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PRESENTATIONS and HANDOUTS
Regular Meeting on October 21, 2015

1. Unified Development Code
(PowerPoint Slides; for Discussion Item D-1)
2. Billboard Regulations
(PowerPoint Slides; for Discussion Item D-2)
3. Downtown Zoning Map
(Handouts; for Discussion Item D-2)
4. Vice-Chair Stephen Wamback’s Comments and Suggestions
(Handouts; for Discussion Item D-2)
5. Billboard Regulations – Draft #2 of the Letter of Recommendation
(Handouts; for Discussion Item D-2)
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UDC PROJECT BRIEFING
October, 2015
By Peter Huffman, Director
Planning and Development Services
City of Tacoma
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“Make the development codes
more accessible, effective and
predictable – for customers, staff,
and the community”.

PURPOSE OF THE UDC
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 Create

a single-source reference for all
development-related regulations/codes

 Organize

development codes to align with
typical design/development process

 Resolve
 Clarify

inconsistencies and conflicts

authorities and streamline processes

 Develop

a user-friendly, web-based interface

GOALS OF THE UDC PROJECT
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Land use

Site
development

Building

ALIGNMENT WITH DEVELOPMENT
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Code sections or portions of code sections currently
being considered for consolidation into the UDC to
assist the city’s goal of promoting more efficient and
sustainable development (land use, site and building):


Title 2 – Building Code



Title 3 – Fire (by reference)



Title 9 – Public Ways



Title 10 – Public Works



Title 12 – Utilities (by reference)



Title 13 – Land Use Regulatory Code

THE NEW TITLE 19…
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19.00 Preamble



19.01 Administration



19.02 Zoning and Subdivisions

19.01.100
19.01.200
19.01.300
19.01.400

 19.02.100
 19.02.200

Zoning
Platting

19.03 Environmental
Protection

State Environmental Policy
Shorelines
Critical Areas Preservation
Flood and Coast Hazard

TABLE OF CONTENTS
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19.04 Site Development








Fees
Permit process
Authority
Appeals



 19.03.100
 19.03.200
 19.03.300
 19.03.400



19.04.100
19.04.200
19.04.300
19.04.400
19.04.500
19.04.600
19.04.600

Site Development
Off Site Development
Critical Areas
Set backs
Public Ways
Utilities (by reference)
Traffic

19.05 Building










19.05.100 Design standards
19.05.200
Building code
19.05.300
Electrical
19.05.400
Mechanical
19.05.500
Plumbing
19.05.600
Fire
19.05.700
Energy

 Clear

delegation of authority for decision making

 Clear

reference to standards and guidelines

 Consolidation

of code sections by related type of
development (i.e. land use, site development, and
building) versus by code authority

 Simplification

of fees

 Available

in an online format designed to improve
accessibility, searchability, and consistency

OTHER PROJECT GOALS
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2015 – 3rd Qtr

2015 – 4th Qtr

• Organization structure for Development Title 19 complete
• Conduct stakeholder outreach and education in Sept/Oct

• Conduct stakeholder outreach and education in Sept/Oct
• Identify authorities and conflicts and resolve by November
• Design new Administrative chapter – definitions, standards,
fee schedule, authorities, etc. complete by Dec

SCHEDULE FOR THE WORK –
2015/2016
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• Formal Code adoption process in 1st Qtr

2016

• Coordinate UDC updates with larger TMC update 2016
• Incorporate regular building code updates 2nd Qtr
• Incorporate 2016 Annual Land Use Amendments 3rd Qtr
• Gather stakeholder feedback about new UDC late 2016
• Complete larger TMC update and prepare for migration of
TMC into web searchable format 4th Qtr

SCHEDULE FOR THE WORK - 2016
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 Staff

Contacts - Sue Coffman, Building Official

 (253)

594-7905 - sue.coffman@cityoftacoma.org

 Information,


Questions and Comments

Send an Email to TacomaUDC@cityoftacoma.org

 cityoftacoma.org/TacomaUDC

CONTACTS FOR INFORMATION
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CITY OF TACOMA
Planning Commission
Billboards Recommendations

Presented to: Planning Commission
October 21, 2015
John Harrington, Planning and Development Services

Meeting Outline


Summary of public comments



Adjustments to the proposal



Key findings



Summary of Recommendations



Buffer options for downtown



Next steps
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Public Comments


Clear Channel and billboard advertising
supports small business and non-profits



Existing billboards were legal and in
compliance with Codes when built



Amortization and MAP 21



Billboards are bad for the community



CCO leases difficult to get out of



Protect future development potential
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Adjustments to the proposal


Public comment changes



Changes based on Planning Commission
comments
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Key Findings


Conditions and community feelings toward
billboards have not changed since 2011



Pole signs are not compatible with City



Wall signs are preferred



Amortization is effective tool



Exchange program should encourage wall
signs
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Summary of Recommendations








Pole mounted billboards limited to old
billboard zones
Wall signs permitted in all billboard zones
Exchange Ratios
Physical Characteristics


Size, height, design, illumination, landscaping,
maintenance



Flexibilities for wall mounted billboards

Buffers and Dispersal
3 and 5 year amortization periods
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Downtown Buffer Options


Option 1 – existing 250 buffer with no buffer on
Conservation Area



Option 2 – Option 1 + No school buffer



Option 3A – Option 2 + reduced historic buffer
to 100 ft



Option 3B – Option 2 without historic buffer



Option 4 – Option 3B + no DR buffer



Option 5 – Option 4 + DR allowed



Option 6 – Option 5 + no dispersal from poles
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14

15

16

17

18
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Tentative Schedule
(as of October 20, 2015)
Date
March 24

Event
City Council – Resolution No. 39145

May – Sept.

Discussions with Clear Channel

June – Sept.

Community Outreach – Stakeholders, Billboards Community Working Group, Neighborhood
Councils, Business District Associations, interested parties

June – August

Planning Commission - Review

August 11

City Council – Study Session

August 15

Standstill Agreement – Existing expires but automatically extends

September

IPS Committee – Status update

October 7

Planning Commission – Public Hearing

October 21

Planning Commission - Recommendation

October 28

IPS Committee Review Planning Commission recommendation

November 17

City Council – Study Session and Public Hearing

December 1

City Council – Study Session and First reading of ordinance to adopt amendments

December 8

City Council – Final reading of ordinance to adopt amendments
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Next Steps


Planning Commission Recommendation
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CITY OF TACOMA
Planning Commission Billboards
Recommendations

Presented to: Planning Commission
October 21, 2015
John Harrington, Planning and Development Services

From: Steve Wamback [mailto:steveintacoma@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2015 10:28 PM
To: Donald Erickson; Harrington, John; Lihuang Wung; Chris Beale; Boudet, Brian
Subject: Re: Legal questions regarding billboard regulations

Thank you Don for your comments.
As follow-up to my conversation this afternoon with John, I definitely feel the Planning Commission
would like a clear answer from City legal staff concerning amortization. I concur with Don’s
suggestion to share Doug’s recent e-mail with legal staff. John, this e-mail goes beyond the legal
questions and provides some of the other things I would have mentioned had I been able to squeeze
a pre-meeting into my Tuesday calendar. I hope the late hour has not impacted my clarity of mind.
Legal Questions
As I’ve read through the various materials, the following questions have come to mind. Some of
these may best be answered by Legal, and others by John and Brian.
1. Can legal staff weigh in on the correct statement of the legal stature/standing/status
of amortization? Finding 33 is quite clear that amortization is legal and appropriate, Finding 40
introduces doubt by saying: “It has not been conclusively shown that this clause results in an
unconstitutional taking of property.” This implies that it could be possible to show that amortization is
an unconstitutional taking of property. Is it settled law or not settled law?
2. Excepting the standstill agreement, are there legal reasons that compels the City to not enforce or
apply the amortization provisions currently in the City Code?
If there is a legal reason, can the Planning Commission receive a concise argument of this?
3. Absent a legal reason, would it be appropriate to sum up the policy choice as: “We think it is too
expensive to fight and there are other, more important priorities for the city’s coffers?”
4. Are there legal ramifications if the City were now to decide to start fully enforcing the provisions in
the Code?
5. With the amortization law on the books, are there any circumstances under which it would be legal
for the City to provide compensation to Clear Channel that does not run afoul of a gifting of public
funds to a private entity?
6. Absent the amortization law on the books, are there any circumstances under which it would be
legal for the City to provide compensation to Clear Channel that does not run afoul of a gifting of
public funds to a private entity?
7. Has Tacoma or other cities used amortization to coax the removal of other land uses or
businesses?
8. If possible, please provide some examples of the City providing compensation to a property
owner to facilitate the removal of a legal non-conforming or an illegal land use from the owners
property.
9. What is the level of risk associated with changing language in the amortization provisions, relative
to MAP-21 and the NHS compensation standards?
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10. Does the City have the authority to authorize a land use for a fixed period of time (e.g. issue a
conditional land use permit for a billboard or wall sign which expires after a fixed duration). If so, can
we construct code to that effect?
11. This relates to a public comment: are billboards real property or personal property?
12. This relates to a public comment, do the owners of properties hosting a billboard pay additional
taxes to the city, state, county, etc due to hosting a billboard?
13. Do billboard management companies (i.e. clear channel) pay B&O tax to Tacoma on gross
advertising revenue? If so, has this been recently audited?
14. Is leasing property for a billboard considered a “business" subject to Tacoma’s business
licensing laws? If so, has the city audited compliance on all 169 structures?
Comments on the draft transmittal letter:
The following comments come from a perspective that a majority of the Planning Commission would
not agree with my statement at the last meeting that Tacoma should be free of billboards. If
discussion Wednesday results in a more radical stance, then the letter would need to move along
with it. If, instead, the outcome is reflective of the content of the current package, then I think the
cover letter can be modified to reflect the following.
A.
Be slightly more representative of the Planning Commission’s previous involvement on this
topic. This isn’t our first time involved with this topic.
B.
I think we can comment that, from the Planning Commission’s perspective, nothing has
changed in the intervening four years to cause the Commission to take a more relaxed point of view
on this topic.
C.
Much has changed to inspire a more focused point of view:
we’ve completed 3 sub-area plans for Downtown Tacoma
we’ve completed our review and made recommendations for comprehensive plan
amendments which would cement a direction that most growth in Tacoma will occur Downtown and
in MUCs while protecting the livability and neighborhood character of residential areas, downtown
and MUCs
D.
Since the Planning Commission’s last formal comment on this topic, 4 1/2 years ago, Clear
Channel, the private property owners who lease to clear channel, and the other billboard structure
owners have continued to manage and extract value from assets which were fully amortized prior to
the previous go-round on this issue. Continued delay is rewarding Clear Channel and these property
owners.
E.
The Planning Commission maintains its position that Digital Billboards are not part of the
solution.
F.
Billboards larger than 300 square feet can no longer be considered part of the solution.
G.
Neither digital billboards not highway-style billboards are compatible with the urban character
envisioned for the City of Destiny.
H.
The Commission recognizes that it has been tasked with coming up with an alternative that,
in the words of the City Manager, will still result in there being billboards in Tacoma, but fewer of
them.
I.
The Planning Commission has built on the work of the Community Working Group to
emphasize that wall signs (i.e. off-premise advertising affixed to walls other than a building’s primary
facade) can be part of the solution.
J.
Simple application of the proposed buffer and height standards should, in staff analysis,
results in 21 pole mounted billboards (sized 300 square feet or smaller) becoming conforming.
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K.
This outcome - combined with new regulatory flexibility on wall signs - appears consistent
with the mission placed first in front of the CWG and then the Planning Commission.

Comments on the Findings of Fact
Page 1, Section C: shouldn’t the statement read “...would be considered ‘legally nonconforming’…”
rather than “are”?
Page 2, paragraph 3: I think this would be a good place to indicate that the City has presumed that
the 308 billboards are legal and non-conforming but there is some evidence that some of the signs
were not, in fact, erected in accordance with the codes then in effect which would make those signs
illegal
Page 5, finding 18: The Planning Commission did not solicit the input mentioned in this paragraph. I
received some feedback from John, but did the full Commission on the record?
Random Comments inspired by reading
Stemming from finding 39 in which John makes a valid point, I would like to see alternative language
allowing a wall sign closer to street level.
Questions and Comments on the draft code language
13.06.523 A 1 - since the City Manager said there would be fewer billboards, can we put a lower number
in here?
13.06.523 K: can we lower the percentages in sub sections a? I’m thinking a substantial alteration target
of 10% to 25% of cumulative value for section a (pole mounted).

I’m calling it a night. My Tuesday is shot for communications. I travel to Frederickson before 8,
then in training until 1, and have to be back in Tacoma for a meeting from 2 to 5.
Steve
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City of Tacoma

Planning Commission
October 21, 2015
HONORABLE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF THE CITY COUNCIL,
On behalf of the Planning Commission, I am forwarding our recommendations regarding the proposed
Land Use Regulations for Billboards, as outlined in the Planning Commission’s Findings of Fact and
Recommendations Report, October 21, 2015 (attached).
The Planning Commission supports the City Council’s intent to develop alternative regulations for the
control and reduction of billboards in the City. This proposal focuses on the removal of pole-mounted
freestanding billboards and incentivizes the use of wall-mounted billboards, especially in Downtown
Tacoma. The proposed regulations endeavor to protect the quality of life in our neighborhoods, public
spaces and the aesthetic qualities of the built environment and vistas in Tacoma.
The Planning Commission has long been involved with billboard regulations with a number of its current
members being a part of previous efforts. From our perspective, nothing has changed in the intervening
four years to cause the Commission to take a more relaxed position on billboards. However there have
been planning policy changes that have inspired a more focused view, including the adoption of three
sub-area plans for Downtown Tacoma and the review and recommendation for comprehensive plan
amendments which cement a direction that most growth in Tacoma will occur Downtown and in the
mixed-use centers while protecting the livability and neighborhood character of residential, downtown
and mixed use centers.
In making this recommendation, the Commission also recognizes that:
1. Billboard owners have continued to manage and extract value from assets which were
previously amortized;
2. Digital billboards and highway-style billboards (over 300 square feet in size) are not compatible
with the urban character envisioned for our City of Destiny;
3. This proposal continues to allow billboards, but results in fewer at the end of five years;
4. Of the existing billboard faces in the city, 21 would be made conforming with this proposal; and
These regulations and new flexibility on wall signs appears consistent with the mission placed first in
front of the Tacoma Billboards Community Working Group and then the Planning Commission.
The Planning Commission believes the proposed regulations support the City’s strategic goals for a safe,
clean, attractive, and environmentally sustainable city and foster economic diversity.
It is with that understanding and intent that the Planning Commission respectfully requests the City
Council adopt the proposed regulations for Billboards, as recommended.
Sincerely,CHRIS BEALE
Chair
Enclosure

747 Market Street, Room 345 ▌ Tacoma, Washington 98402 ▌ (253) 591-5015
www.cityoftacoma.org/planning

