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City of Tacoma
Planning Commission
AGENDA
MEETING:

Regular Meeting

TIME:

Wednesday, May 2, 2018, 5:00 p.m.

LOCATION: Room 16, Tacoma Municipal Building North
733 Market Street, Tacoma, WA 98402
A. Call to Order and Quorum Call
B. Approval of Agenda and Minutes
•

Minutes – March 21, 2018; and April 4, 2018

C. Public Comments
•

Comments are accepted on all discussion items except for Item D-1 (2018 Amendments), as it
was the subject of a recent public hearing. Comments are limited to 3 minutes per person.

D. Discussion Items
1. 2018 Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code
• Description:

Review the draft Findings of Fact and Recommendations Report and the
draft Letter of Recommendation and consider forwarding the 2018
Amendments package to the City Council for review and adoption.

• Action:

Recommendation.

• Staff Contact:

Stephen Atkinson, 253-591-5531, satkinson@cityoftacoma.org

2. 2019 Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code
• Description:

Review draft assessment reports for various applications proposed for
inclusion in the 2019 Amendments package.

• Action:

Authorize for Public Scoping Review and Set Public Hearing Date.

• Staff Contact:

Stephen Atkinson, 253-591-5531, satkinson@cityoftacoma.org

E. Communication Items
(1) Planning Commission Vacancies – The City Council is seeking volunteers to fill the Districts 2, 3,
and 5 positions on the Commission for a three-year term through June 30, 2021. Applications
must be submitted to the City Clerk’s Office by Tuesday, May 8, 2018. To apply, visit
www.cityoftacoma.org/CBCapplication.
(2) The next Planning Commission meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, May 16, 2018, at 5:00 p.m.,
in Room 16; tentative agenda (subject to change) includes: 2019-2024 Capital Facilities Program;
Residential Infill Pilot Program Phase 2; and 2019 Amendments (Assessment/Scoping).
(3) The next Infrastructure, Planning and Sustainability Committee meeting is scheduled for
Wednesday, April 25, 2018, 4:30 p.m., in Room 16; tentative agenda (subject to change) includes:
Sustainable Tacoma Commission Interviews; Landmarks Preservation Commission Annual
Report; and Traffic Light Synchronization.

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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City of Tacoma
Planning Commission
MINUTES (Draft)
TIME:

Wednesday, March 21, 2018, 5:00 p.m.

PLACE:

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

PRESENT:

Stephen Wamback (Chair), Carolyn Edmonds, Jeff McInnis, Brett Santhuff, Dorian Waller,
Andrew Strobel

ABSENT:

Anna Petersen (Vice-Chair)

A. CALL TO ORDER AND QUORUM CALL
Chair Wamback called the meeting to order at 5:03 p.m. A quorum was declared.
B. APPROVAL OF AGENDA AND MINUTES
The agenda was approved. The minutes of the regular meeting on February 21, 2018 were reviewed.
Commissioner Givens suggested an amendment to “2018 Annual Amendment Package” on page 2 to
reflect that (a) as part of the discussion on “Lot Size Averaging”, clarification was made that the permitted
minimum sizes of lots were not being changed; and (b) as part of the discussion on “Weather Protection
Requirement”, a request was made for staff to research whether extending a 5-foot awning from a
building over the sidewalk in Downtown Tacoma would require a Right-of-Way permit. The minutes were
approved as amended.
C. PUBLIC COMMENTS
There was none.
D. DISCUSSION ITEMS
1. Planning Commission Work Program, By-Laws, and Operations
Brian Boudet, Manager, and Stephen Atkinson of the Planning Services Division, facilitated the Planning
Commission’s review of the 2017-2019 Planning Work Program, Tacoma Municipal Code (TMC) Chapter
13.02, and the Commission’s Rules and Regulations (i.e., By-laws). Staff was seeking feedback and
guidance from the Commission on: (a) planning work program issues, including projects to review in the
2019 Amendment cycle, potential off-cycle projects, and high-priority projects for the Commission; and (b)
process and procedures issues, including improvements to the assessment and analysis processes for
plan and code amendments, and improvements to the Commission’s workload and operations.
Mr. Boudet noted that the discussion on the planning work program issues would help set priorities for the
2019 Amendment cycle and inform the development of the 2018-2020 Planning Work Program. The work
would be reflected in the Commission’s 2017-2018 Annual Report to be supplied to the Infrastructure,
Planning and Sustainability (IPS) Committee in June-July 2018.
Commissioner Edmonds asked how priority projects are determined and how different priorities from
Commissioners and Council Members are reconciled. Mr. Boudet responded that the Commission
develops the planning work program, setting project priorities based on community’s issues and needs,
City Council’s mandates and directives, Commission’s goals and workload, Comprehensive Plan goals
and policies, relevant legislative requirements, and other factors. The IPS Committee and the Council
may modify the work program, and Council mandates and directives generally have a higher priority.
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Mr. Boudet reviewed the progress of the Comprehensive Plan implementation, the status of the current
2017-2019 Planning Work Program where some high-priority projects had been delayed due to four
Council initiatives (interim regulations), three potential project tracks for 2018-2020 (i.e., off-cycle projects,
2019 Amendment, and 2019-2020 projects), and other projects in waiting (e.g., Downtown Subarea Plan
updates and annexation planning). Commissioners provided the following questions, comments and
suggestions:
•

Commissioner Edmonds asked for clarification for JLUS. Mr. Boudet explained that JLUS stood
for Joint Land Use Study, which covers the JBLM accident potential zone (APZ) in a small part of
South Tacoma where high density development shouldn’t be encouraged.

•

Commissioner Edmonds asked for clarification for off-cycle projects. Mr. Boudet explained that
those are projects not grouped into the annual amendments and are of different scope and timing,
such as the Residential Infill Pilot Program Phase 2 and the Affordable Housing Initiatives.

•

Commissioner Strobel announced that he had received a direct invitation from the Mayor to
participate in the Affordable Housing Group on behalf of the Planning Commission.

•

Commissioner Givens inquired about the scope of the Residential Infill Pilot Program Phase 2. Mr.
Boudet stated that the Council voted for an expansion of the pilot program (Phase 1) to respond
to the high interest in the accessory dwelling units (ADUs) and to improve the process to meet
with code requirements. Commissioner Givens suggested that the code should be implemented
by, say, 2020, instead of keeping the pilot program continuously and endlessly.

•

Commissioner McInnis suggested moving the JLUS item up on the priority list for 2019
Amendment. Commissioner Santhuff concurred and suggested other high priority items such as
Open Space Corridors Phase 2 (Geohazards) and Commercial Zoning Updates. Chair Wamback
also noted the need to move up the JLUS item and commented that there might be a need for a
moratorium for certain uses within the APZ and the project may need to be broken into two
phases.

•

Commissioners Strobel, Santhuff, McInnis and Givens and Chair Wamback commented on
Sound Transit’s Tacoma Dome Link Extension (TDLE) project, and suggested that (a) the City
should be proactive in land use and zoning reviews in preparation for the project that Sound
Transit has devoted a lot of resources to; (b) TDLE should be incorporated into the consideration
for Transit Oriented Development (TOD) or into the Downton Subarea Plan Integration project; (c)
the South Downtown Subarea Plan should be revisited, the boundaries of South Downtown
adjusted (eastward to Puyallup River), and the TDLE station areas reviewed in coordination with
the Tideflats subarea planning; (d) this is an opportunity for the City to be uniform and ensure that
the zoning works for both the City and Sound Transit; and (e) the City should have a strategy for
station area planning.

Mr. Atkinson reviewed the proposed changes to TMC 13.02 concerning the Assessment phase of the
plan and code amendment process. He indicated that based on previous comments from Commissioners
and the experience during the current 2018 Amendment process, staff is proposing changes to the
Assessment phase in order to better facilitate the Commission’s decision making on whether to accept or
deny applications before finalizing the amendment docket. The proposal would add to the Assessment
phase (a) preliminary staff analysis of the application, including area of applicability, policy review,
objectives, and options for review; and (b) a public hearing to solicit public comments on the staff
assessment report. Chair Wamback appreciated the proposal and commented that it would provide an
official record of public comments supporting the Commission’s decision of accepting or denying an
application.
Mr. Boudet discussed the Commission’s By-laws and asked for Commission’s comments. Chair
Wambach requested staff to provide additional information on how other commissions and committees of
Tacoma and other cities address the issues of attendance and excusal of absences and propose
appropriate revisions to the By-laws and TMC for the Commission’s consideration.
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E. COMMUNICATION ITEMS
Brian Boudet, Planning Division Manager, provided the following reports:
•

The Public Review Document for the 2018 Amendments was provided to the Commissioners in
preparation for the Informational Meeting on March 28 and the Commission’s Public Hearing on
April 4, 2018.

•

The City Council held a public hearing on Temporary Homeless Shelters Regulations on March
st
20 and would conduct a study session and the 1 reading of ordinance on March 27, 2018.

•

Regarding the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan and EIS project, there will be an
Informational Session on April 16, 2018 to prepare interested citizens for the City Council Public
Hearing on April 24, 2018. The IPS Committee reviewed the Planning Commission’s
recommendations in February and made some modifications. Chair Wamback requested that
staff provide more detailed information about the modifications and the evolution from the
Commission’s recommendations regarding such issues as the boundaries of the Regional Growth
Center and the height in the Madison district.

•

Regarding Sound Transit’s Tacoma Dome Link Extension (TDLE), Commissioner Santhuff had
been selected for the TDLE Stakeholder’s Group and would act in a citizen/Commissioner role.
Also, the IPS Committee reviewed the subject in late February and some of their comments
included that this project is within the context of a larger system that has multiple modes
happening; that this is not just about getting to Seattle but also about getting to Tacoma; and that
through this 18-month alternative analysis process, the City should advocate for broad
consideration of alternatives that meet the local, regional, and City goals.

•

City Council appointed Justin Camarata to the interim position for District 2, which generally
represents a portion of the North End, Northeast Tacoma, the industrial area around the Port of
Tacoma and Downtown Tacoma. Council Member Camarata will serve in that position until
Council Member Robert Thoms returns and resumes his duties, or until December 31, 2018,
whichever occurs first.

F. ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at 7:29 p.m.
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City of Tacoma
Planning Commission
MINUTES (Draft)
TIME:

Wednesday, April 4, 2018, 5:30 p.m.

PLACE:

Council Chambers, Tacoma Municipal Building, 1 Floor
747 Market Street, Tacoma, WA 98402

PRESENT:

Stephen Wamback (Chair), Anna Petersen (Vice-Chair), Carolyn Edmonds, Ryan Givens,
Brett Santhuff, Andrew Strobel

ABSENT:

Jeff McInnis, Dorian Waller

st

A. CALL TO ORDER AND QUORUM CALL
Chair Wamback called the special meeting (due to changes in starting time and location) to order at 5:31
p.m. A quorum was declared.
B. APPROVAL OF AGENDA AND MINUTES
Chair Wamback dispensed with asking the commission to approve the agenda as agenda amendments
are not permitted at special meetings. There were no minutes for approval.
C. PUBLIC COMMENTS
No public comments outside the context of the public meeting accepted.
D. PUBLIC HEARING
1. 2018 Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code
Chair Wamback called to order the public hearing concerning the proposed 2018 Amendments to the
Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code (“2018 Amendments”), and reviewed the
procedures for the hearing. Stephen Atkinson, Planning Services Division, reviewed the subject of the
public hearing. He outlined the background of the application process, the Comprehensive Plan, the Land
Use Regulatory Code (Tacoma Municipal Code Title 13) and the amendment process. He summarized
the seven applications proposed and explained the various opportunities and ways to provide public
comment. The 2018 Amendments package included the following applications/subjects: (1) Car Wash
Uses in Neighborhood Centers; (2) Vehicle Service and Repair: Outdoor Storage; (3) S. 80th Street PDB
Rezone; (4) Commercial View Sensitive District Height Measurement; (5) Transportation Master Plan –
Limited Amendment; (6) Open Space Corridors Project – Phase 1; and (7) Code Cleanups.
Chair Wamback called for testimony. The following citizens testified:
1) Eric Jackson :
Mr. Jackson spoke on Car Wash Uses in Neighborhood Centers. He feels that car washes
th
promote responsible water use in urban cores. The existing Brown Bear Car Wash located on 6
Avenue near Pearl Street is over capacity with a high number and high density of cars using the
facility. Car washes allow people living in apartments and multi-family housing access to wash
their cars and meet the newer and higher social consciousness. Many apartments are banning
car washes on site. Mr. Jackson noted that there was a recent report on King 5 News that Puget
Sound Chinook Salmon would soon be on the endangered species list. He feels that public
officials should assist in alleviating this issue via zoning and more environmentally responsible
use of water.
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2) Ginny Eberhardt, West End Neighborhood Council:
Ms. Eberhardt, a member representing the West End Neighborhood Council, stated that the
council is asking that the car wash application be denied. The Narrows area as a mixed-use
th
center is in the process of revitalization with new businesses coming in. To put a car wash on 6
Avenue would cause traffic on narrow side streets and issues with traffic control in the Geiger
School area. Increased and back-up traffic would be hazardous to both students and school bus
drivers.
3) Lance Odermat, Brown Bear Car Wash:
Mr. Odermat, Vice President of Car Wash Enterprises (Brown Bear Car Wash) spoke on the
th
proposed development of a car washing facility at 6902 & 6918 6 Avenue. He asks that car
washes be allowed in the NCX Neighborhood Commercial Mixed-Use districts with a Conditional
Use Permit. The proposed development site is currently in poor condition and a detriment to the
neighborhood with trespassing and unlawful activity. They are prepared to demolish the
structures and move forward with the project. Prior to investing a large sum of money, he would
like an assurance that they will be able to develop the car wash. He understands the hesitation
but does not feel that the project would be a detriment to the neighborhood. The project would be
a positive development, both state of the art and environmentally friendly with no expense spared
on landscaping or appearance. A similar project was completed in May of 2017 in Poulsbo and
the project was successful. Mr. Odermat is confident he can achieve the same outcome with this
location. He stated that Brown Bear is a family owned and operated company with locations in
Tacoma since the early 1970’s and has been a stable presence in the community. The existing
th
location on 6 Avenue near Pearl Street is too small, and the building is at its end of life and
th
renovation is not a viable option. At this point the option is either to build the new location on 6
Avenue or relocate to Gig Harbor. Their strong preference is to remain in Tacoma.
4) Steve Gillen:
Mr. Gillen is concerned with the sustainable development policies. He feels they diminish property
rights, regulate businesses, control water use and other uses and basically will eventually control
all aspects of people’s live and change the aspect of the community. He feels it is very damaging
and the whole society will be changed.
5) Anthony Steele, President, Hilltop Business Association:
Mr. Steele voiced concerns on the Commercial View Sensitive District Height Methodology. He
suggested more information be given to the community prior to moving forward with the zoning
issue. He requested clarification on which areas it would cover. He understands that the zoning
action is for a different business district but there is nothing that precludes this zoning from being
applied to other districts. He asked that both options in the amendment be made available to the
community for review to accurately make comments. Mr. Steele stated that moving forward with
the current methodology would actually be a punishment to the landowners, property owners, and
business owners on each side of the street. The owners with frontage would be forced to limit
their building height as an allowance for the view of the owner across the street. People have
invested in their property and now would be told they are precluded from redeveloping their
property and adding height to their property for a view. It is important to note that whatever the
height requirement is, it is the same for everyone on both sides of the street.
6) Mary Smith:
Ms. Smith commented on the Commercial View Sensitive District Height Methodology from the
perspective of Old Town residents. She is aware that there are 3 neighborhoods impacted by the
methodology and feels that Option #2 is the most favorable for the residents of the 3
neighborhoods. Old Town while a mix of residential and commercial uses, is predominantly a
residential area. Option #2 favors the residents in the area just a bit over commercial building
developers. The hills slope which is a two way downhill slope creates a complex view which is
highly valued and reflected in property taxes. Ms. Smith asks that the Commission take into
consideration the fact that after businesses close at the end of the day the residents are there
and appreciate their neighborhood and their view. She urged the Commission to select Option #2
and provided signatures from neighbors to City Staff.
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7) Mike Fleming, West Slope Neighborhood Coalition:
Mr. Fleming addressed the Commercial View Sensitive District Height Methodology. He spoke
on behalf of the West Slope Neighborhood Coalition in opposition to the amendment and
changing the methodology. The amendment, per the staff report, was supposed to create more
th
parity amongst parcels. The parity was for frontage property along 30 Street per the application
by the private requestor. In the two current proposed options, there is a significant disparity, via
the building height limitations. On one side of the street the owners are allowed to build 3 levels of
floor space while on the other side of the street only 2 levels of floor space are allowed, providing
50% more floor space. Mr. Fleming and the Coalition feel that the best solution is to use the
existing variance process and not to change the amendment. The issues of the one person can
be addressed and the property can be examined and the variance process allows input from the
neighbors and those in the vicinity. Amending this regulation would mean developer could
proceed without any notification to others about what was going on. This is a significant issue for
the Coalition.
8) Jeff Bell, Jeff’s Used Tires:
Mr. Bell, owner of Jeff’s Used Tires on 6th Avenue, commented on the “Outdoor Tire Storage.”
He indicated that he has been in this business since 1995, and that the site was a car wash that
could not be converted without spending millions of dollars. Mr. Bell opened Good Used Tire
Store which is open 7 days a week providing affordable services to many customers, enabling
people to keep their cars rolling. Outdoor storage is very important and a building to house the
tires would be very expensive and cost prohibitive. He felt that a fence to block the public’s view
of the tires and plants to beautify the outside between the privacy fence and sidewalk would be
fine. Mr. Bell is opposed to closing the site down after 23 years. He thinks the site would remain
vacant if he was forced to close and move as the cost for development of the property is
extensive. He thinks only a bigger corporation would be able to develop the site.
9) Stacey Gillette:
Ms. Gillette commented on the Commercial View Sensitive District Height Methodology. She
indicated that her concern was the intent of the amendment and the attempt to promote parity
among parcels in the C-2 district. Ms. Gillette’s primary concern was the Proctor area, specifically
th
34 and Proctor. She would like to see consistency in building height requirement as the height
limit is only on one side of the street in this area. Ms. Gillette requested additional information as
to why this was done. She believes this is an example of where consistency in code is needed.
th
She proposed an expansion of the View Sensitive Overlay District to the entire 34 and C-2
Proctor District area. She also stated that she would like to eventually see the area as a C-1.
10) Rick Rosenbladt:
Mr. Rosenbladt spoke about the Open Space Corridors. He feels that while it is important to
protect trees, wetlands, and the items in the proposal; the amendment is quite severe. The cut
back as to what property owners can do with their property down to 35% is a very dramatic
reduction in the use. He likened it to planning to build a house and then deciding to build a tiny
home. Mr. Rosenbladt closed by reiterating that the amendment was severe.
11) Loretta Ramos:
th
Ms. Ramos lives a little over a block from the proposed car wash location at 6902 & 6918 6
th
Avenue. She agrees that the current car wash on 6 Avenue near Pearl Street is landlocked and
extremely busy. She was interested in the subject site for her own personal mental health
practice. She has spoken to a project manager affiliated with Brown Bear Car Wash about
acquiring the building and spoken with City staff about the homeless population that has taken up
residence at the site. She is unhappy with the lack of site containment and security. She feels
that Brown Bear has made no effort to enclose the site and manage the homeless issue at the
site. She is worried about the homeless people living on the site.
12) Dean Wilson, Chairman, West Slope Neighborhood Coalition:
Mr. Wilson, Chairman, West Slope Neighborhood Coalition expressed the Coalition’s concerns
about the car wash issue. He indicated that they are worried about the noise and congestion. He
stated that they do not perceive a cogent reason why there should be an across the board
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amendment that would affect all neighborhood centers because one person applied for a car
th
wash in the Narrows district on 6 Avenue. The Coalition generally opposes the amendment and
does not feel car washes belong in neighborhood centers.
13) Ken Kingsbury, West End Neighborhood Council:
Mr. Kingsbury, a member of the West End Neighborhood Council, commented on the Car Wash
Uses in Neighborhood Centers, indicating that he opposes the car wash going in. He has lived in
the area for over 4 decades and has seen the neighborhood change. He is concerned with the
th
potential traffic overflow and feels there would be constant overflow on to 6 Avenue which would
trickle on to the side streets. Another concern is the inability for emergency vehicles to access the
streets if cars are backed up. He does not feel this would be good for the community especially
as it begins to turn around and develop.
Seeing no one else coming forward, Chair Wamback reiterated that written comments would continue to
be accepted through April 6, 2018.
Chair Wamback asked the Commission if they had any questions or suggestions for additional
information to bring back to the Commission. The Commissioners requested clarification from Staff on
what areas are impacted by the Commercial View Sensitive District; would amendment apply to all VSDs
or other business districts. Also requested were examples to allow the Commission and public to better
understand the View Sensitive District Height Methodology, more information on the “Do Nothing” option,
and what a variance process associated with the option would entail. Mr. Atkinson reiterated that at the
next meeting staff would prepare summarized testimony, provide written comments received, identify
issues and staff responses, and provide options for the Commission’s consideration. The Commission
concurred. Chair Wamback formally closed the public hearing at 6:25 p.m.
E. COMMUNICATION ITEMS & OTHER BUSINESS
Brian Boudet, Planning Division Manager, provided the following reports:
• Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan Update – A SEPA Addendum was included in the
agenda packet to provide more description on the proposed changes made by the Infrastructure,
Planning and Sustainability (IPS) Committee to the draft subarea plan and associated zoning
regulations as recommended by the Planning Commission. The City Council will conduct a study
session and a public hearing on April 24, 2018. Staff will conduct an informational meeting on
April 16, 2018 for interested citizens to learn more about the project. Staff is also working on
holding a meeting with stakeholders in the development community to address the question: “Will
the market bear the inclusionary zoning concept proposed?”
• Planning Commission Bylaws concerning Absences – Based on benchmarking research, staff is
suggesting some changes to the Bylaws, which must be preceded by similar changes to the
Tacoma Municipal Code 13.02.010. Said code changes will be incorporated in the Code
Cleanups application of the 2018 Amendments for the Commission’s consideration at the next
meeting.
• Homeless Temporary Shelter Regulations – The City Council has rescheduled the final reading of
adopting ordinance from April 3 to April 10, 2018 to allow more time for discussion on multiple
amendments to the ordinance.
• Sound Transit’s Tacoma Dome Link Extension (TDLE) – The City Council will consider a
resolution on April 10, 2018 to enter into a Partnership Agreement with Sound Transit on the
TDLE project. The Planning Commission’s comments on the project as expressed at the meeting
on February 21, 2018 will be reflected in the resolution. Commissioner Santhuff reported that the
TDLE Stakeholder’s Group had met on March 28, 2018 and that Sound Transit will hold an open
house on April 17, 2018.
F. ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at 6:37 p.m.
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Agenda Item
D-1

City of Tacoma
Planning and Development Services
To:

Planning Commission

From:

Stephen Atkinson, Planning Services Division

Subject:

2018 Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan
and Land Use Regulatory Code

Date of Meeting:

May 2, 2018

Date of Memo:

April 26, 2018

Action Requested:
Recommend the 2018 Amendments for City Council Review
Discussion:
At the next meeting on May 2, the Commission is expected to complete the review of the 2018
Amendment and make a recommendation to the City Council. Attached for the Commission’s
review are the draft Findings of Fact and Recommendations Report that documents the
Commission’s review process and deliberations of the 2018 Amendment and a draft Letter of
Recommendation to be used for transmitting the report to the City Council.
To complete the Commission’s deliberation, staff is providing an updated exhibit for the Open
Space Corridors project that incorporates the modifications as directed by the Commission at
the April 18th meeting.
Prior Actions:
On April 4, 2018 the Commission conducted a public hearing on the 2018 Amendment Package
and subsequently, on April 18, discussed the public comment and testimony and requested
modifications to the amendments in response to the testimony received.
Staff Contacts:
If you have any questions, please contact Stephen Atkinson, Planning and Development
Services Department, (253) 591-5531, satkinson@cityoftacoma.org.
Attachments:
A. Draft Findings of Fact and Recommendations (May 2, 2018)
B. Draft Letter of Recommendation (May 2, 2018)
C. Updated Exhibit: Open Space Corridors Project Phase 1

c:

Peter Huffman, Director

747 Market Street, Room 345 ❚

Tacoma, WA 98402 ❚

(253) 591-5030 ❚

FAX (253) 591-5433 ❚

www.cityoftacoma.org

2018 Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan
and Land Use Regulatory Code
TACOMA PLANNING COMMISSION
FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDATIONS REPORT
M AY 2, 2018 DRAFT

A. SUBJECT:
2018 Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code

B. SUMMARY OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS:
The 2018 Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code consists of the
following seven (7) applications. Of the applications, six (6) have been recommended for adoption and
one (1) is not recommended for adoption.
APPLICATION

AMENDMENT TYPE

RECOMMENDATION

Code

Not Recommended
for Approval

Code

Recommended for
Approval

Plan, Code and
Rezone

Recommended for
Approval

CAR W ASH USES IN NEIGHBORHOOD CENTERS
This is a private application that would amend TMC
13.06.300 to allow Vehicle Service and Repair uses,
including car washing facilities, within the Neighborhood
Commercial Mixed-use (NCX) Zoning District as a
conditional use subject to the conditional use criteria. In
addition, the use would be prohibited along the frontage of
designated core pedestrian streets.
VEHICLE SERVICE AND REPAIR: OUTDOOR STORAGE
This proposal was initiated as a private application to allow
outdoor storage associated with vehicle service and repair
uses within the C-2 Commercial Zoning District. The
following changes are proposed to TMC 13.06.510.E,
vehicle service and repair:
•

Allow outdoor storage for vehicle service and repair
uses in the C-2 District, where currently prohibited,
with limitations along street frontages.
Require screening for outdoor storage in C-2, M-1,
and M-2 Districts.
Prohibit outdoor storage in the UCX Zoning District.

•
•
TH

S. 80 STREET PDB REZONE
The proposal would rezone five properties flanked by S.
80th and S. 78th Streets. The change in zoning designation
would be from the existing Planned Development Business
(PDB) District (3 parcels), Commercial (C-2) District (1
parcel) and Single Family Dwelling Residential (R-2) District
(1 parcel) to Light Industrial (M-1) District. The proposal
would also amend the Comprehensive Plan Future Land
Use Map from General Commercial and Residential to Light
Industrial for the parcels. To adequately buffer residential
districts adjacent to industrial districts, landscaping
standards have been modified to include enhanced
landscaped buffers.
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C-2 COMMERCIAL VIEW SENSITIVE DISTRICT HEIGHT METHODOLOGY
This proposal would amend how building height is measured
in all C-2 (Commercial) zoning districts in the VSD (view
sensitive district) overlay zone. Currently, the VSD height
measurement methodology in the land use code is used to
determine building height, whereas, the City’s Building Code
utilizes a different methodology for measuring height.

Code

Recommended for
Approval

Plan

Recommended for
Approval

Code

Recommended for
Approval

The proposal would allow 15-feet to roof structure/20-feet to
parapet for the uphill alley measurements and 35-feet to roof
structure, 40-feet maximum to parapet for the downhill
measurement.
TRANSPORTATION M ASTER PLAN
These amendments to the Transportation Master Plan
(TMP) will address work that has been completed since the
adoption of the TMP in 2015, including the new
Environmental Action Plan, the upcoming Safe Routes to
Schools Implementation Plan, the Pedestrian Safety
Improvement Program, and some increased funding
opportunities. Amendments are proposed to the following
elements of the TMP:
•

Definitions (page 136 and Appendix C)

•

Performance Measurement and Project
Prioritization

•

Modal Priorities Maps and Appendix B Project Detail
List

•

Appendix C Mobility Master Plan update

•

Appendix D City Pedestrian Safety Improvement
Project

OPEN SPACE CORRIDORS – PHASE 1
The proposal would amend TMC 13.11 to:
•

Create standards for Biodiversity Corridors/Areas to
ensure no net loss of critical areas functions and
values, and clarify reasonable use of property;

•

Establish parameters generally limiting impacts to
the least sensitive portions of the Biodiversity
Corridors/Areas, and no more than 35% maximum
vegetation disturbance;

•

Establish Biodiversity Corridors/Areas mitigation
standards.

Additional amendments are proposed for consistency to
TMC 9.19 Trees and Shrubs – Planting, TMC 13.04 Platting
and Subdivisions, and TMC 13.05 Permit Procedures.
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CODE AND PLAN CLEANUPS
The proposed amendment would revise various sections of
the Tacoma Municipal Code (TMC), to address
inconsistencies, correct minor errors, and improve
provisions that, through administration and application of the
code, are found to be unclear or not fully meeting their
intent. The proposal would also amend the Urban Form and
the Design and Development elements of the One Tacoma
Comprehensive Plan. Listed below is a summary of the
proposed amendments to TMC and One Tacoma Plan:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Plan and Code

Recommended for
Approval

13.02.010 – Modify the Planning Commission
Absences provisions
13.02.045 & .053 – Modify the adoption and
amendment procedures
13.04.090 & .100 – Add addressing requirements on
Short and Full Plats
13.05.020 – Correct reference to “temporary
homeless camp permits”
13.06.100.D – Modify lot size averaging standard
13.06.300.D.3 – Clarify area of applicability for “selfstorage”
13.06.502.E – Allow landscaping buffer interruption
for utilities
13.06.510 – Clarify off-street parking for
townhouses
13.06.645.B.6 – Clarify the applicability of variance
to parking lot development standards
Various Sections – Correct the referencing to
Conditional Use Permit
13.06.700.D – Modify the definition of “Detoxification
Center”
13.06A.065 – Align text and map for Reduced
Parking Area (RPA)
13.06A.070(D) – Make weather protection
requirement consistent
Urban Form, and Design and Development
elements – Add a policy concerning “unique sites”

C. FINDINGS OF FACT – PART 1: BACKGROUND
1. Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code
The One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan, updated in 2015 by Ordinance No. 28335, is Tacoma's
comprehensive plan as required by the State Growth Management Act (GMA) and consists of several
plan and program elements. As the City's official statement concerning future growth and
development, the Comprehensive Plan sets forth goals, policies and strategies for the health, welfare
and quality of life of Tacoma’s residents. The Land Use Regulatory Code, Title 13 of the Tacoma
Municipal Code (TMC), is the key regulatory mechanism that supports the Comprehensive Plan.
2. Planning Mandates
GMA requires that any amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and/or development regulations
conform to the requirements of the Act, and that all proposed amendments, with certain limited
exceptions, shall be considered concurrently so that the cumulative effect of the various changes can
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be ascertained. Proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and/or development regulations
must also be consistent with the following State, regional and local planning mandates and
guidelines:
• The State Growth Management Act (GMA);
• The State Environment Policy Act (SEPA);
• The State Shoreline Management Act (SMA);
• The Puget Sound Regional Council’s VISION 2040 Multicounty Planning Policies;
• The Puget Sound Regional Council’s Transportation 2040, the action plan for transportation
in the Central Puget Sound Region (adopted on May 20, 2010);
• The Puget Sound Regional Council’s Subarea Planning requirements;
• The Countywide Planning Policies for Pierce County;
• TMC 13.02 concerning the procedures and criteria for amending the Comprehensive Plan
and development regulations.
3. Applications to Amend the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code
Pursuant to the Tacoma Municipal Code, Section 13.02.045 – Adoption and Amendment Procedures,
applications are submitted to the Planning and Development Services Department, and subsequently
forwarded to the Planning Commission for their assessment. The Planning Commission decides
which applications should move forward as part of that Amendment package. Those applications
then receive detailed review and analysis by staff and the Planning Commission and input is solicited
from stakeholders and the community.
For the 2018 Amendment, applications were accepted through March 31, 2017 and the Commission
completed its assessment of the applications on June 7, 2017.
The following applications were accepted by the Commission as part of the 2018 Amendment cycle
and moved forward for technical analysis:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Car Wash Uses in Neighborhood Centers (private application)
Vehicle Service and Repair: Outdoor Storage (private application)
th
S 80 Street Rezone (private application)
Commercial View Sensitive District Height Methodology (private application)
Transportation Master Plan – Limited Amendment (City application)
Open Space Corridors Project – Phase 1 (City application)
Code Cleanups (City application)

The following applications were not accepted by the Commission as part of the 2018 Amendment
cycle:
• NE Tacoma Buffer Zone (private application - consolidated into the Tideflats Subarea Plan
process)
• Design Review in Mixed Use Centers (private application - consolidated into the Design
Studio program development process)
• Future Land Use Implementation (public application – deferred to 2019)
• Commercial Zoning Review (public application – deferred to 2019)
• JBLM Accident Potential Zone (public application – deferred to 2019)

D. FINDINGS OF FACT – PART 2: PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW
1. Car Wash Uses in Neighborhood Centers
(a) This amendment was initiated as a private application submitted by Brown Bear Car Wash in
January 2017 and accepted by the Planning Commission in April 2017 for technical analysis
purposes.
(b) The applicant originally sought to rezone three parcels located on 6th Avenue between S.
Howard and S. Rochester Streets in the Narrows Neighborhood Center from Neighborhood
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Commercial Mixed-use (NCX) to Urban Center Mixed-use (UCX), with the intent to allow for the
potential development of a car washing facility. By zoning code definitions, car washing is a use
in the category of “vehicle service and repair”, which is prohibited in the NCX and permitted in the
UCX.
(c) The requested area-wide rezone was considered inconsistent with the vision and policy intent
concerning NCX and UCX as prescribed in One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan and the Land Use
Regularly Code.
(d) Upon exploring and analyzing several alternative approaches to the area-wide rezone, the
Planning Commission decided in January 2018 to release the following revised proposal for
public review:
“Allowing Vehicle Service and Repair uses in NCX, with a conditional use, but
prohibiting such uses along the frontage of designated Core Pedestrian Streets.”
2. Vehicle Service and Repair: Outdoor Storage
(a) This amendment was initiated as a private application to allow outdoor tire storage in C-2 General
Commercial Zoning Districts, where current standards prohibit outdoor storage of tires.
(b) The Commission broadened the scope of the review to evaluate the consistency of current
standards across zoning districts and with Comprehensive Plan policies.
(c) The resulting proposed amendment would prohibit outdoor storage in the UCX Zoning District,
allow outdoor storage in the C-2 General Commercial District with screening and frontage
limitations, and require screening in certain circumstances in the M-1 and M-2 Industrial Districts.
(d) The Planning Commission reviewed the staff analysis in February 2018 and released the
proposal for public review.
3. S. 80th Street PDB Rezone
(a) This amendment was initiated as a private request to rezone the property at the address 2615 S.
80th Street from the existing Planned Development Business (PDB) District to Light Industrial
District (M-1) and to amend the Future Land Use Map designation in the Comprehensive Plan
from General Commercial to Light Industrial.
(b) The Commission broadened the scope of the rezone to include contiguous parcels that shared
similar existing conditions and zoning.
(c) As part of the recommendation, all properties with the M-1 zoning designation abutting
residentially zoned properties must have a landscape buffer of 50 feet. In a future annual
amendment cycle, an APZ II overlay will be developed to restrict high intensity and inappropriate
uses in the accident potential zone, which affects a portion of the subject parcels.
(d) The Planning Commission reviewed the staff analysis in February 2018 and released the
proposal for public review.
4. C-2 Commercial View Sensitive District Height Methodology
(a) This amendment was initiated as a private request to change the methodology by which the City
measures height for new construction within the C-2 Zoning District and the View Sensitive
District overlay. The applicant proposed to have height measured from a site’s average existing
th
grade along its N. 30 Street frontage rather than from the existing grade at the proposed building
corners.
(b) In review of the application, the Commission developed two options for public review (a previous
option capping height at 15-feet on R2-VSD and uphill alley parcels did not move forward to the
public review phase):
• Option 1: 25-feet to roof structure/30-feet maximum to parapet for the uphill measurement,
35-feet to roof structure, 40-feet maximum to parapet for the downhill measurement.
• Option 2: 15-feet to roof structure/20-feet to parapet for the uphill alley measurements and
35-feet to roof structure, 40-feet maximum to parapet for the downhill measurement.
(c) The Planning Commission reviewed the staff analysis in February 2018 and released the
proposal for public review.
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5. Transportation Master Plan
(a) The amendment to the Transportation Master Plan was developed and recommended by the
Bicycle and Pedestrian Technical Advisory Group and Transportation Commission and forwarded
to the Planning Commission for consideration during the 2018 Amendment cycle.
(b) The proposed amendments focus on updating the Performance Measurements, Modal Priority
Networks, Appendix B Project Detail List, Appendix C Mobility Master Plan Updates, Appendix D
Pedestrian Safety Improvement Project, and the Pavement Condition Index (PCI) for bicycle
facilities.
(c) The Planning Commission reviewed the staff analysis in November 2017, and released the
proposal for public review in February 2018.
6. Open Space Corridors – Phase 1
(a) The proposed amendment would revise TMC 13.11 Critical Areas Preservation to more fully
implement both the Best Available Science pertaining to Biodiversity Corridors and to implement
the policies of the One Tacoma Plan, specifically the Parks and Open Space land use
designation and related policies.
(b) In addition, the proposed scope of work included amendments to standards for geohazards to
ensure that mitigation sequencing applies to those critical areas.
(c) The Planning Commission reviewed the staff analysis between December and February, and
released the proposal for public review in February 2018.
7. Code and Plan Cleanups
(a) The proposed code amendment would revise various sections of the Tacoma Municipal Code
(TMC), to address inconsistencies, correct minor errors, and improve provisions that, through
administration and application of the code, are found to be unclear or not fully meeting their
intent. The proposed amendments address the following subjects:
• 13.02.045 & .053 – Modify the adoption and amendment procedures
• 13.04.090 & .100 – Add addressing requirements on Short and Full Plats
• 13.05.020 – Correct reference to “temporary homeless camp permits”
• 13.06.100.D – Modify lot size averaging standard
• 13.06.300.D.3 – Clarify area of applicability for “self-storage”
• 13.06.502.E – Allow landscaping buffer interruption for utilities
• 13.06.510 – Clarify off-street parking for townhouses
• Various Sections – Correct the referencing to Conditional Use Permit
• 13.06.700.D – Modify the definition of “Detoxification Center”
• 13.06A.065 – Align text and map for Reduced Parking Area (RPA)
• 13.06A.070(D) – Make weather protection requirement consistent
(b) The Planning Commission reviewed the staff analysis in February 2018, and released the
proposal for public review.

E. FINDINGS OF FACT – PART 3: PUBLIC NOTIFICATION AND INVOLVEMENT
1. Public Hearing Notification Process:
(a) A public hearing was held on April 4, 2018 at 5:30 PM. Thirteen (13) people testified at the public
hearing and an additional 22 written comments were submitted prior to the close of public
comments on Friday, April 6 at 5:00 PM.
(b) An Informational Session was held on March 28, 2018 to present an overview of each proposed
application and the specific proposed amendments. Staff was available to answer questions
pertaining to each individual application.
(c) Public Hearing Notice:
•

Public Notice – Two notices have been distributed in support of the 2018 Amendments. The first
notice was issued at the end of December, 2017 to advertise a community meeting on January
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10, 2018. The public hearing notice was distributed on March 12, 2018. Both notices were
distributed to over 7,000 individuals on the Planning Commission’s e-mail and U.S. mail
distribution lists, as well as taxpayers of record and entities such as the City Council,
Neighborhood Councils, business district associations, civic organizations, environmental groups,
the development community, the Puyallup Tribal Nation, adjacent jurisdictions, major employers
and institutions, City and State departments, and other interested parties.
•

Library – A request was made to the Tacoma Public Library on March 15, 2018 to make the
public hearing notice available for patrons’ review at all branches.

•

News Media – The City of Tacoma issued a News Release on March 14, 2018. An online
st
th
advertisement was placed on The News Tribune to run between March 21 and the 28 . A legal
notice was published on the Tacoma Daily Index on March 19, 2018.

•

Social Media: A Facebook event page for the Public Hearing is available
at https://www.facebook.com/events/577648425929749/ and has been boosted with an
informational video on the City’s Facebook
Page: https://www.facebook.com/CityofTacoma/videos/10156202584957829/.

•

60-Day Notice to the State
A “Notice of Intent to Adopt Amendment 60 Days Prior to Adoption” was sent to the State
Department of Commerce (per RCW 36.70A.106) on March 6, 2018.

•

Joint-Base Lewis McChord
A notice of intent to adopt was sent to Joint Base Lewis-McChord (per RCW 36.70A.530(4)) on
March 6, 2018, asking for comments within 60 days of receipt of the notice. As of the day of this
report, no comment has been received from JBLM.

2. Public Review Document
The complete text of the proposed amendments, the associated staff analyses, the Preliminary
Determination of Environmental Nonsignificance and the environmental checklist, and relevant
background information were compiled into the “Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code
– Proposed Amendments for 2018 – Public Review Document” (hereinafter referred to as the “Public
Review Document”). The Public Review Document was made available for public review on the
Planning Division website and at the office of the Planning and Development Services Department.
Its availability was also announced to appropriate entities that had received the public hearing notice.
3. Consultation with the Puyallup Tribe of Indians
A letter was sent to the chairman of the Puyallup Tribe of Indians on March 15, 2018 to formally invite
the Tribe’s consultation on the proposed amendment.
4. Open House
Staff conducted an open house on January 10, 2018 at 5:30 PM to present the applications.
Following the presentation, staff was available to answer questions pertaining to each individual
application.
5. Other Presentations
(a) Community Council – March 22, 2018
(b) West End Neighborhood Council meeting – November 15, 2017
(c) Metro Parks Tacoma Nature and Environment Advisory Council – February 8, 2018
(d) Northeast Tacoma Neighborhood Council meeting - March 15, 2018
(e) Sustainable Tacoma Commission meeting - January 16, 2018
(f) Master Builders Association Legislative Committee meeting - February 13, 2018
(g) South Tacoma Neighborhood Council meeting - January 17, 2018
(h) Old Town Business District – February 14, 2018
(i) West End Neighborhood Council meeting – February 21, 2018
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6. Public Testimony
On April 18, 2018 the Commission reviewed the public testimony received during the comment
period. Staff provided the Commission with a Comments and Responsiveness Report summarizing
the testimony and any recommended modifications in response to comments.

F. FINDINGS OF FACT – PART 4: RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS
1. Car Wash Uses in Neighborhood Centers
No modifications to the amendment were made.
2. Vehicle Service and Repair: Outdoor Storage
No modifications to the amendment were made.
3. S 80th Street PDB Rezone
No modifications to the amendment were made.
4. C-2 Commercial View Sensitive District Height Methodology
Upon reviewing public testimony, the Commission opted to select “Option 2” of the proposed height
measurement methodologies. No modifications to the amendment were made beyond the selection of
Option 2.
5. Transportation Master Plan
No modifications to the amendment were made.
6. Open Space Corridors – Phase 1
In response to public testimony the Commission made the following modifications to the amendment:
• Allowing greater flexibility to support public sector restoration efforts;
• Allowing greater clearing of small lots for single family residential development;
• Improving the clarity and organization of the definitions and classification sections.
7. Code and Plan Cleanups
The Commission did not make any modification to any of the eleven proposed code amendments
included in this application. The Commission, however, added the following three amendments to the
application, as proposed by staff:
• Add proposed amendment to TMC 13.02.010 concerning Planning Commission Absences, to
improve the effectiveness of how absences are determined and addressed.
• Add proposed amendments to TMC 13.06.645.B.6 concerning applicability of variance to parking
lot development standards, to clarify that said variance would apply to the parking lot
development standards (all standards other than quantity) contained in TMC 13.06.510.
• Add a policy to Section 1 of the Urban Form Element and Section 4 of the Design and
Development Element of the One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan relating to the accommodation of
more flexible uses for unique sites within areas designated for Single Family and Multi-Family
zoning in the Future Land Use Map.

G. FINDINGS OF FACT – PART 4: SEPA REVIEW
1. Determination of Nonsignificance.
Pursuant to Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 197-11 and Tacoma's SEPA procedures, a
Preliminary Determination of Environmental Nonsignificance was issued on March 1, 2018 (SEPA
File Number LU18-0068), based upon a review of an environmental checklist. The preliminary
determination became final on April 13, 2018.
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H. CONCLUSIONS:
At the meeting on April 18, 2018, upon reviewing all comments received and deliberating potential
modifications, the Planning Commission reached the following conclusions for the respective applications:
1. Car Wash Uses in Neighborhood Centers
The Commission determined that this application should be presented to the City Council with a note
of “Not Recommended for Approval”, based on the following observations and conclusions:
• Rezoning the subject site in the Narrows Neighborhood Center from Neighborhood Commercial
Mixed-use (NCX) to Urban Center Mixed-use (UCX), as proposed by the applicant, is inconsistent
with the Future Land Use Map and designations, as well as the policy intents pertaining to NCX
and UCX as prescribed in the One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan and the Land Use Regulatory
Code.
• The alternative proposal, to allow Car Wash and Vehicle Service and Repair in NCX zones, is
inconsistent with the Design and Development policies of the One Tacoma Plan, particularly
those described in Section DD-5. Furthermore, the designated Core Pedestrian streets require
pedestrian oriented uses. The Commission concludes that Vehicle Service and Repair, including
car washes, are not pedestrian oriented. In addition, uses located in NCX zones and on
designated Core Pedestrian Streets require enhanced building design that is atypical for these
proposed uses. The Commission concludes that the typical design of such uses is generally
inconsistent with the intent of the NCX district, as described in TMC 13.06.300.B.1.
• Lastly, while the proposal would attempt to meet the intent of the NCX by prohibiting the use
along Core Pedestrian Streets, public testimony expressed concern that the proposal would then
push the use into closer proximity to residential areas, causing potential neighborhood impacts.
Testimony from neighborhood residents generally concurred that the use was inconsistent with
the goals for the Neighborhood Centers as described in the Urban Form Chapter of the One
Tacoma Plan.
• While the applicant has asserted that a high-quality car washing facility can be built on the subject
site similar to one that was recently done in Poulsbo, the Commission acknowledges that the
Brown Bear facility in Poulsbo is located at State Route 305 and NE Hostmark St., a busy
intersection with 5 lanes in each direction, in a shopping area that is in a significantly different
urban setting than the Narrows Neighborhood Center.
2. Vehicle Service and Repair: Outdoor Storage
The Commission concludes that the proposed amendments balance use and design policies as they
pertain to the outdoor storage of materials at vehicle service and repair facilities, and appropriately
mitigate the impacts of outdoor storage of materials on adjacent residential properties and designated
pedestrian streets.
3. S. 80th Street PDB Rezone
The Commission concludes M-1 Industrial Zoning Designation and Light Industrial Land Use for this
rezone fits the area context and provides consistency to the zoning map in this area of South
Tacoma. The uses, operations, building types, heightened landscape buffering requirements, and
consent of the land and business owners supports the change from Planned Development Business
to Light Industrial and is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and Future Land Use Map. The
Commission further concludes that the proposed rezone is consistent with the One Tacoma Plan’s
policies pertaining to airport compatibility and improves consistency with the recommendations from
the Joint-Base Lewis-McChord Joint Land Use Study.
4. C-2 Commercial View Sensitive District Height Methodology
The Commission concludes that “Option 2” appropriately balances the policies of the One Tacoma
Plan and the intent of the View Sensitive District, while accomplishing the following:
• Create predictability in the height measurement methodology
• Provide a minimum building envelope of two stories on a commercial corridor
• Maintain and increase the commercial building envelope without compromising views
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•

Protect views of adjacent residential property owners

5. Transportation Master Plan
The Commission concludes that the proposed amendments to the Transportation Master Plan are
appropriate and necessary and should be recommended to the City Council for approval.
6. Open Space Corridors – Phase 1
The Commission concludes that the proposed code amendments implement the Environment and
Watershed Health policies of the One Tacoma Plan; protect reasonable use of property; improve the
predictability of the Critical Areas Code; apply Best Available Science; and will help the City achieve
its goal of no-net-loss of ecological functions. Furthermore, the Commission concludes that the
proposed amendments should not replace the Tideflats Interim Regulations as adopted in Ordinance
No. 28470.
7. Code and Plan Cleanups
The Commission concludes that the proposed code and plan amendments are appropriate and
necessary and should be recommended to the City Council for approval.

I.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. Car Wash Uses in Neighborhood Centers
The Commission DOES NOT recommend that the City Council adopt proposed amendments to TMC
13.06, as shown in Exhibit 1.
2. Vehicle Service and Repair: Outdoor Storage
The Commission recommends that the City Council adopt proposed amendments to TMC 13.06, as
shown in Exhibit 2.
3. S. 80th Street PDB Rezone
The Commission recommends that the City Council adopt proposed Future Land Use Map
amendments, area-wide rezones, and amendments to TMC 13.06, as shown in Exhibit 3.
4. C-2 Commercial View Sensitive District Height Methodology
The Commission recommends that the City Council adopt proposed amendments to TMC 13.06, as
shown in Exhibit 4.
5. Transportation Master Plan
The Commission recommends that the City Council adopt proposed amendments to the
Transportation Master Plan element of the One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan, as shown in Exhibit 5.
6. Open Space Corridors – Phase 1
The Commission recommends that the City Council adopt proposed amendments to TMC 13.11,
13.05, 13.04 and TMC 9.19, as shown in Exhibit 6. The Commission further recommends that the
Tideflats Interim Regulations’, Ordinance No. 28470, prohibition on new residential development
along Marine View Drive and the adjacent slopes should remain in effect until such time as the
Tideflats Subarea Plan is completed.
7. Code and Plan Cleanups
The Commission recommends that the City Council adopt proposed amendments to TMC 13.02,
13.04, 13.05, 13.06, 13.06A, and the Urban Form and the Design and Development elements of the
Comprehensive Plan, as shown in Exhibit 7.

J. EXHIBITS:
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Exhibit 1.
Exhibit 2.
Exhibit 3.
Exhibit 4.
Exhibit 5.
Exhibit 6.
Exhibit 7.

Car Wash Uses in Neighborhood Centers
Vehicle Service and Repair: Outdoor Storage
S 80th Street PDB Rezone
C-2 Commercial View Sensitive District Height Methodology
Transportation Master Plan
Open Space Corridors – Phase 1
Code and Plan Cleanups
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City of Tacoma
Planning Commission
May 2, 2018
The Honorable Mayor and City Council
City of Tacoma
747 Market Street, Suite 1200
Tacoma, WA 98402
RE:

2018 Annual Amendment

Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council,
On behalf of the Tacoma Planning Commission, I am forwarding our recommendations on the Proposed
Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and the Land Use Regulatory Code for 2018 (the “2018
Amendment”). Enclosed is the “Planning Commission’s Findings and Recommendations Report, May 2,
2018” that summarizes the proposed amendments, the public review process, and the Planning
Commission’s deliberations.
Specifically, we recommend that the City Council adopt the following:
•

The Future Land Use Map amendments and area-wide rezone for S. 80 Street;

•

Amendments to standards pertaining to the outdoor storage of materials associated with vehicle
service and repair uses;

•

Amendments to the methodology for measuring building height in the C-2 Commercial Zoning
districts with a View Sensitive District Overlay;

•

Amendments to TMC 13.11 Critical Areas Preservation for Biodiversity Corridors and Areas;

•

Amendments to the Transportation Master Plan project list, performance measures, and
definitions;

•

Various clean-up amendments to the Land Use Regulatory Code and the Comprehensive Plan.

th

Furthermore, we recommend that the City Council NOT adopt the following:
•

Proposed amendments to the Neighborhood Mixed-Use Zoning District (NCX) to allow for vehicle
service and repair uses within the City’s designated Neighborhood Centers. We found this
application to be inconsistent with the City’s One Tacoma Plan policies and the intent for the
City’s Neighborhood Centers and designated core pedestrian streets.

The Planning Commission believes the proposed 2018 Amendment will help achieve the City’s strategic
goals for a safe, clean and attractive community, a diverse, productive and sustainable economy, as well
as support the City’s goals to achieve no net loss of ecological functions and to achieve 30% citywide tree
canopy by 2030.

Sincerely,

STEPHEN W AMBACK, Chair
Tacoma Planning Commission
Enclosure

Planning and Development Services Department, 747 Market Street, Room 345, Tacoma, WA 98402
(253) 591-5056 / www.CityofTacoma.org/Planning

Notes:
The following includes proposed modifications to the Exhibit as directed by the Planning Commission
on April 18, 2018 in response to public testimony and comment.
The sections included are only those portions of the code that are associated with these modifications.
New text is underlined and text that has been deleted is shown as strikethrough.
Changes made to the February 2018 public review draft are highlighted.

Chapter 13.11
CRITICAL AREAS PRESERVATION
Sections:
13.11.100
13.11.110
13.11.120
13.11.130
13.11.140
13.11.145
13.11.150
13.11.160
13.11.170
13.11.180
13.11.190
13.11.200
13.11.210
13.11.220
13.11.230
13.11.240
13.11.250
13.11.260
13.11.270
13.11.280
13.11.290
13.11.300
13.11.310
13.11.320
13.11.330
13.11.340
13.11.350
13.11.360
13.11.400
13.11.410
13.11.420
13.11.430
13.11.440
13.11.450
13.11.500
13.11.510
13.11.520
13.11.530
13.11.540
13.11.550
13.11.560
13.11.580

General Provisions.
Purpose.
Intent.
Scope and Applicability.
Regulated Uses/Activities.
Text changes proposed to the sections
Pre-existing Uses/Structures.
Repealed.
are underlined in the Table of
Abrogation and Greater Restrictions.
Contents.
Severability.
Critical Area Designation and SEPA.
Review Process.
Allowed Activities.
Activities Allowed with Staff Review.
Application Types.
Application Submittal Requirements.
Legal Test(s).
General Standards.
Residential Density Credits.
General Mitigation Requirements.
Conditions, Notice on Title, and Appeals.
Sureties.
Wetlands.
Wetland Classification.
Wetland Buffers.
Wetland Buffer Modifications.
Wetland Mitigation Requirements.
Repealed.
Repealed.
Streams and Riparian Habitats.
Stream Classification.
Stream Buffers.
Stream Buffer Modifications.
Stream Standards.
Stream Mitigation Requirements.
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas (FWHCAs).
Classification.
Standards.
Repealed.
Repealed.
FWHCA’s Mitigation Requirements.
FWHCA’s Management Areas.
Repealed.
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13.11.600
13.11.610
13.11.620
13.11.640
13.11.700
13.11.710
13.11.720
13.11.730
13.11.800
13.11.810
13.11.820
13.11.900

Flood Hazard Areas.
Classification.
Standards.
General Development Standards.
Geologically Hazardous Areas.
Designation.
Classification.
General Development Standards.
Aquifer Recharge Areas.
Classification.
Standards.
Definitions.

***

13.11.120 Intent.
A. Critical areas include critical aquifer recharge areas, fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas (FWHCAs), flood hazard
areas, geologically hazardous areas, stream corridors, and wetlands. These critical areas serve many important ecological
functions. Many of the critical areas in Tacoma have been lost or degraded through past development. Tacoma, as an urban
growth area, is experiencing increasing growth and its land resource is diminishing. This increasing growth and diminishing
land resource is creating pressure for the development of critical areas. New construction technology is also creating pressure
on these sites by making development feasible on sites where it was formerly impractical to build.
B. Because of the ecological benefits of critical areas, their past destruction, and the increasing pressure to develop them, the
intent of this chapter is to ensure that the City’s remaining critical areas are preserved and protected and that activities in or
adjacent to these areas are managed. The preservation standards are provisions designed to protect critical areas from
degradation. These criteria and standards will secure the public health, safety, and welfare by:
1. Protecting members of the public and public resources and facilities from injury, loss of life, or property damage due to
landslides and steep slope failures, erosion, seismic events, volcanic eruptions, flooding or similar events;
2. Maintaining healthy, functioning ecosystems through the protection of ground and surface waters, wetlands, and fish and
wildlife and their habitats, and to conserve biodiversity of plant and animal species;
3. Preventing cumulative adverse impacts to water quality, streams, FWHCAs, and wetlands Critical Areas including the
prevention of net loss of wetlands.
4. Providing open space and aesthetic value;
5. Providing migratory pathways for fish and birds wildlife;
6. Giving special consideration to conservation or protection measures necessary to preserve or enhance anadromous fisheries;
7. Providing unique urban wilds that serve as natural laboratories for schools and the general public;
8. Avoiding public expenditures to correct damaged or degraded critical ecosystems;
9. Alerting appraisers, assessors, owners, potential buyers, or lessees to the potential presence of a critical ecosystem and
possible development limitations; and
10. Providing City officials with information, direction, and authority to protect ecosystems when evaluating development
proposals.

13.11.130 Scope and Applicability.
A. The provisions of this chapter apply to all lands and waters, all land uses and development activities, and all structures and
facilities in the City, whether or not a permit or authorization is required, and shall apply to every person, firm, partnership,
corporation, group, governmental agency, or other entity that owns, leases, or administers land within the City. This chapter
applies to all critical areas outside of the Shoreline District. This chapter specifically applies to any activity which would
destroy vegetation; result in a significant change in critical habitat, water temperature, physical, or chemical characteristics; or
alter natural contours and/or substantially alter existing patterns of tidal, sediment, or storm water flow on any land which
meets the classification standards for any critical area defined herein. Such activities include excavation, grading, filling, the
removal of vegetation, and the construction, exterior alteration, or enlargement of any building or structure. In addition, this
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chapter applies to all public or private actions, permits, and approvals in or adjacent to a critical area and its buffer,
management area or geo-setback including, but not limited to, the following:
1. Building permits;
2. Clearing and grading permits;
3. Forest practices permits;
4. Land Use permits;
5. Subdivision and short subdivisions;
6. Binding site plans;
7. Zoning amendments;
8. Creation of tax parcels. See TMC 13.06.602.A.1 or as amended.

***

13.11.140 Regulated Uses/Activities.
Pursuant to the requirements of this chapter, a site review or permit shall be obtained prior to undertaking any of the following
activities within in or adjacent to Critical Areas orand their associated buffer, geo-setback, or management area, unless
otherwise covered under Sections 13.11.200 and 13.11.210.
A. Filling, placing, or dumping any soil, loam, peat, sand, gravel, rock, chemical substance, refuse, trash, rubbish, debris, or
dredge material;

***

13.11.145 Pre-existing Uses/Structures.
A. An established use or existing structure that was lawfully permitted prior to adoption of this chapter, but which is not in
compliance with this chapter, may continue subject to the provisions of Tacoma Municipal Code (TMC) Chapter 13.11
Critical Areas Preservation and Section 13.06.630.
B. Except as otherwise required by law, a legal pre-existing use or structure may continue unchanged; or modified only where
the use or structure becomes less non-conforming, and where the modification will increase the buffer, and increase the
functions of the critical area.
C. All modifications for pre-existing uses/structures, other than trails, shall conform to the current code provision to the
maximum extent possible as determined by the Director of Planning and Development Services.
***

13.11.190 Review Process.
A. The Review Process is used to determine whether a critical area, or critical area buffer, management area, or geo-setback
is present on or adjacent to a proposal, and whether additional review or permitting is required.
Critical areas may be located through the use of information from the United States Department of Agriculture Natural
Resource Conservation Service, the United States Geological Survey, the Washington Department of Ecology, the Coastal
Zone Atlas, the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife stream maps and Priority Habitat and Species maps, Washington
DNR Aquatic Lands maps and geologic mapping, the National Wetlands Inventory maps, Tacoma topography maps, the
City’s Generalized Wetland and Critical Areas Inventory maps, and Pierce County Assessor’s maps to establish general
locations and/or verify the location of any critical area on wetland, or stream, or FWHCA site. The City’s Generalized
Wetland and Critical Area Inventory maps and other above-listed sources are only guidelines available for reference. The City
maps are not exhaustive, and other areas meeting the definition or intent will be included. The actual location of critical areas
must be determined on a site-by-site basis according to the classification criteria.
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The City may utilize information from any source referred to above or available in order to establish general locations and/or
to verify the location of any critical areawetland, stream or FWHCA.
B. Site Review. In order to assist customers with potential proposals, City staff will provide an initial site review based on
existing information, maps and a potential site visit to identify potential wetlands, streams critical areas, and their associated
buffers/geo-setbacks or management areas within 300 feet. FWHCAs and their management areas will also be identified. The
review area may be expanded where priority species or habitat are present. Site reviews are completed on a case by case basis
and may require the applicant to submit a critical area assessment. that may include: wetland delineation, wetland
categorization, stream type and Ordinary High Water Mark location, hydrology reports, and priority fish and wildlife species
and habitat presence information from WDFW or the City..
Following the site visit and Review Process, a project may proceed without further critical area permitting if the applicant can
demonstrate the following:
1. There are no adverse impacts to the critical area or buffer, geo-setback, or management area, and
2. Structures and alterations improvements are all located outside the critical area and beyond the required buffers or
management areas, and
3. Existing hydrology will be maintained to support critical areas, and
4. The proposed use or activity is consistent with WDFW priority species management recommendations.
C. In conjunction with the site review process, the Director of Planning and Development Services (the “Director”; see
13.11.900 D., below) may require additional information on the physical, biological, and anthropogenic features that
contribute to the existing ecological conditions and functions to determine whether a formal wetland/stream/FWHCA critical
area development permit is required.
D. Review, Assessment and Permit Requirements.
1. Review of development activities within the jurisdiction of the Shoreline Management Act, including Puget Sound, Wapato
Lake, or any stream where the mean annual flow is 20 cubic feet per second or greater are regulated under provisions of TMC
13.10 and the Tacoma Shoreline Master Program. Upon adoption of the new Shoreline Master Program on October 15, 2013,
all code excerpts referring to the regulation of critical areas within the shoreline will no longer be valid and those critical areas
shall be regulated under the new shoreline code TMC 13.10.
2. Review of development activities outside the jurisdiction of the Shoreline Management Act.
a. Regulated Development activities that require a land use or building/site development clearing or grading permit do not
require a separate Critical Areas permit to review for potential impacts to a FWHCA Management Area, Geologically
Hazardous Area or Flood Hazard Area provided:
(1) There are no other critical areas, such as a wetlands, streams, or Biodiversity Areas/Corridors, or their associated buffers
found on the site that would require a permit under this chapter, and Identification of FWHCA’s and their Management Area,
Geologically Hazardous Area and/or Flood Hazard Area are conducted according to 13.11.190 and none are found that would
affect the development site, or
(2) If a FWHCA or FWHCA Management Area is found on the project site the applicant complies with applicable WDFW
species management recommendation or with an approved Habitat Management Plan (HMP) submitted by the applicant.
(3) If a Geologically Hazardous Area is found on the project site the applicant complies with applicable prescriptive
requirements and minimum standards of TMC 13.11.700 and follows the recommendations of their geotechnical expert, or
(4) If a Flood Hazard Area is found on the project site the applicant complies with the applicable prescriptive requirements
and minimum standards contained within TMC 13.11.600.
b. Regulated Development activities that do not require a land use or building/site development permit may require a separate
FWHCA Critical Area review and/or permit under this Chapter.
c. Per TMC 13.11.160, where multiple critical areas are present the project shall meet the minimum standards and
requirements for each critical area including requirements for permitting. A separate critical area permit wetland/stream permit
may be required when wetlands, streams or their associated buffers are found on the development site may be required when
impacts cannot be avoided or the project cannot meet the standards of this chapter.

13.11.200 Allowed Activities.
A. Purpose. The purpose of this section is to allow certain activities that are unlikely to result in critical area impacts. The
activities must comply with the protective standards of this chapter and provisions of other local, state, and federal laws. All
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activities shall use reasonable methods to avoid and minimize impacts. Any incidental damage to, or alteration of, a critical
area, geo-setback, management area or buffer, shall be restored or replaced at the responsible party’s expense.
B. The following activities may occur without City review or approval in compliance with the purpose stated above.
1. The maintenance and repair of legally existing utilities, roads, structures, or facilities used in the service of the public
provided such work does not expand the footprint of the facility or right-of-way or alter any regulated critical area or buffer.
Activities must be in compliance with the current City Stormwater Management Manual and Regional Road Maintenance
Manual and provide all known and reasonable protection methods for the critical area.
2. The maintenance and repair of legally existing roads, structures, or facilities used in the service of the public to provide
stormwater services may occur provided such work is in compliance with the current City Stormwater Management Manual
and Regional Road Maintenance Manual and provides all known and reasonable protection methods for the critical area, and
does not expand further into the critical area.
3. Holding basins and detention ponds that are part of the municipalities stormwater system are exempt from the permit
provisions of this chapter when such holding basin or detention pond is controlled by an engineered outlet.
4. Maintenance of legally existing structures, accessways, trails, promenades, stairways, parking lots, and landscaping
provided such work does not expand the foot print of the structure or right-of-way and does not alter any regulated critical
area or buffer.
5. Passive recreational activities, educational activities and scientific research including, but not limited to, fishing, bird
watching, walking or hiking and non-motorized boating.
6. The following can be removed by hand or hand-held light equipment provided that appropriate methods are used to protect
native vegetation. Removal methods may be found in the Green Tacoma Partnership Habitat Steward Field Guide.
a. English Ivy may be removed from plants on which is adhered or rolled up off the ground provided ground disturbance is
minimal and does not cause erosion.
b. Regulated noxious weeds as listed on the Pierce County noxious weed list that are required to be eradicated (Class A and
Class B) as specified by the Pierce County Noxious Weed Board.
c. Invasive species removal in a critical area or buffer when the total area is 1,000 square feet or less and slopes are less than
15 25%.
d. Refuse and debris.
7. Native vegetation planting in a critical area buffer or Biodiversity Area/Corridor when the total area is 1,000 square feet or
less, slopes are less than 15 25% and a City approved planting plan is utilized.
8. The following voluntary actions can be conducted by hand or with light equipment by Public Agencies with expertise in
critical area restoration and enhancement:
a. Native planting and invasive species removal in a critical area or buffer when the total area is 5,000 square feet or less and
slopes are less than 15%.
b. Native planting and invasive species removal in a critical area or buffer when the total area is 2,000 square feet or less and
slopes are between 15% and 25%.
8 9. On-site response, removal or remedial action undertaken pursuant to the Federal Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), or remedial actions undertaken pursuant to a state Model Toxics
Control Act (MTCA) order, agreed order or consent decree, or a Department of Homeland Security order that preempt local
regulations in the findings of the order. Any subsequent use or redevelopment of the property may be eligible for modification
of requirements in this chapter when they are in conflict with the order, such as re-vegetation that would disturb a protective
cap placed to contain contaminated soils.

13.11.210 Activities Allowed with Staff Review.
A. Purpose. The purpose of this section is to allow City staff review to determine whether potential impacts to a critical area,
or buffer, management area, or geo-setback may occur, without requiring a critical area permit. The staff review will ensure
the activity meets the specific criteria below.
B. The following activities require review by City staff. Review and authorization may occur over-the-counter or staff may
issue a letter of approval with conditions. Additional information and studies may be requested. Activities must comply with
the protective standards of this chapter and provisions of other local, state, and federal laws. Any incidental damage to, or
alteration of, a critical area shall be restored or replaced at the responsible party’s expense.
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1. Emergencies. Those activities necessary to prevent an immediate threat to public health, safety, or welfare or pose an
immediate risk of damage to private property and that require remedial or preventative action in a timeframe too short to allow
for normal processing. Emergency actions that create an impact to a critical area or its buffer shall use best management
practices to address the emergency and, in addition, the action must have the least possible impact to the critical area or its
buffer.
The person or agency undertaking such action shall notify the City within one (1) working day following the commencement
of the emergency activity. The City shall determine if the action taken was within the scope of an emergency action and
following that determination, may require the action to be processed in accordance with all provisions of this chapter
including the application of appropriate permits within thirty (30) days of the impact. The emergency exemption may be
rescinded at any time upon the determination by the City that the action was not, or is no longer necessary.
After the emergency, the person or agency undertaking the action shall fully fund and conduct necessary mitigative actions
including, but not limited to, restoration and rehabilitation or other appropriate mitigation for any impacts to the critical area
and buffers resulting from the emergency action in accordance with an approved mitigation plan. All mitigation activities
must take place within one (1) year following the emergency action and impact to the critical area, or within a timeframe
approved by the City and reflected within an approved schedule. Monitoring will be required as specified in the General
Mitigation Requirements (Section 13.11.270).
2. Maintenance and repair of legally existing utilities, roads, structures, or facilities used in the service of the public may occur
following review where alteration of the critical area or buffer is unavoidable. All activities must be in compliance with the
current City Stormwater Management Manual and Regional Road Maintenance Manual and provide all known and reasonable
protection methods for the critical area and shall not expand further into the critical area.
3. Isolated Category III or Category IV wetlands, which have been classified and identified as having a total cumulative area
of less than 1,000 square feet, regardless of property lines are exempt from the provision of this Chapter provided they:
a. Are of low habitat function (less than 20 points in the Washington Wetlands Rating System for Western Washington).
b. Are hydrologically isolated and are not part of a mosaic wetland system.
c. Are not associated with a Shoreline of the state or wetlandstate, or a wetland that is part of a riparian habitat area, or
designated Biodiversity Area/Corridor, and
d. Are not critical habitat to local populations of priority species.
4. Geotechnical investigation activities may be performed, provided that an access plan, protection measures, best
management practices, and restoration are utilized to protect and maintain the critical area where possible. These items must
be included with the application.
5. Reconstruction or exterior remodeling, of existing structures and accessory structures provided that disturbance of native
vegetation is kept to a minimum and any vegetation that is disturbed shall be replaced. This shall not apply to reconstruction
which is proposed as a result of structural damage associated with a critical area, such as slope failure in a landslide hazard
area or flooding in a flood hazard area.
6. One-time expansion of existing structures and accessory structures, provided that expansion of the developed footprint
within the critical area or buffer does not increase by more than 25 percent and that the new construction or related use
extends away from the critical area; keeps disturbance of native vegetation to a minimum; and replaces native vegetation that
may be disturbed This expansion may also occur in a direction parallel to the critical area if the expansion takes place upon
existing impervious surfaces. A Notice on Title must be recorded to be eligible for staff review and approval.
7. Maintenance and repair of existing retaining walls and bioengineered stabilization measures designed to protect property
from erosion.
8. Interrupted wetland, stream, and FWHCA or buffers.
a. Where a legally established, pre-existing use of the critical area or buffer exists, those proposed activities that are within the
critical area or buffer but are separated from the remaining critical area by a permanent substantial improvement, or are
located in an existing permanent substantial improvement, which serves to eliminate or greatly reduce the impact of the
proposed activity upon the critical area may be allowed provided that the detrimental impact to the critical area does not
increase. The permanent substantial improvement must serve to eliminate or greatly reduce the impact of the proposed activity
upon the critical area. However, if the impacts do increase, the City shall determine if additional buffer may be required along
the impact area of the interruption. Substantial improvements may include developed public infrastructure (roads, railroads,
dikes, and levees) and buildings. Substantial improvements may not include paved trails, sidewalks, parking areas, or
bulkheads. Review of an interruptioned buffer may require a functional analysis report for the type of critical area buffer that
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is affected. In determining whether a functional analysis is necessary, the City shall consider the hydrologic, geologic, and/or
biological habitat connection potential and the extent and permanence of the interruption.
b. Where a legally established, pre-existing structure or use is located within a regulated wetland or stream biodiversity
area/corridor or buffer area and where the regulated buffer area is fully paved and does not conform to the interrupted buffer
provision above, the biodiversity area/corridor or buffer will end at the edge of pavement, adjacent to the wetland or stream.
9. Construction of pedestrian trails within the buffer of a Critical Area or within a Biodiversity Area/Corridor is permitted,
subject to the following criteria:
a. The trail is constructed of pervious material such as bark chip or equivalent.
b. The trail does not cross or alter any regulated drainage features or waters of the state.
c. The trail shall be located within the outer quarter (¼) edge of the buffer, where possible, with the exception for limited
viewing platforms.
d. The trail system discourages pedestrians from using informal trails that are not part of the designated trail system.
e. The trail is designed to avoid human disturbance to priority species and priority habitat. Trails constructed in Biodiversity
Areas/Corridors shall avoid the most sensitive areas and species and must maintain a contiguous and unfragmented corridor
for wildlife movement. Expansion of existing trail systems must demonstrate that the expansion will not result in additional
disruption of wildlife movement and will avoid the most sensitive areas and species.
f. Low impact trails shall not be later widened or upgraded to impervious trails that encourage activities with greater impacts
without additional review and required permitting.
g. Informational signs are required at trail heads, at a minimum, and are subject to City approval.
10. Voluntary enhancement or restoration of a critical area or buffer that exceeds the provisions above in 13.11.200.B.56 or 9
may be allowed if the activity meets the requirements of this section..
a. Individual projects
(1) Enhancement activities shall be limited to planting native vegetation, controlling noxious and invasive species and
providing minor habitat structures such as nest boxes.
(2) Activities shall not include grading or water control structures.
(3) A planting plan containing information on vegetation species, quantities, and general location of planting areas including
the identification of wetlands, streams, and their buffers, is required for review.
(4) Proper erosion control measures are provided.
(5) If equipment, other than hand-held equipment is utilized, list the type of equipment, methods and best management
practices to prevent unnecessary impacts.
b. Community Projects
Multi-party projects within designated Open Space Corridors, or adjacent vegetated areas that form expanded corridors are
encouraged. These projects shall not include new destination facilities or high-intensity recreation facilities as described in
13.06.560. The applicants may propose a programmatic approach pertaining to multiple sites and on-going restoration and
enhancement activities as well as maintenance. A City approved habitat management template or equivalent must be provided
that has been reviewed and approved by all property owners. In addition, the project is subject to the following:
(1) The primary focus is preservation and increase in biological functions through the preservation and improvement of
habitat, species diversity and natural features.
(2) Preserves and connects Open Space Corridorcritical areas.
(3) Includes goals, objectives, and measureable performance standards.
(4) Includes a monitoring plan and contingency plan.
(5) Trails shall comply with the provisions in Section 13.11.20010.B.9.
(6) Buildings and paved surfaces shall be located outside of wetlands and streams the critical area and their buffers. When
located in a Biodiversity Area/Corridor, buildings or paved surfaces must be located in the least sensitive area and must
maintain a contiguous and unfragmented corridor for wildlife passage.
(7) Picnic Tables, benches, and signage are allowed when they are located to avoid and minimize impacts.
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(8) A maintenance plan that describes the proper techniques and methods used for on-going maintenance and preservation.
The plan should address maintenance of any buildings and improvements such as picnic areas, as well as restoration and
enhancement areas.
(9) The identification of a trained habitat steward who will be responsible for overseeing volunteers, employees, and/or
contractors for all aspects of the project.
11. Hazard trees. The removal of hazard trees from the critical area or critical area buffer buffer/geo-setback that are posing a
threat to public safety, or posing an imminent risk of damage to an existing structure, public or private road or sidewalk, or
other permanent improvement, may be allowed following City staff review, or provided that a report from a certified arborist,
landscape architect or professional forester is submitted to the City for review and approval. The report must include an
evaluation for tree stabilization potential and removal techniques for the hazard tree and procedures for protecting the
surrounding critical area and replacement of native trees. Where possible, the hazard tree shall be left as a standing snag and
the cut portions shall be left within the critical area as habitat unless removal is warranted due to fire hazard, disease, or pest
control.
12. Tree Pruning. Tree pruning may be allowed provided a report from a certified arborist, landscape architect or professional
forester regarding the health of the tree is submitted, and a functional impact analysis from a qualified professional evaluating
the functions of the critical area as a result of the pruning, is also submitted to the City for review and approval. No topping,
complete removal or impacts to the health of the tree shall be allowed.
13. Watershed restoration projects that conform to the provisions of RCW 89.08.460 shall be reviewed without fee and
approved within 45 days per RCW 89.08.490.
14. Fish habitat enhancement projects that conform to the provision of RCW 77.55.181 shall be reviewed without fee and
comments provided as specified in RCW 77.55.181.
15. Demolition of structures.

13.11.220 Application Types.
A. This chapter allows three types of Critical Area applications, which result in the issuance of an administratively appealable
decision consistent with Chapter 13.05. After the appeal period expires, the Director’s approved decision becomes the official
permit. Programmatic Restoration Projects processed under either the Minor Development Permit or the Development Permit
may qualify for additional time extensions according to 13.05.070.
B. The three types of permits are as follows:
1. Verification. Wetland Delineation, Stream OHWM, or FWHCA Critical Area Verification. An applicant may request
verification of a wetland, or stream, or FWHCA on the subject site or within 300 feet of the subject site without submitting
plans for a specific project. A verification request may include presence, a boundary determination through wetland
delineation or an Ordinary High Water Mark determination. A verification request may also include the jurisdictional status of
a critical area.
2. Minor Development Permit. A Minor Development permit may be issued when an applicant cannot meet the minimum
buffer requirements or where the Director determines that the proposal will result in temporary, minor, or de-minimis impacts
to the buffer or critical area. The Director will consider the size of the area affected, the sensitivity of the critical area and/or
presence of priority species and habitat when determining whether the impact is temporary, minor, or de-minimis. The project
must comply with the following:
a. The project will not result in a permanent impact to the critical area that would require compensatory mitigation; and
b. Mitigation is provided to restore the site to pre-development conditions, including the maintenance of pre-development
hydrological conditions and vegetation conditions.
c. For buffer modification, the project meets the following:
(1) Buffer averaging as allowed within Sections 13.11.330 and 13.11.430; or
(2) Buffer reduction as allowed within Section 13.11.330.
d. For FWHCA Biodiversity Areas/Corridors, the project meets the following:
(1) The project will meet the minimum standards in Section 13.11.590.B550.E.1.
3. Development Permit. A decision will be issued where, the Director determines that avoidance and minimization have not
eliminated all impacts and compensatory mitigation will be required as a result of the proposal.
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a. The applicant must meet the requirements of one of three legal tests; No Practicable Alternatives, Public Interest or
Reasonable Use, and
b. Demonstrate Mitigation Sequencing, and
c. Provide mitigation as required in accordance with this Chapter.

13.11.230 Application Submittal Requirements.
A. The purpose of information submittal and review is to require a level of study sufficient to protect critical areas and/or the
public from hazards. All information submitted shall be reviewed as to its validity and may be rejected as incomplete or
incorrect. Additional information or electronic copies of all information may be requested for review and to ensure
compliance. In the event of conflicts regarding information submitted, the Director may, at the applicant’s expense, obtain
expert services to verify information.
B. The following items are required for permit review and approval, where applicable depending upon the critical area, the
project and permit type, and as determined necessary by City staff.
1. A Joint Aquatic Resource Permit Application and vicinity map for the project.
2. A surveyed site plan that includes the following:

***

f. The square footage of the existing critical areas and buffers located on-site and the location and square footage of any
impacted areas.
g. Locations of all data collection points used for the field delineation and general location of off-site critical areas and any
buffer that extends onto the project site. Include lLocation and dominant species for significantly vegetated areas and general
location for habitat types.
h. The location and square footage of impact areas, mitigation areas and remaining critical areas and buffers, geo-setbacks or
management areas; including areas proposed for buffer modification.
3. Critical Area report prepared by a qualified professional as defined in 13.11.900.Q. The analysis shall be commensurate
with the sensitivity of the critical area, relative to the scale of potential impacts and consistent with best available science. The
report must include the following where appropriate:
a. Delineation, characterization and square footage for critical areas on or within 300 feet of the project area and proposed
buffer(s). Delineation and characterization is based on the entire critical area. The review distance may be expanded for
priority species. When a critical area is located or extends off-site and cannot be accessed, estimate off-site conditions using
the best available information and appropriate methodologies.

***

h. Studies of potential flood, erosion, geological or any other hazards on the site and measures to eliminate or reduce the
hazard.
i. An assessment of native vegetation to include habitat types (i.e. coniferous forest, mixed coniferous-deciduous forest, scrubshrub, meadow), species richness, and dominate species. Provide percent cover for ground, shrub, and canopy layers. Describe
vertical structure. This can be done using a foliage height diversity index such as MacArthur and MacArthur (1961). Include
an estimate for non-native species present.
j. Provide the species and size of trees. At a minimum the average diameter at breast height (DBH) for each species and the
location of any conifers greater than 30 inches must be provided. Describe the coniferous component as dominant, codominant or sub-dominant. A tree survey may be required to identify the location of trees of local significance or tree groves.
j. Describe habitat elements that are present such duff layer, cliffs, downed wood, and snags.
k. For Biodiversity Areas/Corridors provide the overall size of the area including offsite vegetated areas. Provide the average
width for corridors.
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4. A Compensatory mitigation plan shall be provided for all permanent impacts to critical areas and their buffers and will
conform to the general mitigation requirements listed under Section 13.11.270 and any specific requirements identified in this
chapter for the critical area. The plan shall include the following:

***

n. An evaluation of potential adverse impacts on adjacent property owners resulting from the proposed mitigation and
measures to address such impacts.
5. When the critical area is limited to a Geologically Hazardous Area, the purpose of the information submitted is to obtain a
level of study sufficient to protect the public from hazards. The information and proposed mitigation will demonstrate that
there is no significant risk to the public health and safety and that any risk that cannot be effectively mitigated is avoided.
56. Programmatic Development Permit. In addition to the requirements above an application shall also include a Management
Plan for the area using an approved template format or equivalent. The following information shall be included in the
document;
a. Explanation of the voluntary restoration and enhancement components including phasing.
b. Identification of the qualified habitat steward who will be responsible for overseeing restoration and enhancement activities.
c. Explanation of training provided to individuals involved in activities to ensure an understanding of how to perform in
accordance with the terms of the permit.
***

13.11.250 General Standards.
A. General permit standards. No regulated activity or use shall be permitted in or adjacent to within a Critical Area or buffer,
management area, or /geo-setback without prior approval and without meeting the provisions of this section.
1. The applicant has taken appropriate action to first, avoid adverse impacts, then minimize impacts and finally, compensate or
mitigate for unavoidable impacts;
2. The result of the proposed activity is no net loss of Critical Area functions;
3. The existence of plant or wildlife species appearing on the federal or state endangered, sensitive or threatened species list
will not be jeopardized;
4. The proposal will not lead to significant degradation of groundwater or surface water quality; and
5. The proposal complies with the remaining standards of this chapter, which include those pertaining to wetland
compensation and the provision of bonds.
6. The alteration is the minimum necessary to allow reasonable use.
B. Low-impact uses and activities consistent with critical area buffer/management area/geo-setback the stream or wetland
buffer function may be permitted within a buffer/management area/geo-setback that has not been reduced depending upon the
sensitivity of wetland critical area and intensity of activity or use. These may include pedestrian trails, viewing platforms,
utility easements and storm water management facilities such as grass-lined swales that are used to sustain existing hydrologic
functions of the critical area.
C. Yard Reduction. In order to accommodate for the required buffer zone/geo-setback, the Director may reduce the front
and/or rear yard setback requirements on individual lots. The front and/or rear yard shall not be reduced by more than 50
percent. In determining whether or not to allow the yard reduction, the Director shall consider the impacts of the reduction on
adjacent land uses.
D. As an incentive, the buffer area between a wetland or stream and regulated activity may be reduced or averaged, not less
than ¾ of its standard regulated buffer width, depending upon the intensity of use and the wetland category or stream type, if
the wetland or stream and its buffer area are dedicated to the public by deeding the property to the City, with City approval.
The Director shall determine whether the dedication is of benefit to the City for protection of natural resources.
E. Trail use and construction.
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1. Trails shall be located on or near the outer quarter (¼) edge of the buffer, where possible, with the exception of limited
viewing platforms and crossings.
2. Where possible, trails and associated viewing platforms shall not be made of continuous impervious materials. Natural trails
with pervious surfaces such as, but not limited to, bark chip are encouraged.
***

13.11.270 General Mitigation Requirements.
A. Unless otherwise provided in this Title, if alteration to a Critical Area, or its buffer/geo-setback is unavoidable, all adverse
impacts resulting from a development proposal or alteration shall be mitigated using the best available science, so as to result
in no net loss of critical area functions and values and to ensure public health and safety. In making a determination as to
whether such a requirement will be imposed, and if so, the degree to which it would be required, the Director may consider the
following:
1. The long-term and short-term effects of the action and the reversible or irreversible nature of the impairment to or loss of
the Critical Area;
2. The location, size, and type of and benefit provided by the original and altered Critical Area;
3. The effect the proposed work may have upon any remaining critical area or associated aquatic system;
4. The cost and likely success of the compensation measures in relation to the magnitude of the proposed project or violation.
5. The observed or predicted trend with regard to the gains or losses of the specific type of wetland or streamcritical area; and
6. The extent to which the applicant has demonstrated a good faith effort to incorporate measures to minimize and avoid
impacts within the project.
B. Mitigation projects shall not result in adverse impacts to adjacent property owners.
C. Mitigation shall be in-kind and on-site, when possible, and sufficient to maintain the functions and values of the critical
area.
D. The Director may determine that higher mitigation ratios or mitigation performance standards may be required when the
likely success of mitigation is low due to site conditions, difficulty of the type of mitigation, or sensitivity of the critical area.
ED. Mitigation shall not be implemented until after permit approval of the Director and shall be in accordance with all reports
and representations made therein.
FE. Mitigation Sequencing. When an alteration to a critical area or its buffer/management area/geo-setback is proposed, such
alteration shall be avoided, minimized, or compensated for in the following order of preference.
1. Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action.
2. Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation, by using appropriate
technology, or by taking affirmative steps to avoid or reduce impacts.
3. Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment.
4. Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations.
5. Compensating for the impact by replacing, enhancing, or providing substitute resources or environments.
6. Monitoring the required mitigation and taking remedial action where necessary.
GF. Mitigation for Lost or Affected Functions. Compensatory mitigation shall address the functions affected by the proposed
project or alteration to achieve functional equivalency or improvement and shall provide similar critical area or
buffer/management area/geo-setback functions as those lost, except when:
1. The lost critical area or buffer/management area/geo-setback provides minimal functions as determined by a site-specific
functional assessment, and the proposed compensatory mitigation action(s) will provide equal or greater functions or will
provide functions shown to be limiting within a watershed through a formal Washington state watershed assessment plan or
protocol; or
2. Out of kind replacement of wetland, stream or FWHCAcritical area type or functions will best meet watershed goals
formally identified by the City, such as replacement of historically diminished critical areas.
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HG. Type and Location of Mitigation. Unless it is demonstrated that a higher level of ecological functioning would result
from an alternative approach, compensatory mitigation for ecological functions shall be either in-kind and on-site, or in-kind
and within the same stream reach, subbasin, or drift cell (if estuarine wetlands are impacted). Mitigation action shall be
conducted within the same sub-drainage basin and on the site of the alteration except when all of the following apply:
1. There are no reasonable on-site or in subdrainage basin opportunities (e.g. on-site options would require elimination of high
functioning upland habitat), or on-site and in subdrainage basin opportunities do not have a high likelihood of success based
on a determination of the natural capacity of the site to compensate for impacts. Considerations should include: anticipated
wetland/stream/FWHCAcritical area mitigation ratios, buffer conditions and proposed widths, available water to maintain
anticipated hydrogeomorphic classes of wetlands, or streams when restored, proposed flood storage capacity, potential to
mitigate riparian fish and wildlife impacts (such as connectivity);
2. Off-site mitigation has a greater likelihood of providing equal or improved critical area functions than the impacted critical
area; and
3. Off-site locations shall be in the same sub-drainage basin unless established watershed goals for water quality, flood storage
or conveyance, habitat, or other wetland functions have been established by the City and strongly justify location of mitigation
at another site.
IH. Wetland Mitigation Banks.
1. Credits from a wetland mitigation bank may be approved for use as compensation for unavoidable impacts to wetlands
when:
a. The bank is certified under state rules;
b. The Director determines that the wetland mitigation bank provides appropriate compensation for the authorized impacts;
and
c. The proposed use of credits shall be consistent with terms and conditions of the bank’s certification.
2. Replacement ratios for projects using bank credits shall be consistent with replacement ratios specified in the bank’s
certification.
3. Credits from a certified wetland mitigation bank may be used to compensate for impacts located within the service area
specified in the bank’s certification. In some cases, the service area of the bank may include portions of more than one
adjacent drainage basin for specific wetland functions.
JI. In-Lieu Fee. To aid in the implementation of off-site mitigation, the City may develop a program which prioritizes wetland
areas for use as mitigation and/or allows payment in lieu of providing mitigation on a development site. This program shall be
developed and approved through a public process and be consistent with state and federal rules. The program should address:
1. The identification of sites within the City that are suitable for use as off-site mitigation. Site suitability shall take into
account wetland functions, potential for wetland degradation, and potential for urban growth and service expansion, and
2. The use of fees for mitigation on available sites that have been identified as suitable and prioritized.
KJ. Timing of Compensatory Mitigation. It is preferred that compensation projects will be completed prior to activities that
will disturb the on-site critical area. If not completed prior to disturbance, compensatory mitigation shall be completed
immediately following the disturbance and prior to the issuance of final certificate of occupancy. Construction of mitigation
projects shall be timed to reduce impacts to existing fisheries, wildlife, and flora.The Director may authorize a one-time
temporary delay in completing construction or installation of the compensatorymitigation when the applicant provides a
written explanation from a qualified professional as to the rationale for the delay (i.e.
seasonal planting requirements, fisheries window).
LK. Critical Area Enhancement as Mitigation. Impacts to critical area functions may be mitigated by enhancement of existing
significantly degraded critical areas, but should be used in conjunction with restoration and/or creation where possible.
Applicants proposing to enhance critical areas or their buffers must include in a report how the enhancement will increase the
functions of the degraded critical area or buffer and how this increase will adequately mitigate for the loss of critical area and
function at the impact site. An enhancement proposal must also show whether any existing critical area functions will be
reduced by the enhancement action.
ML. Innovative Mitigation. The Director may approve innovative mitigation projects that are based on best available science
including but not limited to activities such as advance mitigation and preferred environmental alternatives. Innovative
mitigation proposals must offer an equivalent or better level of protection of critical area functions and values than would be
provided by the strict application of this chapter. Such mitigation proposals must demonstrate special consideration for
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conservation and protection measures for anadromous fisheries. The Director shall consider the following for approval of an
innovative mitigation proposal:
***

13.11.280 Conditions, Notice on Title, and Appeals.
A. The Director shall have the authority, in accordance with Chapter 13.05, to attach such conditions to the granting of any
permit under this chapter deemed necessary to mitigate adverse impacts and carry out the provisions of this chapter. In
addition, such conditions may include, but are not limited to, the following:
1. Placement of Notice on Title on the subject parcels;
In addition to provisions of Chapter 13.05, the owner of any property upon which approval under Title 13, Tacoma Municipal
Code, or Chapter 2.02, Building Code, of the TMC, is sought with a critical area or critical area buffer/management area/geosetback verified on site through a Critical Area or building permit, shall record with the Pierce County Auditor a notice of
presence of the critical area and buffer/management area/geo-setback with the exception of protected information. Such
recording shall contain notice of the critical area and buffer/management area/geo-setback and the applicability of this chapter
to said property. Such notification shall be in a form as specified by Planning and Development Services. The notice shall be
notarized and the applicant must submit proof that the notice has been legally recorded before the final approval for
development is issued. The notice shall run with the land and failure to record such notice shall be in violation of this chapter.

***

13. Fencing is required when the Director determines that a fence will prevent future impacts to a protected critical area
FWHCA, wetland or stream or other natural habitat area. Fencing installed as part of a proposed activity shall not interfere
with species migration, including fish runs, nor shall it impede emergency egress; and
14. Subdivisions. The subdivision and short subdivision of land in Critical Areas and associated buffers/management
area/geo-setbacks are subject to the following and Section 13.04.310:
a. Land that is located partially within a Critical Area or its buffer/geo-setback may be subdivided provided that an accessible
and contiguous portion of each new lot is located outside the Critical Area and its buffer/geo-setback.
b. Access roads and utilities serving the proposed subdivision may be permitted within the Critical Area and associated
buffers/geo-setbacks only if the Director determines that no other feasible alternative exists and the project is consistent with
the remaining provisions of this chapter.
c. A protection covenant such as a Conservation Easement shall be recorded with the Pierce County Assessor’s Office for
critical areas FWHCA, wetland, stream or natural area tracts that are created as part of the permitting process.
B. Compensatory mitigation as a condition. As a condition of a permit or as an enforcement action under this chapter, the City
shall require, where not in conflict with a reasonable economic use of the property, that the applicant provide compensatory
mitigation to offset, in whole or part, the loss resulting from an applicant’s or violator’s action or proposal.
C. Appeals. An appeal of a decision regarding a critical area, except for staff decisions regarding exemptions which are not
subject to an administrative appeal, may be made in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 13.05 and Chapter 1.23 of the
Tacoma Municipal Code.
***

13.11.500 Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas (FWHCAs).
***
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13.11.510 Classification.
A. Fish and Wwildlife Hhabitat cConservation aAreas are areas identified by the Washington Department of Wildlife as being
of critical importance to the maintenance of fish and wildlife species. All Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas
(FWHCAs) are hereby designated as Critical Areas subject to the provisions of this Chapter, except for Shorelines of the State
that are managed under the City’s Shoreline Master Program. FWHCAs These areas may also include other Ccritical aAreas
such as Ggeologically Hhazardous Aareas, Sstream corridors, Wwetlands, and these Ccritical Aareas’ associative buffers.

B. The City seeks to identify and map the location of FWHCAs taking into account Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife (WDFW) mapping and other sources of information. However, City maps are not complete and other areas meeting
the definition will be included.
1. Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas (FWHCAs). Fish and Wildlife habitat areas include:
1a. Lands and waters containing State Ppriority Hhabitats and Sspecies. Priority habitat and species are classified by WDFW.
a. As of the date of this ordinance, the following State terrestrial Priority Habitat and Species and Features are known to be
located in the City of Tacoma:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
10)
11)
12)

Bald eagles;
Great blue herons;
Mountain quails;
Ospreys;
Peregrine falcons;
Pigeon guillemots;
Purple martins;
Seabird colonies;
Waterfowl concentrations;
Wood ducks;
Oak woodlands
Biodiversity Areas and Corridors-

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
10)
11)
12)
13)
14)
15)
16)
17)
18)
19)
20)
21)

Great blue herons;
Mountain quails;
Pigeon guillemots;
Purple martins;
Seabird colonies;
Waterfowl concentrations;
Wood ducks;
Pacific (Western) pond turtle
Marbeled Murrelet
Western grebes
Orcas (Killer whale);
Seals and sea lions;
Anadromous fish (including Bull Trout);
Reticulate sculpins
Wetlands
Streams and riparian areas
Oregon White Oak Woodlands
Old-Growth/Mature Forest
Biodiversity Areas and CorridorsCliffs
Snags and Logs
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b. FWHCA management areas are often used to protect and manage activities in or adjacent to terrestrial priority habitat
associated with a specific priority species such as a nest or rookery site. The location and dimensions of FWHCA
Management Areas are dependent on the species and habitat and as defined by specific management recommendations
established by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. While the standards for protection are species specific and
established by WDFW, the FWHCA Management Areas remain subject to all applicable standards of this chapter.
c. WDFW generally defines Biodiversity Areas and Corridors as those areas within a city that contain habitat valuable to fish
and wildlife. Biodiversity Areas and Corridors frequently overlap with and incorporate other specific Critical Areas including
wetlands, streams, areas with Priority Species, and other types of Priority Habitat that contribute to their value. In addition to
the habitat they provide for wildlife, Biodiversity Areas and Corridors provide ecological services such as improved water
quality and reduction of carbon dioxide.
(1). Biodiversity Areas include those areas that contain native vegetation that is diverse with a mosaic of habitats and
microhabitats. Unlike FWHCA Management Areas, they are not associated with a specific priority species and their overall
habitat function may be limited due to their location in a highly urbanized area; however, they are diverse relative to other
areas in the City and support common urban species. They shall include the following:
(a) Areas with rare or uncommon plant species and associations designated by the City or identified by federal and state
agencies such as the Department of Natural Resources Heritage Program.
(b) Areas dominated by a vertically diverse assemblage of native vegetation containing multiply canopy layers and/or areas
that are horizontally diverse with a mosaic of habitats and microhabitats.
(2). Biodiversity Corridors provide functional wildlife corridors and shall include the following:
(a). Areas of relatively undisturbed and unbroken tracts of land that connect Biodiversity Areas, other Priority Habitat and
Critical Areas, including shorelines.

(3).To determine the presence of Biodiversity Areas and Corridors, the city will assess the functions and values of the
existing habitat in the context of adjacent properties and the collective ecosystem services. Biodiversity Areas and Corridors
are not present when an area is already developed with legally established, pre-existing uses which serve to eliminate or
greatly reduce the propensity of wildlife to use the area as habitat or a corridor. In addition to the criteria in TMC
13.11.210.B.8 for interrupted critical areas, the following will be considered:
b. In classifying an area as a Biodiversity Area or Corridor, the city will assess the functions and values of the existing habitat
in the context of adjacent properties and the collective ecosystem services. An area which is already developed with legally
established, pre-existing uses which serve to eliminate or greatly reduce the propensity of wildlife to use the area as habitat or
a corridor will not be classified as a Biodiversity Area or Corridor. The following will be considered:
(1) The presence of rare or uncommon plant species and associations designated by the City or identified by federal and state
agencies such as the Department of Natural Resources Heritage Program.
(2) The presence of a vertically diverse assemblage of native vegetation containing multiply canopy layers and/or areas that
are horizontally diverse with a mosaic of habitats and microhabitats.
(a 3) The Biodiversity Area/Corridor shall be a minimum size of two acres.
(b 4) The needs and requirements of species known or likely to occur must be considered as well as the ability of the habitat to
provide wildlife access or movement.
(c 5) The following developments or uses may be considered as an elimination or significant reduction in the ability of an area
to serve as a corridor for wildlife use. The permanence and extent of the use or development shall be considered.
(a.) Multilane paved road(s) and their maintained rights-of-way.
(b.) Permanent wildlife-impassible fence(s) and other permanent barriers that prevent wildlife movement.
(c.) Areas where legally established structures and impervious surfaces are present for more than 65% of the area.
(d 6). The following are examples of uses that may not reduce or eliminate the use of the area by wildlife or as a corridor.
(a.) Gravel road(s) and driveways
(b.) Trails used for passive recreation
(c.) Wildlife-passible fence(s)
(d.) Unmaintained rights-of-way
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d. As of the date of this ordinance, the following State aquatic priority habitat and species are known to be located in the City
of Tacoma:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

Orcas (Killer whale);
Seals and sea lions;
Anadromous fish (including Bull Trout);
Reticulate sculpins
Wetlands
Streams and riparian areas

2b. Natural ponds under 20 acres and their submerged aquatic beds that provide critical fish or wildlife habitat.
3c. Waters of the State, which are defined in WAC Title 222, Forest Practices Rules and Regulations. Waters of the State must
be classified using the system in WAC 222-16-030. In classifying waters of the state as FWHCAs the following may be
considered:
(a.1) Species present which are endangered, threatened, sensitive, or priority;
(b.2) Species present which are sensitive to habitat manipulation;
(c.3) Historic presence of priority species;
(d.4) Existing surrounding land uses that are incompatible with salmonid habitat;
(e.5) Presence and size of riparian ecosystem;
(f.6) Existing water rights; and
(g.7) The intermittent nature of some of the higher classes of Waters of the State.
4d. Lakes, ponds, streams and rivers planted with game fish, including those planted under the auspices of a federal, state,
local, or tribal program and waters which support priority fish species as identified by the Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife.
5. Areas with which State or Federally designated endangered, threatened, and sensitive species have a primary association.
6. Habitats and species of local importance that have been identified as sensitive to habitat manipulation. Areas identified
must represent either high-quality native habitat or habitat that has a high potential to recover and is of limited availability,
highly vulnerable to alteration, or provides landscape connectivity that contributes to the integrity of the surrounding
landscape. In designating habitat and species of local importance, the following characteristics will be considered:
(a.) Local population of native species that are in danger of extirpation or vulnerable and in decline.
(b.) The species or habitat has recreation, tribal, or other special value.
(c.) Long-term persistence of the species is dependent on protection, maintenance, or restoration of nominated habitat.
(d.) Protection by other county, state, or federal policies and laws is not adequate to prevent degradation of the species or
habitat.
(e.) Without protection, there is a likelihood that the species or habitat will be diminished over the long term.
7. Area critical for habitat connectivity, including Open Space corridors designated in the City’s comprehensive plan.
8. State natural area preserves and natural resource conservation areas.

13.11.520 Standards.
A. General Standards.
1. No development shall be allowed within a Ffish and Wwildlife Hhabitat Cconservation Aarea with which state or federally
endangered, threatened or sensitive species have a primary association without approval from the City of Tacoma and/or
WDFW.
2. Preservation of FWHCAs are necessary to improve the likelihood that species will survive and or reproduce. Alteration of
FWHCAs may reduce this likelihood. Activities allowed in FWHCAs shall be consistent with the species located there and all
applicable state and federal regulations regarding that species. In determining allowable activities for FWHCAs priority
habitats and species that are known or that become known, the provisions of the Washington State Hydraulic Code and
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Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (WDFW’s) Management Recommendations for Washington Priority Habitats and Species,
best available science, and recommendations by other state or federal agencies with expertise for the species or habitat shall be
reviewed. Development in these areas shall be in accordance with the requirements of the underlying zone and any
overlapping critical area classification.
B. FWHCA Management Areas Standards
1. FWHCA management areas are used to protect and manage activities in or adjacent to areas with a specific priority species.
The location and dimensions of FWHCA Management Areas are dependent on the species and habitat and as defined by
specific management recommendations established by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and/or other
state/federal agencies. While the standards for protection are species specific and established by other agencies, the FWHCA
Management Areas remain subject to all applicable standards of this chapter.
If a proposal meets the standards of this chapter and demonstrates that they are meeting the WDFW management
recommendations for the priority species and their management area, then no separate Critical Area permit, may be required
(See TMC 13.11.190.D).
2. Typical standards may include seasonal restrictions for activities and required buffer widths from nesting sites. A Habitat
Management Plan approved by WDFW may be required:
C. Biodiversity Areas and Corridors Standards
1. In managing Biodiversity Areas and Corridors, the intent is to maintain rare and uncommon plant species and associations
and large patches of native vegetation that provide habitat and connecting corridors for animal movement as well as general
ecological services. Preservation of Biodiversity Areas and Corridors is necessary to minimize the impacts of development to
wildlife and conserve the City’s most diverse areas. The following standards apply:
a. Preserve existing native vegetation on the site to the maximum feasible extent, prioritizing the most valuable and sensitive
environmental assets by developing the least impactful area.
b. Maintain biodiversity functions to prevent habitat degradation and fragmentation and preserve habitat for priority and
common urban species, as supported by the Best Available Science.
c. The applicant shall avoid all actions that degrade the functions and values of a Biodiversity Area and Corridor. When
impacts cannot be avoided, they should be minimized and mitigated by limiting overall vegetation clearance, maintaining
corridors, protecting the most sensitive environmental features, and clustering development that does occur.
3. As of the date of this ordinance, the following terrestrial priority habitat and species are known to be located in the City of
Tacoma:
1) Bald eagles;
2) Great blue herons;
3) Mountain quails;
4) Ospreys;
5) Peregrine falcons;
6) Pigeon guillemots;
7) Purple martins;
8) Seabird colonies;
9) Waterfowl concentrations;
10) Wood ducks;
11) Oak woodlands
4. As of the date of this ordinance, the following aquatic priority habitat and species are known to be located in the City of
Tacoma:
1)
2)
3)
4)

Orcas (Killer whale);
Seals and sea lions;
Anadromous fish (including Bull Trout);
Reticulate sculpins

25. Wetland and Stream. In accordance with TMC 13.11.160.B, wWhere a designated FWHCA geographically coincides
with a stream or wetlandanother critical area, allthe appropriate wetland or stream buffercritical area standards and associated
buffer/geo-setback requirements shall apply as described within this Chapter.
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***

13.11.550 FWHCA’s Modification Mitigation Requirements.
A. All proposed modification in a FWHCA shall be in accordance with the standards of this sectionChapter, except where
allowed through 13.11.200 or 13.11.210.
B. Modification All FWHCAand mitigation will comply with applicable General Standards of TMC 13.11.250 and mitigation
requirements specified in 13.11.270, including, but not limited to, mitigation sequencing, mitigation plan requirements,
monitoring and bonding.
C. Where a designated FWHCA geographically coincides with another Critical Areaa stream or wetland, modification and
mitigation will comply with applicable mitigation requirements described within this chapter for each type of critical area
and/or as recommended by state or federal agencies.
D. Habitat Management Plan. If the critical area review process as described in this chapter (13.11.190250) determines that
the proposed project will adversely impact a FWHCA, a Habitat Management Plan shall be prepared as part of a development
proposal to avoid or minimize impacts to FWHCAs management areas, the following standards shall apply.
1. TheA habitat management plan shall be prepared in coordination with the WDFWWashington State Department of Fish and
Wildlife or federal agencies where appropriate and by a qualified professional. The professional must have an education and
professional work experience relevant to the species and habitat being evaluated (See TMC 13.11.900 Qualified Professional).
2. TheA habitat management plan may be included as part of a larger critical areas report and shall include all applicable
requirements as listed in TMC 13.11.230 andcontain, at a minimum, the following:
a. Analysis and discussion on the project’s effects on the FWHCAcritical fish and wildlife habitat;
b. An assessment and discussion on special management recommendations which have been developed for species or habitat
located on the site by any federal or state agency;
c. A discussion of mitigation sequencing and pProposed mitigation measures which could avoid or minimize or avoid impacts;
d. Assessment and evaluation of the effectiveness of mitigation measures proposed; and
e. Assessment and evaluation of ongoing management practices which will protect critical fish and wildlife habitat the
FWHCA after development of the project site, including proposed monitoring and maintenance programs.
f. For Biodiversity Areas and Corridors a detailed description of vegetation on and adjacent to the project area is required and
may include a surveyed site plan with the specific location and species name of trees with a 12-inch or greater Diameter at
Breast Height.
E. If mitigation is performed off-site, a conservation easement or other legal document must be provided to the City to ensure
that the party responsible for the maintenance and monitoring of the mitigation has access and the right to perform these
activities.
E. The following shall apply for proposed modifications within or affecting Biodiversity Areas and Corridors.
1. In determining which areas are least sensitive to development impacts, the following criteria shall apply:
a. A minimum of 65% of the Biodiversity Area and Corridor area shall be left in an undisturbed natural vegetated state. The
undisturbed area set aside shall contain all other Priority Habitats, Priority Species, and Critical Areas and Buffers that may be
present, per applicable standards.
(1) Legally created existing parcels 5,000 square feet in size or smaller must maintain an minimum of 40% of the Biodiversity
Area and Corridor in an undisturbed natural vegetated state.
b. A contiguous Biodiversity Corridor with a width of 300-feet shall be retained connecting onsite and offsite Priority Habitats
and Critical Areas including shorelines, as well as significant trees per the definition below. The minimum 300 feet shall be a
contiguous area that enters and exits the property.
(1) Where a legally created existing parcel cannot accommodate the 300 foot width corridor due to parcel size or
configuration, then the maximum feasible width shall be provided in conjunction with maintaining a the designated minimum
undisturbed gross site area for the size of parcel 65% of the Biodiversity Area and Corridor.
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(2) Habitat corridor connections may be required to be wider when additional width is supported by the Best Available
Science to support the function and values of species or habitat present
c. Retain significant exceptional trees and rare or uncommon plant species or habitat types and associations as identified by
the City or by state or federal agencies. in the Habitat Management Plan and site plan survey. Conifers and Madrone are
considered exceptional trees.
(1) Significant tree groves. Significant tree groves means a group of 8 or more trees 12- inches diameter or greater that form a
continuous canopy. Trees that are less than 12-inch in diameter that are part of a grove’s continuous canopy are also
considered to be exceptional and cannot be removed if their removal may damage the health of the grove. Street trees shall not
be included in determining whether a group of trees is a grove.
(2) Retain exceptional trees. "Exceptional tree" means a tree or group of trees that because of its unique historical, ecological,
or aesthetic value constitutes an important community resource, and is determined as such by the Director according to
standards and procedures promulgated by the Department of Planning and Development.
d. Retain state or federally listed plant species or unique plant associations including habitats and species of local importance
as designated by the City.
e d. Development must be clustered and located in the least sensitive areas and must use Low Impact Development practices
where feasible.appropriate.
2. Proposals that meet the minimum standards in 1 above may be reviewed under a Minor Development permit. See TMC
13.11.220.B.2. Other proposals will require review under a Development Permit and must also demonstrate the following:
a. The project cannot meet the minimum standards in 1 above due to site constraints such as parcel size or other physical
conditions and the inability is not the result a self-created hardship.
3. In planning the development of the site, consideration shall also be given to ongoing and future management needs such as
vegetation maintenance, generally favoring setting aside a large, connected, contiguous areas as feasible
4. Buffer Averaging or reduction as described within section TMC 13.11.250.D., TMC 13.11.330, and TMC 13.11.430 for
wetlands and streams can be utilized to average or reduce portions of buffers to accommodate development.
a. The standards for preservation of 65% of the gross site area and minimum 300 foot corridor width still apply.
5. Corridor width averaging. The width of the corridor may be averaged to allow for reasonable use of the property when the
following are met:
a. The averaged corridor width will not result in degradation of the Biodiversity Corridor or its ability to facilitate wildlife
movement;
b. The corridor width is increased adjacent to the high-functioning or more sensitive areas and decreased adjacent to lowerfunctioning or less sensitive portion;
c. The corridor at its narrowest point is never less than ¾ of the required width; and
d. The total area of the corridor is equal to the area required without averaging.
F. Innovative mitigation per TMC 13.11.270.L. When the project cannot meet the minimum standards of this section or the
project proponent can demonstrate that a different method will achieve equivalent or better protections for the critical area, it
will be reviewed per the standards in 13.11.270.L.
G. Protection covenant such as a conservation easement shall be recorded with Pierce County Assessor’s Office for critical
areas that are identified as part of the review process per 13.11.280 (Conditions, Notice on Title, and Appeals).
H. If mitigation is performed off-site, a conservation easement or other legal document must be provided to the City to ensure
that the party responsible for the maintenance and monitoring of the mitigation has access and the right to perform these
activities.

13.11.560 FWHCA’s Management Areas.
A. FWHCA Management Areas that do not geographically coincide with wetlands or streams are protected by species specific
Management Areas as established by Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife Management Recommendations for
Washington’s Priority Species. FWHCA Management Areas remain subject to TMC 13.11.250.
B. If a proposal meets all WDFW management recommendations for the species and their management area, then no
development permit, exemption approval, assessment, or Habitat Management Plan is required.
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C. Standards for the most common of these FWHCAs, Anadromous fish, include the following:
1. Anadromous fish:
a. All activities, uses, alterations proposed to be located in water bodies used by anadromous fish or in areas that affect such
water bodies shall be given special consideration to the preservation and enhancement of anadromous fish habitat, including
but not limited to the following standards:
b. Activities shall be timed to occur only during the allowable work window as designated by WDFW for applicable species;
The activity is designed to provide an overall improvement in the function of the fish habitat or other critical areas; and
Any impacts to the functions of the habitat conservation area are mitigated in accordance with the approved critical area.
2. Structures that prevent the migration of salmonids shall not be allowed in the portion of water bodies currently or
historically used by anadromous fish. Fish bypass facilities shall be provided that allow the upstream migration of adult fish
and shall prevent fry and juveniles migrating downstream from being trapped or harmed.
3. Fills, when authorized by the Director, shall not adversely impact anadromous fish or their habitat or shall mitigate any
unavoidable impacts, and shall only be allowed for water-dependent activities and uses.
13.11.560 Biodiversity Area and Corridor Mitigation Requirements
A. Mitigation must compensate for the adverse impacts and achieve equivalent or higher ecological functions including,
vegetation diversity and habitat complexity and connectivity.
B. Enhancement or Restoration requires the following ratios:
Onsite Mitigation
1.5:1 Enhancement or Restoration

Offsite Mitigation
3:1 Enhancement or Restoration

C. The protection covenant or conservation easement recorded with Pierce County Assessor’s Office shall include all
mitigation areas including those located off-site.
D. The following shall also be incorporated to minimize disturbance:
1. Minimize light disturbance by directing lights away from critical areas.
2. Place activities that generate noise furthest from critical areas.
3. Limit disturbance from humans and pets with “impenetrable” natural vegetation between the development and critical areas.
4. Design infrastructure to minimize impacts through such steps as designing narrower streets or integrating LID approaches.
5. Seasonal restriction of construction activities
***

13.11.700 Geologically Hazardous Areas.
The 700 section contains the general provisions, including the following:
13.11.710
13.11.720
13.11.73020
13.11.74030

Designation.
Applicability
Classification.
General Development Standards.

13.11.710 Designation.
A. Designation of Geologically Hazardous Areas. Geologically hazardous areas include areas susceptible to erosion, sliding,
earthquake, or other geological events. Areas susceptible to one or more of the following types of geo-hazards shall be
designated as a geologically hazardous area:
1. Erosion hazard;
2. Landslide hazard;
3. Seismic hazard;
4. Mine hazard;
5. Volcanic hazard; and
6. Tsunami hazard.
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13.11.720 Applicability
Geologically Hazardous Areas are subject to all applicable provisions of this chapter: The standards of TMC 13.11.700 apply
only to areas designated as a Geologically Hazardous Area.

A. Mitigation Sequencing.
1. The General Mitigation Requirements of 13.11.270 apply to all Geologically Hazardous Areas.
2. When the Geologically Hazardous Area or geo-setback cannot be avoided by locating the development outside of the
Geological Hazardous Area and setback, the risk to public health and safety may be minimized by engineering, design, or
modified construction practices.
3. When technology cannot reduce the risk to acceptable levels the Geologically Hazardous Area and setback must be
avoided.
4. When other critical areas are present the standards specific to those critical areas also apply.
***

13.11.730 General Development Standards.
The standards in this section apply only to geologically hazardous areas. Other critical area standards may apply to areas
which are exempted from the standards for geologically hazardous areas. Geological Hazardous Areas are subject to all
applicable provisions of this chapter. When critical areas are limited to Geological Hazards that cannot be avoided, the risk to
public health and safety may be minimized by engineering, design, or modified construction practices. When technology
cannot reduce risks to acceptable levels or when other critical areas are present, the Geological Hazardous Area must be
avoided. The following definitions apply to this section:
“Geo-setback” is the minimum building setback from the applicable geo-hazard area.
“Geo-buffer” is a zone within a geo-setback area required to be vegetated with either native or non-native vegetation.

***

i. Trimming and limbing of vegetation for the creation and maintenance of view corridors, removal of site distance
obstructions as determined by the City Traffic Engineer, removal of hazardous trees, or clearing associated with routine
maintenance by utility agencies or companies; provided that the soils are not disturbed and the loss of vegetative cover will
not significantly increase risks of landslide or erosion. See TMC 13.11.200 and 210.
j. The construction of approved public or private trails; provided they are constructed in a manner which will not contribute to
surface water runoff.

***

l. The construction of public or private utility corridors; provided it has been demonstrated that such construction will not
significantly increase landslide risks.
m. Trimming and limbing of vegetation for the creation and maintenance of view corridors, removal of site distance
obstructions as determined by the City Traffic Engineer, removal of hazardous trees, or clearing associated with routine
maintenance by utility agencies or companies; provided that the soils are not disturbed and the loss of vegetative cover will
not significantly increase risks of landslide or erosion. See TMC 13.11.200 and 210.
n. Remediation, critical area restoration, or mining and quarrying where local regulation is pre-empted by state or federal law.

***

C. Specific Development Standards for Erosion and Landslide Hazard Areas.
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1. The development shall not increase surface water discharge or sedimentation to adjacent properties beyond predevelopment conditions. Note that point discharges onto adjacent properties is not permitted without approved easements.
Dispersed flows meeting pre-developed flows will be permitted provided other development standards can be met.
2. The development shall not decrease slope stability on adjacent properties.
3. Such alterations shall not adversely impact other critical areas.
4. The proposed development shall not decrease the factor of safety for landslide occurrences below the limits of 1.5 for static
conditions and 1.2 for dynamic conditions. Analysis of dynamic conditions shall be based on a minimum horizontal
acceleration as established by the current version of the International Building Code.
5. Structures and improvements shall minimize alterations to the natural contour of the slope, and the foundation shall be
tiered where possible to conform to existing topography. Terracing of the land; however, shall be kept to a minimum to
preserve natural topography where possible. Structures and improvements shall be located to preserve the most critical portion
of the site and its natural landforms and vegetation.
6. Development shall be designed to minimize impervious lot coverage. All development shall be designed to minimize
impervious lot coverage and should incorporate understructure parking and multi-level structures within the existing height
limit.
7. Roads, walkways, and parking areas should be designed parallel to topographic contours with consideration given to
maintaining consolidated areas of natural topography and vegetation.
8. Removal of vegetation shall be minimized and only that which is needed to accommodate a structure. Any replanting that
occurs shall consist of trees, shrubs, and ground cover that is compatible with the existing surrounding vegetation, meets the
objectives of erosion prevention and site stabilization, and does not require permanent irrigation for long-term survival.
9. The proposed development shall not result in greater risk or need for increased geo-buffers on neighboring properties.

***

13.11.900 Definitions.
***

13.11.900.B

***

Best management practices. (BMP’s). Conservation practices or systems of practices and management measures that:
a. Control soil loss and reduce water quality degradation caused by high concentrations of nutrients, animal waste, toxics, and
sediment;
b. Minimize adverse impacts to surface water and ground water flow and circulation patterns and to the chemical, physical,
and biological characteristics of wetlands;
c. Protect trees and vegetation designated to be retained during and following site construction and use native plant species
appropriate to the site for revegetation of disturbed areas; and
d. Provide standards for proper use of chemical herbicides within critical areas.
Biodiversity Areas include those areas that contain native vegetation that is diverse with a mosaic of habitats and
microhabitats. They include areas dominated by a vertically diverse assemblage of native vegetation containing multiply
canopy layers and/or areas that are horizontally diverse with a mosaic of habitats and microhabitats. They also include areas
with rare or uncommon plant species and associations designated by the City or identified by Federal and State agencies such
as the Department of Natural Resources Heritage Program. They are not associated with a specific priority species and their
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overall habitat function may be limited due to their location in a highly urbanized area; however, they are diverse relative to
other areas in the City and support common urban species.
Biodiversity Corridors are areas of relatively undisturbed and unbroken tracts of vegetation that connect Biodiversity Areas,
other Priority Habitat and Critical Areas, including shorelines and serve to protect the ecological functions of those areas and
allow for movement of common urban species. serve as functional wildlife corridors.
Bioengineering. A combination of engineering techniques and natural products that increase the strength and structure of the
soil through biological and mechanical means.

***

13.11.900.P
Parties of record. Individuals, entities and groups who have commented on a proposal in writing or in person or who have
asked to be included on a mailing list for a specific proposal.
Priority habitats. Seasonal range or habitat element with which a given species is primarily associated and which, if altered,
may reduce survival potential of that species over the long term. Priority habitats are designated by the Washington
Department of Wildlife, Priority Habitat and Species Program, and may include habitat areas of high relative density or
species richness, breeding habitat or habitats used as winter range or movement corridors. Habitats of limited availability or
with high vulnerability to alteration, such as cliffs, talus, Biodiversity Areas/Corridors and wetlands, may also be included.
Priority species. Species which are of concern because of their population status and sensitivity to habitat alteration. Priority
species are designated by the Washington Department of Wildlife, Priority Habitat and Species Program, and may include
endangered, threatened, sensitive, candidate, monitored, or game species.

***

END

Open Space Corridors Project – Phase 1
Staff Report – Exhibit A Draft Code Updates

May 2, 2018
Page 23

Agenda Item
D-2

City of Tacoma
Planning and Development Services

To:

Planning Commission

From:

Stephen Atkinson, Principal Planner

Subject:

2019 Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use
Regulatory Code

Meeting Date:

May 2, 2018

Memo Date:

April 26, 2018

Action Requested:
Review applications for the 2019 Amendment; Release the applications for public review; Set a
public hearing for June 6, 2018 to accept public testimony on the proposed scope of work for
the applications.
Discussion:
At the meeting on May 2, 2018, the Commission will begin reviewing applications to amend the
Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code as part of the “2019 Amendment.” The
application and assessment is the first phase of the amendment process. During this phase, the
Commission can consider: (1) whether or not the application is complete, and if not, what
information is needed to make it complete; (2) whether or not the scope of the application
should be modified, and if so, what alternatives should be considered; and (3) whether or not
the application will be considered, and if so, in which amendment cycle.
For each application, a draft scope of work is attached. In addition, to support the Commission’s
review, the scope of work includes a staff assessment of the following criteria as identified in
TMC 13.02:
(a) Determine if the request is legislative and subject to Commission Review.
(b) Determine if there have been recent studies of the same issue, or other active or
planned projects that the request could be consolidated into.
(c) Determine if the amount of analysis is reasonably manageable, if large scale study is
required, or if the amendment may be scaled down, phased, or included in a future
amendment.
The Commission is expected to recommend an overall 2018-2020 Work Program to the City
Council Infrastructure, Planning and Sustainability Committee in June/July of 2018. The 2019
Amendment package will a significant component of this overall work program.
Project Summary:
The Comprehensive Plan and its elements, as well as development regulations and regulatory
procedures that implement the Comprehensive Plan, shall be adopted and amended by ordinance of
the City Council following the procedures identified in Tacoma Municipal Code 13.02.045.
Proposed amendments may be considered annually, for which the amendment process shall begin
in July of any given year and be completed, with appropriate actions taken by the City Council by the
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City of Tacoma
Planning and Development Services
end of June of the following year. The application deadline for any given amendment cycle shall be
established by the Department no later than the last day of May.
Staff proposes to set the 2019 Amendment process for City-initiated amendments only, with private
applications accepted in March of 2019 for consideration as part of the 2020 Amendment cycle.

Prior Actions:
At the meeting on March 21, 2018, the Commission discussed potential modifications to the
Planning Work Program and an extension of the work program through 2020. As part of this
discussion, the Commission provided staff with guidance as to which projects to submit for
scoping and assessment as part of the 2019 Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and Land
Use Regulatory Code. The attached applications reflect this guidance from the Commission.
Staff Contact:
If you have any questions regarding this topic, please contact Stephen Atkinson at (253) 5915531 or satkinson@cityoftacoma.org.
Attachments:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
c:

Application: Future Land Use Implementation
Application: Commercial Zoning Update
Application: Shoreline Master Program Periodic Review
Application: JBLM Joint Land Use Study Implementation
Application: Open Space Corridors – Phase 2: Geohazard Areas
Application: Historic Preservation Code Improvements
Application: Minor Amendments

Peter Huffman, Director

Planning and Development Services Department ❚ 747 Market Street, Room 345 ❚ Tacoma, WA 98402
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Future Land Use Implementation
Planning
and Development
Services
Application:
2019
Amendment

City of Tacoma, Washington
Peter Huffman,
Director
The Future
Land Use Map, Figure 2 of the One Tacoma Plan, illustrates the City’s
intended future land use pattern through the geographic distribution of residential and
commercial areas, the designation of mixed-use and manufacturing/industrial centers,
as well as shoreline and single-family detached designations. These designations
correspond to specific zoning districts and use and development standards that
implement the policies of the One Tacoma Plan.
Per the Washington State Growth Management Act and the Tacoma Municipal Code,
the City’s Land Use Regulations, including zoning districts, should be consistent with the
policies of the One Tacoma Plan. However, in many areas throughout the City current
zoning is inconsistent with the Land Use Designation in the Future Land Use Map. This
project will seek to improve the consistency between the One Tacoma Plan and
implementing zoning.
Outcomes of this project are intended to support the development of compact,
complete and connected neighborhoods with a variety of housing choices and
employment opportunities in close proximity to schools, parks, transit, and other
amenities.

Project Summary
Applicant:

Planning and Development Services

Location and Size of Area:

Citywide

Current Land Use and Zoning:

Multiple

Neighborhood Council Area:

This application will include potential rezones in all Neighborhood Council
districts.

Type of Amendment:

Plan and Zoning Amendment

Staff Recommendation:

Release the Draft Scope of Work and Assessment Report for Public Review
and Comment.

Project Proposal:

This project will do the following:
• Identify areas where the Plan and Zoning are inconsistent;
• Evaluate options for bringing the Plan and Zoning into compliance;
• Recommend amendments to the Future Land Use Map or area-wide
rezones to ensure that the Plan and Zoning are mutually supportive
and consistent.

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

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

Section A. Proposed Scope of Work
1. Area of Applicability
Areas subject to this review and potential amendment are located City-wide. The following map shows the location
and distribution of sites where the current Land Use Designation and Zoning are inconsistent and subject to review. An
interactive map is available at https://wspdsmap.cityoftacoma.org/website/FLUM/ to enable a closer identification of
properties subject to review. The colors on the map indicate the proposed Designation in the One Tacoma Plan.
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2. Background
Updating and implementing the Comprehensive Plan broadly and the Future Land Use Map specifically has been a
multi-phased effort that has been ongoing since 2013. The following is a summary past phases and accomplishments.
2013 - The City embarked on a multi-phase, multi-year project intended to revise and update the Comprehensive
Plan’s land use designation approach, from the Land Use Intensities system to a more simplified and easily understood
classification system.
The first phase was accomplished as part of the 2013 Annual Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan adopted by the
City Council on June 25, 2013, per Ordinance No. 28158. This first phase amended the Growth Strategy and
Development Concept Element of the Comprehensive Plan to include new designations for the mixed-use centers and
shorelines. This phase also adopted the overall classification
2015 – As part of the required periodic update to the Comprehensive Plan, the City concluded the application of the
new Land Use Designations, and replacing the land use intensities. The Comprehensive Plan was adopted by the City
Council on December 1, 2015, per Ordinance No. 28335.
2016 – Following the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan the City shifted towards implementation of the Future Land
Use Map through area-wide rezones. The 2016 Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code
included a series of area-wide rezones to ensure consistency between Plan and Code. These amendments were in
limited areas. The rezones were adopted by the City Council on August 16, 2016, per Ordinance No. 28376.

3. Policy Framework
Growth Management Act
The City’s Comprehensive Plan, including the Future Land Use Map, was developed in accordance with both the
procedures and the substantive requirements of the Growth Management Act (GMA). In addition to guiding the
development of local Comprehensive Plans, the GMA also requires that development regulations conform to and
implement the locally-adopted Plans. RCW 36.70A.040 states that “…the county and each city located within the
county shall adopt a comprehensive plan under this chapter and development regulations that are consistent with and
implement the comprehensive plan…”.
In addition, the GMA requires that local jurisdictions “…ensure that, taken collectively, adoption of and amendments
to their comprehensive plans and/or development regulations provide sufficient capacity of land suitable for
development within their jurisdictions to accommodate their allocated housing and employment growth, including the
accommodation of, as appropriate, the medical, governmental, educational, institutional, commercial, and industrial
facilities related to such growth, as adopted in the applicable countywide planning policies and consistent with the
twenty-year population forecast from the office of financial management (RCW 36.70A.115).”
One Tacoma Plan
The Future Land Use Map (Figure 2 of the One Tacoma Plan) illustrates the City’s intended future land use pattern
through the geographic distribution of residential and commercial areas, the designation of mixed-use and
manufacturing/industrial centers, as well as shoreline and single-family detached designations. This land use
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distribution was a result of analysis of the One Tacoma Plan policies, existing land use and zoning, development
trends, anticipated land use needs and desirable growth and development goals. Various types of zoning and land use
may be permitted within each of the designations. The map is to be used in conjunction with the adopted policies of
the Comprehensive Plan for any land use decision.
The One Tacoma Plan contains policies that support implementation of the Comprehensive Plan land use designations
through zoning and development standards in a way that provides predictability and consistency of application while
also allowing adequate flexibility to support a diverse set of housing, commercial and industrial uses. Policy UF-1.2
states that the City should “Implement Comprehensive Plan land use designations through zoning designations and
target densities shown in Table 3, Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations and Corresponding Zoning.”
Furthermore, policy UF-1.1 states that the City should “ensure that the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map establishes
and maintains land use designations that can accommodate planned population and employment growth.”
The policies of the Growth Management Act and the One Tacoma Plan support the implementation of Plan policies
and the internal consistency of Plan and implementing regulations.

4. Objectives
Would the proposed amendment achieve any of the following objectives?
•

Address inconsistencies or errors in the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations;
Historically, the City of Tacoma has had embedded inconsistencies between the Comprehensive Plan and
Zoning District boundaries. These inconsistencies were studied and discussed as part of the Comprehensive
Plan update in 2015. One of the high priority actions identified in the One Tacoma Plan is to begin a multiphase effort to rectify these inconsistencies between the land use designations in the Plan and the
implementing zoning. Both state law in the Growth Management Act and local ordinances require that the
City bring the zoning districts into conformance with the Plan or to amend the Plan to be consistent with the
existing zoning. Ultimately, the Plan and Code must be internally consistent.

•

Respond to changing circumstances, such as growth and development patterns, needs and desires of the
community, and the City’s capacity to provide adequate services;
In the past several years the City has seen an increase in demand for housing and escalating housing prices.
The current site-rezone process adds time, cost and uncertainty to development projects that can create a
barrier to meeting current housing demand.

•

Maintain or enhance compatibility with existing or planned land uses and the surrounding development
pattern; and/or
The potential rezones would implement area-wide zoning in areas that have been planned to accommodate
new residential and commercial development.

•

Enhance the quality of the neighborhood.
Zoning is a means to facilitate new opportunities for living, shopping, and working in the City. Where housing
and services are built provides a key opportunity to: (1) enable people to meet more of their daily needs
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locally, (2) strengthen neighborhoods, (3) improve equitable access to services, (4) support healthy, active
living and (5) reduce greenhouse gas emissions and adapt to climate change.

5. Options Analysis
In considering the potential rezones, the Commission may consider the following options for improving the
consistency between the One Tacoma Plan and Zoning:
1. Zoning Options: Each Land Use Designation is associated with multiple potential zoning districts. Staff
proposes to develop guidance to assist the Commission in weighing appropriate zoning options. For example,
the Multi-family (low-density) Land Use Designation corresponds to both the R-3 and R-4L Zoning Districts.
2. Future Land Use Map (FLUM) Amendments: While the starting point for the proposed project is to implement
the City’s adopted policies, including the FLUM designations, the Commission may also consider circumstances
where the most appropriate course of action for consistency with One Tacoma Plan policies or to respond to
public comments is to amend the designations on the FLUM.
3. Policy Flexibility: Currently, the relationship between the FLUM designations and zoning is rigidly determined.
The FLUM provides hard parameters on potential zoning. The Commission could consider circumstances
where a greater degree of flexibility is warranted. For example, there may be circumstances where the unique
situation of a specific property does not warrant a Comprehensive Plan change, but where “inconsistent”
zoning may be appropriate to support other goals of the One Tacoma Plan.
4. Site Rezones: An additional option the Commission can consider is whether there are specific circumstances in
which site rezones are preferable to area-wide rezones. While the general policy approach is to reduce the
dependence on site rezones to implement the appropriate zoning districts, the site rezones can, in some
circumstances, provide an appropriate alternative.
5.

Issue Specific Approaches:
Split Zoning: Parcels which contain more than one type of zoning will be identified. Staff will propose a
methodology for determining which split zoned parcels are minor (clean ups) and which are substantive policy
decisions for the Commission.
Existing Uses and Nonconforming Uses: In areas proposed for rezone, staff will identify the mix of existing uses
and whether the potential rezones may reduce the degree of nonconformity of existing uses (where
applicable).
Planned Residential Developments: Given the procedures required to change the zoning within a Planned
Residential Development, area wide rezones are not an appropriate tool for changing the zoning in these
areas. Staff will identify areas within the scope of work that are currently zoned “PDR” and evaluate
alternatives that the Commission may consider.
Prior Site Rezones: Staff will identify parcels proposed for rezone that have been recently rezoned via the site
rezone process. In past reviews, staff has recommended that where properties were recently approved for
site rezone by the City Council that that recent decision should carry greater weight in determining how the
Future Land Use Map should be applied.
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20-Minute Neighborhoods: Staff will evaluate the proximity of potential rezones to community amenities that
support 20-minute neighborhoods, such as schools, parks, transit, business districts, bicycle facilities, and
other destinations.

6. Proposed Outreach
Outreach for this project will be citywide. Current codes require notification of all taxpayers within 1000’ of a
proposed rezone. All taxpayers of record within 1000’ of a potential rezone have been previously notified of this
project and the intent to advance this effort as part of a multi-year work program. This proposal will affect both
residential and commercial property owners and tenants. In addition, there is great interest among the preservation
community and stakeholders, as well as certain neighborhood groups. Potential outreach will include Neighborhood
Councils, Business Districts, Master Builders Association of Pierce County, the Chamber of Commerce and community
groups such as Historic Tacoma.
Given the citywide scope of work, community engagement will be targeted towards citywide or broader neighborhood
interest groups, associations and organizations. Staff resources will be limited in capacity to conduct community
outreach at a parcel by parcel scale. Outreach efforts will need to be equitable and seek to engage a variety of
communities and community interests in Tacoma, particularly those areas that have been historically underrepresented in zoning and land use processes.
In order to help facilitate early public comment, staff has launched a “Potential Area-wide Rezones” map that enables
public comments on the potential rezone map. These comments are publicly available at
https://wspdsmap.cityoftacoma.org/website/FLUM/. Staff proposes to utilize this web-based comment tool during
the distinct phases of the project to enable more place-based comments.
Other methods of notification and engagement may include preferential surveys and outreach at Farmers Markets
and other community events.
Lastly, since many of these potential rezones would apply within the Puyallup Tribal Reservation, and in some cases
specific Puyallup Tribe properties are identified in the scope and applicability, early consultation with Tribal staff will
be essential to identifying Tribal concerns early in the process and to identify options to respond to those concerns.
Focal points will the potential rezones along Portland Avenue in the Eastside as well as those in NE Tacoma.

7. Impacts Assessment
Typically, Plan amendments and area-wide rezones are evaluated under a SEPA non-project action. Additional projectlevel review is conducted as part of an application for land use or building permits and mitigation for project impacts
may be required at the time of permit issuance. When considering area-wide rezones, staff can only consider
hypothetical development scenarios. For example, an R-4L zoning district may allow single family residential
development as well as townhouse or small apartments. As a result, the degree of impacts may differ substantially
depending on the specifics of the development proposal and unit density. While a more detailed project-level review
will occur in conjunction with future development proposals, staff will provide a general evaluation of the potential
impacts of rezoning proposals on the following:
•
•

Traffic;
Historic Resources; and
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•

Critical Areas.

Staff will also develop the following materials in the next phase of the project:
•

•

Impacts on housing choice and affordability: Staff will evaluate existing housing diversity and affordability in
neighborhoods around potential rezones and evaluate how the potential rezones may impact housing choice
and affordability in those areas.
Non-conforming Uses: Staff will evaluate how proposed rezones may impact existing uses, particularly
whether the rezones would likely create new nonconforming uses.

8. Supplemental Information
•

Exhibit 1: Future Land Use Map
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Section B. Assessment
The applications were reviewed against the following assessment criteria pursuant to TMC 13.02.045:
1. If the amendment request is legislative and properly subject to Planning Commission review, or quasi-judicial
and not properly subject to Commission review.
Staff Assessment: The amendment is legislative and properly subject to Planning Commission review.
2. If there have been recent studies of the same area or issue, which may be cause for the Commission to decline
further review, or if there are active or planned projects that the amendment request can be incorporated into.
Staff Assessment: This is a continuation of a multi-year effort to bring the Plan and Zoning into conformity.
Several potential rezones within this scope of work were reviewed in 2016, but postponed and recommended
for continued deliberation. In some cases, the City Council may have approved recent site rezones of areas
under review within this scope of work; these sites will be identified as part of the evaluation.
At this time there are limited or no other active or planned projects that this amendment can be incorporated
into. The Commission may consider the following option:
•

Pacific Avenue from approximately S 34th to the southern City Limits is currently in planning for a Bus Rapid
Transit facility and City staff are in discussion with Pierce Transit to conduct a transit-oriented development
corridor plan that would include and also exceed the limited scope described herein. Depending on the
outcomes of these discussions, this area may be removed from this scope of work and addressed as part of
that larger TOD plan.

3. If the amount of analysis necessary is reasonably manageable given the workloads and resources of the
Department and the Commission, or if a large-scale study is required, the amendment request may be scaled
down, studied in phases, delayed until a future amendment cycle, or declined.
Staff Assessment: The amount of analysis is reasonably manageable. However, in order to help facilitate this
review, staff proposes to analyze specific types of issues and approaches to these issues, rather than conducting
site by site analysis. In addition, this project is highly interlinked with the Commercial Zoning update. Staff does
not recommend rezoning commercial areas ahead of completion of the Commercial Zoning update. Therefore,
the Commission has several options to consider:
(a) Conduct the Commercial Zoning Update and Commercial Rezones concurrently, or
(b) Conduct the Commercial Zoning Update in 2019 and the Commercial Rezones in 2020.
Conducting the planning efforts concurrently would greatly compress the schedule for the Commercial Zoning
Update, in order to have findings from that effort in time to inform the potential rezones. This approach carries
the greatest chance of resulting in further delays in completing this project. Option B would result in some
additional delay in implementing the commercial rezones, but would enable greater outreach and analysis in
support of the development of amendments to commercial zoning standards.
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Commercial Zoning Update
Planning
and Development
Services
Application:
2019 Amendment
City of Tacoma, Washington
The Commercial Zoning Update (CZU) will amend Tacoma’s General and Neighborhood
Peter Huffman, Director
Commercial zoning district use and development standards to ensure a more consistent,
pedestrian and transit supportive urban environment.
The C-1, C-2, T and PDB districts were created when auto-oriented use and design was
more actively promoted. In 2015, the City completed an update to the Comprehensive
Plan, One Tacoma, which includes a policy direction to preserve and enhance walkfriendly, pedestrian oriented design where those elements currently exist and to
support a transition to a more walk-oriented, pedestrian-friendly street and building
design along transit streets and within business districts.
Over the next 20 years, the number of people and jobs will grow significantly in Tacoma.
The One Tacoma Plan focuses growth within designated centers, but also encourages
growth and development of a variety of scale and intensities in these commercial zones.

Project Summary
Applicant:

Planning and Development Services

Location and Size of Area:

Citywide

Current Land Use and Zoning:

Land Use Designations: Neighborhood Commercial, General Commercial
Zoning: T, C-1, C-2, PDB

Neighborhood Council Area:

Multiple

Staff Recommendation:

Release the Draft Scope of Work and Assessment Report for Public Review
and Comment.

Date of Report:

May 2, 2018

Project Proposal:

To develop an updated Commercial Zoning Framework that can be applied
through Plan, Zoning, and Land Use Regulatory Code amendments. Phases of
the project include:
• Existing Conditions Analysis
• Code Audit
• Development Scenario Review
• Recommended Zoning Framework
• Apply the Framework through Code Amendments and Area-wide
Rezones
Public outreach and engagement will be a significant component of this
project.
Project Manager
Stephen Atkinson, Principal Planner
satkinson@cityoftacoma.org
www.cityoftacoma.org/planning

Section A. Proposed Scope of Work
1. Area of Applicability
The area of applicability for the Commercial Zoning Update will include all areas currently designated as Neighborhood
Commercial or General Commercial in the One Tacoma Plan Future Land Use Map (FLUM). The map below depicts
these areas in relation to the City’s designated Mixed-use Centers (MUCs). While the MUCs are not part of the review,
the relationship between the Commercial Areas with MUCs will be part of the review and current design and
development standards from the MUCs will help to inform zoning and code amendments that may be proposed for
these areas.
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2. Background
In 2015 the City of Tacoma completed the periodic update of the Comprehensive Plan, which resulted in the adoption
of the One Tacoma Plan – a significant overhaul of the City’s goals and policies. The last time the City undertook a
major Comprehensive Plan update was in the mid-1990’s when the City was shifting from the pre-Growth
Management Act (GMA) Land Use Management Plans to the new Comprehensive Plan framework as required by the
GMA. Following that adoption of the first Comprehensive Plan, the City embarked on a comprehensive update of the
Municipal Code and zoning framework. That zoning update was conducted between 1999 and 2000. Subsequent to
that update, the City has consistently amended the zoning code to reflect new policies and emerging issues. However,
the focal point of these efforts has largely been on the City’s Mixed-use Districts and Residential Districts, or specific
types of uses or development issues. While the General Commercial and Neighborhood Commercial districts have
been subject to minor amendments, the City has not conducted a comprehensive review of these zoning districts since
2000. Based on the new policies in the One Tacoma Plan, these zoning districts are ripe for a substantive review to
ensure consistency with the City’s adopted Plan.

3. Policy Framework
New development and redevelopment can promote vibrant, accessible urban places for people of all ages, abilities
and backgrounds, while also enhancing natural resources, providing aesthetically pleasing experiences, protecting
health and safety and promoting resilience. As a metropolitan city (per VISION 2040) that is expected to accommodate
a significant share of regional growth forecasts, Tacoma faces design and development challenges, as well as
opportunities. The policies in the One Tacoma Plan encourage development that respects context, preserves historic
and cultural resources, engages innovation and creativity, reduces carbon emissions, improves resource efficiency,
and contributes to the beauty, livability, resilience and functionality of the city as a whole.
The following policies provide a framework with which to evaluate the City’s current use and development standards
associated with Neighborhood and General Commercial zoning districts:
Design and Development of Centers and Corridors: Centers and corridors are places where large numbers of people
live, work, and visit. Careful attention to the design of centers and corridors is necessary to ensure that they become
places where people want to live and gather, and where getting around by walking, biking, or wheelchair is an
attractive choice. These policies also encourage the development of centers as places that reflect the character and
cultures of the surrounding neighborhoods. Policies suggest that site and building design should support a pedestrianoriented and transit-supportive environment. Policy DD-5.6 identifies specific measures that should be evaluated to
ensure that new developments are safe, convenient, connected, and provide attractive pedestrian access.
Transitions and Off-site Impacts: These policies address transitions between areas of differing types of activity and
scale of development, such as where centers and corridors interface with adjacent lower-intensity residential zones.
These policies also address the consideration and mitigation of offsite impacts from development.
Parking: Vibrant urban places link people and activities. As Tacoma grows, we must manage both the demand and
supply of parking. Providing too much parking can lead to inefficient land use patterns and sprawl. Insufficient parking
can negatively affect neighborhood livability and economic vitality. These policies provide guidance to manage parking
demand and supply to meet a variety of public objectives, including achieving compact walkable communities,
reducing overall vehicle use, enhancing livability, reducing pollution, and expanding economic opportunity.
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Commercial Uses: Commercial development involves a wide variety of uses and can range in scale from small
neighborhood convenience shops to regional shopping centers. Commercial areas are the activity centers of the
community. According to the One Tacoma Plan, Commercial districts should be safe, well designed, appropriately
scaled, and integrated into the fabric of the community. Infill development and intensification of existing commercial
areas will aid their continued economic viability.
The Commercial Districts section of the Urban Form Chapter identifies several typologies of commercial areas:
•

•

•

Convenience corners are small commercial nodes distributed throughout Tacoma’s neighborhoods, often
along historic streetcar routes. These nodes are generally developed at a neighborhood scale, up to 3 stories
in height, but more typically 1–2 stories, and serviced by on-street parking and small off-street lots.
Convenience corners provide access to daily services, including religious services and small businesses, in close
proximity to residential neighborhoods, as well as gathering places for community interaction and mingling,
and focal points of neighborhood identity. Due to their small size, convenience corners are more widely
dispersed throughout the City. Convenience Corners are not typically zoned for significant growth, but rather
to retain and enhance the existing services.
Neighborhood Commercial districts are 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. Building heights typically range from 1 to 3 stories. Neighborhood Business Districts
typically exhibit a higher concentration of commercial uses than a convenience corner and service a broader
area.
General Commercial districts encompass 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.

4. Objectives
This application is responsive to the following objectives for Plan and Code amendments:
•

Address inconsistencies or errors in the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations.
The proposed amendment would update the City’s commercial zoning districts, specifically C-1, C-2, T, and
PDB, to address inconsistencies with policies adopted in the One Tacoma Plan.

•

Respond to changing circumstances, such as growth and development patterns, needs and desires of the
community, and the City’s capacity to provide adequate services.
In 2015 the City Council adopted the One Tacoma Plan, a significant update of the City’s Comprehensive Plan.
This update resulted in broad changes to City policies, identifying new areas of focus for design and
development. These policies are referenced and discussed in Section 3 of this report. In support of the policy
update, the City conducted a multi-year process of community engagement that resulted in the adoption of
the Tacoma2025 Strategic Plan and the One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan. Community feedback during the
outreach process helped to inform the City’s policy proposals - reflecting a changing desire in the community
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for more walkable, transit supportive neighborhoods and business districts. In addition, the One Tacoma Plan
identifies centers and corridors as a focal point for growth and change within the City. The proposed code
amendments are intended to implement the goals and policies of the One Tacoma Plan and will respond to
new policy emphases on the use and design of designated pedestrian and transit corridors that connect
mixed-use centers.
•

Maintain or enhance compatibility with existing or planned land uses and the surrounding development
pattern.
The proposed amendment will consider changes to the use and development standards for Commercial
Zoning districts to enhance compatibility for both existing and planned uses and development patterns. The
City’s policies in the One Tacoma Plan express a vision for future use and development patterns. This code
amendment will implement new standards consistent with adopted policies to ensure that new development
meets this planned vision. However, the Comprehensive Plan policies also recognize the ways that new
development may impact surrounding areas. Therefore, the proposed amendment will also evaluate ways to
implement policies relating to the mitigation of off-site impacts and the use of transitions between land uses
and districts.

•

Enhance the quality of the neighborhood.
High quality design that is context sensitive can support safe, healthy, and livable neighborhoods. Ensuring
that development standards implement the City’s adopted policies will have a positive impact on the quality of
the City’s neighborhoods.

5. Options Analysis
Existing Conditions Analysis. The first phase of this project will evaluate the existing conditions and characteristics of
the City’s Neighborhood and General Commercial districts. This evaluation is intended to result in a typology of
existing districts that can be compared against the typology of commercial districts as envisioned in the Plan.
Options for evaluation include:
Use
•
•
•

Inventory of existing use types
Diversity/concentration of uses types in districts
Business density

Design
•
•
•
•
•

Parking quantity and location
Building orientation
Average lot sizes
Average building sizes
Street front setbacks

Scale
•
•

Floor area ratio
Building coverage
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•

Building height

Connectivity and Transitions
•
•

Intersection density
Street orientation

Code Audit and Comparison: The second phase of the project will evaluate the degree to which the current policies
and codes align with existing commercial districts. This phase will identify, based on adopted policies, characteristics of
these commercial centers that are proposed to be retained and those that are intended to be modified over time as
redevelopment occurs.
Development Scenarios: This phase will utilize development scenarios in each zoning district to identify whether the
existing use and development standards are likely to achieve the outcomes for development envisioned in Plan
policies. This analysis will result in recommendations that the Commission may utilize in developing the zoning
framework.
Zoning Framework: This phase of the project will evaluate options that the Commission can consider to more fully
implement One Tacoma Plan policies. The intent of this phase is to develop a Commercial Zoning Framework that can
be recommended to Council for implementation concurrent with area-wide rezones as part of the 2020 Amendment
cycle. Options may include:
•
•

•

•

Future Land Use Map: Amendments to the land use designations or adjustments to Table 3 of the Urban Form
Element “Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designations.”
Proposed area-wide rezones. This may include areas currently within the scope of the Future Land Use
Implementation project as well as recommendations for further zoning changes that are outside the scope of
that project.
Creating or replacing zoning districts. The Commission may consider the need for new zoning districts to
better reflect the diversity of commercial areas within the City and the diversity of needs for commercial
zoning and development standards. In addition, the Commission may consider replacing existing zoning
classifications that no longer implement or reflect established policies.
Amend use and Development standards. The Commission may consider amendments to TMC 13.06 to amend
specific use allowances and permit types per zoning district as well as associated standards, including site and
building design standards.

6. Proposed Outreach
Public outreach and engagement will be a significant component of this process. Staff proposes to utilize a variety of
methods of notification and engagement to solicit city-wide input this proposal.
Methods of Notification:
•
•
•
•

Mailing: Notice will be sent to all taxpayers and tenants in areas currently designated General or
Neighborhood Commercial.
Website: Planning Services will maintain a calendar of events, project updates and public documents on a
project website.
Media: Announcement for key events and document release will be distributed to local media outlines.
Social Media: Facebook and Twitter will be used to announce project news and promote events.
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•

•

Planning Manager’s Letter: The Planning Manager’s Letter is distributed widely to Neighborhood Councils,
Business Districts, civic organizations, adjacent jurisdictions, and employers. This letter can be utilized to
highlight important planning efforts and describe the opportunities for public participation.
Partner Agencies: Other partner agencies maintain interested party distribution lists, websites, and other
means of disseminating information. Staff will request that community partners help to disseminate this
information as widely as possible.

Modes of Engagement:
•

•

•

•

•

Online Preferential Survey: Staff proposes to utilize an online webmap to solicit use and development
preferences that can be specifically associated with commercial districts around the City. This will help staff
evaluate the community preference and/or highlight specific community concerns that may be addressed
through the effort.
Farmers Markets: Informational materials and surveys can be utilized at farmers markets throughout the City.
The distribution and attendance at the markets provides a rich opportunity to reach community members who
may not otherwise participate in planning efforts.
Non-English Speaking Communities: The City has previously partnered with Safe Streets to conduct outreach
to community groups that do not speak English as a first language. Safe Streets in partnership with City staff
were able to provide interpretation services and translate written survey materials. Staff will explore options
to conduct similar outreach to support this project.
Walking Tours: During the 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update, walking tours were utilized with great success to
support the development of the Residential Pattern Areas study. This study will complement that work.
Walking tours of specific business districts would enable on the ground discussions of design and development
issues in these areas.
Public Hearing and Comment: Both the Planning Commission and City Council will conduct a public hearing on
the proposals.

7. Impacts Assessment
Typically, Plan amendments and area-wide rezones are evaluated under a SEPA non-project action. Additional projectlevel review is conducted as part of an application for land use or building permits and mitigation for project impacts
may be required at the time of permit issuance. When considering area-wide rezones, staff can only consider
hypothetical development scenarios. For example, a C-2 General Commercial zoning district may allow single family
residential development as well as commercial uses. As a result, the degree of impacts may differ substantially
depending on the specifics of the development proposal and unit density. While a more detailed project-level review
will occur in conjunction with future development proposals, staff will provide a general evaluation of the potential
traffic impacts related to any area-wide rezoning proposals.
In addition, this work has the potential to impact historic resources in the City’s commercial areas. This project will be
closely related to the Historic Preservation Code Improvement project, which would evaluate code improvements,
particularly via demolition review, that can help to mitigate the impacts to historic resources.

8. Supplemental Information
No further materials have been prepared at this time.
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Section B. Assessment
The applications were reviewed against the following assessment criteria pursuant to TMC 13.02.045:
1. If the amendment request is legislative and properly subject to Planning Commission review, or quasi-judicial
and not properly subject to Commission review.
Staff Assessment: The application is legislative and properly subject to Planning Commission review.
2. If there have been recent studies of the same area or issue, which may be cause for the Commission to decline
further review, or if there are active or planned projects that the amendment request can be incorporated into.
Staff Assessment: This project is an extension of the Future Land Use Map update that was adopted as part of
the 2015 One Tacoma Plan update. The specific issues to be evaluated as part of this proposal were proposed
for inclusion in the 2018 Amendment Cycle, but were deferred due to resource limitations. There are no further
studies or projects that this request can be incorporated into.
3. If the amount of analysis necessary is reasonably manageable given the workloads and resources of the
Department and the Commission, or if a large-scale study is required, the amendment request may be scaled
down, studied in phases, delayed until a future amendment cycle, or declined.
Staff Assessment: The amount of analysis is significant. In particular, public outreach and engagement will
require substantial staffing resources. In addition, this project is inter-related with the Future Land Use
Implementation (FLUM) project. Conducting this study concurrent with the FLUM implementation would shrink
the available time and schedule to complete the necessary studies in time to subsequently conduct the areawide rezone review in time for 2019 adoption. Instead, staff suggests a phased approach may be appropriate.
Phase 1 would conduct the baseline analyses and community engagement and result in a proposed zoning
framework. Phase 2 would then apply this framework through Plan and Code amendments and Rezones.
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Shoreline Master Program
Planning
and Development
Services
Application:
2019 Amendment
City of Tacoma, Washington
Peter Huffman,
DirectorManagement Act (SMA) requires a periodic review of comprehensively
The Shoreline
updated Master Programs (SMPs). Local governments must review amendments to the
SMA and Ecology rules that have occurred since the master program was last amended,
and determine if local amendments are needed to maintain compliance. Local
governments must also review changes to the comprehensive plan and development
regulations to determine if the shoreline master program policies and regulations
remain consistent with them. Local governments should consider during their periodic
review whether to incorporate any amendments needed to reflect changed
circumstances, new information or improved data.
The schedule to complete these reviews is established for every community by the
Legislature. The first round of periodic reviews is due on or before June 30, 2019 for
Snohomish, King and Pierce counties and their cities and towns. This will be the first
Periodic Review conducted for Tacoma’s SMP since the Comprehensive Update was
approved by the Department of Ecology in 2013.

Project Summary
Applicant:

Planning and Development Services

Location and Size of Area:

The review area includes all shorelines city-wide, including both marine and
freshwaters and lands within 200’ of the ordinary high water mark.

Current Land Use and Zoning:

The area is comprised of Shoreline Zoning Districts, S-1a to S-15.

Neighborhood Council Area:

Multiple.

Type of Amendment:

Plan and Code.

Staff Recommendation:

Release the Draft Scope of Work and Assessment Report for Public Review
and Comment.
•
•

Project Proposal:

•

To ensure that the master program complies with applicable law
and guidelines in effect at the time of the review;
To assure consistency of the master program with the local
government’s comprehensive plan and development regulations;
To consider whether to incorporate any amendments needed to
reflect changed circumstances, new information or improved data,
and whether the significance of the changed circumstances, new
information or improved data warrants amendments.

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

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

Section A. Proposed Scope of Work
1. Area of Applicability
The review area includes all shorelines city-wide, both marine and freshwaters, and lands within 200’ of the ordinary
high water mark. The following map depicts the City’s regulated shorelines and the current shoreline Environmental
Designations. For the purposes of this review, shoreline issues that are unique or specific to the Port/Tideflats (S-9, S10, S-11, and S-12 Shoreline Districts) shall be considered within the scope of the Tideflats Subarea Plan.
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2. Background
The shorelines of Tacoma have great social, ecological, recreational, cultural, economic and aesthetic value. Wapato
Lake, the Puyallup River and Tacoma’s marine shoreline areas provide citizens with clean water; deepwater port and
industrial sites; habitat for a variety of fish and wildlife including salmon, shellfish, forage fish, and waterfowl;
archaeological and historical sites; open space; and areas for boating, fishing, and other forms of recreation. However,
Tacoma’s shoreline resources are also limited and irreplaceable. Use and development of shoreline areas must be
carefully planned and regulated to ensure that these values are maintained over time.
State Policy
Recognizing the “inherent harm of uncoordinated and piecemeal development of the state’s shorelines,”
Washington’s Shoreline Management Act (SMA or Act) (Revised Code of Washington [RCW] 90.48) was passed by the
Legislature in 1971 and adopted by the public in a 1972 referendum. The Act specifically states:
“It is the policy of the State to provide for the management of the shorelines of the State by planning for and
fostering all reasonable and appropriate uses. This policy is designed to insure the development of these
shorelines in a manner, which, while allowing for limited reduction of rights of the public in the navigable
waters, will promote and enhance the public interest. This policy contemplates protecting against adverse
effects to the public health, the land and its vegetation and wildlife, and the waters of the State and their
aquatic life, while protecting generally public rights of navigation and corollary rights incidental thereto.”
The statewide interest should be recognized and protected over the local interest in shorelines of statewide
significance. To ensure that statewide interests are protected over local interests, the goals, policies and development
regulations of the SMP must be consistent with RCW 90.58.020.
Joint Program
The SMP is a joint local-state regulatory program, with the Department of Ecology providing guidance on how to fully
implement the policies of the SMA and local jurisdictions having the primary responsibility for undertaking the public
process and tailoring a Program that is context-sensitive. To insure consistency with statewide interests, the
Department of Ecology conducts a review of locally-adopted SMPs and must approve locally-adopted SMPs before
they can take effect.
Periodic Review
The Shoreline Management Act (SMA) requires a periodic review of comprehensively updated Master Programs
(SMPs). Local governments must review amendments to the SMA and Ecology rules that have occurred since the
master program was last amended, and determine if local amendments are needed to maintain compliance. Local
governments must also review changes to the comprehensive plan and development regulations to determine if the
shoreline master program policies and regulations remain consistent with them. Local governments should consider
during their periodic review whether to incorporate any amendments needed to reflect changed circumstances, new
information or improved data.
The schedule to complete these reviews is established for every community by the Legislature. The first round of
periodic reviews is due on or before June 30, 2019 for Snohomish, King and Pierce counties and their cities and towns.
This will be the first Periodic Review conducted for Tacoma’s SMP since the Comprehensive Update was approved by
the Department of Ecology in 2013.
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3. Policy Framework
The overall goal of the City of Tacoma’s Shoreline Master Program is to:
“Develop the full potential of Tacoma's shoreline in accord with the unusual opportunities presented by its
relation to the City and surrounding area, its natural resource values, and its unique aesthetic qualities
offered by water, topography, views, and maritime character; and to develop a physical environment which
is both ordered and diversified and which integrates water, shipping activities, and other shoreline uses with
the structure of the City while achieving a net gain of ecological function.”
The City of Tacoma prepared and adopted a Shoreline Master Program (SMP) in 2013 to meet the requirements of the
Washington State SMA. The SMP provides goals, policies, and regulations for shoreline use and protection and
establishes a permit system for administering the Program. The goals, policies, and regulations contained therein are
tailored to the specific geographic, economic, and environmental needs of the City of Tacoma. The Shoreline
Management Act and its implementing legislation (Washington Administrative Code [WAC] 173-26 or Shoreline
Guidelines) establish a broad policy giving preference to shoreline uses that:
•
•
•

Depend on proximity to the shoreline ("water-dependent uses"),
Protect biological and ecological resources, water quality and the natural environment, and
Preserve and enhance public access or increase recreational opportunities for the public along shorelines.

The Shoreline Master Program includes integrated goals, policies and development regulations (including zoning
districts) that are structured around four primary categories:
Shoreline Environment Designations are area-specific goals and policies which are implemented through shoreline
zoning districts.
General Policies and Regulations are general policies and standards that apply regardless of the specific type of use or
modification that is being proposed, including issues such as vegetation conservation, public access, views and
aesthetics, critical areas preservation, and archaeological, cultural and historic resources.
Use Policies and Regulations are focused on policies and regulations pertaining to specific types of uses within the
shoreline, such as residential, commercial, port/industrial, and boating facilities.
Shoreline Modification Policies and Regulations are actions that modify the shoreline that may or may not be
associated with a specific use, such as shoreline stabilization, ecological restoration, fill and excavation, and clearing
and grading.

4. Objectives
Would the proposed amendment achieve any of the following objectives?
•

Address inconsistencies or errors in the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations;
The proposed amendments will identify and address inconsistencies and/or errors in the Shoreline Master
Program.

•

Respond to changing circumstances, such as growth and development patterns, needs and desires of the
community, and the City’s capacity to provide adequate services;
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The periodic review of the SMP is intended to account for changing circumstances and context, including
statutory changes, new case law, best available science, as well as local changes in growth and development
patterns in the shoreline since the last update.
•

Maintain or enhance compatibility with existing or planned land uses and the surrounding development
pattern; and/or
The periodic review is intended to ensure that the SMP remains consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan
and other land use regulatory codes. The City completed a major update of the Comprehensive Plan in 2015.

•

Enhance the quality of the neighborhood.
Not applicable.

5. Options Analysis
The purpose and scope of the periodic review as established by the act is:
•
•
•

To ensure that the master program complies with applicable law and guidelines in effect at the time of the
review;
To assure consistency of the master program with the local government’s comprehensive plan and
development regulations;
To consider whether to incorporate any amendments needed to reflect changed circumstances, new
information or improved data, and whether the significance of the changed circumstances, new information
or improved data warrants amendments.

In accordance with WAC 173-26-090, staff has evaluated the following:
(i) Review amendments to the act and shoreline master program guidelines.
Staff has utilized the Department of Ecology’s Periodic Review Checklist and identified which changes to State law
are necessary to consider within this scope of work. This is provided as Attachment A.
(ii) Review relevant comprehensive plans and regulations.
The One Tacoma Plan was updated in 2015 to reflect the Shoreline Master Program comprehensive update. In
addition, the Shoreline Master Program includes specific shoreline zoning districts to ensure internal consistency
between shoreline policies and implementing standards. Since the One Tacoma Plan was adopted, the City’s
planning efforts have been focused on implementation measures rather than policy updates. As a result, the
proposed scope of work is limited to the following:
•

Critical Areas consistency: The City is currently considering amendments to TMC 13.11 to amend
standards for Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas, specifically Biodiversity Areas/Corridors which
are a listed Priority Habitat. The Shoreline Master Program integrates critical areas standards rather than
referring to TMC 13.11. If the proposed amendments to TMC 13.11 are approved, staff proposes to
evaluate these code amendments for inclusion within the Shoreline Master Program.
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•

Sea Level Rise: The Shoreline Management Act (SMA) and the Shoreline Master Program (SMP) Guidelines
contain no requirements for SMPs to address climate change or sea level rise. However, they require local
jurisdictions to take into account scientific and technical information pertinent to shoreline management
issues. The Guidelines require local governments use “the most current, accurate and complete scientific
and technical information available” [WAC 173-26-201(2)(a)]. The Guidelines also encourage local
governments to consult Ecology’s guidance for applicable new information on emerging topics such as sea
level rise [WAC 173-26-090(1)]. Some local governments have already incorporated sea level rise
considerations into their Comprehensive SMP updates. Ecology recommends local governments include
SMPs into their broader planning framework for addressing rising seas.
In 2015, the City’s Comprehensive Plan update included new policies on planning for, mitigating, and
adapting to climate change, including sea-level rise. The Shoreline Master Program does not specifically
incorporate or address these policies. Staff proposes to include a sea-level rise policy review as part of this
scope of work.

(iii) Additional review and analysis.
a. Changed local circumstances
• Ruston Way: The City of Tacoma and Metro Parks Tacoma are currently conducting a joint process to
re-envision the future of Ruston Way. Information on the project is available at:
https://www.metroparkstacoma.org/envisionourwaterfront. At this time, the process is in its early
phases. However, staff is recommending a placeholder within the scope of work for any code refinements
that may emerge from this process.
• Wapato Lake: The shoreline zoning district at Wapato Lake extends to across Alaska Street and
partially applies to residential areas on the western half of Alaska Street. The current zoning is highly
restrictive in use and was primarily intended to apply to the publicly owned park and recreation facilities.
While shoreline jurisdiction cannot be modified to exclude these areas, staff proposes conducting a zoning
review for these sites to identify use allowances that may be appropriate for this area. This scope of work
is highly contingent upon zoning proposals that may result from the Future Land Use Implementation
project.
b. New information or improved data
• Base Flood Elevation and Building Heights – The FEMA base flood elevations were modified in 2017. In
some cases, the change in flood elevation and requirements to raise structures to meet those elevations
has resulted in a shrinking building envelope that impacts the viability of new development. Building
height is typically measured from average grade of the site or, for overwater structures, ordinary high
water mark. Staff proposes to evaluate the potential, in limited circumstances, to measure height from the
new base flood elevation, as a means to ensure a consistent building envelope that is consistent with the
intent of the Plan.
• Code Cleanups – This is a general placeholder for any code cleanups that may be identified through
this process, including citations, internal inconsistencies, or improvements to definitions or other minor
text amendments to improve code clarity.
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6. Proposed Outreach
The SMA requires public participation for all amendments. Ecology’s rule calls for a public participation plan that
should include broad dissemination of informative materials, proposals and alternatives, opportunity for written
comments, public meetings after effective notice, provision for open discussion, and consideration of and response to
public comments. The plan will ensure the public knows when to comment on the scope of the review and proposed
changes and when elected officials are expected to take formal action.
Review Process:

General Schedule and Timeframe for Amendments:
May-June 2018

The Planning Commission reviews the proposed scope of work and assessment report;
a public hearing is held to solicit public input on the proposed scope of work; the
Commission finalizes the work plan.

July – September 2018

The Planning Commission considers the available options to address the issues. The
Commission determines the specific options to develop for public review.
Staff conducts outreach efforts to solicit comments, feedback and suggestions from
stakeholders, interested entities and the community

October – December
2018

The Planning Commission develop the proposed Plan and Code Amendment exhibits
and staff conducts a technical analysis and staff report evaluating the proposals.

February 2019

The Planning Commission and Department of Ecology conduct a joint public hearing

April 2019

The Planning Commission makes recommendations to the City Council

February -May 2019

Infrastructure, Planning and Sustainability Committee and other pertinent City Council
standing committees review the proposed amendments

May 2019

City Council conducts a study session and a public hearing

June 2019

City Council considers adoption of amendments

July/August 2019

Changes take effect upon approval by the Department of Ecology

DRAFT Scope of Work and Assessment Report: May 2, 2018
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Modes of Notification:
•

•

•

•

Website
Planning
and
Development
Services
Planning Services
will maintain
a calendar
of events, project
updates, meeting summaries and
City ofon
Tacoma,
project documents
the PDSWashington
web site.
Peter Huffman, Director
Mailing
An electronic mailing list will be used to provide updates to interested parties regarding meetings, events and
new products. Hard copy notices of important events such as public hearings will be mailed to interested
parties. Utility mailings or other community newsletters may be used to disseminate information to a broader
audience that includes tenants as well as property owners.
Media
Announcements for key events and document releases will be distributed to local media outlets including the
Daily Index and The News Tribune, neighborhood newspapers and other outlets.
Social Media
Facebook and Twitter will be used to announce project news and promote and document events. Social Media
will also be used to make connections to similar efforts, organizations and individuals in Tacoma.

Opportunities for Engagement:
The project team will meet with Neighborhood Councils, Business Districts, and other neighborhood and business
groups to talk about the process upon request and seek their input. Staff will ensure that interested groups are made
aware of project proposals and milestones, offer opportunities for submitting comments and attend community group
meetings at key milestones.
The City of Tacoma utilizes a diverse set of citizen boards, commissions and committees to advise on topics ranging
from land use issues to transportation, landmarks, the arts, parking, human rights and human services, among many
others. These boards are comprised of volunteers who commit their time and expertise to serving the City and the
residents of Tacoma. Staff will actively engage with these groups to provide information on ongoing projects, solicit
feedback, and encourage collaboration among staff and community members with diverse interests.
In addition, there will be multiple opportunities for public comment and testimony in both the Planning Commission
and City Council legislative process.
Consultation with the Puyallup Tribe of Indians:
The City will provide the scope of work, assessment report, and public review materials to the Puyallup Tribe of
Indians and solicit input as to the Tribes preferred methods and scope of consultation on this project.

DRAFT Scope of Work and Assessment Report: May 2, 2018
Shoreline Master Program – Periodic Review

8

7. Impacts Assessment
The scope of work is limited to minor amendments to maintain consistency with State law and to ensure internal
consistency. As a result, the potential impacts are minor. Primary impacts for assessment include impacts on private
property rights; views; and ecological functions.

8. Supplemental Information
Staff will provide the following supplemental information for the scoping phase:
•

Attachment A: Periodic Review Checklist

Section B. Assessment
The applications were reviewed against the following assessment criteria pursuant to TMC 13.02.045:
1. If the amendment request is legislative and properly subject to Planning Commission review, or quasi-judicial
and not properly subject to Commission review.
Staff Assessment: The request is legislative and properly subject to Planning Commission review.
2. If there have been recent studies of the same area or issue, which may be cause for the Commission to decline
further review, or if there are active or planned projects that the amendment request can be incorporated into.
Staff Assessment: The City completed a comprehensive update of the Shoreline Master Program in 2013. The
periodic review is a state-mandated process to ensure that the SMP continues to reflect best available
information, state law, and recent case law. Given the Tideflats Subarea Plan will include significant shoreline
areas, shoreline issues related to that process could be consolidated into the Tideflats scope of work.
3. If the amount of analysis necessary is reasonably manageable given the workloads and resources of the
Department and the Commission, or if a large-scale study is required, the amendment request may be scaled
down, studied in phases, delayed until a future amendment cycle, or declined.
Staff Assessment: The scope of work is reasonable and is primarily limited to minor amendments, however, staff
does recommend incorporating issues specific to the Port/Tideflats into the Tideflats Subarea Plan, which
reduces the scope of this periodic review.
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SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM PERIODIC REVIEW

Periodic Review Checklist
Introduction
This document is intended for use by counties, cities and towns conducting the “periodic review” of
their Shoreline Master Programs (SMPs). This review is intended to keep SMPs current with
amendments to state laws or rules, changes to local plans and regulations, and changes to address local
circumstances, new information or improved data. The review is required under the Shoreline
Management Act (SMA) at RCW 90.58.080(4). Ecology’s rule outlining procedures for conducting these
reviews is at WAC 173-26-090.
This checklist summarizes amendments to state law, rules and applicable updated guidance adopted
between 2007 and 2017 that may trigger the need for local SMP amendments during periodic reviews.

How to use this checklist
See Section 2 of Ecology’s Periodic Review Checklist Guidance document for a description of each item,
relevant links, review considerations, and example language.
At the beginning: Use the review column to document review considerations and determine if local
amendments are needed to maintain compliance. See WAC 173-26-090(3)(b)(i).
At the end: Use the checklist as a final summary identifying your final action, indicating where the SMP
addresses applicable amended laws, or indicate where no action is needed. See WAC 173-26090(3)(d)(ii)(D), and WAC 173-26-110(9)(b).
Local governments should coordinate with their assigned Ecology regional planner for more information
on how to use this checklist and conduct the periodic review.

Shoreline Master Program Periodic Review Checklist
Shorelands and Environmental Assistance Program, September 20, 2017

1

Row

Summary of change

Review

Action

OFM adjusted the cost threshold
for substantial development to
$7,047.
Ecology amended rules to clarify
that the definition of
“development” does not include
dismantling or removing
structures.

Currently set at old threshold

Consider within scope.

Per DOE guidelines,
development should not
include projects that are
simply demolition, to clarify
processes covered by Cowiche
Canyon v Bosley
An additional section is
required to include these
exceptions to any local review
The permit process needs to
be updated to include a
stipulation about using return
receipt requested mail.
Forest Practices are currently
prohibited in the SMP, Section
7.2.

Consider within scope.

The current ordinance could
be construed to cover certain
private activities on federal
lands (page12- 13 of the SMP),
list item #7.
Tacoma’s SMP has a definition
for non-conforming uses and
development, which
supercedes these default rules
Tacoma SMP specificies
process for SMP review, and
meets revised standards

Consider within scope.

The Periodic Review process
will be conducted on this
optional SMP amendment
process.

No action required

Submission process change,
not substantive to SMP itself.

No action Required.

2017
a.
b.

c.
d.

e.

f.

Ecology adopted rules that clarify
exceptions to local review under
the SMA.
Ecology amended rules that
clarify permit filing procedures
consistent with a 2011 statute.
Ecology amended forestry use
regulations to clarify that forest
practices that only involves
timber cutting are not SMA
“developments” and do not
require SDPs.
Ecology clarified the SMA does
not apply to lands under
exclusive federal jurisdiction

g.

Ecology clarified “default”
provisions for nonconforming
uses and development.

h.

Ecology adopted rule
amendments to clarify the scope
and process for conducting
periodic reviews.
Ecology adopted a new rule
creating an optional SMP
amendment process that allows
for a shared local/state public
comment period.
Submittal to Ecology of proposed
SMP amendments.

i.

j.

Shoreline Master Program Periodic Review Checklist
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Consider within scope.
Consider within scope.

No action required.

No action required.

No action required

2

Row

Summary of change

Review

Action

a.

The Legislature created a new
shoreline permit exemption for
retrofitting existing structures to
comply with the Americans with
Disabilities Act.

Consider within scope.

b.

Ecology updated wetlands
critical areas guidance including
implementation guidance for the
2014 wetlands rating system.

Tacoma current SMP cites
exemptions as specified by
RCW, 90.58.030, #3 on page
17 of the SMP as required by
this update, which should
comply with the law, though
ADA requirements are not
specifically listed.
The SMP was updated in 2016
to reflect this change in
Ecology guidance.

The Legislature adopted a 90-day
target for local review of
Washington State Department of
Transportation (WSDOT)
projects.

The SMP does not address this
target for local review.

Consider within scope.

The Legislature raised the cost
threshold for requiring a
Substantial Development Permit
(SDP) for replacement docks on
lakes and rivers to $20,000 (from
$10,000).
The Legislature created a new
definition and policy for floating
on-water residences legally
established before 7/1/2014.

Current Tacoma SMP uses old
figure for this specification.

Consider within scope.

The current Tacoma SMP does
not provide a specific
definition of Floating on
Water Residences, but
prohibits residential use on or
in water. Section 2.5 describes
the limitations and allowances
for non-conforming uses and
development. This section
could be modified to
recognize the “conforming”
status conferred by this
legislation for those floaing
on-water residences legally
established prior to 7/1/2014.
However, the status does not
alter the limitations on these
types of uses as described in
Section 2.5.
Shoreline Master Program Periodic Review Checklist
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Consider within scope.

2016

No action Required.

2015
a.

2014
a.

b.

3

Row

Summary of change

Review

Action

The Legislature amended the
SMA to clarify SMP appeal
procedures.

The current SMP specificies
that appeals of amendments
to the SMP will be addressed
via RCW 90.58.190, which is
the governing statute under
the change.

No Action Required

Ecology adopted a rule requiring
that wetlands be delineated in
accordance with the approved
federal wetland delineation
manual.
Ecology adopted rules for new
commercial geoduck
aquaculture.

Current SMP refers to
delineation using DOE
manuals, including federal
manuals

No Action Required

This change pre-dated the
City’s Comprehensive Update
and was considered as part of
that process in 2011.

No Action Required

2012
a.

2011
a.

b.

The SMP was amended in
2011 to restrict the scale, type
and extent of aquaculture in
the City’s shorelines.
The definition for aquaculture
excludes wild geoduck
harvest.
c.

d.

The Legislature created a new
definition and policy for floating
homes permitted or legally
established prior to January 1,
2011.

The Legislature authorized a new
option to classify existing
structures as conforming.

This change pre-dated the
City’s Comprehensive Update
and was considered as part of
that process in 2011.
The SMP considers over-water
and in-water residential to be
non-conforming by use.
This change pre-dated the
City’s Comprehensive Update
and was considered as part of
that process in 2011.

No Action Required

No Action Required

The SMP does not confer
“conforming” status on uses
or development that are nonconforming. However, the
SMP does provide allowances
Shoreline Master Program Periodic Review Checklist
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Row

Summary of change

Review
for nonconforming uses and
development.

Action

The Legislature adopted Growth
Management Act – Shoreline
Management Act clarifications.

This change pre-dated the
City’s Comprehensive Update
and was considered as part of
that process in 2011.

No Action Required

The Legislature created new
“relief” procedures for instances
in which a shoreline restoration
project within a UGA creates a
shift in Ordinary High Water
Mark.
Ecology adopted a rule for
certifying wetland mitigation
banks.

This change pre-dated the
City’s Comprehensive Update
and was considered as part of
that process in 2011.

No Action Required

This change pre-dated the
City’s Comprehensive Update
and was considered as part of
that process in 2011.
This change pre-dated the
City’s Comprehensive Update
and was considered as part of
that process in 2011.

No Action Required

This change pre-dated the
City’s Comprehensive Update
and was considered as part of
that process in 2011.

No action required

This change pre-dated the
City’s Comprehensive Update
and was considered as part of
that process in 2011.

No Action Required

This change pre-dated the
City’s Comprehensive Update
and was considered as part of
that process in 2011.

No Action Required

2010
a.

2009
a.

b.

c.

The Legislature added moratoria
authority and procedures to the
SMA.

No Action Required

2007
a.

b.

c.

The Legislature clarified options
for defining "floodway" as either
the area that has been
established in FEMA maps, or the
floodway criteria set in the SMA.
Ecology amended rules to clarify
that comprehensively updated
SMPs shall include a list and map
of streams and lakes that are in
shoreline jurisdiction.
Ecology’s rule listing statutory
exemptions from the
requirement for an SDP wb
as amended to include fish
habitat enhancement projects
that conform to the provisions of
RCW 77.55.181.
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JBLM Joint Land Use Study
Planning and Development Services
APZII Overlay
City of Tacoma, Washington
Peter Huffman,
Director
Application:

2019 Amendment

Clear Zones and Accident Potential Zones (APZ) represent the most likely impact areas if
an aircraft accident occurs. APZs are based on Department of Defense historical data on
where accidents have previously occurred.
A small portion of South Tacoma is located within the APZ II. Based on the elevated risk
around aircraft safety, the JBLM JLUS Implementation Plan recommends that the City
incorporate considerations in local planning and permitting processes to address the
health of residents.
A review of development standards and allowable uses will be conducted to ensure that
appropriate measures have been taken to limit design and land use decisions that
unnecessarily elevate risks and the safety of residents living or working in the APZ II.

Project Summary
Applicant:

Planning and Development Services

Location and Size of Area:

Western Boundary - ~170 ft east of South Tacoma Way; Northern Boundary 240 ft north of S. 72nd Street; Eastern Boundary – 85 feet east of S. Fife Street.
South Boundary – City limits.
200.6 acres or 8.8 million square feet

Current Land Use and Zoning:

Various. Primarily Single Family Residential, Two Family Residential and
Commercial.
Various. Primarily R-2, R-3, and C-2.

Neighborhood Council Area:

South Tacoma.

Staff Recommendation:

Release Draft Scope of Work and Assessment Report for Public Review and
Comment.

Date of Report:

May 2, 2018

Project Proposal:

Develop an Airport Compatibility Overlay Zone – an overlay that will modify
development patterns and standards of the underlying zoning in parcels
impacted by the Accident Potential Zone II.

Planning and Development Services
City of Tacoma, Washington

Project Manager
Lauren Flemister, Senior Planner
lflemister@cityoftacoma.org

Peter Huffman, Director
www.cityoftacoma.org/planning

Section A. Proposed Scope of Work
1. Area of Applicability
The Accident Potential Zone is defined as follows: Western Boundary - ~170 ft east of South Tacoma Way; Northern
Boundary - 240 ft north of S. 72nd Street; Eastern Boundary – 85 feet east of S. Fife Street. South Boundary – City limits.
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2. Background
The Joint Base Lewis-McChord (JBLM) JLUS is a collaborative process among federal, regional, and local governments
and agencies, tribes, the public, and the south Puget Sound region’s military installations of JBLM and Camp Murray.
The study is designed to create a collective regional dialogue around sometimes complex issues of balancing military
operational demands and mission changes with the region’s and local communities’ land use plans, economic
development and infrastructure needs, and goals for environmental sustainability.
A recommendation that came out of the Joint Land Use Study is to reconcile land use with the risk associated with the
accident potential zone. This means that future expansion, renovation, and development, through land use and
development standards, should be in line with an area that needs to address potential risks to health and safety.

3. Policy Framework
Comprehensive Plan
Policy DD–9.9 - Where uses, densities or intensities adjoining the city differ significantly from planned or existing
development patterns inside the city, work in collaboration with adjoining jurisdictions ensure appropriate transitions
and compatibility between uses. For example, McChord Field, part of Joint Base Lewis-McChord (JBLM), is located near
the city’s south border and development patterns in this area of Tacoma should be compatible with airfield activity.
The City of Tacoma is working with JBLM to ensure long-term land use compatibility around the airfield.
Policy PFS–3.8 - Protect the viability of existing airports as essential public facilities by encouraging compatible land
uses and reducing hazards that may endanger the lives and property of the public and aviation users. Evaluate and
implement appropriate policy and code amendments recommended by the Joint Base Lewis-McChord Joint Land Use
Study (JLUS).
Policy UF–13.53 Housing densities greater than six units per acre or any concentrations of more than 25 people per
hour/per acre in any given 24-hour period are discouraged in the Accident Potential Zone II (APZ II).
JBLM Joint Land Use Study Implementation Plan - Tacoma Action Plan
Strategy 9 - Incorporate specific land use compatibility requirements into local zoning codes and ordinances
Strategy 10 - Incorporate considerations of aircraft safety and military operational noise into local jurisdiction
planning and permitting processes.

4. Objectives
The application is responsive to the following objectives:
•

Address inconsistencies or errors in the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations;
The application addresses an inconsistency between the Comprehensive Plan policies pertaining to airport
compatibility and the current zoning and development standards in the Accident Potential Zone II.

•

Respond to changing circumstances, such as growth and development patterns, needs and desires of the
community, and the City’s capacity to provide adequate services;
Not applicable.
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•

Maintain or enhance compatibility with existing or planned land uses and the surrounding development
pattern; and/or
The proposed amendment would maintain or enhance compatibility with existing or planned land uses and
the surrounding development pattern.

•

Enhance the quality of the neighborhood.
Not applicable.

5. Options Analysis
There are three primary options the Commission can consider to address the inconsistencies between the Plan and
Code and to bring the zoning and development standards into compliance with the recommendations of the Joint
Land Use Study:
a) Airport Compatibility Overlay – an overlay that will modify development patterns and standards of the
underlying zoning in parcels impacted by the Accident Potential Zone II.
b) Changes to use table of parcels impacted by APZ II
c) Downzone of parcels in APZ II
Staff’s recommended option is to primarily focus on the development of an Airport Compatibility Overlay Zone as the
clearest and most direct path to both better implement the recommendations as well as to provide greater
transparency as to the area in which the standards apply.

6. Proposed Outreach
The application is for a distinct subarea within the City and will affect both residential and commercial properties. As
such, public notice will be sent to taxpayers and occupants in the area as well as any other neighborhood or business
associations. Staff will conduct outreach with the South Tacoma Neighborhood Council and an area specific open
house to discuss the potential impacts and implications of the proposed overlay zone.

7. Impacts Assessment
The application is primarily focused on the reduction of impacts that may result from an accident at Joint Base Lewis
McChord. The Joint Land Use Study recommendations will impact the use and development capacity of the area. As
such, staff will request that the Legal Department review any proposals for potential takings of private property rights
as a part of this process. No other impacts to traffic, critical areas, aesthetics, air or water quality would be expected
as a result of this application.

8. Supplemental Information
At this time, no further studies are expected to be necessary to conduct this review and provide a recommendation to
the Planning Commission.
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Section B. Assessment
The applications were reviewed against the following assessment criteria pursuant to TMC 13.02.045:
1. If the amendment request is legislative and properly subject to Planning Commission review, or quasi-judicial
and not properly subject to Commission review.
Staff Assessment: This item is legislative and subject to Planning Commission review.
2. If there have been recent studies of the same area or issue, which may be cause for the Commission to decline
further review, or if there are active or planned projects that the amendment request can be incorporated into.
Staff Assessment: This amendment is not covered by a recent project, but needs to be completed to
complement other projects.
3. If the amount of analysis necessary is reasonably manageable given the workloads and resources of the
Department and the Commission, or if a large-scale study is required, the amendment request may be scaled
down, studied in phases, delayed until a future amendment cycle, or declined.
Staff Assessment: The amendment, as proposed, is properly scoped and within staff workload and resources to
complete during the 2019 amendment cycle.
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Open Space Corridors – Phase 2
Planning
and Development
Services
Application:
2019 Am
endment

City of Tacoma, Washington
Peter Huffman,
Director
The Open
Space Corridors (OSC) Project is one of the City’s initial steps to implement
the Parks and Open Space designation of the Comprehensive Plan, One Tacoma. The
designation includes a variety of areas including active park and recreation areas,
passive open spaces, steep slopes, and other important open space areas.
The current effort focuses on Critical Areas standards for development and disturbance
within and around erosion and landslide hazard areas—types of Geologically Hazardous
Areas associated with steep slopes. Tacoma’s standards for Geologically Hazardous
Areas are due for an update to reflect recent statutory amendments the Best Available
Science (BAS). The updates will address gaps and inconsistencies in the current code and
integrate the latest science in order to more effectively limit risks to life and property in
areas prone to landslides or erosion.

Project Summary
Applicant:

City

Location and Size of Area:

Changes will apply city-wide where critical areas are present.

Current Land Use and Zoning:

Multiple

Neighborhood Council Area:

Multiple

Staff Recommendation:

Release for Public Review and Comment

Date of Report:

April 26, 2018

Project Proposal:

Identify changes to TMC 13.11 Critical Areas Preservation Ordinance related
to Geologically Hazardous Areas that ensure standards are consistent with
Best Available Science, achieve no net loss of critical areas functions and
values, and allow reasonable use that does not pose a threat to the health and
safety of citizens and property. Steps may include the following:
• Review BAS and recent statutory guidance
• Update classifications and development standards for erosion and
landslide hazard areas consistent with BAS and statutory direction
• Clarify that avoidance is supported by the Best Available Science (BAS)
when public safety cannot be appropriately mitigated
• Address inconsistencies between development standards for
Geological Hazardous Areas and geo-setback areas
• Update submittal requirements for technical studies
• Update resources and maps used to identify and classify Geologically
Hazardous Areas

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

Elliott Barnett, Associate Planner
(253) 591-5389
Elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org
www.cityoftacoma.org/planning

Section A. Proposed Scope of Work
1. Area of Applicability
This project consists of a critical areas standards update applicable to landslide hazard and erosion hazard areas—two
categories of Geologically Hazardous Areas generally associated with steep slopes. These areas overlap substantially
with Tacoma’s designated Open Space Corridors (see map).
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2. Background
In 2009 the City designated the Habitat Corridors, renamed
Open Space Corridors in 2015, in recognition of the multiple
functions and values they provide. This is the second phase of
the Open Space Corridors Project, which began with updates to
the City’s critical areas standards for Biodiversity
Areas/Corridors considered by the Planning Commission in
2017-2018. Since a large proportion of designated Open Space
Corridors contain critical areas, enhancing critical areas
standards is an effective method to protect Open Space
Corridors. Future phases will continue to focus on discrete
issues in order to time and resource constraints and to provide
the focus due to each issue.
City, regional and state policy guidance calls for strengthening
protections for urban open spaces and environmental hazards
and assets, while allowing for reasonable use of property as
required by state law. Tacoma’s designated Open Space
Corridors are distributed citywide and include the City’s most
important and valuable connected natural lands, as well as
parks, recreational assets and other lands valuable as open
space. They also include a substantial amount of environmental
hazards, or more specifically geologic hazards.

Tacoma’s designated Parks and Open Space Lands
and resources.

Updating critical areas standards for Geologically Hazardous Areas is necessary in order to ensure that the standards
meet BAS and provide robust protection for public safety and property. Since state adoption of the Growth
Management Act, Tacoma has adopted and continued to refine Critical Areas standards to protect critical areas and
preclude incompatible development. Geological hazards are designated as critical areas because of the potential hazard
to life and property that could result if these areas are developed. However, current regulations for Geologically
Hazardous Areas have not been updated since 2005. The result is development regulations that do not reflect more
recent statutory amendments and are based on BAS that is over 10-years old. Significant progress has been made in the
scientific community in regards to risk assessment, mapping and best management best practices, spurred in large
measure by tragic events that resulted in loss of life and property elsewhere in the state.

3. Policy Framework
One of the primary goals of the GMA is to protect the environment and to protect the public from hazards to health
and safety. To accomplish this, local jurisdictions are required to adopt guidelines to classify critical areas, including
Geological Hazardous Areas, and must include BAS in developing regulations to protect critical areas.
One Tacoma Planning Policies
As part of the City of Tacoma’s Comprehensive Plan update, Parks and Open Space corridors were identified and
integrated into the Future Land Use Map of the One Tacoma Plan. These areas are further defined as Open Space
Corridors in the Environment and Watershed Health Element of the Plan and were designated consistent with the
purpose and intent of the Growth Management Act and the Washington Administrative Code. Goals and policies
supporting the preservation and enhancement of designated Open Space Corridors are integrated throughout the One
Tacoma Plan.
3
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The Design and Development chapter includes policies on hazard-resilient design and designing with nature.
Manage Environmental Hazards
Tacoma has varied topography, with hills, gulches, abundant trees, and
vegetation. It is also located at the tidewaters of the Puyallup River
watershed. As a result, there are periodic floods and landslides. The city is
also in a seismically active region, at risk of earthquakes from local faults
and the Cascadia Subduction Zone in the Pacific Ocean. The One Tacoma
Plan policies direct development away from hazard-prone areas, seek to
reduce hazard risks and impacts, and improve resilience to disasters and
climate change.
Policy EN–2.1 Minimize the risk of damage to life, property, and the
environment by establishing robust development standards that ensures
avoidance and/or minimization of potential geologic hazards.
Policy EN–2.2 Require appropriate levels of study, technical analysis, best
available science and all known available and reasonable methods of
prevention control and treatment (AKART) as a condition to permitting
construction within geologically hazardous areas, ensure sound
engineering principles are used based on the associated risk in these
areas and limit land uses within or near geologically hazardous areas.
Policy EN–3.5 Discourage development on lands where such
development would pose hazards to life, property or infrastructure, or
where important ecological functions or environmental quality would be
adversely affected:

Recent examples of landslides and
vegetation removal in Tacoma.

a. Floodways and 100-year floodplains
b. Geologic hazard areas
c. Wetlands
d. Streams
e. Fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas
f. Aquifer recharge areas
g. Shorelines
Best Available Science
The City’s policies call for the integration of the Best Available Science into planning and regulatory programs, including
giving consideration to the impacts of climate change and the risks to the City’s environmental resources.
Policy EN–1.17 Assess and periodically review the best available science for managing critical areas and natural
resources and utilize the development of plans and regulations while also taking into consideration Tacoma’s obligation
to meet urban-level densities under the Growth Management Act.
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Policy EN–1.18 Evaluate climate data and consider climate risks in the development of regulations, plans and programs.

4. Objectives
•

Address inconsistencies or errors in the Comprehensive Plan
or development regulations.
The update will address inconsistencies with the Comprehensive Plan. Current policies include the minimization
of risk to include avoidance of geologic hazards and retention of vegetation to reduce erosion. Protection from
natural hazards includes not just hazards to people and property, but also the environment.
The update will address inconsistencies and code gaps in Tacoma’s critical area standards. Current development
regulations do not reflect current BAS or the intent of the CAPO

•

Respond to changing circumstances, such as growth and development patterns, needs and desires of the
community, and the City’s capacity to provide adequate services.
These updates respond to increases in the pace of development pressure that can be reasonable anticipated
within Tacoma’s Open Space Corridors. Since Habitat Corridors (now Open Space Corridors) were designated
in 2009, development within these areas has taken place at a slow rate, presumably due to the costs of
developing Geologically Hazardous Areas. In the past two years, as housing prices and demand has grown,
interest in development in these areas has increased, as evidenced by a sharp increase in development
inquires received by the City.
In addition, climate change is increasing the likelihood of more extreme precipitation events which could
further destabilize steep slope areas and increase risks to life and property within and below these areas.
Updating the current development regulations will ensure that these areas are managed properly for their
potential hazards to life and property and avoided when uses are incompatible and where they are also
providing a valuable environmental asset.

•

Maintain or enhance compatibility with existing or planned land uses and the surrounding development
pattern.
This update implements the Parks and open Space designation of Tacoma’s Comprehensive Plan, One Tacoma.
One Tacoma’s land use vision and policies call for preservation of Open space Corridors and emphasizes the
importance of protecting life and property. These updates will be a significant step in preventing incompatible
development that could increase such risks.

•

Enhance the quality of the neighborhood.
Tacoma’s Open Space Corridors are valued, character-defining assets that are integral to Tacoma’s
neighborhoods and the character of the city as a whole. They are also largely comprised of hazard-prone
areas. The Comprehensive Plan calls for enhancement to human health through neighborhood design and
development, integrating nature and the built environment, and providing greenspace as an important
amenity while also directing development away from hazard-prone areas to reduce risks and impacts.

5. Options Analysis

Scope of Work and Assessment Report: May 2, 2018
Open Space Corridors – Phase 2: Geologically Hazardous Areas Standards Review

5

This project is part of a multi-phased effort to implement Tacoma’s Open Space Corridors policies. The first phase
updated critical area standards for Biodiversity Corridors/Areas. The current project phase consists of updates to
critical area standards for Geological Hazardous Areas. Other options and potential future policy initiatives are
described below.
•

Staff recommendations
o Review the BAS and consult with subject matter experts to further refine needed updates to the
Geologically Hazardous Areas standards.
o Develop a package of updates to Geologically Hazardous Areas standards for adoption in the 2019
amendments including the following components:
 Update classifications and development standards for erosion and landslide hazard areas
consistent with BAS and statutory direction
 Update application submittal requirements
 Apply mitigation sequencing in accordance with the best available science
 Address inconsistencies between development standards for Geologically Hazardous Areas and
geo-setback areas
 Update requirements for studies, and resources and maps used to identify and classify
Geological Hazardous Areas
 Other updates indicated by the BAS and recent statutory guidance

•

Other alternatives for the Commission to consider (potential future phases):
o Consideration of creating an Open Space Overlay Zoning District
o Passive and active open space access and improvement planning and standards
o Updates to standards for tree planting, maintenance and pruning on public land and rights-of-way
o Landscaping Code updates for sites located within Open Space Corridors
o Open Space Program activities and management plans for specific areas

6. Proposed Outreach
Outreach for this project will be citywide and will include notification to property owners within and in proximity to
Geologically Hazardous Areas. Planning staff will work closely with other City staff including licensed geological staff
and an Environmental Specialist to develop the proposals. In addition to the Planning Commission and City Council
engagement processes, staff will seek input from subject matter experts and the community, including the following
stakeholders:
•
•
•

Washington State Department of Natural Resources and Department of Commerce
Residents, members of the development community, neighborhood groups, public agencies and the
environmental community
Users of the code with technical expertise, such as consulting firms with licensed geologists

7. Impacts Assessment
This application would require review of potential impacts to private property rights and development capacity.
This application is unlikely to result in significant impacts to traffic, historic resources, air or water quality and should
instead result in improvements to service provision, efficient use of resources, minimization of risks to public health,
life and property, and a retention of aesthetic characteristics that are of value to the community.
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8. Supplemental Information
What studies/analysis/information will be necessary to
help the Commission to select an option and make a
recommendation?
•
•

Review of the BAS and consultation with subject matter experts and end users of Tacoma’s critical areas
standards
The Washington State Department of Ecology provides several key sources of guidance on this topic:
o https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/9331.pdf
o https://ecology.wa.gov/Water-Shorelines/Shoreline-coastal-management/Hazards/Puget-Soundlandslides
o https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/9331.pdf

Section B. Assessment
The applications were reviewed against the following assessment criteria pursuant to TMC 13.02.045:
1. If the amendment request is legislative and properly subject to Planning Commission review, or quasi-judicial
and not properly subject to Commission review.
Staff Assessment: The amendment is legislative and subject to Planning Commission review.
2. If there have been recent studies of the same area or issue, which may be cause for the Commission to decline
further review, or if there are active or planned projects that the amendment request can be incorporated into.
Staff Assessment: The City is currently in the process of updating TMC 13.11 Critical Areas standards to address
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas. The current work program does not fully address updates to
Geologically Hazardous Areas. While both of these efforts are related to TMC 13.11, they entail distinct subject
matter.
There is potential to incorporate or at least integrate this project into the scope of work for the Shoreline
Periodic Review, which is also proposed for inclusion in the 2019 Amendment package. Many of the City’s
Geologically Hazardous Areas are regulated in part under TMC 13.10 Shoreline Management as well as TMC
13.11 Critical Areas Preservation. While there are substantive differences between the Shoreline Management
Act and the Growth Management Act, which are reflected in the City’s codes, a single study of the Best Available
Science and proposed code changes could provide the basis for amendments to both ordinances.
3. If the amount of analysis necessary is reasonably manageable given the workloads and resources of the
Department and the Commission, or if a large-scale study is required, the amendment request may be scaled
down, studied in phases, delayed until a future amendment cycle, or declined.
Staff Assessment: The larger Open Space Corridors Project has been broken into phases in order to afford
adequate time, staff resources and Planning Commission review capacity to digest each phase. It is staff’s
understanding that the time and resources are adequate to conduct the work and stakeholder engagement
necessary as part of this phase.
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Historic Preservation Code
Planning and Development Services
Improvements
City of Tacoma, Washington
Peter Huffman,
Director
Application:

2019 Amendment

This proposal seeks to improve the effectiveness of the Historic Preservation Program
through a series of code amendments, including: enhancement of demolition/cultural
resources impact review within TMC 13.12.570; enhancements to TMC 13.07, including
clarification of the nomination and designation process and project review, and the
Historic Conditional Use Permit at TMC 13.06.640 F. Companion amendments to TMC
1.42 regarding the composition of the Landmarks Commission are also proposed.

Project Summary
Applicant:

Planning and Development Services

Location and Size of Area:

Citywide

Current Land Use and Zoning:

Multiple

Neighborhood Council Area:

Multiple

Staff Recommendation:

To Release the Draft Scope of Work and Assessment Report for Public Review
and Comment.

Date of Report:

April 25, 2018

Project Proposal:

Historic Preservation related code amendments to include:
1. Establishment of a citywide demolition review process that would
include review of demolition permits for adverse effects to
historically significant properties over 4,000 SF, within Mixed Use
Centers, and within National Register Historic Districts or affecting
National Register listed buildings, as well as clarifying existing
demolition review language in code.
2. Amendments to clarify the nomination and designation process,
including improvements to language regarding elements that can be
included in historic designations, as well as improvements to the
language regarding City Council review of nominations (TMC
13.07.050 and others).
3. Changes to nomination requirements to ease nominations locally for
properties already on the National Register of Historic Places.
4. Increase effectiveness of Historic Conditional Use Permit by clarifying
elements of listed properties eligible for Conditional Use, as well as
potential expansion of use palette.

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

Project Manager:
Reuben McKnight
Reuben.mcknight@cityoftacoma.org
www.cityoftacoma.org/historicpreservation

Section A. Proposed Scope of Work
1. Area of Applicability
These amendments are citywide, but would primarily affect properties with institutional, commercial and multifamily
structures and those within National Register Historic Districts.

2. Background
This is an outgrowth of several years of community discussion as well as Landmarks Commission direction, in addition
to process issues discovered during project review since the last significant code amendment in 2011.
As a part of this initiative, in 2011 a GIS-based predictive model was created with the objective of providing a datadriven approach to determine what properties might be historically significant, without the need or expense of a field
survey. However, after much analysis and review, it was determined that due to limitations on data, there were internal
and external validity problems with the model output significant enough to limit its use as a permitting threshold tool
(i.e. whether it could be used to determine whether a property was significant enough to require demolition review in
permitting).
Moreover, the Downtown Subarea Plan implemented a similar requirement for review of impacts to historic and
cultural resources resulting from development activities within the downtown area, under its Cultural Resource
Management Plan requirement that is codified at TMC 13.12.570.
The remainder of the propose amendments are not expansions of code or program authority as much as they are
clean up and clarification of existing language.

3. Policy Framework
The Historic Preservation Element of the Comprehensive Plan anticipates and supports improved demolition review.
Among other observations, the plan notes that demolition review is an administrative function housed within the
Historic Preservation Office, and that presently (2011) the existing tools are not sufficient for this task to be fully
functional.
Specifically, the Plan states:
Goal: Historic Resources are Protected from Demolition.
Historically significant properties should be protected from demolition whenever
possible. This includes properties eligible for, or listed in, local, state or national historic
registers.
Policy HP-21
Provide effective demolition review procedures.
Procedures for demolition review should protect both identified and potential historic
resources from demolition.
Action HP-21A
Consider expanding a demolition review and consideration period to non-designated
properties that may be historically significant.
DRAFT Scope of Work and Assessment Report - May 2, 2018
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Consideration should be given to expanding demolition review to include all properties
within a historic or conservation district as well as non-single family residential
properties that meet a specific age threshold and appear on a historic register or are
likely to be historically significant based on a predictive model. Note that a review
period may also allow for public notice and comment.
The policies of the Historic Preservation Element support the advancement of this project at this
time.

4. Objectives These proposed amendments will achieve several primary objectives:
•

Address inconsistencies or errors in the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations;

Demolition review is not currently adequate within the City of Tacoma, and as practiced currently is both falling
short of the Comprehensive Plan policy direction and the expectations of the community.
The amendments involving the Landmarks code will clarify processes for nominations that have recently arisen,
improving the quality of service to Tacoma’s citizens.
•

Respond to changing circumstances, such as growth and development patterns, needs and desires of the
community, and the City’s capacity to provide adequate services;

With increasing real and anticipated development pressure, this amendment is needed to ensure that adequate
public review is conducted for projects that may affect historically significant properties in Tacoma. In addition, it
potentially provides an opportunity for better project outcomes to ensure that future development is compatible
with the character of the existing built environment.
•

Maintain or enhance compatibility with existing or planned land uses and the surrounding development
pattern; and/or

Demolition review would provide an opportunity to identify and mitigate impacts to Tacoma’s historic areas
resulting from demolition of historically significant structures. This would encourage a balance between new
development activity and the character of the existing context.Enhance the quality of the neighborhood.
•

The Historic Conditional Use Permit is intended to encourage the adaptive reuse of historically significant
properties within neighborhoods, in cases where historic structure was constructed prior to the adoption of
the zoning code and potential new uses are not allowed by the present day zoning. These structures, such as
schools or other institutional buildings, are often character defining to the neighborhood and contribute to
the neighborhood identity.

To date, the Historic Conditional Use Permit has not resulted in a successful historic adaptive reuse development
project. The enhancements to this program would identify and address inadequacies, such as limitations on potential
uses or other barriers.

5. Options Analysis
The Commission has several options to address this issue (primarily demolition review).
•

The Commission could recommend a pilot project approach of limited scope to study effectiveness of
demolition review and impacts to service levels,

DRAFT Scope of Work and Assessment Report - May 2, 2018
Historic Preservation Code Improvements

3

•

•
•

The Commission could recommend an alternative approach to surveying, documenting and designating
potentially significant landmarks, thus subjecting those properties to protections that already exist for
designated landmarks in TMC 13.07
The Commission could leave SEPA thresholds as they are but provide additional guidance for reviewing
demolition under those existing regulations in our local SEPA code.]
Stand-alone demolition ordinance

As part of the Options Analysis phase of the project, staff would evaluate these primary approaches and provide the
Commission with a recommended approach.

6. Proposed Outreach
This proposal will affect the development community as well as property owners, primarily commercial. In addition,
there is great interest among the preservation community and stakeholders, as well as certain neighborhood groups.
Potential outreach will include Neighborhood Councils, Downtown Association, the Chamber of Commerce and
community groups such as Historic Tacoma. The Master Builders Association of Pierce County has been briefed on
the demolition review concept. The Historic Preservation Office is conversant with our counterparts at the Puyallup
Tribe, and we would also offer these proposals for consultation with the appropriate staff at the Tribal administration.
The Landmarks Commission is the primary subject matter expert on these policy issues, and has discussed all of these
amendment areas in recent years at various meetings. The Landmarks Commission would be a willing and
appropriate venue to review these initiatives, and could serve as the primary review and regulatory code development
body, which would deliver its assessment and recommendation to the Planning Commission at the conclusion of its
review.

7. Impacts Assessment
This is a non-project action that would not dramatically alter existing regulations or broaden potential development
impacts beyond what is currently allowed in the Tacoma Municipal Code.
As a citywide action, the affected area includes all types of terrain, including flat, rolling, hilly, and may include slopes,
tidelands and shorelands. All types of soils are also within the affected area.
No additional impacts to air or water quality are anticipated to result from these proposals; however, enhanced
demolition review may reduce the number of total demolitions of structures and thus may generally reduce impacts to
air quality resulting from such demolitions.
As a citywide action, all types of vegetation may be within the affected area, although historic preservation regulations
tend to primarily affect existing, built out urban areas. In addition, no additional impacts to fauna or habitat is
anticipated to potentially result from these proposals.
Demolition review is a waste stream reduction and conservation/sustainable development initiative, and thus could be
anticipated to have a general benefit on energy usage and natural resources by encouraging reuse of existing
structures. However, historic structures may also have presence of hazardous materials, including lead paint and
asbestos, which are mitigated on a project by project basis.
This proposal may affect all land use types, but is primarily anticipated to affect commercial and multifamily
development. No farmland or agricultural land is anticipated to be affected by the proposal.
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No reduction in housing is anticipated; however, existing historic housing units may be preserved indirectly as a result
of these proposals, and additional multifamily adaptive reuse projects incorporating housing may result.
No direct impacts to views or aesthetics are anticipated, nor is any increased light or glare. No effect on recreational
uses or opportunities is expected.
This project will affect historic and cultural resources, primarily by encouraging historic preservation and adaptive
reuse. It will affect both designated historic properties, as well as properties that are significant but not listed or yet
identified.
This project is not expected to impact traffic or transportation, public services or utilities.

8. Supplemental Information
Information on demolition permit issuance and geography would be valuable to the Commission in making an analysis
of impact.

Section C. Assessment
The applications were reviewed against the following assessment criteria pursuant to TMC 13.02.045:
1. If the amendment request is legislative and properly subject to Planning Commission review, or quasi-judicial
and not properly subject to Commission review.
Staff Assessment: These proposed amendments are legislative in nature, as they are amendments to the
Municipal Code.
2. If there have been recent studies of the same area or issue, which may be cause for the Commission to decline
further review, or if there are active or planned projects that the amendment request can be incorporated into.
Staff Assessment: There are neither recent studies of the same issue, nor plans to address this issue at a future
date.
3. If the amount of analysis necessary is reasonably manageable given the workloads and resources of the
Department and the Commission, or if a large-scale study is required, the amendment request may be scaled
down, studied in phases, delayed until a future amendment cycle, or declined.
Staff Assessment: This is a relatively small permitting change that will affect larger scale commercial projects
only, and should not necessitate large or comprehensive analyses or studies.
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Minor Amendments
Assessment
Report Services
Planning
and Development
City of Tacoma,
As oneWashington
of the applications for the 2019 Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and
Peter Huffman,
Director
Land Use Regulatory Code, the “Minor Amendments” involves minor revisions to the
One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan and various sections of the Tacoma Municipal Code,
intended to keep information current, address inconsistencies, correct minor errors,
increase clarity, and improve provisions that, through implementation of the Plan and
administration of the Code, are found to be unclear or not fully meeting their intent.

Project Summary
Application No.:

2019-07

Applicant:

Planning and Development Services

Location and Size of Area:

Citywide

Current Land Use and Zoning:

Multiple

Neighborhood Council Area:

Citywide

Staff Recommendation:

N/A

Date of Report:

April 25, 2018
The scope of the “Minor Amendments” is to be determined.

Project Proposal:

Issues to be addressed may vary. As an example, the scope for the previous
amendment cycle (i.e., 2018 Amendments) included such issues as modifying
the adoption and amendment procedures (TMC 13.02.045 & .053), correcting
the referencing to Conditional Use Permit (throughout TMC), aligning text and
map for Reduced Parking Area (TMC 13.06A.065), and adding a policy
concerning “unique sites” to the Urban Form and Design and Development
elements.

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

Project Manager
Lihuang Wung
(253) 591-5682
lwung@cityoftacoma.org
Website: www.cityoftacoma.org/planning

Section A. Proposed Scope of Work
1. Area of Applicability
Citywide.

2. Background
The “Minor Amendments” is an annual process used by staff to improve the clarity and effectiveness of the One Tacoma
Comprehensive Plan and the Tacoma Municipal Code (primarily Title 13 – Land Use Regulatory Code). This is
accomplished through keeping information current, incorporating legislative revisions, addressing inconsistencies,
correcting minor errors, and improving confusing or ineffective provisions or standards. Proposed amendments
included in the “Minor Amendments” address issues that have been identified by staff, customers of the Planning and
Development Services Department, the Planning Commission, the City Council, and/or the public. The “Minor
Amendments” typically involves amendments that are not substantive enough to rise to the level of a stand-alone
annual amendment application.

3. Policy Framework
As the scope of the “Minor Amendments” is established and individual proposed amendments analyzed, applicable
supporting provisions of State statutes, case law, regional policies, and/or the Comprehensive Plan will be identified.

4. Objectives
Would the proposed amendment achieve any of the following objectives?
• Address inconsistencies or errors in the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations;
• Respond to changing circumstances, such as growth and development patterns, needs and desires of the
community, and the City’s capacity to provide adequate services;
• Maintain or enhance compatibility with existing or planned land uses and the surrounding development
pattern; and/or
• Enhance the quality of the neighborhood.
Staff Response:
It is part of the scope of the “Minor Amendments” to address inconsistencies or errors in the Comprehensive Plan or
development regulations. Some of the proposed amendments may be included in the scope of work specifically to
respond to changing circumstances, address compatibility issues, and/or enhance the quality of the neighborhood.

5. Options Analysis
It is expected that many proposed amendments in the “Minor Amendments” are straightforward corrections and
clarifications. Alternative approaches to addressing certain issues may be needed and will be considered as
appropriate.

6. Proposed Outreach
Outreach for the “Minor Amendments” will include meetings with the Community Council, and depending on the
issues, with certain Neighborhood Councils and selected stakeholders. Consultation with the Puyallup Tribe will be
conducted.
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7. Impacts Assessment
Potential impacts, if any, of individual proposed amendments will be identified and analyzed, as appropriate.

8. Supplemental Information
None.

Section B. Assessment
The applications were reviewed against the following assessment criteria pursuant to TMC 13.02.045:
1. If the amendment request is legislative and properly subject to Planning Commission review, or quasi-judicial
and not properly subject to Commission review.
Staff Assessment: Proposed minor amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and the Tacoma Municipal Code,
primarily Title 13 – Land Use Regulatory Code, are legislative and properly subject to Planning Commission’s
review.
2. If there have been recent studies of the same area or issue, which may be cause for the Commission to decline
further review, or if there are active or planned projects that the amendment request can be incorporated into.
Staff Assessment: Issues to be included in the scope of the “Minor Amendments” will be reviewed against this
criterion during the analysis stage and the scope adjusted accordingly.
3. If the amount of analysis necessary is reasonably manageable given the workloads and resources of the
Department and the Commission, or if a large-scale study is required, the amendment request may be scaled
down, studied in phases, delayed until a future amendment cycle, or declined.
Staff Assessment: Issues to be included in the scope of the “Minor Amendments” will be reviewed against this
criterion during the analysis stage and the scope adjusted accordingly.
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