City of Tacoma

Planning and Development Services
NOTICE OF ACTION TAKEN
Site Development Permit, Proctor South
Notice is hereby given under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), RCW 43.21C.080, that
the City of Tacoma Department of Planning and Development Services took the action described
below on February 9, 2017. Any action to set aside, enjoin, review, or otherwise challenge such
action on the grounds of noncompliance with the provisions of Ch. 43.21C RCW shall be
commenced on or before March 2, 2017.
Description of agency action: Tacoma PDS on February 9, 2017, administratively authorized
demolition activities under Tacoma Demolition Permit Number SDEV16-0077 for demolition of
buildings located on the site and for site grading activity. The City of Tacoma has fully complied
with the SEPA rules regarding notification and SEPA documentation for this proposal as required
under WAC 197-11 and RCW 43.21C.080.
Description of Proposal: Construction of a mixed-use building with 136 dwelling units,
approximately 7,700 square feet of commercial space, 141 parking stalls, and associated site
improvements to include approximately 20,000 cubic yards of grading activity. The site is
approximately 34,000 square feet in size, and is zoned “NCX” Neighborhood Commercial Mixed
Use District.
Location: 2502 North Proctor, Parcels 747501-3580, -3590, -3600, -3610, -3620, -3630 & 3650.
Type of environmental review under SEPA: The City of Tacoma issued a Final Mitigated
Determination of Nonsignficance, LU16-0098, on December 14, 2016.
Entity Issuing Notice: City of Tacoma, Department of Community Planning and Development,
747 Market Street, Room 345, Tacoma WA 98407-3701.
Documents may be examined: Project documentation is available for review during regular
business hours at the City of Tacoma Department of Planning and Development Services, 747
Market Street, Room 345, Tacoma WA 98407-3701. It is also available under “public notices” at
www.tacomapermits.org. Contact: Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner, (253) 591-5121 or
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org.
Notice filed by:
Shirley Schultz, Tacoma PDS Principal Planner
Date: February 8, 2017
Tacoma Daily Index Publish: February 9, 2017 and February 16, 2017
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LEGAL NOTICE
City of Tacoma Final Modified Mitigated Determination of Environmental Nonsignificance
Lead Agency:

City of Tacoma

Applicant:

Chris DeWald, Rush Development Company

Proposal:

Construction of 141-unit mixed-use apartment/commercial building

Location:

2502 North Proctor

SEPA Public Information Center File No. LU16-0098
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services, has made a final determination that this
project does not have a probable significant adverse impact on the environment. An
environmental impact statement (EIS) is not required under RCW 43.21C.030(2)(9c). Per the
requirements in WAC197-11-550, the City has modified the Preliminary Determination as
issued October 3, 2016. This information is available to the public on www.tacomapermits.org
or upon request.
There is no administrative appeal opportunity for this Determination. Appeals may be filed at the
Superior Court of the State of Washington for Pierce County within 21 days after the building
permit is issued. Appeals to the Superior Court shall be taken in accordance with procedures
and limitations set forth in RCW 43.21C.075. A copy of the appeal shall be filed with Planning
and Development Services
The City of Tacoma does not discriminate on the basis of disability in any of its programs or
services. Upon request, special accommodations will be provided within five (5) business days
by contacting 591-5363 (VOICE) or 591-5070 (TTY).
Issue/Publication Dates: December 14, 2016
The Tacoma Daily Index

City of Tacoma
Planning and Development Services

Final Determination
Revised Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance (MDNS)
SEPA File Number: LU16-0098
Related File Numbers: WO16-0081, SDEV16-0077, BLCDCN16-0102
To:

All Departments and Agencies with Jurisdiction

Subject:

Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance

In accordance with Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 197-11-350, a copy of the Mitigated
Determination of Nonsignificance (MDNS) for the project described below is transmitted.
Applicant:

Chris DeWald, Rush Development Company
6622 Wollochet Dr. NW, Gig Harbor, WA 98335

Proposal:

Construction of a mixed-use building with 136 dwelling units, approximately
7,700 square feet of commercial space, 141 parking stalls, and associated site
improvements to include approximately 20,000 cubic yards of grading activity.
The site is approximately 34,000 square feet in size, and is zoned “NCX”
Neighborhood Commercial Mixed Use District.

Location:

2502 North Proctor
The site is located along North 25th Street between North Proctor Street and
North Madison Street, addressed as 3921, 3915, 3911, and 3909 North 25th
Street; and 2510, 2506, and 2502 North Proctor Street.
Parcels: 7475013580, 7475013590, 7475013600, 7475013610, 7475013620,
7475013630 & 7475013650

Lead Agency: City of Tacoma
City Contact: Shirley Schultz
Principal Planner
Planning and Development Services
747 Market Street, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
253-591-5121 | shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org
The Responsible Official for the City of Tacoma hereby makes the following findings and
conclusions based upon a review of the environmental checklist and attachments, other
information on file with the City of Tacoma, and the policies, plans, and regulations designated
by the City of Tacoma as a basis for the exercise of substantive authority under the Washington
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) pursuant to RCW 43.21C.

747 Market Street, Room 345 ▌ Tacoma, Washington 98402 ▌ (253) 591-5577
http://www.tacomapermits.org

NOTE: The issuance of this SEPA Determination does not constitute final project approval. The
applicant must comply with all other applicable requirements of the City of Tacoma Departments
and other agencies with jurisdiction prior to receiving construction permits.
cc: Applicant
North End Neighborhood Council, Chairperson

cc via email:
Washington Department of Ecology, separegister@ecy.wa.gov
Washington Department of Ecology, Eva Barber, evba461@ECY.WA.GOV
Washington Department of Ecology, Steve Teel, STEE461@ECY.WA.GOV
Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department, SEPA, SEPA@tpchd.org
Planning and Development Services, Reuben McKnight, Peter Huffman, Ian Munce
Community and Economic Development, Carol Wolfe , Kala Dralle
Washington State Office of Archaeology & Historic Preservation, Gretchen Kaehler,
gretchen.kaehler@dahp.wa.gov
Pierce Transit - Bus Stop Program, Ben Han, bhan@piercetransit.org
Pierce County Assessor Treasurer, Darci Brandvold, dbrandv@co.pierce.wa.us
North End Neighborhood Council Members
Proctor Business District Association Members
Erik Neal, Erik.neal@zoho.com
Callie Stoker-Graham, cstokergraham@gmail.com
Jodi Cook, Jodi.cook0983@gmail.com
Susan Haigh, susandhaigh@outlook.com
Felicity Devlin, felicitydevlin@yahoo.com
Ellen Cohen, cohenellenr@yahoo.com
Marilyn McKeown, mmemcq@gmail.com
Margaret Demick, margaretdemick@hotmail.com
Laurel Juergens, laurel.juergens@gmail.com
Virginia Lane, handelfest@yahoo.com
John L. Utz, John.of.utz@gmail.com
cc via U.S. Mail:
John L. Utz, 4005 N 14th St, Tacoma, WA 98407
Bob and Virginia Lane, 1303 N Cedar St, Tacoma, WA 98406
Jerry, Liz, and Frank Walle, 2801 N Stevens St, Tacoma, WA 98407
Mindi and Daniel Meeks, 3910 N 28th St, Tacoma, WA 98407
Morf and Marion Morford, 3716 N Madison, Tacoma, WA 98407
Susan Haigh, 2719 N Cheyenne, Tacoma, WA 98407
Erica Doctor, 3718 N 29th St, Tacoma, WA 98407
Kate Swarner, 4216 N 27th St, Tacoma, WA 98407
Celest Herigate-Howell, PO Box 6945, Tacoma, WA 98417
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Final MDNS: Response to Comments
LU16-0098 Proctor South

concerns which arise after the certificate of occupancy is issued and other mitigation
measures have been put in place. A bond of $25,000 for one year after opening has been
agreed to. Neighborhood traffic impacts would have to be validated prior to expenditure of
the bond.
2. An increase in pedestrian trips is expected to/from this development. In order to provide
safe pedestrian access to/from and adjacent to the development, wider sidewalks, bulbouts
to shorten crossing distances and marked crosswalks will be constructed adjacent to the
site. These design elements also act as traffic calming tools. The justification for pedestrian
signals and beacons were evaluated and determined that installation did not meet
engineering criteria. The criteria takes into consideration warrants such as spacing from
other traffic control devices, vehicular and pedestrian volumes, and the number of travel
lanes were factors. Off-site improvements will be evaluated for emergency access and
accessibility.
3. The City’s Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program was recently funded for the 2017-2018
biennium to assist neighborhoods citywide in evaluating and addressing traffic calming
concerns. Neighborhoods are asked to participate in the Neighborhood Speed Watch
Program that provides neighbors with the opportunity to borrow a radar gun to document
neighborhood speeding. The information will be used to prioritize neighborhood concerns.
The application to participate is available through Traffic Engineering at
jkammerzell@cityoftacoma.org.
4. The City and Tacoma Public Schools are also partnering on developing a comprehensive
Safe Routes to School Program (SRTS). SRTS involves a variety of activities and events
that make it easier, safer and more fun to walk, bike, and skate to school. The program
aims to improve safety through targeted infrastructure improvements, walking and biking,
safety education for students/parents/general drivers, and encouragement programs. The
program is anticipated to be completed in April 2017 and will include programs ready for
implementation. More information about this program and how to participate can be found at
www.cityoftacoma.org/srts.
Incomplete Traffic Study Comments:
1. A traffic study provides the necessary data and analysis to adequately assess the impacts
of a development proposal on the existing and/or planned street system. The applicant
provided a TIA conducted by licensed engineer Greg Heath. The TIA utilized the correct
Institute of Transportation Engineers code to evaluate trip generation for this project’s land
use. The initial TIA was dated July 12, 2016. Upon review by the City and changes to the
site access, a revised traffic study dated September 14, 2016 was resubmitted and
considered for review.
The traffic study included analysis of adjacent intersections that might experience significant
impacts. A project is considered to have potentially “significant” impacts if the addition of
project traffic causes an intersection to operate at an unacceptable level, such as level of
service “E” or “F”. The TIA shows that the number of trips to be generated by the
development and their distribution along multiple overall access routes did not create any
substantive impacts to intersection operations in the study area.
2. The TIA was required to include pipeline developments, such as Proctor Station, which was
confirmed by the engineer. Projects are allowed to take into consideration existing traffic
volumes generated by the site prior to redevelopment or construction. The study did not
take credit for the trips generated by recent or existing property uses in order to present an
analysis of a conservatively high estimate of traffic demand.
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3. A review of the accident history for 2015-2016 at the intersections identified in Table 4,
indicate that Proctor & N 26th St had 3 incidents, Madison & N 26th St had 3 incidents, and
Madison & N 25th St had 1 incident. No reported accidents were reported at Madison & N
25th St during this time frame and no accidents involved a pedestrian or bicyclist.
Parking Comments:
1. Amid existing concerns over the lack of parking and the impacts of historic and future
development on the parking infrastructure, Tacoma’s Parking Services met with a group of
stakeholders from the Proctor District in February 2016. Parking Services agreed to perform
a baseline study of parking occupancies throughout the Proctor District and those
residential areas just beyond the commercial district. The boundaries of this study were
established in partnership with stakeholders of the area. The study was administered in May
and June 2016.
The report did not take into consideration future developments, such as Proctor South.
However, the report indicated that the district’s parking activities by hour of occupancy are
reasonable and showed peak occupancy hours at noon time. The average occupancies for
the overall district during the peak hour ranged from 63-72%. It was noted that the area
surrounding the proposed project did exhibit the highest occupancies of all the block faces
throughout the district with each block face exceeding 85% occupancies over 6 hours per
day on average.
The study did provide considerations to address existing parking concerns, which includes
uniform time regulations, regular parking enforcement by Parking Services (although the
district would need to agree to enhanced enforcement), and enhanced enforcement during
the weekend to promote greater turnover and lower occupancies in high demand areas.
Parking Services enforcement would also include citing “life safety” violations, such as
parking in a travel lane, in driveways, or too close to a stop sign.
2. There is a cost to build parking. Construction costs are affected by environmental
conditions, zoning requirements, site constraints, regional differences in construction costs,
and the type of parking to be built. These costs would be passed along to the tenants in
increased rent or in a direct payment for the parking space. By charging for parking
separately the argument can be made that the owner is incentivizing people to park onstreet, but it can also be made that the owner is rewarding people who do not have a car in
a neighborhood that is intended to be walkable, bikeable, and near transit.
3. The design of the Neighborhood Mixed-Use Center encourages pedestrians and bicyclists
and its location on a major arterial makes it convenient for access to local transit. The
project proposes to provide 141 off-street parking stalls, which exceeds the minimum
parking requirements. On-site and off-site improvements are required to provide for safe
and easy pedestrian and bicycle access, such as covered bicycle parking, ADA compliant
curb ramps, and street lighting.
4. Truck Loading and Passenger Loading zones can be useful when the need for recurring
short-term use arises and enforcement is available to encourage parking turnover. Loading
zones do affect availability of parking for visitors and general use and when unoccupied for
long lengths of time, can be a detriment to the overall inventory. Although not outlined in the
Parking Services study, a consideration of uniform time regulations should include a review
of the placement of common or shared on-street Loading Zones that would benefit other
neighboring businesses/tenants along a block face or corridor, and minimize impacts in the
areas with the highest occupancy.
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DENSITY AND BUILDING SIZE
Multiple general comments were received about the building’s size and the proposed increased
density with the new apartment units.
1. Density in Mixed-Use Centers
Proctor is a Mixed-Use Center and was designated as such by the City Council in the mid1990’s. The Mixed-Use Centers (MUCs) have been at the heart of the Comprehensive
Plan’s growth and development strategy since 1993, when Tacoma adopted its first
Comprehensive Plan in response to the State Growth Management Act (GMA). There are
currently 18 Mixed-Use Centers in Tacoma.
The centers were, and still are, intended to accommodate a significant share of Tacoma’s
future population and employment growth and to be areas that provide a range of housing
choices, employment opportunities, transit-supportive development, pedestrian and bicycle
supportive design, as well as a mix of shops, services, and public spaces. The centers were
designed to accommodate growth in a way that furthers multiple community goals,
including:
•

•

To achieve concentrated centers of development with appropriate transportation
linkages that promote a balanced pattern of growth and development, reduces sprawl,
foster economies in the provision of public utilities and services, and yield energy
savings
To increase the variety of housing styles and living areas available to citizens as well as
protect and enhance already established neighborhoods

This strategy to focus growth in these compact centers was pursued for multiple reasons,
including:
•
•
•
•
•

Focused growth would support the vibrancy of these small neighborhood districts
Focused growth would help to create places where people can live, work, shop and play
and not have to use a car to do and get to everything
Focused growth would help to protect most of the established, low-density residential
neighborhoods from significant growth that could negatively impact their character
Focused growth would help to protect important community resources and sensitive
areas from development pressure
Focused growth represents a more efficient use of public infrastructure and a more
sustainable development pattern

2. Building Height and Bulk
The height limit within the core of the Proctor Mixed-Use Center was modified by the City
Council in 2009. At the time, the height limit was increased from 45 feet to 65 feet, but only
for projects within the core of the district and then only through a Height Bonus Program
that requires taller projects to include certain “public benefit features.” This height limit
increase and Height Bonus Program was also adopted in the other neighborhood MixedUse Centers (some other centers allow heights up to 85 feet). This decision was made after
two-plus years of community discussion about the pros and cons of changing the
regulations, which included more than 50 public meetings and hearings and substantial
community input. As is still the case, not all agreed with the changes, but the Council made
the policy decision to allow for the increased height to encourage the growth and
development that had been envisioned for the centers but had largely not happened.
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The mixed-use centers were reviewed again in 2015; while policy changes were made at
that time, no substantive changes to development requirements were made.
In summary, the density and building standards in the mixed-use districts in general, and the
Proctor District in particular, have been reviewed and upheld throughout the years, and will
continue to be reviewed in light of the City’s growth management goals as the City continues to
grow. The height, scale, and density of the buildings has been contemplated throughout the
discussion, and is implemented within the adopted zoning code standards.
The proposed building is within all building envelope standards (height, setbacks, and density)
as set forth in the zoning code.
TRANSITION TO RESIDENTIAL ZONE
Multiple comments were received about the transition from the mixed-used district to the
residential district across Madison to the west. Areas of concern included the size and setback
of the building, the treatment of the lower (“podium”) level of the western façade, the adequacy
of landscaping, and the potential for noise, light, and privacy impacts to the neighborhood to the
west.
1. Building Setbacks and upper floor stepbacks: The building will be located the required 7 feet
from the west property line. There will be an additional 5 feet between the property line and
the back of the sidewalk, plus a 7-foot sidewalk, and a 4.5-foot planting strip between the
sidewalk and the curb. The building foundation will therefore be set back approximately 23.5
feet from the curb. Above the podium level, at a level that ranges from about 15 to 22 feet
above grade, the building steps back from the stair tower in increments, so that the face of
the building at the northwest corner of the building is set back more than 21 feet from the
property line. Of the 20 units facing Madison Street, 15 are set back at least 13.5 feet from
the property line – in excess of the 8-foot stepback required on the other street frontages.
While this setback does not provide the same type of building modulation as a horizontal
stepback on upper floors would provide, it does provide increased distance from the single
family residential units to the west.
2. Solar Access: The City has adopted residential transition standards in TMC 13.06.503 “to
help ensure appropriate transitions between non-residential and/or higher intensity
development and adjacent residential districts, in terms of building bulk and scale, location
of activity areas for privacy and noise reduction, provision of greenspace, and visual
separation.” These standards include upper story stepbacks to modify bulk and to provide
for solar access. The proposed building meets all standards for this stepback.
While there will be shading impacts from the building, these were contemplated in the
development and adoption of the height limits for the district, which are being met by the
proposed project.
3. Landscaping: Since the initial MDNS was issued, additional street trees have been added to
the plans to fulfill code requirements. The buffer planting has been revised / enhanced to
more completely screen the west façade of the building. A rendering showing the mature
appearance of the screening/buffering along the west façade/foundation of the building is
included as Attachment B. The landscaping quantities worksheet has been revised to match
the plans and comply with code.
To respond to buffering concerns with the neighborhood to the west, the applicant has
agreed to approach the property owner on the west side of Madison to offer to plant
additional street trees along that street frontage.
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ADDITIONAL COMMENTS
1. Soil contamination: A cleanup action plan was prepared in October, 2016 and provided to
the City to ensure soils are adequately addressed during construction, and that the site will
be cleaned / documented prior to final inspection.
2. Off-site improvements: The applicant is required to improve the alley to City standards with
access, paving, and stormwater facilities. All surrounding rights-of-way will be
repaired/restored to City standards. Sidewalks will be replaced and widened.
CONCLUSION
The MDNS is modified to include the following mitigation measures. These measures are in
addition to the mitigating measures in the preliminary MDNS.
1. In order to respond to traffic calming concerns in the vicinity of the project, the applicant
shall partner with the established neighborhood group surrounding the development through
a deposit of a good faith bond, with the express purpose of addressing any neighborhood
traffic concerns which arise after the certificate of occupancy is issued and other mitigation
measures have been put in place. A bond of $25,000 for one year after opening shall be
posted, or funds set aside, prior to Certificate of Occupancy. Traffic calming, pedestrian
access, and cut‐through traffic are neighborhood concerns. Neighborhood traffic impacts
would have to be validated prior to expenditure of the bond.
2. In order to respond to Comprehensive Plan policies and the intent of the zoning code for
transitions between higher-intensity mixed-use districts and single-family residential
districts, the applicant shall modify the west façade of the building as follows:
a. The podium (parking garage) level of the west side of the building shall be altered to
provide variation in the concrete wall. Acceptable solutions include modulation of the
concrete itself in a pattern of reveals or a design; application of trellises to the wall which
will support greenery until the rest of the landscape screening matures; use of brick at
the lower levels of the façade; increasing (screened) openings into the garage levels; or
application of artwork to the concrete wall.
b. Efforts shall be made to reduce the amount of 24-hour security lighting facing the
residential areas to the west. This includes, but is not limited to, screening the windows
in the stair tower.
3. In order to provide additional buffering for the residential uses to the west, prior to final
landscaping inspection, the applicant shall install appropriate street trees on the west side of
North Madison Street adjacent to parcel 7475013470, or shall provide documentation to
Planning and Development Services that the property owner has declined the installation.

STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
PO Box 47775  Olympia, Washington 98504-7775  (360) 407-6300
711 for Washington Relay Service  Persons with a speech disability can call 877-833-6341

November 2, 2016

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma
Planning and Development Services
747 Market Street, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
Dear Ms. Schultz:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the mitigated determination of nonsignificance for
the Proctor South Project (LU16-0098, WO16-0081, SDEV16-0077 & BLCDCN16-0102)
located at 2502 North Proctor as proposed by Chris DeWald, Rush Development Company. The
Department of Ecology (Ecology) reviewed the environmental checklist and has the following
comment(s):
WATER QUALITY: Chris Montague-Breakwell (360) 407-6364
Erosion control measures must be in place prior to any clearing, grading, or construction.
These control measures must be effective to prevent stormwater runoff from carrying soil
and other pollutants into surface water or stormdrains that lead to waters of the state. Sand,
silt, clay particles, and soil will damage aquatic habitat and are considered to be pollutants.
The following construction activities require coverage under the Construction Stormwater
General Permit:
1. Clearing, grading and/or excavation that results in the disturbance of one or more
acres and discharges stormwater to surface waters of the State; and
2. Clearing, grading and/or excavation on sites smaller than one acre that are part of a
larger common plan of development or sale, if the common plan of development or
sale will ultimately disturb one acre or more and discharge stormwater to surface
waters of the State.
a) This includes forest practices (including, but not limited to, class IV conversions)
that are part of a construction activity that will result in the disturbance of one or
more acres, and discharge to surface waters of the State; and
3. Any size construction activity discharging stormwater to waters of the State that
Ecology:

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
November 2, 2016
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a) Determines to be a significant contributor of pollutants to waters of the State of
Washington.
b) Reasonably expects to cause a violation of any water quality standard.
If there are known soil/ground water contaminants present on-site, additional information
(including, but not limited to: temporary erosion and sediment control plans; stormwater
pollution prevention plan; list of known contaminants with concentrations and depths found;
a site map depicting the sample location(s); and additional studies/reports regarding
contaminant(s)) will be required to be submitted.
You may apply online or obtain an application from Ecology's website at:
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/stormwater/construction/ - Application. Construction
site operators must apply for a permit at least 60 days prior to discharging stormwater from
construction activities and must submit it on or before the date of the first public notice.
WATER RESOURCES: Vicki Cline (360) 407-0278
The proponent is responsible for inspecting the site to determine the location of all existing
wells. Any unused wells must be properly decommissioned and decommission reports
submitted to Ecology as described in WAC 173-160-381. This includes resource protection
wells and any dewatering wells installed during the construction phase of the project.
Ecology’s comments are based upon information provided by the lead agency. As such, they
may not constitute an exhaustive list of the various authorizations that must be obtained or legal
requirements that must be fulfilled in order to carry out the proposed action.
If you have any questions or would like to respond to these comments, please contact the
appropriate reviewing staff listed above.
Department of Ecology
Southwest Regional Office
(SM/CA:16-5420)
cc: Vicki Cline, WR
Chris Montague-Breakwell, WQ
Chris DeWald, Rush Development Company (Applicant)
Joe Rydman & Christine Phillips, BCRA (Contacts)
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Comments on SEPA File Number: LU16-0098
“Proctor South” development in Tacoma, WA
To: Shirley Schultz, Planning Department
Dear Shirley,
th

My name is Callie Stoker-Graham. My husband and I live on the corner of N. 25 St. and Mason, just a few blocks from
the proposed “Proctor South” development. Our family has lived in our home for 13 years, and we have raised our
th
two children here. Our 11-year-old daughter currently walks to and from Washington Elementary School down N. 25
th
to Proctor, and our 14-year-old son walks to N. 26 and Proctor to catch the bus to SAMI High School (he attended
Washington and Mason previously). I am writing to give our comments on the SEPA document as Proctor residents
th
and as parents whose two children walk in Proctor on a daily basis, specifically down N. 25 past the site of the
proposed Proctor South.
th

Our main concerns are increased traffic, especially its impact on the residential side streets of N. 25 and Madison,
th
and the intersection at N. 25 and Proctor. We are also very concerned about pedestrian safety around the new
building and at the surrounding intersections, specifically for the many families and elementary and middle school
children who use the route to walk to school or to spend time in the Proctor District. And finally, we are concerned
specifically about the design of the west-facing façade of the building, which borders a residential neighborhood.
Here is our feedback:

Traffic study questions
Some aspects of the traffic study (done by Heath and Associates) don’t seem accurate:


According to p. 818 in the SEPA document, the traffic study field data was collected in February 2015, which is
nearly 1 year and 8 months ago. That was before occupancy at Proctor Station, which has notably affected traffic
in the entire Proctor District, including the area surrounding the proposed Proctor South. It is negligent to do a
traffic study that does not include the occupancy of Proctor Station because that added many residents and cars
into the smallest mixed-use center in Tacoma. There should be an updated traffic study done and that data
should be used so the results are current and better reflect the reality of traffic in Proctor.



Also according to p. 818 for the traffic study, “Traffic counts were taken during the peak periods between the
hours of 7 AM and 9 AM and 4 PM and 6 PM. These specific peak periods were targeted for analysis purposes since
they generally represents the worst case scenario with respect to traffic conditions for residential and commercial
projects.”
What the hours of this study do NOT take into account is the unique nature of the Proctor District, which is that
there is another PEAK time because the district houses TWO schools—Mason Middle School and Washington
Elementary. Between 2:45–3:30 (or longer), school children are getting out of school and walking the Proctor
th
District, especially middle school students who spend time at both grocery stores on 25 and Proctor, right across
from the site of the proposed new development . In addition, families are walking or driving to pick up their
children, which increases pedestrian and car traffic in the afternoon when school gets out.
In addition to peak commute times, the study should also have been conducted when school lets out in the
afternoon, to observe the driving and pedestrian traffic during the “commute” times of families and children
coming from school between 2:45-3:30.

LU16-0098 Response to Comments
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On p. 817 and 881 detailing the traffic study, the accident data used is from 1/1/2012 - 12/31/2014. That means
the most recent accidents cited happened nearly 2 years ago, so accident data through the present should also
be taken into account. Failing to include any accidents that have been reported in the vicinity since 12/31/2014 is
negligent and could fail to show more evidence of the issue of traffic and pedestrian safety around the proposed
site.



Page 826 states that the estimated number of morning trips during peak hours will be 69. This does not seem
accurate if there are to be 141 apartments with an estimated 290 occupants and 141 parking spaces (which
means 141 cars—at LEAST!). That is saying that only 24 percent of the 290 occupants will be driving their cars to
work each morning during peak times, which does not seem at all accurate at all.
Proctor does not have many jobs for residents, so not many will be walking. The transit system in Proctor and
Tacoma isn’t effective enough to make it easy for many residents to use transit instead of their cars to commute.
Also, there aren’t many jobs in Tacoma for 290 new residents, so the reality is that many might be commuting by
CAR to Seattle or other nearby cities. Therefore, it seems likely that many more trips than 69 would be occurring
as Proctor South residents commute in their cars to work in the peak morning time.



Other data in the traffic study also doesn’t seem accurate. Specifically, the study shows only a 3% increase in
th
th
traffic at the AM peak at the Madison and 25 intersection. However, if all traffic from the 25 garage is rightth
turn only, which routes people to the Madison/25 intersection, how is only a 3% increase at peak times possible
if there are an estimated 290 residents? That does not seem to be an accurate calculation of all the traffic that will
th
be directed to the Madison/25 intersection.

Example:
th
 p. 855 says 17.8% Intersection Capacity Utilization in AM peak at 25 and Madison (those were the current
numbers at the time of the study)
th
 p. 870 says 20.9% Intersection Capacity Utilization in AM peak at 25 and Madison in 2019 with project
th
 The above calculations mean only a 3% at peak AM times between now and 2019 at 25 and Madison. This
does not seem accurate.
The same goes for the PM peak:
th
 p. 859 says 26.3% Intersection Capacity Utilization in PM peak at 25 and Madison (those were the current
numbers at the time of the study)
th
 p. 876 says 25.9% Intersection Capacity Utilization at 25 and Madison in 2019 with project
th
 The above calculations mean a .4% decrease in the traffic at peak PM times between now and 2019 at 25 and
Madison. This does not seem accurate.


th

Page 826, regarding the right turn only out of the 25 garage, says: “By eliminating left turn movements, this
design greatly reduces potential conflicts from the Metropolitan Market access as well as vehicles from N.
Madison Street. In addition, traffic volumes are minor at this location. An estimated 40 trips are currently using the
Metropolitan Market access.”
th

This does not seem accurate. The traffic volume at the Madison/25 intersection is busy because of trips to Met
th
Market, and only 40 trips a day out of the north Met Market parking lot onto 25 does not seem accurate.
What residents who live in the neighborhood observe on a daily basis is people turning left out of the north Met
th
Market parking lot driveway onto 25 and then immediately turning right onto Madison (usually without ANY
th
pausing), so there is potential for Met Market customers turning left on 25 and quickly right on Madison to
conflict with Proctor South traffic coming out on the opposite side of the street and turning right onto Madison.
The traffic study does not take this traffic pattern into account, but residents see this Metropolitan Market
customer driving behavior daily.
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Comments and REQUESTS on traffic and safety measures


On p. 50, #4, recommendations say to construct “curb extensions/bulbouts at North 25th & Proctor (crossing of
north leg and west leg) and North 25th & Madison (crossing of north leg and east leg).”
This is greatly appreciated and sorely needed. Thank you! I would request that bulbouts and a crosswalk also be
th
put in on the SOUTH side of the Proctor/25 intersection because that is where the majority of pedestrians
th
cross because it is the corner that goes between Safeway and Met Market. The 24 intersection has crossings on
th
th
both side of the intersection, so the same should occur for N. 25 . The south side crossing at 25 and Proctor is
busier than the north side crossing because the south side is where people cross to get between grocery stores. I
understand that no island can be put in—that is fine, but a crosswalk on both the north and south crossings on
th
25 and Proctor is necessary.
Although not required from the results of the traffic study, which again, didn’t take into account the busy crossing
th
time of when school lets out, I would also request the crosswalk on the south corner of N. 25 and Proctor be a
th
LIT crosswalk (like the crosswalk on N. 26 and Adams by Washington Elementary) so drivers are more aware of
the pedestrians crossing Proctor to get to the grocery stores.
To summarize this crosswalk point: It’s very important to note that in addition to the many Proctor residents and
th
patrons who already cross Proctor on the south side of the N. 25 and Proctor intersection, if 290 new residents
move in to the proposed Proctor South, that will mean many more pedestrians crossing Proctor at the corner by
the grocery stores, so the upmost care and actions need to be taken to protect pedestrian safety. This includes
th
bulb-outs at the south corner of the N. 25 and Proctor intersection, a painted crosswalk, and a lit flashing
light, like the crosswalk by Washington Elementary.



On p. 50, #5, recommendations say to “Utilize signage and driveway design to limit the proposed garage access
via North 25th Street to right‐in only and right‐out only.”
This will lessen the traffic being directed to Proctor Street, but it will mean more traffic on Madison, a residential
street. Specifically, it will mean more traffic at the uncontrolled Madison/25th intersection, so I strongly request
th
that stop signs or other intersection mitigation be REQUIRED at Madison and 25 so is no longer an
uncontrolled intersection. Leaving it as an uncontrolled intersection, even though it will see an increase in traffic,
is irresponsible and poses a danger to vehicles and pedestrians crossing there (many school children cross here to
get to school, and crosswalks and bulbouts will help, but it remaining an uncontrolled intersection is too
dangerous).
th

Even though the traffic study did not show a threshold that warrants making the 25 and Madison intersection
controlled, adding stop signs (because I’ve heard a roundabout isn’t possible because Met Market delivery trucks
and fire trucks from the fire station need to get around that corner) is IMPERATIVE to lessen the negative
th
impacts the building and its traffic will bring to residents who live directly across the street and all down 25 .


Page 51, #13, recommends a bond be put in place to study and mitigate adverse impacts on the neighborhood.
The recommended amount is $25,000.
I would strongly, strongly request that the city make the bond a REQUIREMENT for the developer, not a
recommendation, and that the amount be large enough (over $25,000 if necessary) to ensure it covers any
mitigation necessary so residents or the city don’t have to pay to fix the problems experienced from the
development.
According to Jennifer Kammerzell with the City of Tacoma, the neighborhood traffic calming program hasn’t been
funded for the past four years, and funding is only on the city council agenda for funding in 2017-18. She also
stated that funding for grants for neighborhood traffic calming projects is declining. All of this points to the fact
that the RESIDENTS will be the ones left dealing with the negative traffic impacts this building will force on the
neighborhood, with no funding help from the city and little help from grants. As such, it is IMPERATIVE that the
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city take care of its residents and REQUIRE the developers set up the bond, with plenty of money in place to
mitigate traffic issues in the block around the building AND in the transition neighborhood surrounding it.
The area covered by the bond should extend out FURTHER than the 1-block area around Proctor South and
th
th
include 25 St. from Proctor all the way to Stevens, because 25 will likely be used by Proctor South residents
th
and patrons to bypass 26 St (local traffic patterns already show this, and it will only increase when the new
th
building goes in). The surrounding neighborhood on N. 25 Street west to Stevens is a transition zone between
the mixed use center and a residential area, and neighbors should not have to suffer the adverse effects of traffic
from the new building with no accountability from the developers who put the development in in the first place.

Parking questions


Page 25 says the building will be staffed by approx. 7 employees. Will they be able to park in the garage, or will
they park on the street near the building or in residential areas? What about the employees of the retail spaces
and the restaurant. Where will they park? Will they take up the spots for customers in street parking? Or will they
park in the neighborhood and take spots used by residents? Will employees have to pay to park in the Proctor
South garage?



I appreciate that the same number of parking spots are being provided for the number of residences (141
apartments and 141 residences). However, many people in the apartments will have more than one car per
apartment, so that will mean extra cars needing to be parked, which will overflow onto surrounding residential
streets. In addition, because residents of Proctor South will have to pay for their parking spot, it can be assumed
that some residents will NOT pay and will choose to park in the surrounding neighborhood, which will negatively
impact the surrounding neighbors who park in front of their homes.
To mitigate the problem of Proctor South residents parking on residential streets, I would like the city or the
developers to PAY FOR residential parking permits for all residents living in a one-block radius from Proctor
th
South, specifically to pay for residential parking permits for all residences on the block of N. 25 between
Madison and Monroe. Residents on the block next to the new development should NOT have to pay $60 a year to
ensure they can park in front of their own homes.



What about daily deliveries to residences or retail businesses or the restaurant? Are there loading zones
th
th
designated on N. 25 ? Or will delivery trucks park in the street on 25 ? This would block traffic and parking spots.
Or will delivery trucks take up the parking spaces designated for patrons? Or will they park somewhere on
Madison, a residential street? None of these are acceptable. To fix the issue of loading zones, there should be 2
th
loading zone parking spots allotted for delivery trucks in the angle parking on 25 .

Comments on design and blending with the residential neighborhood


On p. 27, #10a under “Aesthetics,” it says “Exterior wall finishes are proposed to be cementitious, wood siding and
brick veneer . . . On the west side facing the single family neighborhood, the building materials are residential in
nature and the building massing is modulated with forms and colors to add variety to the façade.”
However, the current image of the west-facing elevation (on p. 12 in the SEPA document) does NOT look
residential in nature and does not show any attempt to blend in with the residential neighborhood across the
street.
If the image shown on p. 12 is the current west-facing design, the design and siding materials on the west-facing
side should be altered so the first level is NOT bare concrete but is instead a more aesthetically pleasing material
( A ground story of concrete directly across the street from a residential neighborhood is UGLY and totally
unacceptable). To blend with the neighborhood, there should be some brick and wood used on the west-facing
side, in addition to more color variation, besides shades of gray. And again, emphatically, there should be NO
concrete on the west-facing side. Neighbors who will be staring at the west side of the building deserve a better
looking, less obtrusive façade, and creating a more aesthetically pleasing side will ensure the development
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complies with Policy DD–9.1 (“Create transitions in building scale in locations where higher-density and intensity
development is adjacent to lower scale and intensity zoning…”)


The west-facing image on p. 12 also does not show what the 18’ setback will look like, nor what the plantings will
look like that will provide a buffer between the west side of Proctor South and the neighborhood across the
street. (The setback and plantings are referenced on p. 20)
I request that the trees that are planted (as referenced on p. 20) be as large and mature as possible, to provide
a screen as quickly as possible. If small trees are planted with the plan of them reaching maturity in some years,
that is not acceptable. Residents need as large, full, and mature a vegetation screen as possible immediately.

Although the proposed development is located in a mixed-use center, it is directly across from a well-established,
family-oriented residential neighborhood that is a loved and tightly knit community. A building of this height and
magnitude is totally out of place.
If a development of this scale must go in and drastically change the feel, look, and daily quality of life for the entire
neighborhood and the entire feel and look of the Proctor District, then the city and developers must listen to and
respect the community and the residents who LIVE here and take every measure possible to make the least impact
on pedestrian safety, traffic, and the neighborhood aesthetics.
Thank you for considering these comments.
Sincerely,
Callie and Ezra Stoker-Graham
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cohenellenr@yahoo.com
Schultz, Shirley
Proctor South: File Number LU16-0098
Tuesday, November 01, 2016 7:10:19 PM

Comments re vehicle/bicycle/pedestrian safety:
Please note that the traffic study was conducted in February 2015, before full occupancy of Proctor Station and did
not include afternoon hours when parents are picking up children from Washington Elementary School. The
accident data submitted was only from January of 2012 until mid December of 2014.   The traffic study had no
information on either bicycle or predestination traffic. More complete information is required, necessitating a new
traffic study and more current accident data.
The construction of this building will necessarily increase the number of vehicles turning from Proctor St. to 25th St.
in order to access the garage. The developers should be required, in addition to bulb outs, to install crosswalks
controlled by blinking lights crossing both 25th St. and Proctor St. This should improve safety both for current and
future residents who may chose to walk to shop at either Metropolitan Market or Safeway. Crosswalks and bulb
outs should also be required at the southwest corners of the development to improve pedestrian safety, particularly
for children who walk to Washington Elementary or Mason Middle Schools. In addition, speed bumps and mirrors
should be required at garage exits to improve safety.
The developer should be required to fund traffic control officers during peak holiday shopping periods before Both
Thanksgiving and Christmas.
The traffic study also did not take into account truck traffic, including deliveries to Metropolitan Market as well as
future deliveries to new retail establishments in the development and residents (e.g., UPS, FedEx). Loading zone
parking should be required to accommodate those vehicles so that they don't block traffic.   In addition, the
widening of the entire alley from Madison St. to Proctor St. to 20' should be required so that two vehicles traveling
in opposite directions can safely pass each other.
The parking required is inadequate. According to information submitted, only two additional parking spaces will be
added. If loading zone spaces are required (as they should be) there will be no additional spaces. The developer
plans on having a restaurant occupy one of the retail spaces. With inadequate (and not required) indoor parking for
the new residents, the parking situation in that area is likely to deteriorate and overflow into the neighboring
Metropolitan Market parking lot, making it difficult for their clientele to park. The developer should be required to
provide more off-street parking for both residents and retail customers.
Given that this development is directly across the street from a single family residence zone on the west side, the
developer should be required to set back the 4th, 5th and 6th floors on the west side (Madison St.) to create more of
a buffer zone and minimize the shadow cast on the west side of the building.
Thank you for taking these comments into consideration.
Ellen Cohen
3612 N 33rd St.
Tacoma, WA 98407
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Erik Neal
Schultz, Shirley
Proctor South SEPA Comments
Wednesday, November 02, 2016 6:32:39 PM
Proctor South SEPA Neal Comment Attachment.pdf

Dear City Planners:
The following are comments that I would like to state for the record regarding the Proctor
South SEPA application. I ask that you re-examine two sections and the mitigation that is
required. Both the stormwater and the traffic impacts I believe are not adequately
mitigated. Below are the reasons why and some suggested mitigation that could be added to
the permit requirements. I have lived at North 27th St for over 11 years and have seen the
actual impacts of Proctor Station as it is almost fully occupied. I am in support of Proctor
South. The density and smart growth is good for the city and the district. I do, however,
believe that additional mitigation is needed. I am a registered civil engineer in the State of
Washington. The following is not a professional opinion, nor an opinion of my employer or my
clients.
Regarding Stormwater/Impervious Surfaces.
The application lists that the improvements will cover the property 98% in impervious
surfaces. The City has a stormwater management mandate to improve stormwater retention
and treatment. Just capturing and treating the stormwater through filters should be limited
to sites with no other options. To mitigate both the increased catchment area and the
increased vehicle traffic, I recommend the following concepts: Install rain-gardens in the
adjacent new planting strip areas, as well as the improved parking on the south side of N.
25th. Recommend that the entire block of North Madison from N. 25th to N. 26th be
improved for stormwater treatment and retention.
Regarding Traffic/Neighborhood Interface
The city’s recommendation to move the parking garage entrance from N. Madison to N. 25th
should be reconsidered. The Met Market parking entrance is directly adjacent to the
Madison/25th intersection. A new driveway at the same location will basically create a 6-way,
uncontrolled intersection. N. Madison is already an de-facto back-door to Met Market.
Proctor South will only increase traffic on N. Madison. The current proposed lower garage
entrance to Proctor South would be directly across from the Met Market back entrance. Both
are very close to the intersection. I am very familiar with this intersection, as my family
regularly walks through this area. This intersection can be congested at times, and dangerous
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to pedestrians as cars cut in and out of the Met Market parking lot into a residential street.
By adding another driveway into this intersection, the congestion can only increase, and
safety decrease. I recommend the following mitigation be considered:

1. Move the lower garage entrance either into the alley, or potentially combine the
entrances and ramp interior to the building.

2. Alternately, move the lower garage entrance back to N. Madison.

3. Street-scape the entire N. Madison block from N. 25th to N. 26th with improved plantings, rain
gardens, street trees. This will help calm traffic, and improve the buffer to the R-2 residential
across the street.
4. Place a traffic circle at the intersection of N 25th and Madison. (would need to be confirmed
with Met Market loading ramp access, may need to be a mountable circle)
5. Place a traffic circle at the intersection of N. 25th and Monroe. (this will help slow traffic
trying to cut from/to N. Stevens, and encourage through traffic to head to the arterials).
Note that there is already a circle at the corner of N. 24th and Madison for this very reason.
This would be consistent with the existing traffic control around Met Market.
6. Install sidewalks on the missing block face of N. Madison. This will encourage pedestrians to
cross to the west side of N. Madison to avoid cars coming out of the driveways/alleys of
Proctor South.
7. Install visually distinctive sidewalks across N. Madison, N. 25th, and N. Proctor to help indicate
to drivers that they are in a pedestrian dense area.
Please see attached markups of map for additional clarification.

These are suggestions from watching the traffic patterns change on the N. 27th and 28th and
Madison corners after Proctor Station (a very similar scale project) is now fully occupied.
Erik Neal
4114 N 27th ST
Tacoma, WA 98407
253-686-3257

Sent using Zoho Mail
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To: Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner, Planning and Development
Services, 747 Market Street, Room 345, Tacoma, WA 98402
From: Felicity Devlin, 2417 N. Washington St., Tacoma, WA 98406

Comments Regarding Determination for SEPA File
# LU16-0098
There are two important issues that have not been adequately addressed
in the SEPA review, File # LU16-0098, for “Proctor South,” the
development proposed for construction at 2502 N. Proctor:

1. Creation of an appropriate transition from the large-scale
development to the abutting neighborhood of small-scale,
residential buildings;
2. The preservation of unique neighborhood character.
1. The design for Proctor South does not fulfill the intent of Tacoma’s
Comprehensive Plan that transitions should be created between areas of
large-scale and smaller-scale development and that buffers should
protect zones of lower intensity from higher intensity zones.
Tacoma’s Comprehensive Plan includes several goals and policies that emphasize the
importance of creating transitions between areas of large-scale and areas of smaller-scale
buildings and between areas of higher and lower intensity of activity:
Goal DD-9 of the Comprehensive Plan is to “Support development patterns that
result in compatible and graceful transitions between differing densities,
intensities and activities.”
And Policy DD-9.1 calls for creating “transitions in building scale in locations
where higher-density and intensity development is adjacent to lower scale and
intensity zoning” and ensuring “that new high-density and large-scale infill
development adjacent to single-family dwelling zones incorporates design
elements that soften transitions in scale and strive to protect light and privacy for
adjacent residents.”
The Residential Transition Standards in the TMC describe the standards as
helping “ensure appropriate transitions between non-residential and/or high
intensity development and adjacent residential districts in terms of bulk and
scale, location of activity areas for privacy and noise reduction, provision of
greenspace and visual separation.”
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Policy DD – 5.4 encourages “development in centers and corridors that is
responsive to street space width, allowing taller buildings on wider streets.”
Policy DD-9.4 calls for minimizing “the impacts of auto-oriented uses, vehicle
areas, drive-through areas, signage, and exterior display and storage areas on
adjacent residential areas.”

The design for the west end of Proctor South does not make a transition
from the core of the MUC to the lower density, single-family
neighborhood across N. Madison Street to the west and southwest of the
building. And the current design proposal seems likely to impose a
negative impact on the privacy and quality of life of this neighborhood.
The problematic features include:
•

The lack of a transition in scale or impression of size: There is no
transition in bulk and scale, as called for in the Comprehensive Plan, from
the east side of the building, which fronts the MUC’s core pedestrian street,
to the west side, which fronts the single-family residences. The building
rises six stories on all sides. And the appearance of seven stories is added on
the west face by the shafts housing the elevator and stairwell. The building
thus actually appears taller on its western façade rather than transitioning to
the neighboring one- and two-story homes. Proctor South will be set back
several feet from the property line. But N. Madison is a relatively narrow
street, drawing the buildings on either side into close proximity.

•

The lack of design elements that promote a transition: The design
treatment of the west façade of the building appears similar to that used for
the east and south facades, and does not reflect a transition to the residential
neighborhood.
• The architects state that the materials used for the west facade will be
“residential in nature.” The facing material used for Proctor’s vernacular
architecture comprises clapboard, wood shingles, brick and stucco.
Proctor South’s west façade appears to use paneling. It would be helpful
to have clarification on the materials proposed for the west facade and the
way in which they will reflect the nearby residences and help create a
visual transition.
• Façade articulation: It’s unclear from the images of Proctor South
provided in the SEPA documents that the west façade incorporates a
sufficient number of the design elements required by the TMC and
intended to interrupt the expanse of the façade and reduce the impression
of the building’s mass.
• The retaining wall for the parking garage comprises the first story of
the west facade of the building, with the result that the side of the
building facing the single-family neighborhood actually has a more urban
and industrial appearance than the sides facing the streets of more intense
activity.
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•

•

light:
Stairway Lights: A stairway appears to run up the right center of the
western façade. This will result in bright lights being emitted onto
Madison from the stairway windows throughout the night (stairway lights
from the similar multi-family development, Proctor Station, create a
bright column running up the building that’s easily visible from a block
away).
Apartment Lights: The architects state that light “from residential unit
windows will be emitted from the site during early evening and morning
business hours.” But light will also be emitted at night, or whenever the
occupants would like to have a light on in their apartment. Since all
apartments above the second floor are higher than surrounding buildings,
drapes or blinds will not be required for privacy and thus it is likely that a
wall of lights from the 20 apartments will shine out across the nearby
neighborhood. (This is the case with the apartments on the north side of
Proctor Station.)

•

Impairment/Loss of privacy:
• Approximately 20 apartments look down upon the single-family
residences from the west side of the building. Landscaping will provide
some screening. But if Proctor South intends to capitalize on views of
the Olympic Mountains, then this screening cannot be complete.
• The balconies of 20 apartments face onto residences to the west and
southwest. The proposed landscaping will help screen the lower
balconies; however, the balconies on the upper stories will necessarily
have sightlines down onto the Madison residences. And, while the
balconies are smaller than a residential yard, they are the size of a
residential patio and presumably intended for outdoor use by the residents
and for entertaining at least a couple of friends.

•

Impact from auto-oriented use:
• Moving the parking lot entrance from N. Madison to N. 25th street is
aesthetically preferable for the neighborhood; however, it will not lessen
the impact from the increased traffic. The additional traffic generated by
140 cars will all flow onto Madison (from the alley and from the 25th
street exit). And the 25th Street exit is not an ideal solution: As the
architects noted, a garage entrance on 25th “creates a situation where
vehicles are then exiting …on to a potentially busy sidewalk and onto an
already congested section of road.”

As the proposal currently stands, it does not promote the full vision of the comprehensive
plan and creates multiple conflicts with the intent of the Plan. There are insufficient
design elements to create the desired transition from the area of high intensity, largerscale buildings to the smaller-scale buildings and narrower street of the residential
neighborhood. It is appreciated that the building will be set back several feet from the
property line, but this alone cannot counteract the monumental effect of a sheer wall
rising 6 and 7 stories across the street from one and two story residences.
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to the ambience of their neighborhood together with loss of privacy,
increased road congestion, and increased light pollution puts an inequitable burden on the
Madison neighborhood.

There are a variety of steps that the architects could take to mitigate
this burden while still allowing Tacoma to achieve its goal of increased
density.
•

Landscaping: As required by the TMC, the landscaping buffer should
include at least 50% evergreen conifers to provide at least partial screening
year-round. To obscure the blank wall of the parking garage, the landscaping
should form a continuous screen. As required by the TMC, there must also
be a maintenance plan to ensure that all landscaping is maintained and
replaced as needed. (It should be noted that trees planted to buffer a
commercial parking lot on N. 25th Street in Proctor have died and never been
replaced.)

•

Window Design: To interrupt the flat expanse of the facade, the windows
should either be recessed or project 2’’ from the façade or should be
surrounded by 4” trim, as required by the TMC 13.06.501.C.6.e. (As regards
Proctor Station, none of the windows on the east and north sides appear to
include these design options except for the recessed windows in the areas of
brick-facing.)

•

Materials Transition: The architects describe the materials proposed for the
west side of the building as being “residential in nature.” Since this
residential nature is presented as one of the chief methods by which the
building will create a transition to the neighborhood, it would be useful to
have more information concerning these materials and how they reflect
neighborhood character.

•

Façade Articulation: It’s unclear from the images provided in the SEPA
documents that the west façade is designed with at least 3 of the articulation
features required by the TMC for the residential portions of mixed-use
buildings (13.06.501.C.2.c). Ensuring that at least 3 such features are
incorporated in the design would serve to reduce the apparent mass of the
structure.

•

Upper Story Stepbacks: The City official responding to this SEPA
application suggested upper story stepbacks as a way to ensure the building
transitioned to the single-family residences. Stepping back the upper two
stories on the west side of the building would provide the most effective way
to create a graceful transition to the residences on Madison.

•

Not only would stepbacks reduce the height of the façade directly fronting
the single-family residences and bring it toward the scale of the
neighborhood; but stepbacks would also serve to reduce the light shining
onto the residential neighborhood from the upper story apartments and would
change the sightlines from the upper story balconies, thus improving privacy
for the residences.
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•

Such stepbacks would also fulfill the many assurances City staff made to the
community during the MUC zoning amendment process that, if 6 story
buildings were to be allowed in the MUCs, there would be requirements for
transitions in building height and scale where the MUC boundary abutted the
single-family zones. (In a series of written comments provided to the
community after stakeholder meetings held in 2008, planning department
staff agreed that required stepbacks are particularly important along the edges
of the centers; stated that there would be mandated requirements for setbacks,
buffers and stepdown transitions; stated that the height bonus area would
extend only 200’ from the core pedestrian street; and referred to measures
that would lessen the impact on the neighborhood abutting the MUC, such as
a tiered approach to the buildings.)

A reduction of 20 or so living units, through the provision of stepbacks, will not
appreciably affect Tacoma’s goal of increasing density. Such stepbacks, however, will
greatly improve quality of life for the community members in residences to the west and
southwest of the proposed building. Providing stepbacks will also safeguard the aesthetic
appearance of the Proctor District by providing an appropriate transition in the scale of
the buildings, thus preventing an incongruous and jarring step-down in height from 6 and
7 stories to 1 and 2. And, importantly, stepbacks will fulfill the intent of the
Comprehensive Plan to protect and buffer single-family neighborhoods from the largescale development being encouraged in the MUCs.

2. The design for Proctor South does not fulfill the intent of Tacoma’s
Comprehensive Plan that new development should reflect the existing
character of the neighborhood and the culture of the surrounding
community.
The Comprehensive Plan includes several goals that call for a new development to be
compatible with both the existing physical character of the neighborhood and also with
the culture of the surrounding community:
2-36 “Include mix of higher density commercial and residential
buildings…Building…should be designed to be compatible with the character of
existing buildings.”
Policy DD – 5.14: “Promote building design that is compatible with the existing
and or desired character of the area.”
Policy DD – 5.13: “Encourage new development and public places to include
design elements … that contribute to the distinct identities of centers...”
Policy DD – 1.5: “Encourage building and street designs that respect the unique
built natural, historic, and cultural characteristics of Tacoma’s centers…”
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DD – 1.6: “Encourage the development of aesthetically sensitive and
character-giving design features that are responsive to place and the culture of
communities.”

Conflicts with these policies have not been adequately addressed by the
proposed development.
If the character of existing buildings and the unique built and cultural characteristics of a
neighborhood are to be respected, these must first be identified. As far as I know the
City has not yet done this. But AHBL, consultant for the City during the MUC review,
provided the following description: “Proctor is a well-established, historical
neighborhood commercial center with medium intensity development consisting of 1-3
story buildings built up to the sidewalk….The small-scale development, small block
sizes, and variety of small businesses contribute to a pleasant pedestrian-oriented urban
form.”
Indeed, it’s fair to say that Proctor is characterized by moderately-sized commercial
buildings with architectural features—doors, windows, decorative elements—that match
the “human-sized” scale of the buildings. The scale of the buildings creates a small-town
main street atmosphere that gives the business district its appeal. The district is also
home to a wide variety of locally-owned businesses, including specialty shops, services,
and restaurants that serve the day-to-day needs of the community and attract visitors to
the district.

The building as currently designed has insufficient design features that
reflect the character of the surrounding neighborhood or that serve to
reduce the impression of mass and bulk down to the “main street” scale
that characterizes the Proctor District:
The problematic features include:
•

Design features do not mitigate perception of size:
• Although the 5th and 6th stories on the east side of the building are stepped
back, the cornice or canopy running along the roofline projects forward
several feet and restores the impression of the building’s mass. The
ground floor canopies will reduce the overall sense of scale for pedestrians
on the west side of Proctor, but they will not achieve this effect for
pedestrians on the east side of the street.
• The southern façade does not appear to employ at least 3 of the façade
articulation features required by the TMC for residential portions of
mixed-use buildings facing a street (13.06.501.C.2.c).
• The three separate “nodes” along the southern side of the building provide
visual modulation to the southern face. However, because they rise up 6
stories with no stepbacks and have a flat, unbroken roofline, these blocks
have a much more massive and monotonous appearance than any of the
neighboring buildings.
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•

•

•

•

design features that reflect neighborhood character:
From the illustrations, it is hard to tell the scale of the ground floor retail
windows and doors. However, if they are similar to the retail doors and
windows of Proctor Station, they will be larger in scale than the shops and
businesses of the surrounding district and will project an urban downtown
ambience rather than the small town ambience of the Proctor District.
The ground floor on the eastern side of the building is characterized by a
repetitive run of plate glass windows. This does not reflect the nearby
buildings, which are characterized by frequently changing facades and
thus much greater visual interest for the pedestrian.
The closest comparison to the current design for the building is The Henry
on the Thea Foss Waterway, an ex-industrial area adjacent to downtown.
A design that fits well in an urban and industrial environment cannot also
be said to reflect the character or respond to the unique identity of Proctor,
an historic suburban neighborhood several miles from downtown.

Loss of Unique Neighborhood Identity:
• The Proctor District is characterized by the variety and number of its
independent, locally-owned businesses. These unique businesses attract
visitors to the district and are highly valued by the Proctor community.
The fact that the local video store is still in business in an area where
alternatives are readily available is one small example of just how much
value the Proctor community places upon the presence of independent,
local business.
Insufficient attention has been paid to the potential impact of Proctor
South’s large new retail spaces on the local, independent character of the
business district. A second, large multi-family development threatens this
defining characteristic. In fact, due to the development of Proctor Station
and Proctor South the district has already lost seven local businesses (a
clothing store, an Irish specialty shop, two restaurants, a key and lock
store, a dry cleaners, and a nail salon). Two of the store-owners retired,
two of the stores relocated outside of the district, and three of the stores
went out of business due to losing their sites. To date, the businesses that
have opened in Proctor Station have not been independent locals. They
are businesses with headquarters in Seattle or Idaho and with shops in
many other locations besides Proctor. The retail spaces in Proctor Station
are just too large and too costly for small, local businesses.
The influx of a large number of regional chain stores threatens to change
the dynamic that allows so many unique, independent businesses to thrive
in Proctor and could start a trend toward shutting out such businesses.

The design of Proctor South could be made more compatible with the
character of the surrounding business district by the use of design
elements that reflect surrounding structures; by design features that
LU16-0098 Response to Comments
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reduce the perceived size of the building; by design that accommodates
small, local businesses:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Provide stepbacks on the 5th and 6th stories of the southern façade.
Reduce the width of the projecting cornice on the eastern façade.
Ensure that the window treatments on the southern and eastern sides of the
building provide visual interest and interrupt the flat facade. They should
either project or recede 2” from the façade or be surrounded by a 4” trim.
Ensure the building’s southern side includes at least the minimum number
of façade articulation features required by the TMC.
Provide window treatments and entrances to retail establishments that are
similar in scale and material to those of nearby Proctor businesses.
Provide more visual interest along the ground floor of the eastern façade
with design features that interrupt the large expanses of glass.
To support rather than shut out local business, the developers could
provide several smaller retail spaces that are affordable for local retailers
or restaurateurs.

Conclusion:
The addition of more housing options and retail spaces can be a benefit to the Proctor
District; and the addition of another outdoor gathering space will be an asset. However,
these benefits of increased density should not be acquired at the expense of other
important policies and goals of the Comprehensive Plan that are equally essential to the
future vibrancy and vitality of Tacoma. A balance could be achieved: Design elements
could be added to Proctor South that will reduce the perceived size of the building, reflect
the architecture of the surrounding district, reduce the impact on the abutting residential
neighborhood and preserve the unique character of this community. While
redevelopment may be necessary for growth and change in Tacoma, as the application
states, such redevelopment can best be achieved by encompassing the entire vision and
intent of the Comprehensive Plan.
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Response to the Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance (MDNS) SEPA File
Number: LU16-0098 & related File numbers:

1) Aesthetics:

City Planning has stated the proposed project meets the TMC 13.06.501 Building
Design Standards.

Response regarding Aesthetics and Environmental Health:
The Tacoma Comprehensive Plan speaks often to the need for “compatible
and graceful transitions between differing densities, intensities and activities.
Policy DD-9.1 - providing “transitions in building scale in locations where higherdensity and intensity development is adjacent to lower scale and intensity zoning.”
“that new high-density and large-scale infill development adjacent to single-family
dwelling zones incorporates design elements that soften transitions in scale and
strive to protect light and privacy for adjacent residents.
-

-

-

The straight up, 6-7 (elevator shaft) storied proposed building on the west
side (N. Mason) does not follow the afore stated TCP intent or noted policies.
It is a massive and bulky building whose design greets the pedestrian with
again (Proctor Station) enormous, hard surfaced towering walls. “Graceful”
nor a “soften” transition does not describe either building relative to the
small homes surrounding the Proctor MUC.

The proposed building’s west side (N. Mason) does offer some setback and
landscaping (compared to the Proctor Station west façade which the TCP
direction was completely ignored). However the screening for privacy of the
single family homes through their windows (especially home across from
alley entrance/exit from N. Madison) from vehicle headlamps and the
apartment balconies into private backyards is compromised, and has
implications of reducing the housing values. Additionally the nighttime
lights emanating from those apartments above the first couple of stories will
affect the dark sky’s the single family homes current enjoy.

Façade’s of the proposed store fronts resemble Proctor Station, which are
monotonous in design - same doors/windows/color palette. These store
fronts do not fit the varied, unique and quaint appearances of the rest of
Proctor local stores. These store fronts look like any other contemporary
shopping center , very bland. Proctor shopping has been described as having
a pedestrian oriented feel, a small main street appeal. Neither of these
buildings reflect shopping facades that mirror anything else in Proctor.
Boring! Does not follow the Policy DD-1.5 or 1.6 to “Encourage building
…design that respect the unique built natural, historic and cultural
characteristics…” “Encourage development of aesthetically sensitive and
character-giving features that are responsive to place and the culture of the
communities.
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2) Response regarding Transportation:

Refer to page 5-9 : Policy T-2.5 Traffic Calming Measures: “protect neighborhoods
from the potentially negative effects ….high volumes, high speeds and pedestrian
vehicle conflicts. May include medians…traffic circles etc.
With this policy being in this document, it appears that neighborhood residents
have choices on how to calm drivers cutting through historically low volume streets.
However in checking cityoftacoma.org the following statement is given.

From City of Tacoma website: “The Neighborhood Traffic Calming
Program is not currently funded to install any new devices “
It is disingenuous of the City to be making any statements to residents when no
funding is available yet appearing to care about an area that supports two schools
and a library, all meant to encourage our students to walk safely.

Of course residents can pay for permit parking of i.e. $65/annually to have some
availability to parking in front of their home. The stated sum of $25,000 to be made
available by the developer to address studying these concerns does not begin to
cover any “new devices” that can increase street safety.

Not requiring a developer to look beyond a few intersections to their proposed
building site is a “planning to fail” approach to the negative impacts of the
community. The City is choosing not to require traffic and parking impacts to the
surrounding stakeholders – investors who live in the area. The parking study was
certainly focused on Proctor commercial. If there was a desire to understand the
ramifications of parking, it would have been done to include the time line of 6pm to
7am to measure those Proctor Station/Proctor South’s renters who chose not to pay
for parking, and the impact to the neighborhoods who require their own parking.
We have many residents in their 70’s-90’s who only use the street parking in front
of their homes. After ie. 43 years living in Proctor, why should they have to walk
blocks to their own home where they pay property tax.
Appreciate consideration of points raised.
Jodi Cook
3608 N. 25th Street
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kyle Price
Schultz, Shirley
Proctor South
Wednesday, November 02, 2016 3:25:08 PM

Shirley, is there a way to require the townhouse entrances to be on the Madison Street side? At the meeting, I felt
like those neighbors had the most serious and legitimate concerns. They are going from a situation where they are
across the street from houses to being across the street from a fairly substantial wall. There’ll be a setback and some
young trees, but the wall will be there. If townhouses are on that side, they’ll be across the street from neighbors.
Then there’ll be people in the building who might engage with some of the neighbors in the houses, which could be
a good thing. And also there’ll be people in the building who might also be concerned with the neighborhood
traffic. Then it’s a joint issue rather than someone else’s problem.
Is it possible to push the townhouse entrances to that side?
Kyle Price
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Laurel Juergens
Schultz, Shirley
SEPA comments re: "Proctor South"
Tuesday, October 25, 2016 11:07:57 PM

Dear Shirley:
My family and I have lived at 4005 N. 25th for 13 years, with kids ages 12 & 9. We are one
house away from the NW corner of 25th & Madison. We also own the corner house at 4001,
which we rent. The proposed “Proctor South” building will soon loom over our two homes.
In response to the SEPA report, I’m writing to address some serious traffic concerns and
practical ideas for safety improvements. My concerns are specifically for the intersection of
25th and Madison St., and specifically with my kids’ and neighbors’ safety in mind.
Absent from the SEPA report is a current traffic study done in the past year, specifically
since Proctor Station opened. This is unfortunate, and frankly irresponsible. The Proctor
streets have become fast, crowded and increasingly dangerous in the past 10 years, due in
part to the popularity of the Metropolitan Market, the influx of residents at Proctor Station,
and the almost 1,300 school kids going to and from school at Washington & Mason each
day – both designated “Walking Schools” by the City. I have personally witnessed dozens
of car vs. pedestrian accidents and near misses in the blocks around our house.
There are 8 families on our block alone that have school-aged or younger children, most of
whom walk to Washington or Mason each day, crossing Madison at 25th and walking

towards Proctor as the safest route designated by the schools. Currently, the intersection is
not controlled by stop signs or cross walks. Metropolitan Market customers exit the west
side of the store’s parking lot and turn north on Madison towards 26th or continue down
25th at speeds well over the legal limit. And rarely does a car slow down, use a blinker or
stop before making a turn onto Madison (We refer to it as the “Met Market right-of-way”).
Making matters worse, both streets are packed with parked cars making visibility low. This
leaves pedestrians, especially children, in a very dangerous spot.   
According to the City’s report, traffic exiting the parking garage at Proctor South will be
required to turn west down 25th instead of out to the closest arterial, Proctor. This is a

dangerous & disrespectful decision to divert hundreds of cars down a residential street that
is already overloaded.
If the City is convinced that this 10 pound building will fit on this 5 pound block, with a
staggering 141 units (potentially 300 people to replace the 8 current neighbors), a six story
building (seven if you count the elevator shaft) in the heart of a historically quaint, but now
shockingly busy neighborhood….
We ask the City to consider having Rush include any or all of the following ideas in their
building plans to ensure safety for our kids, and to prevent pedestrian accidents and
potential deaths:
·

<!--[endif]-->Provide a current traffic study: focusing on the hours between 3-7pm

·

Divert all traffic out of Proctor South towards Proctor, not down 25th.

when schools and grocery stores are at their busiest and families are returning home
from work (Saturdays and holidays also)
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·

<!--[endif]-->Stop signs or blinking stop/yield lights at Madison & N. 25th Streets

·

<!--[endif]-->Bump outs at Madison & N. 25th Streets for pedestrian visibility.

·

<!--[endif]-->Crosswalks at 25th crossing Madison on all sides (especially north and

·

<!--[endif]-->Crosswalks on 25th crossing Proctor from “Proctor South” to fire station.

·

<!--[endif]-->Blinking lights and/or audible warning signal at the parking garage exit

·

<!--[endif]-->Traffic circle at N. 25th & Madison intersection

·

<!--[endif]-->Speed bumps on N. 25th St. between Madison & Monroe to slow traffic

·

<!--[endif]-->Provide free City parking permits to residents adjacent to Proctor South.

east sides)

on 25th Street (There is a blind man on 25th who regularly travels towards Proctor
(audible signal). But the audible signal should not disturb residents.)

exiting and heading west out of Proctor South & Metropolitan Market.

The design of the new building makes it obvious that tax revenues are being maximized.
This revenue needs to be spent first safeguarding the people surrounding the City’s new
“Mixed Use Center”.  
Thank you for asking for our opinions,
Laurel & Scott Juergens
4005 N. 25th St.
Tacoma, WA 98406
(360) 259-0291
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

margaret demick
Schultz, Shirley
SEPA comments on proposed building at N. Proctor and 25th street
Saturday, October 29, 2016 7:57:34 PM

As allowed by the Sepa process and as a resident in the Proctor District I have a number of
concerns about the new building going in at N. 25th and Proctor.
1. The 25th and Proctor corner is already congested area with 2 grocery stores and a fire
station on opposing corners. 25th is a small street with no room to widen. With more
residents, cars, retail business , School children for 2 neighborhood school who walk this area
as do shoppers why is no cross walk at 25th and Proctor proposed. What will the developers
be required to do to mitigate this. Will a cross walk or light be installed for crossing on
Proctor. Will the fire station be able to get their trucks out in emergencies or will traffic slow
them down? Who will be liable if someone is seriously injured or killed here.
2. What will be required of the developers to mitigate the traffic going onto the corner of 25th
and Madison? Cars coming and going along with delivery trucks make this a busy little corner
and will now be more so . At the very least it needs a stop sign .What will the developers be
required to do to mitigate this. Who will be liable when a serious accident occurs here
because a building of this size was allowed to go in.
3. Traffic leaving Met market already uses 25th street. It is a small neighborhood street and
not in the best shape particularly at the end near Mason street. Who is going to pay for the
street upgrades that surely will be needed? Will the developers be required to add to the
needed infrastructure. What traffic calming steps will they be required to install and maintain
because of the increased traffic the building will generate.
4. Why aren't the developers required to step back the upper stories of the building so that
the little residential street across from it doesn't face a concrete wall?
5. Will the developers be required to use the better materials they will have on the Proctor
side all around the building or will they be allowed to get away with doing what they did with
the west side of Proctor Station. This matters to residents who have to look at it day and day
out.
6. Will the landscaping on the Madison side be trees that already have some size and will help
mask the impact of the
building or will they be small saplings that will take years to grow to any size. The developers
should be required to provide mature trees.
7. The shadow study for this building onto 25th seems inadequate. It will impact the
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neighbors across the street. It needs further study.
8. Presumably there will be a lot more deliveries being made on this block. Residents will be
getting UPS etc deliveries. Deliveries will be made to the retail spaces. What kind of space is
going to be set aside for them? If it is part of the street parking then it leaves less space for
patrons using the retail. Developers should have to provide some space for deliveries within
the parking garage.

9. Parking in this block is already tight. Retail businesses must have parking for their patrons to
succeed. Where are they going to park? Parking on this street is often full already. If a
restaurant goes in where are the patrons going to park? The grocery store lots are already
heavily used. What will the developers be required to do to assure parking for these retail
spaces and for the people who work in them. Most do not live in the area. Transportation to
this area is inadequate for their needs. Perhaps space within the parking garage could be
allowed.
10. Residents of the apartment building often choose to park on the street in the
neighborhoods rather than pay for parking. This then adversely affects the home owners in
the area. Parking should be part of the rent to discourage them from parking on the street.
What steps will the developers take to be sure they don't park in the neighborhoods?
11. Is this smart density? The developers are planning to take a space that had 8 small family
homes and creating 141 apartment units. Density can be good but when you put too much
into a small space it has the opposite affect and surrounding businesses suffer. Proctor was
already a working neighborhood. Has enough study been done to be sure this corner can
handle the increase. Who is liable if it isn't? Should this busy corner have a smaller building
with fewer residents to impact the little street and stores already there.
12. What happens if the present owners sell the building and it isn't well maintained. What
will happen the next time we have an economic down turn. Who will be liable?
12. Has the check for contaminants at the sight of the old dry cleaner been looked at well
enough. Should the city conduct their own independent one? Dry cleaners are notorious for
leaving pollutants behind. Who will be liable if there turns out to be pollutants there not
found or disclosed?
13. Why aren't the developers to required to put in some low income units so badly needed
in this city?
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November 1, 2016
Shirley Schultz
Planning and Development Services
City of Tacoma
747 Market Street, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
Dear Ms. Schultz,
I am a Tacoma resident living on N 25th Street close to the 25th St and Tyler St intersection, and I am
writing in response to the Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance (SEPA File Number: LU16-0098)
for the “Proctor South” development. Although I see a number of benefits for the community from the
project, I am concerned about the potential impacts to safety from increased traffic on 25th St between
Madison St and Stevens St. I would like to request additional mitigation measures be required of the
applicant.
The traffic study that was conducted for this project acknowledges it will create an increase in traffic
going to and from the building. Using the 25th St garage exit of Proctor South, drivers will be required to
turn right. This will likely funnel a significant amount of this traffic down 25th St, as drivers will be
heading to the arterial Stevens St. Although 25th St likely can accommodate a higher volume of vehicles,
I am concerned about the impacts to the safety of pedestrians, including many children, on this street.
The traffic study, as well as maps in the city’s transportation plan, show there has been a cluster of
vehicle collisions, including pedestrian/vehicle, around 26th and proctor. This is a neighborhood with a
large number of pedestrians – people walking to the farmers’ market, children walking to school,
shoppers going to and from the Proctor District. Funneling traffic down 25th may increase the likelihood
of these collisions happening on 25th St.
On a typical work day, the study indicated “69 trips are expected during the AM peak hour and 105 trips
during the PM peak hour.” I believe the AM peak hour estimate is inaccurately low, with 136 middle to
high income units in the new building plus businesses in the commercial space. It is reasonable to
assume that each residential unit will have one driver parking in the garage, and it is reasonable to
assume the majority of the owners will be employed. I believe it is unreasonable to assume only about
one half of these people would be leaving for work in a vehicle during the AM peak hour. Few people
will likely work within walkable distance from the building, given the number of jobs in the Proctor area,
and although some may take a bus, it is more likely people will drive during this time. If you add likely
traffic generated by people arriving to work at or visit the businesses that will be located in the
commercial spaces, the numbers predicted by the traffic study may be incorrect.
Currently on 25th St between Proctor St and Stevens St, we have intersections with no stop signs.
Visibility can be poor at corners, depending on trees, parked cars, and other obstructions. Vehicles
frequently do not slow down at these intersections to look for pedestrians or oncoming cars on
intersecting streets. I am concerned that an increased volume of cars traveling west on 25th St will just
increase the likelihood of children on bikes or walking to or from school, other pedestrians, and other
cars getting hit at these intersections.
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The MDNS states the advisory comments of the Traffic Engineering Division will be carried forward as
applicable to development permits. One of those recommendations is that the applicant commit to
a “partnership with the established neighborhood group surrounding the development through a
deposit of a good faith bond, with the express purpose of addressing any neighborhood traffic
concerns…” This is not stated, however, as required mitigation in the MDNS for traffic safety impacts to
the adjacent neighborhood.
I would like to request that the city not just make this recommendation to the applicant but make this
step an explicit requirement. I would also ask that the city set the bond amount at a level that will
adequately cover the cost of stop signs or other safety measures on 25th St between Proctor and
Stevens. This would support the city’s policy DD-9.4 on transitions between areas of differing types of
activity and scale of development, which calls for minimizing the impacts of “auto-oriented uses… on
adjacent residential areas.” Proctor South will be creating a significant transition between its block and
the adjacent neighborhood, not just at the 25th St and Madison St intersection, and traffic safety
measures will help to mitigate these “auto-oriented uses.” These measures would certainly also support
city policies on improving safety (T-2.3) and calming traffic (T-2.5).
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions about my feedback. You can email me or call
me at 206-778-3135.
Respectfully,
Margaret McKeown
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Susan and Brendan Haigh
2719 N Cheyenne St
Tacoma, WA 98407
susandhaigh@outlook.com
(253) 777-8017
2 November 2016
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
Planning and Development Services
747 Market Street, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org
To Whom It May Concern:
The following comments are in response to the Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance
(MDNS) posted by the City of Tacoma for the proposed mixed-use building also known as
"Proctor South", file number LU16-0098.
11. Aesthetics:
Façade: For the project to blend with the neighboring buildings and retain the historic feel of
the Proctor District, traditional brick façades and varied elevations should be incorporated
along city streets, including North Madison, and not only on Proctor Street.
Most businesses in the Proctor Business District incorporate brick facing, both for older and
for recently remodeled buildings. It appears that the proposed Proctor South project
elevations do not include brick elements on the West elevation, facing Madison Street. Brick
façade elements should be incorporated for at least the first 1-2 stories on all sides facing
public streets to compliment the brick buildings throughout the historic neighborhood. Based
on the presented elevations, this element needs to be incorporated at least into the West
elevation facing Madison Street, and other sides if not already included.
Shading/Elevation: The City staff comments note:
“As designed there is no transition to the single family land use across Madison St. One
method to mitigate this would be to set the building back on the 5th and 6th floors to
reduce shading/appearance of bulk.”
The developer’s response to this comment is disingenuous and is not responsive to the
specific concern raised. They note a landscaping buffer on the Western side and varied
setbacks on the Southern and Eastern sides, but do not address shading and appearance of
bulk on the Western elevation (Madison Street) in any way. A flat-faced 6-story building will
substantially impact light and views for the single-family residential homes near the project.
The developer has taken no steps to address the City’s (or residents) concerns about shading
and appearance of bulk for homes on the west side of the development.

LU16-0098 Response to Comments
Attachment "A" Page 28 of 48

LU16-0098 Comment Letter
Susan and Brendan Haigh
2 of 4

The result of ignoring the architectural elements facing residential streets can be seen in the
unappealing Western elevation of the existing Proctor Station development located to the
North. Here developers incorporated brick along Proctor Street, but the West elevation
(facing Madison Street) is composed entirely of siding, resulting in a flat, monochrome 6-story
façade with minimal detail, variation, or other elements to reduce the appearance of bulk
and to incorporate it with the nearby buildings and school, which have full brick façades.

28. Historical and Cultural:
The MDNS notes the development does not impact any structures on the register of Historic
Places. The Proctor Business District itself has an important role in Tacoma’s culture and
history, with the oldest operating Bowling Alley, an historic movie theater, and many historic
homes. The heritage of the Proctor district should be included as a factor in the overall
design of the development, and the project should be required to blend with, rather than
change, the historic and cultural appeal of the neighborhood. It is remarkable that most of
the businesses operating in Proctor are still small, locally owned businesses that are deeply
rooted in the community both socially and economically. Tacoma should be proud of this.
Preserving the local nature of the neighborhood should be a priority. At the recently
completed Proctor Station development, the commercial space has been filled entirely with
chain stores headquartered outside of Tacoma, as opposed to the local and family businesses
that they replaced (Babblin’ Babs, Corcoran’s locks, and the Teriyaki restaurant). The city of
Tacoma should be concerned that new, luxury apartments and expensive commercial space
will continue to erode the local nature of the neighborhood and the businesses in the district.
29. Transportation
Parking:
Though the project meets off-street parking and storage requirements, both the City and
developer recognize significant concerns from the community about parking impacts. In
response to City of Tacoma comments, the developer states:
It has been our understanding that one of the main concerns with the multifamily
residential development in the neighborhood is the concern that it will create more
parking problems in the Proctor District. By providing enough parking in the garage
for each residential unit and additional parking spaces along N 25th, the resulting
parking stall count will be a net increase. (p. 41)
During the public meeting, representatives confirmed that parking spaces would be available
to tenants for an additional fee. Providing parking for a fee does not adequately address
parking impacts. When tenants are not required to use available on-site parking, and rather
are charged an extra fee to do so, they will have no incentive to use on-site parking. Rather,
they are more likely to use street parking, which impacts short-term parking availability near
the vibrant business district. Easy access is one of Proctor’s highlights – whether on foot,
bicycle, car, or bus – and convenient parking is vital for businesses and those who visit the
business district to shop or eat.
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The proposal provides no reassurance that tenants will use available underground parking.
Further, there is no evidence that tenants of Proctor South will forego car ownership in favor
of walking or using transit. It is reasonable to assume tenants will impact parking availability
in the nearby community. The development should therefore be required to mitigate parking
issues within the scope of this project, either by ensuring that tenants park on-site or by
providing mitigation measures to the wider the business district. Below are several examples:
•
•

•
•

Include one parking space per residential unit in the regular price of rent (provided to
all tenants at no extra fee).
Require tenants to pay a flat fee per month, which would either be applied to one onsite parking space or to show purchase of an ORCA mass transit card (this would
demonstrate the development truly supports multi-modal and green transportation
options).
Provide free short-term parking to business district visitors for all parking spaces not
yet rented by Proctor South tenants.
Contribute funds to significantly cover the cost for a comprehensive parking study for
the Proctor Business District. (I understand this was a recommendation of the city’s
recent parking survey and would help identify options such as parking time
restrictions, residential parking permits, or other options to improve parking in the
district.)

Any of these options will further demonstrate the development’s support of the Proctor
Business District and its residents, who value easy access to the district to visit local
businesses and restaurants.
Traffic:
Mitigation Measure 2 indicates that "alley based access should be directed to Madison Street
to minimize vehicular and pedestrian conflicts". This will negatively impact safety at the
intersection of North Madison and North 26th Street, which is 1 block west of Proctor and not a
major intersection. Vehicles and bicycles leaving Metropolitan Market already use Madison as
a bypass to avoid turning left on Proctor Street; they travel North on Madison and either turn
left (west) toward Pearl Street) or right (east) toward Proctor to leave the district.
The intersection of North 26th and North Madison has limited sight distance due to street
parking and is particularly busy in the evening and during weekend events such as the
Farmer's Market. This intersection is within two blocks of several businesses, the middle
school, and the farmer's market, making it a popular crossing for pedestrian, bicycle, and
vehicle traffic already. The traffic plan should address safety at this intersection through
improvements to crossings, restricting left turns onto North 26th, or other measures to
improve North Madison Street.
Finally, the traffic study was inadequate in the geographic range covered. It did not include
the major routes to and from the Proctor area along 21st Street and particularly along North
30th. (North 26th is used primarily by residents in the local area, whereas 21st and 30th are
more major access routes). North 30th Street is the main corridor for those leaving Proctor to
travel to Downtown Tacoma, Ruston Way, and I-5, making it the primary route for commuters
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morning and evening. It is reasonable to expect residents and visitors to the new Proctor
South development will follow similar traffic patterns as others in the neighborhood
h
Existing traffic patterns at North Proctor and North 30t create backups of several blocks
during evening traffic, while backups from Old Town up the hill clog up many blocks
(sometimes reaching to the crest of the hill on weekday mornings). An addition of 140
resident vehicles, plus trips to the new storefronts, will negatively impact the level of service
at the North 30th at North Proctor intersection. At some point this intersection will need to be
redeveloped, or traffic patterns revised, to accommodate increasing population density in the
North End and Ruston. Safety measures such as a protected left-turn arrow, bicycle and
pedestrian routes, etc. should be incorporated into a future intersection project. The Proctor
South development will contribute to this choke point and should be required to contribute a
reasonable share of the costs.
By studying traffic patterns only within a few blocks of the proposed project, the traffic study
did not provide any data on night-time trips and level of service for two of the biggest access
routes to Proctor. A revised traffic study should be completed and mitigation measures
included to address these intersections. If recent studies of these intersections are available
from another project, they could be incorporated into the SEPA review.

Thank you for considering these comments in your review of the proposed project. Please add
our contact information to notification lists for this project, if available. Please feel free to
contact us any time with questions.
Regards,

<:£�
Susan D. Haigh

and

Brendan T. Haigh
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Virginia Lane
Schultz, Shirley
Proctor South comment
Tuesday, October 11, 2016 8:45:15 PM

Thank you for the clarity of your explanations at the meeting Monday night at Mason Middle
School, and thanks also for your good diction. Your remarks were easy to follow.
My concern about Proctor South is with the moving of people and goods in and out of
vehicles.
Someday cities may have both more transit service and less private vehicular traffic, but it
won’t be soon in Tacoma. (And despite requirements for parking spaces and the sanguine
belief of the developers that residents of the building will pay extra for inside parking,
cynicism about that flowers in nearby neighborhoods.) True, transportation is changing. Apart
from the continuing uses of private vehicles and buses, people travel now via vanpools,
carpools, Zipcars and car2go, taxicabs, Uber and Lyft -- and Pierce Transit Shuttle.
The developers are expecting that nearly 300 people may live in 141 units at the building, and
are also providing restaurant and retail space to bring in more people as customers. All this is
concentrated in half a block. People will be moving furniture and household items in and out.
As was pointed out at the meeting, people shop online. Residences and businesses will
receive deliveries from UPS, FedEx, DHL, Amazon, Sysco and other firms. Where will the
trucks be? Paused in the street between rows of parked cars?
Residents, visitors, or customers with mobility challenges need a passenger loading space, and
those using carpools, cabs, or getting a ride with a friend could also make use of a passenger
loading zone.
(Today I took someone who uses a walker to Allenmore. We had a disabled parking permit
but none of those spaces or any other was open. I dropped him off by the entrance, with its
ramp, and continued to hunt for a space, because I could walk a greater distance than he
could. The entrance was not blocked by back-in parking.)
However, no generic, passenger or truck loading zone was shown on the site plan shared
on the Nextdoor site. As that drawing showed a garage entrance on Madison, it was not
current. Moving that garage entrance to N. 25th reduces the number of street parking spaces
on that side of the block, although I don’t remember that change being addressed. And is a
loading zone even compatible with back-in parking?
Virginia
The love of one's country is a splendid thing. But why should love stop at the border? – Pablo
Casals
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