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

City of Tacoma
Planning Commission
PRESENTATIONS and HANDOUTS
Regular Meeting on May 3, 2017

1. 2018 Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan & Land Use Regulatory Code –
Car Wash Rezone
(PowerPoint Slides, for Discussion Items D-2)
2. Application 2018-04 NE Tacoma Buffer Zone (staff’s presentation)
(PowerPoint Slides, for Discussion Item D-2)
3. Application 2018-04 NE Tacoma Buffer Zone (applicant’s presentation)
(PowerPoint Slides, for Discussion Item D-2)
4. Written Comments on NE Tacoma Buffer Zone (received prior to the meeting)
(Handouts, for Discussion Item D-2)
5. Written Comments on NE Tacoma Buffer Zone (received at the meeting)
(Handouts, for Discussion Item D-2)
6. Application 2018-06 VSD Height Measurement (staff’s presentation)
(PowerPoint Slides, for Discussion Item D-3)
7. Application 2018-06 VSD Height Measurement (applicant’s presentation)
(PowerPoint Slides, for Discussion Item D-3)
8. Application 2018-02 Vehicle Service and Repair Development Standards
(PowerPoint Slides, for Discussion Item D-4)
9. Ordinance No. 28429 Modifying Correctional Facilities Interim Regulations
(first reading by City Council on May 2, 2017; final reading scheduled for May 9)
(Handout, for communication purposes)
10. Historic Preservation Month (May 2017)
(Poster, for communication purposes)

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).

747 Market Street, Room 345 ❚

Tacoma, WA 98402 ❚ (253) 591-5682 ❚
http://www.cityoftacoma.org/planning

FAX (253) 591-5433 ❚

Assessment of Private Applications
05.03.17








2018-01
2018-02
2018-03
2018-04
2018-05
2018-06

Car Wash Rezone
Outdoor Tire Storage
S 80th Street Rezone
NE Tacoma Buffer Zone
Design Review in MUCs
VSD Height Measurement
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Initial assessment is based on criteria pursuant to TMC 13.02045:
1. If the amendment request is legislative and properly subject
to Planning Commission review, or quasi-judicial and not
properly subject to 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; and
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.

4

Analysis criteria pursuant to TMC 13.02.045.F:
F. Analysis of proposed amendments. Upon completing the assessment
and receiving an affirmative determination from the Planning
Commission to move forward, the proposed amendment will be
analyzed by the Department against the following criteria:
1. Whether the proposed amendment will benefit the City as a
whole, will not adversely affect the City’s public facilities and
services, and bears a reasonable relationship to the public
health, safety, and welfare; and
2. Whether the proposed amendment conforms to applicable
provisions of State statutes, case law, regional policies and the
Comprehensive Plan.

5

A final staff assessment and recommendation is pending
discussion of the overall work program.

• To rezone parcels on the NE side of the Hylebos Waterway from PMI/M2 to PDB/M-1
• Intent is to establish a buffer zone consistent with the goals and policies
of the Container Port Element of the One Tacoma Plan
• Parcels are located within the Port/tideflats Manufacturing/Industrial
Center.

7

Staff recommends a modification to the project application.
Consider amendments to use/development standards
within the designated Open Space Corridors along
Marine View Drive.
This modification recognizes that the intent of the
Industrial/Commercial Buffer area is to both protect nearby
residential areas as well as to prevent encroachment of nonindustrial uses on the Port/tideflats.
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1. If the amendment 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.
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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: Recent studies include the Shoreline Master Program
update (2013) and adoption of the Container Port Element (2013).
However, these projects should not preclude the application from moving
forward.
Related projects include the Director’s Rule on Notification for Heavy
Industrial Uses, the Council Consideration Request pertaining to the review
of consistency between the Container Port Element and the allowed uses in
the Port MI/C, the Open Space Corridors Project, and the Port/Tideflats
Subarea Plan.
Based on the related projects there is potential for consolidation.
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3. If the amount of analysis necessary is reasonably manageable given the
workloads and resources of the Department and the Commission, or if a largescale study is required, the amendment request may be scaled down, studies in
phases, delayed until a future amendment cycle, or declined.
Staff Assessment: The amount of work to review and evaluate application is
significant and may require additional consultant services.
Key issues in the review may include:
• Industrial Land Supply analysis
• Impacts on and compatibility with Shoreline Zoning
• Residential standards for steep slopes and open spaces
• Coordination with other ongoing efforts
• Consistency with or impacts on Manufacturing/Industrial Center status
and Regional Policies.
• Likely modification to existing One Tacoma Plan policies, maps, and text
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•

Staff recommends a modified scope of work that would address applicant’s
request while also including non-industrial encroachment within designated open
spaces and steep slopes.

•

Staff concludes that the application, with staff recommended modifications, is
ready to proceed to the technical analysis phase of the process pending
finalization of the 2018 Planning Commission docket.

•

Furthermore, staff acknowledges the potential for consolidation if/when a
subarea plan process for the Port/Tideflats is initiated.

12

Application 2018-04 NE Tacoma Buffer Zone

1

Outline
• Who Are We?
• Why Are We Here?
• Brief description of the proposed amendment
• Rationale for the request
• Desired outcomes
• Q&A
2

Who Are We?
Who we Are:
• Mom’s, Dad’s, Families
• 5th Generation
• Residents
• Taxpayers
• Desire for Change
• Compelled to Act

Who we Are Not:
• Anti Business
• Anti Job Growth
• We are not political
• We do not profit

3

Why Are We Here?
Fear for Future:
• Methanol
• LNG
• Gravel Pit
• Targa Expansion
• Current zoning allows
anything……..

Current Impacts:
• Noise
• Emissions
• Safety
• Explosions
• Petrochemical Odors
• Invitation to come
experience our world
4

Help is Hard to Find
• Powerful Forces at Play
• Was the Packet Complete?

• Subarea Plan #1
• Subarea Plan #2?
• Direction from City Councilman Robert Thoms led
us here
• Tired of Fighting projects one at a time
• We need someone to represent the residents

5

What We are Asking For?
Zoning Amendment
• There are two sides to
every coin.
• We are trying to strike a
balance by
1) creating a buffer that
allows all NET residents to
live in peace and safety
2) creating a buffer where
industry can grow certain
uses without constant
community pushback
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Describe the proposed
amendment.
• The proposed amendment creates a true buffer zone
between residential areas in the Northeast Tacoma
(NET) neighborhood and the industrial tide flats.
• Objectives:

1. To implement aspects of the Container Port Element by
creating a buffer between parcels already zoned as
commercial or residential and the Container Port Core Areas;
2. To implement aspects of the Container Port and Design
Development Elements by creating a compatible and graceful
transition between differing densities, intensities and
activities
3. To improve consistency between parcels maps and zone maps
by making few additional changes.
7

Zoning Amendment: Implement
Buffer Zone
One Tacoma Plan

Proposed Amendment

8

What is the footprint of the proposed
changes in the Port area?

Courtesy: State Department of Ecology
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Why is the amendment needed
and being proposed?
• to provide a sufficient transition area that would allow
the long-term viability of the industrial areas while
protecting the surrounding residential areas from
unreasonable impacts
• Given the increasing intensity of industrial activities in the
tide flats, the width of this buffer zone should be adequately
sized to take into consideration all allowable land uses in the
tide flats.

• to address an inconsistency between the current zoning
and the Container Port and Design Development
Elements of the One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan
10

Desired Outcomes
• Final Outcome

• Creation of a buffer zone that sufficiently protects the
surrounding residential areas from unreasonable impacts and
allow all NET residents to live in peace and safety

• Pathway

• Open to compromise

• Creation of new zone category (Port Industrial Buffer / PMI Light)
that excludes some non-industrial uses currently allowed by M-1
zone and allows some industrial uses currently only allowed in M-2
and PMI

• Participation in the community and stakeholder engagement
phase to avoid dilution of objectives
• Amendment process as focused effort for addressing port
buffer zones
• Which can be foundational for sub-area plan effort

11

Thank You!
• Questions?
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5559 Beverly Ave. NE
Tacoma, WA 98422
Re: Appl. 2018-04 – NE Tacoma Buffer Zone
April 30, 2107
Planning Commission Members:
(by e-mail to P&DS staff)
Not everyone in Northeast Tacoma supports the “NE Tacoma Buffer” application. Those of us
who object do so on one or more of the grounds listed below. We encourage the Planning
Commission members reject this specific proposal, and instead incorporate the goal of better or
preserved buffers between Tideflats industry and residences in a comprehensive Tideflats
subarea plan. Such a plan must be transparent, include all stakeholders in the discussion, and
have plenty of opportunity for truly public input.
1. The process to arrive at this point was not very transparent or inclusive of the affected
property owners or other stakeholders. Most importantly, although the proponents held a
meeting with invited affected property owners, it was held in a house in Pointe Woodworth, a
gated community, so not available to anyone not specifically invited to see and hear the
affected owners’ reactions.
2. The affected businesses provide family-wage jobs and pay substantial taxes to the City of
Tacoma and many other entities and agencies, such as schools, parks, and so forth – taxes that
benefit us all. The proponents’ vision for the affected area would take many years, if ever, to
come to fruition, and could result in mostly lower-wage, lower tax businesses. In the
meantime, investment in the affected industrial properties would most likely be curtailed,
resulting in deteriorating environmental conditions, with likley sale to less-responsible owners.
3. It seems patently unfair that the proponents are asking for other property owners’ economic
interests to be compromised to benefit their own property values, with no cost to themselves.
4. The property owners who would benefit from this Tideflats industrial downzone mostly, if
not entirely, bought their properties long after the industrial owners or their predecessors began
their industrial operations. Simply looking around from the homeowners’ properties would have
disclosed the nature of the nearby industrial zone, and the prospective residential property
buyers could have chosen to live elsewhere.
Please consider these points in your deliberations on this application. We urge you to rejects it
specifically, and include fair and effective buffers between residential and industrial areas
around the Tideflats prominently in a comprehensive subarea plan.

Lyz Kurnitz-Thurlow and John Thurlow
Northeast Tacoma resident homeowners; Thurlow is a Northeast Tacoma Neighborhood Council
Board member and former Chair/Co-Chair
cc: Brian Boudet
Steve Atkinson

From: Tom Rogers [mailto:tomrogers@cbmsi.com]
Sent: Monday, May 01, 2017 3:38 PM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: North East Tacoma zoning

05/01/17
Tacoma Planning Commission
Attn Senior Planner Lihuang Wung
Tacoma Municipal Building North Rm.16
733 Market Street
Tacoma, WA. 98402
Re: Northeast Tacoma Buffer Zone
Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment
Dear Chairperson Beale and Member of the Tacoma Planning Commission:
I am concerned that few citizens could have a dramatic impact on the health of our
community. We are an industrial City dependent on the Port of Tacoma to provide living
wages which generate a seven times multiplier throughout our community. This wage
base is needed to meet the demanding and unfilled needs of our City.
A few individuals purchased property which overlooks the Port of Tacoma and industrial
area. As City planners, you allowed residential development in the area (13.06.140 PDR)
with a binding caveat that the “PRD District will not produce an adverse influence upon
adjacent properties.”
I assume the residents at the time they purchased their home were aware of the Port,
the activities and the residential special zoning.
I wonder how there can be an issue regarding permitted use of the land in the Port?
The wisdom of your initial decision is clear. I fail to understand how we are able to
retrospectively approach a change in zoning which would impact so many in our
community for the benefit of so few.
We live in a very competitive world. It is very difficult for Tacoma to encourage new
business. How realistic is it to assume that new high paying jobs will flood our market?
I believe we should respect the business we have, they continue to be our bread and
butter.
Thank you for your consideration.
Tom Rogers

From: JERALD R PISCHEL [mailto:JKPISCHEL@msn.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 02, 2017 11:33 AM
To: Atkinson, Stephen; Wung, Lihuang; Boudet, Brian
Subject: Comprehensive Plan proposed amendment

Dear sirs:
I am sending this e-mail to express my opposition to the proposed amendment to the
Comprehensive Plan for the Tacoma Tide Flats area. This proposal has been submitted by a
small, vocal group of citizens in NE Tacoma, but it is not a major concern to most of the NE
Tacoma residents.
The proposal has been submitted under the auspices of the NE Tacoma Neighborhood Council,
but it was an extremely divided vote - 10 for / 8 opposed - so does not really reflect the support
of the Neighborhood Council.
This proposal is being sponsored by a number of disgruntled property owners in the Pointe
Woodworth housing development. I agree that they have serious noise and odor issues because
of their location directly above some of the major industries in the Tide Flats. However, it is not
an issue for the majority of NE Tacoma.
The Pointe Woodworth development should never have been built there. That area should have
been designated as a buffer zone. But that is "water under the bridge" and trying to change
zoning regulations now would be patently unfair to the businesses that have been in the area for
decades.
Please deny this proposal for a change to the comprehensive plan. These issues will likely be
addressed adequately as the City Council develops a subarea plan for the Tide Flats.
Sincerely,
Karen J. Pischel, Treasurer of NE Tacoma Neighborhood Council and resident of NE Tacoma.
5801 Frances Ave NE
Tacoma, WA

From: Faye Teel [mailto:fteel@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 02, 2017 12:29 PM
To: Atkinson, Stephen; Wung, Lihuang; Boudet, Brian
Subject: Comprehensive Plan proposed amendment

Planning Commission Members

Re: Appl. 2018-04- NE Tacoma Buffer Zone

As a resident and board member of the Northeast Tacoma Neighborhood Council I do not
support the “NE Tacoma Buffer” application. I encourage the Planning Commission members
to reject this specific proposal which I feel was not proposed fairly.
The process, although presented on the Northeast Tacoma Neighborhood Council letterhead,
did not; at the time filed have support of the board. A preliminary presentation was given to
the board in early March. At that presentation there were several suggestions and changes
needed. No vote of approval was taken.
A full presentation of the proposal was not presented to the council until the April 20, 2017
meeting. At that time the members were told they were not asking for our support of the
proposal, only for the council to submit it to cover the $1,400 fee. This vote passed by a margin
of 10-8.
The application was submitted on Northeast Tacoma Neighborhood Council letterhead and
gave all appearances that it was supported by the Northeast Tacoma Community Council, which
was not correct.
The proposal only benefits a few property owners while compromising many businesses. A
subarea plan will address issues of everyone involved, would be transparent and have real
opportunity for public input.
I have lived in northeast Tacoma for ten years, been a member of the Northeast Tacoma
Neighborhood Council for three years and am past Secretary and I have worked in Northeast
Tacoma for over twenty two years.

Respectfully,
Faye Teel
4301 Norpoint Way NE 9B
Tacoma, WA 98422

Application 2018-06
VSD Height Measurement
Planning and Development Services

Planning Commission
May 3, 2017

Agenda / Objectives
 Assessment of the application
 Modifications to the scope of work
 Preliminary determination

2

Summary of Application
 Amend how building height is measured along
N. 30th Street in Old Town (C-2 with VSD).
 Measurement methodology:
 Current – Measured from the grade at building corners
 Proposed – Measured from the average grade on site

 Existing method unfairly produces a smaller
building envelope for the north side of N. 30th,
due to topography.

3

Issues with Current Requirements

4

5

6

Scope of Work and Approach
 Modify the building height measurement
methodology for Old Town VSD.
 Apply the modified methodology to other VSDs.
 Move modified methodologies to the Building
Code.
 Analyze impacts of modified methodologies.

7

Conclusions
(Staff Recommendations)
 The application is complete and appropriate for
the Commission’s review.
 The scope of work should be modified.
 The amount of analysis is moderate to heavy.
 The application should be accepted and moved
forward for technical analysis*
* Final determination to be made on May 17, 2017 along
with other applications of the 2018 Amendment package
and within the context of the Planning Work Program.
8

Building Height Measurement
Zone C-2, VSO

Modified Tip Sheet 555
• Allowable bldg. ht. VARIES from north to south
side of N 30th St. with single access.

Section – N 30th St.

Existing VSO Bldg. Ht. Measurement
• 25-feet above EXISTING GRADE at the proposed
building corners (Tip Sheet 555, 13.06.555)
- Ignores intrinsic differences in scale between SFR

and commercial (public vs. private, ceiling heights)
- Creates regulatory & development disparities
between two sides of N 30th Street. (“cut” vs. “scalp”)
- The 1-foot of additional building height (allowed for
sites sloping at 6% down from public sidewalk)
provides little relief: An 8% slope loses 1-foot of
elevation every 12.5 linear feet (.08 x 12.5’ = 1’)

- Height reduction (adopted with VSO) is lopsided toward SF
development (0.715% x 35’ = 25’ vs. 0.556% x 45’ = 25’)
- Height requirement ignores commercial district’s bottomof-hill context in this view shed.
- The application of the height requirement in the VSO
penalizes properties on the NORTH SIDE of N 30th Street.
by reducing development potential and complicating the
regulatory path

Supporting Policies
• LU-GGD-3 Concentrated Development
Growth and development throughout the urban area should be
regulated, stimulated, and otherwise guided toward the
development of compact concentrated areas to discourage
Sprawl…
• LU-GGD-8 Infill Development
Encourage the development of vacant land within built-up urban
areas in order to limit sprawl and decrease travel needs.
• LU-MUNC-2 Residential Uses
Encourage residential development for the upper stories of new
and existing commercial buildings.

Unified Development Code
• “The UDC will streamline and consolidate the
development codes.”
• “UDC will provide a predictable, customer serviceoriented process allowing for increased economic
development and investment.”

Path Forward
• Balance development potential, regulatory
path and permit requirements along N 30th St.
• Measure building height from N 30th St.
frontage high point
• Visual analysis with north side properties at
maximum building footprint and height

Application 2018-02:
Vehicle Service and Repair
Development Standards
Planning & Development
Services Department

Planning Commission
May 3, 2017
1

Background
 Pre 1998 – Tire Shops were
separate use category in Code
 2000 – All vehicle related service
and repair consolidated into one
use category in the Land Use
Code
 2008-2012 – a number of used tire
shops locate in the city with
outdoor tire storage
 Business license review by PDS
reveals violations of
TMC13.06.510E development
standards in new and established
tire shops

2

Current Regulations
TMC 13.06.510.E
 Current regulations require:






Screening of vehicles awaiting repair
Junk vehicles and auto parts (includes tires)
must be stored inside an enclosed building;
except in UCX and industrial districts
All repairs* must be conducted entirely within an
enclosed building
No windows or openings if facing a residential
district

*tire installation not considered “repairs” by PDS
3

Overview
Proposed amendment to
explore suitable alternative
standards for tire shops
 2015 – 2016 Code enforcement
sends notices of violation to tire
shops with outdoor storage
 Businesses face fines and
license revocation
 March 29, 2017 – Seven tire shop
operators propose code
amendment to allow outdoor
storage
4

Approach
 Develop standards that allow
outdoor tire storage and
address visual and
environmental impacts
 Make reasonable changes to
overall regulations
 Outreach:





Stakeholders Meetings
Neighborhood Meetings
Planning Commission
City Council
5

Next Steps
May 3, 2017

Planning Commission assessment and
preliminary determination

May 17 or June 7,
Planning Commission final determination
2017
June – December
2017

• Planning Commission review and
recommendation
• Community outreach

March – June
2018

City Council consideration
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Req. #17-0446

ORDINANCE NO. 28429
1

BY REQUEST OF MAYOR STRICKLAND

2

AN INTERIM ORDINANCE relating to land use regulations; revising interim zoning
regulations; amending Chapter 13.05 of the Tacoma Municipal Code (“TMC”)
at Section 13.05.020 and Chapter 13.06 at Sections 13.06.100, 13.06.200,
13.06.300, 13.06.400, 13.06.640, and 13.06.700, pertaining to the siting of
correctional facilities; and amending a work plan for review and development
of permanent regulations relating to siting correctional facilities.

3
4
5
6

WHEREAS, pursuant to RCW 36.70A.390 and TMC 13.02.055, the City

7
8
9

Council has the authority to enact interim zoning ordinances, and
WHEREAS, on March 7, 2017, pursuant to Ordinance No. 28417, the City

10

Council enacted Interim Zoning Regulations (“Interim Regulations”) for correctional

11

facilities on an emergency basis, and

12

WHEREAS, as adopted, the Interim Regulations are effective for six

13
14
15

months, through September 6, 2017, or until the City’s zoning regulations for
correctional facilities are permanently updated, and

16

WHEREAS the Interim Regulations amended Sections 13.06.100,

17

13.06.200, 13.06.300, 13.06.400, and 13.06.700 of the Tacoma Municipal Code,

18

as follows: (1) modify the use definition of “correctional facility” to clearly

19
20

differentiate between public and private correctional facilities; (2) prohibit the siting

21

of private correctional facilities in all zoning districts; (3) remove public correctional

22

facilities as a permitted use in multi-family and light-industrial zoning districts (i.e.,

23

R-4-L, R-4, R-5, and M-1); and (4) modify how public correctional facilities are

24

permitted by requiring approval of a Conditional Use Permit in all districts in which

25
26
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they are allowed (currently, M-2 Heavy Industrial and PMI Port Maritime &
1

Industrial), and

2

WHEREAS the Interim Regulations were intended to allow time for the City

3
4

to conduct appropriate research and community outreach; analyze potential

5

impacts and applicable local, state and regional policies; and determine the

6

appropriate permanent regulatory framework for correctional facilities in Tacoma,

7

and

8

WHEREAS, as requested by the City Council, the Planning Commission

9
10
11

reviewed the Interim Regulations and explored both regulatory and non-regulatory
issues surrounding them, and

12

WHEREAS the Commission had robust discussions that highlighted

13

numerous concerns and diverse opinions about the Interim Regulations and these

14

uses in general, including the relationship between the City's local land use

15
16

regulatory authority and this politically-charged and largely national-level issue; the

17

impact of the State's Growth Management Act and provisions relative to Essential

18

Public Facilities; broader land use concerns about allowing non-typical “residential”

19

uses in the Tideflats industrial area; the relationship and potential impact of this

20

project on other high-priority projects in the Commission’s work program; and the

21
22
23

scope and limited time potentially available to consider permanent regulations, and
WHEREAS, while the Commission was able to spend considerable time on

24

this issue, it was unable to reach consensus on a final recommendation on the

25

Interim Regulations; however, the Commission forwarded its work to the City

26
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Council relating to observations, concerns, deliberations, and preliminary thoughts
1
2

on this issue, and
WHEREAS, after additional review, discussion, and a public hearing on the

3
4
5
6
7
8

emergency Interim Regulations on April 25, 2017, the City Council desires to
modify the Interim Regulations, and
WHEREAS the proposed modifications will amend the Interim Regulations
as follows: (1) revise the regulations so they regulate public and private
correctional facilities in the same manner; (2) revise permit modification standards

9
10

to indicate that any modifications that would increase the inmate capacity of an

11

existing facility shall be processed as a major modification; (3) modify the

12

conditional use permit process standards to ensure substantial community

13

engagement as part of any permit for significant modification of an existing

14

correctional facility; and (4) extend the duration of the Interim Regulations from

15
16

six months to one year, and

17

WHEREAS, in the interim, requiring conditional use permits for new or

18

expanded facilities will better ensure that the review of any proposal includes

19

significant community outreach and the opportunity for local discretionary review

20

addressing applicable policies and standards, as well as potential impacts,

21
22

mitigation of those impacts, and compatibility issues, and extending the duration of

23

the interim regulations from six months to one year will better ensure there is

24

adequate time for the City Council, Planning Commission, City staff, and the

25

community to appropriately explore and address this issue, which is complicated

26

and controversial; Now, Therefore,
-3Ord17-0446.doc-JHC/bn

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF TACOMA:
1
2

Section 1. That Chapter 13.05 of the Tacoma Municipal Code (“TMC”) is
hereby amended at Section 13.05.020, as set forth in the attached Exhibit “A.”

3

Section 2. That Chapter 13.06 of the TMC is hereby amended at

4
5

Sections 13.06.100, 13.06.200, 13.06.300,13.06.400, 13.06.640, and 13.06.700,

6

as set forth in the attached Exhibit “B.”

7
8

Section 3. Duration. That the Interim Zoning Regulations modified by this
ordinance shall be extended to a one-year effective period, and may be renewed

9
10

as provided by law.

11

Section 4. Work Plan. That the Planning Commission shall develop

12

permanent regulations for City Council’s consideration based on the issues,

13

timeline, and approach outlined in this ordinance.

14
15

Passed

16
17

Mayor
Attest:

18
19
20

City Clerk

21

Approved as to form:

22
23

Deputy City Attorney

24
25
26
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EXHIBIT "A"
Chapter 13.05
LAND USE PERMIT PROCEDURES
Note: These amendments show proposed changes to existing (interim) Land Use regulations.
The sections included are only those portions of the code that are associated with these
amendments. New text is underlined and text that has been deleted is shown as strikethrough.

13.05.020 Notice process.
***
H. Notice and Comment Period for Specified Permit Applications. Table H specifies how to notify, the distance
required, the comment period allowed, expiration of permits, and who has authority for the decision to be made on
the application.
Table H  Notice, Comment and Expiration for Land Use Permits
Permit Type

Pre-application Notice: Notice:
Notice:
Meeting
Distance Newspaper Post
Site

Comment
Period

Decision

Hearing City
Expiration
Required Council of Permit

...
Rezones

Required

Shoreline/CUP/
variance
Short plat
(2-4 lots)
Short plat
(5-9 lots)
Site approval
Conditional use

Conditional use,
correctional
facility (new or
major
modification)
Conditional use,
large-scale retail

No; Yes for
public
facility site

Yes

21 days
SEPA2

Yes
Hearing
Examiner

Required

400 feet;
1000
feet for
public
facility
site
400 feet

No

Yes

30 days5

Director

Required

No

No

No

No

Required

400 feet

No

Yes

Optional
Required

400 feet
400 feet;
1000
feet for
development
sites
over
1 acre in
size
1,000
feet

No
No

1,000
feet

Required

Required

Exhibit "A" - Proposed Revisions to TMC 13.05

Yes

None

No1

No

Director

No

No

2 years/
maximum6
5 years3

14 days

Director

No1

No

5 years6

Yes
Yes

30 days5
30 days5

Director
Director

No
No

No
No

5 years
5 years4

Yes

Yes

30 days2

Yes
Hearing
Examiner

No

5 years

Yes

Yes

30 days2

Yes
Hearing
Examiner

No

5 years
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Permit Type

Pre-application Notice: Notice:
Notice:
Meeting
Distance Newspaper Post
Site
Yes
Yes
Conditional use, Required
1000
master plan
feet
No
No
No
Conditional Use, Optional
Minor
Modification
Yes
Conditional Use, Required
400 feet; No
Major
1000
Modification
feet for
public
facility
sites and
master
plans

Comment
Period

Decision

Hearing City
Expiration
Required Council of Permit

30 days2

Director

Yes

No

10 years

No

Director

No

No

5 years

14 days5

Director

No

No

5 years

...
INFORMATION IN THIS TABLE IS FOR REFERENCE PURPOSE ONLY.
* Programmatic Restoration Projects can request 5 year renewals to a maximum of 20 years total.
When an open record hearing is required, all other land use permit applications for a specific site or project shall be
considered concurrently by the Hearing Examiner (refer to Section 13.05.040.E).
1
Conditional use permits for wireless communication facilities, including towers, shall expire two years from the
effective date of the Director’s decision and are not eligible for a one-year extension.
2
Comment on land use permit proposal allowed from date of notice to hearing.
3
Must be recorded with the Pierce County Auditor within five years.
4
Special use permits for wireless communication facilities, including towers, are limited to two years from the
effective date of the Director’s decision.
5
If a public meeting is held, the public comment period shall be extended 7 days beyond and including the date
of the public meeting.
6
Refer to Section 13.05.070 for preliminary plat expiration dates.
7
Public Notification of Minor Variances may be sent at the discretion of the Director. There is no notice of
application for Minor Variances.

***
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EXHIBIT "B"
Chapter 13.06
ZONING
Note: These amendments show proposed changes to existing (interim) Land Use regulations.
The sections included are only those portions of the code that are associated with these
amendments. New text is underlined and text that has been deleted is shown as strikethrough.

13.06.100 Residential Districts.
***
5. District use table. (see next page for table)
Uses

R-1

R-2

R2SRD

HMRSRD

R-3

R-4L

R-4

R-5

Additional Regulations1

Antennas for such facilities are subject to the
additional requirements contained in Section
13.06.545.

***
Communication facility

CU

CU

CU

CU

CU

CU

CU

CU

Confidential Shelter

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Subject to additional requirements contained in
Section 13.06.535.

Continuing care
retirement community

N

N

N

N

P

P

P

P

Subject to additional requirements contained in
Section 13.06.535.

Correctional facility,
public or private

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

Side yards shall be provided as specified in
Section 13.06.602.

***

Exhibit "B" - Proposed Revisions to TMC 13.06

Page 1 of 4

13.06.200 Commercial Districts.
***
5. District use table.
Uses

T

C-1

C-21

PDB

Communication facility
Confidential shelter
Continuing care retirement community
Correctional facility, public or private

N
P
P
N

N
P
P
N

P
P
P
N

***
P
P
P
N

Additional Regulations2, 3 (also see footnotes at bottom of table)

See Section 13.06.535. Limit: 15 residents in T District.
See Section 13.06.535.

***

13.06.300 Mixed-Use Center Districts.
***
3. District use table.
NCX

CCX

UCX

RCX1

CIX

CU

CU

P

N

P

Confidential shelter

P

P

P

P

Continuing care
retirement community
Correctional facility,
public or private

P

P

P

N

N

N

Uses

Communication facility

HMX

URX

NRX

***
N

N

N

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

N

N

N

N

N

Additional Regulations3, 4, 5 (also see footnotes at
bottom of table)
Prohibited at street level along frontage of designated
pedestrian streets in NCX and CCX Districts.2
See Section 13.06.535. Prohibited at street level along
frontage of designated core pedestrian streets in NCX.2
Not subject to minimum densities founding
Section 13.06.300.E.
See Section 13.06.535. Prohibited at street level along
frontage of designated core pedestrian streets in NCX.2

***
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13.06.400 Industrial Districts.
***
5. District use table.
Uses

M-1

M-2

PMI

Communication facility
Confidential shelter

P
P/N*

P
N

P
N

Continuing care
retirement community

P/N*

N

N

Correctional facility,
public

N

CU

CU

Additional Regulations1
***
See Section 13.06.535.
*Not permitted within the South Tacoma M/IC Overlay District.
In M-1 districts, permitted only within residential or institutional buildings in existence on December
31, 2008, the effective date of adoption of this provision, or when located within a mixed-use
building where a minimum of 1/3 of the building is devoted to industrial or commercial use.
*Not permitted within the South Tacoma M/IC Overlay District. See Section 13.06.535.
Correctional facility, private is not allowed in M-1, M-2 and PMIModifications or expansions to
existing facilities that increase the inmate capacity shall be processed as a major modification (see
Section 13.05.080).
A pre-application community meeting is also required (see Section 13.06.640.Q).
***
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13.06.640 Conditional use permit.
***
Q. An application for a conditional use permit for correctional facilities shall be processed in accordance with the
provisions of Chapter 13.05, except with the following additional requirement:
Pre-application community meeting. Prior to submitting an application to the City for a conditional use permit for a
correctional facility, it is required that the applicant hold a public informational meeting with community members.
The purpose of the meeting is to provide an early, open dialogue between the applicant and the neighborhood
surrounding the proposed development. The meeting should acquaint the neighbors of the proposed development
with the applicant and/or developers and provide for an exchange of information about the proposal and the
community, including the characteristics of the proposed development and of the surrounding area and any
particular issues or concerns of which the applicant should be made aware. The applicant shall provide written
notification of the meeting, at least 30 calendar days prior to the meeting date, to the appropriate neighborhood
council pursuant to TMC 1.45 and neighborhood business district pursuant to TMC 1.47, qualified neighborhood
and community organizations, and to the owners of property located within 1,000 feet of the project site.
***

13.06.700 Definitions and illustrations.
For the purposes of this chapter, certain words and terms are defined as follows: words used in the present tense
include the future, words in the singular number include the plural, and words in the plural number include the
singular; the word “building” includes the word “structure”; the word “shall” is mandatory and not directory. For
words that are not defined in this chapter, or that do not incorporate a definition by reference, refer to a Webster’s
Dictionary published within the last ten years.
***
13.06.700.C
***
Container, shipping/storage. A large, prefabricated box or container made of metal, wood, or similar material
utilized for the shipping/storage and distribution of various products or commodities.
Continuing care retirement community. An age-restricted development that provides a continuum of
accommodations and care, from independent living to long-term bed care. Due to the wide range of services
provided, such facilities generally operate under multiple state-licensing programs.
Convalescent home. See “extended care facility.”
Cornice. Projection at the top of a wall; a term applied to construction where the roof and side walls meet.
Correctional facility, private. A privately owned facility under contract with a government agency to provide
incarceration or detention services for the incarceration or detention of persons under warrant, awaiting trial on
felony or misdemeanor charges, convicted but not yet sentenced, or serving a sentence upon conviction. This
definition includes prerelease facilities, but does not include work release centers or juvenile community facilities.
Correctional facility, public. A publicly owned and operated facility or a privately owned facility operated under
contract with a government agency for the incarceration or detention of persons under federal, state or local warrant,
awaiting trial on federal, state or local felony or misdemeanor charges, convicted of federal, state or local charges,
but not yet sentenced, or serving a federal, state or local sentence upon conviction. This definition includes
prerelease facilities, but does not include work release centers or juvenile community facilities, nor does it include
privately owned, or privately operated facilities regardless of whether any such facility has a contract with any
government agency.
***
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