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The purpose o f this Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS) is to:

•	 identify and evaluate probable adverse environmental impacts that could result from 
development associated with the Action Alternative and the No Action Alternative; and

•	 identify measures to mitigate those impacts.

This “Planned Action” EIS is an upfront environmental review of the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood 
Subarea Plan; expansion of the Tacoma Mall Regional Growth Center; and, implementing 
regulations for the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood. This document was prepared pursuant to the 
authorization and requirements of RCW 43.21C.420, .440, .229, regulations set forth in Chapter 
197-11 WAC, and the requirements set forth in the Tacoma Municipal Code. Once complete, 
the EIS will allow the City Council to enact ordinances that use one or more or a hybrid of the 
upfront environmental review tools authorized by these statutory provisions, and to authorize or 
grant permits and approvals based upon certain “upfront” EIS provisions. 

This Final EIS also builds upon previous regional planning efforts conducted by the Puget 
Sound Regional Council (PSRC) to meet the requirements of the State Growth Management 
Act (GMA), which requires regions, counties, cities and towns to plan for forecasted growth. 
The two major regional plans put forth by PSRC are VISION 2040 and Transportation 2040, 
both of which were backed by comprehensive EIS’s. Pierce County establishes Countywide 
Planning Policies in conjunction with the cities and towns of the County and assigns population 
and employment growth allocations for the cities within its jurisdiction, including Tacoma, as 
mandated by the GMA. The development alternatives analyzed in this Final EIS have been 
designed in accordance with the two PSRC regional plans and the Pierce County growth allo-
cations and, therefore, have already been analyzed and approved at the regional level. VISION 
2040 is a regional strategy for accommodating the 5 million people expected to live in the 
central Puget Sound region by 2040. The Final EIS for VISION 2040 was issued in 2008, and 
in the preferred alternative, the largest shares of the region’s future growth would occur in the 
region’s five major metropolitan cities, including Tacoma. 

Transportation 2040 is an action for regional transportation for the next 30 years and the 
Final EIS for the plan was issued in 2010. Land use assumptions were based on VISION 2040. 
Each EIS referenced in this paragraph is incorporated into this Final EIS by reference, as are the 
SEPA documents used for the Countywide Planning Policies and Population and Employment 
allocations. 

The Final EIS for the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan will accompany the Tacoma 
Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan through the Council review and decision process and will 
be the principal environmental document considered in the decision-making for the Subarea 

CITY OF TACOMA PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT
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Plan, as well as new policies, regulations and proposals within the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood 
Subarea. 

The environmental elements that are analyzed in this Final EIS were determined as a result of 
the formal, public EIS scoping process that occurred August through December 2015. The SEPA 
Determination of Significance/Scoping Notice was mailed to agencies and organizations and 
broadly distributed to residents, businesses and community stakeholders. Scoping Meetings 
were held on September 17, 2015 and October 22, 2015. During the EIS Scoping period, the 
City received written and oral comments regarding the scope of the Final EIS. At the conclu-
sion of the Scoping process, the City confirmed the alternatives to be analyzed in this EIS and 
the range of environmental review to be evaluated, including: land use, plans and policies, 
housing, aesthetics, cultural resources, transportation, public services, and, utilities and 
stormwater. 

The Table of Contents begins on pg. vii. In general, the Final EIS is organized into six sections: 

·	 Fact Sheet—provides an overview of the proposed project, its location, approvals 
needed, contact information, and the Table of Contents;

·	 Chapter 1—summarizes the Proposed Action and the alternatives, and includes a 
comparative matrix describing adverse environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and 
potential significant adverse environmental impacts associated with the alternatives; 

·	 Chapter 2—provides a detailed description of the Proposed Action and alternatives; 

·	 Chapter 3—is an analysis of current conditions and potential impacts of development 
that could result from the alternatives described in Chapter 2, as well as possible mitiga-
tion measures;

·	 Chapter 4—Comments provided on the draft Subarea Plan and Draft EIS, and City 
responses; and,

Appendices—technical information utilized to support and inform the Final EIS. NAME OF 
PROPOSAL
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Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan

PROPONENT

The proponent is the City of Tacoma

LOCATION

The area addressed by this EIS is the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood study area, an approxi-
mately a 601-acre area bounded by South Tacoma Way on the west and north, Interstate-5 
on the east, and one block south of South 47th and 48th streets on the south.

PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action consists of several related actions, including:

1.	 Adoption of a Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan, consistent with the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan, Vision 2040 (the regional development plan) and the Washington 
State Growth Management Act (GMA).

2.	A set of code changes referred to as Phase I amendments that would be adopted 
concurrent with the Subarea Plan to support its implementation. These include an area-
wide rezone that would include new zoning boundaries, height limits and minimum density 
requirements; new large parcel standards; additional pedestrian street designations; and 
new design standards for tree cover, landscaping, parking lots, drive through facilities and 
other features. 

3.	Updates to the City’s Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map to make the following 
related changes:

a.	 Expand the Mixed Use Center Tacoma Mall Regional Growth Center designation by 116 
acres, consistent with the study area considered in this EIS.

b.	 Reduce the area of the South Tacoma Way Manufacturing and Industrial Center by 82 
acres.

c.	 Reduce the area of the South Tacoma Way Neighborhood Center by 2 acres.

4.	 Approval of the EIS as a document that is adequate for future SEPA compliance, decision-
making and implementation of an upfront SEPA process authorized by RCW 43.21C.420, and 
including additional SEPA tools authorized by RCW 43.21C.021 (planned action) and RCW 
43.21C.229 (infill exemption).

FACT SHEET
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EIS ALTERNATIVES
Alternatives considered in this DEIS include No Action— future growth would continue based 
on existing development regulations—and the Action Alternative—future growth assuming a 
new vision, subarea plan and updated development regulations for the study area, as briefly 
summarized below

•	 Alternative 1: This alternative would retain existing zoning designations and associated 
development standards within the study area. Transportation improvements under the No 
Action Alternative would include the Tier 1 projects identified in the City’s Transportation 
Master Plan, projects which are largely within the City’s control. These include the South 38th 
Street extension, South 48th Street pedestrian overpass, and the Pine Street and Tacoma 
Mall Boulevard corridor improvements

•	 Alternative 2: Under Alternative 2, a new subarea plan would be adopted for the study 
area establishing a new vision for the area, updated development standards, transportation 
system, stormwater infrastructure, parks and open space improvements, and other public 
amenities. The Tacoma Mall Regional Growth Center would be expanded by 116 acres and a 
streamlined SEPA review process for development proposals that are consistent with the new 
subarea plan and analysis in this EIS would be adopted.

LEAD AGENCY

City of Tacoma
Planning and Development Services Department

SEPA RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL

Peter Huffman, Director
City of Tacoma Planning and Development Services Department 
747 Market Street, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402

EIS CONTACT PERSON

Elliott Barnett, Associate Planner

City of Tacoma Planning and Development Services Department 
747 Market Street, Room 345
Tacoma, WA, 98402
Telephone: (253) 591-5389
E-mail: elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org

FINAL ACTIONS

•	 Adoption of the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan;
•	 Adoption of an expanded RGC boundary of the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan;
•	 Adoption of amended Comprehensive Plan land use designations, zoning classifications and 

other implementing development regulations; and
•	 Approval of the EIS as a document that is adequate for future SEPA compliance, decision-

making and implementation of an upfront SEPA process authorized by RCW 43.21C.420, and 
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including additional SEPA tools authorized by RCW 43.21C.021 (planned action) and RCW 
43.21C.229 (infill exemption).

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
If the action alternative is selected by the City, no additional SEPA review will be required 
for site specific development that is proposed within the Subarea if it (1) is consistent with 
the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan and pertinent development regulations, and 
(2) vests within 10 years of issuance of the Final EIS. As established by RCW 43.21C.420, any 
proposed development that is consistent with adopted subarea plan policies and environ-
mentally reviewed pursuant to RCW 43.21C.420, may not be challenged in administrative or 
judicial appeals as long as all requirements of this section have been satisfied.

After 10 years of issuance of the Final EIS, no additional SEPA review will be required for site 
specific development that is proposed within the Subarea if it (1) is consistent with the Tacoma 
Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan, (2) is consistent with the “Planned Action” ordinance 
enacted by the City Council, (3) is not an essential public facility, and (4) vests within 30 years 
of the issuance of the Final EIS.

In addition, if the action alternative is selected by the City, no additional SEPA review will be 
required for site specific development that is proposed within the subarea if it is exempt under 
an “infill exemption” ordinance adopted by the City under RCW 43.21.229.

If the No Action Alternative is selected—or development deviates substantially from what 
is envisioned in this EIS—subsequent site- specific environmental review may be necessary; 
development regulation agreements pursuant to TMC 13.05.095 are by definition not to be 
considered as substantial deviations.

In addition, because the Subarea Plan will not be adopted, development would proceed 
without the benefit of the policy guidance in the Plan, which may increase the potential for 
adverse impacts of future development.

REQUIRED APPROVALS AND/OR PERMITS
The Final Actions section above identifies required City approvals for the proposal. In addition, 
permits or approvals would be needed in conjunction with future development activity.

Depending on the nature of development and the site, approvals including the following could 
be required:

STATE AGENCIES:
Department of Labor & Industries

•	 Elevator Permits for subsequent development

REGIONAL AGENCIES
Puget Sound Clean Air Agency

•	 Asbestos surveys (associated with building renovation/ demolition)
•	 Demolition permits

Front Matter
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Tacoma-Pierce Co. Health Department
•	 Underground storage tank decommissioning permit (site-specific, if applicable)
•	 South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District (i.e., hazardous material management and 

stormwater infiltration permits)
•	 Restaurant, food and drink permits

CITY OF TACOMA

Planning and Development Services Department
•	 Land Use permits (e.g.., conditional use, variance, critical areas)
•	 Building permits
•	 Site Development permits (i.e., work order, grading, excavation and erosion control permits)
•	 Right of Way permits (i.e., street occupancy)
•	 Subdivision permits
•	 Mechanical permits
•	 Plumbing permits
•	 Concurrency authorization
•	 Certificate of occupancy

Public Works Department
•	 Street improvements (i.e., sidewalks, curbcuts, etc.)

Environmental Services Department
•	 Utility Connection permits

Tax and License Department
•	 Business licenses

Tacoma Public Utilities
•	 Electrical permits
•	 Utility extensions
•	 Water permits

AUTHORS AND PRINCIPAL CONTRIBUTORS TO THIS EIS
This Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan EIS has been prepared under the direction of 
the City of Tacoma Planning and Development Services Department. Research and analysis 
associated with this EIS were provided by the following consulting firms:

•	 3 Square Blocks LLC: lead EIS consultant; document preparation; environmental analysis—
land use, relationship to plans and policies, housing, aesthetics, cultural resources (impacts 
and mitigation), public services

•	 ESA: utilities, cultural resources (existing conditions)

•	 Fehr & Peers: transportation
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LOCATION OF BACKGROUND DATA
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services Department 
Attn: Elliott Barnett
747 Market Street, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
Telephone: (253) 591-5389

DATE OF ISSUANCE OF DEIS:
August 11, 2017

DRAFT EIS COMMENT PERIOD: 
August 11, 2017 to September 15, 2017
Agencies, affected tribes, and members of the public were invited to commont on the Draft EIS, 
including comments on the alternatives, probable significant adverse impacts, proposed mitiga-
tion measures, and licenses or other approvals that may be required. 

DATE OF DEIS OPEN HOUSE AND PUBLIC HEARING:
August 30, 2017

Asia Pacific Cultural Center
4851 South Tacoma Way
Tacoma, WA 98409
The purpose of the open house and public hearing is to provide an opportunity for agencies, 
organizations and individuals to review information concerning the DEIS and to present oral 
comments on the DEIS—in addition to submittal of written comments.

AVAILABILITY OF THIS FINAL DEIS
Copies of this Final EIS, together with the Final Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan, will 
be distributed by CD to agencies, organizations and individuals noted on the Distribution List 
(Appendix A to this document).

The Final DEIS and Final Subarea Plan can be reviewed at the following locations:
•	 City of Tacoma Planning and Development Services Department—747 Market Street, Room 345;
•	 All branches of the Tacoma Public Library (Main Branch, 1102 Tacoma Avenue S)
A limited number of complimentary copies of the Final DEIS and Final Subarea Plan are avail-
able—while the supply lasts—either as a CD or hardcopy from the City of Tacoma Planning 
and Development Services Department, which is located at 747 Market Street, Room 345 in 
Tacoma. 

Copies may also be purchased at the Planning and Development Services Department for the 
cost of reproduction. The Planning and Development Services Department is open 8 AM to 5 
PM Monday through Friday.
This Final DEIS, Subarea Plan and appendices are also available online at: www.cityoftacoma.
org/planning and www.tacomamallneighborhood.com.
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1.1	 INTRODUCTION
This Chapter summarizes elements of the proposed 
Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan (SAP) Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS), including the 
purpose of the proposal and alternatives, a comparison of 
the impacts of the alternatives, and a summary of poten-
tial mitigation measures to reduce environmental impacts.

This Chapter is the first of a series of chapters contained in 
the Draft EIS that provide a summary and more in-depth 
environmental review of the proposal and alternatives:

•	 Chapter 1 Summary: Summary of proposal, impacts, and 
mitigation measures contained in Chapters 2 and 3.

•	 Chapter 2 Alternatives: Comprehensive description of the 
proposal and alternatives including proposed land use and 
zoning, transportation systems, parks and open space and 
stormwater management.

•	 Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Significant Impacts, 
and Mitigation Measures: Evaluates the current 
conditions and potential impacts of development that may 
result from the alternatives described in Chapter 2. 

•	 Appendices: Technical information supporting the Draft 
EIS.

1.2	 STUDY AREA
The Tacoma Mall Subarea is located approximately 2.5 
miles southwest of downtown Tacoma, see sidebar. The 
study area is generally bounded by South Tacoma Way 
on the west and north, Interstate-5 on the east, and a 
block south of South 47th and 48th streets on the south. 
As shown in the sidebar, the Tacoma Mall Regional Growth 
Center (RGC), a designation established by the City of 
Tacoma and Puget Sound Regional Council, is located 
within the study area. The Tacoma Mall RGC is approxi-
mately 485 acres is size, and the portion of the study area 

Regional Growth Centers 
(Tacoma Mall and Downtown)

Port of Tacoma/South 
Tacoma MIC

City of Tacoma

Chapter 1

S-S-S-1

Summary



located outside of the RGC consists of approximately 116 
acres, for a total study area of approximately 601 acres.

1.3	 PROPOSED ACTION
The proposal by the City of Tacoma consists of the follow-
ing related actions:

1.	 Adoption of a Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea 
Plan, consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan and 
Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA).

2.	 A set of code changes referred to as Phase I 
amendments that would be adopted concurrent with 
the Subarea Plan to support its implementation. These 
include an area-wide rezone that would include new 
zoning boundaries, height limits and minimum density 
requirements; new large parcel standards; additional 
pedestrian street designations; and new design 
standards for tree cover, landscaping, parking lots, drive 
through facilities and other features.

3.	 Updates to the City’s Comprehensive Plan Future Land 
Use Map to make the following related changes: 

a.	 Expand the Mixed Use Center Tacoma Mall 
Regional Growth Center designation by 116 
acres, consistent with the study area considered 
in this EIS. 

b.	 Reduce the area of the South Tacoma Way 
Manufacturing and Industrial Center by 82 acres. 

c.	 Reduce the area of the South Tacoma Way 
Neighborhood Center by 2 acres. 

4.	 Adoption of streamlined SEPA procedures for future 
project-level review in the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood 
Subarea Plan area consistent with the optional subarea 
plan procedures established in RCW 43.21c.420. As part 
of this Proposed Action, the City is also designating 
the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan area 
as a planned action pursuant to RCW 43.21c.031 
and identifying infill exemptions pursuant to RCW 
43.21c.420.

1.4	 OBJECTIVES OF THE PROPOSAL
The City has identified the following specific objectives of 
the proposal:

•	 Promote sustainable growth for a livable, transit-ready 
neighborhood, while strengthening the Tacoma Mall 
neighborhood role as a regional retail center.

•	 Provide for the transition from an auto-centric regional 
shopping area and adjacent residential areas to a compact 
complete neighborhood.

Vision 2040 & Regional Growth Centers

VISION 2040 is the Puget Sound Regional 
Council’s (PSRC) vision and strategy for 
accommodating the five million people 
and three million jobs that are expected 
to be present in the Puget Sound region 
by 2040, while promoting the “well-being 
of people and communities, economic 
vitality, and a healthy environment.” 
The Tacoma Comprehensive Plan 
was developed to advance the overall 
direction established by VISION 2040. 
The proposed Draft Subarea Plan works 
to promote both Vision 2040 and the 
Tacoma Comprehensive Plan, at the 
neighborhood-level. 

A key component of VISION 2040 is its 
regional growth strategy. It supports a 
pattern of urbanization that minimizes 
environmental impacts, supports 
economic prosperity, promotes adequate 
and affordable housing, improves mobility, 
and makes efficient use of existing 
infrastructure. The strategy is a guide 
for distributing forecast growth, and 
it looks to focus that growth primarily 
within urban centers in designated Urban 
Growth Areas. Urban Growth Areas are 
areas that are formally designated by 
counties, in consultation with their cities, to 
accommodate future development and 
growth, consistent with the requirements 
of the state Growth Management Act. 

There are seven types of geographies in 
the regional growth strategy. Metropolitan 
Cities and Core Cities are the most 
intensely urban places in the region. 
Large Cities are the next tier of cities 
that have similar amounts of population 
and employment. Small Cities reflect the 
wide variety of smaller cities and towns 
throughout the region. Unincorporated 
Urban Growth Areas capture a wide 
variety of urban lands, both lightly and 
heavily developed. Rural Areas and 
Natural Resources Lands include different 
types of unincorporated areas outside of 
Urban Growth Areas, and include very low-
density housing, working landscapes, and 
open space.
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•	 Enhance the function of the natural environment in 
the neighborhood, including improving stormwater 
management.

•	 Strengthen neighborhood. identity and culture with 
4 distinct character districts and more complete 
infrastructure.

•	 Improve mobility with a streets network that enables mode 
shift and increased separation of local and regional trips.

•	 Promote development consistent with Vision 2040, the 
Puget Sound Action Agenda, and Tacoma’s Comprehensive 
Plan, Climate Action Plan and Tacoma 2025.

•	 Foster equity and empowerment for area residents and 
workers.

•	 Leverage public and private partnerships and investment to 
stimulate large-scale population and employment growth 
with the study area that

o	 focuses new jobs and housing in areas with 
transportation choices

o	 promotes equity and housing affordability

o	 promotes salmon recovery and reduces stormwater 
impacts

o	 contributes to a healthy economy

o	 accelerates regional conservation as a Transfer of 
Development Rights (TDR) receiving area

o	 contributes to a unique, vibrant and attractive urban 
center

•	 Identify infrastructure improvements to support a healthy 
environment, support sustainability, and ensure a long-term 
high quality of life for all residents.

1.5	 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The purpose of this EIS is to assist the public and deci-
sion-makers in considering the potential environmental 
effects of the proposed Subarea Plan and implementing 
regulations.

SEPA requires government officials to consider the envi-
ronmental consequences of future actions and to consider 
ways to accomplish the objectives that minimize adverse 
impacts or enhance environmental quality. They must 
consider whether the proposed action will have a probable 
significant adverse environmental impact on the elements 
of the natural and built environment.

Vision 2040 & RGCs (continued)

The regional growth strategy focuses 
the majority of the region’s employment 
and housing growth into Metropolitan 
and Core Cities, and particularly into 
designated Regional Growth Centers 
(RGCs) within those cities. Vision 2040 
describes RGCs as follows: “Regional 
growth centers are areas of higher-
intensity development and contain a mix 
of land uses and services. Major regional 
investment for transportation and other 
infrastructure should be prioritized for 
these locations.” (PSRC)

Tacoma is one of five designated 
Metropolitan Cities in the region. As 
a Metropolitan City, Tacoma serves 
as a focal point for accommodating 
forecasted growth and helping to relieve 
development pressure on rural and 
natural resource lands. Tacoma has two 
designated RGCs. One is the Downtown 
RGC, the other is the Tacoma Mall RGC. 
The Tacoma Comprehensive Plan seeks 
to fulfill its role and responsibility as a 
Metropolitan City by planning for future 
population, housing and employment 
that align with VISION 2040 growth 
targets, including ambitious growth 
targets for the City’s two RGCs. 

The City has adopted subarea plans for 
the Downtown RGC to encourage and 
guide growth and development in a 
manner that supports the neighborhood’s 
vision for its future character, services 
and quality of life. The proposed Draft 
Subarea Plan aims to do the same for 
the Tacoma Mall neighborhood, and was 
developed through a robust community 
engagement process.
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Figure 1.1. Vision 2040 Regional Growth Strategy map.
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The adoption of a subarea plan and implementing 
regulations is classified by SEPA as a non-project (also 
referred to as programmatic) action. A non-project action 
is defined as an action that is broader than a single 
site-specific project and involves decisions on policies, 
plans or programs. An EIS for non- project proposal does 
not require site-specific analysis; instead the EIS will discuss 
impacts and alternatives appropriate to the scope of the 
non-project proposal and to the level of planning for the 
proposal.

The analysis in the EIS will be used in the future to help 
inform project-level development proposals. For this EIS, 
the City has elected to follow the non-project process 
established under RCW 43.21C.420 (optional subarea 
plan). Recognizing that RCW 43.21C.420 includes a sunset 
provision, the City is also proceeding under RCW 43.21C.031 
(planned action) and RCW 43.21C.229 (infill exemption), 
providing the City with additional SEPA tools that may be 
used if the provisions in RCW 43.21C.420 expire before the 
City’s vision for the Tacoma Mall neighborhood is achieved. 
Each of these SEPA processes is described in detail in 
Chapter 2.

1.6	 PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT
The City’s public engagement effort is intended to engage 
with the broad and diverse range of interested parties 
including area residents, businesses and property owners, 
community organizations, public entities and agencies, 
visitors, potential developers or investors, and the broader 
planning and scientific communities. The City is providing 
multiple ways in which stakeholders can participate, includ-
ing online, social media, public workshops and meetings, 
stakeholder interviews, and focus groups. Notification of 
meetings and other opportunities for community engage-
ment is provided through neighborhood-wide mailings, email 
and webpage updates, and sign postings consistent with 
requirements of RCW 43.21C.420. A summary of the City’s 
public engagement activities to-date is provided in Chapter 
2 and additional information can be found at the City’s 
project website: http:// www.tacomamallneighborhood.com/.

1.7	 ALTERNATIVES
As described to a greater degree in Chapter 2, alterna-
tives addressed in this Draft EIS include Alternative 1, No 
Action— future growth would continue based on existing 
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development regulations s—and Alternative 2, the Action Alternative—future growth assuming 
a new vision for the area, updated development standards, transportation system, stormwater 
infrastructure and other public improvements, and public/private investment. Each alternative 
is briefly described below and key features of the alternatives summarized in Table 1-1. 

Table 1.1.  Alternatives Overview

Features
Alternative 1
No Action

Alternative 2
Action Alternatives

New Housing 
Units

4,040 new housing units by 2040 4,444 new housing units by 2040

Additional 
Population

8,079 additional persons by 2040 8,887 additional persons by 2040

New Jobs 7,555 new jobs by 2040 8,385 new jobs by 2040

New Commercial 
Square Footage

2,833,125 sf by 2040 3,144,375 sf by 2040

RGC Area No change proposed to RGC area The existing RGC would be expanded by approximately 116 acres to 
include area located along the north and west boundaries (Figure 2.2).

Land Use and 
Zoning

Existing land use and zoning 
designations would remain 
unchanged

Alternative 2 includes an updated land use vision, land use 
designations, zoning classifications, and development standards, 
including a set of code changes that would be adopted concurrent with 
the Subarea Plan, identified as Phase I amendments. Major elements 
of the Phase I amendments include an area-wide rezone that would 
include new zoning boundaries, height limits and minimum density 
requirements; new large parcel standards (including new review process 
and street connectivity requirements); additional pedestrian street 
designations; and new design standards for tree cover, landscaping, 
parking lots, drive through facilities and other features.
A future code amendment package, identified as Phase 2 code 
amendments, may include a hybrid traditional/form-based code, 
measure to support a more modern Northwest design aesthetics, and 
new standards for supporting district identifies.

Transportation 
Network

Future improvements would 
continue to occur on an 
incremental basis as planned by the 
City’s Transportation Master Plan. 
The No Action Alternative includes 
the Tier 1 projects identified in the 
City’s Transportation Master Plan, 
projects which are largely within 
the City’s control. These include 
the S 38th Street extension, S 48th 
Street pedestrian overpass, and 
the Pine Street and Tacoma Mall 
corridor improvements.

In addition to the Tier 1 projects identified in the City’s Transportation 
Master Plan, the Alternative 2 street network would be enhanced to 
increase connectivity, provide greater bicycle and pedestrian mobility, 
improve access to transit, and improve vehicle traffic flow.
The proposal includes 25 new near-, mid- and long-term transportation 
projects that are proposed for incorporation into the City’s 
Transportation Master Plan. The projects reflect Subarea Plan policy 
priorities such as constructing the Loop Road, improved network 
connectivity, greening streets as part of the area-wide stormwater 
strategy, locating a high capacity transit station in the subarea, and 
improving the multi-modal system.

Stormwater 
Infrastructure

Stormwater improvements as 
required by City regulations

Alternative 2 proposes low impact development (LID) stormwater 
improvements, including increased green space, permeable 
pavement, bioretention facilities, a regional treatment facility, and 
amended development standards to promote sustainable stormwater 
management.

Parks and Open 
Space

No plan for new or improved parks 
or open space

Alternative 2 proposes an illustrative concept plan for new parks and 
open spaces. The plan supports a coordinated partnership with Metro 
Parks Tacoma, the City of Tacoma, the Tacoma School District and civic 
partners to achieve the subarea plan parks vision and recognizes that 
integration of the vision into the context of citywide system planning 
efforts is a first step toward future parks actions.
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ALTERNATIVE 1
Future Growth and Development Patterns

Alternative 1 would continue the current Comprehensive 
Plan land use designations and zoning classifications. 
Future growth would occur according to existing land 
use designations, zoning designations (see Figure 1-1) and 
development standards. 

As shown in Table 1-1, Alternative 1 assumes significant 
growth in both housing and employment through 2040 
within the existing 485-acre Regional Growth Center. 
However, based on historic development trends in this 
area, there is high likelihood that future development 
would be limited and would not achieve the City’s vision for 
this area.

Private investment in businesses and housing would likely 
occur in a scattered and incremental fashion and carry 
forward the existing auto-centric design, with large paved 
areas and limited amenities, including pedestrian improve-
ments and parks and open space facilities.

Transportation, Parks, Stormwater Management

Improvements to the street network, open space and park 
facilities and stormwater infrastructure would be based on 
the City’s adopted Capital Improvement Plan and other 
implementing plans and regulations. It is anticipated 
that the majority of future public improvements would be 
developed on a limited and incremental basis as develop-
ment occurs.

SEPA Review

Streamlined SEPA review would not be implemented and 
each proposed development would be subject to individ-
ual environmental review.

ALTERNATIVE 2
Future Growth and Development Patterns

Under Alternative 2, the RGC would be expanded to 
include approximately 116 acres focused along the west 
and north boundary of the study area (see sidebar on p. 
1-1). This addition recognizes existing land use patterns, 
transportation improvements and topographic features 
in this area. A portion of this proposed expansion area 
overlaps with other designated centers in the City. 
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Consequently, the proposed expansion would result in 
small reductions to the South Tacoma Way Manufacturing 
and Industrial Center and the South Tacoma Way 
Neighborhood Center.

Overall, Alternative 2 proposes redevelopment of the study 
area into an area characterized by a cohesive urban form, 
a complete street system with pedestrian and bicycle 
connectivity and improved transit access, and green 
stormwater infrastructure integrated with new parks and 
open spaces.

Compared to Alternative 1, a slightly higher level of resi-
dential and employment growth is anticipated, (see Table 
1-1) due to the expanded RGC. Growth would be distrib-
uted throughout the expanded RGC according to revised 
land use designations and zoning classifications as shown 
in Figure 1-2 and briefly described in Table 1-1.

Transportation, Parks, Stormwater Management

A summary of the transportation, parks and stormwater 
management improvements proposed under Alternative 2 
is provided in Table 1-1 and briefly highlighted below. 

Transportation. The Alternative 2 proposed transportation 
system would build from the City’s adopted Transportation 
Master Plan and Complete Streets design guidelines, 
tailored to add specific improvements to support the vision 
for the Tacoma Mall neighborhood and to provide equity 
in transportation facilities to serve the neighborhood. 
The proposal plans for transportation improvements that 
would be provided at a rate equal or ahead of the pace 
of development during the planning horizon. The proposal 
retains City authority to conduct transportation impact 
assessments on large-scale development proposals. 

Parks. Alternative 2 proposes an illustrative concept plan 
for an integrated system of parks, open space, green infra-
structure and public streets including the Loop Road. The 
plan supports a coordinated partnership with Metro Parks 
Tacoma, the City of Tacoma, the Tacoma School District 
and civic partners to achieve the vision. 

Stormwater Management. Alternative 2 would seek to 
enhance water quality and water quantity conditions 
through implementation of an areawide stormwater strat-
egy and Best Management Practices (BMPs) that infiltrate 
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runoff, provide flood storage, and reduce effective imper-
vious surface coverage.

SEPA Review

Exemption from the SEPA review process for development 
proposals that are within the scope of the new Subarea 
Plan and analysis in this EIS would provide greater effi-
ciency and certainty for new development and increased 
potential to achieve the vision for compact complete 
Tacoma Mall community.

1.8	 MAJOR ISSUES, SIGNIFICANT AREAS OF 
CONTROVERSY AND UNCERTAINTY, AND 
ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

The major issues under review in this EIS include:

•	 Future neighborhood urban form and character as 
expressed through the community vision, proposed land 
use designations, zoning classifications and development 
regulations;

•	 Potential expansion of the existing Tacoma Mall Regional 
Growth Center;

•	 Planned transportation network improvements, including 
connectivity, multimodal circulation, and use of sustainable 
measures and green infrastructure;

•	 A proposed conceptual integrated system of parks, open 
space, green infrastructure and public streets.

•	 Proposed enhancements to water quality and quantity 
conditions through an area-wide stormwater strategy.

Issues to be resolved include:

•	 Determination of the preferred community vision and 
related implementation measures;

1.9	 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS, MITIGATION 
MEASURES, AND SIGNIFICANT 
UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

This section contains an abbreviated version of Chapter 3, 
which contains the full text of the Affected Environment, 
Significant Impacts, and Mitigation Measures sections. For 
more information, readers are encouraged to review the 
more comprehensive discussion of issues in Chapter 3 in 
order to gain a more complete understanding of impacts 
associated with the alternatives.
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Table 1.2.  Impacts of the Alternatives

Element of the 
Environment

Impacts Common 
to Both Alternatives

Impacts of Alternative 1 
No Action

Impacts of Alternative 2 
Action Alternative

Land Use

Land Use Under both alternatives zoning regulations would 
provide sufficient development capacity to meet the 
2040 growth targets and to allow for intensive land 
use and building patterns that would support City 
and regional planning goals for regional centers. 

New growth and development would occur in the 
study area, resulting in greater mixes of uses and 
building intensities than under existing conditions. 
These types of impacts have the potential to cause 
corresponding land use compatibility impacts. 
Specific impacts to the existing land use pattern 
vary between alternatives.

Past and current development trends in the 
RGC are for much lower intensities than allowed 
under current zoning. The gap between allowed 
land use patterns and development trends 
creates uncertainty about the intensity of future 
development patterns, and the likelihood 
that development under the No Action would 
achieve the 2040 growth targets. 

Under existing zoning regulations, infill and 
redevelopment could result in a greater mix 
of uses and intensities than currently exist. 
The Northwest District and the residential 
neighborhoods in the Lincoln Heights District 
and the Madison District could see the greatest 
increase in mix of uses. Areas zoned UCX, which 
make up the majority of the RGC, could see the 
greatest increase in land use intensities. 

The City’s existing zoning regulations and 
development standards include provisions 
to mitigate for conflicts between land uses. 
Additionally, there is little potential for land use 
conflicts in areas adjacent to the RCC.

The proposed land use plan and zoning designations 
would create a greater level of certainty about 
future land use patterns compared to the No Action. 
Alternative 2 also assumes major improvements to 
multimodal transportation, stormwater and parks 
and open space systems. These improvements could 
incentivize development and help to achieve the 2040 
growth targets.

Under proposed zoning regulations, the highest intensity 
development in the study area would occur around the 
Tacoma Mall and portions of South 38th Street, and 
portions of South Pine Street and South Tacoma Way 
and Tacoma Mall Boulevard. Moderate to low intensity 
development would occur in the Madison residential 
neighborhood. Moderate to high intensity development 
would occur throughout the remainder of the study area. 
Permitted building intensities throughout the study area 
would be similar to those under the No Action alternative.

The proposed expansion of the study area by 116 acres 
would distribute development demand for the Tacoma 
Mall neighborhood over a larger area. To mitigate 
for potential lower overall development intensity, 
Alternative 2 includes zoning and other provisions to 
create a dense urban core appropriate for a regional 
urban center. 

The potential future mix of land uses would change 
compared to the No Action. Zoning in the proposed 
expansion area would change from light industrial to 
allow for a mix of uses. Proposed zoning designations 
in the Lincoln Heights and Madison districts would help 
create stable long-term residential areas. Proposed 
zoning designations adjacent to Interstate-5 would 
preserve the existing commercial character of this area.

The proposed zoning designations are designed to 
produce future development patterns that minimize 
incompatibilities between land uses through transitioning 
and buffering. Additionally, the City’s existing 
development regulations would help to mitigate for 
conflicts between land uses, and there is little potential 
for land use conflicts in areas adjacent to the study area.

The proposed expansion area includes 82 acres of the 
South Tacoma Manufacturing/Industrial Center (MIC). 
Rezoning this area would not significantly impact the 
MIC’s ability to meet 2040 growth targets. Also, zoning 
designations in parts of the proposed expansion area 
would allow for a range of light industrial uses.
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Element of the 
Environment

Impacts Common 
to Both Alternatives

Impacts of Alternative 1 
No Action

Impacts of Alternative 2 
Action Alternative

Plans and Policies Both alternatives are consistent with adopted 
plans and policies reviewed in this EIS. Both 
alternatives plan for growth according to adopted 
local and regional targets and plan for land use, 
transportation, parks/open space and stormwater 
management according to state, regional and local 
guidance. 

Impacts would be as described under Impacts 
Common to Both Alternatives.

Under Alternative 2, the RGC may be expanded. If the 
City elects to expand the RGC, this action would not be 
consistent with Tacoma Comprehensive Plan Policy UF-
2.4, which states that centers should be expanded only 
if the center has maximized its development potential. 
An amendment to Policy UF-2.4 to recognize the 
topographic, land use, and transportation features that 
are the basis for the proposed expansion could address 
this inconsistency.

Housing Both alternatives would provide sufficient 
development capacity to achieve the 2040 housing 
growth targets. Under both alternatives, if growth 
targets were met the existing jobs to housing 
balance would shift from heavily weighted towards 
jobs to somewhat more balanced between jobs and 
housing. 

Zoning regulations under both alternatives allow for 
a variety of housing types ranging from single family 
to multifamily to group housing.

Housing costs may rise under both alternatives as 
growth occurs. It is possible that some residents 
may be displaced or choose to move elsewhere. At 
the same time, new housing development would 
increase the overall housing inventory, which could 
help limit upward pressure on housing costs. The 
City’s current affordable housing development 
incentives could also help to ensure an adequate 
inventory of affordable housing.

Current residential development trends in the 
RGC are for lower intensities than allowed under 
current zoning. The gap between allowed and 
existing intensities creates uncertainty about 
the nature of future development. Future 
development trends will depend on a variety 
of factors, many of which are not predictable, 
however it is possible that future residential 
development activity would not meet the City’s 
2040 growth target for the RGC.

Existing zoning regulations allow for mixed 
uses throughout the RGC, with no areas 
zoned exclusively for residential uses. Under 
this zoning, the residential neighborhoods in 
the Lincoln Heights District and the Madison 
District could become increasingly mixed 
with non-residential uses over time, reducing 
housing options for people who prefer to live in 
single use neighborhoods. 

Alternative 2 has features that could incentivize 
development and increase the likelihood of meeting 
the 2040 housing growth targets for the study area, 
including proposed new zoning and design standards 
and infrastructure improvements. 

Proposed zoning regulations would help protect the 
study area’s two established residential neighborhoods 
in the Madison and Lincoln Heights Districts, 
designating them for residential uses. Additionally, a mix 
of residential uses would be allowed in the proposed 
expansion area. 

Alternative 2 includes additional policy guidance to 
mitigate for potential affordability impacts in the study 
area. The impacts of these policies will depend upon 
how they are implemented, but could have a positive 
impact on affordability. Additionally, the transportation 
improvements proposed in the Subarea Plan could help 
to reduce the cost burden of living in the study area.

Alternative 2 also strengthens policy support for 
proactive steps to prevent involuntary displacement 
and increases the affordability target to 50% of units 
affordable at 80% of Area Median Income and 25% 
affordable at 50% of Area Median Median Income. 

Aesthetics and 
Urban Design

Under both alternatives the character of the study 
area is anticipated to become increasingly urban 
over time, with a greater intensity and mix of land 
uses. With new development, there would be a 
corresponding increase in the average height, bulk 
and scale of buildings. These changes in urban form 
could result in impacts to shade, views and light and 
glare in the study area under both alternatives. 

The study area does not contain any designated view 
corridors or view overlays. New sources of light and 
glare would be similar to those that currently exist 
in the study area, and the City’s lighting standards 
would help to mitigate for light and glare impacts.

The urban form in the study area has the 
potential to become increasingly mixed and 
intensely developed under existing regulations. 

Alternative 1 allows the greatest building 
heights and mass and, as such, has the greatest 
potential for increases in building bulk and 
scale. While this potential exists, past and 
current real estate market trends in the study 
area have been primarily for low- and mid-rise 
development. This creates uncertainty about 
the intensity of future urban patterns.

Alternative 2 aims to create a cohesive urban form for 
the study area that supports a vibrant, attractive and 
pedestrian-friendly living environment. 

Under Alternative 2, the proposed future land use 
plan and zoning intensities are intended to create an 
urban core for the neighborhood by focusing highest 
intensity uses along portions of South 38th Street, South 
Pine Street and the Tacoma Mall Boulevard, and by 
downzoning non-core areas for moderate to high and 
low to moderate intensities. Alternative 2 has features 
that could incentivize development and help to achieve 
this urban pattern.
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Element of the 
Environment

Impacts Common 
to Both Alternatives

Impacts of Alternative 1 
No Action

Impacts of Alternative 2 
Action Alternative

The City’s upper floor setback requirements 
for development on designated pedestrian 
streets would help to reduce shading impacts 
on South Steele Street, South 47th/48th Street 
and a small portion of South Tacoma Way in the 
southwest corner of the neighborhood. In other 
areas, new development could increase shade 
and shadow on streetscapes and other public 
spaces, making them less friendly and inviting 
to the public.

No major improvements to the streetscape and 
public realm are planned under Alternative 1. 
Project-by-project improvements would occur 
consistent with current development standards.

Alternative 2 would designate additional pedestrian 
streets in the study area. Combined with the City’s 
existing upper floor setback requirements for 
development on designated pedestrian streets, this 
would reduce potential future shading impacts on a 
larger area of the public realm compared to the No 
Action.

Extensive improvements to the streetscape and public 
realm are planned under Alternative 2. This includes 
increasing the density of the street grid, stronger design 
standards, and new public infrastructure improvements.

Cultural Resources There are no known historic or cultural resources in 
the study area. However, there are buildings that 
may qualify as historic properties and a moderate 
to high potential for cultural resources in the study 
area under either alternative. Possible impacts to 
historic resources, if identified, could result from 
include demolition, inappropriate rehabilitation or 
changes in physical context. Possible impacts to 
cultural resources, if identified, could result as a 
consequence of ground disturbance.

Impacts would be as described under Impacts 
Common to Both Alternatives.

Impacts would be as described under Impacts Common 
to Both Alternatives. 

Transportation

Intersection LOS Impacts differ among alternatives. Although the SOV mode share is projected 
to drop by 15 percentage points compared 
to existing conditions, traffic volumes will 
increase due to growth within the Subarea and 
throughout the region. Four intersections are 
projected to operate at LOS F, which is defined 
as a deficiency.

The SOV mode share is expected to drop by 5 
percentage points compared to the No Action 
Alternative. One intersection is projected to be 
impacted: S Lawrence Street/S Tacoma Way. It is 
recommended that the City monitor operations at this 
intersection and consider access restrictions if long 
delays materialize (for example, the S Lawrence St 
could be restricted to right in-right out operations). The 
mitigation measures are expected to reduce the impact 
to a less than significant level

Roadway LOS 97 percent of arterial land miles are expected to 
meet the City’s volume-to-capacity threshold under 
both alternatives, so no impact is identified.

Traffic volumes will increase compared to 
existing conditions due to growth within the 
Subarea and throughout the region. 97 percent 
of arterial lane miles are expected to meet 
the City’s volume-to-capacity threshold so no 
deficiency is identified.

Similar to the No Action Alternative, 97 percent of 
arterial lane miles are expected to meet the City’s 
volume-to-capacity threshold so no impact is identified.

Pedestrian System Impacts differ between alternatives. Pedestrian trips will increase compared to 
existing conditions. There are no committed 
City projects to address the lack of pedestrian 
facilities in the study area under this alternative 
so a pedestrian system deficiency is identified.

The improvements to the pedestrian network proposed 
under Alternative 2 are expected to accommodate the 
associated growth in pedestrian trips. Therefore, no 
impact to the pedestrian system is identified.
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Impacts Common 
to Both Alternatives

Impacts of Alternative 1 
No Action

Impacts of Alternative 2 
Action Alternative

Bicycle System Impacts differ between alternatives. Bicycle trips will increase compared to 
existing conditions. The TMP identifies bicycle 
improvements to provide access to the subarea, 
but there is no provision for a bicycle network 
within the subarea. Based on the lack of 
internal bicycle infrastructure, a bicycle system 
deficiency is identified.

The improvements to the bicycle network proposed 
under Alternative 2 are expected to accommodate the 
associated growth in bicycle trips. Therefore, no impact 
to the bicycle system is identified.

Safety Collision rates are not expected to increase under 
either alternative, so no impacts to safety are 
identified.

Vehicle trips would increase due to expected 
growth within the Tacoma Mall subarea 
and beyond. Although the total number of 
collisions is expected to increase compared to 
existing conditions, there is no indication that 
collision rates would increase and therefore, no 
deficiency is identified.

The infrastructure projects proposed under Alternative 2 
would result in improved access management and fewer 
uncontrolled left turns, which is expected to decrease 
collision rates compared to Alternative 1. Speeds may 
decrease as the grid network roadways will tend to have 
fewer lanes and visual narrowing effects as a result of 
landscaping and other treatments. Lower speeds would 
reduce the severity of crashes. Therefore, no impact to 
safety is identified.

Parking Increased demand for parking could result in 
demand spilling over into adjacent neighborhoods 
under either alternative. If the City manages parking 
demand, as proposed in the Subarea Plan, no 
impacts to parking are projected. 

Parking demand will increase as growth occurs 
in the subarea. It is expected that developers 
will construct off-street parking aligning with 
market demand and that the City, which only 
controls the on-street supply, would manage 
parking through time limits and pricing to 
achieve its target 85 percent occupancy. 
Therefore, no deficiency is identified.

Alternative 2 includes the addition of new streets, some 
of which would provide on-street parking. This new 
supply is likely to outweigh any loss in parking caused 
by modifications to existing roadway cross-sections. 
As with Alternative 1, it is expected that developers 
will construct off-street parking aligning with market 
demand and the City would manage parking through 
time limits and pricing to achieve its target 85 percent 
occupancy. Therefore, no parking impact is identified.

Public Services

Fire and 
Emergency 
Services

Under both alternatives significant housing and 
jobs growth is expected to occur, average building 
heights are expected to increase in various amounts 
and locations in the study area, and construction 
and redevelopment are expected to occur. These 
factors are anticipated to generate incremental new 
demands for fire and EMS services within the study 
area as growth occurs over time.

Based on the City’s adopted levels-of-service and 
the 2040 growth targets, under both alternatives 
there would be a need for one additional staffed 
fire engine. Additionally, given the level of density 
proposed under both alternatives, a new fire station 
in the study area may be needed. Development 
of additional data would assist the Tacoma Fire 
Department in understanding this potential need.

No impacts other than those described under 
Impacts Common to All Alternatives.

Alternative 2 includes policy guidance intended to 
strengthen provision of public services in the Tacoma 
Mall Neighborhood, including fire and emergency 
medical services. If successfully implemented, this is 
expected to have positive impacts.
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Impacts Common 
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Impacts of Alternative 1 
No Action

Impacts of Alternative 2 
Action Alternative

The Tacoma Fire Department would address 
future service needs through ongoing capital 
improvement, planning and budgeting efforts. 
Currently the City has no funding in place to 
implement the Department’s Facilities Master 
Plan. Identifying funding sources to implement 
planned capital improvements in the study area is 
recommended.

Police Incremental increases in demand for police 
services are anticipated with the population 
growth, increased building heights and increased 
construction activity proposed under both 
alternatives. 

Crime rates in the study area are currently higher 
than the Police Department’s targets and crime is 
a concern in the community. Future development 
under both alternatives could potentially have a 
positive impact on crime, by reducing the number of 
vacant or underutilized parcels and by increasing the 
number of people in public places. 

Based on the City’s adopted levels-of-service and 
the 2040 growth targets, under both alternatives 
there would be a need for another 2,300 to 2,600 
square feet of police facility space. In the short term, 
the Tacoma Police Department does not anticipate a 
need for new police facility space.

The Department would address future service needs 
through ongoing capital improvement, planning 
and budgeting efforts. Additionally, establishing 
emergency access agreements and procedures with 
building managers could help to mitigate for new 
service needs related to multistory buildings.

No impacts other than those described under 
Impacts Common to All Alternatives.

Alternative 2 includes policy guidance intended to 
strengthen provision of public services in the Tacoma 
Mall Neighborhood, including police services. If 
successfully implemented, this is expected to have 
positive impacts.

Schools Under both alternatives significant housing growth 
is expected to occur. As new housing units are 
developed over time, an increase in the population 
of public school students in the study area is 
anticipated. 

Growth in the study area would likely result in 
incremental increases in the public school student 
population and associated incremental impacts 
on public schools. This would allow the District to 
respond through ongoing capacity management 
planning. The District and the City regularly share 
information to help ensure adequate school services 
are provided.

No impacts other than those described under 
Impacts Common to All Alternatives.

Alternative 2 includes policy guidance to increase 
coordination between the City and the Tacoma School 
District and to consider opportunities for enhancing 
school services and other public services and amenities 
in the study area through redeveloping the existing 
Madison School site in or adding a new school. If 
successfully implemented, this policy guidance is 
anticipated to have positive impacts.
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Impacts Common 
to Both Alternatives

Impacts of Alternative 1 
No Action

Impacts of Alternative 2 
Action Alternative

The District does not anticipate a need to make 
school facility improvements in the study area prior 
to 2021 and is in the process of evaluating longer-
term facility needs. In the event of a shortfall in 
student capacity at the schools serving the study 
area, the District could address this in several ways 
such as adjusting school boundaries, adding or 
removing portables, remodeling existing schools 
and constructing new schools.

Public Parks and 
Open Space and 
Recreation

Growth in residential and worker populations in 
the study area proposed under both alternatives 
is expected to result in increased use of existing 
parks and open space facilities in the study area, 
and corresponding increases in operations and 
maintenance needs.

Based on the City’s and Metro Parks Tacoma’s 
currently adopted levels-of-service, there is an 
existing identified need to address a small parks 
service gap in the southeast corner of the study 
area. As population grows in the study area, this gap 
will affect a greater number of people. The current 
levels-of-service may be updated in the future as 
a result of ongoing planning between the City, 
Metro Parks Tacoma, other parks partners and the 
community. 

Growth is anticipated to occur incrementally under 
both alternatives. This would allow the City of 
Tacoma and Metro Parks Tacoma to respond to 
corresponding increases in need through ongoing 
parks and open space resource management 
planning.

No impacts other than those described under 
Impacts Common to All Alternatives.

Alternative 2 includes policy guidance for the City to 
collaborate with Metro Parks Tacoma and other parks 
partners to establish a shared definition of levels-of-
service for urban parks, a shared understanding of 
how best to serve the parks and open space needs of 
Tacoma’s densest urban centers, and to develop plans, 
implementation, funding and maintenance strategies for 
a network of parks and open spaces in the study area. 
Alternative 2 includes proposed levels-of-service, parks 
planning principles, and an illustrative concept plan for 
a significantly expanded parks system in the study area 
as a starting point for discussion between the City and 
parks partners. If successfully implemented, this policy 
guidance is anticipated to have positive impacts.

Utilities

Water System Both alternatives will increase the demand for 
water, and higher growth will correspond to higher 
demands on the water supply. However, the capacity 
of the existing utility in the study area exceeds 
demand and it is anticipated that adopted LOS 
standards for water flow and pressure would be met 
with existing water supplies. 

While some localized conveyance capacity upgrades 
could be required to supply new development, no 
major new projects or initiatives are anticipated 
to be necessary for projected growth within 
the subarea. Localized improvements to water 
distribution mains necessary to support specific 
development projects would be funded and 
completed by the developer consistent with City of 
Tacoma concurrency standards.

No impacts other than those described under 
Impacts Common to All Alternatives.

Alternative 2 includes policy guidance to support 
provision of public services in the study area, consistent 
with current City practices. Successful implementation 
of this policy guidance is anticipated to have positive 
impacts on water service.
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Impacts of Alternative 1 
No Action

Impacts of Alternative 2 
Action Alternative

Wastewater Neither alternative is expected to result in significant 
capacity implications for existing wastewater 
conveyance systems or result in temporary or 
permanent reduction in LOS for residents or 
businesses within the study area. While there 
would be increased demand on the wastewater 
system under either alternative, City of Tacoma 
Environmental Services Department (Wastewater) 
follows City policy to address system capacity issues 
and to incorporate improvements and repairs in 
association with City infrastructure projects and 
other major development activities. 

Consistent with concurrency requirements, 
proponents of new or redevelopment may be 
required to upsize systems based on new peak 
flows, including consideration of future upstream 
conveyance conditions. These developer-funded 
and implemented conveyance system improvements 
will be paired with City implementation of 2015-
2020 Capital Facilities Program project priorities for 
both wastewater conveyance and treatment systems, 
as supported by utility participation fees.

Due to sufficient capacity within the existing 
wastewater treatment plant to absorb anticipated 
growth in the next six years, ongoing Environmental 
Services Department programs and planning, 
and City concurrency requirements for new 
development, increased demand for wastewater 
service under either alternative is not considered a 
significant impact

No impacts other than those described under 
Impacts Common to All Alternatives.

Alternative 2 includes policy guidance to support 
provision of public services in the study area, consistent 
with current City practices. Successful implementation 
of this policy guidance is anticipated to have positive 
impacts on wastewater service.

Environmental 
Conditions, 
Watersheds and 
Stormwater

City models show that current stormwater systems 
do not provide sufficient capacity to meet the 
stormwater LOS standard, under both existing and 
future developed conditions. As future growth 
occurs, all new development and redevelopment 
would be required to make stormwater system 
improvements consistent with the adopted 
Stormwater Management Manual, including 
providing flow control and water quality BMPs as 
necessary.

Contaminated Sites. No impacts are anticipated 
under either alternative related to known 
contaminated sites and potential contaminated sites 
in the study area. Investigation of conditions and 
potential clean-up would be required at potential 
contaminated sites (including the two known 
contaminated sites, and the five listed underground 
storage tank sites) prior to new development or 
redevelopment (Tacoma-Pierce County Health 
Department, 2015).

Stormwater impacts under Alternative 1 would 
be consistent with those described as common 
to both alternatives. However, there would 
potentially be less redevelopment and less 
implementation of stormwater management 
BMPs under Alternative 1 than under Alternative 
2.

All impacts to contaminated sites would be 
common to both alternatives.

Stormwater impacts under Alternative 2 would generally 
be consistent with those described as common to both 
alternatives. However, Alternative 2 includes policy 
guidance for an area-wide stormwater strategy and 
includes a concept plan for this strategy. The concept 
plan includes a regional, infiltration and flood storage 
facility as well as permeable pavement for streets 
in areas with high soil permeability and with lower 
traffic volumes. Priority projects identified in the Draft 
Subarea Plan Transportation Chapter support the 
concept plan. Additionally, the Phase 1 development 
regulations proposed under Alternative 2 include 
increased standards for street trees and landscaping. 
These standards would expand the amount of “green 
infrastructure” in the study area over time, consistent 
with policy guidance for the area-wide stormwater 
strategy.
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Impacts of Alternative 2 
Action Alternative

The area-wide stormwater strategy would maximize 
improvements to address existing stormwater system 
deficiencies, expanding the use of the most effective 
strategies for City infrastructure projects and retrofit of 
existing development.

All impacts to contaminated sites would be common to 
both alternatives.

Electricity It is not anticipated that growth associated with 
the No Action or Action Alternative would place 
significant pressure on the existing electrical 
system or result in not meeting the LOS standard 
for residents or businesses within the study area. 
Tacoma Power would continue its practice of 
upgrading the electrical system, commensurate 
with anticipated growth in the study area and 
throughout their service area, in order to ensure 
adequate electrical services are provided. The 
rate structure would reflect the cost of adding new 
service and additional resources and infrastructure, 
as warranted. The City and Tacoma Power would 
continue to pursue energy efficiency measures to 
reduce energy consumption, thereby reducing stress 
on the utility as residential and jobs growth occurs.

No impacts other than those described under 
Impacts Common to All Alternatives.

Alternative 2 includes policy guidance to support 
provision of public services in the study area and for 
requiring existing and new distribution lines to be 
placed underground at the time of new development, 
when feasible. Successful implementation of this policy 
guidance is anticipated to have positive impacts on 
electric service.

Natural Gas Both alternatives propose continued growth and 
development, with slightly more anticipated under 
the Action Alternative. Additional development 
will increase the overall demand for natural gas 
within the study area; however, per capita demand 
is anticipated to remain relatively constant, and 
adequate infrastructure and supply exist to expand 
service provision.

No impacts other than those described under 
Impacts Common to All Alternatives.

Alternative 2 includes policy guidance to support 
provision of public services in the study area, consistent 
with current City practices. Successful implementation 
of this policy guidance is anticipated to have positive 
impacts on natural gas service.

Solid Waste Solid waste utility needs will grow under both 
alternatives. However, ample capacity exists at the 
City’s landfill to absorb increased waste as a result 
of more people living and working in the study area. 
The City’s capacity to absorb solid waste generated 
by an additional 35,011 residents (city-wide) through 
2020 exceeds projected growth in the study area 
and throughout Tacoma in the next four years. It is 
anticipated that capacity will continue to exceed 
projected growth and solid waste utility demand 
through 2040. The City will need to maintain and 
replace fleet vehicles and other resources used to 
administer solid waste collection, as necessary. This 
includes ensuring that curb-side pickup policies and 
procedures are in place to meet growing demand 
from an increased density of commercial and 
residential customers, and that customer education 
and enforcement programs are supported.

No impacts other than those described under 
Impacts Common to All Alternatives.

Alternative 2 includes policy guidance to support 
provision of public services in the study area and 
for minimizing impacts on adjacent properties and 
open spaces associated with the siting, development 
and operation of utility services and facilities. The 
Phase 1 development regulations proposed under 
Alternative 2 include development standards to help 
minimize impacts on adjacent properties. Successful 
implementation is anticipated to have positive impacts 
on solid waste service.
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Telecommunications Additional development will increase the demand 
for telecommunications services. However, it is 
anticipated that this demand can be met by existing 
telecommunications infrastructure and demand-
driven improvements without impacts to capacity 
or service. As new customers enter into the system, 
service and infrastructure will be expanded to meet 
the new demand. The cost of system upgrades 
would be shared amongst rate-payers.

No impacts other than those described under 
Impacts Common to All Alternatives.

Alternative 2 includes policy guidance to support 
provision of public services in the study area, consistent 
with current City practices. Successful implementation 
of this policy guidance is anticipated to have positive 
impacts on telecommunications service.
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MITIGATION MEASURES
This EIS contains three types of mitigation measures: 1) 
incorporated plan features, 2) regulations and commit-
ments, and 3) other mitigation measures. Incorporated 
plan features are mitigation measures contained in plans 
and policies that are adopted or planned for adoption 
as part of the proposed action. Regulations and commit-
ments are mitigation measures contained in regulations 
or other requirements that are adopted or planned for 
adoption as part of the proposed action. Other mitigation 
measures include any mitigation measures not included in 
the other two categories. 

Land Use

Incorporated Plan Features
•	 Under Alternative 1, the City’s Comprehensive Plan 

establish future land uses that would provide sufficient 
development capacity to meet the City’s 2040 growth 
targets, allow for intensive land use and building patterns 
that would support City and regional planning goals 
for regional centers, and mitigate for potential land use 
compatibility impacts.

•	 Under Alternative 2, new future land use designations 
are proposed that would provide sufficient development 
capacity to meet the City’s 2040 growth targets for the 
study area and for the South Tacoma Way/Manufacturing 
Industrial Center, allow for intensive land use and building 
patterns that would support City and regional planning 
goals for regional centers, and   mitigate for potential land 
use compatibility impacts. 

Regulations and Commitments
•	 Under both alternatives, existing City development 

standards for building character, noise, light and glare are 
anticipated to help mitigate for potential compatibility 
impacts.

•	 Under both alternatives, the zoning regulations that 
implement the City’s current Comprehensive Plan would 
provide sufficient development capacity to meet the City’s 
growth targets, support goals for regional centers, and 
mitigate for potential land use compatibility impacts.

•	 Under Alternative 2, proposed Phase I code amendments 
would further promote land use compatibility, providing a 
fine-grained distribution of land use density and intensity 
throughout the neighborhood and new design standards 
to enhance community character.
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Other Mitigation Measures
•	 Under both alternatives, monitor development trends to 

evaluate whether they support achievement of the 2040 
growth targets and city and regional goals for the Tacoma 
Mall neighborhood, and consider development incentives 
or other measures if needed.

Plans and Policies

Incorporated Plan Features
•	 Both alternatives would accommodate the 2040 growth 

targets for housing and employment identified in the 
Comprehensive Plan, as well as the future vision for land 
use, housing, and community character in the Tacoma Mall 
RGC. 

Regulations and Commitments
•	 As required by the GMA, the City will submit the new 

Subarea Plan and updated regulations to the WA 
Department of Commerce for review and comment by the 
state prior to final adoption. 

•	 Consistent with the Puget Sound Regional Council’s (PSRC) 
processes for designated RGCs, the City will submit the 
proposed Subarea Plan and RGC boundary expansion to 
PSRC for review and approval prior to final adoption. 

Other Mitigation Measures
•	 In order to achieve consistency with Comprehensive Plan 

policy UF-2.4, the policy should be revised concurrent with 
the proposed future expansion to the RGC to recognize 
the topographic, transportation and land use features that 
are the basis for the proposed expansion. Alternatively, 
the City could elect to maintain the existing policy and not 
expand the RGC as proposed. 

•	 Proposed development standards should be reviewed 
to ensure consistency with adopted comprehensive plan 
policy guidance.

Housing

Incorporated Plan Features
•	 Under Alternative 2, the Subarea Plan includes specific 

policy strategies for promoting affordable housing, 
including working with partners to ensure that 25 percent 
of new housing built in the study area is affordable to 
households earning 80 percent or less of Pierce County 
median income, that 50% of the total housing in the study 
area is affordable to households earning 80% or less of 
Pierce County median income, that development standards 
enable construction of moderately and affordably priced 
housing, for identifying opportunities for very-low and 

Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan EIS Chapter 1—Summary

S-20 S-21



special needs housing, and for monitoring the supply of 
affordable housing and maintaining no net loss of the 
current stock.

•	 Under Alternative 2, the transportation improvements 
proposed under the Subarea Plan could reduce 
transportation costs for neighborhood residents, which 
could have a positive impact on housing affordability. 

•	 Under both alternatives, the City’s Comprehensive Plan 
provides guidance to ensure that at least 25 percent of the 
City’s housing targets are affordable to households earning 
80 percent or less of area median income. 

Regulations and Commitments
•	 Under Alternative 1, existing zoning regulations allow for a 

wide range of housing types. 
•	 Under Alternative 2, proposed zoning designations would 

allow for a wide range of housing types.
•	 Under both alternatives, the City’s Multifamily Tax 

Exemption Program incentivizes affordable housing 
development in the RGC, and Chapter 1.39 of the City’s 
Municipal Code outlines other incentives that could be 
used by the City in the future to encourage affordable 
housing in the study area, if resources are available to 
implement them.

Other Mitigation Measures
•	 Under Alternative 1, consider a new commitment similar 

to that proposed under Alternative 2 to monitor housing 
trends to evaluate whether they support the 2040 growth 
targets and City and regional housing goals, and consider 
regulatory changes or other measures if needed.

•	 Under both alternatives, consider updating the X-District 
Height Bonus Program to include affordable housing 
incentives in the Tacoma Mall RGC.

Aesthetics and Urban Design

Incorporated Plan Features
•	 Under both alternatives, consistent with the Tacoma 

Comprehensive Plan, enhance the public realm, internal 
pedestrian connectivity and connectivity to regional 
transportation facilities.

•	 Under Alternative 2, policy guidance for urban design in 
the Draft Subarea Plan discussed above would reduce the 
potential for incompatible land uses and abrupt transitions 
in scale, if successfully implemented. 

•	 Under Alternative 2, policy guidance for the streetscape 
and public realm in the Draft Subarea Plan discussed above 
is expected to have positive impacts on aesthetics and 
urban design, if successfully implemented. 
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•	 Under Alternative 2, if successfully implemented policy 
guidance in the Draft Subarea Plan would provide stricter 
standards for street vacations than are currently in place, 
which would have positive impacts on the streetscape and 
public realm.

Regulations and Commitments
•	 Under Alternative 2, new future land use designations and 

zoning designations are proposed that would that would 
prevent incompatible land uses and reduce the potential 
for abrupt transitions in building bulk and scale over the 
long term. 

•	 Under Alternative 1, existing land use designations and 
zoning designations would prevent incompatible land uses.

•	 Under Alternative 2, new tree canopy standards, design 
standards, street connectivity requirements and pedestrian 
street designations are proposed that would expand the 
streetscape and public realm as well as improving its 
aesthetic quality, mitigating increased demand for these 
amenities as growth occurred. Additionally, current City 
development regulations not changed by the Phase 1 code 
amendment would help to mitigate for negative impacts to 
aesthetics and urban design. 

•	 Under Alternative 1, new development would occur under 
the City’s existing standards for building design, pedestrian 
designated streets, landscaping and buffering, which would 
help to strengthen the existing pedestrian environment, 
add green features and provide buffers between different 
types of land uses. 

•	 Under Alternative 2, expanded pedestrian street 
designations are proposed which would mitigate for 
shading impacts on those streets. 

•	 Under Alternative 1, existing City building standards are 
expected to mitigate for shading impacts on currently 
designated pedestrian streets.

•	 Under both alternatives, existing City standards for light 
and glare and expected to mitigate for impacts of new light 
sources generated by future development.

•	 Under both alternatives, existing City criteria for street 
vacations are anticipated to mitigate for significant negative 
impacts to the public streetscape if future developers 
petition the City for street vacations in the study area.

Other Mitigation Measures
•	 Under both alternatives, monitor new development trends 

and consider additional regulations if needed to strengthen 
aesthetics and urban design.

•	 Under both alternatives, consider adoption of shade and 
shadow measures to protect public places other than those 
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on currently designated pedestrian streets, such as parks, 
schools and other popular pedestrian routes.

•	 Under both alternatives, consider application of the City’s 
View-Sensitive Overlay District, or other measures, to 
protect public places that have scenic views.

•	 Under Alternative 1, consider adopting regulations to 
preserve the character of the Madison District and Lincoln 
Heights District residential neighborhoods, similar to those 
proposed under Alternative 2.

•	 Under Alternative 2, consider adopting standards for non-
conforming development such as those that the City has in 
place for the Downtown zoning districts.

•	 Under Alternative 2, after adoption of the Subarea Plan 
and the Phase 1 code amendments identify additional 
code changes and other actions needed to implement 
policy guidance in the plan related to aesthetics and 
urban design, as called for in the Land Use Chapter of the 
Subarea Plan.

Cultural Resources

Incorporated Plan Features
•	 Under both alternatives, the Tacoma Comprehensive Plan 

Design and Development Element includes Goal DD-
13 Protect and preserve Tacoma’s historic and cultural 
character. This goal is supported by ten policies intended 
to ensure that valuable historic and cultural resources are 
identified, protected and restored.

•	 Under both alternatives, Tacoma’s Historic Preservation 
Plan, adopted in 2011, contains goals, policies and actions 
that provide clear policy guidance for historic preservation 
and protection of cultural resources.

Regulations and Commitments
•	 Under both alternatives, Tacoma Municipal Code Section 

13.07, Landmarks and Historic Special Review Districts, 
This ordinance states the purpose of the City’s goals 
and responsibilities to promote preservation, enhance 
awareness and protect the finite resources that define 
the community. It establishes criteria for the designation 
of buildings and districts, as well as policies and review 
procedures for their treatment. 

•	 Under both alternatives, Tacoma Municipal Code Section 
1.42 establishes the Landmarks Preservation Commission 
(LPC). The Commission reviews and approves applications 
for changes to registered landmarks and buildings within 
local historic districts, reviews nominations and advises City 
Council regarding additions to the Landmarks Register, and 
participates in the planning process.
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•	 Under both alternatives, applicable state regulations 
include RCW Chapter 27.44 (Indian graves and records) 
and Chapter 27.53 (Archaeological sites and records). 
Development or uses that could impact these sites must 
comply with the State’s guidelines on archaeological 
excavation and removal as described in WAC 25-48.

Other Mitigation Measures
•	 Under Alternative 2, amend Tacoma Municipal Code 

Section 13.12.570 that sets forth provisions for addressing 
archaeological, cultural, and historic resources in the 
Downtown Tacoma Regional Growth Center to reflect 
adoption of the Subarea Plan and completion of this EIS.

•	 Under both alternatives, continue to evaluate opportunities 
for identifying and protecting cultural resources. Possible 
future actions, depending on community interests, include: 
o	 Provide funding for a comprehensive survey of study 

area buildings that are eligible for nomination to the 
Washington State Register, the National Historic Register 
or the Tacoma Historic Register. 

o	 In preparing design guidelines, consider how new 
development can complement and support historic 
character, context and general treatment of historic 
resources. Besides guidelines on scale, height, mass and 
materials of new and infill buildings, attention should be 
given to signage, accessibility issues, and appropriate 
seismic and energy retrofits in older buildings.

o	 Consider the use of zoning incentives to protect and 
promote identified historic resources and conservation 
districts.

o	 Actively seek partners to build a cultural resources 
information database to identify geographic areas with 
the highest probability for encountering significant 
resources.

o	 Identify and seek partnerships with existing agencies or 
institutions with an interest in history and preservation. 

Transportation

Incorporated Plan Features
•	 For both alternatives, the City of Tacoma Transportation 

Master Plan and Transportation Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan identifies recommended 
transportation improvement projects and policy guidance 
to promote multi-modal mobility and safety. 

•	 For both alternatives, the City of Tacoma Complete Street 
Guidelines provide guidance for the development of streets 
to enable safe and convenient access and travel for all 
modes of travel. 
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•	 Under Alternative 2, City of Tacoma Draft Tacoma Mall 
Neighborhood Subarea Plan, if adopted, would provide 
guidance for enhancements beyond those provided in 
the TMP, including increased connectivity, greater bicycle 
and pedestrian mobility, improved access to transit and 
improved vehicular traffic flow.

Regulations and Commitments
•	 Under Alternative 2, Tacoma Municipal Code Section 

13.12.580—Traffic Impact Assessment should be amended 
to apply to the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood, allowing 
an expedited assessment of transportation impacts and 
mitigation to address safety, circulation, and capacity 
issues.

•	 Under Alternative 2, adopt Tacoma Municipal Code Section 
13.06.660 Site Approvals to provide a process to consider 
opportunities to improve transportation connectivity in 
areas with large blocks. 

•	 For both alternatives, Tacoma Municipal Code Section 
13.15—Commute Trip Reduction helps to reduce peak hour 
congestion.

•	 For both alternatives, Tacoma Municipal Code Section 
13.16—Concurrency Management System ensures that 
transportation improvements that address the impacts 
of development are provided concurrent with the 
development.

Other Mitigation Measures
•	 Under Alternative 2, monitor operations at S. Lawrence St/S 

Tacoma Way and consider access restrictions if long delays 
materialize. For example, S Lawrence St could be restricted 
to right in-right out operations at this intersection.

Public Services 

Fire and Emergency Services
Incorporated Plan Features

•	 Under Alternative 2, successful implementation actions are 
expected to increase coordination of planning efforts for 
provision of fire and emergency medical services in the 
study area.

Regulations and Commitments

•	 Under both alternatives, ongoing City capital facilities 
improvement, budgeting, and operational planning efforts 
are anticipated to address incremental increases and other 
changes in demand for fire services, including the need for 
facility improvements and additional apparatus. 
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•	 Under both alternatives, all potential new development in 
the study area would be constructed in compliance with 
the City’s current fire code.

•	 Under both alternatives, a portion of the tax revenue 
generated from potential redevelopment in the study area 
would accrue to the City and be used to help fund fire and 
emergency services.

Other Mitigation Measures

•	 Under both alternatives, as part of the City’s ongoing 
capital facility improvement, budgeting and operational 
planning efforts, prioritize identification of funding for the 
facility improvements needed to serve planned growth in 
the study area.

•	 Under Alternative 1, consider collaboration between the 
Tacoma Fire Department and Planning and Development 
Services to develop data on the number of calls in 
the study area and the current and projected daytime 
populations in order to assist in forecasting future facilities 
needs to serve the study area, similar to what is proposed 
under Alternative 2.

Police
Incorporated Plan Features

•	 Under Alternative 2, successful implementation of policy 
guidance in the Draft Subarea Plan described above 
would likely have positive impacts on police services in 
the study area by increasing coordination on planning for 
police services, engaging community partners in improving 
safety, encouraging development of underutilized lands, 
integrating CPTED principles into the development code, 
and encouraging more people to make use of and take 
ownership of public spaces. 

Regulations and Commitments

•	 Under both alternatives, ongoing City capital facilities and 
operational planning efforts are anticipated to address 
changes in demand for police services, including staffing 
needs and trends in call service types and locations over 
time.

•	 Under both alternatives, a portion of the tax revenue 
generated from potential redevelopment in the study area 
would accrue to the City and be used to help fund police 
services

Other Mitigation Measures

•	 Under both alternatives, engage in coordination between 
the Tacoma Police Department, Planning and Development 
Services and building managers in the study area to 
establish emergency building access agreements and 
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procedures to help mitigate for impacts on police response 
time related to multistory buildings. 

•	 Under both alternatives, anticipated development of vacant 
and underutilized parcels in the study area may help to 
reduce crime.

•	 Under Alternative 1, consider including CPTED design 
as a development review criteria for the Tacoma Mall 
neighborhood, similar to what is proposed under 
Alternative 2. 

•	 Under Alternative 1, consider increasing current efforts to 
work with local organizations and neighborhood groups to 
reduce crime rate and improve public safety, similar to what 
is proposed under Alternative 2.

•	 Under Alternative 1, consider enhancing streets and public 
spaces to encourage more people to make use of and take 
ownership of these facilities, similar to what is proposed 
under Alternative 2. 

Schools
Incorporated Plan Features

•	 Under Alternative 2, successful implementation of policy 
guidance in the Draft Subarea Plan described above 
would likely have positive impacts on school services by 
enhancing or adding new school facilities in the study area. 

Regulations and Commitments

•	 Under both alternatives, ongoing Tacoma Public Schools 
capital facilities management planning is anticipated to be 
sufficient to address increases in student population.

•	 Under both alternatives, continued sharing of information 
between the City and the District, including population 
targets and enrollment projections, is expected to inform 
each other’s long-range planning efforts and help to 
prevent shortfalls in school capacity. 

Other Mitigation Measures

•	 Under Alternative 2, encourage participation by the 
City and community stakeholders in the Tacoma Public 
Schools upcoming Master Planning effort to ensure that 
the Subarea Plan growth targets and policy guidance are 
considered. 

Public Parks, Open Spaces and Recreation Facilities
Incorporated Plan Features

•	 Under Alternative 2, successful implementation of policy 
guidance in the Draft Subarea Plan described above would 
likely have positive impacts on parks and open space 
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services by expanding facilities and programming in the 
study area through collaboration with parks partners. 

Regulations and Commitments

•	 Under both alternatives, ongoing parks and open space 
resource management planning efforts would allow the City 
and Metro Parks Tacoma to plan for changes in demand 
for parks and open space and in facilities maintenance and 
development needs over time.

Other Mitigation Measures

•	 Under Alternative 1, continue the ongoing discussion 
about how best to serve high density urban centers like 
the Tacoma Mall RGC, including consideration of new LOS 
standards for urban parks, similar to what is proposed 
under Alternative 2.

Utilities

Water System
Incorporated Plan Features

•	 Under Alternative 2, successful implementation of Goal 
US-1 is expected to help ensure adequate provision of 
water services in the study area. Proposed development 
in the subarea would be reviewed for consistency with this 
goal and other policy guidance in the Subarea Plan, as well 
as any associated regulatory requirements.

Regulations and Commitments

•	 Under both alternatives, TPU currently plans to replace 
aging cast iron water pipes ranging in size from six inch to 
12 inch diameter located in Union Avenue from South 38th 
Street to South 47th Street (personal communication with 
Tacoma Public Utility staff [G.Whitley], August 2015). The 
segments planned for replacement are shown in Figure 3.8-
1. 

•	 Under both alternatives, proponents of future development 
will be required to pay for utility system improvements 
necessary to facilitate the development projects.

Other Mitigation Measures

•	 Under both alternatives, continue ongoing water 
conservation measures and programs within the Subarea, 
as supported by One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan Policy 
PFS-7.10 (Promote water reuse and water conservation 
opportunities that diminish impacts on water, wastewater, 
and surface water systems). Implement programs to 
educate water users on conservation measures at home 
and at work, and encourage implementation of emerging 
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approaches to conserve water, including use of incentives 
programs.

Wastewater
Incorporated Plan Features

•	 Under Alternative 2, successful implementation of Goal 
US-1 is expected to help ensure adequate provision 
of wastewater services in the study area. Proposed 
development in the subarea would be reviewed for 
consistency with this goal and other policy guidance in 
the Subarea Plan, as well as any associated regulatory 
requirements.

Regulations and Commitments

•	 Under both alternatives, wastewater system improvements 
will occur over time, including replacement and upsizing 
of aging sanitary sewer pipes and extensions as a result 
of new development or redevelopment (Dressler, 2016; 
personal communication with City Environmental Services 
staff, August 2015).

•	 Under both alternatives, wastewater system capacity 
determinations and upgrade requirements will be made by 
the City on a case-by-case basis for development projects 
resulting in greater than 20 dwelling units, and commercial 
or industrial developments which will result in a peak daily 
flow of more than 5,000 gpd.

Other Mitigation Measures

•	 Under both alternatives, new development and 
redevelopment may reduce per-capita water demand (and 
therefore, wastewater service demand) by using newer, low- 
or no-flow plumbing fixtures and equipment. 

•	 Under both alternatives, ongoing implementation of TPU’s 
Ways to Save at Home program may extend per-capita 
water demand reductions to existing residences within the 
study area.

Environmental Conditions, Watersheds and Stormwater
Incorporated Plan Features

•	 Under Alternative 2, successful implementation of policy 
guidance in the Draft Subarea Plan described above would 
likely have positive impacts on stormwater service in the 
study area. Proposed development in the subarea would 
be reviewed for consistency with this goal and other policy 
guidance in the Subarea Plan, as well as any associated 
regulatory requirements.

Regulations and Commitments
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•	 Under Alternative 2, proposed Phase 1 code amendments 
to implement the Subarea Plan include new design 
standards including increased requirements for tree 
plantings and landscaping, which would support 
stormwater management.

•	 Under both alternatives, Tacoma’s stormwater management 
requirements and ongoing efforts would support 
stormwater service. These are described in:

•	 Tacoma Municipal Code 12.08
•	 2016 Stormwater Management Manual (City of Tacoma, 

2016a)
•	 Stormwater Management Program Plan (City of Tacoma, 

2016b)
•	 Under both alternatives, update the requirements for the 

South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District included in 
Tacoma Municipal Code 13.09 and Tacoma-Pierce County 
Health Department guidelines to maintain consistency 
with agreed upon South Tacoma Groundwater Protection 
District guidelines and other stormwater management 
requirements. 

Other Mitigation Measures

•	 None.

Electricity
Incorporated Plan Features

•	 Under Alternative 2, successful implementation of Goal 
US-1 and Action US-2 is expected to support adequate 
provision of electric services in the study area and 
encourage undergrounding of electrical infrastructure. 
Proposed development in the subarea would be reviewed 
for consistency with this and other policy guidance in 
the Subarea Plan, as well as any associated regulatory 
requirements.

Regulations and Commitments

•	 Under both alternatives, TPU will continue investments in 
conservation to lower overall energy usage. Conservation 
is an integral component in TPU’s resource strategy, and as 
a result has contributed to reported annual load reductions 
as high as 35 MW (City of Tacoma, 2015a).

Other Mitigation Measures

•	 None.

Natural Gas
Incorporated Plan Features
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•	 Under Alternative 2, successful implementation of Goal 
US-1 is expected to help ensure adequate provision 
of natural gas service in the study area. Proposed 
development in the subarea would be reviewed for 
consistency with this goal and other policy guidance in 
the Subarea Plan, as well as any associated regulatory 
requirements.

Regulations and Commitments

•	 Under both alternatives PSE would continue its practice 
of modifying its natural gas delivery system every year 
to address existing and new customer growth, load 
changes that require system reinforcement, rights-of-way 
improvements, and pipeline integrity issues. In addition, 
PSE continuously adds and modifies infrastructure to meet 
gas volume and pressure demands (City of Tacoma, 2015a).

•	 Under both alternatives, PSE would continue to maintain its 
Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), which is updated every two 
years. The IRP identifies methods to provide dependable 
and cost effective natural gas service that addresses 
customer demands. During the summer months, when 
wholesale gas prices and customer demand are low, PSE 
buys and stores significant amounts of natural gas in large 
underground facilities. The gas is then withdrawn in winter 
when customer usage is highest, ensuring a reliable supply 
is available (City of Tacoma, 2015a).

Other Mitigation Measures

•	 None.

Solid Waste
Incorporated Plan Features

•	 Under Alternative 2, successful implementation of Goal 
US-1, Goal US-2 and associated actions is expected to 
help ensure adequate provision of solid waste service 
in the study area and to address needs for minimizing 
impacts of solid waste service on adjacent properties. 
Proposed development in the subarea would be reviewed 
for consistency with this and other policy guidance in 
the Subarea Plan, as well as any associated regulatory 
requirements.

Regulations and Commitments

•	 Under Alternative 2, proposed development standards 
in the Phase 1 code amendment package would mitigate 
for impacts of solid waste service on adjacent properties, 
helping to implement related policy guidance in the Draft 
Subarea Plan.

Other Mitigation Measures
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•	 Under both alternatives, the Environmental Services 
Department should review policies and programs 
that direct solid waste collection practices, as well 
as enforcement for solid waste customers. As future 
development within the study area and throughout 
the City increases demand, the Environmental Services 
Department must ensure that adequate curb-side service 
is provided and container set-out guidelines are enforced. 
Customer education should be supported so as to reduce 
overall waste generation, divert garbage waste to optional 
recyclable and yard waste collection services, and maximize 
compliance with solid waste set-out guidelines.

Telecommunications
Incorporated Plan Features

•	 Under Alternative 2, successful implementation of Goal 
US-1 is expected to help ensure adequate provision of 
telecommunication service in the study area. Proposed 
development in the subarea would be reviewed for 
consistency with this goal and other policy guidance in 
the Subarea Plan, as well as any associated regulatory 
requirements.

•	 Under both alternatives, consistent with Comprehensive 
Plan policy, the City will work with service providers to 
maintain existing infrastructure and invest in expanded 
or new infrastructure to support planned growth and 
the development patterns that are called for in the 
Comprehensive Plan’s Land Use Element (City of Tacoma, 
2015a).

Regulations and Commitments

•	 None.

Other Mitigation Measures

•	 None.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS
Land Use

No significant unavoidable adverse land use impacts are 
anticipated under either alternative.

Plans and Policies

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts on plan and 
policy consistency are anticipated.

Housing

No significant unavoidable adverse housing impacts are 
anticipated under either alternative.
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Aesthetics and Urban Design

No significant unavoidable adverse to aesthetics and 
urban design are expected under either alternative.

Cultural Resources

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to historic or 
cultural resources are anticipated under either alternative.

Transportation

The mitigation measures recommended for the S Lawrence 
St/S Tacoma Way intersection are expected to reduce the 
impact to a less than significant level. Therefore, no signif-
icant unavoidable adverse impacts to transportation and 
parking are expected.

Public Services

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to fire and 
emergency, police, school, and parks/open space services 
are anticipated.

Utilities

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts in demand for 
domestic water, wastewater, electrical, natural gas, solid 
waste and telecommunications service or to stormwater 
infrastructure, flow quantities, or quality are anticipated.

1.10	 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
After considering the impacts, mitigation measures and 
potential significant adverse environmental impacts 
analyzed in this Final EIS and summarized above, 
the City of Tacoma has determined that the Action 
Alternative is the preferred alternative for the Tacoma Mall 
Neighborhood Subarea.

This Final EIS demonstrates that the actions and outcomes 
anticipated under the Action Alternative compared to the 
No Action Alternative can be expected to result in signifi-
cant environmental benefits in both the Subarea and the 
greater region. As described in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS, 
these potential benefits include: 

•	 Fostering an attractive urban neighborhood including 
walkable streets, parks, attractive green infrastructure, 
trees, and an inviting streetscape

•	 Minimized incompatibilities between differing land uses 
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•	 An increased likelihood of meeting City and regional job 
and housing growth targets

•	 Promotion of regional conservation of farms, forests and 
the health of the Puget Sound

•	 Transportation mode shift through enhanced transit, 
bicycle and pedestrian options, Transportation Demand 
Management and access management measures

•	 Decreased reliance on Single-Occupancy Vehicle travel, 
and a corresponding reduction in total greenhouse gas 
emissions

•	 Fiscally responsible, cost-effective investments in 
infrastructure that serve multiple objectives

•	 Infiltrated stormwater that recharges clean water to the 
South Tacoma Aquifer

•	 Alleviated flooding and improved water quality in the 
neighborhood, Chambers Flett Creek watershed and the 
Puget Sound

•	 Multiple environmental, livability, public health, and 
economic benefits resulting from increased tree canopy 
coverage

•	 A broad range of housing choices and costs

•	 Increased arts and cultural activities and a more positive 
image for the neighborhood

•	 Convenient access to the goods and services needed in 
daily life

•	 Improved safety for residents, workers and visitors

•	 Greater access to parks, open spaces and green features

•	 A stronger local economy and more diverse employment 
base

•	 Cost-effective utilities and infrastructure to support existing 
and planned development

•	 Minimized impacts associated with the siting and operation 
of utilities and services
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Figure 1.2. 
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Source: City of Tacoma, 2016; 3 Square Blocks, 2016
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2.1	 INTRODUCTION
OVERVIEW OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
The proposal by the City of Tacoma consists of the following 
related actions:

1.	 Adoption of a Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea 
Plan, consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan and 
Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA).

2.	 A set of code changes referred to as Phase I amendments 
that would be adopted concurrent with the Subarea Plan 
to support its implementation. These include an area- wide 
rezone that would include new zoning boundaries, height 
limits and minimum density requirements; new large parcel 
standards; additional pedestrian street designations; and 
new design standards for tree cover, landscaping, parking 
lots, drive through facilities and other features.

3.	 Updates to the City’s Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use 
Map to make the following related changes:

a.	 Expand the Tacoma Mall Regional Growth Center 
designation by 116 acres, consistent with the study area 
considered in this EIS;

b.	 Reduce the area of the South Tacoma Way 
Manufacturing and Industrial Center by 82 acres, and

c.	 Reduce the area of the South Tacoma Way 
Neighborhood Center by 2 acres.

4.	 Adoption of streamlined SEPA procedures for future 
project-level review in the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood 
Subarea Plan area consistent with the optional subarea plan 
procedures established in RCW 43.21c.420. As part of this 
Proposed Action, the City is also designating the Tacoma 
Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan area as a planned 
action pursuant to RCW 43.21c.031 and identifying infill 
exemptions pursuant to RCW 43.21c.420.

This chapter describes this proposal and alternatives that are 
considered in this EIS.
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PROPONENT
The Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan is proposed by the 
City of Tacoma. The City is the lead agency for this Draft EIS.

PROJECT LOCATION
The Tacoma Mall Subarea is located approximately 2.5 miles 
southwest of downtown Tacoma (Figure 2.1). The study area 
is generally bounded by South Tacoma Way on the west and 
north, Interstate 5 on the east, and one block south of South 
47th and 48th streets on the south. As shown in Figure 2.2, 
the Tacoma Mall Regional Growth Center (RGC), a designation 
established by the City of Tacoma and Puget Sound Regional 
Council, is located within the study area. The Tacoma Mall RGC 
is approximately 485 acres in size; and the portion of the study 
area located outside the RGC consists of approximately 116 
acres, for a total study area of approximately 601 acres.

Figure 2.1. 
Regional Growth Centers 
(Tacoma Mall and Downtown)
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Figure 2.2. 
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Figure 2.3. 
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Where it would help in understanding the proposal and poten-
tial impacts in this EIS, smaller geographic areas within the 
study area are examined. These smaller areas consist of the four 
quadrants created by the study area major rights-of-way, shown 
in Figure 2–3. The Northeast Quadrant consists of 129.2 acres, 
the Northwest Quadrant 93.8 acres, the Southwest Quadrant 
183.7 acres and the Southeast Quadrant 194.2 acres.

PROJECT BACKGROUND
Vision 2040 & Regional Growth Center Designation

In 1995, the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) designated 
the Tacoma Mall Regional Growth Center, identifying that 
the area plays an important role as a center for the region’s 
mostsignificant business, governmental and housing growth 
under PSRC’s Vision 2040 plan. Vision 2040 describes regional 
growth centers as follows:

Regional growth centers are areas of higher-intensity 
development and contain a mix of land uses and 
services. Major regional investment for transportation 
and other infrastructure should be prioritized for these 
locations. (PSRC)

Consistent with this regional designation, the Tacoma 
Comprehensive Plan also designates the Tacoma Mall Regional 
Growth Center and assigns a significant amount of the City’s 
planned employment and residential growth to this Center.

NEP Grant & Subarea Planning Process

In 2014, the City was awarded a National Estuary Program 
(NEP) Puget Sound Watershed Protection and Restoration 
Grant to prepare an innovative subarea plan and EIS that 
sets the stage for transition of the Tacoma Mall RGC into a 
compact, complete neighborhood consistent with Vision 2040, 
the Puget Sound Action Agenda, the City of Tacoma Climate 
Action Plan and Comprehensive Plan. The subarea plan-
ning process is intended to promote a healthy environment 
and support regional efforts to reduce stormwater impacts 
to freshwater systems. The EIS is intended to identify the 
environmental impacts associated with planned growth and 
development on an area-wide basis and provide for propor-
tional, substantive mitigation for any identified significant 
adverse environmental impacts.

Alternatives considered in this Draft EIS include No Action— 
future growth would continue based on existing development 
regulations—and the Action Alternative—future growth 
assuming a new vision for the area and updated development 
regulations, transportation system, stormwater infrastructure, 
and parks and open space network.

Vision 2040 is a regional strategy prepared 

by the Puget Sound Regional Council 

to accommodate projected growth in 

the Puget Sound region. It contains an 

environmental framework, a numeric 

regional growth strategy, policy sections 

guided by overarching goals as well as 

implementation actions and monitoring 

measures.

The regional growth strategy is the hallmark 

of VISION 2040. The strategy is a guide for 

distributing future job and housing growth. 

It supports a pattern of urbanization 

that minimizes environmental impacts, 

supports economic prosperity, promotes 

adequate and affordable housing, improves 

mobility, and makes efficient use of existing 

infrastructure. 

Regional Growth Centers are PSRC-designated 

urban centers within major cities in the Puget 

Sound region. Vision 2040 aims to target a large 

share of future growth to these areas, while also 

distributing growth among other urban areas. 

The Tacoma Mall RGC is one of two RGCs in the 

City and one of 29 RGCs in the region. 
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OBJECTIVES OF THE PROPOSAL
The City has identified the following specific proposal 
objectives:
•	 Promote sustainable growth for a livable, transit-ready 

neighborhood, while strengthening the Tacoma Mall 
neighborhood role as a regional retail center

•	 Provide for the transition from an auto-centric regional 
shopping area and adjacent residential areas to a compact 
complete neighborhood

•	 Enhance the function of the natural environment in 
the neighborhood, including improving stormwater 
management

•	 Strengthen neighborhood identity and culture with four 
distinct character districts and more complete infrastructure

•	 Improve mobility with a streets network that enables mode 
shift and increased separation of local and regional trips

•	 Promote development consistent with Vision 2040, the 
Puget Sound Action Agenda, and Tacoma’s Comprehensive 
Plan, Climate Action Plan and Tacoma 2025

•	 Foster equity and empowerment for area residents and 
workers

•	 Leverage public and private partnerships and investment to 
stimulate large-scale population and employment growth 
with the study area that:
o	 Focuses new jobs and housing in areas with 

transportation choices
o	 Promotes equity and housing affordability
o	 Promotes salmon recovery and reduces stormwater 

impacts
o	 Contributes to a healthy economy
o	 Accelerates regional conservation as a Transfer of 

Development Rights (TDR) receiving area
o	 Contributes to a unique, vibrant and attractive urban 

center
•	 Identify infrastructure improvements to support a healthy 

environment, support sustainability, and ensure a long-term 
high quality of life for all residents.

2.2	 PLANNING CONTEXT
TACOMA COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
The Tacoma Comprehensive Plan is a 20-year plan that 
provides guidance for how Tacoma will accommodate growth 
in a way that is consistent with the vision of the residents of the 
City.

Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan EIS
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The City implements the plan through development and other 
regulations, primarily found in the City’s zoning map and land 
use regulatory code (TMC Title 13).

Consistent with the Washington Growth Management Act 
(GMA), the City adopted an updated Comprehensive Plan that 
incorporates updated estimates of employment and popula-
tion growth through 2040. During this time period, the Tacoma 
Mall RGC is planned to accommodate at least 8,000 new 
residents and 7,500 new jobs.

The Comprehensive Plan discusses the Tacoma Mall neighbor-
hood in several places, focusing on its economic development 
role and transportation services. Policy EC-6.8 in the plan’s 
Economic Development Element calls for completion of a 
subarea plan consistent with this proposal. The Plan also 
provides specific guidance for urban form in the Tacoma Mall 
RGC, including the following goal and policies:

Goal UF–5	 Elevate the Tacoma Mall Regional Growth Center in its 
role as a regional center of employment, commercial 
and public services.

Policy UF–5.1 	 Strive to achieve the Tacoma Mall Regional Growth 
Center’s regional allocation of employment and 
population growth and continue its role as a retail 
destination while expanding economic opportunities 
and services. The center should have the largest 
concentration of housing in South Tacoma.

Policy UF–5.2 	 Enhance both the internal pedestrian connectivity 
and connectivity to regional transportation facilities to 
promote cohesion of the center and to optimize access 
to the shopping and employment opportunities.

Policy UF–5.3 	 Enhance the public realm to provide a better setting for 
business and social activity that serves South Tacoma 
and the region.

EXISTING ZONING
There are four zoning designations within the study area, 
including two within the RGC, as shown in Figure 2–4 
on the following page. These include the Urban Center 
Mixed-Use (UCX), Residential Commercial Mixed-Use (RCX), 
Neighborhood Mixed-Use (NCX) and Light Industrial (M-1). The 
majority of the RGC is zoned UCX, followed by RCX zoning in 
the southwest quadrant of the RGC. The portions of the study 
area not included in the RGC are zoned M-1, with the exception 
of a small area south of South 47th Street which is zoned NCX. 
These zoning designations are summarized in Table 2.1.
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Table 2.1. Study Area Existing Zoning

Zoning Designation	 Summary

UCX
Urban Center 
Mixed-Use

Intended to provide for dense concentration of residential, commercial, 
and institutional development, including regional shopping centers, 
supporting business and service uses, and other regional attractions. 
These centers are to hold the highest densities outside the Central 
Business District. An urban center is a focus for both regional and 
local transit systems. Walking and transit use is facilitated through 
designs which decrease walking distances and increase pedestrian 
safety. Residential uses are encouraged in UCX Districts as integrated 
development components.

RCX
Res id ent ia l / 
C o m m e r c i a l 
Mixed Use

Intended to provide sites for medium- and high-intensity residential 
development in centers, with opportunities for limited mixed use. This 
district is primarily residential in nature and provides housing density on 
the perimeter of more commercial mixed-use zones. Commercial uses 
in this district are small in scale and serve the immediate neighborhood. 
These uses provide opportunities for employment close to home. 
This district frequently provides a transition area to single-family 
neighborhoods.

NCX
Neighborhood 
Mixed Use

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

M-1
Light Industrial

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

Source: City of Tacoma

OM
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Figure 2.4. 
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2.3	 PUBLIC OUTREACH
The City’s public engagement effort is intended to engage 
with the broad and diverse range of interested parties 
including area residents, businesses and property owners, 
community organizations, public entities and agencies, visitors, 
potential developers or investors, and the broader planning 
and scientific communities. The City is providing multiple 
ways in which stakeholders can participate, including online, 
social media, public workshops and meetings, stakeholder 
interviews, and focus groups. Notification of meetings and 
other opportunities for community engagement was provided 
through neighborhood-wide mailings, email and webpage 
updates, and sign postings consistent with requirements of 
RCW 43.21C.420.

A brief summary of the City’s public engagement activities 
to-date is provided in Table 2.2, and additional information 
can be found at the City’s project website: http://www. taco-
mamallneighborhood.com/.

2.4	 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS
The purpose of this EIS is to assist the public and decision- 
makers in considering the potential environmental effects of 
the proposed Subarea Plan and implementing regulations.

PROGRAMMATIC REVIEW
SEPA requires government officials to consider the envi-
ronmental consequences of future actions and to consider 
consequences of proposed actions, and to consider ways to 
accomplish the objectives that minimize adverse impacts or 
enhance environmental quality. They must consider whether 
the proposed action will have a probable significant adverse 
environmental impact on the elements of the natural and built 
environment.

The adoption of a subarea plan and implementing regulations 
is classified by SEPA as a non-project (also referred to as 
programmatic) action. A non-project action is defined as an 
action that is broader than a single site-specific project and 
involves decisions on policies, plans or programs. An EIS for 
non-project proposal does not require site-specific analysis; 
instead the EIS will discuss impacts and alternatives appropri-
ate to the scope of the non-project proposal and to the level 
of planning for the proposal.

Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan EIS
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Table 2.2. Public Outreach Summary

Date	 Activity
October–December 2017 The City Council is scheduled to hold a public hearing on November 21, 2017, and take final action 

to adopt the Plan, EIS and appendices on December 5, 2017.

August 2014–
October 2017

Planning Commission held a public hearing on September 6, 2017, and forwarded their 
recommendations to the City Council on October 18, 2017. Prior to that, the Commission discussed 
the project at ten meetings.

June 2016–
June 2017

Regular neighborhood stakeholder group meetings to collaborate on refinements to the draft
plan and on implementation strategies

August–October 2016 Focused engagement effort including two large group and 11 small group discussions with 
commercial property and business owners

March–May 2016 Three neighborhood stakeholder meetings to collaborate on goals, policies and actions reflecting 
community input and technical analysis to-date

November 2015–
March 2016

Meetings with the Bicycle Pedestrian Technical Advisory Group, South Tacoma Neighborhood 
Council, Transportation Commission, Sustainable Tacoma Commission, Simon Corporation, 
Tacoma School District, Pierce Transit, Sound Transit, Metro Parks, Community Stakeholder Group, 
WSDOT, Joint Municipal Action Committee, City Council and Planning Commission to share 
outreach findings and key issues

October 2015 Second public scoping meeting to comment on issues that should be included in the EIS analysis

September 2015 Four day design workshop to develop and discuss design concepts and scenarios for future 
development and an Illustrative Vision Plan

September 2015 First public scoping meeting to comment on issues that should be included in the EIS analysis

September 2015 City Bicycle Pedestrian Technical Advisory Group tour to assess current conditions and identify 
key destinations and potential bicycle routes within and through the neighborhood

September 2015 Planning Commission walking and bus tour

August– September 2015 Ten stakeholder interviews to identify issues and potential risks and to generate ideas for the 
project

August 2015 General community meeting to introduce the project

July and August 2015 Three focus group meetings conducted by Tacoma Pierce County Health Department in different 
neighborhood locations to hear what residents and community partners think is needed to create 
and sustain a livable community

July 2015 Walking tour with the City Council Neighborhoods and Housing Committee

Source: http://www.tacomamallneighborhood.com/
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The analysis in the EIS may be used in the future to help 
inform project-level development proposals. For this EIS, the 
City has elected to follow the non-project process established 
under RCW 43.21C.420. Recognizing that RCW 43.21C.420 
includes a sunset provision, the City wishes to also proceed 
under RCW 43.21C.031 (planned action) and RCW 43.21C.229 
(infill exemption), providing the City with additional SEPA tools 
that may be used if the provisions in RCW 43.21C.420 expire 
before the City’s vision for the Tacoma Mall neighborhood is 
achieved. Each SEPA option is briefly summarized below.

OPTIONAL SUBAREA PLAN

As established in RCW 43.21C.420, cities that meet specific 
criteria may prepare a non-project EIS, assessing and disclos-
ing the probable significant adverse impacts of the optional 
comprehensive plan element, development regulations and

of future development that is consistent with the plan and 
regulations. The RCW establishes the several requirements for 
this planning process, listed below.1

•	 At least one community meeting must be held on the 
proposed subarea plan before the scoping notice for the 
non-project EIS is issued.

•	 The community meeting notice must include general 
illustrations and descriptions of buildings generally 
representative of the maximum building envelope that will 
be allowed under the proposed plan and indicate that future 
appeals of proposed developments that are consistent with 
the plan will be limited. Notice of the community meeting 
must include signs located on major travel routes in the 
subarea.

•	 As an incentive for development authorized under this 
section, a city shall consider establishing a transfer-of-
development-rights program.1 If the city decides not to 
establish such a program, the city must state in the record, 
the reasons for not adopting the program.

•	 Any person that has standing to appeal the adoption of this 
subarea plan or implementing regulations also has standing 
to appeal this non-project EIS.

•	 Until July 1, 2018, a proposed development that complies with 
the subarea plan policies and development regulations adopted 
under these provisions may not be challenged in administrative 
or juridical appeals for noncompliance with this chapter as 
long as a complete application for such development is 
submitted to the city within a time frame established by the 

1	 Some requirements are specifically for cities with populations over 500,000. 
Because Tacoma’s population is less than 500,000, these requirements are not 
included in the summary.
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city, but not to exceed ten years from the date of issuance 
of the Final EIS.

•	 After July 1, 2018, the immunity from appeals under this 
chapter of any application that vests or will vest under 
this process is still valid, provided that the Final EIS on the 
subarea plan is issued by July 1, 2018.

Consistent with these requirements, the City conducted an 
initial public meeting on August 26, 2015 and public scoping 
meetings on September 17 and October 22, 2015. Required 
information and notice procedures were provided for these 
meetings.

PLANNED ACTION ORDINANCE

A planned action provides more detailed environmental anal-
ysis during the early formulation stages of planning proposals 
rather than at the project permit review stage. Future develop-
ment proposals consistent with the planned action ordinance 
do not have to undergo an environmental threshold determi-
nation, and are not subject to SEPA appeals when consistent 
with the planned action ordinance including specified mitiga-
tion measures. Planned actions still need to meet the City’s 
development regulations and to obtain necessary permits.

According to the SEPA law and rules, a planned action is 
defined as a project that has the following characteristics:

1.	 Is designated a planned action by ordinance or resolution 
adopted by a GMA county/city;

2.	 Has had significant environmental impacts addressed in an 
EIS, though some analysis can be deferred at the project 
level pursuant to certain criteria specified in the law;

3.	 Has been prepared in conjunction with a comprehensive 
plan, subarea plan, a fully contained community, a master 
planned resort, master planned development, a phased 
project, or in conjunction with subsequent/implementing 
projects;

4.	 Is located within an urban growth area;
5.	 Is not an essential public facility, as defined in RCW 

12.36.70A.200, unless an essential public facility is 
accessory to or part of a residential, office, school, 
commercial, recreational, service, or industrial development 
that is designated a planned action; and

6.	 Is consistent with a comprehensive plan or subarea plan 
adopted under GMA.

In designating a planned action, the jurisdiction must define 
of the types of development included and has option to limit 
the boundaries and to establish a time period during which 
the planned action will be effective. Review of a planned 
action is intended to be simpler and more focused than for 
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other projects. If a planned action ordinance is adopted, the 
City would follow the applicable procedures contained in the 
ordinance to determine if the proposed project impacts are 
consistent with the EIS. When a permit application and envi-
ronmental checklist are submitted for a project that is being 
proposed as a planned action project, the City must first verify 
the following:

•	 The project meets the description of any project(s) 
designated as a planned action by ordinance or resolution.

•	 The probable significant adverse environmental impacts 
were adequately addressed in the EIS.

•	 The project includes any conditions or mitigation measures 
outlined in the ordinance or resolution.

If the project meets the above requirements, the project 
qualifies as a planned action project and a SEPA threshold 
determination is not required. However, City actions (i.e., the 
permit process) are still applicable.

RESIDENTIAL MIXED USE/INFILL EXEMPTION

Cities or counties that are subject to GMA can use an EIS 
prepared for their comprehensive plan or subarea plans to 
establish an exemption for residential, mixed-use, or commercial 
(non-retail) projects. Based on SEPA (RCW 43.21C.229) the 
exemption must be limited to new residential or mixed-use 
development within a designated urban growth area where the 
existing “density and intensity of use is lower than called for in 
the goals and policies of the applicable comprehensive plan.” 
Note that stand-alone retail development would not be covered 
as part of the exemption and would continue to be reviewed 
consistent with the City’s project-level SEPA procedures.

Because it is an exemption, the agency should be confident, 
based on sufficient code requirements, that it does not need 
its SEPA authority to condition the proposal. When used, 
the exemption can streamline permitting by requiring less 
information from the project applicant; for example, a SEPA 
threshold determination would not be required for an exempt 
development.

The SEPA Handbook (Washington State Department of 
Ecology 2003) identifies a recommended procedure for estab-
lishing a SEPA infill exemption, summarized below:

1.	 Identify the density and intensity goals specified in the 
adopted comprehensive plan for residential and mixed-use 
development.

2.	 Evaluate recent residential and/or mixed-use projects to 
identify a specific area(s) where the density/intensity goals 
in the comprehensive plan are not being met.
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3.	 If review of the recent development indicates the density or 
intensity goals are not being met, identify the development 
level needed to meet the goals within the selected area.

4.	 Evaluate the EIS prepared for the comprehensive plan and 
determine if the density and intensity goals have been 
adequately analyzed.

5.	 Draft a proposed categorical exemption. The exemption 
should clearly indicate:
a.	 The level of residential or mixed-use development that 

will be exempt,
b.	 The area where the exemption will apply, and
c.	 How the exemption will be applied to a proposed project.

6.	 Complete SEPA environmental review for the proposed 
categorical exemption.

7.	 Invite the public to comment on the proposed exemption.
8.	 Amend the agency’s SEPA procedures ordinance to include 

the new categorical exemption. Send a copy of the new 
exemption(s) to the Department of Ecology.

2.5	 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES
The City is considering an updated subarea plan and 
implementing regulations that would amend the Tacoma 
Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Code (Tacoma Municipal 
Code Title 13) to set the stage for transition to a compact, 
complete neighborhood, consistent with Vision 2040 and 
City direction for the study area. The proposal would leverage 
public and private partnerships and investments to address 
transportation, infrastructure, environmental, community 
character and other needs in order to stimulate large-scale

population and employment growth. The proposal is based on 
a comprehensive public stakeholder process as summarized 
in Section 2.3 of this EIS. The legislative action, if taken, would 
apply within the existing RGC and could include the proposed 
expansion area considered in this EIS.

Alternatives addressed in this Draft EIS include No Action— 
future growth would continue based on existing development 
regulations—and the Action Alternative—future growth 
assuming a new vision for the area, updated development 
standards, transportation system, stormwater infrastructure 
and other public improvements, and public/private investment.
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Key features associated with each alternative are summarized in Table 2.3, and each alternative is 
described in more detail following the table.

Table 2.3. Alternatives Overview

Alternative 1	 Alternative 2 
Features	 No Action	 Action Alternative

New Housing Units 4,040 new housing units by 2040 4,444 new housing units by 2040

Additional 
Population

8,079 additional persons by 2040 8,887 additional persons by 2040

New Jobs 7,555 new jobs by 2040 8,385 new jobs by 2040

New Commercial 
Square Footage

2,833,125 sf by 2040 3,144,375 sf by 2040

RGC Area No change proposed to RGC area The existing RGC would be expanded by approximately 
116 acres to include area located along the north and west 
boundaries (see Figure 2–2).

Land Use and 
Zoning

Existing land use and zoning 
designations would remain 
unchanged

Alternative 2 includes an updated land use goal, land use 
designations, zoning classifications, and development 
standards, including a set of code changes that would be 
adopted concurrent with the Subarea Plan. Major elements of 
these amendments include an area-wide rezone that would 
include new zoning boundaries, height limits and minimum 
density requirements; new large parcel standards (including 
new review process and street connectivity requirements); 
additional pedestrian street designations; and new design 
standards for tree cover, landscaping, parking lots, drive 
through facilities and other features.

A future code amendment package may include a hybrid 
traditional/form- based code, measures to support a more 
modern Northwest design aesthetics, and new standards for 
supporting district identities.

Transportation 
Network

Future improvements would 
continue to occur on an incremental 
basis as planned by the City’s 
Transportation Master Plan. The 
No Action Alternative includes the 
Tier 1 projects identified in the 
City’s Transportation Master Plan, 
projects which are largely within the 
City’s control. These include the S 
38th Street extension, S 48th Street 
pedestrian overpass, and the Pine 
Street and Tacoma Mall corridor 
improvements.

In addition to the Tier 1 projects identified in the City’s 
Transportation Master Plan, the Alternative 2 street network 
would be enhanced to increase connectivity, provide greater 
bicycle and pedestrian mobility, improve access to transit, and 
improve vehicle traffic flow.

The proposal includes 25 new near-, mid- and long-term 
transportation projects that are proposed for incorporation 
into the City’s Transportation Master Plan. The projects reflect 
Subarea Plan policy priorities such as constructing the Loop Road, 
improved network connectivity, greening streets as part of the 
area-wide stormwater strategy, locating a high capacity transit 
station in the subarea, and improving the multi-modal system.
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Alternative 1	 Alternative 2 
Features	 No Action	 Action Alternative

Stormwater 
Infrastructure

Stormwater improvements as required 
by City regulations

Alternative 2 proposes low impact development (LID) 
stormwater improvements, including increased green space, 
permeable pavement, bioretention facilities, a regional 
treatment facility, and amended development standards to 
promote sustainable stormwater management.

Parks and Open 
Space

No plan for new or improved 
parks or open space

Alternative 2 proposes an illustrative concept plan for 
enhancements to existing and development of new parks 
and open spaces. The plan supports a
coordinated partnership with Metro Parks Tacoma, the City of 
Tacoma, the Tacoma School District and civic partners to achieve 
the subarea plan parks vision and recognizes that integration of 
the vision into the context of citywide system planning efforts is 
a first step toward future parks actions.

Source: City of Tacoma, 3 Square Blocks

SUBAREA PLAN
As noted previously, the proposed action includes adoption of a 
subarea plan for the Tacoma Mall neighborhood. The proposed 
Subarea Plan includes the following elements:

1.	 Introduction
2.	 Context
3.	 Urban Form
4.	 Land Use
5.	 Housing
6.	 Transportation Choices
7.	 Environment
8.	 Community Vitality
9.	 Shared Prosperity
10.	 Utilities and Services
11.	 Implementation

The draft Subarea Plan identifies goals and actions for each 
topic area and specifically addresses the goals of the City’s NEP 
grant. Public comment is invited on both the draft Subarea Plan 
and the Draft EIS.

ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTION
Future Growth and Development Patterns

Alternative 1 would continue the current Comprehensive Plan 
land use designations and zoning classifications. Future growth 
would occur according to existing land use designations, 
zoning designations and development standards. See Figure 
2.4 for existing zoning designations.
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As shown in Table 2.3 on the previous pages, Alternative 1 
assumes significant growth in both housing and employment 
through 2040 within the existing 485-acre Regional Growth 
Center. However, based on historic development trends in this 
area, there is high likelihood that future development would be 
limited and would not achieve the City’s vision for this area.

Private investment in businesses and housing would likely 
occur in a scattered and incremental fashion and carry forward 
the existing auto-centric design, with large paved areas and 
limited amenities, including pedestrian improvements and 
parks and open space facilities.

Transportation, Parks, Stormwater Management

Improvements to the street network, open space and park 
facilities and stormwater infrastructure would be based on 
the City’s adopted Capital Improvement Plan and other 
implementing plans and regulations. It is anticipated that the 
majority of future public improvements would be developed 
on a limited and incremental basis as development occurs.

SEPA Review

Streamlined SEPA review would not be implemented and each 
proposed development would be subject to individual envi-
ronmental review.

ALTERNATIVE 2
Future Growth and Development Patterns

Under Alternative 2, the RGC would be expanded to include 
approximately 116 acres focused along the west and north 
boundary of the study area (see Figure 2–2 on page 2-3). This 
addition recognizes existing land use patterns, transporta-
tion improvements and topographic features in this area. A 
portion of this proposed expansion area overlaps with other 
designated centers in the City. Consequently, the proposed 
expansion would result in reduction of the South Tacoma Way 
Manufacturing and Industrial Center by 82 acres and the South 
Tacoma Way Neighborhood Center by 2 acres.

Overall, Alternative 2 proposes redevelopment of the study 
area into an area characterized by a cohesive urban form, a 
complete street system with pedestrian and bicycle connec-
tivity and improved transit access, and green stormwater 
infrastructure integrated with new parks and open spaces.

Compared to Alternative 1, a slightly higher level of residential 
and employment growth is anticipated, (see Table 2.3 on page 
2-17) due to the expanded RGC. Growth would be distributed 
throughout the expanded RGC according to revised land use 
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designations and zoning classifications as shown in Figure 2.5 and 
Figure 2.6 on the following pages and briefly described below.

Land Use Designations

In general, the new designations would carry forward the 
mixed use character of the study area, but would provide 
greater guidance for the amount of development density and 
intensity at different locations in the study area. Specifically, 
areas with the greatest density and intensity of development 
would be focused around the existing Tacoma Mall and 
along South 38th Street, South Pine Street, and Tacoma Mall 
Boulevard, the major thoroughfares through the neighbor-
hood. Moderate to high densities and intensities would be 
accommodated in much of the balance of the study area, with 
the exception of the Southwest Quadrant. In the Southwest 
Quadrant, the existing residential area would be designated 
for moderate to low development intensity and density.

Development Regulations

Alternative 2 would include a series of regulatory amendments 
to be adopted concurrent with the updated Subarea Plan, 
identified as Phase I amendments. An overview of proposed 
code amendments includes the following:
•	 An area-wide rezone that would include new zoning 

boundaries, height limits and minimum density requirements:

Zoning reclassifications. Area-wide rezones would corre-
spond to the density and intensity levels established by the 
newland use designations. Areas with the greatest density 
and intensity would continue to be zoned Urban Mixed Use 
(UCX) and would be focused around the existing Tacoma 
Mall, and along South 38th Street, South Pine Street and 
Tacoma Mall Boulevard. Small areas in the northeast and 
southwest corners of the study area currently zoned Light 
Industrial (M-1), as well as a small area currently zoned 
NCX in the southwest corner of the study area, would be 
rezoned UCX at a moderate to high density/intensity level. 
Portions of the northeast and southwest quadrants would 
be rezoned from UCX and RCX to Urban Residential Mixed 
Use (URX), at moderate and low intensity levels, respec-
tively. Property along South Tacoma Way in the southwest, 
northeast and northwest quadrants of the study area 
between South 40th Street and South Sprague Avenue that 
is currently zoned M-1 would be rezoned to Commercial 
Industrial Mixed Use (CIX) at moderate to high intensities. 
A small area in the center of the southwest quadrant would 
be rezoned from RCX to Neighborhood Commercial 
Mixed Use (NCX). Zoning classifications proposed under 
Alternative 2 are briefly summarized in Table 2.4.
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Figure 2.5. 
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Figure 2.6. 
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Table 2.4. Proposed Zoning Classifications, Alternative 2

Existing Zoning 
Districts

Proposed Zoning 
Districts

General intent of 
proposed Zoning District

Urban Center 
Mixed-Use District 
(UCX)

UCX Core—75/120 feet 
height
UCX Transition—65/85 
feet height 
UCX Commercial (no 
residential uses)

Provides for dense 
residential, commercial and 
institutional development 
including regional 
destinations that supports 
walking and transit-usage.

Residential Mixed-
Use District (RCX)

Urban Residential Mixed-
Use (URX)

Provides for dense housing 
development in walkable 
proximity to commercial 
mixed-use zones. 

Neighborhood 
Commercial Mixed-
Use District (NCX)

UCX Transition—65/85 
feet height

Provides for dense mixed-
use development at a 
mid-rise height, serves as a 
transition between higher 
and lower height areas. 

Light Industrial 
District (M-1)

Commercial Industrial 
Mixed-Use (CIX)

Provides for a mix of 
commercial, residential 
and light manufacturing, 
assembly, distribution and 
goods storage. 

Source: City of Tacoma

Building Heights. Proposed building height limits would correspond 
to zoning classifications and land use designations. In the area 
of greatest density and intensity, maximum base building 
heights would range from 65–75 feet, with a height bonus 
option to a maximum of 120 feet. Lowest building height 
limits are located in the Southwest Quadrant, with a 45 foot 
height limit in the URX zone and in the NCX zone. In moderate 
to high density/intensity areas, base building heights range 
between 45–65 feet, with maximum heights ranging between 
65–75 feet.

Base building heights represent the maximum height that 
is permitted outright. Additional bonus height, up to the 
maximum indicated for each zone, may be added if the devel-
opment proposes incorporation of residential into a mixed use 
project or the use of Transfer of Development Rights (TDR). 
See Figure 2–6 on page 2-22 for proposed building height 
limits. Under Alternative 2, amenities to achieve bonus heights 
may incorporate bonus standards as currently defined in TMC 
13.06.300.E X District Height

Bonus Program, or may identify new standards tailored for the 
Tacoma Mall neighborhood.

•	 New large-parcel standards, including new review 
procedures and street connectivity requirements in specific 
geographic areas;
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•	 Additional pedestrian street designations (which are 
associated with certain design requirements in existing code);

•	 New design standards for tree cover, landscaping, parking 
lots, driveways, drive-throughs, and trash container 
placement (townhomes and multifamily uses only); and

•	 Minor revisions to the South Tacoma Groundwater 
Protection District regulations.

Phase I will also include policy guidance for development of 
future building design guidelines.

Additional planned future code amendments, identified as 
Phase II code amendments, include:

•	 A new hybrid traditional/form-based code for the subarea
•	 New bulk and materials standards that support a more 

modern, contemporary Northwest design aesthetic; and
•	 New standards to support district identities, including 

building height, scale and transition areas.

Loop Road/Linear Park

A major organizing element of the Subarea Plan is to establish 
a loop road/linear park system through the study area (Figure 
2.7). This internal road would be approximately 2.3 miles long 
and would provide for walking, bicycling, slow vehicular traffic, 
stormwater infrastructure, greenery and tree canopy, and inter-
nal connections between parks or other community facilities 
and the neighborhood quadrants.

Character Districts

In addition, each of the four quadrants would be planned for a 
unique urban character and form, summarized below.

Northwest District. The NW District would transition from 
an area with dispersed heavy commercial and light industrial 
activity to focus on mixed use, including residential, artisan 
fabrication and production activity. Mixed use buildings, live/
work, apartment buildings, urban flats, warehouses, and indus-
trial buildings will be connected by comfortable walking streets, 
distinct public spaces and connections to the Water Flume Trail.

Lincoln Heights District (Northeast Quadrant). This District 
would provide a mix of retail, commercial and would also 
include a residential core anchored around Lincoln Heights 
Park. In the residential core, apartment buildings, courtyard 
developments, urban flats and townhouses would be located 
along connecting curvilinear residential streets that are 
oriented to topography, views, local parks and public places.
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Figure 2.7. 
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Mall District (Southeast Quadrant). The Mall District is 
envisioned for the most dense urban infill and would be the 
activity and services center for the Tacoma Mall neighborhood. 
With the Tacoma Mall as its anchor, this District would serve 
regional shoppers and provide residential development, 
employment, and retail services complemented by educa-
tional, medical, civic and community services. Entertainment 
and cultural venues would attract local and regional visitors.

Madison District (Southwest Quadrant). The heart of the Madison 
District would be a mixed-scale residential neighborhood charac-
terized by local streets and alleys bordered by houses, duplexes, 
townhouses and apartments. The former Madison School complex 
at its center would serve as a large public anchor that provides 
multiple community uses and purposes including open space, play 
space and a community garden. The district’s edges would include 
a mix of uses that provide services and amenities for residents as 
well as transitions to adjacent areas.

Transportation

The proposed transportation system would build from the City’s 
adopted Transportation Master Plan and Complete Streets 
design guidelines, tailored to add specific improvements to 
support the vision for the Tacoma Mall neighborhood and to 
provide equity in transportation facilities to serve the neigh-
borhood (Figure 2.7). The proposal plans for transportation 
improvements that would be provided at a rate equal or ahead 
of the pace of development during the planning horizon.

Key transportation features include:
•	 Significantly improved area-wide street connectivity, 

including improvement projects to subarea access points 
and primary street corridors and a new Loop Road to 
facilitate internal trips and new local street connections

•	 Improved area-wide bicycle and pedestrian connectivity
•	 Designate the majority of streets in the Subarea as Complete 

Streets based on the City’s Complete Streets Standards
•	 Development of a loop road that enhances internal 

connectivity and links the four neighborhood districts
•	 Planning for potential rail and high capacity transit 

investments
•	 Enact a parking demand management strategy that includes 

deploying the City’s residential parking zones program to 
prioritize curb space for residents

•	 Vacation of a limited number of public rights-of-way to 
remove system redundancy or isolated street segments as 
connectivity and intersection density increases

•	 Planning for an I-5 direct access ramp onto Tacoma Mall 
Boulevard for southbound vehicles

The mode split describes the percentage 

of travelers using a particular type of 

transportation.
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The proposed street network would accommodate future 
growth through a more traditional small-block street system, a 
safe and comfortable pedestrian environment, and investment 
in alternative transportation choices that promote active living. 
By 2040, the plan seeks to achieve a mode split of 52 percent 
single occupant vehicles, 9 percent high occupancy vehicles 
(carpools), 12 percent walking/bicycle, 9 percent transit use 
and 18 percent internal vehicle trips.

The proposal specifically includes 25 new near-, mid- and long- 
term transportation projects that are proposed for incorporation 
into the City’s Transportation Master Plan. The projects reflect 
proposed Subarea Plan policy priorities such as constructing the 
Loop Road, greening streets as part of the area-wide stormwater 
strategy, locating a high capacity transit station in the subarea, 
and improving the multi-modal transportation system. The seven 
near-term, and highest priority, proposed projects are:
•	 Loop Road Phase I Demonstration Project
•	 I-5 Direct Access/Potential HOV Ramp Study
•	 Madison District Green Streets/Stormwater Infrastructure 

Improvements—Phase I
•	 South 38th Street and South Steele Street intersection
•	 South Sprague Avenue Bicycle connection
•	 Tacoma Mall Transit Center Location Study
•	 Address area-wide sidewalk gaps

Parks and Open Space

The subarea plan describes the community vision for an inte-
grated system of parks, open space, green infrastructure and 
public streets including the Loop Road. The plan supports a 
coordinated partnership with Metro Parks Tacoma, the City 
of Tacoma, the Tacoma School District and civic partners 
to achieve the vision and recognizes that integration of the 
subarea plan parks vision into the context of citywide system 
planning efforts is a first step toward action. Within this 
context, key proposed parks and open space features include:
•	 An emphasis on collaboration and coordination with 

Metro Parks Tacoma and other parks partners to consider 
recommended parks actions in the subarea plan

•	 An illustrative concept plan identifying new and enhanced 
parks and open spaces, as shown in Figure 2.8

•	 Suggested level of service standards and parks planning 
principals

•	 A recommendation for discussions with parks partners to 
review and update level of service standards for urban 
parks and parks planning principals as a first step before 
making decisions about new parks
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Figure 2.8. 
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•	 Coordination with the Tacoma School District about the 
potential use of the Madison School site for parks or other 
public uses

•	 Exploration of options for relocating the 40th Street 
Community Garden out of the right-of-way in order to 
reconnect the street grid at this location

•	 Work with private developers to provide parks and open 
spaces

•	 Engaging with the community to create recreational 
opportunities for all

Stormwater Management

Alternative 2 would seek to enhance water quality and water 
quantity conditions through implementation of an areawide 
stormwater strategy and Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
that infiltrate runoff, provide flood storage, and reduce 
effective impervious surface coverage. Proposed stormwater 
strategies are shown in Figure 2.9 and include:

•	 Development of at least one regional water quality, 
infiltration and/or flood storage facility in the northwest 
quadrant (which is an area with high soil permeability). It 
is anticipated that these facilities would be designed in 
tandem with new flood overflow pathways. These overflow 
pathways would be designed to convey peak storm 
event flood flows to specific areas along South Tacoma 
Way to the north, reducing localized flooding impacts to 
development and other infrastructure.

•	 Incorporation of permeable pavement and bioretention cell 
bulb-outs in street improvement projects for streets with 
lower traffic volumes, including every street in the Madison 
District (which is an area with high soil permeability) as well 
as streets in the center of the Lincoln Heights District and 
more limited improvements in the Mall District based on 
soil permeability conditions. These improvements would 
improve water quality and reduce runoff in areas where 
existing stormwater infrastructure is overcapacity. The 
transportation project list in the Subarea Plan supports the 
areawide stormwater strategy by including green streets 
projects in the Madison and Lincoln Heights Districts.

•	 Retention and development of green space and tree canopy 
to maximize infiltration and reduce impervious runoff. 
Phase 1 code amendments support this with increased 
requirements for tree plantings and landscaping.

Best Management Practices consist of 
activities, systems, prohibitions of practices, and 
maintenance procedures that are implemented 
to prevent or reduce water pollution, erosion and 
flooding.

Bioretention cells are landscape elements 
designed to intercept, detain, filter and infiltrate 
stormwater. They are generally facilities located 
at the edge of a road or parking area. They 
may be also located in widened landscape areas 
between the sidewalk and curb, referred to as 
bioretention cell bulb-outs.
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Figure 2.9. 
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SEPA Review

A streamlined SEPA review process for development proposals 
that are consistent with the new Subarea Plan and analysis in 
this EIS would provide greater efficiency and certainty for new 
development and increased potential to achieve the vision for 
compact complete Tacoma Mall community.

2.6	 BENEFITS AND DISADVANTAGES OF 
DEFERRING IMPLEMENTATION

Deferring implementation of the proposal would allow for 
residential and commercial development to continue to occur 
as established by existing land use and zoning designations. 
In the absence of a catalyst for redevelopment and neighbor-
hood revitalization, there is increased risk that development 
would occur gradually and adopted housing and employment 
targets may not be met. In addition, there is increased likeli-
hood that, over time, key transportation intersections would 
begin to fall below adopted levels-of-service, which could 
result in a reduced potential for new development and growth. 
Deferring implementation of the proposal would also mean 
that pedestrian and bicycle improvements would be less likely 
to be developed. Consequently, there would be fewer oppor-
tunities for active transportation and related health benefits.

Benefits of new housing, employment, and civic uses—such as 
opportunities for improving physical, social and mental health 
and well-being, building social capital and a sense of commu-
nity, healthy active lifestyles, and greater local employment—in 
the study area would occur more slowly.

City models show that current stormwater systems do not 
provide sufficient capacity to meet the City’s level of service 
standards. Stormwater improvements would likely be made as 
development occurs and as funding is available. Compared to 
the proposed approach, it is likely that this would not achieve 
comparable net improvements in utility service and water 
quality.

Each development would undergo separate environmental 
review, which would allow public comment on each individual 
development proposal, but would also lengthen permit review 
time.
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Figure 3.1.1. 
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3.1.1	EXISTING CONDITIONS
LAND USES
Existing land use patterns in the study area are shown in Figure 
3.1.2 and are shaped by the Tacoma Mall’s role as a regional retail 
destination and the S. Tacoma Way corridor’s industrial character. 
Retail is a primary land uses and includes small- and large-format 
retailers. Retailers are primarily located near the Tacoma Mall 
and major roads such as S. 38th and S. Steele Sts. Office and 
industrial uses, including warehousing and manufacturing, are 
interspersed with retail. The proportion of land used for indus-
trial purposes in the study area, located near S. Tacoma Way, is 
significantly higher than the proportion found in the Regional 
Growth Center (RGC) overall. In general, retail, office and indus-
trial buildings are low-rise and on large lots with surface parking.

Residential uses make up the majority of the Madison District 
and include a mix of single-family detached dwellings, 
single-family attached units (duplexes/triplexes/townhomes) 
and apartment buildings. The Mall District includes apartment 
buildings north of the mall as well as a few single-family uses. 
The Lincoln Heights District includes single-family detached 
and attached homes in the residential neighborhood north of 
Costco and off S. 37th St. The Northwest District includes a 
small number of single-family residential uses.

The two established residential neighborhoods in the study area 
are Madison and Lincoln Heights. The Madison residential neigh-
borhood covers most of the Madison District in an area roughly 
bounded by S. 40th St., S. Junett St., S. 47th St. and S. Puget 
Sound Avenue. The Lincoln Heights residential neighborhood is 
in the central-northwest area of the Lincoln Heights District and 
includes homes along S. California Avenue, Nevada Avenue, S. 
Arizona Avenue and the northern portion of S. Oregon Avenue. 

Other land uses in the study area include government and 
educational uses, vacant lands, parks and other community 
and public uses. Government and educational uses include the 
Tacoma Police Department headquarters and fleet services 
facilities, Pierce County Annex Building (within the study area 
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but not the RGC), Tacoma Public Schools facilities that provide 
specialized programming and bus storage at the Madison School 
site, and US Postal Service general mail and distribution facilities. 
Vacant lands are distributed throughout the study area. Parks are 
located in the Lincoln Heights and Madison Districts. The Lincoln 
Heights District includes Lincoln Heights Park. The Madison 
District includes a community garden located at the Madison 
School site and the northernmost part of South Park (within the 
study area but not the RGC). Other community and public uses 
include utility facilities, transit facilities and churches.

Table 3.1-1 shows existing land uses in the study area and RGC. 
The most common uses in both areas are commercial followed by 
multifamily residential. Both areas generally have the same mix of 
existing uses except industrial—the percentage of industrial land 
in the study area is roughly five times that of the RGC overall.

Table 3.1.1. Existing Land Uses

Land Use
Alt. 1 
(Ac)

% of 
Total

Alt. 2 
(Ac)

% of 
Total

Commercial 228 47% 255 42%

Multifamily Residential 74 15% 76 13%

Government/Education 33 7% 44 7%

Single-Family Residential 30 6% 32 5%

Industrial 5 1% 33 5%

Vacant/Developable 15 3% 18 3%

Parks 3 1% 6 1%

Other Uses 17 4% 21 3%

Areas Outside of Tax Parcels 
(inc. rights-of-way)

81 17% 117 19%

Total Acres 485 — 601 —

Note: Totals may not sum to 100% or the total of individual line items due to rounding.
Source: 3 Square Blocks, 2016; Pierce County Assessor Data, 2014.

SURROUNDING LAND USES
Uses surrounding the study area and RGC are similar. The study 
area’s northern border is within the City’s designated South 
Tacoma Manufacturing/Industrial Center, and the RGC’s northern 
border is adjacent. Uses in this area of the South Tacoma 
Manufacturing/Industrial Center include industrial, retail, office, 
public and institutional uses, transportation and vacant land. This 
land use mix continues on the study area and RGC’s western 
side, along with some residential uses adjacent to the RGC’s 
western border. Heavy industrial and commercial uses are closer 
to the study area border than to the RGC border. One reason 
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for this is that the study area includes the slope of the Nalley 
Valley that drops down to S. Tacoma Way as well as some of the 
valley floor. An active rail line runs through the Nalley Valley and 
adds to the industrial character of the area as well as providing 
Sounder Rail service between Tacoma and Lakewood.

The mix of uses around the southwest corner of the study area 
and RGC includes residential, industrial, retail, office, public and 
institutional, transportation and vacant land. The northern portion 
of South Park is in the study area’s southwest corner just outside 
the RGC and continues to the south. The Tacoma Mall Cemetery 
and Oakwood Hill Cemetery are just east of South Park. Land 
uses between the cemeteries and the study area’s southeast 
corner are primarily single-family residential. Exceptions include 
low-rise apartment uses at the northeast corner of the Tacoma 
Cemetery and a few retail and office uses concentrated along 
Tacoma Mall Boulevard. The majority of the study area’s eastern 
border and RGC is adjacent to Interstate 5 (I-5). A small area 
between the northeast border and I-5 is characterized by a mix 
of retail and utility uses including automobile dealerships and a 
telecommunications-switching center.

ZONING
The study area has four zoning designations while the RGC 
has two, as shown in Figure 3.1.2. These include Urban Center 
Mixed-Use (UCX), Neighborhood Mixed-Use (NCX), Residential 
Commercial Mixed-Use (RCX) and Light Industrial (M-1). The 
majority of the study area is zoned UCX, and all districts include 
this zoning designation. The portions of the study area not 
included in the RGC in the Madison, Northwest and Lincoln 
Heights Districts are zoned M-1 with the exception of a small 
area south of S. 47th St. zoned NCX. The remainder of the area, 
including most of the Madison District, is zoned RCX.

The study area and RGC are located within the South Tacoma 
Groundwater Protection District zoning overlay (STGPD). The 
STGPD zoning overlay is designed to prevent degradation of 
groundwater in the South Tacoma aquifer system by controlling 
the handling, storage and disposal of hazardous substances 
(Tacoma Municipal Code 13.09.010). The study area, but not 
the RGC, is within the South Tacoma Manufacturing/Industrial 
Center zoning overlay. The ST-M/IC zoning overlay is intended 
to protect industrial and manufacturing uses for the long term 
by placing restrictions on incompatible uses (Tacoma Municipal 
Code 13.06.400).

The Nalley Valley, northwest of the 
study area, is a major Tacoma industrial 
area. It was named after the Nalley 
pickle factory, and the name has 
remained over time.
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Source: City of Tacoma, 2016; 3 Square Blocks, 2016

Figure 3.1.2. 
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UCX Zone

Title 13 of the City of Tacoma Municipal Code establishes 
zoning regulations. Section 13.06.300 defines the purpose of 
the UCX zone as follows:

To provide for a dense concentration of 
residential, commercial, and institutional 
development, including regional shopping 
centers, supporting business and service 
uses, and other regional attractions. These 
centers are to hold the highest densities 
outside the Central Business District. An 
urban center is a focus for both regional and 
local transit systems. Walking and transit use 
is facilitated through designs which decrease 
walking distances and increase pedestrian 
safety. Residential uses are encouraged in 
UCX Districts as integrated development 
components.

A wide range of uses are allowed in the UCX zone including 
single-family detached and attached, multifamily, group 
homes, accessory dwelling units, retail, entertainment, office, 
business services, craft production, child care, public facilities, 
and religious assembly facilities. Industrial uses are not 
allowed, including light industrial, warehousing and wholesale 
distribution.

The maximum height of structures in the UCX zone is 75 
feet, or up to 120 feet when developers make use of the 
City’s X-District Height Bonus Program and design buildings 
to include features such as 25% residential floor area or use 
Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) credits. The maximum 
floor area in the UCX zone is 45,000 square feet per business 
for retail uses unless a greater amount is approved with a 
conditional use permit. The minimum density for residential 
developments is 40 units per acre; mixed-use projects 
containing residential units are exempt from this requirement 
(Tacoma Municipal Code 13.06.300).

NCX Zone

The purpose of the NCX zone is defined in the Tacoma 
Municipal Code as follows:

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

All uses allowed in the UCX zone are also allowed in the NCX 
zone except for building services and materials, fueling stations 
and self-storage. Outdoor vehicle sales, storage and repair 
are also prohibited, though these uses are permitted within 
buildings. Industrial uses are not allowed.

The maximum height of structures in the NCX zone is 45 feet. 
Through the X-District Height Bonus Program, maximum 
heights of 65 feet or 85 feet may be allowed in certain areas, 
including the adjacent South 56th and South Tacoma Way 
Center. The maximum floor area in the RCX zone is 30,000 
square feet per business or 45,000 square feet for full-service 
grocery stores. The minimum density of housing units for 
residential developments is 30 units per acre, or 40 units per 
acre on designated pedestrian streets. The study area’s NCX 
zone has one designated pedestrian street, South Tacoma Way 
(Tacoma Municipal Code 13.06.300).

RCX Zone

The purpose of the RCX zone is defined in the Tacoma 
Municipal Code as follows:

To provide sites for medium- and high-intensity 
residential development in centers, with 
opportunities for limited mixed use. This district 
is primarily residential in nature and provides 
housing density on the perimeter of more 
commercial mixed-use zones. Commercial uses 
in this district are small in scale and serve the 
immediate neighborhood. These uses provide 
opportunities for employment close to home. 
This district frequently provides a transition area 
to single-family neighborhoods.

Allowable uses in the RCX zone are more limited than those 
in the UCX and NCX zones. The same residential uses are 
allowed but fewer other types of uses are permitted. Allowed 
nonresidential uses include office, retail, craft production, 
personal services, home occupations, public facilities and 
religious assembly. The following nonresidential uses are 
allowed in UCX and NCX zones but not permitted in the 
RCX zone: cultural institutions, drive-throughs, animal sales 
and service, business support services, commercial parking, 
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entertainment, funeral homes, hotels, marijuana retailers, 
nurseries, repair services, and vehicle retail and sales.

The maximum height of structures in the RCX zone is 60 feet. 
Through the City’s X-District Height Bonus Program, maximum 
heights of 70 feet or 80 feet may be allowed in certain areas. 
The maximum floor area in the RCX zone is 30,000 square feet 
per business, or 45,000 square feet for full service grocery 
stores. The minimum density of housing units for residential 
developments is 30 units per acre, or 40 units per acre on 
designated pedestrian streets. The study area’s RCX zone has 
one designated pedestrian street, the S. 47th/48th Transition 
Street running east to west near the study area’s southern 
border (Tacoma Municipal Code 13.06.300).

M-1 Zone

The purpose of the M-1 zone is defined in the Tacoma 
Municipal Code as follows:

This district is intended as a buffer between 
heavy industrial uses and less intensive 
commercial and/or residential uses. M-1 districts 
may be established in new areas of the City. 
However, this classification is only appropriate 
inside Comprehensive Plan areas designated for 
medium and high intensity uses.

Permitted uses in the M-1 zone are light industrial and a 
limited range of other uses including entertainment, business 
services, commercial parking, childcare, drive-throughs, 
eating and drinking establishments, small-scale retail and 
office, and vehicle services. Certain public facilities are 
permitted; schools are not allowed in M-1 zones within the 
South Tacoma Manufacturing/Industrial Center zoning overlay. 
Mixed-use multifamily housing is allowed in the M-1 zone; the 
only type permitted in M-1 zones within the South Tacoma 
Manufacturing/Industrial Center zoning overlay is workers’ 
housing. Heavy industrial uses are not permitted in the M-1 
zone.

The maximum height of structures in the M-1 zone is 75 feet 
in most cases. There is no maximum lot coverage (Tacoma 
Municipal Code 13.06.400).

SURROUNDING ZONING
The area surrounding the study area has a range of zoning 
designations. In general, the majority of land north and 
west of the study area is zoned industrial, and the majority 
of land south and east is zoned residential with some 
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limited commercial zoning. The specific zoning designations 
surrounding the study area and RGC are described below.

Land north and west of the study area and RGC is zoned M-1 
and Heavy Industrial (M-2) and primarily located within the 
South Tacoma Manufacturing/Industrial Center zoning overlay 
(ST-M/IC). Due to differences in boundaries between the study 
area and the RGC, the study area is closer to M-2 uses.

Surrounding zones southwest of the study area and RGC 
include M-1, M-2, Community Commercial (C-2), NCX, RCX 
and Commercial Industrial Mixed-Use (CIX). The Tacoma 
Cemetery and Oakwood Hill Cemetery south of the study area 
and RGC are zoned Two Family Dwelling (R-3). New cemeteries 
are not permitted in this zone, but existing cemeteries may 
be expanded with conditional use permits (Tacoma Municipal 
Code 13.06.100). Immediately east of the cemetery are two 
parcels zoned Low Density Multiple Family Dwelling (R-4-L) 
and Neighborhood Commercial (C-1). The majority of land 
south of the study area and RGC is zoned Single-family 
Dwelling (R-2); however, a few parcels to the southeast are 
zoned C-1, C-2 and Transitional (T).

The predominantly R-2 zoning pattern continues around the 
eastern side of the study area and RGC until S. 38th St. From 
there north, adjacent zones include M-1, C-2, R-3 and Multiple 
Family Dwelling (R-4).

All zones adjacent to the study area and the RGC are within 
the STGPD zoning overlay.

FUTURE LAND USE
The City of Tacoma’s Future Land Use Map illustrates the 
intended future generalized land use pattern in the City 
(Figure 3.1.3). The City updated the Future Land Use Map in 
2015 when it updated its Comprehensive Plan. The future land 
use designations were determined through analysis of urban 
form 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 future land use designation (City of 
Tacoma Planning and Development Services, 2015).

The study area has four future land use designations and the 
RGC has two, including the Tacoma Mall RGC, Neighborhood 
Mixed-Use Center, Light Industrial, and Parks and Open Space. 
The Tacoma Mall RGC designation corresponds with the RGC 
boundary. The RGC also includes a Parks and Open Space 
designation that corresponds with Lincoln Heights Park. The 
study area’s southwest corner (outside the RGC) contains lands 
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designated Parks and Open Space that correspond with South 
Park, and includes a small area designated Neighborhood 
Mixed-Use Center inside the current boundaries of the South 
Tacoma Way Neighborhood Mixed-Use Center. The remainder 
of the study area is designated Light Industrial.

The Tacoma 2040 Comprehensive Plan defines future land use 
designations. The Tacoma Mall RGC designation is specifically 
for the RGC and establishes a minimum allowable site 
density of 25 dwelling units per net acre. The Neighborhood 
Mixed-Use Center designation applies to seven designated 
neighborhood mixed-use centers in the City including 
the South Tacoma Way Neighborhood Mixed-Use Center 
located around S. Tacoma Way and S. 56th St. and includes 
the Sounder South Tacoma Station. The South Tacoma Way 
Manufacturing Industrial Center (MIC) designation includes 
the study area expansion area and adjoins the RGC to the 
north and west. In this area, the South Tacoma Way MIC is also 
designated as Light Industrial, which allows for a variety of uses 
that have moderate scale and impact compared with heavy 
industrial uses. The Parks and Open Space designation is 
intended to conserve and enhance open, natural and improved 
areas that provide environmental and recreational benefits. 

SURROUNDING FUTURE LAND USE DESIGNATIONS
The areas adjacent to the study area and RGC have the 
following future land use designations: Light Industrial, Heavy 
Industrial, Neighborhood Mixed-Use Center, Parks and Open 
Space, Multifamily (Low Density), Single-family Residential, 
Neighborhood Commercial and General Commercial. These 
designations roughly correspond with the previously discussed 
existing land use patterns and zoning designations around the 
study area and RGC.

POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT
The study area currently comprises 3,788 people and 8,290 
jobs (3 Square Blocks, 2016). Comparatively, the RGC currently 
has 3,761 people and 7,171 jobs (PSRC, 2014). The small 
difference in population and larger difference in jobs between 
the RGC and the study area is due to the predominantly 
industrial and commercial land uses in the proposed expansion 
area.

Compared with the City as a whole, the population of the 
study area tends to have a greater representation of 20–29 
and <5 age cohorts, adults without a college education, 
and households with lower incomes. Additionally, rates of 
poverty are higher than for the City as a whole (CAI, 2016). The 
population’s racial diversity is similar to that of the city overall, 
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except that it has twice as many people of Hispanic origin, 
slightly more people who are African American or who identify 
with two or more races, and half has many people who are Asian 
alone (Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department, 2016). 

Employment in the study area is dominated by retail 
trade, which makes up over 40% of total employment. 
Accommodation and food services, as well as government 
services, are also key sectors for employment in the 
neighborhood. Services and manufacturing are less 
represented (CAI, 2016).

Local employment needs are generally not met by residents. 
About 3% of the local population is employed within the 
study area. Employees that work in the area are drawn from 
communities across the region (CAI, 2016).

DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY
Since 1997, Pierce County and its 23 cities and towns have worked 
collaboratively through the Buildable Lands Program to collect 
annual permitting data, inventory developable lands and meet 
Growth Management Act requirements to ensure that Urban 
Growth Areas are of sufficient size to accommodate anticipated 
population growth (Pierce County, 2014). The 2014 Pierce 
County Buildable Lands Report contains an estimate of existing 
development capacity in the RGC. The report estimates that 
the RGC has the capacity to accommodate an additional 49,862 
people and 44,760 jobs. This estimate is based on many factors 
including existing zoning designations, a definition of developable 
parcels and a set of assumptions about household size, unit 
size, lot coverage and square feet of floor space per employee 
(Pierce County, 2014). The report does not provide an estimate of 
development capacity for the portion of the study area outside 
the RGC. It does provide general information suggesting that this 
area has employment development capacity but little residential 
development capacity, consistent with zoning and land use 
patterns. 

The Buildable Lands Program maintains an inventory of 
vacant and underutilized land in Pierce County. Based on that 
inventory, approximately 55% of parcels in both the study area 
and the RGC are vacant or underutilized. Figure 3.1.4 shows 
the locations of these parcels.

3.1.2	SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS
IMPACTS COMMON TO BOTH ALTERNATIVES
Under both alternatives, zoning regulations would provide 
sufficient development capacity to meet 2040 growth targets 
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and allow for intensive land use and building patterns to 
support City and regional planning goals for regional centers. 
The likelihood of this level of development occurring varies 
between alternatives. 

As discussed under Existing Conditions, development capacity 
in the existing RGC is sufficient to accommodate growth targets 
under Alternative 1. Alternative 2 proposes an expansion of the 
RGC and changes to the City’s zoning regulations for the study 
area. To understand how these changes would impact future 
growth, the City generated an estimate of the development 
capacity under Alternative 2 using the same methodology used 
for the 2014 Pierce County Buildable Lands Report. Based on 
this estimate, future capacity would accommodate an additional 
46,304 people and 63,761 jobs. 

Under both alternatives, the study area is assumed to 
experience new growth and development that will result in a 
greater mix of uses and building intensities than under existing 
conditions. These types of impacts have the potential to cause 
corresponding land use compatibility impacts. Specific impacts 
to the existing land use pattern vary between alternatives.

Under both alternatives, short-term development would likely 
occur on the vacant or underutilized lands shown in Figure 
3.1.4. Sites not shown in Figure 3.1.4 could also redevelop.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 1 (NO ACTION)
Alternative 1 assumes significant development will occur within 
current RGC boundaries consistent with existing land use and 
zoning regulations. Development would occur on a project-by-
project basis and land use impacts would be evaluated on a 
site-specific basis in conjunction with each proposed project.

Land Use Patterns and Growth Distribution

Development Intensity
Existing land use regulations allow for high development 
intensities throughout the RGC. As discussed in Existing 
Conditions, building heights are currently allowed in the RGC 
of up to 60–120 feet. Past and current development trends 
for the RGC are for much lower intensities than allowed under 
current zoning. Most existing buildings in the RGC are under 
four stories. The gap between allowed land use patterns and 
development trends creates uncertainty about the intensity of 
future development patterns. It is possible that development 
under the No Action would not achieve the 2040 growth 
targets and city and regional goals for the Tacoma Mall RGC.

Alternative 1 (No Action) and 
Alternative 2 (Action Alternative)

Alternative 1 (No Action) would 
maintain the existing RGC boundaries 
and growth targets as well as the City’s 
current development regulations for 
the subarea. Alternative 2 (Action 
Alternative) proposes to expand the 
RGC boundaries, increase growth 
targets for the subarea to account 
for this expansion, and adopt 
and implement the Tacoma Mall 
Neighborhood Subarea Plan including 
changes to zoning and development 
regulations.
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Mix of Land Uses
Existing land use regulations allow for a mix of housing- and 
job-supporting land uses throughout the RGC. As discussed 
in Existing Conditions, two zoning districts will guide future 
use and intensity in the RGC under Alternative 1. The UCX 
zone corresponds to the Northwest, Lincoln Heights and 
Mall Districts, and the RCX zone corresponds to the Madison 
District, excepting the north portion and southeast corner 
of the Madison District that is zoned UCX. Housing and 
employment growth are permitted in both zones. Based on 
the range of allowable uses in each zone, the majority of 
employment growth would likely occur in the UCX zone and 
there would likely be a higher proportion of residential uses in 
the RCX zone.

Northwest, Lincoln Heights and Mall Districts. The UCX 
zone permits a wide range of uses as discussed in Existing 
Conditions. Infill and redevelopment in this zone could 
result in a greater mix of uses than currently exist, as well as 
intensification of development. One area with potential for a 
significant increase in mix of uses is the Northwest District. 
This area is currently predominantly commercial and infill 
development could result in the introduction of residential and 
other uses.

Another area with the potential for change in mix of land 
uses is the Lincoln Heights residential neighborhood in 
the Lincoln Heights District. The neighborhood has been 
partially redeveloped with commercial and public uses in the 
past. While there has been no recent redevelopment in the 
neighborhood, given the wide range of uses allowed in the 
UCX zone there is the potential that the remaining single-
family and single-family attached uses could continue to be 
replaced by other types of land uses.

The Mall District is unlikely to experience significant changes in 
mix of land uses. The Tacoma Mall is within this district and is 
an anchor for surrounding retail uses. Also, the district already 
has a mix of retail, office, residential and other uses. 

Madison District. The types of infill and redevelopment that 
could occur in the RCX zone are limited in comparison with those 
in the UCX and include residential uses and neighborhood-scale 
commercial uses. The area of the Madison District zoned RCX 
contains the Madison residential neighborhood that has been 
transitioning from a land use pattern typical of single-family 
neighborhoods build in the early 1900s to a mix of residential 
uses with higher densities. Existing land use regulations allow 
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for continued intensification of residential uses as well as 
incorporation of neighborhood-scale commercial uses.

Compatibility of Uses

There is the potential for land use compatibility issues when 
land use patterns change. If future developments take 
advantage of allowed building heights and scales in the 
RGC, there may be abrupt transitions as they infill around 
existing smaller buildings. Due to the uncertainty about future 
development patterns under Alternative 1, it is unclear whether 
such abrupt transitions would continue to exist for a long 
period or building heights and scales would become more 
consistent in a shorter time.

An increased mix of uses is possible throughout the RGC 
under Alternative 1; however, the uses allowed in the UCX and 
RCX zones are designed to be compatible and support the 
Tacoma Mall RGC generalized future land use designation. If 
future development results in an increased mix of uses in the 
RGC, residents, visitors and business owners may experience 
short-term impacts as they adjust to new local conditions, 
but no long-term significant conflicts between land uses are 
expected. Development under Alternative 1 is expected 
to occur incrementally over time, which would help prevent 
sudden occurrences of major changes to the mix of land 
uses. In addition, the City’s existing development standards, 
including building character, noise, light and glare standards, 
would mitigate potential impacts (see Section 3.4—Aesthetics 
and Urban Design).

Adjacent to the RGC
There is little potential for land use conflicts adjacent to the 
RGC. To the west and north, light industrial zoning provides 
a transition between the RGC and higher-intensity industrial 
uses. To the east, the strong boundary provided by I-5 
minimizes the potential for land use conflicts with development 
in adjacent areas. To the south, the Mall District is adjacent 
to a residential neighborhood. A change in topography and 
a lack of street connectivity create a buffer between the 
Mall District and the residential neighborhood. The Madison 
District is adjacent to a cemetery. The residential character of 
the Madison District is compatible with the character of the 
cemetery. Furthermore, lack of street connectivity between the 
two creates a buffer.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 2
Alternative 2 assumes significant development in the study 
area under a new future land use plan and the suggested 
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zoning designations shown in Figures 2.5 and 2.6 (Chapter 
2). These are intended to support a cohesive urban form by 
focusing highest-intensity uses to create an urban core for 
the neighborhood and creating transitions between different 
types and intensities of land uses. Development would 
occur incrementally over time and be subject to area-wide 
environmental review standards.

Land Use Patterns and Growth Distribution

Development Intensity
Based on the zoning classifications proposed by Alternative 
2, the highest-intensity development and tallest buildings 
would occur around the Tacoma Mall and along portions of 
S. 38th St., S. Pine St. and Tacoma Mall Boulevard, which are 
major transportation corridors in the study area. Maximum 
building heights in those areas would range from 75 to 120 
feet. Moderate- to low-intensity development would occur in 
the Madison residential neighborhood. The maximum building 
height in that area would be 45 feet. Moderate- to high-
intensity development would occur throughout the remainder 
of the study area. Building heights in those areas would range 
from 65 to 100 feet. Maximum building heights in the Lincoln 
Heights residential neighborhood would range from 45 to 65 
feet.

The finer-grained focus of the proposed land use plan and 
zoning designations would create a greater level of certainty 
about future land use patterns compared with Alternative 
1. Additionally, Alternative 2 assumes major improvements 
to multimodal transportation, stormwater and parks & 
open space systems. These improvements could create 
development incentives and help achieve the 2040 growth 
targets and city and regional goals for the Tacoma Mall RGC.

The expansion of the study area to include 116 acres west and 
north of the RGC would distribute development demand for 
the Tacoma Mall neighborhood over a larger area. Alternative 
2 proposes to update the City’s Comprehensive Plan Future 
Land Use Map to extend the Mixed-Use Center Tacoma Mall 
RGC designation to the entire study area with the exception 
of existing designated parks and open spaces. Expansion of 
urban centers has the potential to lower overall development 
intensity. The suggested zoning regulations and other subarea 
plan features proposed under Alternative 2 are designed to 
direct sufficient development to areas around the Tacoma Mall 
and along major transportation corridors to create a dense 
urban core appropriate for a regional urban center.
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Mix of Land Uses
The zoning designations proposed under Alternative 2 are 
Urban Center Mixed-Use (UCX), Commercial-Industrial Mixed-
Use (CIX), Neighborhood Commercial Mixed-Use (NCX) 
and Urban Residential Mixed-Use (URX). Proposed height 
limits for specific locations within the study area are shown in 
Figure 2.6 (Chapter 2). Also, the area zoned UCX next to I-5 
would only be permitted for commercial uses. The study area 
currently has UCX, M-1, NCX and RCX designations, which are 
described in the Existing Conditions section. Under Alternative 
2, the M-1 and RCX zoning designation would no longer 
apply to the study area. The two new zoning designations 
for the study area, CIX and URX, are described in Chapter 
2. The CIX designation would allow for a mix of commercial 
establishments and light industrial activities and would permit 
residential uses. The URX designation would allow for medium-
intensity residential development, being residential in nature 
and prohibiting most other types of uses (TMC 13.06.300). 

As shown in Figure 2.6 (Chapter 2), under Alternative 2 the 
UCX designation would make up the largest portion of 
the study area; covering most of the Mall District, areas in 
the study area’s center along S. Pine St and S. 38th St, and 
portions of the study area’s southwestern and northeastern 
corners. The CIX designation would only apply along the 
study area’s northwestern edge, most of which is adjacent 
to S. Tacoma Way. URX designations would be located in 
the Madison and Lincoln Heights Districts and generally 
correspond with their associated residential neighborhoods. 
The NCX designation would cover the smallest portion of the 
study area, a few parcels inside of the Madison District.

In addition to the new zoning designations, expansion of parks 
and open space is proposed under Alternative 2. The study area 
currently contains 6 acres of parks and open space. Alternative 
2 proposes that the City work with Metro Parks Tacoma and 
other parks partners to develop new levels of service for urban 
parks in the study area and Tacoma’s other urban centers, 
and to develop new parks-planning principles for the study 
area. The subarea plan includes parks-planning principles 
for consideration as well as an illustrative concept plan for 
potential locations of future parks (Figure 2.8 of Chapter 2). The 
suggested parks-planning principles call for public parks and 
open spaces in each of the four quadrants, locating them along 
the Loop Road, providing green stormwater infrastructure and 
tree canopy, enhancing sense of place and urban design, and 
meeting the recreational programming needs of dense urban 
neighborhoods and diverse communities. Once new level-of-
service standards and parks-planning principles are established, 
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the City would work with Metro Parks Tacoma and other parks 
partners to enhance existing parks and to acquire and develop 
new parkland in the study area. Acquisition of parkland would 
take place over time based on the availability of grants and 
other funding sources, and may not take place in the locations 
shown in Figure 2.8 (Chapter 2).

Alternative 2 envisions a significant increase in the use of 
land for public purposes. In addition to new parks and open 
spaces, there would be numerous new public street segments, 
shown in Figure 2.7 (Chapter 2). Depending upon real estate 
market conditions and other factors, it might not be possible 
to acquire land in the exact locations shown in Figures 2.7 and 
2.8 (Chapter 2) for parks and open spaces and public rights-
of-way. Development could preclude their development as 
shown on the concept maps. Other factors that could prevent 
development as shown could include capital improvement 
planning needs of parks partners or issues identified during 
review of specific streets projects. Once land was acquired for 
public purposes it would be unavailable for other uses for the 
long term.

Northwest, Lincoln Heights, Mall and Madison Districts. 
Changes to the mix of land uses in the four districts would 
be similar to those discussed under Alternative 1, with some 
notable exceptions discussed below.

The Northwest and Lincoln Heights Districts encompass a 
larger area under Alternative 2, and most of the additional area 
currently contains industrial and commercial uses. Alternative 
2’s proposed zoning designations would allow for a mix of 
uses in these areas including light industrial, commercial and 
residential, whereas they would continue to be zoned light 
industrial under Alternative 1. 

The proposed URX zoning designation in the Lincoln 
Heights and Madison Districts would help create stable 
long-term residential areas in the remaining portions of long-
time residential neighborhoods in the study area, whereas 
Alternative 1 would allow for a mix of uses in these areas. 

The proposed Commercial Only UCX zoning designation 
adjacent to I-5 would preserve the existing commercial 
character of this area, providing a permanent buffer between 
the interstate and areas to the west with mixed uses. Under 
Alternative 1, residential and other uses would be allowed in 
this area.
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Compatibility of Uses

The proposed zoning designations are designed to produce 
future development patterns in the study area that minimize 
incompatibilities between land uses through transitioning and 
buffering. For instance, moderate-intensity areas are located 
to provide buffers between high- and low-intensity uses. Also, 
the proposed zoning designations allow for fine-grained control 
of the range of land uses allowed within small areas, grouping 
similar land uses together and reducing the potential for 
incompatibilities. There may be some short-term compatibility 
impacts similar to those described under Alternative 1 as the 
study area transitions to the new land use vision, but the long-
term effects of Alternative 2 on land use compatibility are 
anticipated to be positive. Short-term compatibility impacts 
would be mitigated by the City’s existing development 
standards. Additionally, there may be positive health benefits 
associated with the proposed zoning designations, to the extent 
that they result in a more cohesive and compact urban form, 
such as improved livability, social cohesion and walkability.

Adjacent to the Study Area
There is little potential for land use conflicts adjacent to the 
study area to the east and to the south, for the same reasons 
discussed under Alternative 1. There is also little potential for 
land use conflicts to the north and west under Alternative 2.

Alternative 2 expands the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood 
boundary west and north to S. Tacoma Way between S. 38th 
St and S. Fife St. The adjacent area from immediately north of 
Union Ave. to S. Fife St. is zoned heavy industrial. Alternative 
2 creates a transition between this industrial zone and the 
UCX and RCX designations in the study area by applying a 
CIX designation along that segment of S. Tacoma Way. The 
S. Tacoma Way right-of-way also contributes to this transition. 
The other portions of the western and northern boundaries of 
the study area are adjacent to existing light industrial zoning 
designations that provide a transition between UCX and CIX 
designations in the study area and heavy industrial uses to the 
west and north of the light industrial designations.

Industrial Lands

The majority of land in the RGC’s proposed 116-acre expansion 
area is currently zoned M-1. Of this, 82 acres are part of the 
South Tacoma Manufacturing/Industrial Center. Alternative 
2 proposes to rezone these lands to CIX and UCX zoning 
designations and remove them from the South Tacoma 
Manufacturing/Industrial Center. The City’s Comprehensive 
Plan and Vision 2040 contain policy guidance to protect 
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industrial lands and related employment centers. Alternative 
2 would reduce total industrial-zoned land in the City, and 
it is unlikely that this area would be rezoned industrial once 
designated part of the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood and 
rezoned for a mix of uses. 

The CIX zone allows a similar range of light industrial uses 
as those in the M-1 District, while also allowing mixed-use, 
commercial and residential development. Thus the area rezoned 
CIX would still be available for industrial use. The UCX zone 
does not permit industrial uses. By rezoning the portion of the 
study area currently zoned M-1 and removing this area from the 
Manufacturing/Industrial Center, the City creates the possibility 
for existing uses to transition to mixed-industrial or nonindustrial 
uses and for future development of mixed-industrial and 
nonindustrial land uses. The design standards for the CIX and 
UCX Districts provide tools to ensure compatibility between uses 
and a smooth transition between the study area and industrial 
areas to the northwest. 

The City currently has sufficient industrial land capacity. 
According to analysis conducted by the City in 2013, the 
Tideflats Manufacturing/Industrial Center has capacity for 
57,800 jobs and the South Tacoma Way Manufacturing/
Industrial Center has capacity for 22,300 jobs. Each of these 
centers are targeted for 7,600 jobs by 2040, well within 
available capacity. The South Tacoma Way Manufacturing/
Industrial Center is 690 acres, and rezoning the 82 acres the 
study area would not significantly impact the MIC’s ability to 
meet the 2040 target. Also, the CIX zoning designation would 
continue to allow for a similar range of light industrial uses to 
those permitted in the current zoning designation.

3.1.3	MITIGATING MEASURES
INCORPORATED PLAN FEATURES
Mitigation contained in plans and policies adopted or planned 
for adoption as part of the proposed action:

•	 Under Alternative 1, the City’s Comprehensive Plan 
establishes future land uses that would provide sufficient 
development capacity to meet the City’s 2040 growth 
targets, allow for intensive land use and building patterns 
that would support City and regional planning goals 
for regional centers, and mitigate potential land use 
compatibility impacts.

•	 Under Alternative 2, new future land use designations 
are proposed that would provide sufficient development 
capacity to meet the City’s 2040 growth targets for the 
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study area and for the South Tacoma Way/Manufacturing 
Industrial Center, allow for intensive land use and building 
patterns that would support City and regional planning 
goals for regional centers, and mitigate potential land use 
compatibility impacts. 

REGULATIONS AND COMMITMENTS
Mitigation contained in regulations or other requirements 
adopted or planned for adoption as part of the proposed 
action

•	 Under both alternatives, existing City development 
standards for building character, noise, light and glare are 
anticipated to help mitigate potential compatibility impacts.

•	 Under both alternatives, the zoning regulations that 
implement the City’s current Comprehensive Plan would 
provide sufficient development capacity to meet the City’s 
growth targets, support goals for regional centers and 
mitigate potential land use compatibility impacts.

•	 Under Alternative 2, proposed Phase I code amendments 
would further promote land use compatibility, providing a 
fine-grained distribution of land use density and intensity 
throughout the neighborhood and new design standards to 
enhance community character.

OTHER MITIGATION MEASURES
Any mitigation not contained in the categories above 

•	 Under both alternatives, monitor development trends to 
evaluate whether they support achievement of the 2040 
growth targets and city and regional goals for the Tacoma 
Mall neighborhood, and consider development incentives 
or other measures if needed.

3.1.4	SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE 
IMPACTS

No significant unavoidable adverse land use impacts are 
anticipated under either alternative.
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Figure 3.1.3. 
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Figure 3.1.4. 
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Figure 3.1.5. 
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3.2.1	 INTRODUCTION
This section of the Draft EIS describes pertinent plans, 
policies, regulations and programs that guide or inform the 
proposal. Federal, state and regional plans and policies 
evaluated in this section include the US Environmental 
Protection Agency National Estuaries Program, Washington 
State Growth Management Act, Puget Sound Regional 
Council Vision 2040, Puget Sound Partnership Action Agenda 
and the Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies, each 
establishing a regulatory or policy framework with which 
a subarea plan must be consistent. Local policy guidance 
evaluated in this section includes the City of Tacoma 
Comprehensive Plan, the Tacoma 2025 Strategic Plan and 
the Tacoma Climate Action Plan. A comprehensive review of 
potentially applicable plans and policies developed as part of 
the subarea planning process is included Appendix B of this 
EIS.

3.2.2	 EXISTING CONDITIONS
US ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY—
NATIONAL ESTUARIES PROGRAM WATERSHED 
PROTECTION AND RESTORATION GRANTS
Puget Sound is one of 28 estuaries of national significance 
designated by the National Estuary Program (NEP). Under 
this program, the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
receives federal funding to support local efforts to protect 
and restore Puget Sound. These funds are used for financial 
assistance to state, local and Tribal governments for their 
efforts to implement the Puget Sound Action Agenda. In 
January 2011, the EPA selected the Washington Departments 
of Ecology and Commerce to receive a grant for “Watershed 
Protection and Restoration.” The state awarded the City of 
Tacoma NEP grant funding for development of the Tacoma 
Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan & EIS in recognition of the 
importance of compact urban development patterns in the 
regional effort to restore the health of the Puget Sound.

Chapter 3.2
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WASHINGTON GROWTH MANAGEMENT ACT
The Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) was 
adopted in 1990 in response to concerns over uncoordinated 
growth and its impacts on communities and the environment. 
The GMA includes 13 planning goals to help guide its 
implementation. These goals address (1) encouraging growth 
in urban areas, (2) reducing sprawl, (3) encouraging multimodal 
transportation systems, (4) encouraging a variety of housing 
types, including affordable housing, (5) encouraging economic 
development, (6) recognizing property rights, (7) ensuring 
timely and fair permitting processes, (8) protecting agricultural, 
forest and mineral lands, (9) retaining and enhancing open 
space and supporting recreation opportunities, (10) protecting 
the environment, (11) encouraging citizen involvement in 
planning processes, (12) ensuring adequate public facilities 
and services, and (13) encouraging historic preservation. A 
fourteenth goal was added to the GMA to reference the use 
preferences of the Shoreline Management Act.

In 2005, the legislature amended the GMA to require 
communities to adopt and implement plans and strategies to 
promote an increase in physical activity among Washington 
State citizens. In response to this requirement, jurisdictions 
are required to update transportation elements to include a 
pedestrian and bicycle component as well as identify planned 
improvements for those facilities and corridors. This can 
encourage physical activity and improve health and well-being.

Comprehensive plans are mandated by the GMA to 
include specific chapters, referred to as elements. Required 
elements include land use, housing, capital facilities, utilities, 
transportation, economic development, and parks and 
recreation. The GMA and other state and regional policies 
provide specific guidance for the contents of these elements. 
Cities are also allowed to include optional elements in their 
comprehensive plans, such as subarea plans. 

The entire comprehensive plan, including the required and 
optional elements, must be internally and externally consistent. 
Internal consistency means that all elements of a plan are 
consistent with the future land use map contained in the land 
use element and that the different elements are mutually 
supportive. For instance, the transportation projects outlined 
in the transportation element must support the land use 
patterns called for in the land use element. The requirement 
for external consistency means that the comprehensive plan 
must be coordinated with adjacent jurisdictions.

The GMA also requires that plans address provision of 
sufficient land capacity to meet growth targets, establishment 
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of level of service (LOS) standards, and public participation. 
A city must designate adequate land to accommodate 
twenty-year growth forecasts from the Office of Financial 
Management based on the requirement to provide sufficient 
capacity to meet growth targets. A comprehensive plan 
must include LOS standards for transportation facilities and 
may include LOS standards for other types of public facilities 
as well. The comprehensive planning process must include 
a public participation program providing for early and 
continuous opportunities to share input and ideas for the plan 
and its implementation.

Implementation of comprehensive plans is accomplished 
largely through development regulations and capital budget 
decisions. The GMA states that jurisdictions’ development 
regulations and budget decisions must conform to their 
comprehensive plans. 

VISION 2040
Vision 2040, developed by the Puget Sound Regional Council 
(PSRC) and its member governments in King, Kitsap, Pierce 
and Snohomish Counties, is the regional plan for where 
and how growth will occur in the four-county region. Vision 
2040 includes a regional growth strategy, an environmental 
framework, policies to guide growth and development, 
implementation actions and measures to track progress. The 
growth strategy is based on a centers concept, in which the 
majority of the region’s growth is directed to centers within 
five Metropolitan Cities and 13 Core Cities. Vision 2040 
designates Tacoma as a Metropolitan City and the Tacoma 
Mall neighborhood as a Regional Growth Center (RGC). As an 
RGC, the Tacoma Mall neighborhood is required to establish 
residential and employment growth targets that accommodate 
a significant share of the City’s growth. The Tacoma Mall RGC 
also receives priority when applying for federal funding for 
infrastructure, such as transportation facilities, due to its RGC 
designation.

Vision 2040 includes multicounty planning policies with 
which all jurisdictions in the four-county area are required 
by the GMA to comply. Vision 2040 divides the multicounty 
planning policies into three categories: (1) general, (2) 
environment and (3) development patterns. The general 
policies call for coordinated planning, monitoring Vision 
2040’s implementation and performance, and overcoming 
fiscal challenges to find the revenues necessary to maintain 
and operate services and facilities and fund and develop 
new facilities to serve growth. The environmental policies call 
for greater environmental sustainability through improved 
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coordination and increased commitment to protecting 
habitat, restoring natural systems, conserving resources and 
developing green technologies. The development pattern 
policies call for concentrating growth and future development 
into existing urbanized areas in order to create more vibrant 
communities, reduce reliance on the automobile, minimize 
growth in the region’s rural areas, protect resource lands and 
ensure that resources are available to meet the needs of future 
generations.

Vision 2040 acknowledges that the health and well-being 
of the region’s people is fundamental to maintaining and 
improving the region’s sustainability and quality of life. 
Multicounty planning policies call for designing transportation 
facilities to serve all users safely and efficiently. This includes 
building and improving sidewalks, bike lanes, trails and paths, 
and adopting land use strategies to bring homes closer to 
jobs, shopping, services and recreation activities. Vision 2040 
also states that health considerations should be addressed in 
regional and local planning and decision-making processes. It 
encourages design guidelines in the construction of buildings 
and facilities and regional farming and food production.

The PSRC measures the density and intensity of development 
in centers by adding together total population and 
employment. The total of population plus employment is 
referred to as total activity units, which are used to measure 
the degree to which the vision for urban centers as a focus for 
growth is being achieved. For example, the Tacoma Mall RGC 
is described as having a total of 10,932 activity units (based on 
2010 census data), with a focus on employment activity (66% 
jobs/34% residents) and a moderate density of activity (22.5 
activity units per gross acre). For comparison, the average 
activity level identified for all RGCs in the PSRC 2013 Regional 
Growth Centers Monitoring Report was approximately 42 
activity units per gross acre. 

Vision 2040 is implemented through PSRC’s policy and plan 
review of each county and city comprehensive plan and its 
amendments, including center plans such as the Tacoma 
Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan. This analysis uses the 
PSRC criteria for reviewing center plans, as established in 
the Regional Center Plans Checklist, as a framework for 
considering consistency with PSRC policy guidance. The 
Checklist is intended to assist jurisdictions in developing, 
updating and amending their center plans and provides the 
key expectations for RGC plans. The Checklist includes seven 
topics: center plan concept (vision), environment, land use, 
housing, economy, public services and transportation. Please 
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see Appendix C for the complete Checklist, and the Impacts 
section for a discussion of the consistency of the proposal and 
alternatives with these topics.

PUGET SOUND ACTION AGENDA
In 2007, the Washington Legislature created the Puget Sound 
Partnership to coordinate the regional effort to clean up Puget 
Sound. Updated in 2014, the Action Agenda recognizes that 
city and county governments are the primary implementers of 
many near-term actions described in the Action Agenda. 

Applicable policy guidance found in the Puget Sound Action 
Agenda includes

•	 A2.3—Implement restoration projects in urban and 
developed areas while accommodating growth, density 
and infill development.

•	 A3.1—Use integrated market-based programs, incentives 
and ecosystem markets to steward and conserve private 
forest and agricultural lands.

•	 A4—Encourage compact regional growth patterns and 
create dense, attractive, and mixed-use and transit-
oriented communities.

“Encouraging compact urban patterns would 
direct development away from working 
farms and forestlands and protect food and 
fiber production, wildlife habitat, ecosystem 
functions and water quality. Compact 
development patterns reduce impervious cover 
that leads to run-off pollution, and decrease 
shoreline development that leads to erosion 
and habitat destruction. Finally, compact 
development is more energy efficient, reducing 
energy-related pollution including greenhouse 
gas emissions.”

•	 C2.1—Manage urban runoff at the basin and watershed 
scale.

Built Environment Runoff—the Challenge

Urban stormwater runoff poses a high risk to 
the health of Puget Sound by causing two 
major problems. First, the runoff transports 
a mixture of pollutants such as petroleum 
products, heavy metals, bacteria, nutrients 
and sediments from construction sites, 
roads, highways, parking lots, lawns and 
other developed lands with the following 
consequences.
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PIERCE COUNTY COUNTYWIDE PLANNING 
POLICIES
The Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) were 
developed by the Pierce County Regional Council (PCRC) and last 
amended in July 2014. The CPPs address growth management 
issues and support Vision 2040 and the GMA. The GMA requires 
that local comprehensive plans be consistent with the CPPs.

Topics addressed in the CPPs include affordable housing; 
agricultural lands; buildable lands; community and urban 
design; economic development and employment; education; 
fiscal impact; health and well-being; historic, archaeological 
and cultural preservation; natural resources, open space, 
protection of environmentally sensitive lands, and the 
environment; rural areas; siting of essential capital facilities of 
a countywide or statewide significance; transportation facilities 
and strategies; and urban growth areas.

Policies for urban centers, such as the Tacoma Mall RGC, are 
addressed in the Urban Growth Areas section. In this section, the 
narrative discussion of centers provides the following guidance:

•	 Centers are to be areas of concentrated employment 
and/or housing that serve as the hubs of transit and 
transportation systems. Centers should do the following:
o	 Be priority locations for accommodating growth.
o	 Strengthen existing development patterns.
o	 Promote housing opportunities close to employment.
o	 Support development of an extensive multimodal 

transportation system that reduces dependency on 
automobiles.

o	 Reduce congestion and improve air quality.
o	 Maximize the benefit of public investment in 

infrastructure and services.

Applicable goals and policies are listed below.

Overall Policies for Nonindustrial Centers 
•	 Centers shall be characterized by all of the following:

o	 clearly defined geographic boundaries
o	 intensity/density of land uses sufficient to support high-

capacity transit
o	 pedestrian-oriented land uses and amenities
o	 pedestrian connections shall be provided throughout
o	 urban design standards that reflect the local community
o	 provisions to reduce single-occupancy vehicle use 

especially during peak hours and commute times
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o	 provisions for bicycle use
o	 sufficient public open spaces and recreational 

opportunities
o	 uses that provide both daytime and nighttime activities
o	 locations in urban growth areas (13.6 and 13.6.1–13.6.10)

•	 Infrastructure and services shall be either present and 
available, or planned and financed, consistent with the 
expected rate of growth (14.1).

•	 Priority for transportation and infrastructure funds shall be 
given to designated centers (14.2).

•	 Centers shall provide necessary capital facilities needed 
to accommodate the projected growth in population and 
employment. Facilities include, but are not limited to, 
roads, sewers and other utilities, schools, parks, and open 
space. In order to provide balance between higher-intensity 
uses within centers, public and/or private open space shall 
be provided (UGA-16).

•	 Streetscape amenities (landscaping, furniture, etc.) shall 
be provided within centers to create a pedestrian friendly 
environment (UGA-17).

•	 Adopt development standards that encourage pedestrian-
scaled development such as those that address 
o	 interconnections between buildings and sidewalks; 
o	 pedestrian links between residential and nonresidential 

areas; 
o	 street trees/furniture; and 
o	 minimizing separations between uses (18.1 and 18.1.1–

18.1.4).
•	 Centers should receive a high priority for the location of 

high-capacity transit stations and/or transit centers (UGA-
20).

•	 Create a high-density and high-intensity core area to 
support transit and high-occupancy vehicle use (UGA 21, 
21.1–21.3).

•	 Provisions for nonmotorized transportation shall be 
provided, including
o	 bicycle-friendly roadway design; 
o	 wider outside lane or shared parking/bike lanes; 
o	 bike-activated signals;
o	 covered, secure bicycle parking at all places of 

employment; 
o	 bicycle racks; and 
o	 pedestrian pathways (UGA-23, 23.1–23.6).
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Regional Growth Centers

Concepts and Principles 
•	 RGCs include a dense mix of business, commercial, 

residential and cultural activity within a compact area. 
RGCs are targeted for employment and residential growth 
and provide excellent transportation service including 
fast, convenient high-capacity transit service as well as 
investment in major public amenities (UGA-31).

•	 RGCs shall plan to meet the following criteria: 
o	 a minimum of 25 employees per gross acre of 

nonresidential lands; and 
o	 a minimum of 10 households per gross acre; and/or 
o	 a minimum of 15,000 employees; and 
o	 not to exceed a maximum size of 1-1/2 square miles; and 
o	 planning policies recognizing the need to receive a 

significant share of regional growth (UGA-32 and 32.1–
32.5).

Overarching Policies for Health and Well-Being

•	 The County and each municipality in the County will be 
designed to promote physical, social, and mental well-
being so that all people can live healthier and more active 
lives.

•	 The County and each municipality in the County shall 
incorporate provisions addressing health and well-being 
into appropriate regional, countywide, and local planning 
and decision-making processes. 

To support this CPP element, the Tacoma–Pierce County 
Health Department encourages the incorporation of health in 
major decisions and reviews, such as EIS. 

TACOMA 2025
Prepared in 2014, Tacoma 2025 is a strategic plan and vision 
for the future of Tacoma. Tacoma 2025 was developed to 
guide the City in decision-making and resource allocation as 
well as performance tracking and reporting. It has seven focus 
areas: Health & Safety, Human & Social Needs, Economic 
Vibrancy & Employment, Education & Learning, Arts & 
Cultural Vitality, Natural & Built Environment, and Government 
Performance. It includes the following vision for the City’s 
future:

A Vision for Tacoma’s Future

Tacoma is one of the nation’s healthiest, safest, 
and most playful cities. We have daily access 
to stunning natural surroundings and a great 
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quality of life. We are Washington’s most 
diverse big city, with arts, culture, parks, and 
recreational opportunities that are envied by 
much larger cities. We recognize how lucky we 
are, but we know we can make it better.

—Tacoma 2025

Core values—consisting of opportunity, equity, partnerships 
and accountability—shaped the discussion of the future and 
helped identify key issues and opportunities for the future. 

TACOMA COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
Tacoma’s Comprehensive Plan looks forward to Tacoma’s 
long-term future, ensuring that growth happens in a beneficial, 
healthy, and sustainable way. In 2015, Tacoma was the second-
largest city in the Puget Sound region and the most important 
business employment center in the South Sound region. 
Recognizing Tacoma’s role in the region, the PSRC designated 
Tacoma as a Metropolitan City, serving as Pierce County’s 
civic, cultural and economic hub and a focal point for future 
population and employment growth. The Comprehensive Plan 
was informed by and is consistent with the GMA, Vision 2040, 
and the CPPs. Relevant to the proposal, applicable goals and 
policies in the Urban Form, Design and Development and 
Economic Development elements are listed below.

Urban Form Element

This chapter includes policies that support enhancing centers 
across the city as anchors to complete neighborhoods, 
providing Tacomans with convenient access to local services. 
Relevant policies are listed below.

Citywide Design and Development
•	 Promote the development of compact, complete and 

connected neighborhoods where residents have easy, 
convenient access to many of the places and services they 
use daily including grocery stores, restaurants, schools 
and parks that support a variety of transportation options 
and are characterized by a vibrant mix of commercial and 
residential uses within an easy walk of home (Policy UF-1.3).

•	 Direct the majority of growth and change to centers, 
corridors, and transit station areas, allowing the 
continuation of the general scale and characteristics of 
Tacoma’s residential areas (Policy UF-1.4).

•	 Strive for a safe, healthful, and attractive environment for 
people of all ages and abilities (Policy UF-1.5).

Chapter 3.2—Plans & Policies

PP-9



•	 Support energy-efficient, resource-efficient, and sustainable 
development and transportation patterns through land use 
and transportation planning (Policy UF-1.6).

•	 Integrate nature and use appropriate green infrastructure 
throughout Tacoma (Policy UF-1.7).

•	 Encourage high-quality design and development that 
demonstrates Tacoma’s leadership in the design of the 
built environment, commitment to a more equitable city, 
and ability to experiment and generate innovative design 
solutions (Policy UF-1.8).

•	 Evaluate the impacts of land use decisions on the physical 
characteristics of neighborhoods and current residents, 
particularly under-served and under-represented 
communities (Policy UF-1.10).

Land Use Designations
The land use designation for the Tacoma Mall RGC is 
described below, and a minimum allowable site density of 25 
dwelling units/net acre is established:

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

Centers
The Comprehensive Plan designates four types of centers 
including the Tacoma Mall RGC. Policies identify essential 
elements and functions of centers that will be enhanced over 
time.

•	 Focus growth in a citywide network of centers that provide 
healthy, equitable and sustainable access to services and 
housing and preserve the city’s character and sense of 
place (Goal UF-2).

•	 Connect centers to each other and other key destinations 
(Policy UF-2.2).

•	 Strictly limit the expansion of the mixed-use center 
boundaries except where it can be shown that the center 
has maximized its development potential, has achieved a 
full range of uses, and the proposed area of expansion will 
be developed to the fullest extent possible (Policy UF-2.4).
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o	 Support boundary expansion only when a center 
demonstrates a sustained level of growth consistent 
with the centers strategy and planned densities, where 
the demand for additional growth exists, and where the 
capacity for additional growth is limited (Policy UF-2.4 (a)).

•	 Design centers to be compact, safe, attractive and 
accessible, with safe and attractive street environments for 
people of all ages and abilities (Policy UF-3.1).

•	 Provide housing capacity to support commercial uses and 
focus higher-density housing within a half-mile of the core 
(Policy UF-3.2).

•	 Encourage residential development for mixed income levels 
in all centers (Policy UF-3.3).

•	 Encourage schools and colleges, health services, 
community centers, daycare, parks and plazas, library 
services and justice services (Policy UF-3.4).

•	 Incorporate arts and culture as central components of 
centers (Policy UF-3.5).

•	 Encourage public and private investment (Policy UF-3.6).
•	 Reduce dependence on automobile use (Policies UF-3.7 

and UF-3.8).
•	 Include areas outside the core where commercial uses are 

restricted, and emphasize low-rise multifamily development 
more compatible with adjacent single-family development 
(Policy UF-3.9).

•	 Integrate nature and green infrastructure and enhance 
public views and connections to the surrounding natural 
features (Policy UF-3.10).

Tacoma Mall Center
•	 Elevate the Tacoma Mall RGC in its role as a regional center 

of employment, commercial and public services.” (Goal UF-
5).

•	 Strive to achieve the Tacoma Mall RGC’s regional allocation 
of employment and population growth and continue its 
role as a retail destination while expanding economic 
opportunities and services. The center should have the 
largest concentration of housing in South Tacoma” (Policy 
UF-5.1).

•	 Enhance both the internal pedestrian connectivity and 
connectivity to regional transportation facilities (Policy UF-
5.2).

•	 Enhance the public realm (Policy UF-5.3).
•	 Transit Station Areas

o	 Promote future residential and employment growth 
in coordination with transit infrastructure and service 
investments (Goal UF-9).
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o	 Encourage transit-oriented development and transit-
supportive concentrations of jobs and housing (Policy 
UF-9.1).

o	 Integrate station areas into the neighborhood (Policy UF-
9.2).

o	 Enhance pedestrian and bicycle connections and safety 
(Policy UF-9.3).

o	 Promote high-density concentrations of housing and 
commercial uses (Policy UF-9.4).

o	 Encourage concentrations of jobs and employment-
focused land uses (Policy UF-9.5).

•	 Enhance connections between major destinations and 
transit facilities (Policy UF-9.6).

Design and Development Element

The policies in this chapter encourage development that respects 
context, promotes accessible and attractive public environment 
and contribute to a welcoming and attractive public realm.

Design and Development of Centers and Corridors
•	 Create a pedestrian-oriented environment and provide places 

for people to sit, spend time, and gather with windows, 
entrances, pathways, and other features that provide 
connections to the street environment (Policy DD-5.2).

•	 Responsive to street space width, allowing taller buildings 
on wider streets (Policy DD-5.4).

•	 Provide frequent street connections and crossings (Policy 
DD-5.5).

•	 Site and design new developments with safe, convenient, 
connected and attractive pedestrian access (Policy DD-5.6).

•	 Provide bicycle facilities (Policy DD-5.7).
•	 On streets with high motor vehicle volumes, encourage 

landscaped front setbacks, street trees, and other design 
approaches to buffer residents from street traffic (Policy 
DD-5.8).

•	 Integrate natural and green infrastructure, such as street 
trees, native landscaping, green spaces, green roofs, 
gardens, and vegetated stormwater management systems, 
into centers and corridors (Policy DD-5.9).

•	 Locate public squares, plazas, and other gathering places in 
centers (Policy DD-5.10).

•	 Protect and enhance defining places and features of 
centers and corridors, including landmarks, natural features, 
and historic and cultural resources (Policy DD-5.11).

•	 Encourage new development and public places to 
include design elements and public art that contribute to 
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the distinct identities of centers and corridors, and that 
highlight the history and diverse cultures of neighborhoods 
(Policy DD-5.13).

•	 Within core commercial areas, encourage uses at street 
level that generate pedestrian activity and support transit 
ridership (Policy DD-5.16).

•	 Centers must remain compact enough to increase 
densities, facilitate economical and efficient provision of 
utilities, public facilities and services, and support more 
walking, bicycling, and transit use (Policy DD-5.17).

•	 Provide incentives to encourage a variety of development, 
including recognizing that mixed-use centers are 
appropriate “receiving areas” for the transfer of 
development rights, providing the multifamily tax incentive, 
and others (Policy DD-5.18).

Scenic Resources
•	 Wherever possible, engage artists to create context 

sensitive additions that enhance these places (Policy DD-
6.1).

•	 Encourage public and private development to create 
new public views of Mount Rainier, Commencement Bay, 
Tacoma Narrows, bridges, gulches, the Downtown skyline 
and other landmark features (Policy DD-6.3).

•	 Reduce and minimize visual clutter related to billboards, 
signs, utility infrastructure and other similar elements (Policy 
DD-6.5).

•	 Set priorities for undergrounding of utilities in designated 
centers (Policy DD-6.6).

Safer By Design
•	 Promote a sense of safety and foster positive social 

interaction to help to prevent crime (Goal DD-8 and Policy 
DD-8.1).

Transitions and Off-Site Impacts
•	 Support development patterns that result in compatible 

and graceful transitions between differing densities, 
intensities and activities (Goal DD-9).

•	 Minimize the impacts of auto-oriented uses, vehicle areas, 
drive-through areas, signage, and exterior display and 
storage areas on adjacent residential areas (Policy DD-9.4).

•	 Buffer between designated Manufacturing/Industrial 
Centers and adjacent residential or mixed-use areas to 
protect both the viability of long-term industrial operations 
and the livability of adjacent areas (Policy DD-9.6).

•	 Limit and/or mitigate negative air quality and noise impacts 
particularly in areas near freeways, high traffic streets (Policy 
DD-9.7).
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Healthy Food
•	 Ensure that all citizens have nearby, convenient and 

equitable access to healthy foods (Goal DD-10).
•	 Recruit and or/retain and expand grocery stores and 

neighborhood-based markets offering fresh produce in or 
in close proximity to designated centers (Policy DD-10.1).

Economic Development Element

Regional Growth Centers
•	 Maintain the Tacoma Mall RGC as a regional retail 

destination (Policy ED-6.5).
•	 Support the development of ancillary businesses that build 

on the strength of current retail attractions (Policy ED-6.6).
•	 Support additional high-density residential infill that drives 

new markets for commercial development in the Tacoma 
Mall Regional Center (Policy ED-6.7).

•	 Conduct a subarea plan for the Tacoma Mall RGC and 
pursue funding, incentives and strategies to implement the 
plan (Policy ED-6.8).

Industrial/Manufacturing Centers
•	 Strictly limit Comprehensive Plan amendments that convert 

industrial land (Policy ED-6.20).

CITY OF TACOMA ENVIRONMENTAL ACTION PLAN
As described in the Environmental Action Plan (EAP), it “is 
a list of meaningful, high-priority actions that the City of 
Tacoma and our community will take between 2016 and 2020 
to meet the environmental goals outlined in the Tacoma 2025 
Strategic Plan. The EAP consolidates the priorities of multiple 
city departments, providing a centralized plan and reporting 
system for tracking progress toward environmental goals. In 
this way, it functions both as a management tool for city staff 
and as a public document providing transparency on the 
actions the city is taking on behalf of the broader community.”

The EAP is organized into six main areas: Buildings and Energy; 
Transportation; Materials Management; Natural Systems; Air 
and Local Food; and Climate Resilience. Each section includes 
a long-term goal and near-term targets, and describes specific 
actions that the City will take to improve its own operations 
as well as farther-reaching actions that affect general life in 
Tacoma. Actions that individuals can take to contribute to 
progress in these areas are also highlighted. Actions and 
targets are monitored, reviewed and adjusted on an annual 
basis. 

Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea EIS
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CITY OF TACOMA CLIMATE ACTION PLAN
In 2006, the Tacoma City Council adopted a resolution calling 
for a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions in City operations 
and pursuing reductions in community emissions through 
cooperative programs and policies including reusing older 
buildings, pursuing regional transfer of development rights 
and enhancing compact and walkable neighborhoods. In 
2007, the City Council appointed the Green Ribbon Climate 
Action Task Force, which published the Tacoma Climate Action 
Plan in 2008. The City recently updated the Climate Action 
Plan as part of the EAP. One of five recommended strategies 
in the Climate Action Plan is “Enhancing Compact/Livable 
Neighborhoods”:

[The] City should implement smart growth 
principles—including compact, transit-oriented 
development within the City’s mixed-use 
centers—to promote mixed-use developments, 
affordable housing, green building, green site 
development, and bike- and pedestrian-friendly 
neighborhoods. Policies should increase 
mobility while decreasing dependence on 
private vehicles.

TACOMA–PIERCE COUNTY BOARD OF HEALTH 
RESOLUTIONS
The Board of Health recognizes the importance of 
collaborating with local jurisdictions to create healthy 
communities. The Board adopted resolutions declaring 
neighborhoods determinants of health (2014-4416), 
encouraging the use of health impact assessments in 
conjunction with the review of proposed actions under the 
State Environmental Policy Act (2016-4482, 2016-4483 and 
2016-4484), and recommending decision-makers at all levels 
of local and state government consider health in all policies 
(2016-4495). These resolutions provide guidance as to how to 
integrate health into all planning elements of this EIS.

3.2.3	 SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS
IMPACTS COMMON TO BOTH ALTERNATIVES

US Environmental Protection Agency—National 
Estuaries Program Watershed Protection and 
Restoration Grants

Consistent with the requirements of the NEP grant 
awarded to the City of Tacoma, the City has undertaken 
the planning process described in the EIS to prepare 
an innovative subarea plan and EIS that sets the stage 
for transition of the Tacoma Mall RGC into a compact, 

Alternative 1 (No Action) and 
Alternative 2 (Action Alternative)

Alternative 1 (No Action) would 
maintain the existing RGC boundaries 
and growth targets as well as the City’s 
current development regulations for 
the subarea. Alternative 2 (Action 
Alternative) proposes to expand the 
RGC boundaries, increase growth 
targets for the subarea to account 
for this expansion, and adopt 
and implement the Tacoma Mall 
Neighborhood Subarea Plan including 
changes to zoning and development 
regulations.
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complete community. The subarea planning process 
promotes a healthy environment and supports regional 
efforts to reduce stormwater impacts to freshwater 
systems. This EIS identifies the environmental impacts 
associated with planned growth and development 
on an area-wide basis and provides for proportional, 
substantive mitigation for any identified significant adverse 
environmental impacts.

Washington Growth Management Act

Both alternatives are consistent with the intent of the GMA 
goals. However, Alternative 2 allows the City new momentum 
in focusing growth in the Tacoma Mall RGC. See Table 3.2-1 for 
a summary assessment of consistency of the alternatives with 
GMA goals.

Vision 2040 
Table 3.2-2 provides a short summary of the criteria found 
in the Regional Center Plans Checklist, together with a 
discussion of consistency of the proposal and alternatives 
to each criterion. It should be noted that under Alternative 
2, the City may expand the RGC designation to include 116 
acres along the west and north boundary of the existing 
RGC. As noted previously, the Checklist is intended to assist 
jurisdictions in developing, updating or amending their center 
plans and provides the key expectations for RGC plans. As 
discussed in Table 3.2-2, the proposed action is consistent 
with checklist criteria. See Appendix C for the complete 
Checklist.

Puget Sound Action Agenda

The proposal is consistent with Puget Sound Action Agenda 
strategies. Under Alternative 1, water quality measures would 
be implemented consistent with the City’s adopted regulations 
and policies. Under Alternative 2, specific measures would 
be adopted and implemented to promote improved Puget 
Sound water quality. Please see the description of Alternative 
2 in Chapter 2 for description of specific stormwater measure 
included in Alternative 2.

Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies

The proposal is consistent with the Pierce County Countywide 
Planning Policies (CPPs). Table 3.2-3Table 3.2-3 summarizes 
consistency of the alternatives with pertinent CPPs.

Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea EIS

PP-16



Table 3.2.1. Consistency with Growth Management Act Goals

GMA Goal Discussion
Encourage growth in 
urban areas

Both alternatives focus growth in the Tacoma Mall RGC consistent with the City’s adopted growth 
targets, although Alternative 2 would focus slightly more growth in the study area. Alternative 1 (No 
Action) plans for 4,040 new households and 7,555 new jobs in the existing RGC. Alternative 2 plans for 
slightly higher levels of growth in an expanded RGC, with 4,444 new households and 8,385 new jobs.

Reduce sprawl Both alternatives either meet or exceed the City’s adopted growth targets for the study area. By 
accommodating growth in the RGC, both alternatives contribute to reducing sprawl. Alternative 2 
would guide relatively more growth in the study area, compared with Alternative 1.

Encourage an 
efficient multimodal 
transportation system

Both alternatives would promote an efficient multimodal transportation system consistent with 
the City’s Comprehensive Plan. However, under the No Action Alternative, projected increases in 
vehicular traffic could result in intersection failures and the current street network is not conducive to 
efficient bicycle and pedestrian circulation. Comparatively, Alternative 2 incorporates transportation 
improvements that focus on bicycle/pedestrian mobility, increased transit service and access, 
multimodal mobility, and green infrastructure. Collectively, these improvements would support an 
efficient multimodal transportation system to a greater extent than potential improvements under 
Alternative 1 (No Action). 

Encourage a variety of 
housing types, including 
affordable housing

Both alternatives plan for a diversity of housing, including affordable housing. Comparatively, 
Alternative 2 would also set up a monitoring system and provide for actions to achieve no net loss of 
affordable housing in the subarea. 

Promote economic 
development

All alternatives would accommodate the City’s adopted employment targets. Alternative 2 would plan 
for the greatest amount of employment growth (8,385 jobs), compared with Alternative 1 (7,555 jobs). 
Alternative 2 would also take significant steps to catalyze growth and investment, providing greater 
support for economic development compared with the No Action Alternative. 

Recognize property rights None of the alternatives would restrict or constrain reasonable use of property in the Tacoma Mall 
study area.

Ensure timely and fair 
permit procedures

Both alternatives are consistent with the goal of timely and fair permit procedures. The proposal 
does not include any changes to permit procedures, and it is anticipated that the City will continue 
to process permits consistent with its adopted code. Under Alternative 2, a streamlined process for 
SEPA environmental review is proposed. This streamlined process would increase predictability and 
efficiency of the SEPA review process for development projects consistent with the Tacoma Mall 
Neighborhood Subarea Plan.

Protect agricultural, forest 
and mineral lands

The Tacoma Mall RGC is not located near and would not affect any designated agricultural, forest and 
mineral lands.

Retain and enhance 
open space and support 
recreation opportunities

Both alternatives could similarly incorporate policy guidance from the City’s Comprehensive Plan 
and support continued coordination with Metro Parks Tacoma. In addition, Alternative 2 proposes an 
enhanced park and open space system that includes both linear and nodal urban parks. 

Protect the environment Future development under both alternatives would be subject to requirements of the City’s adopted 
critical area and stormwater regulations. In addition, Alternative 2 includes specific stormwater 
measures intended to enhance water quality and quantity through implementation of an area-wide 
stormwater strategy and Best Management Practices that infiltrate runoff, provide flood storage and 
reduce effective impervious surface coverage. 

Foster citizen 
participation

Both of the alternatives allow for citizen participation. The draft Subarea Plan has been developed 
through a public outreach process that began in 2015 and has included walking tours, a four-day 
design workshop, community meetings, focus group meetings, stakeholder meetings, communication 
through a project website and other measures. In addition, the Subarea Plan calls for actions to foster 
community engagement and empowerment to help guide the neighborhood in achieving its future 
vision. Additional public outreach is planned for this Draft EIS (see Draft EIS Fact Sheet).

Ensure adequate public 
facilities and services

As required by GMA, planning and development under both alternatives is required to apply adopted 
City level of service standards for public services and utilities. 

Encourage historic 
preservation

The proposal does not include any changes to the City’s current regulations protecting cultural and 
historic resources. These regulations would continue to apply under both of the alternatives.

Source: Washington State Growth Management Act; 3 Square Blocks, 2016.
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Tacoma 2025
The proposal is consistent with the vision established in 
Tacoma 2025. Through the planning process for the Tacoma 
Mall neighborhood, the core values of opportunity, equity, 
partnerships and accountability shaped the discussion and 
helped identify key issues and opportunities for the future. 
Similarly, the planning process considered the Tacoma 2025 
focus areas to ensure that all plan measures support the vision 
established for each focus area. In addition, the Plan initiates 
actions to support ongoing community engagement and 
empowerment. 

Tacoma Comprehensive Plan

Except as noted below, the proposal is generally consistent 
with applicable Comprehensive Plan policy guidance. 
Consistency of the alternatives with goals and policies in 
the Urban Form, Design and Development, and Economic 
Development elements is summarized in Table 3.2-4.

Tacoma Environmental Action Plan

The proposal is consistent with environmental direction 
established in the EAP. In particular, Alternative 2 would 
contribute to the furthering EAP goals with respect to 
transportation, natural systems, air and local food, and climate 
resilience as described below:

•	 Transportation. Proposed transportation measures would 
increase access to multimodal options, help to minimize 
greenhouse gas emissions and air pollution levels, and set 
priorities for the movement of people and goods.

•	 Natural systems. The proposal seeks to increase green 
open space and tree canopy, enhance stormwater quality 
and promote low-impact development.

•	 Air and local food. As noted above, proposed measures to 
increased multimodal transportation options, increase green 
open space and expand the tree canopy would support city 
air quality goals. With respect to local food, the proposal 
seeks to recruit and promote affordable food sources, such 
as a local grocery store, local food bank or farmers market.

•	 Climate resilience. Please see the discussion of the Tacoma 
Climate Action Plan below.

Internal trip capture is the portion 
of trips generated by a mixed-use 
development that both begin and 
end within the development. The 
importance of internal trip capture is 
that those trips satisfy a portion of the 
total development’s trip generation and 
they do so without using the external 
road system (Texas Department of 
Transportation, 2007).
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Table 3.2.2. Puget Sound Regional Council Vision 2040–Center Criteria Evaluation

Vision 2040, Summary of Centers Criteria Discussion

1.	Center Plan Concept (or “Vision”):

Concept/vision should show commitment to 
human scale urban form and the relationship of 
the plan to the City’s comprehensive plan, Vision 
2040, and CPPs.

Under both of the alternatives, the proposed focus and concentration of 
growth in the Tacoma Mall study area is consistent with the overall concept 
for an RGC. Alternative 2 proposes a new vision and guiding principles that 
demonstrate commitment to a human scale urban form and support taking 
multiple steps to improve the built environment and enhance public spaces. 
As discussed in this Plans and Policies discussion, the proposal is consistent 
with Vision 2040 and the Pierce County CPPs. 

2.	Environment:

Protect critical areas, address parks and open 
space including public and civic spaces, provide 
for innovative treatment of stormwater and 
drainage, reduce air pollution and greenhouse 
gases.

Under both alternatives, critical areas would continue to be protected 
and low impact development techniques promoted through the existing 
regulatory framework. Compared with Alternative 1, Alternative 2 provides 
greater specific guidance to promote parks and open space, stormwater and 
drainage and multimodal measures to reduce air pollution and greenhouse 
gas emissions. 

3.	Land Use:

Demonstrate compact and walkable boundaries, 
accommodate a significant share of jurisdiction’s 
growth, provide appropriate capacity in 
residential densities and building intensities, 
provide a mix of uses, include design standards 
for pedestrian friendly, transit oriented 
development.

Both alternatives plan for a walkable urban center with capacity for planned 
residential and employment growth. A mix of uses and a multimodal 
transportation system are planned. Alternative 2 plans for specific steps 
to promote growth consistent with the RGC goals, seeking to catalyze 
infill and redevelopment and enhance design standards and multimodal 
transportation systems, which is expected to help achieve growth 
allocations. Because the No Action Alternative does not include these 
measures, there is greater risk that future development would not achieve 
the City’s vision for this area.
Using the PSRC’s activity unit calculation as a measure, Alternative 1 would 
provide an estimated 15,634 additional activity units, Alternative 2 an 
estimated 17,272 additional activity units. 

4.	Housing:

State existing and projected housing units; 
provide for a variety of housing types addressing 
density standards, affordable housing and 
special housing needs; include implementation 
strategies and monitoring program.

All alternatives guide a significant amount of additional housing growth 
to the Tacoma Mall study area, with the greatest concentration proposed 
under Alternative 2 (4,444 households) and the least under Alternative 
1 (4,040 households). A range of housing densities and types would be 
accommodated under all alternatives. Alternative 2 calls for monitoring and 
appropriate actions to ensure availability of affordable housing. 

5.	Economy:

Describe the economic and residential role of the 
center in the city and region; describe key sectors 
and industry clusters in the center.

All alternatives would accommodate the City’s adopted employment 
targets for the Tacoma Mall study area. Alternative 2 plans for the largest 
amount of employment growth, followed by Alternative 1. Alternative 2 also 
refines zoning, establishes character areas and takes other steps to support 
economic growth. 

6.	Public Services:

Describe existing and planned capital facilities 
as well as their financing (e.g. sewer, water, 
gas, electric and telecommunications). Explain 
strategies to ensure facilities are provided 
consistent with targeted growth.

Draft EIS sections 3.7 and 3.8 describe public services and utilities in the 
Tacoma Mall area. Levels of service as adopted by the City and its partner 
agencies in delivering public services and utilities would continue to serve 
as the standard for urban services under both alternatives. In addition, 
under Alternative 2, planning for some utilities, such as stormwater, would 
be designed to address specific needs in the study area and may exceed 
adopted standards.

7.	Transportation:

Provide a mix of complementary land uses, 
provide connectivity, design for pedestrians and 
bicyclists, provide usable open spaces, manage 
parking, promote on-street parking, develop an 
integrated multimodal transportation network, 
address transit, develop complete streets, 
develop context sensitive and environmentally 
friendly streets, develop mode split goals.

Both of the alternatives would support the mobility improvements planned 
or being considered for the study area. However, under the No Action 
Alternative, projected increases in vehicular traffic could result in some 
intersection failures and the current street network is not conducive to 
efficient bicycle and pedestrian circulation. Comparatively, Alternative 2 
includes transportation improvements that focus on bicycle/pedestrian 
mobility, increase transit service and access, multimodal mobility, and 
green infrastructure by priority. In addition, the mixed-use land use pattern 
proposed by Alternative 2 supports greater internal trip capture, which 
helps to reduce overall trip generation. Collectively, these improvements 
would support an efficient multimodal transportation system to a greater 
extent than potential improvements under Alternative 1 (No Action). 

*	 As noted in the Affected Environment discussion, the Tacoma Mall RGC was designated in 1995 and these criteria 
were adopted in 2009. Although the proposal considered in this EIS is not subject to these criteria, they provide a 
framework for assessing the consistency of the proposal with PSRC policy intent for urban centers.
Source: PSRC 2012; 3 Square Blocks, 2016.
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Table 3.2.3. Consistency with Applicable Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies

Policy Topics Discussion
Centers The proposal is consistent with general centers guidelines contained in the CPPs. Both alternatives 

would support the future growth of the Tacoma Mall RGC as an area of concentrated employment 
and housing that would serve as a future hub of transit and transportation. Compared with the 
No Action Alternative, Alternative 2 provides greater guidance for design, transportation and 
environmental measures to achieve the vision for the RGC. 

Nonindustrial Centers The proposal is consistent with the overall policies for nonindustrial centers. Because Alternative 2 
provides specific guidance for streetscape amenities, transit, nonmotorized transportation, public 
open spaces and development standards to encourage pedestrian-scaled development, it would 
provide the greatest opportunity to achieve these elements of the nonindustrial centers policies.

Tacoma Mall RGC Both alternatives are consistent with the description of RGCs contained in UGA-31 and meet 
the planning criteria for RGCs. However, Alternative 2 takes multiple actions to catalyze growth 
consistent with the RGC goals and is more likely to achieve adopted growth targets, compared 
with the No Action Alternative. 

Health and Well-being Consistent with CPP guidance, the proposed subarea plan adopts a health in all policies approach 
to address physical, social and mental well-being in each planning element. This EIS incorporates 
consideration of health to address potential impacts of the proposal wherever possible.

Source: Pierce County, 2014; 3 Square Blocks, 2016.

Table 3.2.4. Consistency with Applicable Tacoma Comprehensive Plan Policies

Goals and Policies Discussion

Urban Form Element

Citywide Design and 
Development

Both alternatives would direct growth to the Tacoma Mall RGC as established by the 
Comprehensive Plan. Because Alternative 2 provides specific guidance for streetscape amenities, 
transit, nonmotorized transportation, public open spaces and development standards to encourage 
pedestrian-scaled development, it would provide the greatest opportunity the development of 
a compact, completed and connected neighborhood. Alternative 2 would also include design 
guidelines specific to the Tacoma Mall neighborhood in order to promote high-quality design and 
to ensure that land use decisions reflect the physical characteristics of the neighborhood.

Land Use Designations Both alternatives are consistent with the definition of the Tacoma Mall RGC.

Centers Both alternatives would focus growth in the Tacoma Mall RGC consistent with the City’s 2040 
growth targets. 
Alternative 2 proposes an expansion to the RGC that recognizes existing topography, development 
patterns and existing and proposed transportation improvements, but is not based on a 
demonstrated sustained level of growth by which the center has maximized its development 
potential. Accordingly, the expansion of the RGC proposed as part of Alternative 2 is not consistent 
with Comprehensive Plan Policy UF-2.4.
Alternative 2 provides specific policy guidance for achieving the development character, amenities, 
transitions and functions called for in the Comprehensive Plan’s centers policies. As such it would 
provide greater opportunity to achieve these policies, compared with Alternative 1.

Tacoma Mall Center Both alternatives would seek to elevate the Tacoma Mall RGC in its role as a regional center for 
employment, commercial and public services. Through adoption of a new subarea plan, Alternative 
2 supports new momentum in focusing growth in the Tacoma Mall RGC and achieving the 
transportation and public realm vision described in the Tacoma Mall Center policies.
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Goals and Policies Discussion

Design and Development Element
Design and Development 
of Centers and Corridors

Both alternatives support the transportation improvements, character, amenities, land use 
relationship and infrastructure described in the policies. Because Alternative 2 provides specific 
policy guidance for pedestrian improvements, street network connectivity, landscaping, public 
gathering spaces, compact development and green stormwater infrastructure, it would provide 
greater opportunity to achieve these policies, compared with Alternative 1.

Scenic Resources Under both alternatives, protection of scenic resources would be as established in the City of 
Tacoma development regulations. Alternative 2 promotes urban design and placemaking actions 
that reflect topography and views.

Safer By Design Both alternatives would promote a sense of safety and positive social interaction as described in 
the policies. Alternative 2 would include policy guidance for public gathering places and an active 
public realm, which could further promote a sense of safety. Alternative 2 also makes substantial 
safety improvements in the transportation system.

Transitions and Off-Site 
Impacts

Compared with Alternative 1, Alternative 2 provides for great transitions among high-, medium- 
and low-intensity development internally. and minimizes the impacts of auto-oriented uses on 
residential areas. Both alternatives provide for appropriate transitions to the adjacent South Tacoma 
Manufacturing/Industrial Center (MIC). In particular, it should be noted that, under Alternative 
2, the proposed UCX and CIX zones in the RGC expansion area would help buffer residential 
development in the proposed URX zone from industrial uses in the South Tacoma MIC.

Healthy Food Both alternatives would seek to establish the population and employment density and intensity 
that would support a greater number of grocery stores and neighborhood-based markets that offer 
fresh produce and healthy foods. Alternative 2 calls for actions to empower the local community to 
advocate and take actions to promote healthy food availability. 

Economic Development Element
Regional Growth Centers Consistent with the RGCs policies, the proposal considered in this EIS is for a subarea plan for the 

Tacoma Mall RGC. Both alternatives considered in this EIS would maintain the RGC as a regional 
retail destination, support businesses that build from current retail attractions and support 
additional high-density residential infill development. Through adoption of a new subarea plan, 
up front EIS and proactive infrastructure improvements, as well as through placemaking actions, 
Alternative 2 may support new momentum in focusing growth in the Tacoma Mall RGC and 
achieving the economic growth described in the policies.

Manufacturing/Industrial 
Centers

Alternative 1 would not result in the conversion of land designated for industrial development. 
Alternative 2 would convert approximately 116 acres of land designated as Light Industrial to 
Tacoma Mall RGC. This area would also be rezoned from M-1 (Light Industrial) to CIX (Commercial 
Industrial Mixed-Use) and UCX (Urban Center Mixed-Use). 
Policy ED-6.20 states that comprehensive plan amendments to convert industrial land should be 
strictly limited, but does not identify criteria for evaluating proposed conversions. In this case, 
because the proposed CIX zone allows light industrial uses mixed with other uses, it would result 
in a partial conversion of industrial lands. The proposed UCX zone would result in a conversion 
of industrial lands. The areas proposed for CIX and UCX zoning are adjacent to proposed 
URX (Residential/Commercial Mixed-Use) zones, which are intended primarily for residential 
development. The proposed zoning changes would help buffer residential development in the 
RCX zones from industrial uses in the South Tacoma MIC, allowing a gradual transition between the 
industrial and residential areas, consistent with Comprehensive Plan Goal DD-9 and Policy DD-9.6. 
Because this change would enhance consistency with an adopted Comprehensive Plan goal and 
policy, the City concludes that it is also consistent with policy guidance established in Policy ED-6.8.

Source: City of Tacoma, 2016; 3 Square Blocks, 2016.
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Tacoma Climate Action Plan

The proposal is consistent with the direction established in the 
Climate Action Plan. Both alternatives would help implement 
smart growth principles, including compact, transit-oriented 
development in the Tacoma Mall RGC. In addition, Alternative 
2 specifically promotes increased green open space, 
improved pedestrian and bicycle access, green stormwater 
infrastructure, and increased mobility while decreasing 
dependence on private vehicles. This leads to air and water 
quality improvements, increased public health and other 
benefits. In addition Alternative 2 establishes tree canopy 
goals. Both alternatives seek to promote regional conservation 
through Transfer of Development Rights (TDRs). Alternative 2 
makes this more likely by taking a range of actions to catalyze 
growth that could seek to utilize the height bonus through 
TDRs. Additionally, the downzoning in parts of the study 
area proposed under Alternative 2 could increase developer 
demand for TDR credits.

Tacoma-Pierce County Board of Health Resolutions

The proposal is consistent with the Board of Health Resolutions 
by integrating health impacts and benefits in this EIS. 
Alternative 2 could provide many health benefits, such as 
promoting physical activity through improved pedestrian and 
bicycle access, fostering social interaction through better 
provision of parks and gathering spaces, and improving 
walking conditions and air quality through increased tree 
canopy. Alternative 2 could also better address social and 
economic root causes of health by providing better access to a 
variety of affordable housing, living wage jobs, healthy foods, 
recreation opportunities and transportation choices.

3.2.4	 MITIGATING MEASURES
INCORPORATED PLAN FEATURES
Mitigation contained in plans and policies adopted or planned 
for adoption as part of the proposed action:

•	 Both alternatives would accommodate the 2040 growth 
targets for housing and employment identified in the 
Comprehensive Plan, as well as the future vision for land use, 
housing and community character in the Tacoma Mall RGC. 

REGULATIONS AND COMMITMENTS
Mitigation contained in regulations or other requirements 
adopted or planned for adoption as part of the proposed 
action:
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•	 As required by the GMA, the City will submit the new 
Subarea Plan and updated regulations to the WA 
Department of Commerce for review and comment by the 
state prior to final adoption. 

•	 Consistent with PSRC’s processes for designated RGCs, 
the City will submit the proposed Subarea Plan and RGC 
boundary expansion to PSRC for review and approval prior 
to final adoption.

OTHER PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES
Any other mitigation not contained in the categories above:

•	 In order to achieve consistency with Comprehensive Plan 
policy UF-2.4, the policy should be revised concurrent with 
the proposed future expansion to the RGC to recognize the 
topographic, transportation and land use features that are 
the basis for the proposed expansion. Alternatively, the City 
could elect to maintain the existing policy and not expand 
the RGC as proposed. 

•	 Proposed development standards should be reviewed 
to ensure consistency with adopted comprehensive plan 
policy guidance.

3.2.5	 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE 
IMPACTS

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts on plan and policy 
consistency are anticipated.
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3.3.1	 INTRODUCTION
This section provides information on existing housing 
conditions within the study area. It includes a discussion of 
housing stock, housing costs, affordable housing and existing 
housing policy and development regulations. Because nearly 
all housing in the study area is within the RGC, housing data 
for the RGC is assumed to represent the entire study area. Of 
approximately 1,900 housing units in the study area, only 20 are 
estimated to be outside the RGC (Fehr & Peers, 2016).

HOUSING STOCK
The study area comprises roughly 1,900 housing units 
representing about 2% of the entire City of Tacoma housing 
stock (PSRC, 2014). Analysis based on 2015 data from the Pierce 
County Assessor–Treasurer shows that the type of housing built 
in the study area has changed over time (Community Attributes, 
2016). From the early- to mid-1900s, the primary type of 
housing built was single-family detached. In the mid-1900s, 
single-family attached housing such as duplexes, triplexes and 
townhomes, as well as multifamily housing, began to be built 
(Figure 3.1-1 and Figure 3.1-2). A construction boom occurred 
between 2000 and 2010. During that time, the number of 
housing units nearly doubled (PSRC, 2014), and new 
construction focused on multifamily and single-family attached 
housing such as townhomes, duplexes and triplexes 
(Community Attributes, 2016). Current permitting trends 
indicate continued growth in multifamily housing; city permit 
records show that between 2010 and 2015, twelve permits were 
issued for multifamily apartment developments on nine parcels 
in the study area Madison and Tacoma Mall Districts.

Today over three-quarters of housing units in the study area are 
multifamily ( ). Single-family detached housing makes up only 
8% of total housing units and is concentrated in the Madison 
District and Lincoln Heights District residential neighborhoods.

Single-family detached housing refers 
to freestanding houses. Single-family 
attached housing refers to duplexes, 
triplexes and townhomes. Multifamily 
housing refers to housing types with 
four or more units. 
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Figure 3.3.1. Single-Family Housing by Year Built

Source: Community Attributes, 2016, based on Pierce County Assessor data on building records through 2015.

Figure 3.3.2. Multifamily Housing Units by Year Built

Source: Community Attributes, 2016, based on Pierce County Assessor data on building records through 2015.
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Table 3.3.1. Housing Units by Type

Type
Percentage of 
Housing Units

Low-Rise Apartments (3 stories or less) 44

Apartments (4 stories or more) 26

Multifamily 4–8 Units (2 stories or less) 6

MULTIFAMILY 76

Duplex/Triplex 13

Single-Family Detached 8

Townhome 3

SINGLE-FAMILY 24

Source: Community Attributes, 2016.

HOUSING COSTS
Housing costs in the study area are low compared with those 
of the City and Pierce County, with 84% of housing units in the 
study area costing below $1,500 per month compared with 
66% in the City and 60% in the County for the same housing 
cost(Community Attributes, 2016).

Most people living in the study area are renters, and the 
majority of multifamily units are for rental occupancy (PSRC, 
2014). As shown in, the majority of renters pay under $1,000 
per month in combined average rent and utility payments. 
About a third of renters pay $1,000-$1,500 per month. About 
2% pay over $1,500 (PSRC, 2014). Average rental rates may 
increase in the future as a result of new luxury apartment 
developments, such as the Pacifica.

Table 3.3.2. Gross Rental Costs

<$500
$500–
$999

$1,000–
$1,500

$1,500–
$2,000 $2,000+

No 
Cash 
Rent1

Percentage of 
Renters 1 61 30 2 0 6

Note 1: “No cash rent” refers to renter-occupied housing units without payment 
of rent. The unit may be owned by friends or relatives who live elsewhere and 
who allow occupancy without charge. Rent-free houses or apartments may also 
be provided to compensate caretakers, ministers or others.

Source: PSRC Regional Centers Monitoring Report, February 2014.

Photo 3.3.1.  Apex Apartments, Mall District

Photo 3.3.2.  Pacifica Apartments, Mall District

Photo 3.3.3.  Townhomes, Madison District

Photo 3.3.4.  Fourplex, Madison District
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Multifamily housing vacancy rates in the study area were high 
during the early 2000s, but recently dropped significantly, 
suggesting that the rental market may be getting tight, which 
could in turn lead to price increases (Figure 3.1-3).

Homeownership rates in the study area are low. Seventeen 
percent of households in the study area are homeowners, 
compared with 52% in the City and 62% in Pierce County 
(Community Attributes, 2016). The cost of owning a home in 
the study area is relatively affordable for the region. Over 90% 
of owner-occupied units are valued at less than $300,000, and 
44% are valued at less than $200,000 (Table 3.3-3).

Table 3.3.3. Value of Owner-Occupied Units

<$200K
$200K–
$300K

$300K–
$400K

$400K–
$500K $500K+

% of Owners 44 47 6 2 0

Source: PSRC Regional Centers Monitoring Report, February 2014.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING
The need for housing affordable to all community members 
is an issue facing Tacoma, the Puget Sound region and many 
other metropolitan areas across the United States. Lack 
of affordable housing is a significant social determinant of 
health. Affordable housing can help to reduce involuntary 
displacement and help to address homelessness, and as a 
result can have positive impacts on mental well-being.

Twenty-three percent of households in the study area are 
below the poverty level (PSRC, 2014), and high demand exists 
for housing affordable to people who have low and very-low 
incomes.

The generally accepted definition of affordability is for a 
household to pay no more than 30% of its gross income 
on housing, including utilities. Households paying over this 
amount are considered cost burdened. As shown in, 46% of 
the households in the study area spend more than 30% of their 
income on housing. Of this 46%, over half spend more than 
50% of their income on housing, which the US Census Bureau 
identifies as a “severe housing cost burden” (PSRC, 2014). This 
suggests the need for more affordable housing in the study 
area, despite the fact that housing costs in the study area are 
already low in comparison with the City and Pierce County. It 

Photo 3.3.5. Attached housing, Lincoln Heights 
District

Photo 3.3.6. Single-family detached housing, 
Lincoln Heights District
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also suggests that a significant number of households may be 
at risk of displacement or homelessness if their income were to 
decline or housing costs were to increase. 

Figure 3.3.3. Multifamily Housing Unit Rents by Number of Bedrooms, 
Study Area and City

Source: Community Attributes, 2016.

Table 3.3.4. Income Spent on Housing

30% or 
Less

30%–
50% > 50%

Not 
Computed

Percentage of 
Households 48 19 27 5

Source: PSRC Regional Centers Monitoring Report, February 2014.

Annual and monthly affordable housing costs for low- and 
very-low-income Tacoma households were estimated based 
on the assumption that low-income households earn 80% to 
50% of the median income for Pierce County, and that very-
low-income households earn 50% or less (Table 3.3-4). This 
is consistent with income definitions used for federal housing 
assistance programs (HUD, 2015). The estimates also assume 
that housing costs of 30% or less of household income are 
affordable. Comparing these estimates with the rental costs for 
the study area shown in Table 3.3-2, a significant portion of the 
rental market is affordable to low-income households. Access 
to affordable housing for very-low-income households appears 
more limited.
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Table 3.3.5. Estimated Affordable Housing Costs for 
Low- and Very-Low-Income Tacoma Households

Annual Cost
Monthly 

Cost

Low-Income Households
Earning 50%–80% of Pierce 
County median income1

$8,880–$14,210 $740–$1,180

Very-Low-Income Households
Earning 50% or less of Pierce 
County median income1

$0–$8,880 $0–$740

Note 1: Pierce County’s median household income is roughly $59,200, based on 
US Census Bureau American Community Survey 2013 5-year estimates.

Source: 3 Square Blocks, August 2015.

Affordable and Special Needs Housing Developments

Housing developments within the study area that currently 
provide affordable housing were identified using data from 
PSRC’s Subsidized Housing Database and by contacting 
housing development managers. Two private developments 
were identified that offer affordable housing for seniors and 
people with disabilities, the Vintage at Tacoma and Cascade 
Park Gardens. The Vintage was built with tax credits that 
require capped rents as defined by the State of Washington, 
and Cascade Park Gardens offers affordable units registered 
with the State. Both buildings are located in the Madison 
District—Cascade Park Gardens is just outside the border 
of the current RGC but within the study area. The Vintage 
at Tacoma has 230 units for seniors over 55 years old and 
Cascade Park Gardens has 114 units. In addition to providing 
affordable housing units for seniors, Cascade Park Gardens 
also offers memory care and assisted living services for people 
with disabilities.

HOUSING POLICY GUIDANCE
Housing policy guidance for the study area is provided by 
Tacoma’s 2040 Comprehensive Plan, Tacoma’s Consolidated 
Plan (which provides a five-year framework for addressing 
housing, human services, community and economic 
development needs), the Pierce County Countywide Policies 
and Vision 2040. These policies are designed to ensure that 
there is sufficient development capacity to accommodate 2040 
housing growth targets, that healthy and safe housing stock is 
built, and that a wide range of housing options are available 
to accommodate the needs of diverse populations, including 

Photo 3.3.7. The Vintage at Tacoma

Photo 3.3.8. Cascade Park Gardens
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people who are low-income, have special needs or require 
transitional housing.

Policy H-4.2 in Tacoma’s 2040 Comprehensive Plan calls 
for ensuring that at least 25% of the City’s housing targets 
are affordable to households earning 80% or less of area 
median income. This is consistent with the Pierce County 
Countywide Policies and Vision 2040. Given the population 
growth targets for both the study area and the RGC, in order 
to meet this policy guidance roughly 1,000 of the new housing 
units constructed between now and 2040 would need to be 
affordable to households earning 80% or less of area median 
income. 

EXISTING HOUSING REGULATIONS
A wide range of housing types are permitted under current 
zoning in the study area (TMC 13.06.300–400). The majority of 
the study area is within one of the following X-District zones: 
UCX, RCX and NCX. Residential uses allowed in all of these 
zones include single-family, single-family attached, multifamily, 
group homes and accessory dwelling units. The other zone 
in the study area is M-1, and part of this zone is within the 
South Tacoma Manufacturing/Industrial Center zoning overlay. 
Mixed-use multifamily housing is allowed in the M-1 zone; the 
only type permitted in M-1 zone within the overlay is workers’ 
housing. Additionally, in the Tacoma Mall RGC density bonuses 
are available in exchange for including 25% or more residential 
in mixed-use buildings, under the City’s X-District Bonus 
Program (TMC 13.06.300).

Affordable Housing Development Incentives

Affordable housing incentives are included in the City’s 
Municipal Code. Chapter 1.39 of the City’s Municipal Code 
outlines incentives that could help to encourage affordable 
housing in the study area. These include financial incentives 
such as expedited permit processing and fee reductions for 
developments providing affordable units. These incentives are 
resource dependent and are not guaranteed.

In addition, the City’s Multifamily Tax Exemption Program 
creates incentives for multifamily and affordable housing 
development in Tacoma’s mixed-use centers. The 
program offers an 8-year tax exemption for all multifamily 
developments, and a 12-year tax exemption in exchange 
for incorporating at least 20% affordable units in multifamily 
developments. Under the program, affordability is defined as 
80% or less of Area Median Income (City of Tacoma, 2016). 
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Alternative 1 (No Action) and 
Alternative 2 (Action Alternative)

Alternative 1 (No Action) would 
maintain the existing RGC boundaries 
and growth targets as well as the City’s 
current development regulations for 
the subarea. Alternative 2 (Action 
Alternative) proposes to expand the 
RGC boundaries, increase growth 
targets for the subarea to account 
for this expansion, and adopt 
and implement the Tacoma Mall 
Neighborhood Subarea Plan including 
changes to zoning and development 
regulations.

3.3.2	  SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS
IMPACTS COMMON TO BOTH ALTERNATIVES

2040 Growth Targets and Jobs/Housing Balance

Anticipated 2040 housing growth is similar for both 
alternatives. Under Alternative 1, the 2040 growth target for 
the RGC is 4,040 new housing units. Under Alternative 2, the 
proposed study area growth target is 4,444 new housing units. 
The zoning regulations studied under both alternatives would 
provide more than adequate development capacity for either 
alternative. 

The 2014 Pierce County Buildable Lands Report contains an 
estimate of the development capacity in the RGC based on 
current zoning, and finds that the RGC has the capacity to 
accommodate an additional 49,862 people, or 24,931 new 
housing units assuming two people per household (Pierce 
County, 2014). This is over six times the capacity needed 
under Alternative 1 for future housing growth. Alternative 2 
proposes an expansion of the RGC and changes to the City’s 
zoning regulations for the study area in order to focus growth 
in the existing commercial areas and to maintain moderate 
and moderate to low development intensity in the balance 
of the study area. To understand how these changes would 
impact future growth, the City generated an estimate of the 
development capacity that would exist under Alterative 2 using 
the same methodology as was used for the 2014 Pierce County 
Buildable Lands Report. Based on this estimate, there would 
be capacity to accommodate an additional 46,304 people, or 
23,152 housing units. This is over five times the capacity needed 
for the Alternative 2 housing growth targets. Enough housing 
units can be built on vacant or redevelopable lands within the 
RGC or study area to accommodate targeted future population 
growth. 

With an existing jobs-to-housing balance in the study area 
of roughly four to one, existing land use is heavily weighted 
toward jobs. This balance would shift to be closer to two and 
a half to one under the alternatives ( ). The alternatives’ 2040 
growth allocations would roughly triple the number of existing 
housing units and double the number of jobs, creating a 
neighborhood environment that, while still weighted toward 
jobs, is somewhat more balanced between jobs and housing.
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The term ”jobs-to-housing balance” or 
“jobs/housing balance” describes the 
approximate balance of employment 
opportunities to households in a 
geographic area. It is measured in 
terms of the proportion of jobs per 
household. For example, a jobs-to-
housing balance of 4.0 means four jobs 
for every household.

Table 3.3.6. Current and Targeted 2040 Jobs/Housing Balances

Current 2040 Target
Total Jobs

RGC
Study Area

7,171
8,290

14,726
16,675

Total Households
RGC
Study Area

1,881
1,894

5,920
6,336

Jobs/Housing Balance
RGC
Study Area

3.81
4.38

2.49
2.63

Note: Assumes two people per household.
Source: 3 Square Blocks, May 2016.

Housing Types

Zoning regulations studied under both alternatives allow for a 
variety of housing types ranging from single-family to multifamily 
to group housing. Existing housing development throughout the 
study area reflects the allowed range of housing types, with low 
to medium building intensities throughout. For example, existing 
development typically has fewer stories or smaller footprints 
than the maximum allowed under current zoning. The building 
envelope for residential development in the study area will likely 
increase in size and scale over time, in order to accommodate 
planned growth and to fully utilize building height and bulk 
permitted through the City’s development regulations.

Affordability

Housing in the study area is currently affordable compared 
with affordability in the City and Pierce County as a whole. 
Housing costs and home values may rise under the alternatives 
as development patterns intensify and older housing stock is 
replaced. It is possible that some residents may be displaced 
or choose to move elsewhere due to factors such as increasing 
rental costs, increasing property valuation, and redevelopment 
of existing rental units. At the same time, new housing 
development would increase the overall housing inventory, 
which could help limit upward pressure on rental prices. The 
City’s current affordable housing development incentives, 
discussed earlier in this section, could also help to ensure an 
adequate inventory of affordable housing.

Of the two affordable housing developments in the study 
area, the Vintage at Tacoma and Cascade Park Gardens, 
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neither is likely to redevelop in the near future. Neither is 
located on property identified as underutilized (see Figure 
3.1-3 in Section 3.1—Land Use). Also, the Vintage at Tacoma 
was recently constructed, suggesting it is likely to remain in 
the neighborhood for some time. As the population of the 
study area grows, there will likely be additional demand for 
affordable and special needs housing facilities.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 1 (NO ACTION)
Alternative 1 assumes significant development on a project-
by-project basis within current RGC boundaries consistent with 
existing development regulations.

2040 Growth Targets

Current residential development trends in the RGC are for 
lower intensities than allowed under current zoning. The gap 
between allowed and existing intensities creates uncertainty 
about the nature of future development. Long-term future 
development trends will depend on many factors including 
those that cannot be predicted; given current development 
trends, however, under the No Action Alternative, future 
residential development activity possibly would not meet 
the City’s 2040 growth target for the Tacoma Mall RGC. See 
Section 3.1—Land Use for additional discussion.

Madison and Lincoln Heights Residential 
Neighborhoods

Existing zoning regulations allow for mixed uses throughout 
the RGC, with no areas zoned exclusively for residential uses. 
The RGC includes two existing residential neighborhoods. The 
Madison District residential neighborhood was established 
in the early 1900s, and the Lincoln Heights District residential 
neighborhood was established around World War II. Over time 
the character of both neighborhoods has changed. The Madison 
neighborhood has transitioned from predominantly single-family 
homes to a mix of single-family, single-family attached and 
multifamily housing types. The Lincoln Heights neighborhood 
has decreased in size due to partial redevelopment of the original 
neighborhood with commercial and public uses. Under existing 
zoning regulations, these types of changes could continue to 
occur. Land uses within both neighborhoods could also become 
increasingly mixed, reducing housing options for residents who 
prefer to live in single-use neighborhoods.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 2
Alternative 2 assumes that significant development will occur 
incrementally over time in the study area under the proposed 
future land use plan, zoning and regulatory changes, public 
infrastructure improvements and policy guidance described in 
Chapter 2.
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2040 Growth Targets

As discussed under Alternative 1, long-term residential 
development trends depend on a wide range of factors and 
are difficult to predict. However, Alternative 2 has features 
that could create development incentives and increase the 
likelihood of meeting the 2040 housing growth targets. Under 
Alternative 2, new zoning standards would provide greater 
detail and a higher level of certainty about the types of uses and 
building intensities allowed in specific locations within the study 
area compared with current zoning. New design standards 
would require more street trees and are designed to improve 
aesthetics and sense of place for the study area. Proposed 
major infrastructure improvements to multimodal transportation, 
stormwater, and parks and open space would improve quality 
of life. Policies in the Subarea Plan would support attracting 
additional services and amenities to the neighborhood, 
increasing safety, strengthening the neighborhood’s identity 
and integrating more arts and culture into the neighborhood. 
Area-wide environmental review standards would be adopted 
as described in this EIS to streamline the permitting process. 
; Collectively, these measures could support and encourage 
increased residential development in the study area.

Madison and Lincoln Heights Residential 
Neighborhoods

The URX zoning designation proposed under Alternative 
2 would help protect the study area’s two established 
residential neighborhoods, Madison and Lincoln Heights, 
designating them for residential uses. Housing types in 
these neighborhoods would likely intensify over time, but 
the neighborhoods would remain residential enclaves in the 
Tacoma Mall mixed-use urban center, providing housing 
choices for people who prefer to live in residential areas, 
including existing residents.

Expansion Area

The City proposes to expand the Tacoma Mall RGC under 
Alternative 2 to include areas currently zoned M-1 and to 
rezone these areas to UCX and CIX, as described in Chapter 
2. This would significantly increase the range of housing types 
allowed in the expansion area. Also, Action H-3 in the draft 
Subarea Plan call for encouraging live/work, artist studio 
housing in the portion of the expansion area proposed to 
become part of the Northwest District. If this action were 
successfully implemented it would introduce a new type of 
housing to the study area, increasing housing choice.

Chapter 3.3—Housing

H-11



Affordability

The discussion of housing affordability under Common to All 
Alternatives applies to Alternative 2; additionally, Alternative 
2 has unique characteristics that could affect the real estate 
market. Planned improvements to the public realm such as 
new parks, sidewalks and street trees could potentially lead 
to increased housing demand in the study area. The creation 
of a more cohesive land use pattern and development of 
four distinct character districts envisioned under Alternative 
2 could also affect housing costs. It is difficult to accurately 
predict future real estate market conditions in the study area 
because many additional unknown factors would be at play 
including the state of the economy, real estate development 
in competing housing markets, and changes in housing 
preferences over time.

The draft Subarea Plan includes police guidance to mitigate 
potential affordability impacts, including involuntary 
displacement of current low-income residents. Goals 
and actions in the Housing Chapter call for maintaining 
affordability and a wide range of quality housing choices in the 
neighborhood. Actions H-3 through H-10 specifically address 
affordability. Action H-3 calls for meeting with developers and 
housing partners to discuss potential housing strategies for 
ensuring that at least 25% of new housing built in the Tacoma 
Mall Neighborhood is affordable to households earning 80% 
or less of Pierce County area median income. Actions H-4 
and H-5 call for providing development incentives to include 
affordable housing, and for seeking input from developers and 
housing partners to ensure that development standards for the 
Tacoma Mall Neighborhood make it simple and cost effective 
for developers to build moderately and affordably priced 
housing. Action H-6 calls for working with partners to identify 
opportunities for very low and special needs housing. Action 
H-7 calls for monitoring the supply of affordable housing and 
taking action to ensure that at least 50% of housing units 
remain affordable to households earning 80% or less of Pierce 
County AMI and 25% are affordable for those earning 50% of 
AMI or less. Action H-8 calls for working with housing partners 
to provide financial assistance to low- and very-low income 
households struggling to stay in their homes. Action H-9 calls 
for citywide actions to provide for a range of housing costs 
in the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood and citywide. Action H-10 
calls for a focused study of available and effective options to 
prevent involuntary displacement of residents. The impacts of 
these policies will depend upon how they are implemented, 
but could have a positive impact on affordability.

Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea EIS

H-12



Additionally, the transportation improvements proposed in 
the Subarea Plan could help to reduce the cost burden of 
living in the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood. The Plan includes 
transportation projects and policies designed to expand 
transportation choices throughout the study area through 
complete streets, bicycle network improvements, increased 
intersection frequency and enhanced transit service. 
Transportation costs often make up a significant portion of 
household expenditures. By promoting these transportation 
choices, the Subarea Plan could have a positive impact on the 
affordability of the neighborhood.

3.3.3	  MITIGATING MEASURES
INCORPORATED PLAN FEATURES
Mitigation contained in plans and policies adopted or planned 
for adoption as part of the proposed action:

•	 Under Alternative 2, the Subarea Plan includes specific 
policy strategies for promoting affordable housing, 
including working with partners to ensure that 25% of new 
housing built in the study area is affordable to households 
earning 80% or less of Pierce County median income, that 
development standards enable construction of moderately 
and affordably priced housing, for identifying opportunities 
for very-low and special needs housing, and for monitoring 
the supply of affordable housing and maintaining no net 
loss of the current stock.

•	 Under Alternative 2, the transportation improvements 
proposed under the Subarea Plan could reduce 
transportation costs for neighborhood residents, which 
could have a positive impact on housing affordability. 

•	 Under both alternatives, the City’s Comprehensive Plan 
provides guidance to ensure that at least 25% of the City’s 
housing targets are affordable to households earning 80% 
or less of area median income. 

REGULATIONS AND COMMITMENTS
Mitigation contained in regulations or other requirements 
adopted or planned for adoption as part of the proposed action:

•	 Under Alternative 1, existing zoning regulations allow for a 
wide range of housing types. 

•	 Under Alternative 2, proposed zoning designations would 
allow for a wide range of housing types. 

•	 Under both alternatives, the City’s Multifamily Tax 
Exemption Program enhances incentives for affordable 
housing development in the RGC, and Chapter 1.39 of the 
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City’s Municipal Code outlines other incentives that could 
be used by the City in the future to encourage affordable 
housing in the study area, if resources are available to 
implement them.

OTHER MITIGATION MEASURES
Any other mitigation not contained in the categories above:

•	 Under Alternative 1, consider a new commitment similar 
to that proposed under Alternative 2 to monitor housing 
trends to evaluate whether they support the 2040 growth 
targets and City and regional housing goals, and consider 
regulatory changes or other measures if needed.

•	 Under both alternatives, consider updating the X-District 
Height Bonus Program to include affordable housing 
incentives in the Tacoma Mall RGC.. 

3.3.4	  SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE 
IMPACTS
No significant unavoidable adverse housing impacts are 
anticipated under either alternative.
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CHAPTER 3.4
Aesthetics
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3.4.1	 EXISTING CONDITIONS

AREA CONTEXT
The study area was developed with urban land use patterns 
beginning in the late 1800s and continuing to present day. The 
design and appearance of existing buildings and infrastructure 
in the study area are reflective of the different periods in which 
they were constructed and the development regulations then in 
place. In the early 1800s much of the study area was farmland 
or was undeveloped (ESA, 2016). By the 1870s, a railroad 
corridor was built along the western edge of the study area and 
buildings were constructed along it related to rail activities—
to this day the corridor remains a hub for services related to 
transportation and industry. Through the mid-1900s small scale 
single-family homes and traditional street grids developed 
within the study area, including in the Madison District 
residential neighborhood (City of Tacoma, 2016).

Beginning around the mid-1900s, a building boom resulted 
in a wider range of land uses and building types throughout 
the study area, including more-auto-oriented commercial and 
industrial uses with generally larger parcel and building sizes. 
Street design also changed from the traditional grid style to 
more curvilinear and discontinuous streets. The Lincoln Heights 
residential neighborhood was built during this time, with urban 
design typical of suburban development around World War 
II. In 1965 the Tacoma Mall was built. Designed by nationally 
recognized architect John Graham, Jr., the mall was a catalyst 
project that turned the study area into a regional destination 
and that sparked additional retail and office development, 
including large shopping centers anchored by big-box retailers 
(ESA, 2016).

Much of the study area’s commercial building stock was built 
during the 1960s. New commercial construction has occurred 
at a slower pace since then, with the amount of new space built 
declining each decade since 1990 (CAI, 2015). Industrial stock 
in the study area is also aging; most was built between the 
1940s and the 1990s, and there has been no new construction 

Photo 3.4.1. View north along Pine Street across 
the Nalley Valley 

Photo 3.4.2. Bradken Fabrication, a machine 
shop located in the study area

Photo 3.4.3. South Tacoma Way along the 
western boundary of the study area
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since then. There was a housing boom in the 1940s during 
which time the mix of housing types in the study area became 
more diverse with the introduction of single-family attached 
and multifamily structures. There was another housing boom 
in the 2000s in which these were the primary types of new 
development. Today most housing stock falls into one of these 
two categories. In recent years two new luxury apartment 
developments have been built, the Apex and the Pacifica. 
Other recent development activity has been for additions and 
improvements to the Tacoma Mall and other existing large-
format retail in the study area (CAI, 2015).

EXISTING CHARACTER
As discussed in Chapter 2, the study area can be divided into 
four districts whose boundaries align with features of urban 
form. Two major arterials, S. 38th St. and S. Pine St., divide the 
study area into quarters. I-5 forms its eastern border. A low 
bluff above S. Tacoma Way defines parts of its northern and 
western borders. A large cemetery defines part of its southern 
border. The thumbnail at right shows the four districts. The 
defining features of each district are summarized in

Table 3.4-1 District Features

Land Use 
Character Urban Pattern

Streetscape and 
Public Realm

Madison 
District

Primarily single-family 
attached and low-rise 
multifamily uses, with 
commercial and light 
industrial uses in the 
north and west 

Primarily small parcel sizes, 
narrow blocks, small scale 
buildings

Partially complete 
traditional neighborhood 
street grid with alleys, 
access to community 
garden, park and multiuse 
trail

Northwest 
District

Commercial, industrial 
and public uses

Large parcel and block sizes 
with dispersed large-scale 
development

Limited street network, 
topography restricts 
access

Lincoln 
Heights 
District

Single-family attached, 
low-rise multifamily, 
commercial, industrial 
and public uses 

Small-scale urban pattern in 
residential neighborhood, 
larger-scale commercial and 
industrial urban pattern in 
other areas

Discontinuous and 
curvilinear streets, access 
to neighborhood park

Mall 
District

Retail uses anchored by 
regional mall, with a mix 
of residential, office and 
public uses

Large parcel sizes, big box 
retail, large scale parking 
areas with few connections, 
hill with vacant land, 
disparate scales in areas 
with mixed uses 

Limited street network, 
informal vehicle and 
pedestrian access in 
parking lots, access to 
private gathering spaces 
in the Tacoma Mall

Source: 3 Square Blocks, 2016

MADISON

NORTHWEST LINCOLN 
HEIGHTS

MALL
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Madison District

Land Use Character 
The Madison District is primarily residential with a mix of 
single-family detached housing; single-family attached housing 
such as duplexes, triplexes and townhomes; and multifamily 
housing including apartments and other developments with 
more than four units. The residential neighborhood occupies 
most of the district, with the exception of the nonresidential 
uses developed along S. 38th St. and a portion of S. Pine St. 
Near S. 38th St., land uses include a mix of public, commercial 
and light industrial uses. This is also true of the western border 
of the district for the study area. The western border of the 
current RGC does not extend as far west and is defined by 
residential uses. Vacant lots are distributed throughout the 
district.

Urban Pattern
The urban pattern of the district reflects its history as a single-
family residential neighborhood that was established in the 
early 1900s, with consistent and small block and parcel sizes. 
The average parcel size is 0.21 acres and parcels range in size 
from 0.02 acres to 5.30 acres, with the smallest parcel sizes for 
townhome units (3 Square Blocks, 2015). The average block 
size of the original street grid was approximately 4 acres (3 
Square Blocks, 2016); many blocks remain this size while others 
have expanded due to vacated rights-of-way. Figure 3.4-1 
shows parcel and block sizes.

The bulk and scale of buildings in the district has transitioned 
over time, changing from small single-story detached homes 
to a mix of larger-sized building types. Single-family attached 
buildings such as duplexes, triplexes and townhomes replicate 
some of the elements of the remaining single-family homes 
in the neighborhood, such as small-scale design and pitched 
roofs, but they generally have larger building envelopes and 
some have primary entrances oriented to alleys rather than 
streets. Most apartment buildings in the district are a story 
or two taller than single-family detached and single-family 
attached buildings, and have larger building footprints and 
envelopes. The mix of commercial, public and light industrial 
buildings in the northern and western portions of the district 
generally have larger building footprints and private parking 
areas than the apartments, while being closer in height to the 
single-family and single-family attached buildings.Photos 3.4.4–3.4.9. Madison District
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Streetscape and Public Realm
The district has a partially complete traditional neighborhood 
street grid with alleys, shown in Figure 3.4-2. Areas of the 
street grid with small block sizes and high intersection density 
contribute to the human-scale character of the district. 
The grid’s intersection density and overall connectivity has 
decreased over time due to vacation of public rights-of-
way. One example of this is along S. 47th St. where parcels 
have been assembled to create development sites for large 
apartment complexes. 

The majority of street infrastructure in the district is aging and 
was built under prior standards that required fewer pedestrian- 
and environmentally friendly design elements than current 
City requirements. Many street segments have poor pavement 
conditions, wide travel lanes, and lack sidewalks, crosswalks, 
curbs, gutters, designated on-street parking areas and street 
trees. Overhead powerlines are also a prominent visual feature 
in the district. Some recent right-of-way improvements have 
been made concurrent with new development; these are 
generally located along the frontage of newer buildings.

In addition to public rights-of-way, the public realm in the 
district includes the 40th Street Community Garden and a 
portion of South Park including the Water Flume Trail just 
outside the RGC boundary. The Madison School is also 
located in the district; it provides specialized educational 
programming and there is limited public access to school 
facilities and grounds. These three facilities provide the 
primary green features in the district. Other green features 
include landscaped areas around the edges of private and 
public buildings, and private gardens. The southern portion of 
South Park and the privately owned Tacoma Cemetery are the 
nearest green spaces of significant size; they are adjacent to 
the study area’s southwest border and provide visual access to 
nature.

Northwest District

Land Use Character
Commercial and industrial are the primary land uses in the 
Northwest District. Land uses are organized around S. 38th 
and a low bluff in the northwestern corner of the district. Retail 
centers are located along S. 38th St. and a mix of office, retail 
and industrial uses are located between S. 38th St. and the top 
of the bluff. Industrial and commercial uses are located at the 
toe of bluff along S. Tacoma Way. Public uses and vacant lands 
are interspersed with the industrial uses in the district.

Photo 3.4.10. Image of S. Pine St. Corridor, 
Southern Border of Northwest District
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Urban Pattern
The district has large block and parcel sizes that reflect its 
current land use and street patterns. The average parcel 
size is 0.81 acres, and parcel sizes range from 0.10 acres to 
15.37 acres (3 Square Blocks, 2016). The building pattern 
is dispersed in the district, as shown in Figure 3.4-3. Paved 
and gravel parking areas predominate. Buildings have large 
footprints and are generally one to two stories tall.

Streetscape and Public Realm
The District is bounded by major streets that provide a high 
level of automobile access to and from district edges. Street 
connectivity within the District is limited; there is no east–
west through street and only one continuous north–south 
through street. There is informal vehicle and pedestrian access 
through private parking lots in the district. Sidewalk character 
is fair to good, although some streets are missing sidewalks 
(see Section 3.6—Transportation for more information). Most 
streets do not have street trees.

The majority of the District lacks green features such as trees 
and other landscaping. One exception is the vegetated slope 
in the northwestern corner of the District; it is interrupted 
by buildings and paved areas but is a recognizable natural 
feature. Other green features in the District include limited 
landscaping around parking areas and around the edges of 
buildings. The district currently has no parks. 

Lincoln Heights District

Land Use Character
There is a wide range of land uses in the Lincoln Heights 
District including single-family detached, single-family 
attached, public, commercial and industrial uses. Residential 
uses are concentrated in the Lincoln Heights residential 
neighborhood, extending southeast from the northwest 
corner of the RGC boundary and including the public Lincoln 
Heights Park. Public uses also include the Tacoma Police 
Department’s headquarters and fleet buildings along the 
western border of the district, and the Pierce County Annex 
Campus in the northern part of the district. Commercial 
uses are located along the western, southern and eastern 
edges of the district with access to major roads. They consist 
primarily of destination large format retailers and shopping 
centers. Industrial uses are located north of S. 35th St., 
around the Pierce County Annex Campus. With the exception 
of some vacant property in the Lincoln Heights residential 
neighborhood, the majority of this District is developed.

Photo 3.4.11. Lincoln Heights Neighborhood

Photo 3.4.12. Northwest District
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Urban Pattern
There is variation among parcel and building sizes within the 
district. Parcel sizes and building footprints and envelopes in 
the Lincoln Heights residential neighborhood are much smaller 
than in other areas of the District. Buildings are also generally 
taller in areas outside the residential neighborhood, but most 
are under three stories.

Streetscape and Public Realm
The street pattern reflects the topography and the 
development history of the district. There is a hill in the center 
of the district and Montana Avenue, S. California Avenue and 
S. Steele St. generally run along the edges of the hill. Low 
bluffs in the northern portion of the district limit transportation 
access. Both of these topographic features limit vehicle 
and pedestrian visibility. Streets within the Lincoln Heights 
residential neighborhood are curvilinear, reflective of the 
World War II era in which they were built. As residential uses 
have been replaced by commercial and public uses in this 
district, the existing Lincoln Heights residential neighborhood 
and its distinctive curvilinear street network represents the 
remaining residential community that once occupied much 
of the district. Redevelopment in the south half of the district 
has resulted in street vacations, increased block sizes and a 
disconnected street network. There is also a lack of connection 
across S. 35th St. within the district. 

Most streets in the district have sidewalks in fair to good 
condition, although some areas, primarily the residential 
neighborhood, are missing sidewalks. Public street trees and 
mature trees on private property are adjacent to streets.

The Lincoln Heights district has more green features compared 
with the other districts. It contains Lincoln Heights Park, a 
neighborhood park that serves as the primary public space in 
the district, as well as two undeveloped open space properties 
with grass and trees owned by Metro Parks Tacoma. Steele 
St. limits access to the park for residents living to the west of 
the street, due to its busy traffic, limited pedestrian crossings 
and change in gradient. Most private residences in the district 
have yards with mature trees, lawns or gardens. Undeveloped 
property, such as the bluff in the northern portion of the 
district and a large undeveloped area along the west side of 
S. Steele St. contain some vegetation and greenery as well. 
Landscaped and grass-covered areas can be found in parking 
lots and around building edges.
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Mall District

Land Use Character
The Tacoma Mall is the defining feature of the Mall District and 
is located in the southern half of the district. It serves as an 
anchor for surrounding uses, which are predominantly large-
format retail. The district’s northwestern corner has a greater 
mix of uses including residential, retail, office and public. North 
of the mall, vacant parcels are clustered on the north and west 
sides of a hill. South of the Mall, the Pierce Transit Tacoma Mall 
Transit Center on S. 48th St. serves hundreds of riders each 
day (Fehr and Peers, 2015).

Urban Pattern
The district has large parcel sizes consistent with its land use 
pattern. The average parcel size is 1.75 acres, and parcel sizes 
range from 0.11 acres to 48.5 acres (3 Square Blocks, 2016). 
Parcel sizes in the northern part of the district are slightly 
smaller than in the southern part, reflecting the greater mix of 
land uses north of the mall.

The study area has three buildings with five or more stories, 
all located in the Mall District. These include two recently 
constructed apartments, the Apex and the Pacifica, each of 
which is a relatively large building with a somewhat abrupt 
transition to smaller scale adjoining development. In particular, 
the Apex is located on a hill and has the highest rooftop 
elevation in the study area. The Tacoma Mall is also relatively 
tall and has the largest building envelope in the study area, 
but the relationship with surrounding uses does not appear 
abrupt due to similar building heights and the development 
patterns around the Mall that occurred organically over time. 
Other buildings in the district have relatively consistent bulk 
and scale.

Streetscape and Public Realm
There is a limited public street network within the District. S. 
47th/48th St. provides east-west access through the southern 
portion of the district. The center of the district currently has 
no public rights-of-way, though the Tacoma Mall parking lot 
provides internal connectivity for vehicles and pedestrians. 
Local streets in the northern portion of the district are 
characterized by a low connectivity.

Pedestrian improvements in the district consist primarily 
of discontinuous sidewalks and informal pedestrian routes 
through parking lots. Sidewalk conditions connecting to 
the Pierce Transit station on S. 48th St. are good to fair. The 
long distance between the station and the nearest street 
intersections may be a barrier for some users.
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The most significant green feature in the district is the partially 
wooded vacant property on the hill north of the mall. There is 
also a vegetated area near the intersection of S. 47th/48th St. 
and S. Pine St. Other green features include landscaped areas 
in parking lots and trees and grass around the edges of private 
buildings.

LIGHT AND GLARE
The study area has typical urban lighting sources including 
illuminated street signs; street, parking lot, and building lights; 
vehicle headlights; and security lighting. Lighting sources 
differ within the study area depending upon existing uses. 
For instance, lighting sources around the Tacoma Mall and 
in commercial corridors are taller, brighter and have wider 
coverage than in residential neighborhoods. Lighting sources 
are typical of the periods when they were constructed.

VIEWS
Due to study area topography, several locations on private 
property provide views of the Cascade Mountains and Mount 
Rainier, nearby neighborhoods and the Nalley Valley industrial 
area. The most panoramic views and the best mountain views 
are from the top of the hills in the Lincoln Heights District and 
the Mall District. Several places have territorial views to the 
south over the Edison-Gray Neighborhood and to the north 
and west over the Nalley Valley. The study area currently has 
no designated view corridors or view overlays.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN POLICY
The Tacoma Comprehensive Plan provides guidance for urban 
form in the Tacoma Mall RGC, including the following policies:

Policy UF-5.2 	Enhance both internal pedestrian connectivity and 
connectivity to regional transportation facilities to 
promote cohesion of the center and to optimize ac-
cess to the shopping and employment opportunities.

Policy UF-5.3 	Enhance the public realm to provide a better setting 
for business and social activity that serves South Taco-
ma and the region.

DESIGN STANDARDS
The City’s current development standards help to mitigate 
potential negative impacts to aesthetics and urban design 
associated with new development in the study area. Tacoma 
Municipal Code 13.06.501 describes design standards for 
development in the Mixed-Use Center X-District zoning 

Photos 3.4.13–3.4.14. Mall District

Photos 3.4.15–3.4.16. Views from Study Area
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designations, which currently apply to RGC and would apply 
to the study area under Alternative 2, with some modifications 
(see Section 3.1—Land Use). Applicable design standards 
include

•	 façade articulation options intended to help reduce the 
apparent mass of structures and achieve a more human 
scale environment

•	 façade surface standards to help reduce the apparent mass 
of structures and achieve a more human scale environment, 
especially at the first story

•	 maximum façade widths for upper story façades of 
buildings greater than 120 feet in width, to break up the 
massing of the building and add visual interest

•	 window and openings requirements to increase visibility, 
provide visual interest to pedestrians, provide natural light 
and provide architectural detailing

•	 standards to enhance the pedestrian environment related 
to customer entrances and street level weather protection

•	 standards to ensure thoughtful placement and design of 
utilities, service areas, fencing and retaining walls

In addition to the design standards listed above, additional 
standards apply to buildings on designated pedestrian 
streets. In the study area, the designated pedestrian streets 
are portions of S. Steele St., S. 47th/48th St. and the portion 
of S. Tacoma Way in the South Tacoma Way Neighborhood 
Mixed-Use Center. Standards specific to these street frontages 
include

•	 maximum building setbacks from the public right-of-way

•	 façade detail and decorative requirements intended to 
create an inviting pedestrian environment

•	 upper floor setback standards intended to reduce the 
appearance of bulk and reduce the potential for shade and 
shadow impacts on pedestrian streets

Currently, a portion of the study area outside the RGC is 
zoned M-1. This light industrial district currently has no 
design standards (TMC 13.06.501), but does have building 
envelope standards for maximum height and setbacks 
(TMC 13.06.400.D). Additionally, the City code establishes 
landscape and buffering requirements for both the M-1 zone 
and the Mixed-Use Center X-District zones that contribute 
to aesthetics and urban design (TMC 13.06.502.E). The 
landscaping standards establish overall site landscaping 
minimums and requirements for site perimeter landscaping, 
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parking lot landscaping, plantings, street trees and buffers in 
areas adjacent to residential districts.

3.4.2	 SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

IMPACTS COMMON TO BOTH ALTERNATIVES
Under both alternatives the character of the study area is 
anticipated to become increasingly urban over time, with a 
greater intensity and mix of land uses. With new development, 
there would be a corresponding increase in the average 
height, bulk and scale of buildings. These changes in urban 
form could result in impacts to shade, views and light and 
glare in the study area under both alternatives.

Shade and Shadow

The alternatives allow for development of buildings ranging 
in height from 45 feet to 120 feet throughout the study area. 
Generally, as infill development occurs on undeveloped and 
under-developed sites, as shown in Figure 3.1-3, there would 
be an increased potential for local shadows on streets and 
adjacent properties. The potential for shade and shadow 
impacts would depend on proposed and existing building 
locations, topography and proposed building height and bulk. 
Overall, shade and shadow impacts would be typical of an 
urbanizing area changing from lower-intensity development to 
more-intensive development.

Views

Similar to the discussion under shade and shadow, infill 
development on undeveloped and under-developed sites 
could increase the potential blockage of views from various 
locations in the study area, including views from private 
properties of Mount Rainier and the Cascades and territorial 
views of the Nalley Valley and surrounding neighborhoods. 
Views within the study area of existing low-rise structures 
would be affected as neighboring buildings are demolished 
and redeveloped with taller structures. Recently constructed 
low-rise buildings will likely be the last to redevelop and would 
experience the most impacts. As noted previously, the study 
area does not contain any designated view corridors or view 
overlays. As future development occurs, consideration should 
be given to protecting scenic views from public places within 
the study area.

The view impacts described above could result from 
development under either alternative. Because Alternative 2 
would not result in the potential for increased view impacts 

Alternative 1 (No Action) and 
Alternative 2 (Action Alternative)
Alternative 1 (No Action) would 
maintain the existing RGC boundaries 
and growth targets as well as the City’s 
current development regulations for 
the subarea. Alternative 2 (Action 
Alternative) proposes to expand the 
RGC boundaries, increase growth 
targets for the subarea to account 
for this expansion, and adopt 
and implement the Tacoma Mall 
Neighborhood Subarea Plan including 
changes to zoning and development 
regulations.

Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea EIS

A-10



compared with the No Action Alternative (Alternative 1), no 
significant impacts are anticipated to result from Alternative 2.

Light and Glare

New and renovated structures would provide additional light 
sources within the study area, including interior and exterior 
building lighting and security lighting. Additional vehicular 
traffic is also anticipated within the study area and would 
result in additional light from vehicles entering and leaving 
the area. The primary sources of glare from development 
would be direct glare from lighting sources, (such as building 
and security lighting, vehicle headlights) and reflective glare 
(such as reflective surfaces on building facades and vehicles). 
New sources of light and glare would be similar to those 
that currently exist in the study area and could be perceived 
as a continuation of existing light and glare in the area. 
Additionally, the Tacoma Municipal Code includes lighting 
standards that limit illumination and glare from off-site parking 
areas and signs (TMC 13.06.510, 13.06.521), and that minimize 
light pollution to low-intensity residential neighborhoods 
adjacent to the study area (TMC 13.06.503). 

The light and glare impacts described above could result from 
development under either alternative. Because Alternative 2 
would not result in the potential for increased light and glare 
impacts compared with the No Action Alternative (Alternative 
1), no significant impacts are anticipated to result from 
Alternative 2.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 1 (NO ACTION)
Alternative 1 assumes significant development within current 
RGC boundaries consistent with existing land use and building 
regulations. Development would occur on a project-by-project 
basis and impacts would be evaluated on a site-specific basis 
in conjunction with each proposed project.

Land Use Character

Under Alternative 1, the existing land use character in the 
study area has the potential to change under existing zoning 
and development regulations. Areas currently developed as 
primarily single-use and zoned for mixed-use could potentially 
experience the greatest change in character with future 
development. These include the Northwest District and 
residential areas in the Madison and Lincoln Heights Districts. 
The Northwest District currently has no residential uses but 
is zoned for a mix of uses including residential. The Madison 
District and Lincoln Heights District residential neighborhoods 
are residential but are zoned for a mix of uses, including small-
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scale commercial uses in the Madison District residential 
neighborhood and a wider range of uses in the Lincoln Heights 
District residential neighborhood. If current development 
trends are assumed indicative of the future, it is unlikely that 
these potential changes would occur. However, long-term real 
estate market development activity depends on a variety of 
factors and is difficult to predict. 

Urban Pattern

As discussed in Section 3.1—Land Use, existing building 
heights throughout the study area are much lower than 
allowed under current zoning. Compared with Alternative 
2, Alternative 1 allows the greatest building heights and 
mass and, as such, has the greatest potential for increases in 
building bulk and scale. While this potential exists, past and 
current real estate market trends in the study area have been 
primarily for low- and mid-rise development. The gap between 
allowed urban patterns and development trends creates 
uncertainty about the intensity of future urban patterns.

Streetscape and Public Realm

No major improvements to the streetscape and public realm 
are planned under Alternative 1. There would be incremental 
improvements to the streetscape as new development 
occurred consistent with current City standards. As described 
in Existing Conditions, the City’s Comprehensive Plan 
identifies pedestrian connectivity and an enhanced urban 
realm as priorities in the RGC. The City’s current building 
design standards address building massing and creation 
of pedestrian-friendly street-level environments. The City’s 
development regulations also establish standards for 
landscaping and street trees that apply to the study area (TMC 
13.06.502.E).

As discussed in Existing Conditions, there is a history in the 
study area of public rights-of-way being vacated to allow for 
large-scale new development, including developments built 
in recent years. Under Alternative 1, there is the potential for 
continued vacating of public rights-of-way that would reduce 
the amount of public streetscape. Chapter 9.22 of the Tacoma 
Municipal Code describes the process for petitioning the 
City for street vacation. The City considers criteria including 
impacts to public need and mobility when reviewing street 
vacation petitions, which could help to mitigate significant 
negative impacts to the public streetscape; however, 
continued reduction of public rights-of-way could result in 
further loss of street connectivity, degradation of the human-
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scale character of the street grid and decreased mobility for 
pedestrians and vehicles.

Shade and Shadows

The City’s upper floor setback requirements for development 
on designated pedestrian streets, discussed under Existing 
Conditions, would help reduce shading impacts on S. Steele 
St., S. 47th/48th St. and a small portion of S. Tacoma Way in 
the southwest corner of the neighborhood. In areas without 
designated pedestrian streets, new development could 
increase shade and shadow on streetscapes and other public 
spaces, making them less friendly and inviting to the public. 
As development occurs, consideration should be provided 
to protect public spaces from increased shade and shadow, 
such as parks, schools and popular pedestrian routes not 
designated as pedestrian streets.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 2
Alternative 2 aims to create a cohesive urban form for the 
study area that supports a vibrant, attractive and pedestrian-
friendly living environment. Policy guidance in the Draft 
Subarea Plan proposes a new future land use and zoning plan 
that would be implemented through the proposed Phase 
1 code amendments. The Draft Subarea Plan also includes 
policy guidance to focus density in the core of the study area 
and step down intensities in surrounding areas; proposes 
four character districts, each with their own unique sense of 
place that would contribute to the overall identity of the study 
area; identifies priority transportation projects that would 
significantly improve the public realm and street systems while 
at the same time improving stormwater management; and 
proposes tree canopy targets that would more than double 
overall tree cover in the neighborhood over time. 

The draft Subarea Plan also includes policy language for 
improving urban design in the study area. The proposed Phase 
1 code amendments under Alternative 2 include new design 
standards for tree cover and landscaping, parking lots and 
driveways, drive-thoughts and garbage container placement. 
These represent initial actions to implement urban design 
policy guidance in the Subarea Plan; the Land Use Chapter of 
the Subarea Plan also proposes that the City adopt a Phase 
2 code amendment in the future with more extensive urban 
design standards. The Phase 1 code amendments additionally 
include new street connectivity requirements for large parcels, 
which are intended to help increase intersection density and 
walkability in the study area over time consistent with policy 
guidance in the plan.
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Land Use Character

The proposed land use designations and zoning classifications 
studied under Alternative 2 (shown in Figures 2.5 and 2.6) 
are intended to group similar land uses and create transitions 
between different types and intensities of land uses. These 
redesignations and rezones would provide for changes in the 
mix of land uses in certain areas and continuation of existing 
land use character in others.

•	 The area along the western and northern edges of the 
study area currently zoned light industrial would be 
rezoned for mixed-use development in CIX and UCX 
zoning classifications. This could lead to different land use 
character compatible with surrounding light industrial, 
commercial and mixed uses.

•	 The proposed CIX zone in the Northwest District would 
help create a transition from an adjacent heavy industrial 
zone to the adjacent UCX zone. The remainder of the 
Northwest District, which is currently predominantly 
commercial, would be zoned for mixed use that could result 
in changes to the existing land use pattern similar to those 
discussed under Alternative 1.

•	 The Madison District and Lincoln Heights District 
residential neighborhoods would be rezoned for residential 
uses. This would allow the residential character legacy of 
these neighborhoods to continue into the future.

•	 The area between the Tacoma Mall and I-5 would be 
limited to commercial uses only. This would continue the 
commercial character of this area over time and create a 
long-term buffer between residential uses and the freeway.

•	 The area around the Tacoma Mall and the study area’s 
major streets that Alternative 2 envisions as the urban core 
of the study area would continue to be zoned for a mix of 
uses. Existing uses are primarily commercial. 

The draft Subarea Plan calls for distinct identities to be 
fostered for the four districts in the study area (Action UF-2). 
The Madison District is envisioned to continue as a mixed-
scale residential neighborhood, anchored around a new 
public park complex and with improved streetscapes and 
stormwater infrastructure. The Northwest District is planned 
to be a hub of artisan fabrication and production activity, 
with apartment buildings, urban flats, warehouses and light 
industrial buildings connected by pedestrian friendly streets 
and public spaces. The Lincoln Heights District would continue 
to provide shopping and employment opportunities and the 
Lincoln Heights residential neighborhood at its core would be 
preserved and strengthened. The Mall District is envisioned for 
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the densest urban infill and as the entertainment and cultural 
center of the study area. The impacts of these policies would 
depend upon how they are implemented; they could result in 
significant changes to land use character but are intended to 
have a positive impact on aesthetics and urban design.

Urban Pattern

Under Alternative 2, new future land use plan and zoning 
intensities are intended to create an urban core for the 
neighborhood by focusing highest-intensity uses along 
portions of S. 38th St., S. Pine St. and Tacoma Mall Boulevard, 
and by downzoning noncore areas for moderate-to-high and 
low-to moderate intensities. Maximum building heights of 75 
to 120 feet would be allowed in core areas. Adjacent areas 
would step down to 65 to 85 feet. In the least intensive areas, 
maximum building heights would be limited to 45 to 65 feet 
in the Lincoln Heights District residential neighborhood and 
to 45 feet in the Madison District residential neighborhood. 
Although Alternative 2 would decrease maximum building 
heights in certain areas, almost all existing uses would be 
in conformance due to existing low-to moderate-intensity 
building patterns in the study area. Consideration should be 
given to adopting standards for nonconforming development 
such as those that the City has in place for the Downtown 
zoning districts. By directing highest-intensity development 
to specific areas, Alternative 2 could reduce the potential for 
abrupt transitions in building scale over the long term. 

The street network proposed under Alternative 2 (Figure 2.7) 
would also have a significant impact on the urban pattern of 
the study area, by increasing the density of the street grid 
and creating smaller blocks. Under Alternative 2, new street 
improvements would be accomplished partly through City-
funded projects and partly through developer improvements 
made in accordance with the new street connectivity 
requirements for large parcels proposed as part of the Phase 1 
code amendments. If successfully implemented, the proposed 
street network is expected to have positive impacts on urban 
pattern by creating a more pedestrian scale environment.

Streetscape and Public Realm

Extensive improvements to the streetscape and public realm 
are planned under Alternative 2. Goals and actions in the 
Urban Form, Land Use, Transportation, Environment and 
Community Vitality chapters of the Draft Subarea Plan call for 
improvements including new public rights-of-way to increase 
street connectivity, a Loop Road to provide multimodal access 
and to create a continuous green space through all districts, 
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new parks and open spaces along the Loop Road, and a 
number of green infrastructure improvements to improve 
surface water management and increase tree coverage in the 
study area. These improvements would require significant 
capital investments and would likely set priority levels and 
be funded through the City’s annual capital improvement 
planning and budgeting process, being built incrementally 
over time as resources allowed. They would likely have a 
positive impact on aesthetics and urban design and expand 
the public realm, which could limit the land available for future 
development to some degree.

While Alternative 2 envisions significant new public right-of-
way and streetscape, it also plans for some minor street vaca-
tions as needed for public purposes such as potential future 
parks development, shown in Figure 2.7. As discussed in 
Section 3.6—Transportation, planned transportation projects 
would improve overall mobility in the study area. The Draft 
Subarea Plan includes new policy guidance to approve street 
and alley vacations only for public purposes (Action T-4).
The Draft Subarea Plan includes a goal to increase tree canopy 
from 9.5% to 25% in the study area, with specific targets for 
each district (Action E-9). Implementation of this goal could 
enhance the public realm, increase the green character of 
private development and contribute to improved water quality 
and reduced stormwater runoff. The new tree coverage 
requirements in the proposed Phase 1 code amendments 
would help to implement this policy guidance. The Phase 1 
code amendments also include other measures to improve 
the aesthetic quality of the public realm such as standards for 
landscaping, parking lots and driveways, drive-thoughts and 
garbage container placement.

Shade and Shadows

The Phase 1 code amendments proposed under Alternative 
2 would designate additional pedestrian streets in the study 
area. Combined with the City’s existing upper floor setback 
requirements for development on designated pedestrian 
streets, this would reduce potential future shading impacts 
on a larger area of the public realm compared with Alterative 
1. See Figure 3.1-4 for the proposed pedestrian street 
designations. The lower building height limits proposed under 
Alternative 2 in the Madison District and Lincoln Heights 
residential neighborhoods and along the western edge of the 
study area would also reduce the potential for future shading 
impacts compared with Alternative 1.

The Effect of Aesthetics on 
Well-Being
A pedestrian-friendly and aes-
thetically inviting streetscape and 
public realm support health and 
well-being by encouraging phys-
ical activity, social interaction and 
providing access to urban green 
spaces.
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3.4.3	 MITIGATING MEASURES

INCORPORATED PLAN FEATURES
Mitigation contained in plans and policies adopted or planned 
for adoption as part of the proposed action

•	 Under both alternatives, consistent with the Tacoma 
Comprehensive Plan, enhance the public realm, internal 
pedestrian connectivity and connectivity to regional 
transportation facilities.

•	 Under Alternative 2, policy guidance for urban design in 
the Draft Subarea Plan discussed above would reduce the 
potential for incompatible land uses and abrupt transitions 
in scale, if successfully implemented. 

•	 Under Alternative 2, policy guidance for the streetscape 
and public realm in the Draft Subarea Plan discussed above 
is expected to have positive impacts on aesthetics and 
urban design, if successfully implemented. 

•	 Under Alternative 2, if successfully implemented policy 
guidance in the Draft Subarea Plan would provide stricter 
standards for street vacations than are currently in place, 
which would have positive impacts on the streetscape and 
public realm.

REGULATIONS AND COMMITMENTS
Mitigation contained in regulations or other requirements ad-
opted or planned for adoption as part of the proposed action

•	 Under Alternative 2, new future land use designations and 
zoning designations are proposed that would that would 
prevent incompatible land uses and reduce the potential 
for abrupt transitions in building bulk and scale over the 
long term. 

•	 Under Alternative 1, existing land use designations and 
zoning designations would prevent incompatible land uses.

•	 Under Alternative 2, new tree canopy standards, design 
standards, street connectivity requirements and pedestrian 
street designations are proposed that would expand the 
streetscape and public realm as well as improving its 
aesthetic quality, mitigating increased demand for these 
amenities as growth occurred. Additionally, current City 
development regulations not changed by the Phase 1 code 
amendment would help to mitigate negative impacts to 
aesthetics and urban design. 

•	 Under Alternative 1, new development would occur under 
the City’s existing standards for building design, pedestrian 
designated streets, landscaping and buffering, which would 
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help to strengthen the existing pedestrian environment, 
add green features and provide buffers between different 
types of land uses. 

•	 Under Alternative 2, expanded pedestrian street 
designations are proposed that would mitigate shading 
impacts on those streets. 

•	 Under Alternative 1, existing City building standards 
are expected to mitigate shading impacts on currently 
designated pedestrian streets.

•	 Under both alternatives, existing City standards for light 
and glare and expected to mitigate impacts of new light 
sources generated by future development.

•	 Under both alternatives, existing City criteria for street 
vacations are anticipated to mitigate significant negative 
impacts to the public streetscape if future developers 
petition the City for street vacations in the study area.

OTHER MITIGATION MEASURES
Any other mitigation not contained in the categories above 

•	 Under both alternatives, monitor new development trends 
and consider additional regulations if needed to strengthen 
aesthetics and urban design.

•	 Under both alternatives, consider adoption of shade and 
shadow measures to protect public places other than those 
on currently designated pedestrian streets, such as parks, 
schools and other popular pedestrian routes.

•	 Under both alternatives, consider application of the City’s 
View-Sensitive Overlay District, or other measures, to 
protect public places that have scenic views.

•	 Under Alternative 1, consider adopting regulations to 
preserve the character of the Madison District and Lincoln 
Heights District residential neighborhoods, similar to those 
proposed under Alternative 2.

•	 Under Alternative 2, consider adopting standards for 
nonconforming development such as those that the City 
has in place for the Downtown zoning districts.

•	 Under Alternative 2, after adoption of the Subarea Plan 
and the Phase 1 code amendments identify additional 
code changes and other actions needed to implement 
policy guidance in the plan related to aesthetics and 
urban design, as called for in the Land Use Chapter of the 
Subarea Plan.
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3.4.4	 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE 
IMPACTS
No significant unavoidable adverse to aesthetics and urban 
design are expected under either alternative.
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Figure 3.1.2. 
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Figure 3.1.3. Existing ground

Source: City of Tacoma, 2016; 3 Square Blocks, 2016
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Figure 3.1.4. 

Pedestrian Street

Core Pedestrian 
Street

S. 35TH ST

S. 38TH STS. 38TH ST

S. 48TH ST

S. 47TH ST

S. 36TH ST

S. 43RD ST

S. STEELE ST

S. U
N

IO
N

 ST

S. SPRAG
U

E AVE
TAC

O
M

A M
ALL BLVD

.

S. TACOMA WAY

S. TAC
O

M
A W

AY

S. PIN
E ST

S.
 P

IN
E 

ST

S.
 W

AR
N

ER
 S

T

Proposed pedestrian streets

Source: City of Tacoma, 2016; 3 Square Blocks, 2016

Chapter 3.4—Aesthetics

A-23





Water Flume Trail

Bike Priority Project

Loop Road

Potential Trail Access
Point

Pedestrian Priority
Projects
Potential Future Projects

CHAPTER 3.5
Cultural Resources

Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea EIS





3.5.1	 EXISTING CONDITIONS
HISTORY
The Tacoma Mall Neighborhood study area lies in the 
traditional territory of the Steilacoom and Puyallup Tribes, 
whose members are part of the larger Southern Coast Salish 
Lushootseed linguistic group (Suttles and Lane, 1990). Several 
permanent villages and place names along the marine shores 
of Tacoma and its waterways have been noted in the historical 
record.

Southern Coast Salish villages consisted of one or more plank 
houses with a few smaller structures. The Southern Coast Salish 
used canoes for transportation along waterways, with several 
designs made for specific transport needs. Despite Tacoma’s 
shores and inland areas having experienced consistent use 
during the precontact period, no specific native places have 
been identified within the study area.

Early survey records indicate that the study area vicinity was 
originally swamp and prairie land (US Surveyor General, 1867). 
The earliest documented road was located approximately 
one mile north of the Tacoma Mall, running east/west from 
Commencement Bay (US Surveyor General, 1867). Land patent 
records indicate that Euro-American settlers started occupying 
the study area in the late 1800s, including George O. Kelly (US 
Department of the Interior Bureau of Land Management [BLM], 
1874), Martin H. Smith (BLM, 1883), Cornelius Wing (BLM 1884), 
and Aaron G. Vradenburg (BLM, 1889). 

Tacoma boomed in the 1870s and 1880s when it was selected 
as the western terminus of the Northern Pacific Railroad in 1873, 
followed by the completion of the transcontinental link in 1883. 
A bust came during the Panic of 1893, but the city rebounded 
in the early 1900s with its warehouses, lumber industry and 
grain terminals. A second slump hit Tacoma following World 
War I when there was a steep drop in the price of lumber. 
Again, the city persevered with the expansion of Camp Lewis 
(becoming Fort Lewis) and the defense build-up for World War 
II.
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The study area experienced a housing boom starting in 1943 
as soldiers returned from World War II. This, in concert with 
urban renewal, transformed the city. The addition of the 
Tacoma Narrows Bridge in 1950 and I-5 in 1965 made travel by 
car more convenient than by ferry and rail (Wilma and Crowley 
2003). This new infrastructure also made it easier for families 
to travel farther out of their neighborhoods to shop for goods 
in centralized shopping areas. The Tacoma Mall was built in 
response to this opportunity in 1965. The Mall was designed 
by John Graham, Jr., who received international recognition for 
his large-scale shopping complexes. Graham was instrumental 
in conceiving the model for the suburban shopping center and 
the Tacoma Mall is the first ever large-scale, indoor suburban 
shopping complex. Graham is also famous for designing the 
Seattle Space Needle (MacIntosh 1998). Because of these 
factors, the Tacoma Mall is likely eligible for listing on the 
National Register.

PREVIOUSLY IDENTIFIED CULTURAL RESOURCES
Archival research shows only one nearby property as being 
listed on the Washington State Register and the National 
Historic Register—the Tacoma Mausoleum. This structure, 
located a half mile southwest of the Mall and constructed in 
the Beaux Arts style, was built in 1910 by architects George 
Gove and Silas Nelsen (Department of Archaeology and 
Historic Preservation [DAHP] 1981). Other nearby historic 
resources are the cemeteries situated three blocks southwest 
of the Mall—the 1875 Tacoma Cemetery (Department of 
Archaeological and Historic Preservation [DAHP] 2005), which 
contains many of the cities founding fathers, the 1885 Pauper 
Cemetery (DAHP 2008), and the 1874 Oakwood Hill Cemetery 
(DAHP 2005). None of these resources are listed on an historic 
register. The Tacoma Historic Register does not have any prop-
erties listed in the Mall vicinity or Tacoma Mall Neighborhood 
study area.

The Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic 
Preservation (DAHP) requires that historic property inventory 
forms be completed for all properties within a project area that 
are 50 years of age or older, and for larger scale projects, they 
recommend that a survey cut-off date of 40 years be imple-
mented. Based on these guidelines, the Tacoma Mall itself 
qualifies as an historic property (having been built in 1965), and 
most of the homes in the study area, including in the Lincoln 
Heights residential neighborhood, meet the same require-
ments for recording. The same guidelines indicate that the 
Groit’s Garage building (located at 3333 S. 38th St. and built in 
1950) and the Madison School building (located at 3111 S. 43rd 
St. and built in 1955) may also qualify as historic properties. 

Photo 3.5.1. Griot’s Garage

Photo 3.5.2. Madison School
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As part of historic preservation efforts, a 2005 report on the 
South Tacoma and South End neighborhoods recommended 
identifying potential Historic Districts and mid-century 
resources in these areas, including the Tacoma Mall 
Neighborhood study area (Eysaman & Company 2005).

The study area has no known cultural or archaeological 
resources. An examination of DAHP’s predictive model, a tool 
used to calculate the probability of encountering precontact 
resources based on landform and proximity to known activity 
areas, indicates that there is a moderate to high risk for cultural 
resources within the study area. However, this model is only a 
“first step” in cultural resources investigations, and does not 
account for modern impacts such as urbanization, which would 
lower the risk of a project affecting intact cultural resources.

Figure 3.5.1. Tacoma Mall, Rendering of the Interior (1963–1964)

Source: Architecture Collection, Image Number PH Coll 339.A94a, 
University of Washington Libraries, Seattle.

In addition to historically designated or eligible sites, 
landmarks are familiar and recognizable features of the neigh-
borhood. One example is the characteristic Arby’s sign located 
on S. 38th St. shaped like a cowboy hat. These features may be 
valued by the community and contribute to a sense of neigh-
borhood identity. 

3.5.2	 SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS
IMPACTS COMMON TO BOTH ALTERNATIVES
No significant differences between the alternatives were 
identified with respect to potential cultural resource impacts 
and impacts discussed below are assumed common to both 
alternatives.

Impacts of Alternatives 1 (No 
Action) and 2 (Action Alternative)

Alternative 1 (No Action) would 
maintain the existing RGC boundaries 
and growth targets, as well as the 
City’s current development regulations 
for the subarea. Alternative 2 (Action 
Alternative) proposes to expand the 
RGC boundaries, increase growth 
targets for the subarea to account 
for this expansion, and adopt 
and implement the Tacoma Mall 
Neighborhood Subarea Plan including 
changes to zoning and development 
regulations.
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Historic Resources

As described above, the study area does not contain any 
historic resources listed on the Washington State Register, 
the National Historic Register or the Tacoma Historic Register. 
However, one listed property is located about a half mile from 
the study area and other historic resources are located in the 
vicinity of the study area. In addition, based on DAHP guid-
ance, the Tacoma Mall, Groit’s Garage building, the Madison 
School building and many of the homes in the study area, 
including in the Lincoln Heights residential neighborhood, may 
qualify as historic properties. In recognition of these potential 
resources, a 2005 report on the South Tacoma and South End 
neighborhoods recommended identifying potential historic 
districts and mid-century resources in these areas, including 
the Tacoma Mall study area. 

Both alternatives could potentially affect buildings identified 
as eligible for historic status. Impacts could include demoli-
tion, inappropriate rehabilitation and reuse, or changes in the 
physical context (i.e. new construction adjacent or across the 
street) as a result of development pressure that could damage 
integrity of individual buildings and the character of the street. 
Conversely, a more economically vibrant community could 
spur investment in character and historic properties and could 
advance historic designations among the apartment build-
ings in the study area to take advantage of rehabilitation tax 
incentives.

Cultural Resources

As noted above, the study has no known cultural or archae-
ological resources, but DAHP’s predictive model indicates a 
moderate to high for cultural resources within the study area.

Archaeological resources could be encountered during any 
projects within the study area that involve ground distur-
bance. Ground disturbance may include trenching or building 
for infrastructure (water, sewer, power and telecom), trans-
portation corridor construction and maintenance, building 
foundations, stormwater management, grading, filling and 
planting. 

3.5.3	 MITIGATING MEASURES
INCORPORATED PLAN FEATURES
Mitigation contained in plans and policies adopted or planned 
for adoption as part of the proposed action

•	 Under both alternatives, the Tacoma Comprehensive Plan 
Design and Development Element includes Goal DD-

Preserving the historic, architectural, 
and aesthetic character and heritage 
of a neighborhood helps to provide a 
sense of place, pride and continuity. 
Connecting to the past can stabilize 
neighborhoods and help communities 
build healthy futures. 
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13: Protect and preserve Tacoma’s historic and cultural 
character. This goal is supported by ten policies intended 
to ensure that valuable historic and cultural resources are 
identified, protected and restored.

•	 Under both alternatives, Tacoma’s Historic Preservation 
Plan, adopted in 2011, contains goals, policies and actions 
that provide clear policy guidance for historic preservation 
and protection of cultural resources.

REGULATIONS AND COMMITMENTS
Mitigation contained in regulations or other requirements 
adopted or planned for adoption as part of the proposed 
action

•	 Under both alternatives, Tacoma Municipal Code 
Section 13.07, Landmarks and Historic Special Review 
Districts, states that the purpose of the City’s goals and 
responsibilities is to promote preservation, enhance 
awareness and protect the finite resources that define 
the community. It establishes criteria for the designation 
of buildings and districts, as well as policies and review 
procedures for their treatment. 

•	 Under both alternatives, Tacoma Municipal Code Section 
1.42 establishes the Landmarks Preservation Commission 
(LPC). The Commission reviews and approves applications 
for changes to registered landmarks and buildings within 
local historic districts, reviews nominations and advises City 
Council regarding additions to the Landmarks Register, and 
participates in the planning process.

•	 Under both alternatives, applicable state regulations 
include RCW Chapter 27.44 (Indian graves and records) 
and Chapter 27.53 (Archaeological sites and records). 
Development or uses that could impact these sites must 
comply with the State’s guidelines on archaeological 
excavation and removal as described in WAC 25–48.

OTHER MITIGATION
Any other mitigation not contained in the categories above 

•	 Under Alternative 2, amend Tacoma Municipal Code 
Section 13.12.570 that sets forth provisions for addressing 
archaeological, cultural and historic resources in the 
Downtown Tacoma RGC to reflect adoption of the Subarea 
Plan and completion of this EIS.

•	 Under both alternatives, continue to evaluate opportunities 
for identifying and protecting cultural resources. Possible 
future actions, depending on community interests, include: 
o	 Provide funding for a comprehensive survey of study 

area buildings eligible for nomination to the Washington 
State Register, the National Historic Register or the 
Tacoma Historic Register. 
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o	 In preparing design guidelines, consider how new 
development can complement and support historic 
character, context and general treatment of historic 
resources. Besides guidelines on scale, height, mass and 
materials of new and infill buildings, attention should be 
given to signage, accessibility issues, and appropriate 
seismic and energy retrofits in older buildings.

o	 Consider the use of zoning incentives to protect and 
promote identified historic resources and conservation 
districts.

o	 Actively seek partners to build a cultural resources 
information database to identify geographic areas with the 
highest probability for encountering significant resources.

o	 Identify and seek partnerships with existing agencies or 
institutions with an interest in history and preservation. 

3.5.4	 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE 
IMPACTS
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to historic or 
cultural resources are anticipated under either alternative.
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CHAPTER 3.6
Transportation
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This section summarizes current and future transportation 
conditions in the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood study area. 
It describes characteristics for all modes of transportation, 
intermodal connections in the vicinity, and safety. The traffic 
operations section also covers level of service (LOS) for key 
intersections. Figure 3.6-1 shows the area included in the 
proposal together with the slightly larger area used in analyzing 
transportation impacts.

The impact analysis considers long-term changes in land use, 
the roadway network, nonmotorized systems, public trans-
portation, parking and freight under action and no-action 
alternatives. It also identifies planned projects in the area’s 
vicinity that could contribute to cumulative impacts if combined 
with impacts of the proposal. Potential mitigation activities to 
reduce those impacts are also described.

3.6.1	 PLANS AND REGULATIONS
This section provides a brief overview of analysis methodology 
and regulatory context. The analysis of local traffic impacts was 
guided by policy direction established in plans and policy docu-
ments adopted by the City of Tacoma, WSDOT, Sound Transit 
and Pierce Transit. These include
•	 Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) Transportation 2040
•	 City of Tacoma Comprehensive Plan 2015
•	 City of Tacoma Transportation Master Plan (TMP) 2015
•	 City of Tacoma Six-Year Transportation Improvement 

Program 2016
•	 Pierce Transit Transit Development Plan: 2016–2021
•	 Pierce Transit Destination 2040 Long-Range Plan 
•	 WSDOT Statewide Transportation Improvement Program 

2016–2018
•	 City of Tacoma Complete Streets Design Guidelines 2009
•	 Sound Transit ST3 2016

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY
Roadway conditions were evaluated using two metrics, inter-
section LOS and volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratios along roadway 

Complete Streets is a nationally 
recognized term referring to streets 
and sidewalks designed, operated 
and maintained to enable safe and 
convenient access and travel for all 
users—pedestrians, bicyclists, transit 
riders and people of all ages and 
abilities, as well as freight and motor 
vehicle drivers.
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segments. Roadway LOS is a measure of a transportation 
facility’s operating performance. Traffic condition quality is 
evaluated as one of six LOS designations—A, B, C, D, E or F:
•	 A and B: minimal delay
•	 C and D moderate delay	
•	 E traffic volume approaching capacity
•	 F congested conditions with demand exceeding capacity

Intersection LOS and segment V/C ratios are described in 
more detail below.

Roadway Segment Level of Service

The City of Tacoma adopted LOS standards in the 
Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan for areas 
within designated centers, including the Tacoma Mall Regional 
Growth Center (RGC). The standard is determined by the 
V/C ratio of arterial lane miles (ALMs), which is the ratio of 
peak-hour traffic volume to the segment’s hourly capacity. 
Capacities are extracted from the City’s travel demand model 
for each study segment. A ratio greater than 1.0 indicates that 
demand exceeds the roadway segment’s capacity, resulting in 
congestion. The City’s standard states that 85% of ALMs must 
have a V/C ratio no greater than 0.99. This equates to 85% or 
more of ALMs operating at LOS E or better.

Intersection Level of Service

Methods described in the Highway Capacity Manual 
(Transportation Research Board 2010) are used to calculate 
LOS for signalized and stop-controlled intersections as 
summarized in Table 3.6-1. Intersection LOS is determined 
by the average delay experienced by vehicles at the inter-
section. For stop-controlled intersections, LOS depends on 
the average delay experienced by drivers at stop-controlled 
approaches having the worst movement. Thus for two-way 
or T-intersections, LOS is based on the average delay 
experienced by vehicles entering the intersection on minor 
(stop-controlled) approaches. For all-way stop-controlled 
intersections, LOS is determined by the average delay for 
all movements through the intersection. The LOS criteria for 
stop-controlled intersections have different threshold values 
than those for signalized intersections, primarily because 
drivers expect different levels of performance from distinct 
types of transportation facilities. In general, stop-controlled 
intersections are expected to carry lower volumes of traffic 
than signalized intersections. Thus, less delay is expected at 
stop-controlled intersections than at signalized intersections 
for an equivalent LOS.
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Table 3.6.1. Intersection Level of Service Criteria

Level of 
Service Average Delay per Vehicle (seconds) 

Signalized 
Intersection

Nonsignalized 
Intersection

A ≤ 10 ≤ 10

B > 10–20 > 10–15

C > 20–35 > 15–25

D > 35–55 > 25–35

E > 55–80 > 35–50

F > 80 > 50

Source: 2010 Highway Capacity Manual

For purposes of this study, intersection LOS E is assumed 
the standard for determining impacts. This is consistent with 
the roadway segment LOS standard but provides additional 
details about performance at key bottlenecks—something 
the roadway segment analysis does not identify. Pedestrian, 
bicycle, transit, parking and safety impacts are evaluated 
qualitatively. An evaluation of system completeness, Tacoma’s 
new concurrency measure, is also included. A technical memo 
with more details on analysis methodology may be found in 
Appendix D.

3.6.2	 EXISTING CONDITIONS
This section summarizes operations in the transportation 
analysis area (TAA) for all modes of transportation, including 
information on safety and parking.

STREET NETWORK
Lying approximately two miles southwest of Downtown 
Tacoma, the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood is an important retail 
district within the City. The street grid in the TAA is generally 
characterized by long distances between through-streets 
(large blocks) and limited connections through the surrounding 
neighborhoods (Figure 3.6-1). Both attributes create bottle-
necks for vehicles and make walking and biking trips more 
difficult because they increase trip distance and concentrate 
travel along high-traffic roads. Drivers tend to converge on a 
select few routes to reach their destinations, whether making 
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local or regional trips. These streets include S. Tacoma Way, 
S. Pine and S. Oakes Sts., Tacoma Mall Boulevard, S. 38th 
St., S. 47th/48th Sts. and S. 56th St. These arterials also serve 
as important walking and biking routes to and from the Mall 
because of limited street-network connectivity and barriers 
such as the Tacoma Mall and Tacoma Cemetery.

Another factor limiting pedestrian, biking, and transit travel 
is the dispersed land use pattern within the study area. 
Residential development consists primarily of medium-density 
residential with some higher-density development closer to the 
Mall itself. Single-family homes are common in the study area’s 
southwest quadrant, and their relatively low density creates 
larger distances between travel origins and destinations that 
can be difficult to serve effectively with transit, walking or 
biking. The discontinuous street grid, dispersed land use 
pattern, and limited number and quality of pedestrian and bike 
facilities within the area contribute to low levels of walking, 
biking and transit and encourage travel by single-occupant 
vehicle.

MODE SHARE
In 2010, the Tacoma Mall RGC’s commute-mode share was 
83% single-occupancy vehicle (SOV), 8% high-occupancy 
vehicle (HOV), 4% walk and bicycle and 5% public transit 
(PSRC, 2010). These mode shares are comparable to the 
region-wide average and mode shares documented at the 
Northgate Mall, a subarea that was similar to the Tacoma Mall 
area but that has been transformed into a multimodal mixed-
use densified area. Existing mode split data are shown in 
Figure 3.6.1.

Figure 3.6.1.  Existing mode share data, Tacoma and Northgate Malls
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2016

Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea EIS

T-4



PEDESTRIAN CONDITIONS
Overall, sidewalk and crosswalk infrastructure is incomplete, with 
many existing facilities in need of maintenance and replacement 
(Figure 3.6-2). Less than half of sidewalks in the TAA were identi-
fied as being in good condition based on pavement wear. About 
a quarter of streets either have sidewalks in poor condition with 
severe cracking and heaving, or do not currently have sidewalks. 
Nearly all intersections have at least one light pole, whereas only 
17 of 151 intersections evaluated have at least one marked cross-
walk. The coarse street grid, curvilinear patterns such as those 
in Lincoln Heights, and barriers such as large parking lots and 
arterial streets make pedestrian mobility difficult.

The City of Tacoma TMP, adopted by the City Council in 
December 2015, identifies the entire TAA as a 20-minute 
neighborhood, meaning that it is within a 20-minute walk from 
the center of a designated Mixed-Use Center (MUC). The TMP 
recommends assessing pedestrian-facility quality on the pres-
ence or absence of sidewalks and the frequency of crosswalks, 
as summarized in Table 3.6-2. To meet an acceptable quality 
level, arterials and collectors should have complete sidewalks, 
and crosswalks should be present every 600 feet. As shown in 
Figure 3.6-2, no arterials (S Tacoma Way, S. Pine St./S Oakes 
St., Tacoma Mall Boulevard, S. 38th St., S. 47th/S 48th Sts., and 
S. 56th St.) and collectors (Puget Sound Ave., S. Cedar St., S. 
Sprague Ave., S. 35th St., and S. 36th St.) within the TAA meet 
this standard for both sidewalks and crosswalks. Within the 
TAA, only Puget Sound Ave., S. Sprague Ave., and S. 56th St. 
have complete sidewalks, and none of the arterials and collec-
tors have crosswalks every 600 feet.

Table 3.6.2. Quality of Pedestrian Facilities

Facility 
Quality

Within 20-Minute 
Neighborhood Other Elements

Sidewalks
High Complete sidewalks with buffers 

on both sides of arterials and 
collectors

Complete sidewalks on 
both sides of arterials and 
collectors

Acceptable Complete sidewalks without 
buffers on both sides of arterials 
and collectors

Sidewalks present

Needs 
Improvement

Incomplete or no sidewalk Incomplete or no sidewalk

Crosswalks
High Crossing every 300’ in 

pedestrian activity area or 
downtown that meets Tacoma’s 
current best design practice

Existing marked crossings 
meet Tacoma’s current 
best design practice

Acceptable Crosswalks present every 600’ Crosswalks present

Needs 
Improvement

No crosswalks within 600’ No crossings present

Source: City of Tacoma TMP, 2015
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BICYCLE CONDITIONS
The TAA currently has two bicycle facilities. Each is a portion 
of the Historic Water Flume Line Trail—one an on-street 
bicycle lane on S. Tacoma Way and the other a stretch of 
shared-use path, as shown in Figure 3.6-3. Many through 
streets in the study area are arterials with high automo-
bile volumes, high speeds, and few safe crossings, thus 
discouraging bicycling. The coarse grid, lack of facilities, 
and auto-oriented design of the Mall and some surrounding 
neighborhoods also contributes to the incomplete bicycle 
network. 

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES
Tacoma Mall is a major destination for bus public transit and 
an important intermodal station for regional travelers given its 
proximity to the South Tacoma Sounder Station and Tacoma 
Mall Transit Center. Eight Pierce Transit bus routes and one 
Intercity Transit weekend route serve the Tacoma Mall Transit 
Center and surrounding area. In addition, the South Tacoma 
Sounder Rail Station just south of the study area provides 
regional connections. Figure 3.6-4 shows existing transit routes 
and stops in the study area.

Pierce Transit bus routes serving the study area connect 
Tacoma Mall to all areas of the City and many surrounding 
jurisdictions. All routes operate all-day service (i.e., from 6:00 
am to 10:00 pm on weekdays) with frequencies of 30 minutes 
or greater (Pierce Transit, 2016). The Intercity Transit 620 
bus provides weekend service from Olympia to the Tacoma 
Mall Transit Center every 60–90 minutes. Stop density in the 
area is relatively high, with stops every one to two blocks 
on transit corridors. The transit corridors themselves are 
spaced approximately a half-mile apart, allowing riders to 
access a bus stop within a quarter-mile or less. All but one 
stop have accessible boarding areas for persons with disabil-
ities.1 Approximately half the stops that meet Pierce Transit’s 
ridership thresholds for benches and shelters have these 
amenities.

One challenge for transit riders in the study area is bus 
frequency. Routes serving the area currently have frequencies, 
or “headways,” of 30 minutes or more, often leading to long 
wait times for riders. No express transit service to Seattle 
currently exists. Access to transit can also be a barrier to some 
transit riders, as many streets have no sidewalks/crosswalks, or 
they are inadequate. The Tacoma Mall Transit Center, although 
located along S. 47th St. near the Tacoma Mall, is at the 
1	 The South Tacoma Way and South 54th St. stop is not accessible 

for people with disabilities.
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Subarea’s edge and some distance from many higher-density 
residential areas.

Transit Load Factors

Transit load factors assess how many people use the bus 
and whether overcrowding occurs. The load factor is the 
ratio of passengers to seats. For example, a load factor of 
0.5 indicates that half the seats are occupied, whereas a 
load factor greater than 1.0 indicates that some passengers 
are standing. Pierce Transit’s maximum acceptable load 
factor is 1.5.

Table 3.6-3 summarizes load factors during the peak periods 
of 6–9 a.m. and 3–6 p.m. for Pierce Transit’s eight bus routes 
and Intercity Transit’s one bus route operating within the TAA. 
The load factors range from approximately 0.3 to 0.5, indi-
cating that during peak hours, buses are operating with less 
than half their seats full on average. This range is an average 
for all hours, however, and may obscure brief periods with 
heavy ridership. The load factor for Route 57, which serves the 
Tacoma Mall, is actually higher during periods outside those 
indicated above, as its peak periods occur at times different 
from those of typical commutes. The 0.35 load factor shown in 
the table represents the typical peak hour, whereas the route 
experiences a 0.46 load factor during midday.

Table 3.6.3. Transit Routes and Load Factors (a.m./p.m. peaks)

Route Destination Load Factor

3 Lakewood–Tacoma 0.49

52 TCC–Tacoma Mall 0.40

53 University Place 0.47

54 S 38th St 0.29

55 Tacoma Mall–Parkland 0.35

56 S 56th St 0.43

57 Tacoma Mall 0.35

300 S Tacoma Way 0.29

620 Olympia/Lacey–Tacoma Mall* 0.33

*Intercity Transit operates this route Saturday and Sunday only.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2016.
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FREIGHT
Figure 3.6-5 shows the Freight Priority Network identified 
by the adopted Tacoma TMP within the TAA. Three facilities 
designated as part of the Freight Priority Network border the 
TAA: S. Tacoma Way on the north and west, S. 56th St. on the 
south and Interstate 5 (I-5) on the area’s eastern edge. The 
truck percentage on S. Tacoma Way ranges from 7% to 11%, 
demonstrating substantial freight demand along the corridor. 
South 38th and S. Pine Sts. also serve freight, and S. 38th St. 
is a key access route to the Nalley Valley, an established indus-
trial area. 

TRAFFIC OPERATIONS
Figure 3.6-6 shows study area intersections where LOS was 
evaluated as described in the methodology section. Existing 
intersection peak hour turning movement counts were 
collected on June 9, 2015 when school was in session. Vehicle 
volumes were highest between 4:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m., and 
that period was determined as the p.m. peak hour for analysis. 
Other times of day can also experience high vehicle volumes, 
such as lunch hour when people visit the Tacoma Mall. Streets 
that provide connections to I-5 and State Route 16 experience 
high vehicle volumes during the morning and evening peak 
periods because motorists use the freeways to travel to other 
destinations in the region.

Table 3.6-4 and Figure 3.6-7 show intersection-level vehicle 
delay and LOS for the p.m. peak hour. One intersection, S. 
Fife and S. 38 operates at LOS F, below the City’s standard, 
during the weekday p.m. peak hour: S. Fife and S. 38th 
Sts. Because this intersection has side street stop control, 
that level of delay is experienced by a relatively low share 
of motorists on the minor roadway (S Fife St.) rather than 
motorists on the S. 38th St. arterial. The remaining study 
intersections operate at LOS E or better during the weekday 
p.m. peak hour. 

Segment Volume-to-Capacity Ratios

Figure 3.6-8 presents corridor V/C ratios within the study area 
based on weekday p.m. peak-hour traffic volumes. All roadway 
segments operate at LOS E or better, exceeding the City 
standard of 85%. Only two arterial segments currently operate 
below LOS C: southbound S. Oakes St. between S. 47th and S. 
56th Sts. at LOS E; and S. 38th St. eastbound from S. Steele St. 
to the I-5 northbound on-ramp at LOS D.
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Table 3.6.4. Existing Intersection Level of Service

ID Intersection Control Type LOS
Delay

(sec/veh)

1 S Pine St.& S. Tacoma Way Signal C 23

2 S Tacoma Way & S. 35th St Signal A 4

3 S Lawrence St.& S. Tacoma Way Side St. Stop1 B 12

4 S Pine St.& S. 36th St Signal A 6

5 S Tacoma Way & S. 38th St Signal A 9

6 S Warner St./ S. Union Ave & S. 38th St Signal B 18

7 S Lawrence St.& S. 38th St Signal B 11

8 S Cedar St.& S. 38th St Signal B 14

9 S Pine St.& S. 38th St Signal D 42

10 S Fife St.& S. 38th St Side St. Stop1 F 74

11 S Steele St.& S. 38th St Signal E 64

12 I-5 NB On-Ramp & S. 38th St Signal A 8

13 S Steele St.& Tacoma Mall Blvd Signal B 19

14 S Tacoma Way & S. Washington St./ S. 41st St Signal B 16

15 S Pine St.& S. 42nd St Side St. Stop1 C 19

16 S Pine St.& S. 45th St Signal B 13

17 S Tacoma Way & S. 47th St Signal B 13

18 S Lawrence St.& S. 47th St Side St. Stop1 C 16

19 S Oakes St.& S. 47th St Signal C 26

20 Tacoma Mall Blvd & S. 48th St Signal B 19

21 S Lawrence St.& S. 56th St Side St. Stop1 D 32

1. LOS for side street stop-controlled intersections is based on the leg with longest delay— i.e. the minor street with 
stop sign control.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2016.
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Safety

Safety was evaluated using data collected from 2010 to 2014 
from the Washington State Department of Transportation. 
Figure 3.6-9 lists all injury and noninjury crashes that occurred 
within the TAA during the five-year period, as well as the five 
intersections having the most injury collisions. No fatalities 
occurred within the TAA during the period. Collisions were 
concentrated mostly on arterials and collectors such as S. 38th 
St. between S. Cedar and S. Fife Sts., Tacoma Mall Boulevard 
between S. 48th and S. 54th Sts., and S. 48th St. between S. 
Pine St. and Tacoma Mall Boulevard. The intersections with the 
most injury collisions were

•	 S 48th St. and Tacoma Mall Boulevard (19 injury collisions)
•	 S 56th St. and S. Puget Sound Ave. (14)
•	 S 56th and S. Oakes Sts. (13)
•	 S 43rd and S. Steele Sts. (12)
•	 S 38th and S. Pine Sts. (12)

As shown in Figure 3.6-10, there were three bicycle collisions 
and 24 pedestrian collisions reported between 2010 and 2014. 
Nearly all pedestrian and bicycle collisions occurred along 
arterial streets in the area. South 56th and S. 47th/48th Sts. had 
the most pedestrian collisions with seven and five, respectively. 

The City of Tacoma completed a safety evaluation of the study 
area in fall 2016 that found conditions including high speeds 
along several corridors, limited intersection lighting, crossing 
facilities that do not meet ADA standards, faded and missing 
pavement markings and sight distance obstructions. A variety 
of countermeasures are included to improve safety for all 
modes—for example, access management, traffic calming 
treatments, and improved pedestrian and bicycle facilities. 
Many of these are incorporated into the proposed Subarea 
Plan. The full report is included in Appendix E. 

PARKING 
Parking supply in the Tacoma Mall area comprises off-street 
surface lots, on-street spaces, and one small parking struc-
ture at the Mall—area-wide parking appears adequate to 
meet demand. Some incidents of semi-type trucks parking in 
neighborhoods have been reported. This undesired activity 
is managed on a report basis and at times results in new 
on-street parking controls.

Parking resource management is vital to the success of many 
businesses and retailers and can help reduce the need for 
additional parking capacity. Transportation demand manage-
ment is one tool shown to be effective in the management of 

Transportation Demand Management 
describes a set of strategies intended 
to reduce the demand for travel by 
single occupancy vehicles. Examples 
of TDM measures include transit pass 
subsidies and incentives, flexible work 
schedules, parking management and 
others. 
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parking. The goal of Tacoma’s parking system is to maximize 
use of the right-of-way while encouraging behavior consistent 
with the priority user of each district or area. For example, 
the parking priority users in downtown are customers, clients 
and visitors. Tacoma currently manages short-term on-street 
parking supply using various tools to influence desired parking 
behaviors.

In areas immediately outside the downtown core, such as 
the Tacoma Mall area, parking is almost entirely managed 
with time restrictions and enforcement patrol. Parking spaces 
throughout the system are managed on a first-come, first-
served basis. The City allows certain uses by parking permits. 
Parking with access to the Tacoma Mall is free with unlimited 
duration.

3.6.3	 SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS
The future year analysis was completed for a horizon year of 
2040. The roadway network assumed differs between alter-
natives. Alternative 1 includes the Tier 12 projects identified in 
the TMP, and Alternative 2 includes additional local projects 
identified in the Subarea Plan. Key elements of the proposal 
included in Alternative 2 and not included in Alternative 1 are 
listed below:

•	 S 35th St. connection to S. Tacoma Way, including bike 
improvements

•	 Loop road connecting the four quadrants
•	 I-5 direct access ramp onto Tacoma Mall Boulevard for 

southbound vehicles
•	 area-wide street grid connections
•	 area-wide sidewalk gap connections
•	 The City is proactively planning for potential rail, streetcar, 

or other High-Capacity Transit (HCT) projects, including 
investing in transit-supportive technology or infrastructure, 
such as relocating the transit center to a more central 
location, adding signal-priority intersections and dedicated 
rights-of-way, and business access and transit (BAT) lanes, 
to lay the groundwork for future HCT corridor projects by 
either Sound Transit or Pierce Transit.

•	 Transportation investments recommended in the Subarea 
Plan give precedence to pedestrians throughout the area. 
New roadways will include pedestrian facilities, while 
sidewalks in poor condition or missing altogether will be 
replaced with facilities designed to current City standards. 
This will usually take place within larger transportation 
projects.

2	 The TMP defines Tier 1 projects as those that fall within the 
fiscally constrained 25-year scenario.

Impacts of Alternatives 1 (No Action) 
and 2 (Action Alternative)
Alternative 1 (No Action) would 
maintain the existing RGC boundaries 
and growth targets, as well as the 
City’s current development regulations 
for the subarea. Alternative 2 (Action 
Alternative) proposes to expand the 
RGC boundaries, increase growth 
targets for the subarea to account 
for this expansion, and to adopt 
and implement the Tacoma Mall 
Neighborhood Subarea Plan including 
changes to zoning and development 
regulations.
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FORECASTING METHODOLOGY
This evaluation used the City of Tacoma’s travel demand model 
and the PSRC 2040 regional model to forecast future travel 
demand for each alternative. The travel forecasts are estimates 
of trip volumes and travel modes under each alternative. Land 
uses assumed for each alternative are described in Chapter 2. 
The roadway network of each model reflects the assumptions 
summarized in the previous section.

For existing conditions, Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 mode 
share was estimated using an enhanced trip generation tool 
called MainStreet.3 MainStreet integrates traditional trip-gener-
ation methods with modern knowledge and current practices 
to more accurately estimate vehicle trips and modes. The 
tool accounts for unique environmental characteristics of the 
project site including demographics, land-use diversity, transit 
access, and intersection density. MainStreet is sensitive to 
higher densities, unique demographics, higher transit levels, 
and a well-developed pedestrian system. Factors that differ-
entiate Alternatives 1 and 2 were input to determine changes 
in mode share. The MainStreet MXD calculation worksheet can 
be found in Appendix F.

IMPACTS COMMON TO BOTH ALTERNATIVES
While new development in the Mall Neighborhood is expected 
to continue to provide off-street parking, increased densities 
tend to result in parking fees that could cause spillover parking 
demand into adjacent neighborhoods. Alternative 2 includes 
the addition of new streets, some of which would provide 
on-street parking. This new supply is likely to outweigh any 
loss in parking availability caused by modifications to existing 
roadway cross-sections. Under both scenarios, more active 
parking management and control techniques may be required 
in order to maintain reasonable on-street parking availability 
throughout the study area. Figure 3.6-11 presents the Parking 
Management Toolbox included in the City of Tacoma’s TMP. If 
parking demand exceeds the City’s 85% target, the City may 
employ some strategies described below. Because the City 
would actively manage parking demand using the strategies 
shown in Figure 3.6-11 and described in the Subarea Plan, no 
impacts to parking are projected for either alternative.
3	  Formerly called MXD
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Alternative 1 (No Action)
Thresholds of Significance
Analytical results of the No Action Alternative are summarized 
in this section. Future deficiencies in the City’s roadway LOS 
standards are defined if the No Action Alternative would:
•	 cause an intersection to operate below the City’s LOS E 

standard
•	 cause less than 85% of ALMs to operate with V/C ratios less 

than 0.99

Roadway LOS Results
Roadway operations affect autos, freight and transit because 
they travel on the same facilities throughout the study area. 
Table 3.6-5 summarizes intersection LOS results for Alternative 1 
compared with existing conditions. This represents the change 
in operations within the TAA if the Subarea Plan is not imple-
mented. The following intersections have a forecast LOS of F:
•	 S Lawrence St. and S. Tacoma Way
•	 S Fife and S. 38th Sts.
•	 S Steele and S. 38th Sts.
•	 S Pine and S. 42nd Sts.

The intersections at S. Lawrence/S Tacoma Way, S. Fife/S 38th 
Sts., and S. Pine/S 42nd Sts. are all side-street stop intersections. 
For side-street stop intersections, delay and LOS are calculated 
for the minor-street approach. In all cases, heavy cross traffic 
on the main arterial causes long side-street delays. The S. 
Steele/S 38th St. intersection is the busiest in the study area and 
is particularly congested during the p.m. peak hour. This high 
volume along with relatively inefficient north–south split-signal 
phasing results in LOS F operations at this intersection.

The city requires 85% of all segment V/C miles to be at or 
better than LOS E. Despite the congested intersections 
described above, 97% of ALMs in alternative 1 meet that 
threshold. Appendix G shows V/C calculations.

Pedestrian System 
Pedestrian trips are expected to increase from growth set to 
occur between 2017 and 2040 under Alternative 1 conditions. 
While new development will likely provide sidewalks to match 
current City standards where gaps exist, no City projects have 
been committed to address the lack of pedestrian facilities 
within the study area under this alternative; therefore, a pedes-
trian system deficiency is identified for Alternative 1, indicating 
that the pedestrian environment will not meet city standards 
under this scenario.

Chapter 3.6—Transportation

T-13



Table 3.6.5. Intersection Level of Service, Alternative 1 (2040)

ID Intersection Control Type

Existing
Alternative 1
(No Action)

LOS
Delay 
(s/veh) LOS

Delay
(s/veh)

1 S Pine St.& S. Tacoma Way Signal C 23 E 60

2 S Tacoma Way & S. 35th St Signal A 4 B 15

3 S Lawrence St.& S. Tacoma Way Side St. Stop1 B 12 F 96

4 S Pine St.& S. 36th St Signal A 6 B 12

5 S Tacoma Way & S. 38th St Signal A 9 D 45

6 S Warner St./ S. Union Ave & S. 38th St Signal B 18 C 22

7 S Lawrence St.& S. 38th St Signal B 11 C 33

8 S Cedar St.& S. 38th St Signal B 14 A 10

9 S Pine St.& S. 38th St Signal D 42 E 59

10 S Fife St.& S. 38th St Side St. Stop1 F 74 F >150

11 S Steele St.& S. 38th St Signal E 64 F 144

12 I-5 NB On-Ramp & S. 38th St Signal A 8 B 13

13 S Steele St.& Tacoma Mall Blvd Signal B 19 B 16

14 S Tacoma Way & S. Washington St./ S. 41st St Signal B 16 C 26

15 S Pine St.& S. 42nd St Side St. Stop1 C 19 F >150

16 S Pine St.& S. 45th St Signal B 13 B 16

17 S Tacoma Way & S. 47th St Signal B 13 B 12

18 S Lawrence St.& S. 47th St Side St. Stop1 C 16 C 21

19 S Oakes St.& S. 47th St Signal C 26 C 32

20 Tacoma Mall Blvd & S. 48th St Signal B 19 D 43

21 S Lawrence St.& S. 56th St Side St. Stop1 D 32 D 41

1. LOS for Side St. stop-controlled intersections is based on the leg with highest delay, i.e. the minor street with the stop 
sign control.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2016.
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Bicycle System
Bicycle trips are expected to increase from growth set to occur 
between 2017 and 2040. Bicycle routes in the TMP could be 
implemented during this period, but future design details would 
need to be identified prior to bicycle project implementation. 
The TMP identifies a reasonable set of bicycle improvements 
that could be in place by 2040 to provide general access to the 
Tacoma Mall Subarea. However, no provision has been made for 
a bicycle network to facilitate bicycle travel within the subarea. 
Based on the lack of internal bicycle infrastructure, a future 
bicycle travel deficiency is identified for Alternative 1.

Safety
Vehicle trips would increase from expected growth within 
the Tacoma Mall subarea and beyond; therefore, an increase 
in collisions compared with existing conditions is expected. 
However, increased collision rates are not indicated, and there-
fore no deficiency is identified for Alternative 1. 

Alternative 2
This section describes anticipated transportation impacts 
under Alternative 2.

Thresholds of Significance
The No Action Alternative serves as the baseline for identifying 
impacts to transportation facilities caused by the action alterna-
tive. The No Action baseline is the most common way to assess 
potential impacts that could result from implementing a plan 
like the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan. A significant 
transportation impact is identified if Alternative 2 would

•	 cause an intersection that meets the City’s LOS E standard 
under the No Action Alternative to deteriorate to LOS F

•	 cause at least one additional second of delay to an intersection 
that operates at LOS F under the No Action Alternative 

•	 cause the percentage of ALMs operating at V/C ratios less 
than 0.99 to fall below 85% and be at least one percentage 
point lower than that of the No Action Alternative

Roadway LOS Results
Table 3.6-6 summarizes intersection LOS results for Alternative 
2 compared with the No Action Alternative. These results 
reflect conditions for autos, freight and transit.

One intersection, S. Lawrence St./S Tacoma Way, is expected 
to operate at LOS F under Alternative 2. The LOS F condi-
tion expected at that intersection is due to long delays on 
stop-controlled S. Lawrence St. Although the volume of 
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affected vehicles is very low, it is higher than with Alternative 
1 (15 versus 10 vehicles per hour); therefore, this intersection is 
considered to have an adverse impact under Alternative 2. 

The other LOS F intersections identified in Alternative 1 have 
substantially improved operations under Alternative 2 because of 
traffic congestion and access improvement projects incorporated 
into the plan. These projects are summarized in Table 3.6-7.

Two key projects could result in improved overall traffic LOS 
within the study area. The first is the Loop Road, which redistrib-
utes some traffic that will result from redevelopment away from 
the congested S. Pine/S 38th St. corridors. Additionally, the I-5 
direct access ramp alters travel patterns and allows vehicles to 
bypass the S. Steele/S. 38th St. intersection, substantially reduc-
ing congestion at the intersection and the potential for vehicle 
queues to extend onto I-5 from the S. 38th St. off-ramp.

Implementing major projects like the Loop Road and the I-5 
direct access ramp would require substantial funding commit-
ments and long lead times. Further, the I-5 direct access 
ramp proposal must be vetted through WSDOT’s Interchange 
Justification Report process. The project team prepared a 
threshold analysis to determine how much of Alternative 2’s 
proposed development could be accommodated before these 
key projects (or another congestion relief project with a similar 
expected outcome) would be needed. The analysis focused 
on the intersection of S. Steele/S 38th Sts. because it is the 
most congested of those in the study area. The threshold 
analysis indicates that 52% of the Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan’s 
proposed development could be accommodated before the 
intersection LOS at S. Steele/S 38th Sts. would deteriorate to 
LOS F conditions. This 52% portion translates into roughly 5,570 
new p.m. peak-hour trips. If the direct access ramp or another 
traffic congestion relief project for the intersection cannot be 
implemented concurrent with 52% build-out of the Tacoma Mall 
Neighborhood Subarea, a new environmental review would be 
required before permitting further development.

The roadway segment analysis indicates that Alternative 2 
results in 97% of ALMs operating at LOS E or better, exceeding 
the City threshold of 85%. Appendix G shows V/C calculations.

Table 3.6-8 shows changes in mode share between scenarios. 
Note the large decrease in SOV trip mode share between 
Existing Conditions and both Alternatives 1 and 2. This reduc-
tion in SOV trip generation is related to the increased land use 
density and mix of uses expected in the Mall Neighborhood by 
2040 and reflects the Mall Neighborhood’s RGC designation 
under both scenarios. 
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Table 3.6.6. Intersection Level of Service, Alternative 2 (2040)

ID Intersection Control Type

Alternative 1
(No Action) Alternative 2

LOS
Delay 
(s/veh) LOS

Delay 
(s/veh)

1 S Pine St.& S. Tacoma Way Signal E 60 E 60

2 S Tacoma Way & S. 35th St Signal B 15 B 16

3 S Lawrence St.& S. Tacoma Way Side St. Stop1 F 96 F >150

4 S Pine St.& S. 36th St Signal B 12 B 14

5 S Tacoma Way & S. 38th St Signal D 45 C 30

6 S Warner St./ S. Union Ave & S. 38th St Signal C 22 C 24

7 S Lawrence St.& S. 38th St Signal C 33 D 49

8 S Cedar St.& S. 38th St Signal A 10 B 11

9 S Pine St.& S. 38th St Signal E 59 D 49

10 S Fife St.& S. 38th St Side St. Stop1 F >150 C 21

11 S Steele St.& S. 38th St Signal F 144 D 38

12 I-5 NB On-Ramp & S. 38th St Signal B 13 B 13

13 S Steele St.& Tacoma Mall Blvd Signal B 16 C 22

14 S Tacoma Way & S. Washington St./ S. 41st St Signal C 26 C 26

15 S Pine St.& S. 42nd St Side St. Stop1 F >150 D 26

16 S Pine St.& S. 45th St Signal B 16 D 46

17 S Tacoma Way & S. 47th St Signal B 12 B 13

18 S Lawrence St.& S. 47th St Side St. Stop1 C 21 B 14

19 S Oakes St.& S. 47th St Signal C 32 D 43

20 Tacoma Mall Blvd & S. 48th St Signal D 43 D 43

21 S Lawrence St.& S. 56th St Side St. Stop1 D 41 D 33

LOS for Side St. stop-controlled intersections based on leg with longest delay; i.e., minor street with stop sign control.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2016

Table 3.6.7. Proposed Improvements to LOS F Intersections, Alternative 2

Intersection Alt. 1 LOS Alt. 2 LOS Proposed Improvements
S Fife St/S 38th St F C Signalization
S Steele St/S 38th St F D Alter signal timing to remove split phase. Revise 

lane assignments for north and south approaches.
S Pine St/S 42nd St F D Signalization

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2016
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The additional decrease in SOV trips under Alternative 2 is 
a direct result of the improved transportation system and 
additional land use refinements that lead to higher incidence 
of HOV, bike and transit trips. The network is better equipped 
to handle this mode shift with the improvements delineated 
in the project list. It should be noted that the Subarea Plan 
(Alternative 2) is explicitly intended to catalyze growth and 
development while contributing to regional efforts to bend 
regional growth trends by attracting and concentrating a larger 
share of overall growth within RGCs. While the distinctions 
between Alternatives 1 and 2 may not seem striking, it is safe 
to state that actual growth is much more likely to meet plan 
targets with implementation of the catalytic actions laid out in 
the Subarea Plan than it is under No Action Alternative 1. 

Table 3.6.8. Mode Share (%)

Alternative SOV HOV
Walk/
Bike Transit

Internal 
Vehicle 
Trips*

Existing 72% 8% 4% 5% 11%
Alternative 1 57% 8% 11% 8% 16%
Alternative 2 52% 9% 12% 9% 18%

* Internal vehicle trips include a mix of SOV and HOV trips. They are 
relatively short trips that stay within the subarea.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2016

Pedestrian System
A safe and well-connected pedestrian network is important 
in order to encourage people to walk to nearby designations 
and services, thereby increasing physical activity and foster-
ing social interaction. Pedestrian deficiencies are addressed 
through the project list. By connecting the sidewalk system as 
well as addressing gaps and substandard conditions, pedestri-
ans will have a more complete system to use in Alternative 2.

Sidewalks will be maintained or replaced throughout the 
neighborhood depending on walkway conditions and in 
accordance with street typologies. Sidewalks will be: expanded 
from the curb and furnished with street trees along connec-
tor streets; installed at rights-of-way edges and furnished 
with street trees on urban residential streets; and installed 
on rights-of-way edges and furnished with bulbouts or rain 
gardens, where feasible, as recommended by the Tacoma 
Complete Streets Design Guidelines. 

Improvements to the pedestrian network proposed under 
Alternative 2 are expected to accommodate the associated 
growth in pedestrian trips; therefore, no impact to the pedes-
trian system is expected under Alternative 2.
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Bicycle System
Bicycle corridors are being added in Alternative 2, specifically 
on S. 35th St., S. 38th St., S. 47th St., Sprague Ave., Warner 
St., 40th St., and the connection from S. Fife St. to S. 48th 
St. The loop road will also have bicycle facilities (bike lanes, 
sharrows, shared-use paths, etc.), and the complete streets 
will be bicycle friendly. Improvements to the bicycle network 
proposed under Alternative 2 are expected to accommodate 
the associated growth in bicycle trips; therefore, no impact to 
the bicycle system is expected under Alternative 2.

Safety
The infrastructure projects proposed under Alternative 2 would 
result in improved access management and fewer uncontrolled 
left turns. This is expected to results in a decreased collision rate 
compared with Alternative 1. Moreover, speeds may decrease, 
as grid network roadways will tend to have fewer lanes and visual 
narrowing effects resulting from landscaping and other treat-
ments. Lower speeds would also reduce crash severity; therefore, 
Alternative 2 is not expected to result in a safety impact.

CONCURRENCY
This EIS considers two methodologies in evaluating concurrency. 
The first is roadway segment LOS, measured as the percentage 
of ALMs operating at LOS E or better. The second is system 
completeness, a multimodal metric recently adopted by the City 
of Tacoma. The underlying policy is that the City will build the 
transportation system defined in the TMP at a rate equal to or 
ahead of the pace of development during the planning horizon. 
This is determined by comparing the progress of development and 
infrastructure completion as they relate to the City’s 2040 goals.

Roadway Segment Level of Service

As described in the Impacts section, both Alternatives 1 and 
2 are expected to result in 97% of ALMs operating at LOS E 
or better; therefore, both alternatives exceed the City’s 85% 
threshold and meet concurrency.

System Completeness

The progress of development and infrastructure completion is 
compared below:
•	 Development completion: development in the Tacoma Mall 

subarea proposed by the Subarea Plan compared with that 
proposed for the area by 2040 in the TMP.

•	 Infrastructure completion: dollar amount of projects to 
be completed under the Subarea Plan compared with 
that of the TMP 25-year project list. Only projects serving 
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the Tacoma Mall subarea are considered. This measure 
considers all types of projects, including those benefitting 
autos, freight, pedestrians, bicycles and transit.

Because Alternative 1 is consistent with the TMP in terms of 
both land use and Tier 1 project assumptions, it is by definition 
concurrent. Alternative 2 would include an additional 404 
housing units and 830 jobs in the Tacoma Mall subarea, a small 
fraction compared with the 127,000 new residents and 97,000 
new jobs planned citywide in the TMP. The TMP includes proj-
ects totaling $399 million citywide; the Subarea Plan proposes 
additional projects totaling $145 million,4 roughly 36% greater 
than the total for the TMP project list; therefore, the Subarea 
Plan would meet the City’s concurrency requirement.

IMPACT SUMMARY
The following table summarizes the impacts identified for each 
alternative. As shown below, Alternative 1 is expected to have 
deficiencies related to intersection operations, the pedestrian 
system, and the bicycle system. Alternative 2 generally incor-
porates transportation projects that better accommodate land 
use growth projected for the study area; however, this alter-
ative is expected to have one intersection LOS impact.

Table 3.6.9. Summary of Impacts

Impact Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Intersection LOS Deficiency: four 

intersections
Impact: one 
intersection

Roadway LOS — —

Pedestrian System Deficiency —

Bicycle System Deficiency —

Safety — —

Parking — —

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2016.

3.6.4	 MITIGATING MEASURES
INCORPORATED PLAN FEATURES
Mitigation contained in plans and policies adopted or planned 
for adoption as part of the proposed action

•	 For both alternatives, the City of Tacoma TMP and 
Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan identifies 

4	 TMP Tier 1 projects that also appear on the Subarea Plan list are omitted 
from this total.
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recommended transportation improvement projects and 
policy guidance to promote multimodal mobility and safety. 

•	 For both alternatives, the City of Tacoma Complete Street 
Guidelines provides guidance for the development of 
streets to enable safe and convenient access and travel for 
all modes of travel. 

•	 Under Alternative 2, City of Tacoma Draft Tacoma Mall 
Neighborhood Subarea Plan, if adopted, would provide 
guidance for enhancements beyond those provided in 
the TMP, including increased connectivity, greater bicycle 
and pedestrian mobility, improved access to transit and 
improved vehicular traffic flow. 

REGULATIONS AND COMMITMENTS
Mitigation contained in regulations or other requirements 
adopted or planned for adoption as part of the proposed action

•	 Under Alternative 2, Tacoma Municipal Code Section 
13.12.580—Traffic Impact Assessment—should be amended 
to apply to the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood, allowing 
an expedited assessment of transportation impacts and 
mitigation to address safety, circulation, and capacity issues.

•	 For both alternatives, Tacoma Municipal Code Section 
13.15—Commute Trip Reduction helps to reduce peak hour 
congestion.

•	 For both alternatives, Tacoma Municipal Code Section 
13.16—Concurrency Management System ensures that 
transportation improvements that address the impacts of 
development are provided concurrent with the development.

OTHER MITIGATION
Any other mitigation not contained in the categories above 

•	 Under Alternative 2, operations at S. Lawrence St/S Tacoma 
Way should be monitored and access restrictions should 
be considered if long delays materialize. For example, 
S. Lawrence St. could be restricted to right-in–right-out 
operations at this intersection.

3.6.5	 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE 
IMPACTS
The mitigation measures recommended for the S. Lawrence 
St/S Tacoma Way intersection are expected to reduce the 
impact to a less than significant level; therefore, no significant 
unavoidable adverse impacts to transportation and parking are 
expected.
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Figure 3.6.2.  Transportation Study Area

Source: City of Tacoma, 2016; Fehr & Peers, 2016; 3 Square Blocks, 2016
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Figure 3.6.3.  Existing Sidewalk and Crosswalk Conditions

Source: City of Tacoma, 2016; Fehr & Peers, 2016; 3 Square Blocks, 2016
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Figure 3.6.4.  Existing Bicycle Infrastructure

Source: City of Tacoma, 2016; Fehr & Peers, 2016; 3 Square Blocks, 2016.
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Figure 3.6.5.  Existing Transit Routes and Stops

Source: City of Tacoma, 2016; Fehr & Peers, 2016; 3 Square Blocks, 2016.
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Figure 3.6.6.  Existing Freight Priority Network

Source: City of Tacoma, 2016; Fehr & Peers, 2016; 3 Square Blocks, 2016.
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Figure 3.6.7.  Study Intersections

Source: City of Tacoma, 2016; Fehr & Peers, 2016; 3 Square Blocks, 2016.
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Figure 3.6.8.  Existing Weekday P.M. Intersection Level of Service

Source: City of Tacoma, 2016; Fehr & Peers, 2016; 3 Square Blocks, 2016
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Figure 3.6.9.  Existing Weekday P.M. Peak House Segment Level of Service and V/C Ratio

Source: City of Tacoma, 2016; Fehr & Peers, 2016; 3 Square Blocks, 2016
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Figure 3.6.10.  Collisions, 2010–2014

Source: City of Tacoma, 2016; Fehr & Peers, 2016; 3 Square Blocks, 2016
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Figure 3.6.11.  Pedestrian and Bicycle Collisions

Source: City of Tacoma, 2016; Fehr & Peers, 2016; 3 Square Blocks, 2016
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Figure 3.6.12.  Parking Management Toolbox

Source: City of Tacoma TMP, 2015 
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Appendix A
MXD

The table below highlights the three key variables adjusted in MXD. 

Period Vehicle Ownership Intersection Density HH Size

2015 1.36 50 2.48

2040 NB 1 85 2.13

2040 Build 1 110 2.13

Notes:

Vehicle Ownership: Figures for 2015 are based on ACS data. Values for 2040 are assumed lower to reflect a higher-density, more urban area.

Intersection Density: This variable is a way to describe the quality of the walking environment. The 2015 value was based on information from the EPA Smart Location Database. 

The 2040 No Build and Build numbers were based on a count of the number of new streets with improved sidewalks and streetscape.

Household Size: Census data from 2010 were used for 2015 values, while 2040 assumes a lower HH size based on a higher proportion of multifamily units in the area.

Existing results: 
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Alternative 1 results: 

Alternative 2 results:

34



Appendix B ‐ Full Project List

Project ID Name Description Phase Source Cost (thousands) Length (ft) $/lf  Cost Notes

1 Loop Road Demonstration Project
Initial implementation of a section of the Loop Road – 
would include a study to identify the best location

Design, Right‐of‐Way, Construction 1,500$                                                

2
I-5/Tacoma Mall Blvd. Direct Connector Slip Ramp-

Phase 1
Preliminary engineering study for new direct access/high 
occupancy vehicle freeway off ramp

Design 900$                                                  

3
Madison District - Green Stormwater 

Infrastructure Streets Phase 1 Permeable Roadway Facilities in the Madison 
Neighborhood

Design, Right‐of‐Way, Construction Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP) 5,000$                                                

0 -$                        8,230,000$              Sum of Green Roadways

4 S. 38th Street/ S. Steele Street Intersection Revise intersection channelization to improve vehicle 
operations; may require new turn lane

Design, Right‐of‐Way, Construction $500 - $1,500

5 Tacoma Mall Transit Center - Phase 1 Location study and preliminary design for new transit 
center

Design 900$                                                  

6 I-5/Tacoma Mall Blvd. Direct Connector Slip Ramp

As of 2016, this project will construct a new overpass 
from southbound I-5 at South 38th Street to Tacoma 
Mall Blvd. The project will include the structure, 
roadway modifications, curb and gutter, new signal, 
streetlighting, storm sewer, landscaping and utility 
relocation work, and asphalt overlay between Steele 
St and S 48th St. It will directly connect to a new or 
relocated multi-modal transit center.

Design, Right‐of‐Way, Construction Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP) 27,650$                                              

1 19,200,000$            27,650,000$            Taken from TMP

7 S. 38th Complete Street/Gateway Project
This roadway will remain auto-oriented; however, 
other modes will also be accomodated as 
necessary/feasible.

Design, Right‐of‐Way, Construction Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP) 10,660$                                              

1 7,400,000$              10,660,000$            Taken from TMP

8 Tacoma Mall Transit Center Design, Right‐of‐Way, Construction Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP) 28,000$                                              

9 Loop Road Phase 2
Complete Loop Road - Multimodal internal connector 
emphasizing

Design, Right‐of‐Way, Construction 12,700$                                              

10
Madison District - Green Stormwater 

Infrastructure Streets Phase 2
Permeable Roadway Facilities in the Madison 
Neighborhood Design, Right‐of‐Way, Construction Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP) 3,230$                                                0 -$                        8,230,000$              Sum of Green Roadways

11 Pine Street - Complete Streets/Gateway Project
Complete Streets redesign including bicycle and 
transit service

Design, Right‐of‐Way, Construction Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP) 2,940$                                                

3400 600$                       2,940,000$              0

SUBAREA PLAN PROJECTS

Appendix B
Subarea Plan Projects List
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Appendix B ‐ Full Project List

Project ID Name Description Phase Source Cost (thousands) Length (ft) $/lf  Cost Notes

12 S. 47th / 48th Street Completion
Complete Streets redesign incorporating bike 
connection from I-5 bridge to Water Flume Trail

Design, Right‐of‐Way, Construction Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP) 5,040$                                                

5000 700$                       5,040,000$              Includes Sidewalk

13
S. 48th Street Overpass - overpass or shared use 

project as part of any WSDOT new or 
reconstruction project

Overpass or shared use project as part of any WSDOT 
new or reconstruction project

Design, Right‐of‐Way, Construction TMP 1,810$                                                
3600 350$                       1,810,000$              0

14
S. 35th Street - Add bike faciliies, complete streets 

improvements and new street connection
Add bicycle facility and extend corridor to South 
Tacoma Way

Design, Right‐of‐Way, Construction Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP) 2,720$                                                

1 1,890,000$              2,720,000$              

2,500 LF of bike facilities.  19,000 
CY of excavation.  800 LF new 
roadway

15 Add bike facility to S. 37th St./S. Sprague Ave. Add bicycle connection from I‐5 Bike/Ped Bridge to Steele 
Street.  Connect along Sprague Ave to S 35th St.

Design, Right‐of‐Way, Construction Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP) 1,370$                                                
2500 380$                       1,370,000$              

16 Area Wide Sidewalk Gaps

Construct sidewalks where they currently do not exist 
or where a link is missing. Improve sidewalks in 
locations that are shown in poor condition. This 
project would be part of a City-wide Pedestrian 
Improvement Project that would prioritize 
investments within Regional Growth Centers.

Design, Right‐of‐Way, Construction Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP) 14,230$                                              

26000 380$                       14,230,000$            

Lincoln Ft - 6800, Mall - 3600ft, 
Madison - 670x18=12060 ft, NW - 
3700

17 Madison Area Grid Connections

This project modifies the Madison neighborhood area 
street system to provide reconnection of the grid with 
new, more direct connections where needed to 
support the land use vision of the Sub-Area Plan. This 
area is primarily residential and will retain that 
character in 2040.

Design, Right‐of‐Way, Construction Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP) 13,100$                                              

13000 700$                       13,100,000$            
Includes Sidewalks.  No ROW 
assumed

18 Mall Area Grid Connections

This project modifies the Mall area street system to 
provide reconnection of the grid with new, more 
direct connections where needed to support the land 
use vision of the Sub-Area Plan.

Design, Right‐of‐Way, Construction Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP) 14,620$                                              

14500 700$                       14,620,000$            
Includes Sidewalks.  No ROW 
assumed

19 Lincoln Heights Grid Connections

This project modifies the Lincoln Heights 
neighborhood area street system to provide 
reconnection of the grid with new, more direct 
connections where needed to support the land use 
vision of the Sub-Area Plan.  This area is primarily 
residential and will retain that character in 2040.

Design, Right‐of‐Way, Construction Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP) 4,840$                                                

4800 700$                       4,840,000$              
Includes Sidewalks.  No ROW 
assumed

20 NW Quadrant Grid Connections

This project modifies the Northwest Quardant area 
street system to provide reconnection of the grid with 
new, more direct connections where needed to 
support the land use vision of the Sub-Area Plan.

Design, Right‐of‐Way, Construction Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP) 6,550$                                                

6500 700$                       6,550,000$              
Includes Sidewalks.  No ROW 
assumed

21
Support HCT Corridor to Sub-Area (Sound Transit 

or Pierce Transit)
Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP)
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Appendix B ‐ Full Project List

Project ID Name Description Phase Source Cost (thousands) Length (ft) $/lf  Cost Notes

22 S. Fife St./Montana Ave. Bike Blvd Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP)

23

Transit-supportive actions (speed and reliability 
enhancements) on S. Tacoma Way throughout the 
sub-area to support Pierce Transit plans for high-

frequency service for a transit route that 
originates and terminates at points north and 

south of the Sub-Area.

Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP)

24

Transit-supportive actions (speed and reliability 
enhancements) for Pierce Transit plans for high-

frequency service for a transit route along S. 
Tacoma Way to east of I-5 via S 56th St., Oakes 

St., Pine St., and S. 38th St.

Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP)

25 Small links for bike facilities Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP)

26 Sub-Area Corridor Tree Planting Project Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP)

27 Add bike facility to S. 43rd St. Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP)

28
Pedestrian connections to Water Flume Trail at S. 
47th St., S. 43rd St., S. 38th St., S. 35th St., S. Pine 
St., and with the Lincoln Heights neighborhood.

Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP)

29
Construct a new bicycle and pedestrian bridge 
across Interstate 5 in the vicinity of S. 43rd St. 

30
Tacoma Mall Blvd Complete Street and HOV 

Lanes Project
Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP)

31
Add bike facility connecting S. 48th Street 

through the Tacoma Mall site to the Multi-Modal 
Loop Road

Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP)

32
Add signal and signing & striping improvements 

at S. 38th St. and S. Fife St.
Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP)

33
Green Infrastructure Improvements. Permeable 

Roadway Facilities in the Lincoln Heights 
Neighborhood w/ 6 bulbouts

Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP)

34 Add signal at S. Pine St. and 42nd St. Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP)

35
Add bike facilities to Wright Avenue connecting 

South Tacoma Way to S. 35th St.

36 Add bike facility to (planned) S. 39th St. Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP)

37
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37

Traffic safety improvements at high collision 
locations. The City will conduct a Sub-Area Traffic 

Safety Study to identify improvements to be 
implemented at high collision locations.

Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP)

38
Green Infrastructure Improvements. Regional 

Stormwater Treatment & Emergency Overflow in 
the NW Quadrant

Tacoma Mall Subarea Plan (TMSAP)

39
HCT Corridor - S 38th St - Possible BRT/Light 

Rail/Streetcar service
TMP

40
HCT Corridor - S 48th St - Possible BRT/Light 

Rail/Streetcar service
TMP

41

HCT Corridor - West End Crosstown - Possible 
BRT/Light Rail/Streetcar service to connect 
Tacoma's West End neighborhood with the 
Proctor Business District, University of Puget 

Sound, Central Tacoma Business District, Tacoma 
Mall, Pacific Ave. Business Districts, and Pacific 

Lutheran University

TMP

42
South Tacoma Way - C to Pine St - Street 

Rehabilitation Project
TMP

43
Union Avenue / S. Warner Street Corridor 

Improvement Project - signal integration and 
coordination project and other ITS applications

TMP

38
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3.7.1	 FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES
EXISTING CONDITIONS

Services

The Tacoma Fire Department provides fire protection and 
emergency medical services (EMS) in Tacoma, including the 
study area, and in Fife, Fircrest and unincorporated areas within 
Pierce County Fire District No. 10. The Department has service 
agreements in place with Pierce County Fire District No. 10 and 
the City of Fircrest (Tacoma Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB), 2014).

Resource Inventory

The Department operates 15 staffed stations with 13 fire engines, 
4 ladder trucks, 5 medic companies, 2 squad companies and 
3 battalion command vehicles. A cross-staffed hazardous 
materials response team is located at Fire Station 12, in Fife. 
A cross-staffed technical rescue team is located at Station 8, 
in South Tacoma. Cross-staffed marine emergency response 
fireboats are operated out of Station 14, in North Tacoma. As 
of 2015, the Department had 389.5 full-time equivalent staff 
(Tacoma Fire Department, 2015).

The closest fire stations to the study area are Station 7 and 
Station 8, located at 5488 S. Warner St. and 4911 S. Alaska 
St., respectively (City of Tacoma OMB, 2014). Station 8 has a 
ladder truck equipped to respond to fires in multistory buildings 
(Tacoma Fire Department, 2016).

Performance

The Department currently responds to about 125 911 calls 
per day (Tacoma Fire Department, 2016). During 2015 the 
Department responded to 45,266 emergency incidents. Of 
these, 1,301 were found to be fires, 30,552 were EMS inci-
dents and 13,413 were other types of incidents (Tacoma Fire 
Department Fire Department, 2016). Examples of other types of 
emergency incidents include hazardous conditions search and 
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rescue and responses for automatic fire alarms (Tacoma Fire 
Department Fire Department, 2015). 

The Department monitors the time elapsed from when it 
receives a 911 call to when the first responders arrive on scene. 
This is referred to as the total response time and is considered 
an industry best practice for reporting performance. The total 
response time goal for this area for fire and EMS is six and a half 
minutes. Current total response time performance for this area 
is roughly eight and a half minutes for 90% of critical incidents 
(City of Tacoma Fire Department Fire Department, 2015).

Fire Department Plans

In 2011 the Department completed a comprehensive assess-
ment of its facilities needs with the goal of more effectively 
mitigating risk to the community and as part of its Commission 
on Fire Accreditation International (CFAI) reaccreditation effort. 
It recommended that the Department replace and remodel 
existing facilities and create a campus facility to improve oper-
ational efficiency. Seventy-two percent of existing fire stations 
and facilities are between 40–100 years old and many are well 
beyond their life expectancy (Tacoma Fire Department Fire 
Department, 2011). Based on the Department’s facilities assess-
ment, the two stations closest to the study area are in need of 
improvement. 

The Fire Department Facilities Master Plan calls for replacing 
Station 7 and remodeling Station 8. The Facilities Master Plan 
also calls for creating one new station to help meet future city-
wide demand. A location for the new station has not yet been 
identified.

Funding to carry out the Department’s Facilities Master Plan 
has not yet been secured. City staff had planned to propose a 
multiyear levy or capital bond to help finance new facilities but 
this was deferred due to the Great Recession. Also due to the 
Great Recession, funding for the Department has decreased, 
which has led to reductions in staffing and the closing of one 
fire station located in the City’s tideflats (1015 East F Street; 
Tacoma OMB, 2014). The Department has been focused on 
identifying and implementing operational efficiencies to help 
balance current resources with projected increases in demand 
for services (Tacoma Fire Department Fire Department, 2014). 

The City’s 2015–2020 Capital Facilities Program includes plans 
for maintenance and renovation of existing fire facilities. It 
also calls for major improvements to the Marine Security and 
Operations Center and remodeling of existing facilities in the 
tideflats that can be used to base first responders (Tacoma 
OMB, 2014).
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SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Impacts Common to Both Alternatives

Under both alternatives significant housing and jobs growth is 
expected to occur, average building heights are expected to 
increase in various amounts and locations in the study area, 
and construction and redevelopment are expected to occur. 
Population growth is anticipated to generate new demands 
for fire and EMS services within the study area, and an increase 
in the number of multistory buildings in the study area is 
expected to increase the potential for emergencies requiring a 
ladder truck response. These impacts are discussed in greater 
detail below. Increased construction activities could result 
in an increase in demand for fire and EMS services because 
the Tacoma Fire Department makes service calls related to 
inspection of construction projects and responds to construc-
tion-related accidents. 

Growth and development are expected to occur incremen-
tally under both alternatives as new developments are built 
over time, and the associated impacts are expected to occur 
incrementally as well. This would allow time for the Tacoma 
Fire Department to address future needs for fire and EMS in 
the study area through planned facilities improvements such 
as replacement of Station 7 and remodeling of Station 8. 
Additionally, the study area could be considered the future loca-
tion of the new station called for in the Facilities Master Plan. In 
addition to addressing the impacts of growth, these improve-
ments would address existing identified facility needs and help 
improve the Department’s response times in the study area. 

As discussed under Existing Conditions, currently the City has 
no funding in place to implement the Department’s Facilities 
Master Plan. Identifying funding sources to implement planned 
capital improvements in the study area is recommended as 
part of the City’s ongoing capital improvement planning and 
budgeting processes. 

Population Growth
The City’s Comprehensive Plan establishes level of service (LOS) 
standards for fire and EMS apparatus to assist in determining 
the need for additional apparatus. The LOS for fire apparatus 
is 0.109 apparatus per 1,000 people and the LOS for EMS 
apparatus is 0.016 units per 1,000 people. Based on these 
levels-of-service, under both alternatives there would be a need 
for one additional staffed fire engine 

The Fire Department is in the process of developing information 
on the number of calls received compared with the number of 

Alternative 1 (No Action) and 
Alternative 2 (Action Alternative)
Alternative 1 (No Action) would 
maintain the existing RGC boundaries 
and growth targets, as well as the 
City’s current development regulations 
for the subarea. Alternative 2 (Action 
Alternative) proposes to expand the 
RGC boundaries, increase growth 
targets for the subarea to account 
for this expansion, and adopt 
and implement the Tacoma Mall 
Neighborhood Subarea Plan including 
changes to zoning and development 
regulations.

Public safety directly impacts health 
and well-being. Access to fire 
department service in a timely manner 
saves lives. 
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people in different areas of the City, in order to assist with plan-
ning efforts. The Fire Department does not currently track the 
number of calls received per person in the study area. Based on 
the Fire Department’s existing citywide level of about 200 calls 
per 1,000 residents (Tacoma Fire Department, 2016), the popu-
lation increases targeted under the alternatives could result in 
an increase of approximately 1,600 to 1,800 calls annually by 
2040. Given the level of density proposed under alternatives, 
and related increases in call volumes, construction of a new 
fire station with staff for an additional engine in the study area 
may be needed. Development of finer-grained data for the 
study area would assist the Tacoma Fire Department in fore-
casting future capital facilities needs (Tacoma Fire Department, 
2016). 

Impacts of Alternative 1 (No Action)
No impacts other than those described under Impacts Common 
to All Alternatives.

Impacts of Alternative 2
The Draft Subarea Plan includes policies intended to strengthen 
provision of public services in the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood, 
including fire and emergency medical services. Action US-8 
calls for coordinating with public service providers to ensure 
that any plans for new fire, police, school or park facilities in 
the neighborhood take advantage of opportunities to support 
the goals of the Subarea Plan. Action CV-17 specifically calls for 
monitoring trends in fire and emergency medical services calls 
in the neighborhood, and taking this information into account 
when planning for future service improvements with neigh-
borhood leaders. If successfully implemented, these actions 
are expected to have positive impacts on fire and emergency 
services in the study area. 

MITIGATING MEASURES

Incorporated Plan Features

Mitigation contained in plans and policies adopted or planned 
for adoption as part of the proposed action

•	 Under Alternative 2, successful implementation of Actions 
US-8 and CV-17 are expected to increase coordination of 
planning efforts for provision of fire and emergency medical 
services in the study area.

Regulations and Commitments

Mitigation contained in regulations or other requirements 
adopted or planned for adoption as part of the proposed action
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•	 Under both alternatives, ongoing City capital facilities 
improvement, budgeting, and operational planning efforts 
are anticipated to address incremental increases and other 
changes in demand for fire services, including the need for 
facility improvements and additional apparatus. 

•	 Under both alternatives, all potential new development in 
the study area would be constructed in compliance with the 
City’s current fire code.

•	 Under both alternatives, a portion of the tax revenue 
generated from potential redevelopment in the study area 
would accrue to the City and be used to help fund fire and 
emergency services.

Other Mitigation Measures

Any other mitigation not contained in the categories above 

•	 Under both alternatives, as part of the City’s ongoing capital 
facility improvement, budgeting and operational planning 
efforts, set priorities for identification of funding for the 
facility improvements needed to serve planned growth in 
the study area.

•	 Under Alternative 1, consider collaboration between the 
Tacoma Fire Department and Planning and Development 
Services to develop data on the number of calls in the study 
area and the current and projected daytime populations in 
order to assist in forecasting future facilities needs to serve 
the study area, similar to what is proposed under Alternative 
2. 

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to fire and emer-
gency services are anticipated.

3.7.2	 POLICE
EXISTING CONDITIONS
Services

The Tacoma Police Department provides law enforcement in 
the City of Tacoma, including the study area. The Department’s 
services include patrol, investigations, special weapons and 
tactical response, marine services, traffic enforcement/inves-
tigations, special investigations (narcotics and vice), animal 
control and compliance, officer training, youth education, crime 
prevention and community-oriented policing (City of Tacoma 
OMB, 2014).

Resource Inventory

The Department is organized into three bureaus: Administrative 
Services, Investigations and Operations. The Administrative 
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Services Bureau oversees divisions responsible for the investiga-

tion of police conduct and citizen complaints and that manage 

hiring, accreditation, finance, crime analysis, information 

technology and community relations. The Operations Bureau 

includes a Patrol Division that provides 24/7 patrol coverage 

and a Community Policing Division that focuses on prevention 

and crime reduction through collaborative efforts with the 

community and public and private entities. The Investigations 

Bureau conducts follow-up investigations of crimes against 

persons and property (City of Tacoma OMB, 2014).

The Department’s inventory of facilities includes Police 

Headquarters, six substations, a warehouse that houses Fleet 

Services and Police Special Operations, and a firing range 

(City of Tacoma OMB, 2014). All facilities are within Tacoma 

city limits. The City’s 2015–2016 Adopted Biennial Operating 

and Capital Budget provides funding for 375.5 full-time equiv-

alent Police Department staff, including ten new positions in 

Community Oriented Policing Services (City of Tacoma OMB, 

2014).

The study area contains Police Headquarters and the 

Department’s warehouse. These facilities are located at 3701 S. 

Pine St. and 3639 S. Pine St. respectively (City of Tacoma OMB, 

2014). Headquarters facility staffing includes investigations, 

patrol and administrative personnel. Community police are 

located at sector substations. Community police responding to 

calls in the study area are generally from the Sector 3 substa-

tion, located outside the study area. Both the headquarters 

facility and the Sector 3 substation currently have capacity 

to accommodate additional police personnel (Tacoma Police 

Department, 2016).

Performance

The Department has a number of metrics that it uses to track 

performance. A selection of these metrics is provided in Table 

3.7-1, including the Department’s 2014 performance level and 

2015 target.
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Table 3.7.1. Police Department Metrics (Citywide)

Metric
2014 

Actual
2015 

Target
Average Response Time
Average police response time to emergency calls 

3:54 4:00

Citizen Complaints
Number of citizen complaints about police conduct

142 122

Crimes Against Persons
Includes homicide, sex offenses, assault and 
abduction

21.1 per 
1,000 
residents

19.6 per 
1,000 
residents

Crimes Against Property
Includes arson, burglary, destruction/vandalism, 
fraud, larceny, motor vehicle theft, robbery, and 
stolen property

101.1/
1,000 
residents

102.1/
1,000 
residents

Case Clearance Rate for Group A Offenses
Calculated by the number of incidents and the 
cases cleared by arrest or exception

20% 27%

Fatal Traffic Accidents
Number of fatalities resulting from traffic accidents

9 6

Source: City of Tacoma 2015–2016 Adopted Biennial Operating & Capital 
Budget

The Department tracks crime statistics including information on 
the number of crimes against persons, crimes against property, 
crimes against society and nonfatal traffic accidents. Crimes 
against persons and crimes against property are defined in 
Table 3.7-1. Crimes against society include narcotics, pornog-
raphy, prostitution and weapon law violations. Nonfatal traffic 
accidents include those that result in injuries as well as those 
that do not (City of Tacoma Police Department, 2016).
The population of the study area is approximately 3,800 (3 
Square Blocks, 2016). In 2015, the Department recorded 185 
crimes against persons and 1,710 crimes against property in 
the study area. This translates to 49 crimes against persons 
per 1,000 residents and 450 crimes against property per 1,000 
residents. These ratios are much higher than the Department’s 
2015 targets and indicate that criminal activity is a challenge 
facing the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood.
Over the past five years in the study area, the number of 
crimes against persons has decreased and the number of 
crimes against property has fluctuated but remained relatively 
constant. The number of crimes against society has decreased. 
The number of nonfatal traffic accidents has increased (Figure 
3.7-1). Trends in the Tacoma Mall Regional Growth Center (RGC) 
mirror those of the study area.
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Figure 3.7.1.  Crime Trends in the Study Area

Source: City of Tacoma Police Department, 2016

Police Department Plans

The majority of Department facilities are in good condition. This is partly due to the fact that in 2002 
voters approved a bond that funded construction of a new Police Headquarters, construction of four 
new substations and a remodel of the warehouse facility (City of Tacoma OMB, 2014).

The City’s 2015–2020 Capital Facilities Program includes plans for improvements to the two law 
enforcement facilities located in the study area. Police Headquarters plans include Leadership in 
Energy & Environmental Design (LEED) improvements. Warehouse plans include conducting building 
site and interior improvements and replacing rooftop heating/ventilation units that have reached the 
end of their useful life.

The City’s 2015–2016 Adopted Biennial Operating and Capital Budget lists major Police Department 
initiatives for 2015–2016. One of these is to develop a new strategic plan. Other notable 
Department initiatives include working toward Accreditation for Law Enforcement Agencies (CALEA) 
Reaccreditation and working to reduce crime through operational tools such as predictive police 
software (City of Tacoma OMB, 2014).
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SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Impacts Common to Both Alternatives

Impacts are anticipated to police services associated with the 
population growth, increased building heights and increased 
construction activity proposed under both alternatives. The 
Tacoma Police Department predicts that increased population 
in the study area would result in an increase in crime; however, 
the amount of increase would depend on a number of factors 
including characteristics of new businesses and residents in 
the study area, as discussed below. An increase in population 
could also result in the need for more police facility space and 
personnel. An increase in average building heights could poten-
tially have an impact on police response times, depending 
upon the ability of the Department to put agreements in place 
with building managers for emergency building access (see 
additional discussion below). Potential construction activities 
under all the alternatives could result in an increase in demand 
for police services, because the Police Department responds to 
construction-related service calls such as construction site theft 
and vandalism. Existing departmental resources are antici-
pated to be sufficient to handle an increase in demand related 
to construction.

As discussed in Existing Conditions, crime rates in the study area 
are currently higher than the Police Department’s targets and 
crime is a concern in the community. The Police Department is 
continually evaluating how to best address crime and 
strengthen community policing efforts. Infill development envi-
sioned under both alternatives could have a positive impact on 
crime by reducing the number of vacant and underutilized 
parcels. Infill development could also increase the number of 
“eyes on the street”—community members who are watching 
streets and other public spaces in the study area at any given 
time and who contribute to neighborhood safety.

Facilities and Personnel
The City’s Comprehensive Plan establishes an LOS standard for 
police facilities of 288.58 square feet of facility space per 1,000 
people. Based on this LOS, another 2,300 to 2,600 square feet 
of police facility space would be needed by 2040 to serve the 
targeted population growth under both alternatives. In the 
short term, the Tacoma Police Department does not anticipate 
a need for new police facility space to serve the study area. 
There is currently capacity at both the police headquarters 
facility and the station serving the study area. Population 
growth in the study area is anticipated to occur incrementally, 
and the Department would be able to plan for long-term 

Crime prevention is key to public safety. 
While increased population in the study 
area is expected to result in an increase 
in crime, infill development can also 
have a positive impact on crime. Infill 
development could increase the “eyes 
on the street”—contributing to public 
safety simply by having a view toward 
and being present in public spaces. 

Impacts of Alternative 1 (No 
Action) and Alternative 2 (Action 
Alternative)
Alternative 1 (No Action) would 
maintain the existing RGC boundaries 
and growth targets, as well as the 
City’s current development regulations 
for the subarea. Alternative 2 (Action 
Alternative) proposes to expand the 
RGC boundaries, increase growth 
targets for the subarea to account 
for this expansion, and to adopt 
and implement the Tacoma Mall 
Neighborhood Subarea Plan including 
changes to zoning and development 
regulations.
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facility needs through the City’s capital facilities planning 
processes.

Additional staffing is currently a higher priority than additional 
facilities. Additional staff resources could help the Tacoma 
Police Department to strengthen community policing in the 
study area now and in the future as the population grows.

Emergency Building Access
The study area and other areas served by the Sector 3 
substation currently have a limited number of large multistory 
buildings. Larger buildings can include a number of police 
obstructions such as security gates, security doors, elevators 
and stairs that police must get past in order to respond to a call. 
Additionally, it can be time consuming for police find the specific 
location from which a call was made in a large multistory build-
ing. For these reasons, an increase in multistory buildings in the 
study area has the potential to impact police response times. 
Establishing emergency building access agreements and proce-
dures with building managers in the study area would help to 
mitigate such impacts.

Impacts of Alternative 1 (No Action)
No impacts other than those described under Impacts Common 
to All Alternatives.

Impacts of Alternative 2
The Draft Subarea Plan includes policies intended to strengthen 
provision of public services in the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood, 
including police services. Action US-8 calls for coordinating with 
public service providers to ensure that any plans for new fire, 
police, school or park facilities in the neighborhood take advan-
tage of opportunities to support the goals of the Subarea Plan. 
Actions CV-17, CV-18, CV-20 and CV-21 specifically address police 
services, crime and safety. They call for working with community 
partners to prevent crime and improve safety, as well making 
changes to development patterns and building design such 
as encouraging development on vacant or underutilized lands 
and integrating Crime Prevention Through Environmental 
Design (CPTED) into the development regulations for the study 
area. The Subarea Plan also contains a wide range of goals 
and actions that support enhancing the public realm including 
parks and sidewalks, which could lead to more people using 
and taking ownership of these spaces and a related decrease in 
criminal activity. If successfully implemented, these policies are 
expected to have positive impacts on police services. 

Crime Prevention Through 
Environmental Design (CPTED) includes 
design features such as providing 
adequate lighting and visibility and 
orienting buildings toward the street.
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MITIGATING MEASURES

Incorporated Plan Features

Mitigation contained in plans and policies adopted or planned 
for adoption as part of the proposed action

•	 Under Alternative 2, successful implementation of policy 
guidance in the Draft Subarea Plan described above 
would likely have positive impacts on police services in 
the study area by increasing coordination on planning for 
police services, engaging community partners in improving 
safety, encouraging development of underutilized lands, 
integrating CPTED principles into the development code, 
and encouraging more people to make use of and take 
ownership of public spaces. 

Regulations and Commitments

Mitigation contained in regulations or other requirements 
adopted or planned for adoption as part of the proposed action

•	 Under both alternatives, ongoing City capital facilities and 
operational planning efforts are anticipated to address 
changes in demand for police services, including staffing 
needs and trends in call service types and locations over 
time.

•	 Under both alternatives, a portion of the tax revenue 
generated from potential redevelopment in the study area 
would accrue to the City and be used to help fund police 
services

Other Mitigation Measures

Any other mitigation not contained in the categories above 

•	 Under both alternatives, engage in coordination between 
the Tacoma Police Department, Planning and Development 
Services and building managers in the study area to 
establish emergency building access agreements and 
procedures to help mitigate impacts on police response time 
related to multistory buildings. 

•	 Under both alternatives, anticipated development of vacant 
and underutilized parcels in the study area may help to 
reduce crime.

•	 Under Alternative 1, consider including CPTED design 
as a development review criteria for the Tacoma Mall 
neighborhood, similar to what is proposed under Alternative 
2. 

•	 Under Alternative 1, consider increasing current efforts to 
work with local organizations and neighborhood groups to 
reduce crime rate and improve public safety, similar to what 
is proposed under Alternative 2.
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•	 Under Alternative 1, consider enhancing streets and public 
spaces to encourage more people to make use of and take 
ownership of these facilities, similar to what is proposed 
under Alternative 2. 

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to police services 
are anticipated.

3.7.3	 SCHOOLS 
EXISTING CONDITIONS

Services

Tacoma Public Schools is the fourth largest district in 
Washington State serving more than 28,000 children in 
preschool through grade 12th in the City of Tacoma and 
the greater area, including the study area. In partnership 
with parents and the community, the District provides a 
comprehensive educational program designed to be rigorous, 
individualized and to enable students to contribute to a chang-
ing and diverse world. In addition to educational services, the 
District offers student support services and community resources 
(Tacoma Public Schools, 2015).

Resource Inventory

The District has 35 elementary schools, nine middle schools, 
five comprehensive high schools, 14 alternative learning sites 
and a number of facilities used for support services and other 
purposes. These facilities are located throughout neighbor-
hoods in Tacoma and Fircrest. The District has more than 5,000 
employees (Tacoma Public Schools, 2015).

The District has two facilities in the study area: the Madison 
School and the District Bus Center. The Madison School provides 
programs including Early Childhood Education and Assistance 
Program (ECEAP), Family Literacy, Head Start and Indian 
Education. The District Bus Center is where buses are stored 
when not in use. The two facilities are located next door to each 
other at 3101 S. 43rd St. and 4002 S. Cedar St. No elementary, 
middle or high schools are located within the study area. Based 
on current District attendance areas, students living within 
the study area attend Reed Elementary School (1802 S. 36th 
Street), Giaudrone Middle School (4902 S. Alaska Street) and 
Foss High School (2112 S. Tyler Street; Tacoma Public Schools, 
2015).
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Performance

Graduation rates are a common performance measure for 
school districts. Tacoma Public Schools has been working to 
address low graduation rates over the past decade and in 2012 
set a new target of reaching an 85% graduation rate by 2020 
(Tacoma Public Schools, 2015). This target was significantly 
higher than the 2010 graduation rate of 58%. Preliminary 
results show that graduation rates across Tacoma have risen to 
85%, thus the District may have already reached the goal set 
for 2020(Tacoma Public Schools, 2017). 

Foss High School is the high school that students from the study 
area attend, and it is seeing increases in graduation rates 
consistent with district-wide trends. Between 2013 and 2015 
there was a 4.7% increase in graduation rates, from 64.9% 
to 69.6%. In 2014, the graduation rate was as high as 74.1% 
(Tacoma Public Schools, 2017).

Another performance measure for school districts is how 
students fare on standardized tests. In Washington State, the 
Measurements of Student Progress (grades three through eight) 
and the High School Proficiency Exam are used to test students. 
According to the District’s 2013–2014 Performance Report, 
students in the District scored lower than the state average in 
all areas of these assessments (Tacoma Public Schools, 2015). 
Foss High School students scored about the same as the district 
average in all areas except for End of Course (EOC) math and 
biology, where they scored lower. Giaudrone Middle School 
students scored at the same level or higher than the district 
average in all areas. Reed Elementary School students scored 
worse than the district average in all areas except 3rd Grade 
reading (Tacoma Public Schools, 2015).

School District Plans

The District is currently replacing and modernizing 14 schools 
and making nearly 200 other improvements to District facilities 
using bond funds approved by voters in 2013. The 14 schools 
planned for replacement or modernization have an average 
age of 74 years and are located throughout the District. None 
of the schools in the attendance areas for students living in 
the study area are planned for replacement or modernization, 
but they are planned for improvements and safety upgrades 
(Tacoma Public Schools, 2015).

The current bond funds projects through 2021 and the District 
has capital improvement plans in place through that year. The 
District is in the early stages of future planning beyond 2021. It is 
working with a demographer to update enrollment projections 
and will be conducting building conditions assessments and 
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master planning in anticipation of starting the process for a new 
bond request in 2019 or 2020 (Tacoma Public Schools, 2016).

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Impacts Common to Both Alternatives

Under both alternatives significant housing growth is expected 
to occur. As new housing units are developed over time, an 
increase in the population of public school students in the study 
area is anticipated. Growth in the study area would likely result 
in incremental increases in the public school student population 
and associated incremental impacts on public schools. This 
would allow the District to respond through ongoing capacity 
management planning. The District and the City regularly share 
information such as enrollment projections and population 
targets and provide input on each other’s planning processes to 
help ensure adequate school services are provided in the City.

The District has a plan in place to meet projected student 
demand citywide through 2021, by making facility improve-
ments funded by its 2013 bond. The District does not anticipate 
a need to make school facility improvements in the study area 
prior to 2021 and is in the process of evaluating longer-term 
facility needs. In the event of a shortfall in student capacity at 
the schools serving the study area, the District could address 
this in several ways such as adjusting school boundaries, 
adding or removing portables, remodeling existing schools and 
constructing new schools.

It is possible that the District would redevelop the Madison 
School facility at some point in the future, but no current plans 
exist to do so. During the Subarea planning process, community 
members expressed a desire for the Madison School site to 
function as a community hub, with part of the school grounds 
continuing to be made available for public recreational use, as 
well as public facility improvements such as a library, community 
center, and additional public parks and open space. The District 
is open to discussions about the future of the site but has not 
committed to anything at this time. District staff have indicated 
an interest in hearing from the community as they undertake 
their upcoming planning effort in order to understand commu-
nity interests and priorities. 

Impacts of Alternative 1 (No Action)
No impacts other than those described under Impacts Common 
to All Alternatives.
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Impacts of Alternative 2
The Draft Subarea Plan includes policies intended to increase 
coordination with the Tacoma School District and to consider 
opportunities for enhancing school services and other public 
services and amenities in the study area through redeveloping 
the existing Madison School site in the community or adding 
a new school site (Actions US-8, CV-10, CV-11, CV-23 and Goals 
CV-3 and Cv-6). If successfully implemented, these policies 
are anticipated to have positive impacts on access to school 
services and quality of life in the study area. 

MITIGATING MEASURES

Incorporated Plan Features

Mitigation contained in plans and policies adopted or planned 
for adoption as part of the proposed action

•	 Under Alternative 2, successful implementation of policy 
guidance in the Draft Subarea Plan described above would 
likely have positive impacts on school services by enhancing 
or adding new school facilities in the study area. 

Regulations and Commitments

Mitigation contained in regulations or other requirements 
adopted or planned for adoption as part of the proposed action

•	 Under both alternatives, ongoing Tacoma Public Schools 
capital facilities management planning is anticipated to be 
sufficient to address increases in student population.

•	 Under both alternatives, continued sharing of information 
between the City and the District, including population 
targets and enrollment projections, is expected to inform 
each other’s long-range planning efforts and help to prevent 
shortfalls in school capacity. 

Other Mitigation Measures

Any other mitigation not contained in the categories above 

•	 Under Alternative 2, encourage participation by the City 
and community stakeholders in the Tacoma Public Schools 
upcoming Master Planning effort to ensure that the Subarea 
Plan growth targets and policy guidance are considered. 

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS
Any other mitigation not contained in the categories above 

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to schools services 
are anticipated.
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3.7.4	 PUBLIC PARKS AND OPEN SPACES AND 
RECREATION FACILITIES
EXISTING CONDITIONS

Services

Metro Parks Tacoma, the City of Tacoma and other public and 
private partners work in collaboration to provide active parks 
and passive open spaces in Tacoma, including the study area. 
Active parks are intended to meet community needs for a wide 
range of recreational activities, such as participating in cultural 
and recreational programs, playing team sports, practicing 
individual physical activities such as running or bicycling, and 
playing on play equipment. Passive open space, on the other 
hand, is intended to be left primarily in its natural state with 
minimal facility improvements such as soft surface trails and 
benches. Both Metro Parks Tacoma and the City of Tacoma 
provide cultural and recreational programming for commu-
nity members at their facilities (City of Tacoma Planning and 
Development Services (PDS), 2016).

Resource Inventory

The City of Tacoma contains approximately 1,480 acres of 
active parks and 3,900 acres of passive open space (City of 
Tacoma PDS, 2015). Park and open space areas are distributed 
throughout the City.

Four public parks and open space assets are contained within or 
intersect with the study area (Figure 3.7-2):
•	 Lincoln Heights Park is provided by Metro Parks Tacoma 

and is a neighborhood park of about 2 acres in size with 
basketball, picnic and play equipment located in the Lincoln 
Heights District. 

•	 The 40th Street Community Garden is a new community 
garden a third of an acre in size located next to the Madison 
School. It is provided through a community-led effort with 
support from the City of Tacoma and Pierce Conservation 
District. 

•	 South Park is provided by Metro Parks Tacoma and is an 
active park located partially within the boundaries of 
the study area along S. Tacoma Way between S. 43rd St. 
and S. 48th St. It continues south of the study area. The 
portion of the park in the study area is about 4 acres and 
includes landscaped areas, trees and utility buildings. The 
portion south of the study area includes play equipment, 
a sprayground, gardens and tree stands. It is located next 
to the Asia Pacific Cultural Center, which is an important 
community resource offering classes, meeting space, and 
cultural events. These resources are located closest to the 

Parks, open spaces and recreation 
facilities provide opportunities for 
adults and children to enjoy healthy and 
active lifestyles, and at the same time 
help to knit communities of diverse 
backgrounds together.

Parks, open spaces and recreation 
facilities provide opportunities for 
adults and children to enjoy healthy and 
active lifestyles, and at the same time 
help to knit communities of diverse 
backgrounds together.
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Madison District and are a half mile or more from other 
portions of the study area.

•	 The Water Flume Line Trail runs through South Park and 
follows the western border of the study area along S. 
Tacoma Way. The trail is a bicycle and pedestrian facility 
providing opportunities for physical activity and is provided 
by the City of Tacoma.

Other notable green spaces near the study area include 
the privately owned Tacoma Cemetery and Oakwood Hill 
Cemetery. These two facilities are located adjacent to each 
other just south of the study area, next to South Park. They 
provide visual access to nature and, though not directly acces-
sible from all areas within the study area, are open for walking 
during certain hours.

Private facilities also play a role in meeting community open 
space and recreation needs. At least two private spaces serve a 
community open space function to some degree. The Tacoma 
Mall has begun to provide outdoor gathering space through 
recent expansions to the south side of the building. These 
added two outdoor plaza areas that serve as an entrance to 
the Mall as well as a place for social interaction and access to 
fresh air. The Tacoma Friends Meeting, a community group, 
maintains a Peace Garden that is accessible to community 
members by invitation. Additionally, private developers may 
provide private recreational amenities in apartment and 
mixed-residential buildings.

Five other Metro Parks Tacoma parks and open space resources 
located about one to two miles from the study area are the 
STAR Center, Wapato Park, Lincoln Park, Wapato Hills, and the 
Tacoma Nature Center. Due to their distance from the study 
area and the presence of obstacles, such as S. Tacoma Way 
and I-5, these facilities are likely to be accessible from the study 
area only by car. The STAR Center is located on S. 66th St. and 
S. Tacoma Way and offers a wide range of recreational activi-
ties as part of the SERA (South End Recreation Center) Campus; 
the 75-acre SERA Campus provides community space and 
programs offered Metro Parks Tacoma, Tacoma Public Schools 
and the Boys & Girls Club of South Puget Sound. Wapato 
Park is located off I-5 on S. 72nd St. and provides amenities 
such as walking trails around Wapato Lake, an off-leash dog 
park, picnic shelters, gardens and a play area. Wapato Hills, 
located just south of the study area at S. 54th and Tacoma 
Mall Boulevard includes the Skip & Laura Vaughn Playground, 
hiking trails, basketball courts and ballfield. Lincoln Park just 
east of the study area at S. 37th St. and S. Thompson Avenue, 
adjacent to Lincoln High School includes a playground, ball-
field, basketball courts and strolling paths. The Tacoma Nature 
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Center is located off State Route 16 and S. Tyler St., in a 71-acre 
nature preserve encompassing Snake Lake and the surrounding 
wetlands and forest. The center offers a variety of nature-re-
lated programs and a system of walking trails.

Performance

The City’s Comprehensive Plan and Metro Parks Tacoma’s Green 
Vision 2030 establish LOS standards for parks and open space. 
A LOS standard in both plans is that there should be a park 
within three quarters of a mile of all residents. A gap analysis 
based on this standard shows that there is a small service area 
gap in the southeast corner of the study area (Figure 3.7-4). 
The study area has no parks near its center, but that area is 
not considered to have a service gap based on adopted LOS 
standards.

Parks and Open Space and Recreation Facilities 
Planning

Metro Parks Tacoma’s Green Vision 2030 provides long-term 
strategic direction for providing parks and open space services 
and achieving its mission to create healthy opportunities for 
community members to play, learn and grow. The Parks and 
Recreation Element of the City’s 2040 Comprehensive Plan 
provides the same type of direction for City-provided parks 
and open space services. Both plans call for increasing access 
to parks, environmental stewardship and providing program-
ming that supports cultural vitality. Additionally, Metro Parks 
Tacoma adopted the Mission-Led Comprehensive Program 
Plan in 2016 to guide program priorities for improvements of 
services provided to the community over the next six years. This 
plan focuses on three Mission-Led program areas: active and 
community wellness, nature and environment, and culture and 
heritage.

Metro Parks Tacoma and the City have identified a need 
to maintain and expand parks facilities in the future. Metro 
Parks Tacoma has over 70 capital projects planned through 
2025, according to their current Capital Improvement Plan. 
Planned projects include improvements to existing facilities 
and construction of new facilities. One of these projects is for 
the Lincoln Heights Park and consists of fencing, irrigation, field 
improvements, playground upgrades, pathway accessibility 
upgrades, landscaping and signage. Another project is for 
South Park and includes building upgrades, parking lot lighting, 
landscaping, site furnishings and drainage improvements. The 
timeframe and funding sources for these projects have yet to be 
determined (Metro Parks Tacoma, 2016).
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The City of Tacoma 2015–2020 Capital Facilities Program 
includes ten parks and open space improvement projects as 
well as over 30 nonmotorized transportation and streetscape 
projects. Two of these projects are for connectivity and access 
improvements to the Water Flume Line Trail (City of Tacoma 
OMB, 2014).

The Subarea planning process brought attention to an existing 
recognized need for collaboration between the City, Metro 
Parks Tacoma, parks partners and community members on 
how best to serve high-density urban centers like the Tacoma 
Mall RGC, including consideration of the importance of being 
within walking distance of parks, public places and open 
spaces and the kinds of amenities and programs desired in 
compact urban neighborhoods. The City’s Comprehensive Plan 
calls for establishing specific targets for open space, park and 
recreation facilities to meet needs in mixed-use centers (P-7.5), 
and for continuing to work in close partnership with Metro 
Parks Tacoma including updates to long-term plans for parks 
and open space systems (Policy P-2.2). Metro Parks Tacoma’s 
Green Vision Plan also recognizes that there is a need for future 
park LOS assessment including consideration of parks within 
walking distance (pg. 36–37). Metro Parks Tacoma’s Mission-Led 
Comprehensive Plan calls for coordinating planning areas and 
LOS standards with the City of Tacoma to facilitate information 
sharing and joint planning (pg. 6), and generally provides guid-
ance that updates to LOS standards should support program 
improvement needs identified in the plan. 

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Impacts Common to Both Alternatives

Growth in residential and worker populations in the study 
area proposed under both alternatives is expected to result in 
increased use of existing parks, public places and open space 
facilities in the study area, and corresponding increases in oper-
ations and maintenance needs.

Both alternatives are evaluated for the purposes of this EIS 
based on the currently adopted parks LOS standards. As 
discussed above, these standards may be updated in the future 
as a result of coordinated planning between the City, Metro 
Parks Tacoma, other parks partners and the community. Under 
the currently adopted LOS standards there is an existing identi-
fied need to address a small parks service gap in the southeast 
corner of the study area. As population grows in the study area, 
this gap will affect a greater number of people. 

Growth is anticipated to occur incrementally under both alter-
natives. This would allow the City of Tacoma and Metro Parks 
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Tacoma to respond to corresponding increases in need through 
ongoing parks and open space resource management planning 
efforts.

Impacts of Alternative 1 (No Action)
No impacts other than those described under Impacts Common 
to All Alternatives.

Impacts of Alternative 2
The Draft Subarea Plan describes the community vision for an 
integrated system of parks, public places, open space, green 
infrastructure and public streets that emerged through the 
planning process. The plan supports a coordinated partnership 
with Metro Parks Tacoma, the City of Tacoma, other parks part-
ners and the community to achieve the vision and recognizes 
that integration of the vision into the context of citywide system 
planning efforts is a first step toward action. 

Policy guidance in the Draft Subarea Plan includes collaborat-
ing with parks partners to establish a shared definition of LOS 
standards for urban parks and a shared understanding of how 
best to serve the parks, public places and open space needs 
and vision of Tacoma’s densest urban centers, as well as adopt-
ing the following parks planning principles for the Tacoma Mall 
Neighborhood. The LOS standards and parks planning principles 
are meant to be a starting point for future discussion and adop-
tion by parks partners. 

Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Planning Principles Proposed for 
Consideration by Parks Partners

•	 a park or open space in each of the four Tacoma Mall 
Neighborhood districts 

•	 located along the Loop Road to create a continuous string 
of green public spaces

•	 provides green stormwater infrastructure and tree canopy

•	 enhances sense of place and urban design

•	 meets the recreational programming needs of dense urban 
neighborhood and diverse communities 

 

The Draft Subarea Plan includes an illustrative concept plan for 
an expanded parks system in the study area based on the parks 
and public places planning principles proposed for consideration 
by parks partners, as shown in Figure 2.8. This map is meant to 
serve as a starting point for discussion about developing new 
parks in the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood based upon public 
placemaking and urban design principles articulated in the 
Subarea Plan. Future parks are not likely to be in these exact 
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locations, configurations or sizes. Once parks facilities priorities 
were determined by parks partners, acquisition of future park-
land would take place over time based on the availability of 
grants and other funding sources. The Draft Subarea Plan also 
recognizes the public open space, placemaking function and 
cultural value of carefully located public places in the Tacoma 
Mall Neighborhood not captured by current parks typologies or 
LOS standards.

The Draft Subarea Plan includes policy guidance to collaborate 
with parks partners to develop plans, implementation, funding 
and maintenance strategies for a network of parks, public 
places and open spaces in the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood. 
Additional policy guidance includes coordinating with the 
Tacoma School District about the potential use of the Madison 
School site for parks or other public uses, as discussed under 
School Services, exploring options for relocating the 40th 
St Community Garden out of the right-of-way in order to 
reconnect the street grid at this location, working with private 
developers to provide parks and open spaces, and engaging 
with the community to create recreational opportunities for all 
ages, household types, cultural backgrounds, income levels and 
interests.

Development of new parks and open space facilities and 
programming based on the policy guidance in the Draft 
Subarea Plan would require significant capital investments. 
Metro Parks Tacoma is the primary provider of parks and open 
space services in Tacoma and may be able to provide some of 
the new services, but the City would likely need to partner with 
additional partners as well. Metro Parks’ current service model 
does not support a large number of small parks in close prox-
imity to each other. Other potential providers of public parks 
and open spaces for the study area include the City of Tacoma, 
private developers, nonprofits and community organizations. 

MITIGATING MEASURES

Incorporated Plan Features

Mitigation contained in plans and policies adopted or planned 
for adoption as part of the proposed action

•	 Under Alternative 2, successful implementation of policy 
guidance in the Draft Subarea Plan described above would 
likely have positive impacts on parks and open space 
services by expanding facilities and programming in the 
study area through collaboration with parks partners. 

Regulations and Commitments

Mitigation contained in regulations or other requirements 
adopted or planned for adoption as part of the proposed action
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•	 Under both alternatives, ongoing parks and open space 
resource management planning efforts would allow the City 
and Metro Parks Tacoma to plan for changes in demand 
for parks and open space and in facilities maintenance and 
development needs over time.

Other Mitigation Measures

Any other mitigation not contained in the categories above 

•	 Under Alternative 1, continue the ongoing discussion 
about how best to serve high-density urban centers like 
the Tacoma Mall RGC, including consideration of new LOS 
standards for urban parks, similar to what is proposed under 
Alternative 2.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to parks and open 
space services are anticipated.
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Figure 3.7.2.  Existing Forest Canopy and Parks
Source: City of Tacoma, 2016; 3 Square Blocks, 2016.
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Figure 3.7.3.  Existing Parks and Open Spaces 

Source: City of Tacoma, 2016; 3 Square Blocks, 2016.
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Figure 3.7.4.  Existing Active Parks Gap Analysis 

Source: City of Tacoma, 2016; 3 Square Blocks, 2016.
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3.8.1	 INTRODUCTION
This section describes the existing status of utility service and 
evaluates the impacts of household and employment growth 
on utility service within the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood study 
area. Utilities discussed in this section include water, wastewater, 
stormwater, electricity, natural gas, solid waste, and telecom-
munications. Generally, the study area is well served by existing 
utilities, with some system upgrades anticipated for aging water, 
wastewater, and stormwater infrastructure (primarily pipe 
systems).
Table 3.8-1 displays the purveyors for each of the key utilities 
serving the study area. A description of each service provider 
follows the table.

Table 3.1-1	Utility Providers

Utility Provider

Water Tacoma Public Utilities, Tacoma Water 
division

Wastewater City of Tacoma Environmental Services 
Department

Stormwater City of Tacoma Environmental Services 
Department

Electricity Tacoma Public Utilities, Tacoma Power 
division

Natural Gas Puget Sound Energy

Solid Waste City of Tacoma Environmental Services 
Department

Telecommunications Tacoma Public Utilities (Click! division) and 
private providers

Source: ESA, 2016
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Tacoma Public Utilities (TPU) was formed in 1893 when the City 
of Tacoma purchased the water and electrical systems from 
the Tacoma Water and Light Company. TPU provides water 
and electricity to the greater Tacoma area, including the study 
area, as well as telecommunications and freight rail services. 
The Tacoma City Charter provides for TPU to be governed by 
a five-member Public Utility Board. The Tacoma City Council 
appoints the five Public Utility Board members to five-year 
terms. While the Public Utility Board is the governing body and 
provides policy guidance, some matters, such as issuing bonds 
and fixing utility rates, also require formal Tacoma City Council 
approval. TPU operates as Tacoma Water, Tacoma Power 
(which includes the telecommunications section, operating as 
Click! Network), and Tacoma Rail (City of Tacoma, 2015a).

City of Tacoma Environmental Services Department provides 
wastewater management, solid waste management, and 
surface water management across the City. The Environmental 
Services Department has oversight from the City Council, City 
Manager, and the Environmental Services Commission. The 
Environmental Services Commission was established to review 
and make recommendations to the Environmental Services 
Department, as well as the City Council and City Manager, 
on wastewater, surface water and solid waste rates and rate 
structures, as well as services, policies and programs developed 
by the Environmental Services Department. The Environmental 
Services Department operates consistent with their 2013–2018 
Strategic Plan, which establishes vision, mission and values; 
provides goals and objectives; establishes LOS standards, and 
aids in decision-making (City of Tacoma, 2014a).

Puget Sound Energy (PSE) provides natural gas service to 
Tacoma residents and businesses. PSE is a private utility provid-
ing natural gas and electric service to homes and businesses in 
the Puget Sound region of Western Washington and portions of 
Eastern Washington, covering eight counties and approximately 
6,000 square miles.

3.8.2	 WATER SYSTEM
EXISTING CONDITIONS
Tacoma Water, a division of TPU, provides potable water to 
residences, businesses, and industries located in the cities of 
Tacoma, University Place, Ruston and portions of the cities of 
Puyallup, Bonney Lake, Fircrest, Federal Way, and portions of 
Pierce and King Counties. TPU also provides wholesale water 
supplies to independent water purveyors operating in Pierce 
and King Counties, and is a participant in a regional partner-
ship known as the Regional Water Supply System formed by 
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Tacoma Water, the Lakehaven Utility District, the City of Kent 
and the Covington Water District. Tacoma Water sources its 
water primarily from the surface waters of the Green River 
and groundwater sources in the Green River watershed. As 
reported in the Executive Summary of Tacoma Water’s 2006 
Comprehensive Water System Plan, TPU owns wells located 
in and around the city with a “short-term combined pumping 
capacity of approximately 60 million gallons a day (mgd)” (TPU, 
2007). This is understood to suggest that this is the maximum 
capacity of TPU wells in and around the City, and that sustained 
pumping at this maximum capacity does not frequently occur. 
Four wells are located within the study area (City of Tacoma, 
2014b; TPU, 2007):

•	 Well #9A—4.5 mgd sustained withdrawal rate, located at 
Tacoma Mall Center (S. 36th St. and S. Lawrence Street);

•	 Well #12A—4.3 mgd sustained withdrawal rate, located at S. 
36th St. & S. Pine Street;

•	 Well #6B—6.1 mgd sustained withdrawal rate, located at S. 
43rd St. & S. Tacoma Way (reported as 4.2 mgd capacity in 
City of Tacoma, 2014b); and

•	 Well #11A—8.3 mgd sustained withdrawal rate, located at S. 
43rd St. & S. Tacoma Way.

These wells and other wells in and near the City (collec-
tively referred to as the Service Area Wells within the 2006 
Comprehensive Water System Plan) serve to augment water 
supply provided by the Green River during low water periods, 
generally in summer months. On an annual basis, these 
groundwater sources supply approximately 15% of TPU’s total 
annual water supply need (TPU, 2007). When operational 
and pumping, Service Area Wells within the study area draw 
groundwater and provide water supply along with supply from 
the Green River. Together, these supplies support fire flows 
and domestic use throughout the Tacoma Water service area. 
Together, Tacoma Water’s current available water supply (110 
million gallons per day) far exceeds the average use (55 million 
gallons per day) (Tacoma Water website, 2016). 
Citywide, Tacoma Water’s facilities include distribution mains, 
distribution lines, pump stations, reservoirs, standpipes and 20 
wells (TPU, 2007; City of Tacoma, 2015a). Almost two-thirds of 
these in-City wells are within the South Tacoma area (referred 
to by Tacoma Water as the South Tacoma wellfield), extending 
to the south of the study area. The water supply system in the 
study area includes a combination of cast iron, ductile iron, and 
asbestos cement (AC) pipe. The AC pipe is located mostly in 
the Lincoln Heights area in the vicinity of Lincoln Heights Park 
(Figure 3.8-1). The water system was installed over the years to 
meet fire hydrant spacing and fire flow requirements to serve 
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existing development. Within the study area, the water distribu-
tion mains range in size from six inches to 12 inches in diameter, 
and there is a 30-inch water transmission main in S. Lawrence 
St. Water pressure ranges from 35 to 75 pounds per square inch 
(psi) (email communication with G. Whitley, 2015 and 2016). 
Water fire flow capacity in the study area is provided via the 
main in S. Lawrence St. and is adequate for future growth. 
Development is required to pay for and provide all water service 
infrastructure required as a result of the development.

The City’s adopted LOS standard for water is 442 gallons per 
day (gpd) per Equivalent Residential Unit (ERU). The 442 gpd 
per ERU represents a four-day peak period demand, with a 
peak factor of 2.01 times the actual average daily residential 
water consumption of 220 gpd per ERU. The four-day peak 
water demands drive the new water system facility require-
ments for meeting new customer growth. The four-day peak 
(maximum) is defined as the average use per day of the four 
highest consecutive days of water use in the summer months 
(City of Tacoma, 2015a and 2014b).

Based on Tacoma Water demand forecast, the current Tacoma 
Water water supply facilities have sufficient capacity to meet 
projected growth rates until 2060 (City of Tacoma, 2014b).

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Impacts Common to Both Alternatives

Due to similarities in anticipated growth under both alterna-
tives, corresponding increases in water utility demand would be 
similar. 

Both alternatives would increase the demand for water, and 
higher growth would correspond to higher demands on the 
water supply. However, the capacity of the existing utility in 
the study area exceeds demand, and adopted LOS standards 
for water flow and pressure are anticipated to be met with 
existing water supplies and adequately routed through the 
existing water transmission main (in S. Lawrence Street) and 
distribution mains infrastructure. While some localized capac-
ity upgrades could be required to supply new development, 
no major new projects or initiatives are anticipated to be 
necessary for projected growth within the subarea. Localized 
improvements to water distribution mains necessary to support 
specific development projects would be funded and completed 
by the developer consistent with City of Tacoma concurrency 
standards.

What are Equivalent Residential 
Units (ERUs)?

The use of equivalent residential units 
(ERUs) is a method to express water 
use by non-residential customers as 
an equivalent number of residential 
customers, to derive total gallons per 
day LOS for the population.

Impacts of Alternatives 1 (No 
Action) and 2 (Action Alternative)

Alternative 1 (No Action) would 
maintain the existing RGC boundaries 
and growth targets, as well as the 
City’s current development regulations 
for the subarea. Alternative 2 (Action 
Alternative) proposes to expand the 
RGC boundaries, increase growth 
targets for the subarea to account 
for this expansion, and to adopt 
and implement the Tacoma Mall 
Neighborhood Subarea Plan including 
changes to zoning and development 
regulations.
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Impacts of Alternative 1 (No Action)
No impacts other than those described under Impacts Common 
to All Alternatives.

Impacts of Alternative 2
The Draft Subarea Plan includes policy guidance to support 
provision of public services in the study area. Goal US-1 calls for 
ensuring that utilities are available at an appropriate LOS to 
support the neighborhood’s existing and planned development. 
This is consistent with current City practices. Successful imple-
mentation of this goal is anticipated to have positive impacts 
on water service as the Draft Subarea Plan is implemented over 
time. 

MITIGATING MEASURES

Incorporated Plan Features

Mitigation contained in plans and policies adopted or planned 
for adoption as part of the proposed action

•	 Under Alternative 2, successful implementation of Goal 
US-1 is expected to help ensure adequate provision of 
water services in the study area. Proposed development 
in the subarea would be reviewed for consistency with this 
goal and other policy guidance in the Subarea Plan, as well 
as any associated regulatory requirements.

Regulations and Commitments

Mitigation contained in regulations or other requirements 
adopted or planned for adoption as part of the proposed action

Under both alternatives, TPU currently plans to replace aging 
cast iron water pipes ranging in size from six inch to 12 inch 
diameter located in Union Avenue from S. 38th St. to S. 47th 
Street  (personal communication with Tacoma Public Utility staff 
[G.Whitley], August 2015). The segments planned for replace-
ment are shown in Figure 3.8-1. 
•	 Under both alternatives, proponents of future development 

will be required to pay for utility system improvements 
necessary to facilitate the development projects.

Other Mitigation Measures

Any other mitigation not contained in the categories above 

•	 Under both alternatives, continue ongoing water 
conservation measures and programs within the Subarea, 
as supported by One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan Policy 
PFS-7.10 (Promote water reuse and water conservation 
opportunities that diminish impacts on water, wastewater, 
and surface water systems). Implement programs to 
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educate water users on conservation measures at home 
and at work, and encourage implementation of emerging 
approaches to conserve water, including use of incentives 
programs.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts are anticipated 
related to the projected growth in demand for domestic water 
service within the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood study area.

3.8.3	 WASTEWATER
 EXISTING CONDITIONS
City of Tacoma’s Environmental Services Department provides 
sanitary sewer service to Tacoma, Ruston, Fircrest, Fife, Milton, 
and parts of unincorporated Pierce County. The City owns 
two wastewater treatment plants: the Central Wastewater 
Treatment Plant (CTP) and the North End Wastewater 
Treatment Plant (NETP), as well as sanitary sewer pipes and 
pump stations. The City also has an agreement with Pierce 
County to use their Chambers Creek Facility for sewage treat-
ment (City of Tacoma, 2015a). Wastewater from the entire study 
area flows to the Central Wastewater Treatment Plant (CTP) 
located on the southwest shoreline of the Puyallup River below 
the State Route 509 bridge, and accessed via East Portland 
Avenue and Cleveland Way.
Capacity in the City’s wastewater system for collecting and 
treating wastewater is a function of both the quantity of flow 
generated by the City’s customers and the amount of inflow 
and infiltration of stormwater runoff and groundwater that 
enters the wastewater collection system through cracks in pipes 
or other defects. Inflow refers to sources of stormwater runoff 
(roof, foundation and yard drains, and other stormwater pipes) 
entering sanitary sewers from inappropriate connections, with 
highest levels of inflow occurring during storm events. Infiltration 
refers to groundwater entering sanitary sewers through 
defective pipe joints, cracks, or broken pipes; typically, as the 
infrastructure ages, defects allow for increasing infiltration. The 
wastewater system within the study area includes concrete, 
PVC and cured in place pipe (CIPP) ranging in age from 2 to 75 
years old, with the majority of the sanitary pipes installed in the 
1940s and 1950s. A few years ago, about 32% of the system in 
the study area was rehabilitated.
Wastewater is conveyed by gravity in pipes ranging in size from 
eight-inch to 18-inches in diameter (Figure 3.8-2). Though the 
study area has no major pump stations or trunk mains, the area 
south of S. 38th St. flows through a large pump station behind 
the Tacoma Public Utility building.
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The LOS standard for wastewater is 200 gallons per capita for 
each day during the maximum month wastewater flow. In addi-
tion, the City has a daily 400 gallons per capita LOS standard 
for peak hydraulic capacity (the capacity for a peak instan-
taneous flow). These LOS standards are subject to state and 
City concurrency standards (City of Tacoma, 2015a and 2014b). 
As reported in the City’s 2015 One Tacoma Comprehensive 
Plan, the existing “treatment capacity, and the capacity of 
the overall collection system, is sufficient to meet anticipated 
demand for the next six years or more” (City of Tacoma, 2015a). 
The One Tacoma Plan goes on to stipulate that “collection 
system capacity is not uniformly distributed throughout the 
system and no guarantee can be made that there is capacity in 
every line for every new development.” Across the City’s waste-
water system service area, the Tacoma 2015 Capital Facilities 
Program details that $47-million in collection system project 
spending is anticipated between 2015 and 2020 (more than 
50% of all wastewater capital project spending). All funding for 
these projects is from utility participation fees (City of Tacoma, 
2014b). 

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Impacts Common to Both Alternatives

Due to similarities in anticipated growth under both alternatives 
(see Draft EIS Chapter 2), corresponding increases in wastewa-
ter utility demand would be similar. 

It is not anticipated that growth associated with the No 
Action or Action Alternative would result in significant capac-
ity implications for the existing conveyance systems or result 
in temporary or permanent reduction in LOS for residents or 
businesses within the study area. City of Tacoma Environmental 
Services Department would continue its practice of developers 
upgrading the utility with anticipated growth throughout their 
service area to ensure adequate infrastructure is provided. 
While there would be increased demand on the wastewater 
system under either alternative, the Environmental Services—
Wastewater Department follows city policy to address system 
capacity issues and to incorporate improvements and repairs 
in association with City infrastructure projects and other major 
development activities (City of Tacoma, 2014a and 2015b). Due 
to sufficient capacity within the existing wastewater treat-
ment plant, and ongoing Environmental Services Department 
programs and planning, increased demand for wastewater 
service under either alternative is not considered a significant 
impact.
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As detailed above, the City’s treatment plants have capacity 
available to absorb anticipated growth in utility customers and 
still meet wastewater treatment LOS requirements for the next 
six years. As growth across the service area approaches existing 
capacity, the Environmental Services Department will continue 
to make improvements to wastewater collections systems, the 
CTP, and the NETP. Improvements will be completed consistent 
with the current 2015–2020 Capital Facilities Program (City 
of Tacoma, 2014b), future capital facilities program updates, 
and policies within the One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan (City 
of Tacoma, 2015a). Consistent with concurrency requirements, 
proponents of new or redevelopment may be required to upsize 
systems based on new peak flows, including consideration 
of future upstream conveyance conditions. These develop-
er-funded and implemented conveyance system improvements 
will be paired with City implementation of 2015–2020 Capital 
Facilities Program project priorities for both wastewater 
conveyance and treatment systems, as supported by utility 
participation fees.

Impacts of Alternative 1 (No Action)
No impacts other than those described under Impacts Common 
to All Alternatives.

Impacts of Alternative 2
The Draft Subarea Plan includes policy guidance to support 
provision of public services in the study area. Goal US-1 calls for 
ensuring that utilities are available at an appropriate LOS to 
support the neighborhood’s existing and planned development. 
This is consistent with current City practices. Successful imple-
mentation of this goal is anticipated to have positive impacts 
on wastewater service as the Draft Subarea Plan is imple-
mented over time. 

MITIGATING MEASURES

Incorporated Plan Features

Mitigation contained in plans and policies adopted or planned 
for adoption as part of the proposed action

•	 Under Alternative 2, successful implementation of Goal 
US-1 is expected to help ensure adequate provision 
of wastewater services in the study area. Proposed 
development in the subarea would be reviewed for 
consistency with this goal and other policy guidance in 
the Subarea Plan, as well as any associated regulatory 
requirements.

What is Concurrency?

Concurrency ordinances are legal 
requirements for a development to 
assess whether the existing public 
infrastructure and services are 
adequate to support the increased 
demands generated by the proposed 
development. If adequate facilities are 
not in place, the applicant is required 
to provide the additional facilities 
needed, wait until adequate facilities 
are available, or provide some form of 
alternative mitigation (often a financial 
contribution to offset demands on the 
system).
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Regulations and Commitments

Mitigation contained in regulations or other requirements 
adopted or planned for adoption as part of the proposed 
action

•	 Under both alternatives, wastewater system improvements 
will occur over time, including replacement and upsizing 
of aging sanitary sewer pipes and extensions as a result 
of new development or redevelopment (Dressler, 2016;; 
personal communication with City Environmental Services 
staff, August 2015).

•	 Under both alternatives, wastewater system capacity 
determinations and upgrade requirements will be made by 
the City on a case-by-case basis for development projects 
resulting in greater than 20 dwelling units, and commercial 
or industrial developments that will result in a peak daily 
flow of more than 5,000 gpd.

Other Mitigation Measures

Any other mitigation not contained in the categories above 

•	 Under both alternatives, new development and 
redevelopment may reduce per-capita water demand (and 
therefore, wastewater service demand) by using newer, 
low- or no-flow plumbing fixtures and equipment. 

•	 Under both alternatives, ongoing implementation of TPU’s 
Ways to Save at Home program may extend per-capita 
water demand reductions to existing residences within the 
study area.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts are anticipated 
related to the projected growth in demand for wastewater 
service within the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood study area.

3.8.4	 ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS, 
WATERSHEDS, AND STORMWATER
EXISTING CONDITIONS

Contaminated Sites

The Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department and the 
Washington State Department of Ecology monitor contami-
nation of soil and groundwater in Pierce County. Their records 
show two contaminated sites in the study area (Figure 3.8-5). 
The northernmost site is located at the north end of S. 
Lawrence St. and has contaminated soil and groundwater. The 
other site, located in the Madison District near the northeast 
corner of S. Warner St. and S. 45th St., has soil contaminated 
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with arsenic and metal pollutants (Tacoma-Pierce County 
Health Department, 2015).
Leaking underground storage tanks (UST) are a common source 
of soil and groundwater contamination. USTs are used by gas 
stations and other businesses to store and manage hazardous 
materials on site. Hazardous materials can leak from USTs that 
have not been properly maintained or have been abandoned. 
Figure 3.8-5 shows sites where abandoned underground 
storage tanks may be present based on site history. Five 
recorded UST sites are within the study area, two of which are 
in the existing Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Regional Growth 
Center north of S. 38th St. between S. Pine St. and S. Cedar St.

Groundwater Conditions

In 2015, Robinson Noble conducted a geologic assessment of 
the Tacoma Mall subarea describing the geologic context and 
stormwater infiltration potential in different parts of the study 
area. The surface geology of the Tacoma Mall Subarea is glacial 
in origin and consists of four primary units. Three of the units—
Steilacoom gravels, Vashon advance outwash, and Vashon 
recessional outwash—are highly permeable, coarse grained 
sand and gravel deposits. Where these deposits occur without 
overlying impervious cover, precipitation is likely to infiltrate to 
the groundwater table. The fourth unit, Vashon till, is a low-per-
meability layer of silt and clay-bound sand. Precipitation onto 
areas of Vashon till is not likely to infiltrate quickly, resulting in 
surface runoff. Of these, highly permeable Steilacoom gravel 
(occurring generally in the western portion of the study area) 
and low-permeability Vashon till (occurring generally in the 
eastern portion) are the most prevalent geologic units in the 
subarea (Robinson Noble 2015). 

Areas of Steilacoom gravel deposits range from ten feet to 
more than thirty feet thick, with infiltrated stormwater migrat-
ing generally westward toward the South Tacoma Channel 
west of the study area. Infiltrated flows recharge to aquifer 
resources within South Tacoma Aquifer System, which consists of 
several aquifer units separated by intervening aquitard soil units 
(Robinson Noble, 2015). 

Due to these geologic conditions, the western portion of the 
study area and portions of the eastern portion provide oppor-
tunity for groundwater recharge; in these areas, infiltration of 
stormwater may have the potential to help minimize localized 
flooding and reduce peak flows to downstream resources. 
The prevalence and depth of highly permeable soils, and the 
minimum approximately 30-foot separation from the ground 
surface down to the most shallow groundwater contour 
elevations suggest stormwater infiltration as an effective 

Stormwater infiltration generally 
refers to systems that direct clean 
runoff into soils with high groundwater 
recharge rates, replenishing aquifers 
and reducing surface runoff volumes.
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management strategy within the majority of the study area 
(Robinson and Noble, 2015). 

The entire study area is located within the South Tacoma 
Groundwater Protection District (STGPD) that was created to 
protect the quality of water within the South Tacoma aquifer, 
an important source of drinking water for the City. The City uses 
the South Tacoma aquifer as drinking water supply, supplying 
as much as 40% of the total water demand during periods 
of peak summer use (on an annual basis, all TPU wells in and 
near the City provide approximately 15% of the utility’s total 
annual water supply need; TPU, 2007). The STGPD program is 
managed by the Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department. 
Requirements for the STGPD are established through TMC 13.09 
and Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department guidelines. 
Facilities that use, store, dispose or otherwise handle hazardous 
materials, have a stormwater infiltration unit on-site and are 
not categorically exempt must submit a STGPD permit appli-
cation for review by the Health Department (City of Tacoma, 
2015a; Memo from City of Tacoma Public Works and Tacoma-
Pierce County Health Department, 2011).

Land Cover Conditions

The quantity and quality of stormwater runoff is highly depen-
dent on land use, traffic, and particularly on the amount of 
effective impervious surface. Effective impervious surfaces are 
defined in this document as hard surfaces (typically pavement 
or buildings) that allow no infiltration into the soil and contribute 
directly to the stormwater conveyance system. High amounts of 
impervious surfaces lead to more stormwater runoff and higher 
stormwater peak flows. Streets, parking lots and other trans-
portation structures make up the bulk of impervious surface 
area in most watersheds and collect pollution such as heavy 
metals, grease and oils. Stormwater runoff from these surfaces 
can transport these pollutants to streams, lakes and other 
waterbodies.

Impervious surfaces, which cover more than 70% of the study 
area, dominate stormwater runoff processes in the study area, 
with runoff conveyed out of the study area after draining to 
catch basins and flowing through pipe infrastructure. The high 
level of imperviousness and lack of stormwater water quality 
treatment indicates that this area is likely a source of stormwa-
ter-borne contaminants to downstream receiving waters, such 
as pathogens, nutrients, metals and organics.

Stormwater conditions also experience impacts from the pres-
ence of trees. Trees can reduce stormwater runoff by capturing 
and storing rainfall in their root zones and canopy, slowing 

Groundwater recharge is the process 
through which surface water moves 
downward to enter the groundwater 
aquifer.
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runoff and providing filtration that improves water quality. In 
the study area, the urban forest canopy cover is less than 10% 
of the area (Figure 3.7-2). Limited public parks and open spaces 
exist within the study area and comprise less than 7 acres with 
little forest canopy. See Chapter 3.7—Public Services for addi-
tional information on parks and open spaces. 

Privately owned lands with urban forest cover are also limited 
within the study area. A contiguous block of forested property 
is located north of Tacoma Mall, made up of up of larger lot 
residential uses and vacant properties. The only other areas 
where tree canopy is present is within the single-family residen-
tial neighborhoods in the Lincoln Heights and Madison districts. 
Even within these single-family areas, however, existing devel-
opment patterns have resulted in very low urban forest canopy 
and moderately high levels of impervious surface cover.

Compared with paved and built areas, all pervious areas within 
the study area (and urban forest areas in particular) have 
greater potential to intercept rainfall, reducing surface water 
inputs to adjacent stormwater systems. Table 3.8-2 summarizes 
impervious surface and forest canopy cover within each basin.

Table 3.8.1. Total Impervious Surface within Tacoma Mall 
Study Area

Basin

Tacoma Mall 
Neighborhood 

Study Area 
(acres)

Total 
Impervious 

Area
Total Forest 
Canopy Area

Acres % Acres % 
Thea Foss 
Waterway

267 196 73% 24 9%

Flett Creek 333 237 71% 33 10%

Source: City of Tacoma GIS Data, provided in 2015.

Watershed Context
Storm drainage from the study area is divided approximately 
in half between two of the City’s nine watersheds. The northern 
portion of the study area is within the Thea Foss Waterway 
watershed, discharging surface runoff north and east to the 
Thea Foss Waterway. The southern portion of the study area is 
within the Flett Creek watershed, discharging stormwater south 
toward Flett Creek before draining to Chambers Creek and out 
to Chambers Bay (Figure 3.8-3; City of Tacoma, 2012).

The Thea Foss watershed includes residential and commercial 
land uses, the I-5 corridor, and the Thea Foss Waterway that 
supports industrial and commercial businesses. The basin 

What is Tree Canopy?

The tree canopy is the extent of the 
outer layer of leaves of an individual 
tree or group of trees.
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extends across the northern half of the study area, including 
areas surrounding S. Steele St. and the intersection of S. Pine St. 
and S. 38th St. that primarily support commercial uses (Figure 
3.8-4).

The Flett Creek watershed is predominantly residential, with 
commercial and light industrial uses in localized areas. The 
basin extends across the southern half of the study area, 
including the majority of the existing Tacoma Mall area and the 
Madison District to the west. Critical issues in the Flett Creek 
basin include typical water quality issues associated with runoff 
from urban development, historic loss of wetlands, reduction of 
groundwater recharge, and alterations to stream channels and 
riparian forest. Existing centralized stormwater management 
facilities in the lower Flett Creek Basin, including the detention 
pond at 2517 S. 84th St., Lakewood WA (aka Gravel Pit), Flett 
Creek holding basins, provide flow control downstream of the 
study area.

Stormwater Infrastructure
Stormwater infrastructure in the study area comprises mostly 
concrete and PVC pipes ranging from 2 to 70 years old. The 
majority of the stormwater infrastructure was installed between 
the 1960s and 2000s, and is conveyed by gravity in pipes 
ranging in size from four inch to 48 inch in diameter (Figure 
3.8-4). The study area has no major pump stations. Because 
most of the City’s stormwater system was constructed before 
stormwater regulations required construction of stormwater 
treatment and flow control facilities, most runoff from the study 
area discharges untreated into the Thea Foss Waterway and 
Flett Creek.

According to recent system modeling completed by the City, 
some areas of the existing stormwater system do not have 
capacity to sufficiently convey stormwater runoff to meet City 
stormwater level of service (LOS) standard (City of Tacoma, 
2015b). The LOS standard requires a minimum 0.5 feet of verti-
cal distance (or “freeboard”) between the water surface and 
the top of any manhole / catch basin for a 25-year, 24-hour 
design storm. The vertical distance provides a measure of safety 
intended to compensate for extreme events or unknown factors 
that could cause water levels to overcome system design, 
resulting in localized flooding. The adopted LOS standard allows 
overflow (typically as shallow water on the edge of roadways) 
of the pipe conveyance system for the 100-year, 24-hour design 
storm, but requires that the additional flow shall not extend 
beyond half the lane width of the outside lane of travel and 
shall not exceed four inches in depth at its deepest point (City of 
Tacoma, 2015b).

What is a “Design Storm”?

To understand the stormwater 
conveyance capacity of existing or 
proposed facilities, the City models 
flow levels for big rain storms occurring 
over a 24-hour period.
A 25-year, 24-hour design storm 
represents a rain storm that has a 1-in-
25 chance of occurring in any given 
year. A 100-year, 24-hour design storm 
represents a rain storm that has a 1-in-
100 chance of occurring in any given 
year.
By looking at system capacity for 
these peak rain storm events, the City 
can anticipate areas where localized 
flooding can be expected and address 
issues before they occur.
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Study results identified widespread system capacity issues in the 
study area for the 25-year, 24-hour and the 100-year, 24-hour 
design storms. Areas with the highest concentration of insuffi-
cient stormwater capacity are in the Madison District residential 
neighborhood, along S. Pine St. and at the intersection of 
Tacoma Mall Boulevard and S. Steele St. Individual surcharged 
pipes and overflowing manholes occur throughout the study 
area (City of Tacoma 2015b). Overcapacity stormwater pipes 
can result in localized flooding.

Regulatory Context

The City’s stormwater system is regulated as a Municipal 
Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) under the City’s Phase 
1 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permit—(WAR044003). Under this set of regulations, the City 
maintains measures to protect and improve runoff conditions in 
relation to the receiving waters. Tacoma’s stormwater manage-
ment requirements and ongoing efforts are included in:

•	 Tacoma Municipal Code 12.08
•	 2016 Stormwater Management Manual (hereafter the 2016 

Manual; City of Tacoma, 2016a)

Stormwater Management Program Plan (City of Tacoma, 
2016b)

The 2016 Manual became effective on January 7, 2016, and 
contains the stormwater mitigation requirements (referred 
to as the Minimum Requirements) for all new and redevel-
opment projects (specific requirements vary depending on 
watershed, and the type and size of the project). The Minimum 
Requirements are met through the use of Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) that prevent pollutants from entering 
stormwater, treat stormwater runoff, and divert and reduce 
the flow of runoff into the stormwater system. Some examples 
of stormwater best management practices include reducing 
impervious surfaces, maintaining vegetation, and managing 
stormwater through infiltration.

For any stormwater project proposing infiltration of treated 
stormwater, additional regulatory considerations are required 
to ensure protection of the aquifer resources (detailed under 
the Groundwater Conditions section). Groundwater Protection 
District regulations (TMC Chapter 13.09) control handling, 
storage and disposal of hazardous substances throughout 
the South Tacoma aquifer area. The City Stormwater Manual 
includes requirements for stormwater treatment where infil-
tration is proposed within this area, with standards developed 
consistent with the January 2011 Memorandum from the 
City Public Works Director and the TPCHD Division Director 

What are Best Management 
Practices?

Best Management Practices include 
activities, systems, prohibitions of 
practices, and maintenance procedures 
that are implemented to prevent or 
reduce water pollution, erosion and 
flooding.
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for Environmental Health (Implementation of Stormwater 
Infiltration for Pollution Generating Surfaces in the South Tacoma 
Groundwater Protection District, January 21, 2011).

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Impacts Common to Both Alternatives

City models show that current stormwater systems do not 
provide sufficient capacity to meet the stormwater LOS stan-
dard, under both existing and future developed conditions 
(City of Tacoma, 2015b). As future growth occurs, all new 
development and redevelopment would be required to make 
stormwater system improvements consistent with the adopted 
Stormwater Management Manual, including providing flow 
control and water quality BMPs as necessary. 

  No impacts are anticipated under either alternative related 
to known contaminated sites and potential contaminated sites 
in the study area. Investigation of conditions and potential 
clean-up would be required at potential contaminated sites 
(including the two known contaminated sites, and the five listed 
underground storage tank sites) prior to new development or 
redevelopment (Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department, 
2015).

Impacts of Alternative 1 (No Action) 
Stormwater impacts under Alternative 1 would be consistent 
with those described as common to both alternatives. As 
sites redevelop, implementation of stormwater management 
best management practices required under the Stormwater 
Management Manual would continue to reduce adverse 
impacts that would otherwise occur under existing conditions. 

As discussed in Chapter 3.1 Land Use, while the growth targets 
for Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 are similar, the likelihood of 
growth targets being reached varies between alternatives. 
Past and current development trends for the RGC are for much 
lower intensities than allowed under current zoning. The gap 
between allowed land use patterns and development trends 
creates uncertainty about the intensity of future development 
patterns under Alternative 1. In comparison, Alternative 2 
includes proposals intended to encourage development, includ-
ing updated development regulations and major improvements 
to multimodal transportation, stormwater and parks and open 
space systems. The City’s Stormwater Management Manual 
requirements are triggered when new development occurs. 
Because there would potentially be less redevelopment under 
Alternative 1, there could be less implementation of stormwater 
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management  BMPs under Alternative 1 than under Alternative 
2. Additionally, existing zoning regulations under Alternative 1 
effectively prohibit the type of area-wide stormwater strategy 
proposed under Alternative 2. 

Impacts of Alternative 2
Under Alternative 2, the City would utilize an integrated 
approach for improving the study area stormwater infrastruc-
ture as part of the proposal. Draft Subarea Plan Goal E-1 calls 
for enhancing water quality and flow control conditions in the 
Tacoma Mall Neighborhood through implementation of an 
area-wide stormwater strategy including a variety of central-
ized and dispersed stormwater BMPs. Additional Plan goals 
and actions call for  integrating stormwater infiltration and 
emergency overflow flood storage and conveyance into new 
parks and open spaces, and/or rights-of-way (Action E-2), prior-
itizing the construction of permeable pavement in the Madison 
District residentially zoned areas, as well as in other areas where 
land use and soil infiltration conditions are ideal (Action E-4) 
and preserving existing mature trees and green spaces when 
feasible.  

The City currently encourages property owners to retrofit 
their properties and to make use of the Payment In-Lieu-of 
Construction Program and these practices are expected to 
continue under Alternative 1. By adding policy statements in 
support of these current practices, the proposed Subarea Plan 
emphasizes their importance. 

Figure 2–9 shows the concept plan for the area-wide 
stormwater strategy provided in the Draft Subarea Plan. It 
includes a regional water quality and/or flood storage facility 
in the northwestern quadrant. It also includes permeable pave-
ment for streets in areas with high soil permeability and with 
lower traffic volumes, including the Madison District and poten-
tially the Lincoln Heights District. Corresponding permeable 
pavement projects for the Madison and Lincoln Heights Districts 
are included in the Draft Subarea Plan Transportation Chapter’s 
list of priority transportation improvements. 

The Phase 1 development regulations proposed under 
Alternative 2 include increased standards for street trees and 
landscaping. These standards would expand the amount of 
“green infrastructure” in the study area over time, contributing 
to the area-wide stormwater strategy. 

The area-wide stormwater strategy would benefit from a 
coordinated implementation approach by taking advantage of 
economies of scale. Alternative 2 provides the City with direction 
to implement this approach, expanding the use of the most 
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effective strategies for City infrastructure projects and retrofit of 
existing development.

 MITIGATING MEASURES

Incorporated Plan Features

Mitigation contained in plans and policies adopted or planned 
for adoption as part of the proposed action

•	 Under Alternative 2, successful implementation of goals 
and actions in the Draft Subarea Plan described above 
would likely have positive impacts on stormwater service 
in the study area. Proposed development in the subarea 
would be reviewed for consistency with the Subarea Plan, 
as well as any associated regulatory requirements. 

Regulations and Commitments

Mitigation contained in regulations or other requirements 
adopted or planned for adoption as part of the proposed action

•	 Under Alternative 2, proposed Phase 1 code amendments  
to implement the Subarea Plan include new design 
standards including increased requirements for tree 
plantings and landscaping, which would support 
stormwater management.

•	 Under both alternatives, Tacoma’s stormwater management 
requirements and ongoing efforts would support 
stormwater service. These are described in:
o	 Tacoma Municipal Code 12.08
o	 2016 Stormwater Management Manual (City of Tacoma, 

2016a)
o	 Stormwater Management Program Plan (City of Tacoma, 

2016b)
•	 Under both alternatives, update the requirements for the 

South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District included in 
Tacoma Municipal Code 13.09 and Tacoma-Pierce County 
Health Department guidelines to maintain consistency 
with agreed upon South Tacoma Groundwater Protection 
District guidelines and other stormwater management 
requirements. 

Other Mitigation Measures

Any other mitigation not contained in the categories above: 

•	 None.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts are anticipated 
related to stormwater infrastructure, flow quantities, or quality 
within the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood study area.
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3.8.5	 ELECTRICITY
EXISTING CONDITIONS
Tacoma Power, one of three business units that make up TPU, 
serves a 180-square mile area that includes the City of Tacoma 
and surrounding areas. Tacoma Power acquires its electricity 
from a diverse mix of resources of which over 90% is hydro-
electric power, including the utility’s seven hydroelectric dams, 
contract purchases from Bonneville Power Administration, and 
regional hydroelectric resources owned by others. Additional 
power supplies are procured from the wholesale energy market 
on an as needed basis. Tacoma Power’s transmission system 
is interconnected with the regional transmission network and 
includes high-voltage 230 kilovolt (kV) facilities and high-volt-
age 115 kV facilities.

Within the study area, Tacoma Power owns, operates, and 
maintains 12,470 volt overhead and underground distribu-
tion facilities to serve its customers. Tacoma Power’s Cedar 
Substation, with a total capacity of 50MW, is located in the 
northwest portion of the study area and serves the majority 
of the study area. Two additional substations, located outside 
the study area, provide additional load support to the study 
area. According to Tacoma Power staff, the study area’s existing 
facilities have no deficiencies, and significant capacity upgrades 
are not planned for the foreseeable future (J. Rempe, 2016).

The adopted LOS standard for electric utilities specifies a 
voltage level and an average annual system outage duration 
of 75 minutes or less (City of Tacoma, 2014b). As development 
within the study area increases, Tacoma Power will make 
improvements as necessary to serve the additional electrical 
load. Tacoma Power recognizes that new technologies will 
impact future electrical needs; frequently new technologies 
(energy efficient appliances and fixtures, modern electric 
heating and/or cooling along with improved building heat 
efficiency) will improve energy efficiency and reduce consump-
tion by individual customers even as overall residential and jobs 
populations increase within the study area.

In all cases, system improvements required to serve specific 
development projects will be funded by the developer. 
Concurrency requirements necessitate that these improvements 
are available to serve the population at the same time or within 
a reasonable amount of time without decreasing current service 
levels below locally established minimum standards (City of 
Tacoma Comprehensive Plan—Utilities Element).
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SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Impacts Common to Both Alternatives

Future population growth and development will increase 
demand for electrical energy in the study area. Due to 
similarities in anticipated growth under both alternatives, corre-
sponding increases in electricity demand would be similar. 

It is not anticipated that growth associated with the No Action 
or Action Alternative would place significant pressure on the 
existing electrical system or result in not meeting the LOS 
standard for residents or businesses within the study area. 
Tacoma Power would continue its practice of upgrading the 
electrical system, commensurate with anticipated growth in 
the study area and throughout their service area, in order to 
ensure adequate electrical services are provided. The rate 
structure would reflect the cost of adding new service and 
additional resources and infrastructure, as warranted. The City 
and Tacoma Power would continue to pursue energy efficiency 
measures to reduce energy consumption, thereby reducing 
stress on the utility as residential and jobs growth occurs.

Impacts of Alternative 1 (No Action)
No impacts other than those described under Impacts Common 
to All Alternatives.

Impacts of Alternative 2
The Draft Subarea Plan includes policy guidance to support 
provision of public services in the study area. Goal US-1 calls for 
ensuring that utilities are available at an appropriate LOS to 
support the neighborhood’s existing and planned development. 
This is consistent with current City practices. Additionally, Action 
US-2 calls for requiring existing and new distribution lines to be 
placed underground at the time of new development, when 
feasible. Successful implementation of this policy guidance is 
anticipated to have positive impacts on electric service as the 
Draft Subarea Plan is implemented over time.

MITIGATING MEASURES

Incorporated Plan Features

Mitigation contained in plans and policies adopted or planned 
for adoption as part of the proposed action

•	 Under Alternative 2, successful implementation of Goal 
US-1 and Action US-2 is expected to support adequate 
provision of electric services in the study area and 
encourage undergrounding of electrical infrastructure. 
Proposed development in the subarea would be reviewed 
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for consistency with this and other policy guidance in 
the Subarea Plan, as well as any associated regulatory 
requirements.

Regulations and Commitments

Mitigation contained in regulations or other requirements 
adopted or planned for adoption as part of the proposed action

•	 Under both alternatives, TPU will continue investments in 
conservation to lower overall energy usage. Conservation 
is an integral component in TPU’s resource strategy, and as 
a result has contributed to reported annual load reductions 
as high as 35 MW (City of Tacoma, 2015a).

Other Mitigation

Any other mitigation not contained in the categories above 

•	 None.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts are anticipated 
related to the projected growth in demand for electrical service 
within the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood study area.

3.8.6	 NATURAL GAS
EXISTING CONDITIONS
To provide the City of Tacoma and adjacent communities with 
natural gas, Puget Sound Energy (PSE) builds, operates, and 
maintains a system consisting of transmission and distribution 
natural gas mains, odorizing stations, pressure regulation 
stations, heaters, corrosion protection systems, above ground 
appurtenances and metering systems. Transmission and distri-
bution mains are located along public rights-of-way throughout 
the city (City of Tacoma, 2015a).

PSE natural gas lines provide utility service throughout the study 
area (Bates, 2015). In addition, the PSE Tacoma Field Office is 
located within the study area at 3130 S. 38th St.

Tacoma does not have an adopted LOS standard for natural 
gas provision. The existing natural gas system within the study 
area provides adequate service for existing natural gas utility 
users, however, and has capacity to accommodate anticipated 
future uses and development (J. Payne, 2016).
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SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Impacts Common to Both Alternatives

Due to similarities in anticipated growth under both alterna-
tives, corresponding increases in natural gas demand would be 
similar. 

Both alternatives propose continued growth and development, 
with slightly more growth and development anticipated under 
the Action Alternative. Additional development will increase the 
overall demand for natural gas within the study area; however, 
per capita demand is anticipated to remain relatively constant, 
and adequate infrastructure and supply exist to expand service 
provision.

Impacts of Alternative 1 (No Action)
No impacts other than those described under Impacts Common 
to All Alternatives.

Impacts of Alternative 2
The Draft Subarea Plan includes policy guidance to support 
provision of public services in the study area. Goal US-1 calls for 
ensuring that utilities are available at an appropriate LOS to 
support the neighborhood’s existing and planned development. 
This is consistent with current City practices. Successful imple-
mentation of this goal is anticipated to have positive impacts 
on natural gas service as the Draft Subarea Plan is imple-
mented over time. 

MITIGATING MEASURES

Incorporated Plan Features

Mitigation contained in plans and policies adopted or planned 
for adoption as part of the proposed action

•	 Under Alternative 2, successful implementation of Goal 
US-1 is expected to help ensure adequate provision 
of natural gas service in the study area. Proposed 
development in the subarea would be reviewed for 
consistency with this goal and other policy guidance in 
the Subarea Plan, as well as any associated regulatory 
requirements.

Regulations and Commitments

Mitigation contained in regulations or other requirements 
adopted or planned for adoption as part of the proposed action

•	 Under both alternatives PSE would continue its practice 
of modifying its natural gas delivery system every year 
to address existing and new customer growth, load 
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changes that require system reinforcement, rights-of-way 
improvements, and pipeline integrity issues. In addition, 
PSE continuously adds and modifies infrastructure to meet 
gas volume and pressure demands (City of Tacoma, 2015a).

•	 Under both alternatives, PSE would continue to maintain its 
Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), which is updated every two 
years. The IRP identifies methods to provide dependable 
and cost effective natural gas service that addresses 
customer demands. During the summer months, when 
wholesale gas prices and customer demand are low, PSE 
buys and stores significant amounts of natural gas in large 
underground facilities. The gas is then withdrawn in winter 
when customer usage is highest, ensuring a reliable supply 
is available (City of Tacoma, 2015a).

Other Mitigation

Any other mitigation not contained in the categories above 

•	 None

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts are anticipated 
related to the projected growth in demand for natural gas 
service within the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood study area.

3.8.7	 SOLID WASTE
EXISTING CONDITIONS
City of Tacoma’s Environmental Services Department provides 
solid waste collection service for residential, commercial and 
industrial customers within city limits. Tacoma owns and oper-
ates its own fleet of collection vehicles, and every-other-week 
garbage collection service is mandatory for all residents. 
Recycling and yard waste collection is an optional biweekly 
service available at no additional cost to residential customers. 
The City operates the Tacoma Landfill as a base of operations, 
transfer station, and material recovery facility, but it closed 
for waste disposal in 2012. The City, under a 20-year contract 
with Pierce County that was established in 2000, delivers all 
items that cannot be processed, nonrecyclable materials, and 
waste to the 304th St. Landfill located in Pierce County (City of 
Tacoma, 2015a).
Solid waste services are provided to the customers in the study 
area similar to the rest of the city. The LOS standard is set at 
1.13 tons per capita per year. Under current city-wide popula-
tion projections, capacity for approximately 39,563 additional 
tons of solid waste will be available through 2020, including 
nonrecyclable, noncompostable material, compostables, and 
recyclables (Table 3.8-3; City of Tacoma, 2014b). Based on the 
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1.13 tons per capita per year LOS standard, this equates to a 
reserve capacity that could serve 35,011 additional residents 
through 2020.

Table 3.8.2. Solid Waste Capacity through 2020

2020 
Projected 

Population 
Solid Waste 

LOS Standard
2020 

Capacity

2020 
Citywide 
Demand, 

Anticipated

2020 
Reserve 

Capacity

203,926 1.13 tons / 
capita / year

270,000 
tons 230,437 tons 39,563

Source: City of Tacoma, 2014b

The City of Tacoma has planned for solid waste services through 
2020. Under existing conditions, current landfill capacity is 
expected to be sufficient until at least 2020 (City of Tacoma, 
2015a). Before the City’s contract with Pierce County expires in 
2020, the City will have the option to extend or renegotiate the 
contract, or to put out a bid for alternative landfill services. The 
City does not anticipate constructing a new landfill in the future. 
The City is currently working to develop a waste management 
plan with a planning horizon out to 2040 and is studying ways 
to divert waste from the landfill, which may help to reduce the 
rate of increasing demand for solid waste service. Upgrades and 
maintenance to the landfill are anticipated to occur through 
2020, with utility participation funding the upgrades and main-
tenance (City of Tacoma, 2015a).

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Impacts Common to Both Alternatives

Due to similarities in anticipated growth under both alterna-
tives, corresponding increases in solid waste utility demand 
would be similar. 

Solid waste utility needs will grow under both alternatives, and 
the additional population growth associated with the Action 
Alternative will result in additional corresponding demand. 
However, ample capacity exists at the City’s landfill to absorb 
increased waste as a result of more people living and working in 
the study area. The City’s capacity to absorb solid waste gener-
ated by an additional 35,011 residents (city-wide) through 2020 
exceeds projected growth in the study area and throughout 
Tacoma in the next four years. It is anticipated that capacity 
will continue to exceed projected growth and solid waste utility 
demand through 2040 for both the No Action and Action 
Alternatives. The City will need to maintain and replace fleet 
vehicles and other resources used to administer solid waste 
collection, as necessary. This includes ensuring that curb-side 
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pickup policies and procedures are in place to meet growing 
demand from an increased density of commercial and residen-
tial customers, and that customer education and enforcement 
programs are supported.

Impacts of Alternative 1 (No Action)
No impacts other than those described under Impacts Common 
to All Alternatives.

Impacts of Alternative 2
The Draft Subarea Plan Goal US-2 provides policy direction 
to minimize impacts on adjacent properties and open spaces 
associated with the siting, development and operation of 
utility services and facilities as future development and 
redevelopment occurs. Associated Action US-5 specifically 
addresses the need to update development regulations to 
ensure that adequate and consolidated space is provided for 
solid waste containers, especially for higher-density residential 
uses anticipated for previously detached single-family areas 
(new two-family, three-family and townhouse developments). 
Development standards in the Phase 1 Code Amendments 
proposed under Alternative 2 would help to implement this 
policy guidance. 

Also, the Draft Subarea Plan includes policy guidance to support 
provision of public services in the study area. Goal US-1 calls for 
ensuring that utilities are available at an appropriate LOS to 
support the neighborhood’s existing and planned development. 
This is consistent with current City practices. Successful imple-
mentation of this goal is anticipated to have positive impacts 
on solid waste service as the Draft Subarea Plan is implemented 
over time. 

MITIGATING MEASURES

Incorporated Plan Features

•	 Under Alternative 2, successful implementation of Goal 
US-1, Goal US-2 and associated actions is expected to 
help ensure adequate provision of solid waste service 
in the study area and to address needs for minimizing 
impacts of solid waste service on adjacent properties. 
Proposed development in the subarea would be reviewed 
for consistency with this and other policy guidance in 
the Subarea Plan, as well as any associated regulatory 
requirements.

Regulations and Commitments

•	 Under Alternative 2, proposed development standards 
in the Phase 1 code amendment package would mitigate 
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impacts of solid waste service on adjacent properties, 
helping to implement related policy guidance in the Draft 
Subarea Plan.

Other Mitigation

•	 Under both alternatives, the Environmental Services 
Department should review policies and programs 
that direct solid waste collection practices, as well 
as enforcement for solid waste customers. As future 
development within the study area and throughout 
the City increases demand, the Environmental Services 
Department must ensure that adequate curb-side service 
is provided and container set-out guidelines are enforced. 
Customer education should be supported so as to reduce 
overall waste generation, divert garbage waste to optional 
recyclable and yard waste collection services, and maximize 
compliance with solid waste set-out guidelines.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts are anticipated 
related to the projected growth in solid waste service needs 
within the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood study area.

3.8.8	 TELECOMMUNICATIONS
EXISTING CONDITIONS
Telecommunications utilities in the city are provided by private 
companies and by TPU’s Click! service. The majority of Tacoma 
is served by private telecommunication providers. Their infra-
structure is located throughout the city and includes lines, poles, 
cables, antenna, towers and system hubs. TPU’s Click! Service 
is a fiber network used by Tacoma Power to transmit data 
from substations and other data gathering devices to a central 
Energy Control Center for load monitoring and management. 
The network includes one of the largest two-way smart meter 
pilot projects in the country. Click! is also offered to the public 
as a service for cable television, high-speed data transport and 
internet access (City of Tacoma, 2015a).

Telecommunication utilities in the study area are not subject 
to adopted LOS standards or concurrency. The available tele-
communications utilities expand infrastructure and service as 
needed to support additional customers, and the capacity and 
condition of existing infrastructure is currently adequate (City of 
Tacoma, 2015a). Telecommunications infrastructure is generally 
co-located with TPU power facilities along public rights-of-way 
(City of Tacoma, 2015a).
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SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Impacts Common to Both Alternatives

Due to similarities in anticipated growth under both alterna-
tives, corresponding increases in telecommunications services 
demands would be similar for both Alternative 1 and Alternative 
2. 

Additional development will increase the demand for tele-
communications services. However, it is anticipated that this 
demand can be met by existing telecommunications infra-
structure and demand-driven improvements without impacts 
to capacity or service. As new customers enter into the system, 
service and infrastructure will be expanded to meet the 
new demand. The cost of system upgrades would be shared 
amongst rate-payers.

Impacts of Alternative 1 (No Action)
No impacts other than those described under Impacts Common 
to All Alternatives.

Impacts of Alternative 2
The Draft Subarea Plan includes policy guidance to support 
provision of public services in the study area. Goal US-1 calls for 
ensuring that utilities are available at an appropriate LOS to 
support the neighborhood’s existing and planned development. 
This is consistent with current City practices. Successful imple-
mentation of this goal is anticipated to have positive impacts 
on telecommunication service as the Draft Subarea Plan is 
implemented over time. 

MITIGATING MEASURES

Incorporated Plan Features

Mitigation contained in plans and policies adopted or planned 
for adoption as part of the proposed action

•	 Under Alternative 2, successful implementation of Goal 
US-1 is expected to help ensure adequate provision of 
telecommunication service in the study area. Proposed 
development in the subarea would be reviewed for 
consistency with this goal and other policy guidance in 
the Subarea Plan, as well as any associated regulatory 
requirements.

•	 Under both alternatives, consistent with Comprehensive 
Plan policy, the City will work with service providers to 
maintain existing infrastructure and invest in expanded 
or new infrastructure to support planned growth and the 
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development patterns called for in the Comprehensive 
Plan’s Land Use Element (City of Tacoma, 2015a).

Regulations and Commitments

Mitigation contained in regulations or other requirements 
adopted or planned for adoption as part of the proposed action

•	 None

Other Mitigation

Any other mitigation not contained in the categories above 

•	 None

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts are anticipated 
related to the projected growth in telecommunications needs 
within the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood study area.
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Figure 3.8.1. Existing Water Mains 

Source: City of Tacoma, 2016; ESA, 2016; 3 Square Blocks, 2016.
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Figure 3.8.2. Existing Wastewater Pipes

Source: City of Tacoma, 2016; ESA, 2016; 3 Square Blocks, 2016.
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Figure 3.8.3. Existing Watersheds and Basins

Source: City of Tacoma, 2016; ESA, 2016; 3 Square Blocks, 2016.
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Figure 3.8.4. Existing Storm Basin and Stormwater Pipes

Source: City of Tacoma, 2016; ESA, 2016; 3 Square Blocks, 2016.
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Figure 3.8.5. Existing Contaminated Sites and Potential Sites for Abandoned Storage Tanks

Source: City of Tacoma, 2016; ESA, 2016; 3 Square Blocks, 2016.

Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan EIS

US-34



4.1	 PUBLIC COMMENTS PROCESS SUMMARY
The City conducted a public notification, review and deci-
sion process for the public review draft of the Tacoma Mall 
Neighborhood Subarea Plan and the associated Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The intent was 
to produce a well-supported, in-depth public discussion 
informed by a comprehensive understanding of the likely 
impacts and mitigation actions of both alternatives. Staff 
conducted extensive outreach efforts to ensure early and 
continuous public participation in the subarea planning 
process. The outreach efforts included providing project 
updates and overviews of the Subarea Plan and EIS to the 
South Tacoma Neighborhood Council, interested parties, 
regular meetings with a community stakeholder group, 
periodic community meetings, open houses, and business 
group outreach. Throughout the process participants were 
encouraged to voice concerns, provide suggestions, and 
to discuss particular issues. The overall public engagement 
process is summarized in Chapter 2.3 (page 10). 

Notice of Availability—The City issued a Notice of 
Availability of the issuance of the Draft Subarea Plan, Draft 
EIS and subsequent Public Hearing, was mailed on August 
11, 2017, to:

•	 Property owners, renters of record and licensed 
businesses within the Subarea and within or within 
1,000 feet of the boundaries of the Subarea;

•	 Agencies with jurisdiction over future development 
within the Subarea;

•	 The Tacoma Public Library;
•	 Neighborhood Councils, qualified neighborhood 

community organizations, and business districts;
•	 Email notice was sent to the Planning Commission 

notification list, community groups, stakeholders, and 
other interested parties;

Chapter 4
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•	 A notice was published in the Daily Index and The News Tribune.

Public Notice Signs—Public notice signs were installed throughout the Subarea prior to the 

September 6, 2017 Planning Commission Public Hearing.

60-Day Notices—A “Notice of Intent to Adopt Amendment 60 Days Prior to Adoption” was 

sent to the State Department of Commerce on August 11, 2017 (per RCW 36.70A.106) and to 

the Puget Sound Regional Council (per the Plan Review Requirements and Process in VISION 

2040).

Website—The public hearing notice and all information associated with the Tacoma Mall 

Neighborhood Subarea Plan and EIS were posted on a project website at www.taco-

mamallneighborhood.com and summary information was also posted on the Planning and 

Development Services’ website at www.cityoftacoma.org /planning “click on Tacoma Mall 

Neighborhood Subarea Plan and EIS”.

Public Hearing and Comment Period—The Planning Commission conducted a public hearing 

on September 6, 2017, at the Asia Pacific Cultural Center during the public comment period, 

regarding the Draft Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan, and kept the record open 

through September 15, 2017 to receive additional written comments. Fourteen people 

provided oral testimony at the public hearing and 38 written comments were received during 

the comment period.

4.2	 CHANGES SUBSEQUENT TO THE PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT 

The following changes were made to the public review draft of the Tacoma Mall 

Neighborhood Subarea Plan subsequent to the close of the comment period. The Planning 

Commission discussed the public input at their September 20, 2017 and October 18, 2017 

meetings. On October 18, 2017 the Commission provided final direction on changes to address 

the issues raised, and forwarded their recommendation to the City Council to adopt the 

Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan and associated regulatory changes. The draft 

Subarea Plan and the Final EIS have been updated to reflect the Commission’s final direction.

The comments have been generally organized by topic according to the chapter structure of 

the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood Subarea Plan. All comments received are included in Section 

4.3. 
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Key Comments Changes to the Draft Subarea Plan

GENERAL COMMENTS

1.	 Clarify the intent of the 
proposals

The Commission directed several minor changes to clarify the intent of the 
proposals. 

2.	 A plan for thoughtful growth 
is needed, however it must 
be appropriate to market 
realities

Substantial attention has been paid to modifying the proposals to ensure 
that they promote significant growth and change over time without 
placing undue burdens on existing businesses and property owners. 
Specifically, the Commission made changes to the proposed Connectivity 
Requirement and to the Pedestrian and Bicycle Access Standards to 
address this issue. These changes are described below. 

LAND USE CHAPTER
1.	 Clarify relationship between 

the Subarea, Downtown, 
and the South Tacoma 
Manufacturing/Industrial 
Center

The Commission directed text and map changes be made to illustrate the 
relationship between the Downtown Tacoma RGC as the highest planned 
concentration of growth and density, and the Tacoma Mall Neighborhood 
Subarea, the second highest but substantially lower density area of the 
City of Tacoma. 

HOUSING CHAPTER
1.	 Proposed affordable housing 

targets are too low 
The Commission modified the affordable housing targets for the Tacoma 
Mall Neighborhood from 25% of affordable housing affordable to 
households earning 80% of Pierce County Median Income, to 50% of 
households affordable at that income level. 

2.	 Concerns about involuntary 
displacement of low income 
households

The Commission added an action calling for a near-term study to identify 
strategies that will be effective in preventing involuntary displacement of 
low income households. 

TRANSPORTATION CHOICES CHAPTER
1.	 Proposed Bicycle and 

Pedestrian Network
The Commission made three modifications to the proposed Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Network map (Subarea Plan, Figure T-11): 

•	 Modified the proposed Wright Ave Bike Boulevard to indicate desired 
connection points, rather than a specific alignment.

•	 Added connections from the Loop Road to South Tacoma Way and S. 
35th Street

•	 Modified the proposed S. 40th Street Bike Connection to follow S. 40th 
Street to Union Ave., then Union Ave. to S. 38th Street

Chapter 1—Comments and Responses
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Key Comments Changes to the Draft Subarea Plan

2.	 Proposed Transportation 
Project list and maps

The Commission modified the proposed Transportation Projects ranking 
list and maps  (Subarea Plan, Table T-2 and Figures T-12, T-13 and T-14) as 
follows: 

•	 Area-wide Sidewalk Gaps was moved from the Mid-term Priorities 
section to the Near-term Priorities section

•	 S. 35th Street Bike Corridor was moved from the Long-Term Priorities 
section to the Mid-Term Priorities section 

•	 Map changed to reflect the revised alignment of the S. 40th Street Bike 
Connection

3.	 Proposed Connectivity Plans

•	 The proposal would be 
an excessive burden, take 
private property rights, and 
stifle development

•	 Proposed process is onerous 
and complex

•	 Thresholds proposed are too 
low

•	 Opposition to proposed S. 
37th Street and S. Wright 
Avenue

•	 The City should pay for S. 
37th Street if it is needed, 
and extend it eastward to 
Fife St.

•	 Connectivity should be 
planned at the time of 
major redevelopment, not 
before

•	 Sites with restricted access 
should be exempt

The Commission modified the proposed Connectivity Plan requirement in 
recognition of the public and property owners concerns, as follows:

•	 Restructured the review process from a “Connectivity Plan” require-
ment to a “Site Approval” review process, integrated with existing 
Tacoma Municipal Code review and appeal processes and including 
a discretionary City review of transportation impacts (see Land Use 
Appendices LU-1 and LU-2) 

•	 Modified the proposed Priority New Connections Tiers Map to depict 
Tier 2 connections points, rather than proscribed alignments; and, 
to extend proposed S 37th Street eastward to S. Steele Street (see 
Subarea Plan, Figure T-9)

•	 Updated the Transportation Choices Chapter to reflect the revised 
“Site Approval” approach (see Subarea Plan, pages T-13 to T-15)

•	 Increased review thresholds for the Site Approval requirement to be 
consistent with existing SEPA review thresholds (see Appendices LU-1 
and LU-2) 

•	 Required Transportation Impact Assessments for all Subarea Plan 
projects which exceed SEPA review thresholds (see Appendices LU-1 
and LU-2)
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Key Comments Changes to the Draft Subarea Plan

4.	 Pedestrian access standards

•	 Frequency and size of 
required connections too 
high and would divide up 
properties

•	 Threshold should remain 
50% not 15% of the valu-
ation of improvements, 
tenant improvements should 
be exempt

•	 Sites with restricted access 
should be exempt

The Commission modified the proposed revisions to the existing TMC 
13.06.512 Pedestrian and bicycle support standards, as follows (see 
Appendices LU-1 and LU-2):

•	 Clarified the code applicability to various site sizes

•	 Reduced the requirement for alterations less than 50% of valuation to 
only providing a path to the sidewalk

•	 Provided exemptions and exceptions for certain land uses that are less 
pedestrian-oriented

•	 Allowed site access to be restricted when necessary for public safety or 
operational reasons

•	 Reduced the width of proposed through-connections

ENVIRONMENT CHAPTER

1.	 Place more emphasis on the 
importance of protecting the 
South Tacoma Aquifer

The Commission directed text modifications to highlight the benefits 
of proposed green stormwater actions to protect and recharge the 
South Tacoma Aquifer (see Subarea Plan Introduction and Environment 
Chapters)

COMMUNITY VITALITY CHAPTER

1.	 Clarify what it means to show 
a proposed park on a map

The Commission directed text modifications to clarify that the proposed 
Conceptual parks and open space plan is not intended to be regulatory or 
binding (see Subarea Plan Figure CV-2)

SHARED PROSPERITY CHAPTER

1.	 Avoid an over-concentration 
of improvements in the Lincoln 
Heights (NE) and Mall (SE) 
Districts, consider designating 
several under-utilized parcels 
in the Northwest District as 
catalyst sites

The Commission directed text and map changes to designate an approx-
imately four-block area between Pine and Lawrence Streets, and S. 35th 
and S. 36th Streets as a Catalyst Site (see Subarea Plan, Figure SP-1). 

IMPLEMENTATION CHAPTER

1.	 Make sure that infrastruc-
ture is keeping pace with 
development 

The Commission directed a new action be added calling for tracking the 
completion of transportation projects and other implementation actions 
to ensure they are occurring at a pace consistent with the pace of growth 
(see Subarea Plan, new Action IMPL-5). 
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