Addition Conservation District.
>
> Regards,
>
> Lihuang Wung
> City of Tacoma
> Planning and Development Services Department
> 747 Market Street, Room 345
> Tacoma, WA 98402
> (253) 591-5682
>
>
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From: Jeffrey J. Ryan [mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com]
> Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 11:23 AM
> To: lwung@cityoftacoma.org
> Cc: Susan Ryan
> Subject: 2015 Comp. Plan Ammendments - Public Notice
>
> Hi,
>
> I have a question regarding Public Notice of the proposed amendments.
Per
> Chapter 13 of the Muni Code, 13.02.057 B, there appears to be a
> requirements for Public Notice of all Property Taxpayers within 400
ft of
> the subject area by mail. Did the City provide the notice as
reference in
> the code if not please explain why the City felt this was not
required.
>
> thanks,
> Jeff
>
>
> Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
> LEED BD+C
>
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Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
LEED BD+C

Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
LEED BD+C
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jeffrey J. Ryan
Planning
RE: 2015 Comp. Plan Ammendments - Public Notice
Wednesday, August 19, 2015 2:45:26 PM

Thank you for the follow up as soon as you can would be appreciated.
Jeff
On Wed, August 19, 2015 2:02 pm, Planning wrote:
> Mr. Ryan,
>
> I called and left you a message this morning. I am sorry for not being
> able to respond to you sooner. I have already forwarded your previous
> request to the City Attorney's Office, seeking legal opinions about the
> public notification. Meanwhile, we are receiving quite a few comments
> which we need to compile, sort, review and provide preliminary responses,
> and forward to the Planning Commission for consideration. We are not
> going to be able to respond to individual questions as they come in; we
> will try, but probably not to the satisfaction of the requesters. Thank
> you for your interest, and please bear with us.
>
> Lihuang Wung
> City of Tacoma
> Planning and Development Services Department
> 747 Market Street, Room 345
> Tacoma, WA 98402
> (253) 591-5682
>
>
From: Jeffrey J. Ryan [mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com]
> Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 11:28 AM
> To: Wung, Lihuang
> Subject: RE: 2015 Comp. Plan Ammendments - Public Notice
>
> I still have not received a response to my question and would greatly
> appreciate a reply since the time before tonight's meeting is short. I
> would also like to see a historical outline of the zoning changes that
> have been made to my neighborhood since 1953, since I don't recall
> triplex's in the mix when I bought the home in 1997.
>
> thanks
>
> Jeff Ryan, Architect
>
>
>
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>
>
> Hi,
>
>
>
> Sentence A ends with "either affected or likely to be
> interested" Sentence B start out with "For
> comprehensive plan land use designation changes" . Sentience C with "Fro a
> proposed amendment to the Comprehensive Plan land use
> designation" So your saying none of this applies to adding
> triplex&#39;s, duplex&#39;s and high density home with in an existing
> zone, I just want to get this correct since it does not appear to meet the
> intent of the this section as a Notice of Public Hearings. Since
> this must have been reviewed the City Attorneys office could I get a copy
> of their written opinion? I would also like a written definition of Land
> use designation changes as it is written in the code. since this appear to
> be the point of distinction in support of your rational. There are
> multiple reasons listed in the code for a notice of Public Hearing you
> noted but one in your reply?
>
>
>
>
From my reading of the code your do not appear to be in compliance with
> the intent of the code in regard to written and visual public notice of
> hearing but I am not an attorney just a professional that&#39;s read my
> share of zoning requirements.
>
>
>
> thank you for your prompt rely,
>
> Jeff
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
> On Tue, August 18, 2015 12:46 pm, Wung, Lihuang wrote:
>
>> Mr. Ryan,
>
>>
>
>> We would notify property taxpayers within 400 feet of an area of
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> proposed
>
>> changes in land use designation, proposed area-wide rezones, or
> proposed
>
>> area-wide interim zoning. In the case for the 2015 Annual Amendment,
> the
>
>> only 400-ft notification we did was in the West Slope neighborhood
> where
>
>> there are area-wide rezones being proposed along with the proposed
>
>> designation of the Narrowmoor Addition Conservation District.
>
>>
>
>> Regards,
>
>>
>
>> Lihuang Wung
>
>> City of Tacoma
>
>> Planning and Development Services Department
>
>> 747 Market Street, Room 345
>
>> Tacoma, WA 98402
>
>> (253) 591-5682
>
>>
>
>>
>
>
From: Jeffrey J. Ryan [mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com]
>
>> Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 11:23 AM
>
>> To: lwung@cityoftacoma.org<mailto:lwung@cityoftacoma.org>
>
>> Cc: Susan Ryan
>
>> Subject: 2015 Comp. Plan Ammendments - Public Notice
>
>>
>
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>> Hi,
>
>>
>
>> I have a question regarding Public Notice of the proposed amendments.
> Per
>
>> Chapter 13 of the Muni Code, 13.02.057 B, there appears to be a
>
>> requirements for Public Notice of all Property Taxpayers within 400
> ft of
>
>> the subject area by mail. Did the City provide the notice as
> reference in
>
>> the code if not please explain why the City felt this was not
> required.
>
>>
>
>> thanks,
>
>> Jeff
>
>>
>
>>
>
>> Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
>
>> LEED BD+C
>
>>
>
>
>
>
>
> Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
>
> LEED BD+C
>
>
>
> Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
> LEED BD+C
>
Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
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LEED BD+C
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Jeffrey J. Ryan
Lauzier, Mark
Jeffrey J. Ryan; Huffman, Peter; Wung, Lihuang; Boudet, Brian; Barnett, Elliott; Pauli, Elizabeth (Legal);
Broadnax, T.C.
RE: Zoning Amendmetns - Lack of proper Public Notice
Thursday, August 20, 2015 9:15:21 AM

Mr. Lauzier,
Thank you first for getting back to me on this issue so quickly. While I already knew of the
meeting last night I did attend the four hour plus event. It was standing room only and many
were turned away at the door but my family and I were able to get into the chambers and had
a chance to voice our concerns on several subjects. I commend the Planning Commission for
their patients and for staying to such a late hour to hear our the concerns expressed by so
many.  I would recommend a much larger space for future events and perhaps the staff could
have stood and given their seat to citizens which might have make a few more friends.
I choice to speak at the end of the public comment period, after 3 1/2 hours of 3 min
conversations, to note an obvious fact, I was the only one representing the residences of R2
and R2SR districts not attached to a large groups or issues, such as historic districts,
conservation district, and though apposed to future six story buildings in Proctor. Some may
point to this and say apathy or lack of concern by the residences, that's what's been said
about Proctor square. I view this as a lack of education, information and notification by the
City in regard to the changes proposed under the affordable housing discussion. Most
residents could not tell you what zoning district they live in, in my neighborhood they think of
it as a nice quite friendly neighborhood of older homes. Mention R2SR and they don't know
what your talking about, mention it s a Special Review district and they believe its special and
therefore at a higher level then a simple R2. Residence of the R2SR districts will experience
the greatest changes to our zoning district in memory yet we did not receive a single postcard
or letter or sign or door belling. The R2 and R2SR zonings represent the largest residential
areas in the city, the areas were most citizens live.  Yet the newspaper adds I found
advertising the proposed changes and meeting times never even mentioned the zoning
districts by name, just affordable housing. This clearly does not meet the bench mark for
public notice and the proposed impacts that each residence could expect to see on their block
and in their neighborhood. This form of notification doesn't even meet the bench mark for a
simple land use variance to build a deck in the side yard set back of a home, it doesn't come
close to the requirements for conditional use permits required for schools being restored in
their current location just because a permit is not on file; this is not even close the steps
required to form a historic district within the city yet the Planning Department feels they are
within their rights not to send out a mailing to all residences describing the impact that could
arise from the proposed changes on our neighborhoods and to explain the impact on an
individual level.
Last nights meeting was great and I deeply enjoyed the voice of the people in their unified
distain for the proposed changes. But I missed the voice of all those that did not know of the
meeting or the proposed changes. Some may can it apathy I call it lack of proper notification
by the Planning Department and ask that this process be put on hold until each and every
resident of the city is informed and has the change to vote on the proposed changes. Call it
what it is a major residential zoning update to increase density, not hid it behind a affordable
housing banner. I look forward to your review of the process to date and the Planning
Departments legal obligation to inform its citizens of the proposed changes. I also look
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forward to a discussion positive changes that strengthen our neighborhoods and the removal
of the trendy changes already apposed by many in Seattle.
Thank you for your time.
Jeff Ryan, Architect
LEED AP BD+C
On Wed, August 19, 2015 1:58 pm, Lauzier, Mark wrote:
> Dear Mr. Ryan:
> Thank you for your comments below as well as at Thursday's community input
> meeting. Council members have also forwarded your detailed concerns. I
> recommend you voice your concerns at tonight's Planning Commission meeting
> public hearing at 5:00 p.m. as well as during the continuing meetings that
> will occur as this process unfolds. I am also cc'ing all Planning Division
> senior staff members who have been involved in this critical matter. In
> addition to tonight's public hearing, the Planning Commission will keep
> the record open through September 11, 2015 to accept written comments. I
> am asking them by cc to include your e-mails in the comments/record. The
> Commission will review public comments received and consider appropriate
> modifications to the proposal at the meetings on September 2 and 16, 2015,
> and a recommendation to the City Council is currently planned for the
> meeting on October 7, 2015. Your input is appreciated.
> Sincerely,
>
> [cid:image001.png@01D0DA85.AAC7C9F0]
> Mark Lauzier
> Assistant City Manager
> 747 Market Street, Room 1200
> Tacoma, WA 98402-3766
> Phone: (253) 591-5125
> Fax: (253) 591-5123
> e-mail: mlauzier@cityoftacoma.org
>
>
>
>
From: Jeffrey J. Ryan [mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com]
> Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 11:54 AM
> To: Lauzier, Mark
> Subject: Zoning Amendmetns - Lack of proper Public Notice
>
>
> Hi,
>
> How would I file a complaint in regard to what I feel was a lack of public
> notice by the Planning Department in regards the proposed zoning and Comp
> plan change to be discussed at tonight meeting? What is the procedure for
> file such a claim?
>
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> After review of chapter 13 of the TMC in regard to public notice I believe
> all taxpayer of properties impacted by the proposed changes should have
> been notified by mail. Apparently the planning department believe that as
> long as they don't change the names of the individual zoning districts
> they are free change the definition for each, up zoning. I believe as a
> resident of the City who will be directly impacted by their plans I along
> with all property owners in the residential districts within the city
> should have been properly notified and given a chance to vote on the
> proposed changes. I have asked the planning department for an explanation
> and or a copy of the legal review that they believe gives them the right
> to change the density in my neighborhood with out even a word as to their
> plans. While the City posted the notice in the legal section of the paper
> and has talked to small groups about section of the proposed revision,
> they have a responsibly to the residence that goes beyond simple posting
> it on a bulletin board and we as property owners should have a say in how
> each of our neighborhoods are impacted by the change. I have asked
> council members that represent my neighborhood to stop this process until
> the community receives proper notification but have not yet heard a reply.
> Perhaps I am impatient but I was not given much times to devote to this
> conversation since I just heard but the changes in the last week from a
> third party.
>
> Please forward the information at your earliest convenience.
>
> Jeffrey J. Ryan
>
Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
LEED BD+C
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Jeffrey J. Ryan
Lauzier, Mark
Jeffrey J. Ryan; Huffman, Peter; Wung, Lihuang; Boudet, Brian; Barnett, Elliott; Pauli, Elizabeth (Legal);
Broadnax, T.C.; Sorum, Doris
RE: Zoning Amendmetns - Lack of proper Public Notice
Thursday, August 20, 2015 12:31:42 PM

Mark,
Thank you for your straight forward and direct answer. I happen to strongly disagree with
your point of view on the subject. The changes proposed represent a major change to the R2
and R2SR district to the point at which they no long represent the old zone as designated,
while the name has not changed it is a change of designation and the notice required is very
specific. The cost or changes of following the rule of proper notification is not a point for
discussion anymore the cost incurred by someone from private sector when they wish to vary
from the code as it is written. The fact that a fraction might be impacted is also not at issue
since you cant determine the outcome of your proposed changes. The shadow of a change is
cast over all the residential district by these changes, unless you limit it to specific areas you
are responsible for notification of one and all. You are asking for individual residence to take
on a burden of fighting their neighbors or unnamed company at their own expense one at a
time, the is not a burden that should be placed on our citizens to fight alone. The fact that you
believe this request for notification would alarm the neighborhood speaks to the lack of
education and outreach to the individuals that make up our City. I am looking for proper
planning that makes our community stronger, that is transparent and includes everyone in the
discussion. I take no pleasure in written letters on this behalf, I would rather live my life and
leave this up to the planners, but in the last thirty years I have seen many poorly planned
attempts at growth and each time the city staff says if you didn't like it why didn't you speak
up. I am asking for the community to be informed so that they can do just that, speak up.
As to our use of capital letter to describe your thoughts, it leaves me a bit confused are you
yelling at me or highlighting your thoughts? The zoning ordinance and comp plans are the
plans for the future and weather they pan out is not is not at issue, its the plan and this one is a
misguided one with no R2 or R2SR impute other than thru large groups. I appreciate
including all the council on the City Attorneys thoughts please forward my thoughts on as
well.
Thank you for your time.
Jeff Ryan, Architect

On Thu, August 20, 2015 10:29 am, Lauzier, Mark wrote:
> Hi Jeff:
> Our City Attorney is assuring proper procedures have been followed based
> on your request which was forwarded previously by a Council member. You
> are suggesting that notifications must be sent to nearly the entire City
> residential population on an issue that MAY impact a fraction of our City,
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> at some future, unknown time, over many years of individual property
> owners' initiatives, that would require detailed and extensive noticing
> and review IF such changes were initiated by a property owner, for which
> impacted property owners would be invited to be involved IF/when brought
> forward, and, for which the Planning Commission and/or staff MAY or MAY
> NOT support based on the very concerns that you, and many community
> members, have expressed.
>
> These proposed changes are not projects nor are they definitive plans.
> They are tools to meet long-range policy objectives identified as Tacoma
> 2040. These tools may help meet growth policy objectives that MAY be
> placed in the City's toolbox and which is yet to be determined by the City
> Council. I do not share your concern that people do not know what is going
> on and one can only hope you are not conveying that very bad things WILL
> happen on a wide scale based on the strength of your opposition/concern
> because that would be misinformation. Personally, I believe your
> expectation on noticing is overkill by creating unnecessary alarm due to
> your proposed widespread impact assumptions on which it is based.
>
> Regardless, the word is out and there are a number of meetings to come.
> Staff is being responsive and balanced in presenting data (in my personal
> opinion). The Planning Commission has a difficult recommendation to
> formulate. The Council will ultimately decide the matter. The public will
> be involved. I will talk to the City Manager about a venue change as may
> be warranted/needed. The City Attorney will review procedures to ensure
> compliance. We will develop our next steps to ensure proper vetting and
> input.
>
> As always, we are your government and we appreciate your input and that of
> everyone we represent. Thanks for your comments and continued input during
> the process.
> Sincerely,
>
> [cid:image001.png@01D0DB32.10D42250]
> Mark Lauzier
> Assistant City Manager
> 747 Market Street, Room 1200
> Tacoma, WA 98402-3766
> Phone: (253) 591-5125
> Fax: (253) 591-5123
> e-mail: mlauzier@cityoftacoma.org
>
>
>
>
From: Jeffrey J. Ryan [mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com]
> Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 9:15 AM
> To: Lauzier, Mark
> Cc: Jeffrey J. Ryan; Huffman, Peter; Wung, Lihuang; Boudet, Brian;
> Barnett, Elliott; Pauli, Elizabeth (Legal); Broadnax, T.C.
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> Subject: RE: Zoning Amendmetns - Lack of proper Public Notice
>
> Mr. Lauzier,
>
> Thank you first for getting back to me on this issue so quickly. While I
> already knew of the meeting last night I did attend the four hour plus
> event. It was standing room only and many were turned away at the door
> but my family and I were able to get into the chambers and had a chance to
> voice our concerns on several subjects. I commend the Planning Commission
> for their patients and for staying to such a late hour to hear our the
> concerns expressed by so many. I would recommend a much larger space for
> future events and perhaps the staff could have stood and given their seat
> to citizens which might have make a few more friends.
>
> I choice to speak at the end of the public comment period, after 3 1/2
> hours of 3 min conversations, to note an obvious fact, I was the only one
> representing the residences of R2 and R2SR districts not attached to a
> large groups or issues, such as historic districts, conservation district,
> and though apposed to future six story buildings in Proctor. Some may
> point to this and say apathy or lack of concern by the residences, that's
> what's been said about Proctor square. I view this as a lack of
> education, information and notification by the City in regard to the
> changes proposed under the affordable housing discussion. Most residents
> could not tell you what zoning district they live in, in my neighborhood
> they think of it as a nice quite friendly neighborhood of older homes.
> Mention R2SR and they don't know what your talking about, mention it s a
> Special Review district and they believe its special and therefore at a
> higher level then a simple R2. Residence of the R2SR districts will
> experience the greatest changes to our zoning district in memory yet we
> did not receive a single postcard or letter or sign or door belling. The
> R2 and R2SR zonings represent the largest residential areas in the city,
> the areas were most citizens live. Yet the newspaper adds I found
> advertising the proposed changes and meeting times never even mentioned
> the zoning districts by name, just affordable housing. This clearly does
> not meet the bench mark for public notice and the proposed impacts that
> each residence could expect to see on their block and in their
> neighborhood. This form of notification doesn't even meet the bench mark
> for a simple land use variance to build a deck in the side yard set back
> of a home, it doesn't come close to the requirements for conditional use
> permits required for schools being restored in their current location just
> because a permit is not on file; this is not even close the steps required
> to form a historic district within the city yet the Planning Department
> feels they are within their rights not to send out a mailing to all
> residences describing the impact that could arise from the proposed
> changes on our neighborhoods and to explain the impact on an individual
> level.
>
> Last nights meeting was great and I deeply enjoyed the voice of the people
> in their unified distain for the proposed changes. But I missed the voice
> of all those that did not know of the meeting or the proposed changes.
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> Some may can it apathy I call it lack of proper notification by the
> Planning Department and ask that this process be put on hold until each
> and every resident of the city is informed and has the change to vote on
> the proposed changes. Call it what it is a major residential zoning update
> to increase density, not hid it behind a affordable housing banner. I
> look forward to your review of the process to date and the Planning
> Departments legal obligation to inform its citizens of the proposed
> changes. I also look forward to a discussion positive changes that
> strengthen our neighborhoods and the removal of the trendy changes already
> apposed by many in Seattle.
>
> Thank you for your time.
>
> Jeff Ryan, Architect
> LEED AP BD+C
>
> On Wed, August 19, 2015 1:58 pm, Lauzier, Mark wrote:
>> Dear Mr. Ryan:
>> Thank you for your comments below as well as at Thursday's community
>> input
>> meeting. Council members have also forwarded your detailed concerns. I
>> recommend you voice your concerns at tonight's Planning Commission
>> meeting
>> public hearing at 5:00 p.m. as well as during the continuing meetings
>> that
>> will occur as this process unfolds. I am also cc'ing all Planning
>> Division
>> senior staff members who have been involved in this critical matter. In
>> addition to tonight's public hearing, the Planning Commission will keep
>> the record open through September 11, 2015 to accept written comments. I
>> am asking them by cc to include your e-mails in the comments/record. The
>> Commission will review public comments received and consider appropriate
>> modifications to the proposal at the meetings on September 2 and 16,
>> 2015,
>> and a recommendation to the City Council is currently planned for the
>> meeting on October 7, 2015. Your input is appreciated.
>> Sincerely,
>>
>> [cid:image001.png@01D0DA85.AAC7C9F0]
>> Mark Lauzier
>> Assistant City Manager
>> 747 Market Street, Room 1200
>> Tacoma, WA 98402-3766
>> Phone: (253) 591-5125
>> Fax: (253) 591-5123
>> e-mail: mlauzier@cityoftacoma.org<mailto:mlauzier@cityoftacoma.org>
>>
>>
>>
>>
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>
From: Jeffrey J. Ryan [mailto:jjryan@harbornet.com]
>> Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 11:54 AM
>> To: Lauzier, Mark
>> Subject: Zoning Amendmetns - Lack of proper Public Notice
>>
>>
>> Hi,
>>
>> How would I file a complaint in regard to what I feel was a lack of
>> public
>> notice by the Planning Department in regards the proposed zoning and
>> Comp
>> plan change to be discussed at tonight meeting? What is the procedure
>> for
>> file such a claim?
>>
>> After review of chapter 13 of the TMC in regard to public notice I
>> believe
>> all taxpayer of properties impacted by the proposed changes should have
>> been notified by mail. Apparently the planning department believe that
>> as
>> long as they don't change the names of the individual zoning districts
>> they are free change the definition for each, up zoning. I believe as a
>> resident of the City who will be directly impacted by their plans I
>> along
>> with all property owners in the residential districts within the city
>> should have been properly notified and given a chance to vote on the
>> proposed changes. I have asked the planning department for an
>> explanation
>> and or a copy of the legal review that they believe gives them the right
>> to change the density in my neighborhood with out even a word as to
>> their
>> plans. While the City posted the notice in the legal section of the
>> paper
>> and has talked to small groups about section of the proposed revision,
>> they have a responsibly to the residence that goes beyond simple posting
>> it on a bulletin board and we as property owners should have a say in
>> how
>> each of our neighborhoods are impacted by the change. I have asked
>> council members that represent my neighborhood to stop this process
>> until
>> the community receives proper notification but have not yet heard a
>> reply.
>> Perhaps I am impatient but I was not given much times to devote to this
>> conversation since I just heard but the changes in the last week from a
>> third party.
>>
>> Please forward the information at your earliest convenience.
>>
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>> Jeffrey J. Ryan
>>
>
>
> Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
> LEED BD+C
>
Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect
LEED BD+C
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September 11, 2015

Dear Members of the Planning Commission,

I am writing you once again in Opposition to the increased density component found under the
Affordable Housing line item and the current heights allowed within Residential Commercial Districts. I
was hoping to debate the issue based on facts but after waiting three weeks for answers to basic
questions posed to the Planning Department I was told yesterday that they did not have sufficient time
to answer most of my questions and was given links to websites. Based on that conversation here are
my main concerns.
I believe the public was not notified properly in regard to the proposed changes and given a
chance to comment on the impacts that these changes will have on their homes. Granted 48%
of the housing units are rentals but the home owners of the other 52% should have a say in how
their neighborhoods will be changed.
The current zoning map has not changed much since it was drawn up in 1953 and rationale for
these boundaries do not appear to exist, according to the Planning Department. These
boundaries should be revised to reflect the current use of the districts today not based on some
dream from 62 years ago. My neighborhood is a highly functioning district of homes built
between 1920 and 1940; it has newborn infants thru fixed income senior citizens residing side
by side. This is a model that needs to be supported and strengthened not compromised for
profit or to meet someone’s dream or theory of affordability. A shot gun approach to planning
where one sizes fits all is not proper planning or design, this approach should be avoided.
While this issue has been put forward to benefit affordable housing within the city no case
studies where provided by the planning staff showing how this has worked in other cities. At this
point this is an unproven theory with no track record and not something that our city should be
experimenting with. Seattle is a great example of how this theory has gone wrong and they have
the rental rates to support higher quality infill projects than Tacoma.
Triplexes and townhouses are not acceptable in single family neighborhoods. Duplexes should
be designed to fit within the context of the surrounding homes. The roof line of new units
should not be allowed to be higher than the surrounding homes. Contrary to statements made
by the planning staff, triplexes where added to the R2SR districts overtime and were not a part
of the original zoning district mix. In 1953 these districts were listed as single family districts
with two family dwellings as a special use.
Incentives or bonuses for developer/builders should not be utilized in residential
neighborhoods. This pits neighbors against developers with the City on the developer’s side not
its residents.

1
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ADU’s are appropriate as long as they are built within the character of the adjacent home and
are of a subordinate scale. These units should be regulated and inspected yearly if not bi yearly
to insure that they are being used properly.
The planning department is not the appropriate body for design review they are not designers
and they are the authors of the document. The design review should be carried out by a third
party with no direct ties to the City, developer or homeowner.
Adjacent homeowners and the neighborhood should have an equal share in approving new
development within their area. Notification should be sent to all property owners and residence
within a 1,000 ft radius of the property under review. The notification should be sent out early
in the process so as to avoid undo expenses by the developer and before the design is approved
for construction.
Home ownership should be encouraged or mandated to promote a city of owners rather than
renters and landlords. The current percentage is too low and a goal of a minimum of 60%
owner occupied properties should be set. A sustainable affordable housing model is one that is
owned by the resident not affected by yearly rent increases.
Neighborhoods that are considered eligible to be nominated to a historic district should be given
similar protections granted to formally recognized historic districts. The unique qualities of each
neighborhood should be preserved and protected for the future.
The solar rights of adjoining property owners should be taken into account when new
construction is added to existing neighborhoods. A person purchasing a home within an existing
neighborhood should be protected from new construction that will diminish the qualities of
their home and property. Shadows from new construction should be studied not increase the
coverage across the neighboring property by more than 15% on the shortest day of the year at
noon basis on the historic heights of the property underdevelopment.
Residential commercial district should be protected from projects that are out of scale with their
surroundings. Height restrictions that control overall heights to within 45 ft and facades that
are broken into discernable groups and forms to minimize the visual impact of the massing
should be included in the design standards.
Planning documents should be clear and precis, the current documents is overly wordy and
complex. The documents for each district should be found in one location without cross‐
references to other chapters or documents. You should be able to pick up a single document for
an R2 zone and have everything you need specific for that zone in hand and not cluttered by
information from all the other zones.

In general I am in opposition to the Comp. Plan as written and the Land Use updates under
consideration as written. It should be rejected and sent back for more public discussion and rewritten
so that non planners can understand the consequences and opportunities being suggested. If the
current level of design and planning within the City are an indication of the ability of the current
planning staff then I would suggest hiring a professional to review and rewrite the planning documents
or move toward a more standardized planning approach with city specific amendments similar to the
current building code.
2
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Sincerely,
Jeff Ryan, Architect
3017 North Thirteenth Street
Tacoma, WA 98406

3
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-----Original Message----From: Susan Ryan [mailto:sryan@harbornet.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 2:45 PM
To: lwung@cityoftacoma.org
Subject: email regarding Municipal Code and Public Notice
Dear Lihuang Wung,
I see you have had some correspondence today with my husband regarding the Tacoma
Municipal Code in reference to notifying property owners. He copied me on the exchange
because this is an important issue that we both feel has been poorly handled in regards to the
Comprehensive Plans Ammendments begin put forth. In his last message it looks as if he was
typing rather rapidly.
I too, would like to know why I was not notified when it is clear that the amendments being
made will be changing what takes place in my current zone. If a standard lot is being reduced
to a lower sq footage size and like Jeff said a triplex will be encouraged to go up next door to
me, is this not a change in the use of the designated land?
We look forward to hearing what the city attorney has to say. Are we serving the people or are
we only serving City of Tacoma officials. If an average citizen reads the code and believes it to
be one thing but you come back and say no that’s not what is says then there is a deliberate
attempt to mislead and confuse.
Thank you,
Susan Ryan
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