TACOMA
PERMITS:

CITY OF TACOMA

Planning & Development Services Department
747 Market St, Room 345 | Tacoma, WA 98402

NOTICE OF
DECISION

Date of Decision: 04/04/2017
Appeal Period Ends: 04/18/2017

Decision Final: 04/19/2017

Decision: Denied

Applicant: Gregory D Waller
3718 49th AVE CT NE
Tacoma, WA 98422

Location: 3718 49th Ave Court NE
Parcel: 2955560580

Application No.:  LU17-0011

Proposal: The applicant requests a Parking Variance

eliminate one required parking space within an existing garage and
to convert the garage into living space. The site is within the “R-2"
Single-Family Dwelling District, which requires a minimum of two

parking spaces per dwelling unit.

For further information regarding the proposal, log onto the website at
tacomapermits.org and select "Public Notices". The case file may be

viewed in Planning and Development Services, 747 Market Street, Rm 345.

Reconsideration: Any person having standing may request
reconsideration of the Director's decision, based upon errors of
procedure or fact, but submitting a request in writing to Planning and
Development Services at the address below.

Appeal to Hearing Examiner: Any aggrieved person or entity may
appeal to the Hearing Examiner by filing a written Notice of Appeal and
submitting the filing fee of $325.26 to hearing Examiner Office (747
Market St., Room 720) which contains the following:
* A brief statement showing how the appelland is aggrieved or adversely
affected.

to ¢ A statement of the grounds for the appeal, explaining why the appellant

believes the administrative decision is wrong.
¢ The request of relief, such as reversal or modificatoin of the decision.
* The signature, mailing address and telephone number of the appellant

and any representative of the appellant.

The fee shall be refunded to the appellant should the appellant prevail.

Staff Contact: Charla Kinlow, Associate Planner, 747 Market St, Room 345, (253) 594-7971, ckinlow@cityoftacoma.org

Environmental Review: Per SEPA, WAC 197-11-800 and TMC Chapter 13.12, the Environmental Official has reviewed this project and

determined the project is exempt from SEPA provisions.

To request this information in an alternative format, please contact Planning and Development Services by phone
at (voice) 2563-591-5030. TTY or STS users please dial 711 to connect to Washington Relay Services
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Report and Decision

VARIANCE PERMIT FILE NO.: LU17-0011
APPLICATION FOR:

Gregory D Waller
3718 49th AVE CT NE
Tacoma, WA 98422

SUMMARY OF REQUEST:

The applicant requests a Parking Variance to eliminate one required parking space within an
existing garage and to convert the garage into living space. The site is within the “R-2" Single-
Family Dwelling District, which regquires a minimum of two parking spaces per dwelling unit.

LOCATION:
3718 49th Ave Court NE (Parcel Number 2955560580)

SUMMARY OF DECISION:
The request for a Parking Variance is Denied.

Notes:

The appeal period on this decision closes April 18, 2017 , and the effective date
of this decision is the following business day, provided no requests for reconsideration or
appeals are timely filed as identified in APPEAL PROCEDURES of this report and decision.

The Director has jurisdiction in this matter per TMC 13.05.030. The applicant bears the burden
of proof to demonstrate the proposal is consistent with the provisions of the TMC, the applicable
provisions and policies of the City’'s Comprehensive Plan, and other applicable ordinances of
the City.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION CONCERNING THIS LAND USE PERMIT PLEASE
CONTACT:

Charla Kinlow
Planning and Development Services Department
747 Market Street, Room 345, Tacoma, WA 98402
253-591-5030 or ckinlow@cityoftacoma.org



SUMMARY OF RECORD

The following attachments and exhibits constitute the administrative record:

Attachments:

Attachment “A”.  Site plan

Attachment “B”.  Google Street View Images from 2012 and 2016
Attachment “C”:  Original and Revised Floor Plans

Attachment “D”:  Photographs of Street Parking Provided by Applicant
Attachment “E”:  Design Manual Minimum Standard Plan DR-06

Exhibits":
Exhibit “A”. Neighbor Comments

Exhibit “B”. Applicant’s Justification for the Variance
Exhibit “C”":. Departmental Comments

FINDINGS

Proposal:

1. The applicant requests a Parking Variance to eliminate one required parking space within an
existing garage and to convert the garage into living space. The site is within the “R-2"
Single-Family Dwelling District, which requires a minimum of two parking spaces per
dwelling unit.

2. The existing driveway would remain. The driveway has a parking area that is approximately
20 feet long? by 10 feet wide, which could accommodate parking for one vehicle.

3. Work occurred at the site without permits to change the existing garage into living space.
That work resulted in a Code Violation case (File Number 60000155788). Images from
Google Street View show the garage door as it existed in 2012, prior to the work occurring,
and the front of the dwelling as it exists today. Those images are included as an
attachment. The applicant also provided drawings of the “original” floor plan (prior to work
occurring) and “revised” floor plan (after the work had occurred).

Project Site:

The site is located within the “R-2" Single-Family Dwelling District.

The City’'s Comprehensive Plan designates the site as within the “Single-Family
Residential”.

6. The site is within the Northeast Neighborhood Council area.
7. There is no rear access available to the site.

Surrounding Area:

8. The subject site is located near the end of a cul de sac, on 49" Avenue Court NE. The cul

L All Exhibits are contained in Planning and Development Services Department File No. LU17-0011. They are referenced and
incorporated herein as though fully set forth.

. Within private property boundaries. The property line is setback approximately 4 feet from the edge of the sidewalk.
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de sac is approximately 400 feet long. The site has approximately 75 feet of street frontage.
The radius of the cul de sac (from curb to center) appears to be approximately 50 feet. The
properties directly to the south of the subject site have direct frontage to the cul de sac.

9. The surrounding properties are developed with single-family dwellings on parcels that meet
or exceed lot area minimum requirements.

10. All of the surrounding properties access via the front on 49" Avenue Court NE. Many of the
houses on the street have two-car garages and/or driveways that are wide enough to
accommodate two cars, side-by-side.

Notification and Comments:

11. The application was determined to be complete on February 16, 2017. Written notice of the
application was mailed to owners of property within 100 feet of the site as indicated by the
Pierce County Assessor/Treasurer’s records, the neighborhood council, and qualified
neighborhood groups, allowing for 14 days of comment period. Public notice was posted on
the site within seven days of the start of the comment period.

12. One public comment was received in support of the proposal. In summary, the comment
stated the following:

e The street is wide enough to accommodate parking on both sides of the street and still
allow for two cars to pass each other in opposite directions.

¢ Since the site is located on a cul de sac, there is no thru traffic.

13. Local governmental agencies and utility providers have reviewed the requested permit.
Comments were received from Jennifer Kammerzell, Traffic Engineering, Chris Seaman,
Tacoma Fire, and Craig Kuntz, Site Development Group. Specifically, the Traffic
Department concerns are summarized as follows:

e Per City of Tacoma Minimum Standard Plan DR-06, there should be a minimum of 45-
feet to 50- feet reserved for a roadway. The existing cul de sac meets, but does not
exceed the minimum standard for vehicular traffic access within the turnaround. There
is not any additional space within the existing travel way to allow for parked vehicles and
the necessary turning/maneuvering space for emergency vehicles. Aerial photos and
the photos provided by the applicant demonstrate what is currently an unsafe
condition. Vehicles that currently park within the cul de sac are impeding emergency
vehicle access. Eliminating or reducing the requirement for onsite parking at the site
and/or encouraging street parking would likely exacerbate this existing problem.

Departmental comments are included as an Exhibit.
Additional Information:

14. The applicant’s justification for the Variance application is marked as an Exhibit to this report
and decision. In summary, the applicant states the following:

¢ The subject parcel is on a short cul de sac and the street is wide enough for any
emergency vehicle to pass if vehicles are parked on both sides.

e Many homes on the cul de sac already have vehicles parked in the street.
¢ The residents of the dwelling have been parking on the street for the past eight years.

¢ Neighbors of the property do not have an issue with the property owners parking in the
street as the neighbors park in the street as well.
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e The request provides a reasonable alternative (parking on the street) to the standard,
which is to provide two off-street parking spaces.

Applicable Requlations and Policies:

15. TMC Section 13.06.510 Off-street parking and storage areas

A. Purpose. To ensure the safe and adequate flow of traffic in public right-of-way,
it is deemed in the interest of the public health, safety, and general welfare that
off-street parking areas be required as a necessary part of the development and
use of land, and to ensure that required parking areas are designed to perform in
a safe and efficient manner. Additionally, to minimize impacts to adjacent uses
from areas used for storage of vehicles and other materials, specific design and
development standards for such areas are provided in Subsection D.

Minimum parking requirements are particularly important in order to ensure
resident, visitor, customer, and employee parking within reasonable distance to
the uses served, reduce congestion on adjacent streets; and to minimize, to the
extent possible, spillover parking into adjacent residential areas. The
requirements herein set forth are also established to discourage under-used
parking facilities and to minimize the amount of land dedicated to parking,
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, that encourages economic
development, transit use, carpooling, energy conservation, and air quality
improvement by providing for: only the minimum number of stalls necessary,
compact stalls, shared parking between uses, transportation demand
management, and incentives for reducing the size of parking areas.

16. TMC Section 13.06.510 Table 1 — Required Off-Street Parking Spaces

Use Unit Required Parking Spaces (Minimum)

Single-Family Detached Dwelling | Dwelling 2.00

17. TMC Section 13.06.645.B.7.b includes the criteria required for approval of a variance of off-

street parking quantity standards:

b. Criteria. The Director may, in specific cases, authorize a variance to the off-
street parking quantity standards. Except under extraordinary circumstances, the
standard shall not be reduced by more than 50 percent. The Director or Hearing
Examiner may issue such conditions as necessary to maximize possible
compliance with the intent of the regulations. The applicant carries the burden of
proof to demonstrate applicability of the appropriate criteria. The Director may
authorize a variance upon finding that the application is consistent with each of
criteria 1 through 3 and at least one of criteria 4 through 7.

(1) The grant of the variance would allow a reasonable use of the property;

(2) The grant of the variance will not be materially detrimental or contrary to the
Comprehensive Plan and will not adversely affect the character of the
neighborhood and the rights of neighboring property owners; and

(3) The grant of the variance will hot cause a substantial detrimental effect to the
public interest.

(4) Approval of the variance would not constitute a grant of special privilege not
enjoyed by other properties in the vicinity and/or would allow for a more

Variance
LU17-0011
Page 4



environmentally sensitive site and structure design to be achieved than would
otherwise be permitted by strict application of the standard; or

(5) The restrictive effect of the specific zoning regulation as it applies to the
specific property is unreasonable due to unique conditions relating to the specific
property, such as: parcel size; parcel shape; topography; location; proximity to a
critical area; location of an easement; or character of surrounding uses; or

(6) Reasonable alternatives are to be provided to said standards which are in the
spirit and intent of this chapter; or

(7) The likelihood of a decreased need for off-street parking for the use at that
location due to site-specific circumstances, such as:

(a) A parking study demonstrating that the individual characteristics of the use at
that location require less parking than is generally required for a use of this type
and intensity;

(b) An approved carpooling/vanpooling or commute trip reduction program
consistent with TMC Chapter 13.15;

(c) Availability of private, convenient transportation services to meet the needs of
the use;

(d) Accessibility to and frequency of public transportation; or

(e) For residential uses, availability of pedestrian access due to proximity to
health and medical facilities, shopping facilities and other services providing for
everyday needs and amenities.

18. The Comprehensive Plan, One Tacoma, which sets forth policy regarding development in
the City of Tacoma, provides the following policy guidance relative to residential
development:

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FUTURE LAND USE DESIGNATION

Single-Family Residential

Qualities associated with single-family residential designations that are desirable include:
low noise levels, limited traffic, large setbacks, private yards, small scale buildings, and low-
density development. Community facilities, such as parks, schools, day cares, and religious
facilities are also desirable components of residential neighborhoods. Limited allowances for
other types of residential development are also provided for in the single-family designation
with additional review to ensure compatibility with the desired, overarching single-family
character. In some instances, such as the HMR-SRD, areas designated for single family
residential development have an historic mix of residential densities and housing types
which should be maintained while allowing for continued expansion of housing options
consistent with the single family designation.

Target Development Density: 6—12 dwelling units/net acre

GOAL UF-13
Promote the unique physical, social and cultural character Historic Residential Pattern Areas
as integral to Tacoma’s sense of place.

Pattern Area 1. Post-War Slopes

These areas were primarily developed during the post-war period and is characterized by
the prevalence of garages, curvilinear streets, and cul-de-sac development. The disrupted
street grid limits route directness but lends itself to a sense of privacy and security within
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neighborhoods. Houses tend to be ranch, double-ranch, or more contemporary building
styles, often with garages more prominently situated at the front of the structure and facing
the street, as alleys are rare. Many homes have long frontages and are typically 1-1.5
stories as the area includes view overlays.

CONCLUSIONS?

1. The following includes a Code analysis of the criteria identified in TMC 13.06.645.B.7 for
approval of a Parking Quantity Variance, based on the Findings listed above*:

(1) The grant of the variance would allow a reasonable use of the property.

The proposal to reduce the number of required parking spaces would allow for a
reasonable use. The applicant requests to convert the previously existing garage into
legal living space, and to park vehicles on the street. The proposal is consistent with this
criterion.

(2) The grant of the variance will not be materially detrimental or contrary to the
Comprehensive Plan and will not adversely affect the character of the neighborhood and the
rights of neighboring property owners.

The applicant has indicated and provided photos demonstrating that many neighboring
property owners park vehicles on the street and within the cul de sac. Although parking
in the cul de sac is common, as demonstrated by the applicant and observed in aerial
photos, it is not legal or safe. The City Engineer has commented that there is a public
safety concern regarding the way that residents in this area are illegally parking and has
indicated that approval of the variance would exacerbate the parking problem.

The site does have a driveway that is currently only wide enough to accommodate one
car. That driveway could potentially be widened to accommodate two cars and meet the
on-site parking requirement. The driveway would need to be widened to 18 feet to
accommodate two cars. While this would reduce on-street parking, it would not be
inconsistent with the existing neighborhood pattern as multiple other properties on the
block have driveways that do already have the width to accommodate two cars.
Widening of the driveway would also allow for and encourage off-street parking, whereas
if the variance were to be approved, on-street parking in this area is likely to result in
continuation of an unsafe condition.
The proposal is not consistent with this criterion for approval, and therefore the
application must be denied.

(3) The grant of the variance will not cause a substantial detrimental effect to the public

interest.

As stated above, on-street parking within the cul de sac is not legal or safe and approval
of the requested variance is likely to exacerbate an existing parking problem. Further, if
the variance was approved, and the same privilege extended to others in the vicinity, the
safety concerns would continue to grow.

The proposal is not consistent with this criterion for approval, and therefore the

. Conclusions are based upon the applicable criteria and standards set forth in the Tacoma Municipal Code (TMC), the policies of
the Comprehensive Plan, and the Attachments and Exhibits listed herein. Any conclusion of law hereinafter stated which may be
deemed a finding of fact herein is hereby adopted as such.

“ The Director may authorize a variance upon finding that the application is consistent with each of criteria 1 through 3 and at least
one of criteria 4 through 7.
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application must be denied.

(4) Approval of the variance would not constitute a grant of special privilege not enjoyed by
other properties in the vicinity and/or would allow for a more environmentally sensitive site
and structure design to be achieved than would otherwise be permitted by strict application
of the standard.

As stated above, if the variance were approved, and the same privilege extended to
others in the vicinity, the safety concerns as stated herein, would continue to grow. The
proposal does not include a more environmentally sensitive site and/or structure design
than would otherwise be permitted by strict application of the parking quantity standard.
The parking quantity standard could be met by widening the driveway to 18 feet in width
to accommodate parking for two vehicles.

The proposal is not consistent with this criterion for approval.

(5) The restrictive effect of the specific zoning regulation as it applies to the specific property
is unreasonable due to unique conditions relating to the specific property, such as: parcel
size; parcel shape; topography; location; proximity to a critical area; location of an
easement; or character of surrounding uses.

As stated above, the parking quantity standard could be met by widening the driveway to
18 feet in width to accommodate parking for two vehicles, or by removing the living
space that was converted illegally and reverting back to the original building design with
an attached garage. Other properties within the vicinity provide driveways that are wide
enough for two vehicles and/or include attached garages. There is no unique condition
relating to this specific property.

The proposal is not consistent with this criterion for approval.

(6) Reasonable alternatives are to be provided to said standards which are in the spirit and
intent of this chapter.

As stated above, the proposal does include a reasonable use, and on-street parking
could potentially be considered as a reasonable alternative to the parking quantity
standard in other areas of the City where there are not similar parking and safety
concerns.

The purpose of the Parking Regulations of TMC 13.06.510, including the parking
quantity reguiations, is to ensure the safe and adequate flow of traffic in public
right-of-way. Off-street parking areas are generally required as a necessary part
of the development and use of land, and to ensure that required parking areas
are designed to perform in a safe and efficient manner. Per TMC 13.06.510,
continuing to require conformance with the parking quantity standard is in the
interest of the public health, safety, and general welfare.

Minimum parking requirements are particularly important in order to ensure
resident and visitor parking within reasonable distance to the uses served, and to
minimize, to the extent possible, spillover parking into adjacent residential areas.
In this specific instance, if spillover parking were to occur to the area within the
cul de sac, directly to the south of the property, it would cause specific safety
concerns, likely resulting in additional illegal parking within the cul de sac, as
indicated above.

The proposal is not consistent with this criterion for approval.

(7) The likelihood of a decreased need for off-street parking for the use at that location due
to site-specific circumstances, such as:

(a) A parking study demonstrating that the individual characteristics of the use at that
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location require less parking than is generally required for a use of this type and intensity;

(b) An approved carpooling/vanpooling or commute trip reduction program consistent with
TMC Chapter 13.15;

(c) Availability of private, convenient transportation services to meet the needs of the use;
(d) Accessibility to and frequency of public transportation; or

(e) For residential uses, availability of pedestrian access due to proximity to health and
medical facilities, shopping facilities and other services providing for everyday needs and
amenities.

The applicant has indicated that none of these site-specific circumstances apply. The
proposal is not consistent with this criterion for approval.

DECISION

Based upon the above findings and conclusions, the request for a Parking Quantity Variance is
inconsistent with Criteria 2 through 7 and is th@refo&e Denied.

ORDERED this 4" dayongrn,zow.k . u ﬂ\
|

Director, Planat%J euelopment
Services g&n ent

FULL DECISION TRANSMITTED by first class mail and interoffice email to:

Gregory D Waller, 3718 49th Ave. Ct. NE, Tacoma, WA 98422
Matthew and Cherie Howland, 3724 49th Ave. Ct. NE, Tacoma, WA 98422

Interoffice Email:

Chris Seaman, Tacoma Fire

Jennifer Kammerzell, Traffic Engineering
Craig Kuntz, Site Development Group
Karl Berner, Code Enforcement

SUMMARY OF DECISION TRANSMITTED by first class and interoffice mail to the following:

All property owners within 100 feet of the subject site
Northeast Neighborhood Council
Neighborhood Planning Team Members: Brian Boudet, lan Munce, and Carol Wolfe

PURSUANT TO RCW 36.70B.130, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT AFFECTED
PROPERTY OWNER(S) RECEIVING THIS NOTICE OF DECISION MAY REQUEST A
CHANGE IN VALUATION FOR PROPERTY TAX PURPOSES CONSISTENT WITH PIERCE
COUNTY'S PROCEDURE FOR ADMINISTRATIVE APPEAL. TO REQUEST A CHANGE IN
VALUE FOR PROPERTY TAX PURPOSES YOU MUST FILE WITH THE PIERCE COUNTY
BOARD OF EQUALIZATION ON OR BEFORE JULY 1ST OF THE ASSESSMENT YEAR OR
WITHIN 30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF NOTICE OF VALUE FROM THE ASSESSOR-
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TREASURER'S OFFICE. TO CONTACT THE BOARD CALL 253-798-7415 OR
<WWW.CO.PIERCE.WA.US/BOE>.
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APPEAL PROCEDURES

Any request for RECONSIDERATION and/or any APPEALS must be submitted in the
applicable manner as outlined below on or before April 18, 2017.

RECONSIDERATION:

Any person having standing under the ordinance governing this application and feeling that the
decision of the Director is based on errors of procedure or fact may make a written request for
review by the Director within fourteen (14) days of the issuance of the written order. This
request shall set forth the alleged errors, and the Director may, after further review, take such
further actions as deemed proper, and may render a revised decision. A request for
RECONSIDERATION of the Director’s decision in this matter must be filed in writing to the staff
contact listed on the first page of this document.

APPEAL TO HEARING EXAMINER:

Any decision of the Director may be appealed by any aggrieved person or entity as defined in
Section 13.05.050 of the Tacoma Municipal Code, within fourteen (14) days of the issuance of
this decision, or within seven (7) days of the date of issuance of the Director's decision on a
reconsideration, to appeal the decision to the Hearing Examiner.

An appeal to the Hearing Examiner is initiated by filing a Notice of Appeal accompanied by the
required filing fee of $325.26. Filing of the appeal shall not be complete until both the Notice of
Appeal and required filing fee has been received. THE FEE SHALL BE REFUNDED TO THE
APPELLANT SHOULD THE APPELLANT PREVAIL. (Pursuantto Section 2.09.020 of the
Tacoma Municipal Code, fees for appeals shall be waived for qualifying senior citizens and
persons who are permanently handicapped who are eligible for tax exemption because of
financial status.)

The Notice of Appeal must be submitted in writing to the Hearing Examiner's Office, Seventh
Floor, Tacoma Municipal Building, and shall contain the following:
(1) A brief statement showing how the appellant is aggrieved or adversely affected.
(2) A statement of the grounds for the appeal, explaining why the appellant believes the
administrative decision is wrong.
(3) The requested relief, such as reversal or modification of the decision.
(4) The signature, mailing address and telephone number of the appellant and any
representative of the appellant.

Variance
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Google Street View August 2012
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SIDEWALK NOTES:
PROPERTY 1. Cul de sac may be graded towards center where a facility that accepts
e f runoff such as bioretention is installed.
INNER CURB 2. Optional bioretention facility design per Stormwater Management Manual.

(OPTIONAL - NOT
RECOMMENDED

~ FOR OPTION 1) CENTER OF CUL DE SAC

OPTIONAL
BIORETENTION
FACILITY
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OPTION 2 - SLOPE TO CENTER
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Exhibit “A”
File No. LU17-0011

Parking Quantity Variance
3718 49" Ave Court NE



From: Cherie Howland

To: Kinlow, Charla

Subject: Building Permit: Parking Variance LU17-0011
Date: Friday, March 10, 2017 4:57:07 PM

Hello Charla,

We live at 3724 49th Ave Ct NE, 2 houses from the proposed building permit variance. We
are in favor of granting the proposed parking variance.

Our street is wide enough to accommodate parking on both sides of the street, while still
permitting two cars to pass each other in opposite directions. The proposed variance will not
impact traffic or other residents on our street. We live on a cul-de-sac street and there is no

thru traffic.

Matthew and Cherie Howland
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VARIANCE TO THE QUANTITY OF REQUIRED PARKING STALLS

The following questions may be used as guidelines in providing a written response to the review criteria contained in TMC

13.06.645.B.7. Applicants must describe how the variance request meets each of criteria 1-3 and at least one of criteria 4-7 listed

below:

1.  How would granting the variance allow for reasonable use of the property? Describe in detail.

2.
The property is located on a short cul-de-sac. The street is wide enough for any emergency vehicle to pass if vehicles are parked
on both sides. Many homes on the cul-de-sac already have vehicles parked on the street. We have lived at the residence for over
eight years and have always parked on the street.

3. How would the project be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan? How would the project improve the character of the
neighborhood? Describe specific aspects of the Comprehensive Plan and neighborhood characteristics that would be
consistent with or improved by the project. The Comprehensive Plan is available on-line: http://www.cityoftacoma.org/
planning.

We would not be improving the comprehensive plan but there would not be a negative impact either since residences already
park their vehicles in the street.

4. How would the project be beneficial to the public interest?
The request for a parking variance would not have an impact on the public interest.

5. Have you talked to the affected neighbors about the project? Would approval of the request grant special privilege that is not
enjoyed by other properties in the area? How does the project allow for a more environmentally sensitive property design or
construction than would otherwise be allowed?

We have talked with many of the neighbors and they do not have an issue with us parking on the street. As mentioned other
neighbors already park on the street.

5. What are the hardships on the property, such as size, shape, location, or other conditions that make it
difficult to meet zoning standards? How will zoning goals still be met with the request (such as maintaining
space between structures to prevent fire hazards and ensuring yard space for neighbor privacy)?

The response should clearly describe what the specific hardship is, how the applicant did not create this hardship, and why strict

application of the zoning code would be unreasonable due to this hardship. This response should describe the existing conditions of
the property and why there is a hardship affecting the site due to unique conditions.

The request for a parking variance does not have any impact on fire hazards or yard space for neighbor privacy.

6. Does the project provide reasonable alternatives to the standards which are in the spirit and intent of the Tacoma Municipal
Code?

Yes, the request does provide a reasonable alternative to the standard. If granted we would only be continuing to park on the street
as we have for the past eight years.

7. Do any of the following site-specific circumstances apply?

a) A parking study was done that demonstrates that the individual characteristics of the use at that location require less parking than
is generally required for a use of this type and intensity.

b) An approved carpooling/vanpooling or commute trip reduction program applies, consistent with TMC 13.15.

c) The site has availability of private, convenient transportation services to meet the needs of the use.

d) The site has access to public transportation which stops near the site frequently.

e) The site is residential and has availability of pedestrian access due to proximity to health and medical facilities, shopping facilities
and other services providing for everyday needs and amenities.

No site-specific circumstances apply.



Exhibit “C”
File No. LU17-0011

Parking Quantity Variance
3718 49" Ave Court NE



rTACOMA CITY OF TACOMA 747 Market St.

Tacoma, WA 98402

p E FI MIT = Planning and Development Services (253) 591-5030
tacomapermits@cityoftacoma.or REVIEW COMMENT MEMO

RECORD # LU17-0011 - LAND USE Parking variance

GENERAL COMMENTS

Comment Reviewer

i TSTEVENS
Fire Comments: CSEAMAN
Work shall comply with the adopted Fire Code at the time of building permit submittal.

Separate building permit required for proposed work. CKUNTZ
Building review comments provided with submittal BLDRA17-0026 as noted in the review comment memo.

Traffic does not recommend a variance for the parking as there is limited parking on-street and the way that vehicles are parking in the cul JKAMMERZEL

de sac is illegal. Vehicles cannot block the sidewalk or impede access within the turnaround. Traffic recommends denying the variance and
widening the driveway to 18 ft wide to allow for two off-street parking stalls. This will reduce on-street parking, but will not create an unsafe
condition.
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