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City of Tacoma
Planning Commission
AGENDA
MEETING:

Regular Meeting

TIME:

Wednesday, February 1, 2017, 4:00 p.m.

LOCATION: Room 16, Tacoma Municipal Building North, 1st Floor
733 Market Street, Tacoma, WA 98402
A. Call to Order and Quorum Call
B. Approval of Agenda and Minutes of January 18, 2017
C. Public Comments (up to three minutes per speaker; must be pertaining to items on the agenda)
D. Discussion Items
1. Airport Compatibility Overlay
Review the scope of work for the proposed land use designation following the JBLM Joint Land
Use Study of 2015. This is a potential application for the 2017-2018 Amendment.
(See “Agenda Item D-1”; Lauren Flemister, 591-5394, lflemister@cityoftacoma.org)

2. Downtown Plan Integration
Review the scope of work for updating the Downtown Element of the Comprehensive Plan to
ensure consistency with the recently adopted Hilltop, South Downtown and North Downtown
subarea plans. This is a potential application for the 2017-2018 Amendment.
(See “Agenda Item D-2”; Stephen Atkinson, 591-5531, satkinson@cityoftacoma.org)

E. Communication Items & Other Business
(1) Infill Pilot Program – Staff will be seeking a Planning Commission designee to serve on the Infill
Pilot Program Review Committee. (Read more at www.cityoftacoma.org/Planning > “Current
Initiatives and Projects” > “Infill Residential Design Program”)
(2) PDS Forums – The Planning and Development Services Department is holding a series of public
forums in February-May 2017. The first one is scheduled for Monday, February 13, 6-8 p.m., in
Downing Elementary School. (Read more at www.cityoftacoma.org/Planning > “Public Forums”)
(3) Applications for 2017-2018 Amendment – The Planning Commission is accepting applications
for the 2017-2018 Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code.
Application deadline is March 31, 2017. (Read more at www.cityoftacoma.org/Planning > “20172018 Amendment”)
(4) The next Planning Commission meeting is scheduled for February 15, 2017, at 4:00 p.m., in Room
16; tentative agenda includes: Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan, and Hilltop Links to
Opportunity.
(5) The next Infrastructure, Planning and Sustainability Committee meeting is scheduled for February
8, 2017, at 4:30 p.m., in Room 16; tentative agenda includes: Modifications to TMC for FEMA
Flood Insurance Rate Map Changes, and Street Occupancy Permit Update.

F. Adjournment
The City of Tacoma does not discriminate on the basis of disability in any of its programs, activities, or services. To request this information in an alternative format
or to request a reasonable accommodation, please contact the Planning and Development Services Department at (253) 591-5056 (voice) or (253) 591-5820 (TTY).
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Tacoma, WA 98402 ❚ (253) 591-5682 ❚
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MINUTES (Draft)
TIME:

Wednesday, January 18, 2017, 4:00 p.m.

PLACE:

Room 16, Tacoma Municipal Building North
733 Market Street, Tacoma, WA 98402

PRESENT:

Chris Beale (Chair), Stephen Wamback (Vice-Chair), Jeff McInnis, Meredith Neal,
Anna Petersen, Brett Santhuff, Scott Winship, Jeremy Woolley

ABSENT:

Dorian Waller

A. CALL TO ORDER AND QUORUM CALL
Chair Beale called the meeting to order at 4:07 p.m. A quorum was declared.
B. APPROVAL OF AGENDA AND MINUTES OF JANUARY 4, 2017
The agenda was approved. The minutes of the regular meeting on January 4, 2017 were reviewed and
approved as submitted.
C. PUBLIC COMMENTS
Chair Beale opened the floor for public comments. The following citizens provided comments:
1) Beverly Bowen-Bennett:
Ms. Bowen-Bennett expressed concern that after reviewing the connectivity component of the
plan she had found that it would put streets through currently operating businesses in her
neighborhood. She commented that she would like South Alder Street connected instead of
having a gated community in South Tacoma. She asked why they didn’t install pervious
th
pavements and fix the existing streets first. She requested that they not put 39 Street through
the McDonald’s drive-through.
2) Cam Lehouillier:
Mr. Lehouillier commented that a loop road makes sense in the context of the document, but he
would encourage them, for the section north of 38th Street, to consider rerouting it through South
Cedar Street instead of South Lawrence Street. He reviewed that the condition of the sidewalk
and road on South Cedar Street was more conducive to a loop road for pedestrian and bicycle
traffic. He commented that at the north end of the plan area there was a lot of damage on South
Lawrence Street from heavy trucks and a significant elevation drop towards South Tacoma Way.
He urged them to consider the change to the loop road, commenting there would be a few more
turns, but it would be closer towards where people would go on their bicycles.
3) John Brekke:
Mr. Brekke thanked Ms. Bowen-Bennett for highlighting the connectivity concerns and the
Planning Commission for being willing to consider the concerns of commercial property owners
and businesses. He recommended that they not rush into finishing the plan without getting the
details right.
4) John Burkhalter:
Mr. Burkhalter reviewed that at a previous meeting he had requested that the Commission be
mindful of businesses in the area when putting in roads. He requested that they ensure that if the
land owners needed to do a tenant improvement or create additional space to accommodate an
existing tenant that it not trigger a street requirement if it doesn’t make sense at the time. He
requested that the language clarify whether there would be dedications needed.
747 Market Street, Room 345 ❚Tacoma, WA 98402 ❚(253) 591-5682 ❚FAX (253) 591-5433
http://www.cityoftacoma.org/planning
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D. DISCUSSION ITEMS
1. Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan – Connectivity
Brian Boudet, Planning Services Division Manager, reviewed that the connectivity conversation had made
it difficult to get to other components of the plan that addressed many of the community’s other concerns.
He noted that people generally concur with the idea of where they want to get in the long term and there
was the question of how they communicate a clear and realistic path forward. He commented that their
intent was not to push anyone out but to facilitate a better outcome 20 years into the future, recognizing
that if they do nothing the area will continue to change in a way that is not well coordinated and does not
facilitate good traffic patterns. Mr. Boudet reported that the intent of the meeting was to focus the
discussion on the connectivity issue as progress was needed before they could discuss issues like blight,
improving roads, parking, garbage collection, parks, and townhouses on alleys. He commented that the
key was to go back to the basic principles of why connectivity was important and consider how they
weave the four quadrants of the area together. The other piece was recognizing that they needed to
consider a possible range of options for the version of the plan sent out for public comment. He noted that
staff had discussed looking at a 10 year vision based on the existing framework, road network, and
buildings. There would also be a longer term vision with infill, additional connections, and parks.
Elliott Barnett, Planning Services Division, reviewed that they had heard the concerns of property owners
and Commissioners about the issue of connectivity and the serious real life implications for people in the
neighborhood. He commented that they saw connectivity not only as a benefit to transportation and
walkability, but also as a way to increase access to businesses and provide a catalyst for development.
He reported that all of the comments and direction from the Commission had been considered for
recommendations that would ease many of the concerns while still making progress towards connectivity.
Mr. Barnett discussed why connectivity was important, commenting that it would accommodate growth,
help people choose to walk or ride bicycles, create value, set up sites for development, and provide
health benefits by shifting people away from driving everywhere. He reviewed that the area was a
regional growth center and the City was tasked with a set of policy directions to create a finer grained
transportation system that supports transit, bikes, and pedestrians. If they were successful in creating a
plan that made that progress, it would help attract regional infrastructure funding to the neighborhood. Mr.
Barnett noted that the number of connections had a lot of influence on people’s transportation choices.
He discussed how adding additional connections increases route options, makes the area a more
attractive place to walk, and makes transportation more distributed. He noted that a smaller number of
connections resulted in larger roads and land use more oriented around cars. More connections would
allow for smaller roads which are quiet, low traffic streets. Mr. Barnett reported that the big arterials were
barriers that pedestrians did not feel comfortable crossing and that moving some traffic off of the main
arterial would allow more to be done with the space in the arterial.
Mr. Barnett discussed the original street network map, which included connections based on placemaking and urban design goals. He reviewed that they had found that it was difficult for people to see
themselves in that network, which was an idealized street network that did not show existing buildings.
Feedback had also included concerns that the connections would adversely impact businesses; that they
would be a disincentive to investment; that impacts would be disproportionate; that they should improve
existing streets first; that they should reconsider the loop road alignment; and that they were too far
ahead of the market. He reported that the 10 year vision concept would illustrate the “middle chapter” for
reaching the long term vision. For the 10 year vision, they had modified the street network to recognize
three different tiers and had followed the existing street grid in the northwest quadrant.
Mr. Barnett reviewed that staff had looked at other jurisdictions with a similar pattern of auto oriented
development and large parcels that were being transformed into more of an urban pattern. Based on that
analysis, staff identified three main considerations that would structure their approach moving forward.
The first consideration was the scale of connectivity, where there were tradeoffs between the urban finegrained blocks and larger blocks. The next consideration was whether to map the entire system, which
would provide predictability, or to not map the roads, reducing up front concerns. The last consideration
was for thresholds ranging from any work to only major work.
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Mr. Barnett reported that staff was bringing forward recommended changes to the connectivity approach
based on the feedback received. The first recommend was to develop a 10 year vision which would focus
on the nearer term by primarily showing the Tier 1 projects along with enhancements to the existing street
corridors. The 20 year vision would use the illustrative street network originally proposed as an example
of a possible application of the connectivity standards. He noted that Tier 1 connections were essential to
handle additional traffic in the neighborhood and included the new off-ramp from I-5, a transit connector at
the mall, and the loop road. Tier 2 roads would establish the 600 by 600 foot block scale and would help
redirect traffic from the congested arterial streets, but would not be mapped. Tier 3 roads would not be
mapped and would focus on site access and internal connections. Mr. Barnett commented that they were
recommending defining Tier 1 connections as capital projects that the City would take leadership on.
Mapping of the Tiers 2 and 3 connections would be postponed until the point at which development was
imminent and would be part of a connectivity plan requirement. Mr. Barnett noted that the recommended
connectivity standards would only be applicable to Tiers 2 and 3.
Commissioners provided the following comments and questions:
• Chair Beale asked how the connectivity plan would work and what they would be asking the
property owners to do. Mr. Barnett responded that they would look at other jurisdictions to
develop the process, but it would be similar to a master plan and could be phased over time.
• Chair Beale asked how they defined the threshold for mid-range development activities. Mr.
Barnett responded that they would be asking for guidance on the thresholds, but the initial staff
proposal was for connectivity requirements not to be triggered by tenant improvements or minor
additions.
• Commissioner McInnis commented that focusing on the Tier 1 roads for the first 10 years was a
step forward and made it easier to discuss the details.
• Commissioner Santhuff expressed concern that if the Tier 2 roads were not mapped they would
not be able to develop those roads in a consistent manner for multiple property owners. Mr.
Boudet responded that there would be two visions mapped and that the Tier 2 roads would be
shown in the longer term vision.
• Vice-Chair Wamback reviewed that one of the key aspects of the three Downtown Subarea Plans
had been that, by doing review at the programmatic level through the subarea plans, developers
and property owners would be exempt from certain requirements as long as they developed
consistent with the plan. He suggested that the exemptions for Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan should
only apply to people who want to abide by the goals of the Plan, while people who want to
develop at the baseline would have to go through the regular process.
• Chair Beale suggested that they consider removing the Tier 2 and 3 concepts and instead
propose design standards like functionally equivalent parking lots that function like streets without
requiring the dedication of streets and easements.
• Chair Beale expressed concern that there were scenarios in mid-range development where an
addition might trigger a requirement for an easement through the building gaining an addition.
Ben Thurgood, city staff person in the Continuing Improvements Initiative, facilitated an exercise to
discuss ten key decisions that needed to be made across six different categories: loop road alignment
options, connectivity principles, thresholds, Tier 2 connections, Tier 3 connections, and funding sources.
Mr. Thurgood reviewed the activity in which Commissioners would go through the categories one at a
time to vote on the options with and discuss why they voted the way they did.
The first vote, Loop Road Alignment options, was discussed. Mr. Barnett reported that they were seeking
feedback on what alignments the loop road should use. Option A followed South Lawrence Street and cut
th
across South 36 Street. Options B1 or B2 would cross private property in the northwest quadrant and
th
create a new alignment. Option C followed South 38 street. Option D followed along the north side of the
Madison school site. Commissioner Woolley reported that he voted for option C because it would be
better for pedestrian access with respect to topography. Commissioner McInnis commented that he had
voted for options C and D, because he wouldn’t walk in the industrial area. Commissioner Santhuff
reported that he voted for option A, because it was a straightforward loop and created the potential for a
th
connection to the Water Ditch Trail. He also recommended that the loop road go through 35 Street
th
instead and follow Cedar Street to 47 Street. Commissioner Petersen voted for options A and B
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because, as a person who would only be in the area to do business, she would have no reason to take
the D route. Commissioner Neal voted for option A because it made a more complete route and option B1
because it got rid of the slope at the edge. Commissioner Winship commented that he voted for option B1
because of the topography and option A because it was the path of least resistance. Chair Beale reported
that he voted for option A because it fit with the loop road concept and option D because it was a lower
volume street. Vice-Chair Wamback commented that he voted for a modified version of option A
extending further north and incorporating a segment of the Water Flume Trail because it provided the
th
easiest grade connection to the Flume Line Trail and would clean up illegal encroachment on 36 Street.
The second vote, Connectivity Principles was discussed. It was noted that the options were to continue
with the proposed principles of the connectivity plan or to make changes to the principles. Following the
vote, Commissioners provided recommendations on what changes to the principles were needed. ViceChair Wamback recommended that projects of citywide significance be funded citywide rather than only
at the subarea level. Commissioner Neal requested more details on what it would mean to share costs
proportionately. Commissioner Petersen expressed concern that they were forgetting about the residents
and focusing on the businesses. Commissioner Santhuff commented that they needed to be planning Tier
2 connections purposefully ahead of time. Commissioner McInnis recommended that the Tier 1 projects
be looked at as more of a capital improvement.
Commissioners concurred with postponing the vote on thresholds until later in the exercise.
The fourth vote concerned the Tier 2 connections with categories for flexibility in the 600 by 600 foot block
size and the funding source. Commissioners discussed their votes on how much flexibility to allow for
block sizes. Commissioner Neal voted to support 50-60 feet of flexibility to help align with existing street
networks and buildings. Commissioner Petersen expressed support for +50 or -100 feet because she
didn’t want the blocks to be too large. Commissioner Santhuff supported 30 feet of flexibility because the
Tier 2 connections should complete the pattern of the existing street grid. Commissioner McInnis
suggested that they needed to consider a design review process to determine if a development meets the
goals of the area. Commissioner Woolley commented that he supported 50 feet of flexibility for the
northwest and southwest quadrants to continue the established grid. Vice-Chair Wamback commented
that if they identify a connection as important they should map it out and not have flexibilities. Chair Beale
concurred with Commission McInnis on design review, noting that he had voted for over 100 feet with
added flexibility for mitigating features. Commissioner Winship voted to allow as much flexibility as
possible so long as it meets objectives for connectivity. Commissioner Neal commented that she would
like to see private roads be considered as functionally equivalent. On the issue of funding, the majority of
Commissioners voted that costs should be shared between the City and the developer. Vice-Chair
Wamback suggested that a cooperative agreement between the City and a property owner on how to
develop the street would be a good reason to share costs. Chair Beale reported that he voted to have
shared costs with lots of flexibility or have the City pay if there were specific standards. Commissioner
Santhuff commented he support shared costs, assuming they wouldn’t expect development of Tier 2
streets until there was a threshold of development and a possible development agreement.
The fifth vote concerned Tier 3 connections. Mr. Barnett noted that they were proposing requiring site
access, internal connectivity, and for a connection every 300 feet on large block frontages. Voting
categories included flexibility, ownership, and what standards would be used. For how much flexibility
should be allowed for the maximum street frontage, Chair Beale recommended that Tier 3 connections be
done through design review; Commissioner Santhuff commented that he liked the 300 by 600 foot blocks
in the Madison neighborhood; Commissioner Petersen voted for 300 feet; Commissioner Neal voted to
allow lots of flexibility; and Vice-Chair Wamback, Commissioner Woolley, and Commissioner McInnis
concurred that flexibility should be allowed on a case by case basis. For the category of ownership, Chair
Beale voted for private ownership; Vice-Chair Wamback voted for private ownership, while supporting
roads being deeded over if a LID or BIA were created for maintenance; Commissioner Woolley,
Commissioner McInnis, Commissioner Petersen, and Commissioner Neal voted for optional ownership;
Commissioner Santhuff voted for optional ownership, while requiring certain standards to be met if they
chose to make the connections public; and Commissioner Winship voted for ownership to be optional to
the extent that they follow the grid. For what standards would be required, Chair Beale, Commissioner
McInnis, Commissioner Woolley, Commissioner Santhuff, Commissioner Neal, and Commissioner
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Winship voted for case by case standards with design review; Commissioner Santhuff, Commissioner
Neal, Commissioner Winship, and Commissioner Petersen voted for a menu of options; and Vice-Chair
Wamback voted for design review from a menu of options.
The sixth vote, whether new or increased funding sources were needed, was discussed. Mr. Barnett
reviewed that if they chose to use public funding, it would mean looking at new funding options of some
kind. Existing funding sources would still make progress, but the pace would be restrained. Voting options
for new funding sources included utilizing existing tools, Impact Fees, Catalytic Street Fund or Local
Improvement District (LID) Funding, or other funding tools. For the vote on funding sources,
Commissioner Woolley voted for Catalytic Street Funding which would show the community how they
were planning to pay for improvements; Commissioner McInnis voted for Catalytic Street Funding as a
way to accelerate development; Commissioner Santhuff voted for Catalytic Street Funding, City funds
from the general fund, LID, and grant funding; Commissioner Petersen voted to use impact fees;
Commissioner Neal voted for LIDs or other funding sources; Commissioner Winship voted that all sources
of funding should be on the table; Chair Beale voted that they should utilize existing tools; Vice-Chair
Wamback voted that they should consider all funding sources, adding that Tax Increment Financing and
Design-Build-Finance-Operate, which were not available under State law, would be optimum funding
strategies for development in the Tacoma Mall area.
The third vote, Thresholds, had two components: at what point a plan would be required and what level of
development should trigger dedication or construction. Vice-Chair Wamback commented that for the
connectivity plan he wanted to require that properties of certain acreage develop a plan by a specific
date. He recommended triggering implementation if a development would trigger a SEPA threshold or
was anticipated to generate a certain number of new trips. Chair Beale voted for major site
redevelopment, for both thresholds. Commissioner Winship voted for substantial additions to trigger the
connectivity plan and for implementation to trigger with new construction initially, but with less
development over time. Commissioner Neal voted to trigger a connectivity plan with substantial additions
and to trigger dedication with new construction. Commissioner Petersen expressed concern that the
options for both categories needed specifics. Commissioner Santhuff voted for a major TI or a minor
addition to trigger the connectivity plan and for implementation to trigger with either substantial additions
or new construction depending on the value of the development. Commissioner McInnis commented that
for development of large sites, he preferred the functional equivalent concept. Commissioner Woolley
reported that he liked the idea of incorporating property owner sized connections for the connectivity plan
and substantial additions for triggering implementation.
Chair Beale recessed the meeting at 6:49 p.m. The meeting resumed at 7:01 p.m.
Mr. Barnett reported that they would return with staff recommendations for areas where there was not a
clear consensus from the exercise. He reported that they had a clear direction on the principles. For Tier
3 connections, the consensus was for functionally equivalent design with more flexibility attached to
design review. In terms of funding, the direction was to continue to explore more options. For Tier 2
connections, there were two perspectives: that Tier 2 connections should be mapped or that they were
not distinct from Tier 3. For thresholds, there was consensus that major construction or redevelopment
activities should be the trigger for dedication and construction. On the loop road alignment, the exercise
indicated that option A was a clear alternative and C was not ideal.
Vice-Chair Wamback requested that in the draft subarea plan, staff review the language in Action T-4,
regarding street and alley vacations, so they don’t send a message that the plan forbids street vacations.
E. COMMUNICATION ITEMS & OTHER BUSINESS
There were no communication items.
F. ADJOURNMENT
At 7:09 p.m., the meeting of the Planning Commission was concluded.

Agenda Item
D-1

City of Tacoma
Planning and Development Services
To:

Planning Commission

From:

Lauren Flemister, Planning Services Division

Subject:

Airport Compatibility Overlay

Date of Meeting:

February 1, 2017

Date of Memo:

January 26, 2017

At the Planning Commission’s meeting on February 1, 2017, staff will provide an update of the
implementation of the Airport Compatibility Overlay and ongoing efforts to coordinate with the
Joint Base Lewis McChord – Joint Land Use Study. The objectives of this coordination are
reflected in the One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan. Staff intends to codify an Airport
Compatibility Overlay in the City’s 2018 Annual Amendment cycle that will promote the health,
safety, and welfare of Tacoma’s citizens by minimizing hazard impacts in the Accident
Protection Zone II (See Attachment “A”).
Staff will present preliminary ideas regarding possible changes to development patterns and
standards that affect the parcels included in the APZ II. Staff will conduct the assessment and
analysis of the Amendment Process studying appropriate uses in the APZ II, development
standards, and the potential to change zoning designations. At the conclusion of this process,
staff will return to the Planning Commission with a recommendation.

If you have any questions, please contact me at 591-5394 or lflemister@cityoftacoma.org.

Attachments:
A. City of Tacoma JBLM APZ Map

c:

Peter Huffman, Director
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Agenda Item
D-2

City of Tacoma
Planning and Development Services
To:

Planning Commission

From:

Stephen Atkinson, Planning Services Division

Subject:

Downtown Element Integration

Meeting Date:

February 1, 2017

Memo Date:

January 25, 2017

At the Planning Commission’s meeting on February 1, 2017, staff will present a draft scope of
work for the Downtown Element Integration. This project is under consideration for the 20172018 Planning Commission work program and will be included in the final assessment report in
April 2017. This will be primarily an informational presentation but staff will be seeking
concurrence that the project meets the thresholds for consideration in the 2017-2018
Amendment docket.
The intent of the project is to ensure consistency between the Downtown Element of the One
Tacoma Plan and the more recently adopted subarea plans for the Downtown Tacoma Regional
Growth Center. In addition, the project will review strategies for more fully integrating elements
of the three subarea plans. Attached is a project description that summarizes the purpose and
intent, schedule, background, and policy framework.
During the development of the One Tacoma Plan some specific inconsistencies were identified
between the subarea plans and the Downtown Element. For one, the Downtown Element no
longer reflects the full area included in the Downtown Tacoma Regional Growth Center and
adopted subarea plans. Second, the Downtown Element includes more expansive urban design
and streetscape design policies and a street typology system unique to downtown. Through the
subarea plan processes these street typologies and design policies were treated differently
depending on the specific plan. An initial step in the process will be to conduct a more thorough
policy audit to determine a more detailed scope of work and approach.
Key issues include:
1. Consistency: Which elements of the Downtown Element have been fully incorporated
into or superseded by elements of the subarea plans?
2. Organization: Should the Downtown Element be more fully integrated into the subarea
plans, other applicable chapters of the One Tacoma Plan, or should the city retain a
stand-alone policy element?
3. Representation: How should the City improve the representation of how the three
subarea plans interact to create a whole, unified Downtown?
If you have any questions, please contact Stephen Atkinson, satkinson@cityoftacoma.org, or at
(253) 591-5531.
Attachment:
1. Downtown Element Integration – Project Description and Process

c.

Peter Huffman, Director
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Downtown Element Integration
Project Description and Process
This project is intended to review and fully integrate the Downtown Element of the One
Tacoma Plan with the related subarea plans and to resolve current inconsistencies
between the policy element and the implementing subarea plans.
Of particular focus will be a review and recommendations pertaining to the following
topics:
•
•
•
•

Downtown Plan Element boundaries and applicability;
Character areas and related policies;
Street design typologies;
Economic development and arts and culture policies and strategies.

Project Process

The Downtown Element Integration is being conducted in four major phases.
1. Research and Assessment
• Conduct a policy audit to determine which
December 2016 to April 2017
policies of the Downtown Element have
been directly incorporated into a subarea
• Assessment Report, April 2017
plan and which have not. Determine any
We are here
goals or policies in the Downtown Element
that have been superseded by the subarea
plans.
• Identify any new policies/strategies
identified in the subarea plans that should
be more fully recognized in the One
Tacoma Plan and/or Downtown Element.
2.

Concepts Development
June to September 2017
• Concepts Report, September
2017

•

3.

Draft Development
October 2017 to January 2018
• Planning Commission Draft,
February 2018

•

Public Hearings/Adoption
• PC Hearing, March 2018
• Council Hearing, May/June
2018

•

4.

Planning and Development Services
City of Tacoma, Washington
Marilyn Strickland, Mayor
Peter Huffman, Director

•

Develop alternatives for integrating the
Downtown Element: 1. As a stand-alone
element, 2. Fully integrated within the
subarea plans, or 3. Fully integrated within
the appropriate One Tacoma Plan
elements.
Develop a draft of the recommended
approach.
Update maps as necessary.
The public may testify on the draft at the
Planning Commission and Tacoma City
Council public hearings.

Project Manager
Stephen Atkinson, Senior Planner
satkinson@cityoftacoma.org
www.cityoftacoma.org/planning

Project Background
The definition of Tacoma’s Downtown has changed significantly over the past
decade. In 1993 Hilltop, Stadium and Downtown Tacoma were designated as
individual mixed-use centers. Downtown was designated as the City’s Central
Business District while Stadium and Hilltop were designated as Neighborhood
Centers.
As part of the Puget Sound Regional Council’s VISION 2040 update (between
2006 and 2009) Tacoma was designated a Metropolitan City and Downtown
Tacoma was designated as a Regional Growth Center in the new regional
growth strategy. In conjunction with the new regional designation, the
Tacoma City Council adopted a Resolution to expand the definition of
Downtown to include neighborhoods like Nob Hill. In 2008, the Downtown
Element was significantly updated to be consistent with the new boundaries
and in 2009 VISION 2040 was adopted and took effect.
In 2010 the City proposed an additional expansion of the Downtown Regional
Growth Center, to include the Stadium Neighborhood Center and the Hilltop
Neighborhood Center. The expanded boundary was intended to provide for
improved coordination of infrastructure improvements, housing choices,
sustainable transportation choices, and economic development. The
expanded boundary was accepted by the Puget Sound Regional Council. This
boundary remains in effect today for the Downtown Regional Growth Center.
One of the conditions for municipalities with a regionally designated Growth
Center is to conduct sub area planning for these regionally designated
centers. In 2011 the City of Tacoma was selected to participate in the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s Sustainable
Communities Regional Planning Grant Program: Coordinated by the Puget
Sound Regional Council through the Growing Transit Communities Program.
As a catalyst project partner, the City of Tacoma received $500,000 to develop
a long-range Subarea Plan and area-wide SEPA Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for future development and infrastructure investments in
South Downtown. Following the launch of the South Downtown subarea
planning process, the City initiated similar efforts in North Downtown and
Hilltop. The Plans were adopted in 2014.
Current Status
The inclusion of Stadium and Hilltop within the Regional Growth Center has
expanded regional funding prioritization to these neighborhoods, helping to
deliver funding for projects like the LINK expansion. In 2015, the One Tacoma
Plan more fully recognized Hilltop and Stadium as districts within Downtown.
However, during the One Tacoma Plan development, some inconsistencies
were identified between the Downtown Element and the recently completed
subarea plan. Staff is proposing to rectify these inconsistencies and fully
integrate the policies and subarea plans.

In 2010 the Downtown Regional Growth
Center was expanded to include Stadium and
Hilltop (light gray).

The City Council adopted subarea plans for
South Downtown, North Downtown, and
Hilltop in 2014.

Policy Framework
The Urban Form Element of the One Tacoma Plan includes a characterization of the
Downtown Regional Growth Center and a description of the Character Areas within
Downtown. The Downtown zoning districts are the most intensive in the City, allowing
development heights from 90’ in the Downtown Residential District to 400’ in the
Downtown Commercial Core. The Downtown Regional Center Subarea Plans were
developed in accordance with the Growing Transit Cities Compact and are planned to
accommodate growth of 76,000 residents and 68,000 new jobs.
Character Areas:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Stadium
Hilltop
Hillside
St. Helens
UWT/Museum
District
Dome District
Commercial Core
Foss Waterway
Old Brewery
District

Character Areas identified in the Downtown Regional Growth Center

One Tacoma Plan
The One Tacoma Plan
update was a partial
effort to incorporate
some elements of the
overall goals and policies
for Downtown into
applicable chapters,
including Urban Form
and Economic
Development.

Goal UF-4: Catalyze the Downtown as Tacoma’s and the South Puget Sound’s largest
center with the highest concentrations of housing and with a diversity of housing
options and services.
Policy UF-4.1 Strive to achieve Downtown Tacoma’s regional allocation of housing and
employment and continue its growth as a regional center for innovation and exchange
through diverse transit-oriented housing opportunities, commerce, employment, arts,
culture, entertainment, tourism, education, and government.
Policy UF–4.3 Enhance the Downtown as a regional transportation hub and optimize
regional access to Downtown Tacoma’s destinations.
Policy UF-4.4 Establish the Downtown as a series of interconnected neighborhoods and
encourage development that recognizes and responds to the context of these unique
subareas.

