
AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT (ADA) INFORMATION:  The City of Spokane is committed to providing equal access to its facilities, programs and services 
for persons with disabilities.  The Council Chambers and the Council Briefing Center in the lower level of Spokane City Hall, 808 W. Spokane Falls Blvd., are both 
wheelchair accessible. The Council Briefing Center is equipped with an audio loop system for persons with hearing loss.  The Council Chambers currently has an 
infrared system and headsets may be checked out by contacting the meeting organizer. Individuals requesting reasonable accommodations or further 
information may call, write, or email Human Resources at 509.625.6363, 808 W. Spokane Falls Blvd, Spokane, WA, 99201; or msteinolfson@spokanecity.org. 
Persons who are deaf or hard of hearing may contact Human Resources through the Washington Relay Service at 7-1-1. Please contact us forty-eight (48) hours 
before the meeting date. 

* Amended Spokane Plan Commission Agenda
Wednesday, March 11, 2020 

2:00 PM 
City Council Briefing Center (Sessions & Workshops) 

808 W Spokane Falls Blvd, Spokane, WA 99201 

T I M E S   G I V E N   A R E   A N   E S T I M A T E   A N D   A R E   S U B J E C T   T O    C H A N G E 

Public Comment Period: 

3 minutes each Citizens are invited to address the Plan Commission on any topic not on the agenda. 

Commission Briefing Session: 

2:00 – 2:30 

1. Approve 2/12/2020  and 2/26/2020 meeting minutes
2. City Council Report
3. Community Assembly Liaison Report
4. President Report
5. Transportation Sub-Committee Report
6. Secretary Report

All 
CM Candace Mumm 
Mary Winkes 
Todd Beyreuther 
John Dietzman 
Louis Meuler 

Workshops: 

2:30 - 2:45 

2:45 - 3:00 

3:00 - 3:30 

3:30 – 4:00 

Plan Commission 

Plan Commission 

Christopher Green 

Jason Ruffing 

Plan Commission

Adjournment: 

The next PC meeting will be held on Wednesday, March 25, 2020 

The password for City of Spokane Guest Wireless access has been changed: 
Username:   COS Guest 
Password:    2jaqp2Wr 

4:00 - 4:30

1. Plan Commission Quorum Amount

2. Plan Commission Applicants

3. South University District Subarea Plan

4. Receivership Code Amendment

5. 2020-2021 Work Plan

mailto:msteinolfson@spokanecity.org
http://sharepoint.spokanecity.org/City%20Logos/Hi%20Resolution%20(Print)/City%20Logo_2%20color.tif


Spokane Plan Commission – Draft Minutes 
February 12, 2020 
City Council Chambers 
Meeting Minutes: Meeting called to order at 2:01 PM by Todd Beyreuther 

Attendance: 

• Board Members Present:  Todd Beyreuther (President), Greg Francis (Vice President), Michael
Baker, Carole Shook, Sylvia St. Clair, Diana Painter,
Mary Winkes (Community Assembly Liaison), CM Candace Mumm (City Council Liaison)

• Board Members Not Present: John Dietzman,
• Quorum Present: Yes
• Staff Members Present:   Louis Meuler, Jackie Churchill

Public Comment: 

Paul Kropp – Submitted a letter from County Commissioner Al French regarding housing and invited the 
Plan Commission to read it.  

Briefing Session: 

Minutes from the January 22, 2020 meeting approved unanimously. 

1. City Council Liaison Report – Candace Mumm
• *Present at 2:06, CM Mumm stated that at the last City Council meeting they decided to use

the amalgamated name for the formerly known as East Central Community Center to Martin
Luther King Jr. Center at East Central.

• City Council also approved expense to expand Cannon shelter and according to CHHS Spokane
currently has enough beds to accommodate all of the homeless.

2. Community Assembly Liaison Report – Mary Winkes
• Mary Winkes stated that she has reported to Community Assembly once as the CA Liaison to

Plan Commission.
3. Commission President Report – Todd Beyreuther

• Mr. Beyreuther stated that there are various state level bills that should be discussed and
taken into account by Plan Commission.

4. Transportation Subcommittee Report – John Dietzman – not present
• Louis Meuler gave the PCTS report stating that the 6 Year program update was presented at

the last meeting. He also gave a reminder that census 2020 is coming up.
5. Secretary Report – Louis Meuler

• Louis Meuler brought up the vacant Plan Commission positions and then CM Mumm reported
that there are over 20 applicants currently available. They are looking at the various
applicants to see if they fit and if they represent the diverse citizens of Spokane.

Workshops: 

1. Receivership Code Amendment
• Presentation provided by Jason Ruffing
• Questions asked and answered
• Discussion ensued

2. 6 Year Street Program Update
• Presentation provided by Kevin Picanco
• Questions asked and answered
• Discussion ensued



 

 
3. SRTC led Division St. Study 

• Presentation provided by Jason Lien (Principal Planner SRTC) and Kara Mowery 
• Questions asked and answered 
• Discussion ensued 

o CM Mumm left at 3:19 PM. 
 

4. SRTC led US195 / I-90 Study 
• Presentation provided by Ryan Stewart (Principal Transportation Planner SRTC) and Kara 

Mowery 
• Questions asked and answered 
• Discussion ensued 

 
Hearing Continuance: 

1. Continuance of Hearing for Street Name Change Package 
• Meeting called to order at 4:00 PM 
• Presentation provided by Tami Palmquist 
• Questions asked and answered 
• Discussion ensued 

 
**Greg Francis motioned to continue Street Name Change Package to February 26, 2020. 
Motion Seconded. Motion passed unanimously.*** 
 

Meeting Adjourned at 4:02 PM 
 
Next Plan Commission Meeting scheduled for Wednesday, February 26, 2020  
 
 



 

Spokane Plan Commission – Draft Minutes 
 
February 26, 2020 
City Council Briefing Center/Chambers 
Meeting Minutes:   Meeting called to order at 2:00  PM by Greg Francis 
 
Attendance: 

• Board Members Present: Greg Francis(Vice President), John Dietzman , Michael Baker, Carole 
Shook, Sylvia St. Clair, Diana Painter, Candace Mumm (City Council Liaison),                        
Mary Winkes (Community Assembly Liaison), Carole Shook (Present for Hearing) 

• Board Members Not Present: Todd Beyreuther 
• Quorum Present: YES 
• Staff Members Present:   Louis Meuler, Jackie Churchill  

 
Public Comment: 

None 
 
Briefing Session: 

Minutes from the February 12, 2020 meeting not approved – no quorum in Briefing Session.  

1. City Council Liaison Report – Candace Mumm 
• CM Mumm reported that City Council will have a retreat to decide how to engage their new 

Research Analysts in analyzing housing, transportation, environment, and equity inclusion. 
They are also going to hire a Community Engagement Public Information Officer in order to 
engage the Community better. City Council is also working on the budget process in order to 
create a smoother budget process with the new Administration.  

2. Community Assembly Liaison Report – Mary Winkes 
• None 

3. Commission President Report – Todd Beyreuther (not present) 
• None 

4. Transportation Subcommittee Report – John Dietzman 
• Mr. Dietzman reported that Plan Commission Transportation Committee will meet on March 

3rd and the workshops will be the 6 Year Plan and Railway Safety. 
5. Secretary Report – Louis Meuler 

• Mr. Meuler reported that the City has received the Housing Action Plan Grant from Commerce 
and they are working on accepting grant. There is also a meeting for 29th and Grand 
Streetscape on Feb. 27. He also reported that Downtown Plan has upcoming Steering 
Committee Meetings including one on 2/28. 

 
Plan Commissioner Diana Painter expressed her wish to discuss the importance of integrating land use 
and transportation at a future Plan Commission meeting.  

Workshops: 

1. Design Guidelines Creation for Public Projects, PUD, Sky Buildings, etc. 
• Presentation provided by  Dean Gunderson and Consultant Marcy McInelly of Urbsworks 
• Questions asked and answered 
• Discussion ensued 

 
2. Grand Blvd. Transportation Study 

• Presentation provided by Melissa Wittstruck and Inga Note 
• Questions asked and answered 
• Discussion ensued 

o CM Mumm left at 3:30 PM.  
 

Hearing Minutes:   Meeting called to order at 4:00  PM by Greg Francis 



 
o Carole Shook present for Hearing at 4:00 PM.  

Public Comment: 

Deputy Chief Atwood – Spoke in favor of the Street Name Change and commented on the necessity of a 
timely response from emergency responders and that the changes will aid in response time.  

Diane Thors – A Canterbury Court Resident opposed the Street Name Change and she stated that the 
residents will have a difficult time getting their addresses changed on different forms of ID. 
 
Sharon Grant – Social Services Coordinator at Canterbury Court opposed the Street Name Change and 
spoke about the difficulty that she knows will be coming if/when the residents have to change their 
addresses.  
 
Hearing: 

1. Street Name Change Package 
• Presentation provided by Tami Palmquist and Joe Sacco 
• Questions asked and answered 
• Discussion ensued 

 
** John Dietzman moved to recommend to the City Council to approve these changes. Michael 
Baker seconded**  
 
**John Dietzman moved that the Plan Commission’s recommendation to the City Council be 
amended as follows:  
 
Recognizing that a street name change made for the public good to improve emergency response 
and public safety, through no fault of their own, puts a burden upon affected residents, the Plan 
Commission recommends that the City delay implementation of these changes for a reasonable 
time until ways of assisting the affected residents who have limited resources and abilities can 
be explored. Ideas on ways to ease this burden include: (1) Generating a guidance document to be 
issued along with the formal notices of the street name change detailing the procedures available 
for accomplishing the most common types of address change notifications that might be required. 
A draft could be economically produced for City Council approval by a working group made up of 
interested volunteers and one City staff, (2) have all the affected billing addresses for the City of 
Spokane water and waste disposal changed all at once by the City, (3) remind residents that a 
Library program to provide personal assistance to those residents who are not very computer 
literate, (4) establish a limited reimbursement program, funded by the City, to help residents 
pay for the postage and fees they incur in making the address changes, and (5) explore what 
other steps to ease this burden have been taken by other Cities, Counties, and States. ** 
 
***Friendly amendment by Michael Baker to strike items 1 through 5 ending with ideas to ease the 
burden. Motion seconded by John Dietzman ** 
 
**Amended amendment passed unanimously 
 
**Amended Motion Passed unanimously (6-0)** 
 
Meeting Adjourned at 4:47 PM 
 
Next Plan Commission Meeting scheduled for Wednesday, March 11, 2020  
 
 



 

STAFF REPORT 
DEPARTMENT OF NEIGHBORHOOD AND PLANNING SERVICES 
 

To: Spokane Plan Commission 

Subject: • South University District Subarea Plan  
• Amendments to Comprehensive Plan Land Use Plan Map, 

Zoning Map, and Overlay Zones 

Staff Contact: Christopher Green, AICP, Assistant Planner 
(509) 625-6194 
cgreen@spokanecity.org 

Report Date: DRAFT February 28, 2020 

Hearing Date: March 25, 2020 

Recommendation: Approve 

I. SUMMARY 

Department of Neighborhood and Planning Services staff, working with consultant MAKERS 
Architecture & Urban Design and district stakeholders (collectively the “Project Team”), have 
developed a draft South University District Subarea Plan to guide future development in a 214-acre 
area just east of the Downtown core. Based on the framework provided by the subarea plan’s goals 
and policies, a proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment and corresponding map changes would 
focus higher-density commercial development and more detailed design requirements along the 
Sprague Avenue and Sherman Street corridors. 

II. RECOMMENDED ACTION 

Staff recommends that the Plan Commission adopt the facts and findings of the staff report and 
recommend that City Council approve the following proposed actions: 

(1) Approve a resolution recognizing the South University District Subarea Plan as a declaration 
of the subarea’s desired future condition, and reflecting stakeholder priorities for subarea-
specific implementation of land use and economic development goals adopted in the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

(2) Approve an ordinance adopting the following actions:  

mailto:cgreen@spokanecity.org
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• A Comprehensive Plan Amendment to amend the Land Use Plan Map designation of 
a 90-acre area from General Commercial Land Use Plan Map designation to 
Downtown Land Use Plan Map designation, as shown in Exhibit A. 

• A concurrent Zoning Map change for the same area from GC-150 (General 
Commercial with 150-foot height limit) to DTU (Downtown University) is also 
proposed, as shown in Exhibit B. 

• Amendment of downtown plan Map 5.1 “Streetscape Improvements,” to designate 
Complete Streets within the area of the zone change, as shown in Exhibit C. 

• Amendment of the Surface Parking Limited Area map (SMC 17C.124-M1) to extend 
the Surface Parking Limited Area to include the area of the zone change, as shown in 
Exhibit D.  

• Amendment of the Downtown Design Review Threshold Map (SMC 17G.040-M1) to 
include the areas zoned DTU within the Perimeter Area identified on the Downtown 
Design Review Threshold Map, as shown in Exhibit E. 

III. BACKGROUND 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

SUBAREA BOUNDARIES 

The subarea planning process for the South University District considers a 214-acre area just east of 
the Downtown core, bounded by Division Street to the west, Hamilton Street and its interchange with 
I-90 to the east, I-90 to the south, and the right-of-way for the Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) 
railway to the north. 

CONNECTIVITY 

The University District Gateway Bridge, constructed in 2018, provides a direct bicycle and pedestrian 
crossing over the BNSF tracks to the Riverpoint campus of Washington State University-Spokane and 
other higher education institutions immediately to the north of the tracks. The subarea is also 
directly adjacent to the Downtown core (across Division Street), the Sprague Union District (just to 
the east of the Hamilton interchange ramps), and the South Perry district and concentration of 
health care providers on the lower South Hill via the Sherman Street and Arthur Street overpasses.  

The two most prominent motor vehicle transportation facilities in the region intersect at the 
southwest corner of the subarea; the I-90 freeway running east-west, and the Division/Browne Street 
couplet (U.S. Highway 395/Thomas S. Foley Memorial Highway). The 2nd/3rd Avenue couplet provide 
an additional point of direct access to the I-90 freeway. Several Spokane Transit Authority (STA) 
routes provide service within and adjacent to the district, including the Route 90 High Performance 
Transit line on Sprague Avenue and the Route 12 Southside/Medical Shuttle between the south 
landing of the University District Gateway Bridge to lower South Hill health care providers. In 2022, 
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the STA City Line will provide Bus Rapid Transit service at the north bridge landing, just outside of the 
district boundary. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 

The subarea generally slopes downward from north to south, ranging from approximately 2000 feet 
above sea level near the Sherman Street crossing of I-90 to 1918 feet above sea level where 
Sprague Avenue intersects with Division Street and where it passes under the Hamilton Street 
overpass.  A long bluff runs along the entire boundary of the subarea, rising about 15 feet above the 
BNSF railroad tracks, Martin Luther King, Jr. Way, and the WSU-Spokane campus. Exposed and 
subsurface basalt throughout the district present challenges for excavation, extension of utilities, 
and stormwater infiltration, and has likely constrained development on some sites where 
outcroppings are especially prominent. 

Due to the history of industrial, railroad, and other business types located in and around the South 
University District, concerns about past contamination looms over some potential redevelopment 
sites. Separate from the subarea planning process, the City of Spokane is working with a coalition of 
district partners to assess and clean up properties in the University District through a combination of 
State of Washington and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency funding. 

LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT PATTERN 

Most of the subarea was originally platted in the late 1800s, followed by the emergence of a 
commercial corridor on Sprague Avenue alongside a streetcar line (and later highway route), and 
single family residences developing intermittently on the narrow lots platted on the blocks to the 
south. The commercial buildings that developed during the early 1900s rarely included more than a 
few off-street parking spaces. Through the second half of the 20th Century, the subarea was zoned 
light industrial, and small scale industrial uses filled in many of the gaps between the residences.  

Overall, these distinct phases of historical development have led to a wide range of building types 
and land uses within the subarea. Reflecting the long time roles of the subarea as both a light 
industrial enclave and a regional center for durable goods retail and wholesale trade, most of the 
South University District was zoned GC-150 (General Commercial with a 150 foot height limit) when 
a full revision of the zoning and development code was completed in 2006.  

SMC 17C.120.030 characterizes the General Commercial zone as: 

“A full range of retail and service businesses with a local or regional market as well as industrial 
uses are allowed. Industrial uses are limited in size to avoid adverse effects different in kind or 
amount than commercial uses and to ensure that they do not dominate the character of the 
commercial area.” 

There are approximately 1,589 acres of land zoned either GC-70 or GC-150 within the City of 
Spokane. Outside of the South University District, most of this acreage is concentrated along N 
Division Street, N Newport Highway, E Francis Avenue, and near the Spokane International Airport.  
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Figure 1 – Existing zoning in the South University District. 

RECENT PLANNING EFFORTS 

The South University District is part of the larger 770-acre University District, one of the six Target 
Investment Areas identified in the City’s adopted Economic Development Strategy,1 with many 
revitalization projects directed by the University District Public Development Authority (PDA) and 
funded by revenue sharing districts adopted by the City, County, and State. Due to its location 
between the university campuses to the north and the concentration of hospitals and health care 
providers on the lower South Hill, the South University District has been envisioned as a future 
“innovation district” providing a hub for job growth in health sciences and related fields. Several 
infrastructure projects have been completed in and around the subarea in recent years, including 
the University District Gateway Bridge, the extension of Martin Luther King, Jr. Way, the Sprague 
Phase 2 streetscape project, and implementation of High Performance Transit routes by STA.  

At the same time, existing conditions present a number of potential barriers to further development 
and complementary employment growth in the South University District. Recent studies of 

                                                      
1 City Council Resolution 2015-0084. 
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development capacity in the district have suggested that the flexibility of allowed uses and design 
outcomes permitted under the existing GC-150 zoning is sometimes counteracted by the constraints 
imposed by a low maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for non-residential uses and relatively high off-
street parking requirements.2 Unlike other development barriers, such as issues around market and 
topographic conditions, these concerns can be addressed within the scope of the subarea planning 
process.  

Since a team of University District stakeholders completed the University District Strategic Master 
Plan in 2004, a series of public and privately-commissioned plans have envisioned the future of the 
South University District subarea, with most identifying a “T” shape focused on the intersection of 
Sprague Avenue and Sherman Street as a key node for future mixed-use development. Most 
recently, the University District PDA adopted an update to the Strategic Master Plan for the district in 
2019. Each of these previous plans have built a better understanding of existing conditions and 
stakeholder visions for the future of the subarea, but have not been implemented through changes 
to zoning or development standards. The current process used the Sherman and Sprague “T” 
concept as a starting point, with an end goal of implementing whatever land use and zoning changes 
(if any) are necessary to implement the community’s vision for future development of the subarea. 

IV. PROCESS 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT PROCEDURE 

The Washington Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A) provides that proposed amendments to a 
comprehensive plan may be considered by the governing body of a city no more frequently than once 
per year, but further provides that, so long as a subarea plan clarifies, supplements, or implements 
city-wide comprehensive plan policies, and so long as the cumulative impacts of the proposed 
subarea plan are addressed by appropriate environmental review under RCW 43.21C, the initial 
adoption of a subarea plan may occur outside of this annual process.  

As described in further detail in Section V of this report, the proposed amendments implement 
policies adopted under citywide Comprehensive Plan Land Use Goals LU 2 and LU 3 and Economic 
Development Goals ED 2 and ED 3. Environmental review under the Washington State 
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) addressed the cumulative impacts of the proposed amendments. A 
Determination of Non-Significance was issued on February 21, 2020. 

ROLE OF THE PLAN COMMISSION 

The proposed amendment to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Plan Map and zoning and overlay 
maps require a review process set forth in Spokane Municipal Code (SMC) Chapter 17G.020. The 
Plan Commission is responsible for holding a public hearing and forwarding a recommendations to 
the City Council. 

                                                      
2 University District Strategic Master Plan Update, 2019, pg. 86. 
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The Plan Commission may incorporate the facts and findings of the staff report as the basis for its 
recommendation to the City Council, or may modify the findings as necessary to support their final 
recommendations. 

ROLE OF CITY COUNCIL 

The City Council will also conduct a review process, considering public comments and testimony, the 
staff report, and the Plan Commission’s recommendation. The final decision to approve, modify or 
deny the proposed amendments rests with the City Council. 

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 

Each stage of the subarea planning process has incorporated engagement with the numerous 
stakeholders within the district and the broader community. City of Spokane staff, with the 
assistance of MAKERS, have conducted the following community engagement activities to help craft 
this plan: 

• More than 1,000 mailers sent to property owners, residents, and occupants in and around 
the subarea 

• An email list of nearly 200 contacts to share project updates and other announcements 
• A project page on the City website with up-to-date information about events and project 

progress 
• Community Design Workshop and Stakeholder Focus Groups (July 30-31, 2019) 
• Open House on Draft Vision Statement, Goals, and Policies (October 2, 2019) 
• An online survey conducted from July 27-August 12, 2019, with 308 responses 
• Video on City Cable 5 (also available on City website) 
• Table at University District Gateway Bridge grand opening celebration (May 7, 2019) 
• In-person presentations to East Spokane Business Association, East Central Neighborhood 

Council, the Spokane Community Assembly, the Community Assembly Land Use Committee, 
Downtown Spokane Partnership, University District Development Association/University 
District Public Development Authority Board 

A more detailed Results of the Community Design Workshop and Stakeholder Focus Groups are 
described in further detail in the South University District Subarea Plan (see pages 11-14). 

In addition, the project team has provided updates on the plan at key points in the process to 
elected and appointed officials, and to staff from City departments and interested agencies. 

• Staff and Agency Technical Team Workshops (July 31, 2019 and November 14, 2019) 
• Plan Commission Workshops (October 23, 2019; November 13, 2019; March 11, 2020) 
• Design Review Board Workshop (November 13, 2019) 
• City Council Study Session (October 31, 2019) 
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PUBLIC NOTIFICATION AND SEPA REVIEW 

• A Notice of Intent to Adopt was filed with Washington Department of Commerce on February 
28, 2020. 

• Notice of Application, Notice of SEPA Determination, and Notice of Plan Commission Hearing 
were mailed to all affected property owners, taxpayers, and occupants in addition to those 
within 400 feet of the boundary of proposed map changes on February 21, 2020. 

• A SEPA Determination of Non Significance (DNS) was issued on February 21, 2020. The 
comment period ends on March 24, 2020. 

• Notice of SEPA Determination and Plan Commission Hearing was published in the 
Spokesman-Review on March XX and XX, 2020. 

• A Plan Commission Hearing is scheduled for March 25, 2020. 

COMMENTS RECEIVED 

[This section will include a summary of comments received prior to Plan Commission hearing] 

COORDINATION WITH DOWNTOWN PLAN UPDATE AND OTHER SUBAREA PLANS 

The South University District Subarea Plan has been developed in close coordination with ongoing 
subarea planning efforts in the North Bank and Downtown. Appendix B of the draft Subarea Plan 
lists potential policy, map, or code issues which were identified during the planning process that 
have implications across the entire Downtown area. These issues exceed the scope of the South 
University District subarea planning process but may be worth considering in future updates of the 
Downtown Spokane Plan.  

V. ANALYSIS 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL 

The subarea plan proposes a targeted zone change from GC-150 to DTU in a 63-acre area the 
vicinity of the south landing of the University District Gateway Bridge, along Sprague Avenue, and 
along the portion of Sherman Street closest to the intersection with Sprague Avenue. A change to the 
DTU zone would increase the maximum floor area ratio (FAR) for non-residential development 
permitted in these areas from 2.5 to 6, allowing higher intensity office and institutional uses in close 
proximity to the WSU-Spokane Health Sciences campus, where near-term demand for this 
development type is anticipated to be the highest. Like the existing GC-150 zone, the DTU zone 
supports development of housing and mixed-use developments that include housing by allowing 
unlimited FAR for residential uses. 
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Figure 2 – Proposed area of zone change from GC-150 to DTU, with two optional additions to the DTU-zoned area shown in cross-hatch. 

At the same time, the DTU zone includes more detailed standards for building orientation, the public 
realm, and design review for large projects. The proposed map changes focus these standards on 
the portion of the district along the key pedestrian-oriented streets (and focal intersection at Sprague 
and Sherman) identified by stakeholders in the planning process, and in alignment with recent 
investments in multimodal infrastructure, such as the University District Gateway Bridge, Sherman 
Plaza, and Sprague Phase 2 streetscape improvements. 

The proposal leaves the remainder of the subarea in the existing GC-150 zone, which allows for 
these portions of the South University District to continue to serve the important functions of 
providing a space for wholesale and large durable goods retail, complementary services, and 
affordable light industrial/makerspace adjacent to the Downtown core. Because the GC-150 zone 
limits FAR for most uses to 2.5, but allows unlimited FAR for residential uses, the proposed zoning 
configuration also encourages development of housing throughout the subarea. 
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POLICY OPTIONS CONSIDERED 

CHOICE OF ZONING DESIGNATION FOR THE SPRAGUE/SHERMAN “T” 

During the planning process the project team considered whether a change to the base zoning or the 
implementation of special overlay for all or part of the subarea was necessary to implement the 
stakeholder vision for the South University District. Compared to the additional regulatory complexity 
of creating and administering a new overlay district, the Downtown General (DTG) and Downtown 
University (DTU) zones provide a more direct path to implementing more pedestrian-friendly 
standards for building orientation and streetscape design, while at the same time alleviating the 
development barriers posed by the FAR and off-street parking standards of the GC-150 zone.   

There is almost no difference in the development standards that apply in the DTG and DTU zones. 
The draft subarea plan recommends extending the DTU zone rather than the DTG zone in the South 
University District because: 

• The portion of the subarea proposed for the Downtown zoning extension is contiguous with 
the existing DTU zoning on the WSU-Spokane Health Sciences campus and private properties 
immediately to the north. 

• The vision statement for the subarea developed by stakeholders more closely resembles the 
characteristics of the DTU zone, as described in SMC Section 17C.124.030.C: “The 
downtown university zone encourages a wide range of uses that support the ongoing 
development of an urban inner city university. A pedestrian friendly and safe urban 
environment is encouraged along with a wide range of residential, office, retail, and other 
supporting commercial uses.” 

• While the standards contained in the DTU and DTG zone are nearly identical at this time, the 
DTU zone is limited to the WSU-Spokane Health Sciences campus and immediately adjacent 
areas. Therefore, if a future need arose for standards specific to the University District or 
campus-adjacent areas, modifications could be made to the DTU zone only, without 
impacting the many other parts of Downtown currently zoned DTG. 

OPTIONAL EXTENSIONS OF DTU ZONING 

The boundary of the 63-acre area proposed for extension of the DTU zone was selected to provide 
consistent DTU zoning on both sides of Sprague Avenue and Sherman Street, and the entire extent 
of the south landing area north of Sprague Avenue. Where practical, the boundary follows mid-block 
parcel boundaries.3 The advantages and disadvantages of two potential further extensions of the 
DTU zone are discussed below. 

                                                      
3 Street centerline boundaries are proposed along Sheridan Street, to avoid splitting developments spanning the entire 
block; and on 1st Avenue, where the shallow depth of the block to the north (approximately 166 feet) causes this street to 
function primarily as service access at the rear of building fronting on Sprague Avenue. 
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OPTIONAL DTU EXTENSION #1 – SOUTH SHERMAN STREET SOUTH TO I-90 

Optional DTU Extension #1 would 
continue DTU zoning along both sides of 
Sherman Street beyond 2nd Avenue to I-
90, with the objective of continuing a 
pedestrian-oriented, storefront 
development pattern along Sherman 
Street to the edge of the subarea, 
potentially strengthening connections to 
neighborhoods across I-90 to the south. 
This extension was not included in the 
original proposal due to the effects of 
high traffic volumes and more auto-
oriented development patterns on the 
couplet formed by 2nd and 3rd Avenues.4  

OPTIONAL DTU EXTENSION #2 – PACIFIC AVENUE WEST TO PINE STREET 

Optional DTU Extension #2 would extend 
westward along the south side of 1st 
Avenue and both sides of Pacific 
Avenue. This extension would take 
advantage of the mix of uses, older 
buildings oriented to the street, and 
potential for pleasant bicycle and 
pedestrian travel within a right-of-way 
that is wide but carries relatively low 
volumes of automobile traffic. This 
extension was not included in the 
original proposal due to a higher 
presence of auto-oriented and light industrial uses and a less visible location for retail and other 
storefront businesses than along Sprague Avenue and Sherman Street. In addition, the lower non-
residential FAR allowed in the GC-150 zone helps to incentivize the development of housing for 
redevelopment projects interested in exceeding an FAR of 2.5.   

EXTENSION OF OVERLAYS ASSOCIATED WITH DOWNTOWN ZONING 

In addition to the base zones (e.g. DTU), several overlay zones implement supplemental standards 
across all or part of the areas with a Downtown zoning designation. The project team presented and 

                                                      
4 The City’s 2017 Average Weekday Traffic Map shows between 10,300 and 11,500 vehicles per day on 2nd Avenue near 
the intersection with Sherman Street, and between 6,700 and 7,100 vehicles per day on 3rd Avenue near the intersection 
of with Sherman Street.  
 
Sherman Street itself averages 10,100 vehicles per day south o4f 3rd Avenue, 7,100 vehicles per day between 2nd and 3rd 
Avenues, and 3,100 vehicles per day between 2nd and Sprague Avenues. 

Figure 4 – Optional DTU Extension #2 would extend DTU zoning between E 1st 
Avenue and E Short Street, along E Pacific Avenue 

Figure 3 – Optional DTU Extension #2 would extend DTU zoning further south 
along S Sherman Street from E 2nd Avenue to the I-90 freeway 
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gathered input on different scenarios for overlay zone boundaries at the October 2019 open house 
and other community engagement events. The analysis and recommendations contained in the draft 
Subarea Plan consider each of these overlays individually, and whether or not they should be 
extended to coincide with the part of the subarea proposed to be zoned DTU.   

DOWNTOWN PARKING REQUIREMENT AREA BOUNDARY (SMC 17C.230-M1) 

The Downtown Parking Requirement 
Map provides an overlay in which no 
minimum number of off-street 
parking spaces are required for new 
development. New development 
within the Downtown Parking 
Requirement Area can still provide 
off-street parking as needed, and 
project financing is often contingent 
on certain amounts of off-street 
parking being included in a 
development, regardless of 
standards in the local development 
code. The Downtown Parking 
Requirement Area (overlay) currently 
includes all 788 acres within 
“Downtown” zones (DTC, DTG, DTU, 
and DTS), as shown in Figure 5. 

In the draft South University District Subarea Plan, consultant MAKERS Architecture & Urban Design 
does not recommend extending this overlay into the portion of the subarea zoned DTU, and staff 
concurs. Previous studies of the subarea, and stakeholder feedback during the planning processes 
indicated that the added costs of land for surface parking lots or the construction of structured 
parking significantly impact the feasibility of all development types.5 The proposed zone change for 
the “T” area to DTU (Downtown University) addresses this development barrier. In the absence of the 
overlay, the DTU zone requires 1 space per 1,000 square feet of floor space, amounting to one-half 
or less the amount of parking required for most uses under the existing GC-150 zone.6 The reduction 
also provides flexibility to adaptive reuse and infill projects on the smaller lots found throughout the 
subarea, and takes advantage of the pedestrian, bicycle, and transit connectivity that recent 
investments in the district have provided.  

Unlike the Downtown core or North Bank, where the no minimum parking overlay is already in place, 
the South University District does not have an existing supply of sharable off-street parking spaces in 

                                                      
5 Pro forma modeling of several standard development types contained in the 2019 University District Strategic Master 
Plan Update indicate that offices, labs, and other development types with high per-square-foot costs are particularly 
sensitive to the additional project costs imposed by construction of on-site parking. 
6 In the GC-150 zone, general and medical office uses require 1 space per 500 square feet; most retail uses 1 space per 
330 square feet; and restaurants and bars require one space per 250 square feet, as examples. 

Figure 5 – Existing Boundary of Downtown Parking Requirement Area 
SMC 17C.230-M1 / (No minimum parking required overlay)  
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commercial garages or surface parking lots.  Due to the time period in which the South University 
District originally developed, the existing inventory of off-street parking is very limited relative to the 
demand of uses already present in the subarea. Given this scarcity, business operators, employees, 
customers, and residents often rely on available on-street parking spaces to meet demand. Business 
and property owners have expressed concern throughout the planning process that increased 
development activity in the subarea could further strain the parking supply without corresponding 
development of off-street parking spaces. Under these circumstances, the reduction in minimum 
parking requirements afforded by the DTU base zone represents a middle ground. 

SURFACE PARKING LIMITED OVERLAY (SMC 17C.124-M1) 

The Surface Parking Limited Overlay prohibits new standalone commercial parking lots as a primary 
use. Within the overlay, surface parking lots may still be developed in support of new or existing 
uses, and commercial parking may still be developed within parking structures. The overlay is 
currently applied to a 173-acre area in the Downtown core, as shown in Figure 6. 

In the draft South University District 
Subarea Plan, MAKERS 
recommends extending this overlay 
into the portion of the subarea 
zoned DTU, and staff concurs. In 
addition to the challenging parcel 
pattern and topography mentioned 
above, the Sprague Avenue and 
Sherman Street and lined in many 
segments by older buildings that 
occupy a large portion of the parcels 
they are located upon. The South 
University District is adjacent to two 
potential sources of “spillover”  
parking demand; the metered 
parking district in the Downtown 
core just across Division Street, and 
the WSU-Spokane Health Sciences campus to the north. In the absence of the protection provided by 
the Surface Parking Limited Overlay, the existing building stock at the heart of the subarea could see 
increased pressure for demolition in favor of surface parking lots. Due to sources of demand from 
outside of the subarea boundary, these additional surface parking lots may not increase the actual 
supply of parking for businesses located in the South University District. 

DESIGNATION OF COMPLETE STREETS (DOWNTOWN PLAN MAP 5.1) 

The Downtown zones (including DTU) are implemented in part by a street classification system 
adopted in the 2009 Fast Forward Spokane Downtown Plan update. The system uses four types of 
“Complete Streets,” which are used to determine what streetscape improvements, design and site 

Figure 6 – Proposed extension of Surface Parking Limited Area. 
SMC 17C.124-M1 



  DRAFT Staff Report to Plan Commission 
  South University District Subarea Plan 
  February 28, 2020 
 
 

 Page 12 of 25 

planning requirements, and types of access are allowed along street frontages.7 All streets within 
Downtown zones are classified as one of the Complete Street types described in SMC 17C.124.035; 
accordingly the proposal includes Complete Streets classifications for streets within the section of 
the subarea that would be zoned DTU. 

Complete Streets designation types include the following: 

• Type I – Community Activity Street – slow, two-way streets with wide, well-maintained 
sidewalks and pedestrian amenities to encourage strolling, walking, and shopping. 

• Type II – Community Connector - move traffic and pedestrians into and around downtown. 
There streets provide some of the major pedestrian connection to surrounding 
neighborhoods and districts. 

• Type III – City-Regional Connector - move auto traffic through downtown and provide 
connections to the rest of the City and region. These attractive, landscaped arterials are to 
be improved with street trees, sufficient sidewalks for pedestrian circulation and pedestrian 
buffer areas, and safe pedestrian crossings. 

• Type IV – Neighborhood Streets - carry little through traffic and tend to have less commercial 
activity than the other types of complete streets. These tend to have generous sidewalks, 
landscaping, and street trees. All downtown streets will meet Type IV criteria to a minimum. 

 

Figure 6 – Proposed Complete Streets Designations for Areas within DTU Zone 

The Community Design Workshop, online survey, and other community engagement efforts involved 
stakeholders in prioritizing key streets for pedestrian activity and storefront-oriented building 
frontages. These priorities are shown on the Block Frontages and Complete Streets Concepts map in 

                                                      
7 The Complete Streets designation contained in Downtown zones is distinct from the Complete Streets Program set forth 
in the City’s Engineering Standards in SMC Chapter 17H.020. The Complete Streets Program focuses on overall roadway 
design and safety of multimodal users.  
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the draft Subarea Plan,8 and serve as the basis for the proposed Complete Streets designations 
shown in the plan and as Figure 7 of this report.  

Consistent with stakeholder-identified priorities for block frontages, MAKERS’ proposed Complete 
Streets designations concentrate the most pedestrian-oriented classification (Type I – Community 
Activity Street) on the Sprague Avenue and Sherman Street intersection, with Type II – Community 
Connector streets designated on the eastern and western portions of Sprague, on Sherman south of 
the intersection with 2nd Avenue, on Pacific Avenue west of Sherman, and on block frontages 
immediately east and west of Sherman. Staff recommends adopting the proposed designations in 
the draft Subarea Plan, with the following revisions for the purpose of continuity with existing streets 
in the system: 

• Designate Pacific Avenue west of Sherman (within DTU zone Optional Extension #2) as a 
Type I – Community Activity Street, consistent with the existing designation on Pacific west of 
Division Street 

• Designate the portions of 2nd and 3rd Avenues intersecting with Sherman (within DTU zone 
Optional Extension #1) as a Type III – City-Regional Connector, consistent with the existing 
designation on this couplet west of Pine Street 

• Designate other block frontages leading to Sherman (1st Avenue and Pacific Avenue east of 
Sherman) as Type IV – Neighborhood Streets, anticipating that they will continue to carry 
relatively little through traffic and have less commercial activity than other primary routes. 

DESIGNATION OF DESIGN REVIEW THRESHOLD AREA (SMC 17G.040-M1) 

Certain project types are always subject to review by the Design Review Board. Within Downtown 
zones, additional project types are also subject to Design Review, based on the area (Central, 
Gateway, and Perimeter) in which they are located on the Downtown Design Review Threshold Map 
(SMC 17G.040-M1). The proposed extension of DTU zoning extends would abut an existing portion of 
the Perimeter Area (immediately to the north, across the BNSF tracks). Generally, the Central area 
has been applied in the Downtown core, and Gateway areas have been applied along arterials 
extending northward from on/off ramps at I-90. Therefore, the subarea plan recommends including 
the DTU-zoned portions of the South University District in the Perimeter Area of the Downtown 
Design Review Threshold Map. 

Within the Perimeter Area, Design Review is additionally applied to new buildings and structures 
greater than 50,000 square feet, and modification of more than 25 percent (at minimum 300 
square feet) of a building façade visible from an adjacent street. This additional review of large-scale 
projects, and more significant façade modifications near the Sprague and Sherman node is 
consistent with stakeholder interest in greater design attention at this focal point of the subarea. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES 

Using the Comprehensive Plan for overall guidance, the more detailed planning undertaken for 
subareas like the South University District help ensure implementation of citywide goals and policies 
                                                      
8 South University District Subarea Plan, February 2020 draft, pg. 18.  
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focused at a smaller scale (see Goal LU 7 – Implementation and Policy LU 7.4 – Sub-Area Planning 
Framework). A review of Comprehensive Plan goals and policies and other supporting documents 
indicates that the proposal meets the approval criteria for internal consistency set forth in SMC 
17G.020.030.G. The analysis below identifies the Comprehensive Plan goals and policies which the 
proposal most directly implements. 

LAND USE GOALS 

Land Use Goal LU 2 – Public Realm Enhancement 
Goal: Encourage the enhancement of the public realm. 

Staff Analysis: The proposal would extend DTU zoning into portions of the subarea in and around the 
node centered on the intersection of Sprague Avenue and Sherman Street, the Sherman Plaza, and 
the University District Gateway Bridge. DTU zoning encourages the enhancement of the public realm 
though implementation of Downtown design guidelines, streetscape standards associated with 
Complete Streets designations, and application of Design Review to certain projects. 

Land Use Goal LU 3 – Efficient Land Use 
Goal: Promote the efficient use of land by the use of incentives, density and mixed-use development 
in proximity to retail businesses, public services, places of work, and transportation systems. 

Staff Analysis: The South University District is centrally located within the Spokane metropolitan area, 
within the designated Downtown Spokane Regional Center, in an area well-served by existing 
services and transportation systems. The subarea is adjacent to the Downtown core, the WSU-
Spokane Health Sciences campus, the Sprague Union district, and the concentration of health care 
providers on the lower South Hill. The subarea is within an identified Target Investment Area, and 
revitalization of the area is coordinated by a public development authority and funded by a variety of 
incentives and a tax increment finance district. The proposal aligns Land Use Plan Map and zoning 
designations for the South University District with the incentives, economic development strategies, 
and infrastructure investments already in place for the subarea. The proposed DTU zoning on the 
south landing and along Sprague Avenue and Sherman Street ensures that future development 
occurring at this key district node makes efficient use of the multimodal infrastructure and other 
supportive programs that have been put in place. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT GOALS 

Economic Development Goal ED 2 – Land Available for Economic Activities 
Goal: Ensure that an adequate supply of useable industrial and commercial property is available for 
economic development activities. 

Economic Development Goal ED 3 – Strong, Diverse, and Sustainable Economy 
Goal: Foster a strong, diverse, and sustainable economy that provides a range of employment and 
business opportunities. 

Staff Analysis: The proposed map changes ensure that an adequate supply of usable property is 
available for a range of economic activities especially suited to the subarea (see Policy ED 2.1 – 
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Land Supply). As described in the “Background” section above, the subarea is located within the 
larger 770-acre University District, which has been designated as a Target Investment Area, and both 
public and private stakeholders have placed considerable emphasis on the potential of the South 
University District as a site for a concentration of private sector employers in health sciences, energy, 
and other industry clusters benefiting from close proximity to the array of university campuses in the 
district and health care providers on the lower South Hill (see Policy ED 3.8 – Technology-Based 
Industries).  

The existing GC-150 zoning limits the FAR of non-residential uses to 2.5, limiting the intensity of 
office, laboratory, and institutional development throughout the subarea, including the south landing 
and Sprague and Sherman frontages, where proximity to the WSU-Spokane Health Sciences campus 
and multimodal infrastructure increases demand for these uses. Development to support a 
concentration of employment near the south landing and within the “T” is further complicated by 
higher off-street parking requirements than other districts adjacent to the Downtown core, which are 
typically zoned DTG, DTU, or DTS. These minimum requirements for off-street parking force potential 
developers to aggregate larger sites to accommodate surface parking lots, which presents a 
particular challenge given the smaller parcels and topographic constraints often found in the South 
University District. The proposal to change the zoning in these areas from GC-150 to DTU would 
increase the non-residential FAR from 2.5 to 6, and reduce minimum off-street parking requirements 
to one space per 1,000 square feet, effectively increasing the supply of land available to meet the 
needs of emerging innovation-based industry clusters.  

In addition, the subarea serves an important role as a retail, wholesale, and light industrial hub in a 
central location adjacent to the Downtown core. In addition to close proximity to Downtown, 
university campuses, hospitals, and other activity generators, businesses located in the South 
University District have efficient transportation links to the regional market through the I-90 freeway, 
Division Street (US 395), and 2nd/3rd Avenue couplet. The wide range of businesses in the subarea 
include successful new and multigenerational enterprises, and contribute to one of the region’s 
highest employment densities. Many of the smaller, older existing buildings in the subarea provide 
flexible, low-cost space conducive to small, emerging, locally-owned firms that contribute to overall 
job growth in the region. The proposal to retain GC-150 zoning in approximately 136 acres at the 
southeast and southwest portions of the subarea is meant to maintain space for a range of 
commercial and light industrial uses, and offer flexibility in building configuration and provisions for 
freight and operations that may be more difficult to achieve in a densely developed area 
characteristic of a Downtown zone (see ED 3.2 – Economic Diversity; ED 3.5 – Locally-Owned 
Businesses; and ED 3.6 – Small Businesses).  

APPROVAL CRITERIA (SMC 17G.020.030) 

SMC Section 17G.020.030 establishes the approval criteria for Comprehensive Plan amendments, 
including Land Use Plan Map amendments. In order to approve a Comprehensive Plan Land Use 
Plan Map amendment request, the decision-making authority shall make findings of fact based on 
evidence provided by the applicant that demonstrates satisfaction of all the applicable criteria. The 
applicable criteria are shown below in bold italic print.  Following each criterion is staff analysis 
relative to the amendment requested. 
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A. Regulatory Changes 
 
Amendments to the comprehensive plan must be consistent with any recent state or federal 
legislative actions, or changes to state or federal regulations, such as changes to the Growth 
Management Act, or new environmental regulations. 
 
Staff Analysis: Staff reviewed and processed the proposed amendment under the most 
current regulations contained in the Growth Management Act, the Washington State 
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), and the Spokane Municipal Code. Staff is unaware of any 
recent federal, state, or legislative actions with which the proposal would be in conflict, and 
no comments were received to this effect from any applicable agencies receiving notice of 
the proposal. The proposal meets this criterion. 
 

B. GMA 
 
The change must be consistent with the goals and purposes of the state Growth 
Management Act. 
 
Staff Analysis: The Growth Management Act (GMA) details 13 goals to guide the development 
and adoption of the comprehensive plans and development regulations (RCW 36.70A.020, 
“Planning Goals”), and these goals guided the City’s development of its comprehensive plan 
and development regulations. This proposal has been reviewed for GMA compliance by staff 
from the Washington Department of Commerce. No comments received or other evidence in 
the record indicates inconsistency between the proposed plan map amendment and the 
goals and purposes of the GMA. The proposal meets this criterion. 
 

C. Financing 
 
In keeping with the GMA’s requirement for plans to be supported by financing commitments, 
infrastructure implications of approved comprehensive plan amendments must be reflected 
in the relevant six-year capital improvement plan(s) approved in the same budget cycle. 
 
Staff Analysis: The area of the proposed land use and zoning map changes is a previously-
developed, central location within the city served by existing urban facilities and services. City 
departments and partner agencies responsible for providing public services and facilities 
have reviewed the proposal and have not indicated any concerns regarding financing 
commitments or other infrastructure implications that would result from the proposal. The 
proposal meets this criterion. 
 

D. Funding Shortfall. 
 
If funding shortfalls suggest the need to scale back on land use objectives and/or service 
level standards, those decisions must be made with public input as part of this process for 
amending the comprehensive plan and capital facilities program. 

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.020
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Staff Analysis: As described in response to criterion (C) above, the proposal would change 
land use, zoning, and overlay map designations in a centrally-located area already served by 
urban facilities and services, particularly after streetscape and utility upgrades to Sprague 
Avenue are completed later in 2020. The proposal itself does not involve a specific 
development project. Implementation of the concurrency requirement, as well as applicable 
development regulations and transportation impact fees, will ensure that development is 
consistent with adopted comprehensive plan and capital facilities standards, or that 
sufficient funding is available to mitigate any impacts to existing infrastructure networks. The 
proposal meets this criterion. 
 

E. Internal Consistency 
 
1. The requirement for internal consistency pertains to the comprehensive plan as it relates 

to all of its supporting documents, such as the development regulations, capital facilities 
program, shoreline master program, downtown plan, critical area regulations, and any 
neighborhood planning documents adopted after 2001. In addition, amendments should 
strive to be consistent with the parks plan, and vice versa. For example, changes to the 
development regulations must be reflected in consistent adjustments to the goals or 
policies in the comprehensive plan. As appropriate, changes to the map or text of the 
comprehensive plan must also result in corresponding adjustments to the zoning map 
and implementation regulations in the Spokane Municipal Code. 

 
Staff Analysis: The proposal is internally consistent with applicable supporting documents of 
the Comprehensive Plan as follows: 
 
Development Regulations. The proposal to amend the Land Use Plan Map is accompanied by 
several amendments to zoning and overlay maps to implement a regulatory framework 
consistent with the proposed “Downtown” land use designation. The proposal includes a 
concurrent Zoning Map amendment for the affected area to DTU (Downtown University), a 
zone implementing the “Downtown” designation. In addition, overlays implementing certain 
aspects of Downtown development and design standards (Complete Streets designations 
and Downtown Design Review Thresholds) would be extended to match the amended 
boundary of the “Downtown” land use designation, to ensure consistent application of 
implementing regulations.9 Other overlays (the Downtown Parking Area providing for no 
minimum off-street parking requirement and the Surface Parking Limited Overlay) are 
generally associated with Downtown zones but do not need to be extended to ensure 
consistency 
 
Capital Facilities Program. As described in the staff analysis of Criterion C above, no 
additional infrastructure or capital expenditures by the City are anticipated for this non-

                                                      
9 Two other overlays, the Downtown Parking Area providing for no minimum off-street parking requirement and the Surface 
Parking Limited Overlay, are generally associated with Downtown zones but are not required to implement development 
standards adopted for the base zone. 



  DRAFT Staff Report to Plan Commission 
  South University District Subarea Plan 
  February 28, 2020 
 
 

 Page 18 of 25 

project action, and it is not anticipated that the City’s integrated Capital Facilities Program 
would be affected by the proposal. 
 
Fast Forward Spokane Downtown Plan. The City of Spokane adopted the Fast Forward 
Spokane Downtown Plan Update, which updated the 1999 Downtown Plan. In 2019, the City 
and Downtown Spokane Partnership began a second update of the Downtown Plan, with 
plan adoption expected in 2020. Fast Forward Spokane included a “South University District 
Analysis” as an appendix to the plan, including an analysis of opportunities and constraints, 
circulation and land use frameworks, and inventory of opportunity sites. This analysis section 
was presented as a supplemental study to Fast Forward Spokane, and the area was not 
included in zoning or development code changes adopted to implement the plan in 2009. 
The subject proposal for the South University District has been developed in coordination 
with the current Downtown Plan update process to ensure consistency between the subarea 
plans and any ensuing map and development code regulations. 
 
Neighborhood Planning Documents Adopted after 2001. The South University District is 
within the East Central Neighborhood Council boundary. In 2006, City Council recognized the 
East Central Neighborhood Plan “as a declaration of the neighborhood’s desired future 
condition, providing direction for neighborhood-based improvement activities and reflecting 
the neighborhood’s priorities for its future.”10 The plan does not identify any specific changes 
to the land use designations for the South University District, and indicates that strategic 
planning processes specific to the University District may address more detailed land use 
issues in the subarea. In 2009, the East Central Neighborhood Council used neighborhood 
planning funds for design work on improvements to the Ben Burr Trail, and did not address 
land use or zoning issues in their planning process.  
 
The subject proposal to change the land use designation and zoning for the affected area is 
internally consistent with applicable neighborhood planning documents. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies. As described in further detail in Section V, 
subsection “Implementation of Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies” within this report, 
the proposal is consistent with adopted Comprehensive Plan goals and policies. 
 
2. If a proposed amendment is significantly inconsistent with current policy within the 

comprehensive plan, an amendment proposal must also include wording that would 
realign the relevant parts of the comprehensive plan and its other supporting documents 
with the full range of changes implied by the proposal. 

 
Staff Analysis: The proposal is generally consistent with current Comprehensive Plan policies, 
as described in further detail in the staff analysis of Criterion K.2 below and other criteria in 

                                                      
10 City Council Resolution 2006-0032. As prescribed in SMC 04.12.010, the City Council resolution recognizing this plan is 
not an action to amend the City’s Comprehensive Plan or development regulations by recommendation of the Plan 
Commission. 
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this report. Therefore, no amendment to policy wording is necessary and this criterion does 
not apply to the subject proposal. 
 

F. Regional Consistency. 
 
All changes to the comprehensive plan must be consistent with the countywide planning 
policies (CWPP), the comprehensive plans of neighboring jurisdictions, applicable capital 
facilities or special district plans, the regional transportation improvement plan, and official 
population growth forecasts. 
 
Staff Analysis: The proposed change in land use designation from “General Commercial” to 
“Downtown” applies to land near the center of the urbanized area in the Spokane region, 
would result in a relatively small (approximately 8 percent) increase in the overall area 
designated “Downtown” on the Land Use Plan Map, and is immediately adjacent to other 
areas designated “Downtown” to the north and west. Due to the scale and location of the 
proposal, there are no foreseeable implications to regional or interjurisdictional policy issues. 
No comments have been received from any agency, City department, or neighboring 
jurisdiction which would indicate that this proposal is not regionally consistent. The proposal 
meets this criterion. 
 

G. Cumulative Effect. 
 
All amendments must be considered concurrently in order to evaluate their cumulative 
effect on the comprehensive plan text and map, development regulations, capital facilities 
program, neighborhood planning documents, adopted environmental policies and other 
relevant implementation measures. 
 
1. Land Use Impacts. 

 
In addition, applications should be reviewed for their cumulative land use impacts. 
Where adverse environmental impacts are identified, mitigation requirements may be 
imposed as a part of the approval action. 

 
2. Grouping. 

 
Proposals for area-wide rezones and/or site-specific land use plan map amendments 
may be evaluated by geographic sector and/or land use type in order to facilitate the 
assessment of their cumulative impacts. 

 
Staff Analysis: The proposed Land Use Plan Map amendment would change the zoning of a 
63-acre area from GC-150 to DTU. Subarea planning for the North Bank, just to the north of 
the Downtown core, has taken place on a similar timeline as the South University District. An 
update of the Fast Forward Downtown Plan, which encompasses a planning area that 
includes both the South University District and North Bank, started in late 2019 and will 
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continue through 2020. The overlapping schedule of subarea planning processes has 
allowed staff to monitor proposed land use changes emerging from each subarea and take 
cumulative impacts into consideration throughout the process. 
 
Subarea planning for the North Bank is expected to result in a proposal change the Land Use 
Plan Map designation of approximately 82 acres from “General Commercial” and “Office,” to 
“Downtown” and rezone the same area from CB-150 (Community Business with 150 foot 
height limit) and OR-150 (Office Retail with 150 foot height limit) to DTG (Downtown 
General). There is almost no difference in the development standards that apply in the DTG 
and DTU zones, meaning that the two subarea plans would result in a cumulative increase of 
approximately 145 acres in these two nearly identical zones. Under the two proposals, total 
acreage within any Downtown zoning designation (DTC, DTG, DTU, or DTS) would increase 
from 788 acres to 933 acres, or 18.4 percent. 
 
The close coordination between the subarea planning processes has allowed both subarea 
plans to take the potential cumulative impacts of their proposed changes into consideration 
during the planning process. While the change from GC-150, CB-150, or OR-150 to DTG or 
DTU zoning involves some differences in allowed uses and application of development and 
design standards, an increase in the floor area ratio (FAR) for non-commercial uses is the 
most prominent cumulative difference that would result from the zone changes proposed 
under the two subarea plans. In the North Bank, approximately 82 acres would see an 
increase in non-residential FAR from 4.5 to 6, and in the South University District, FAR would 
increase from 2.5 to 6 for approximately 63 acres. Because there is no maximum FAR for 
residential uses in the existing or proposed zoning involved in either subarea plan, the 
proposal does not result in any cumulative change in development capacity for housing. 
 
Proposed changes to the in Land Use Plan map designation and zoning in the South 
University District apply to just under 30 percent of the subarea. The proposed change to a 
“Downtown” designation and DTU zoning is focused on areas where projected demand for 
larger office and other concentrated employment uses is highest, specifically preserving the 
remainder of the subarea for the existing range of residential, commercial, and light 
industrial uses and minimizing the cumulative impact of a district-wide zone change. 

 
The proposal meets this criterion.  
 

H. SEPA. 
 
SEPA review must be completed on all amendment proposals and is described in chapter 
17E.050. 
 
1. Grouping. 

 
When possible, the SEPA review process should be combined for related land use types 
or affected geographic sectors in order to better evaluate the proposals’ cumulative 
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impacts. This combined review process results in a single threshold determination for 
those related proposals. 

 
2. DS. 

 
If a determination of significance (DS) is made regarding any proposal, that application 
will be deferred for further consideration until the next applicable review cycle in order to 
allow adequate time for generating and processing the required environmental impact 
statement (EIS). 

 
Staff Analysis: The application is under review in accordance with the State Environmental 
Policy Act (SEPA), which requires that the potential for adverse environmental impacts 
resulting from a proposal be evaluated during the decision-making process. On the basis of 
the information contained in the environmental checklist, written comments from local and 
State departments and agencies concerned with land development within the City, and a 
review of other information available to the Director of Planning Services, a Determination of 
Non-Significance was issued on February 21, 2020. The proposal meets this criterion. 
 

I. Adequate Public Facilities.  
 
The amendment must not adversely affect the City’s ability to provide the full range of urban 
public facilities and services (as described in CFU 2.1 and CFU 2.2) citywide at the planned 
level of service, or consume public resources otherwise needed to support comprehensive 
plan implementation strategies. 
 
Staff Analysis: The proposed map changes affect an area approximately 63 acres in size, in a 
built-up area adjacent to the downtown core and served by the public facilities and services 
described in CFU 2.1. Significant infrastructure upgrades in recent years have included 
capacity upgrades to City utilities serving the area. The proposed map changes affect a 
relatively small area, do not include a development proposal, and do not measurably alter 
demand for public facilities and services in the vicinity of the proposal or on a citywide basis. 
All affected departments and outside agencies providing services to the subject properties 
have had an opportunity to comment on the proposal and no agency or department offered 
comments suggesting the proposal would affect the City’s ability to provide adequate public 
facilities to the property or surrounding area or consume public resources otherwise needed 
to support comprehensive plan implementation strategies. Any subsequent development of 
the site will be subject to a concurrency determination pursuant to SMC 17D.010.020, 
thereby implementing the policy set forth in CFU 2.2. The proposal meets this criterion. 
  

J. UGA. 
 
Amendments to the urban growth area boundary may only be proposed by the city council or 
the mayor of Spokane and shall follow the procedures of the countywide planning policies 
for Spokane County. 

https://my.spokanecity.org/smc/?Section=17D.010.020
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Staff Analysis: The application does not propose an amendment to the urban growth area 
boundary. This criterion does not apply. 
 

K. Demonstration of Need. 
 

1. Policy Adjustments. 
 
Proposed policy adjustments that are intended to be consistent with the comprehensive plan 
should be designed to provide correction or additional guidance so the community’s original 
visions and values can better be achieved. […]  
 
Staff Analysis: The proposal is for a map change only and does not include any proposed 
policy adjustments. Therefore, this subsection does not apply. 

 
2. Map Changes. 
 
Changes to the land use plan map (and by extension, the zoning map) may only be approved 
if the proponent has demonstrated that all of the following are true: 

 
a. The designation is in conformance with the appropriate location criteria 

identified in the comprehensive plan (e.g., compatibility with neighboring land 
uses, proximity to arterials, etc.); 
 

Staff Analysis: Comprehensive Plan policies related to Downtown generally emphasize its role 
as a Regional Center featuring diverse uses, without providing specific locational criteria or 
guidance on what type of areas are most or least suitable for expansion of the Downtown 
designation. The location of the proposed Land Use Plan Map amendment is within the 
“Downtown Boundary” designated in the 2009 Fast Forward Spokane Downtown Plan 
Update and is contiguous with existing areas designated “Downtown” on the Land Use Plan 
Map and zoned either DTG or DTU. The proposal meets subsection (a).  
 

b. The map amendment or site is suitable for the proposed designation; 
 
Staff Analysis: The proposal includes a concurrent Zoning Map change for the affected area 
to DTU (Downtown University) to implement the proposed “Downtown” Land Use Plan Map 
designation. SMC 17C.124.030.C describes the DTU zone as follows: 
 

“Downtown University (DTU).   
The downtown university zone encourages a wide range of uses that support the 
ongoing development of an urban inner city university. A pedestrian friendly and 
safe urban environment is encouraged along with a wide range of residential, 
office, retail, and other supporting commercial uses.” 
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In the proposed location, the “Downtown” land use designation and accompanying DTU 
zoning align closely with this description by allowing dense development of office, laboratory, 
and other uses that complement the research and education functions of the adjacent WSU-
Spokane Health Sciences campus and other universities in the district, and provide space for 
continued employment growth in the district. The proposed location of the DTU zone 
extension along Sprague Avenue and Sherman Streets, and the pedestrian friendly urban 
environment encouraged in the DTU zone aligns with stakeholder emphasis on these streets 
as a focal point for the subarea. 
 
The proposal meets subsection (b). 

c. The map amendment implements applicable comprehensive plan policies and 
subarea plans better than the current map designations. 

Staff Analysis: As described in further detail in Section V, subsection “Implementation of 
Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies” within this report, the proposal is intended to create 
a pattern of land use designation and zoning in the subarea that better implements adopted 
Land Use and Economic Development Goals adopted in the Comprehensive Plan. In 
particular, the proposal allows for concentration of high density employment growth in close 
proximity to investments and multimodal transportation and other public infrastructure (see 
Land Use policies LU 3.1 and 4.6) and ensures that land is available for employment growth 
in targeted industry clusters (Economic Development policies ED 2.1 and ED 3.8) and for the 
retention and expansion of existing businesses in the subarea (Economic Development 
policies ED 3.2, ED 3.5, and ED 3.6).   

Comprehensive Plan Policy LU 1.9 – Downtown, provides in part that “major land use 
changes within the city should be evaluated to identify potential impacts on Downtown.” As 
described in the staff analysis of Criterion G above, the proposal has been evaluated for the 
cumulative increase in commercial development capacity caused by extending the 
Downtown designation in the South University District and North Bank subareas. The 
proposed extension of the Downtown designation in the South University District is applied to 
a focused area, rather than spread district-wide, in part to avoid impacts to the existing 
Downtown core from overextension of Downtown zoning. 

The proposal meets subsection (c). 
 
3. Rezones, Land Use Plan Map Amendment. 

 
Corresponding rezones will be adopted concurrently with land use plan map 
amendments as a legislative action of the city council. If policy language changes have 
map implications, changes to the land use plan map and zoning map will be made 
accordingly for all affected sites upon adoption of the new policy language. This is done 
to ensure that the comprehensive plan remains internally consistent and to preserve 
consistency between the comprehensive plan and supporting development regulations. 
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Staff Analysis: If the Land Use Plan Map amendment is approved as proposed, the zoning 
designation of the affected area will change from GC-150 (General Commercial with 150-foot 
height limit) to DTU (Downtown University). The DTU zone implements the Downtown land 
use designation proposed for the affected area. No policy language changes have been 
identified as necessary to support the proposed Land Use Plan Map amendment, which is 
consistent with adopted Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Economic Development goals 
and policies as described elsewhere in this report. The proposal meets this criterion. 

RECOMMENDED FINDING 

Staff recommends that the Plan Commission find that the proposal meets the approval criteria set 
forth in SMC Section 17G.020.030. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

Staff finds that the proposed South University District Subarea Plan reflects a more detailed look at 
land use issues within a focused area, consistent with the approach set forth in Comprehensive Plan 
Land Use Policy LU 7.4 – Sub-Area Planning Framework. The proposed Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment to amend the Land Use Plan Map, and concurrent changes to zoning and overlay maps 
are consistent with Comprehensive Plan Land Use Goal LU 3 and Economic Development Goals ED 2 
and ED 3. The proposal is also consistent with each of the approval criteria for a Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment set forth in SMC Section 17G.020.030. 

Staff recommends that the Plan Commission adopt the facts and findings of the staff report and 
make a recommendation that City Council approve a resolution recognizing the South University 
District Subarea Plan and an ordinance adopting the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment and 
concurrent zoning and overlay map changes.  

VII. EXHIBITS 

A. Proposed Comprehensive Plan Land Use Plan Map Amendment 
B. Proposed Amendments to Zoning Map 
C. Proposed Designations of Complete Streets within the South University District subarea 

(Downtown Map 5.1 “Complete Streets”) 
D. Proposed Amendments to Surface Parking Limited Overlay Map (SMC 17C.124-M1) 
E. Proposed Amendments to Downtown Design Review Threshold Map (SMC 17G.040-M1) 
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EXHIBIT A: PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE MAP AMENDMENTS 
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EXHIBIT B: PROPOSED ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS 
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EXHIBIT C: PROPOSED COMPLETE STREETS DESIGNATIONS IN DTU-ZONED AREAS 

Amending Downtown Plan Map 5.1 “Complete Streets” 
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EXHIBIT D: PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO SURFACE PARKING LIMITED OVERLAY  

(SMC 17C.124-M1)   
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EXHIBIT E: PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO DOWNTOWN DESIGN REVIEW 
THRESHOLD MAP 

(SMC 17G.040-M1) 

 

 

 

  
 

 



Title 17F Construction Standards 

Chapter 17F.070 Existing Building and Conservation Code 

Section 17F.070.470 Compliance with Order 
 

A. The order under this chapter specifies the action to be taken by the 
owner and establishes a time or timeframe for compliance.  
  

B. So long as a building is boarded up, or unfit, substandard, or 
abandoned and subject to the building official hearing process, the 
owner must pay an annual fee as provided in SMC 8.02.067. This fee is 
lienable under SMC 17F.070.500. Otherwise, the owner must cause the 
building to be occupied in compliance with all applicable code 
requirements. However, it is the intent of this chapter that boarding a 
dangerous building is a temporary solution to imminent danger and a 
building may not remain boarded up longer than two years unless an 
extension of time is part of a plan approved by the building official or 
hearing examiner detailing the future rehabilitation, sale, demolition, or 
other disposition of the building. 

1. A property remaining boarded up longer than two years may be 
subject to demolition by order of the building official. 

2. The building official shall order the owner of any premises upon 
which is located any structure, which in the building official’s 
judgment is so dilapidated or has become so out of repair as to be 
dangerous, unsafe, unsanitary, or otherwise unfit for human 
habitation or occupancy, and that it is unreasonable to repair the 
structure, to demolish and remove such structure; or if such 
structure is capable of being made safe by repairs, to repair and 
make safe and sanitary or to demolish and remove at the owner’s 
option; or where there has been a cessation of normal 
construction of any structure for a period of more than two years, 
to demolish and remove such structure. (2006 International 
Property Maintenance Code section 110.1).   

3. When the building is of sufficient value to be repairable, the 
building official may recommend action by the City to obtain the 
property through eminent domain, pursuant to the provisions of 
the chapter 35.80A Revised Code of Washington. 

https://my.spokanecity.org/smc/?Title=17F
https://my.spokanecity.org/smc/?Chapter=17F.070
https://my.spokanecity.org/smc/?Section=17F.070.470
http://my.spokanecity.org/smc/?Section=08.02.067
http://my.spokanecity.org/smc/?Section=17F.070.500


4. As an alternative to demolition, when appropriate, the building
official may issue an order to refer substandard, abandoned, unfit,
or nuisance properties to Superior Court in pursuit of a 
receivership order. 

C. The owner of a substandard building must repair and rehabilitate it so
as to bring it into compliance with the standards of this chapter, at a
minimum, or into compliance with the new work and replacement
requirements of the building and associated codes provided in chapters
17F.030 through 17F.060 SMC and chapters 17F.080 through 17F.100
SMC if applicable by their terms. When warranted by the nature and
extent of the repairs and the type of occupancy, the order may require
the building to be vacated and secured during rehabilitation.

D. The owner of an unfit building must cause it to be vacated, secured
against entry, demolished, and the land filled and cleared. When
warranted by the location of the building and the nature of the defects
the order may allow demolition to be delayed upon such conditions,
such as clearing and securing, as will safeguard health and safety.

E. Should the owner of an unfit building propose a written undertaking,
acceptable to the building official or the hearing examiner, giving
assurance and security that the building can be safely rehabilitated in a
reasonable time, then the order can direct rehabilitation according to the
undertaking, in lieu of demolition. Upon the owner’s failure to
accomplish his undertaking, the building official or hearing examiner
may summarily order demolition or receivership, or when the building is
of sufficient value to be repairable, the building official may recommend
action by the City to obtain the property through eminent domain,
pursuant to the provisions of chapter 35.80A Revised Code of
Washington.

F. An order respecting a building under this chapter may require the owner
to take specified action in regard to the surrounding ground whereby
nuisance, such as dry vegetation or other combustible accumulations,
or toxic, septic, or unsafe substances, is abated.

Date Passed: Monday, March 15, 2010 

Effective Date: Wednesday, April 21, 2010 

ORD C34577 Section 3 

http://my.spokanecity.org/smc/?Title=17F
http://my.spokanecity.org/smc/?Title=17F
http://my.spokanecity.org/smc/?Title=17F
http://my.spokanecity.org/smc/?Title=17F


Title 17F Construction Standards 

Chapter 17F.070 Existing Building and Conservation Code 

Section 17F.070.490 Enforcement 
 

A. Whenever an owner has failed to complete the action required by an 
order under this chapter: 

1. the building official or the hearing examiner may extend the time 
for completion, imposing such conditions as may seem warranted, 
if the owner has made substantial progress; or 

2. the director causes the ordered action to be done, by competitive 
bid contract whenever feasible, or by negotiated contract, or by 
city forces when circumstances do not allow time for bidding. 
 

B. All work of rehabilitation and demolition done pursuant to an order made 
under this chapter is subject to all applicable laws respecting permits, 
contractor registration and certification of workers, except work done by 
city forces under emergency circumstances. 
  

C. Invitations to bid on a demolition contract shall provide that salvage be 
awarded to the contractor as a credit against the contract price. A bid 
based on an estimate of the value of salvage may not be changed to 
reflect actual salvage value. The director may invite and receive bids 
before the time for compliance by the owner has expired. 

D. As an alternative to demolition, when appropriate, the building official 
may issue an order to refer substandard, abandoned, unfit, or nuisance 
properties to Superior Court in pursuit of a receivership order.   

Date Passed: Monday, February 28, 2005 

Effective Date: Saturday, April 2, 2005 

ORD C33594 Section 6 

 

https://my.spokanecity.org/smc/?Title=17F
https://my.spokanecity.org/smc/?Chapter=17F.070
https://my.spokanecity.org/smc/?Section=17F.070.490


City of Spokane   December, 2019 

Code Enforcement Department White Paper  Jason Ruffing 

           Receivership and the Building Official Process  
      

The Building Official process is an administrative hearing process aimed at resolving 
substandard, abandoned, unfit, or nuisance properties in the City of Spokane. The Building Official, 
acting in a quasi-judicial role, is authorized by State Law and the Spokane Municipal Code to issue orders 
and take actions to resolve substandard conditions. Historically, the process has provided extended 
timeframes for compliance due to the limited actions for resolution. If an owner fails to cure the 
violations, the Building Official’s options are fairly limited. The most common city action that resolves a 
substandard building is demolition. This action, while effective and often necessary, is cost and labor 
intensive. Demolition removes a potentially salvageable dwelling, replacing it with a vacant lot 
encumbered with liens.  

 Multiple departments within the City are impacted by abandoned and nuisance properties. 
Code Enforcement and the Spokane Police Department, in particular, spend extensive amounts of staff 
time attempting to resolve symptoms of these types of properties.  These two departments collaborate 
on numerous approaches aimed at resolving complex issues that have broad impacts across multiple 
departments, including substandard buildings and abandoned properties. One particularly successful 
program has been the receivership program, implemented and managed by the Civil Enforcement Unit 
of the Spokane Police Department. With the assistance of the Legal Department, the Civil Enforcement 
Unit is able to petition the courts to appoint a receiver to facilitate the resolution of nuisance conditions 
when the ownership proves to be absentee or otherwise unable to manage the property in compliance 
with state and local law. The receiver is a third party agent of the property that is appointed by the court 
in successful cases. Many receivership cases have used Code Enforcement data and case information as 
evidence of abandonment and documentation of nuisance conditions. Numerous properties that have 
been in the Building Official process have ultimately gone through the receivership process as well, 
finally bringing about resolution to substandard and nuisance conditions, while avoiding demolition and 
costly liens. One missing piece in this partnership is explicit municipal code language that provides the 
Building Official with the option of directing a property towards receivership instead of ordering a 
demolition. As opposed to demolition, receivership addresses the root cause of the nuisance property, 
rather than just extending the cycle of symptom mitigation.  

 In conclusion, the Building Official Process is an effective method of Code Enforcement and due 
process for resolving symptoms of substandard buildings and abandoned properties. However, this 
process could have a greater impact on these properties with the ability to direct properties towards a 
receivership process. With the assistance of the Legal Department, the Building Official and Code 
Enforcement staff could petition the courts for a receiver to be appointed upon failure to comply with 
the Building Official’s orders within a specified time. Code text amendments would be necessary to 
formalize receivership as an option for the Building Official process. More specifically, changes are 
needed to reference receivership as an alternative to demolition in Spokane Municipal Code sections 
17F.070.470 and 17F.070.490. The Legal Department has assisted Code Enforcement staff with 
preparing drafts of the relevant code text amendments and staff plans to propose these amendments in 
2020.  
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Committee(s) Impacted: Urban Experience, Safe and Healthy 

Type of Agenda item:       Consent              Discussion          Strategic Initiative 
Alignment: (link agenda item 
to guiding document – i.e., 
Master Plan, Budget , Comp 
Plan, Policy, Charter, Strategic 
Plan) 

Aligned with Strategic Plan focuses of Available Housing, increasing 
housing quality and diversity. Also aligned with expressed intent of 
Chapter 17F of the Spokane Municipal Code, SMC 17F.070.010 D 
states It is further the policy of the City to put vacant buildings to use, 
especially residences, by encouraging the rehabilitation of usable 
structures and to demolish those that are beyond repair so that new 
development can occur. 

Strategic Initiative: Urban Experience, Safe and Healthy 
Deadline: Timeline: January of 2019, present at Urban Experience, February 

2019, present at Plan Commission (possibly multiple meetings) March 
of 2019, return to Urban Experience, March- April of 2019, present 
for City Council adoption.  

Outcome: (deliverables, 
delivery duties, milestones to 
meet) 

Code text amendments for two sections in Chapter 17F of the 
Spokane Municipal Code to provide language authorizing the 
receivership process to be utilized as an alternative to demolitions of 
substandard, abandoned, unfit, and nuisance properties through the 
Building Official Process.  

Background/History: The Building Official process is an administrative hearing process aimed at 
resolving substandard, abandoned, unfit, or nuisance properties in the City of Spokane. The Building 
Official, acting in a quasi-judicial role, is authorized by State Law and the Spokane Municipal Code to 
issue orders and take actions to resolve substandard conditions. Historically, the process has provided 
extended timeframes for compliance due to the limited actions for resolution. If an owner fails to cure 
the violations, the Building Official’s options are fairly limited. The most common city action that 
resolves a substandard building is demolition. This action, while effective and often necessary, is cost 
and labor intensive. Demolition removes a potentially salvageable dwelling, replacing it with a vacant 
lot encumbered with liens. The Building Official Process is an effective method of Code Enforcement 
and due process for resolving symptoms of substandard buildings and abandoned properties. 
However, this process could have a greater impact on these properties with the ability to direct 
properties towards a receivership process. With the assistance of the Legal Department, the Building 
Official and Code Enforcement staff could petition the courts for a receiver to be appointed upon 
failure to comply with the Building Official’s orders within a specified time. Code text amendments 
would be necessary to formalize receivership as an option for the Building Official process. More 
specifically, changes are needed to reference receivership as an alternative to demolition in Spokane 
Municipal Code sections 17F.070.470 and 17F.070.490. The Legal Department has assisted Code 
Enforcement staff with preparing drafts of the relevant code text amendments and staff plans to 
propose these amendments in 2020. 
 
 
 

mailto:jruffing@spokanecity.org


Executive Summary: 
• Code text amendments being proposed for Spokane Municipal Code sections 17F.070.470 and 

17F.070.490 
• These changes are needed to reference receivership as an alternative to demolition 
• Receivership is already in use and has proven to be a successful method of bringing about 

ownership changes to properties that are abandoned, or substandard to the extent that they 
create a public safety hazard.  

• City Legal, the Civil Enforcement Unit, and Code Enforcement already are in the practice of 
collaborating on these types of properties and referring cases for the receivership process. 

• These code amendments will bolster this collaboration and improve the Superior Court 
process.  

• Recent receivership success stories such as the Grove Community structures in West Central 
are great examples of the intent of these amendments. This cooperation has been successful 
in avoiding demolition, thus decreasing the amount of public dollars that are spent on 
demolitions.  
 

Budget Impact: 
Approved in current year budget?         Yes             No 
Annual/Reoccurring expenditure?          Yes             No 
If new, specify funding source: 
Other budget impacts: (revenue generating, match requirements, etc.) Potentially less budget 
expenditure on demolitions.  
Operations Impact: 
Consistent with current operations/policy?                          Yes             No 
Requires change in current operations/policy?                    Yes             No 
Specify changes required:    
Known challenges/barriers:  
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Receivership and the Building 
Official Process

• Proposed amendments to Spokane 
Municipal Code 17F.070.470 and 17F.070.490

• Formalizes alternative to Building Official 
demolition orders by routing appropriate 
properties through Receivership



Receivership and the Building 
Official Process

• Proposed amendments would be 
implemented through the Building Official 
orders and the related administrative 
hearing process for substandard, 
abandoned, unfit, and nuisance properties

• Receivership process aimed at facilitating 
the rehabilitation and re-use of these types 
of properties 



Building Official Process Timeline

Appeal Process (Hearing Examiner)
Order(s) can be appealed 1 month

Building Official Hearings
Hearings/Orders 1-6 months

Preventative (Code Enforcement)
Notice/Outreach Weeks - Years



Receivership Process Timeline

Receiver Actions
Abate, list for sale Sale within 1 month, court review

Superior Court
Court hearing, Receiver ordered Prep < 1 month, Notice – 2 weeks

Investigation (SPD, CE, BO)
Investigation/Review by City Legal Weeks - Years



Timeline Summary
• Each property is different

• Specific conditions may require different compliance 
timeframes 

• Notice and appeal processes will remain constant 

• No change to existing processes or opportunities for voluntary 
compliance

• Complete timeline for each property will vary, from 4-6 months 
to 1+ year(s) 



Legislative timeline
-1/13/20- Proposal briefed at City Council Urban Experience 
committee
-2/6/20- Department of Commerce Notice (60 day) filed
-2/12/20- Introductory briefing to Plan Commission
-2/14/20- Project page posted on City  of Spokane Website
https://my.spokanecity.org/projects/alternative-to-substandard-
building-demolition/
-2/26/20- Information sent to City Clerk’s Office for publication in 
City Gazette
-3/2/20- email sent through ProChamps (foreclosure registry) to 
notify mortgage industry contacts of proposed amendment. 
-3/4/20- email sent to Spokane Association of Realtors to notify of 
proposed amendment. 

https://my.spokanecity.org/projects/alternative-to-substandard-building-demolition/


Legislative timeline
-3/6/20- project page sent to Neighborhood Council contacts 
through Office of Neighborhood Services “Friday Update”
-3/11/20- Plan Commission Workshop
-3/19/20- presentation/discussion with Land Use Committee of 
the Community Assembly (pending)

Next steps (Spring 2020) 
• Plan Commission Hearing
• Return to City Council 
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I m p r o v e m e n t  P l a n
U p d a t e *  

Q 2 - 2 0 2 1  Q 3 - 2 0 2 1  Q 4 - 2 0 2 1  

C a p i t a l  F a c i l i t i e s  C h a p t e r  
U p d a t e  –  W a s t e  W a t e r *  I n  P r o g r e s s  Q 4 - 2 0 2 0  Q 4 - 2 0 2 1  

A n n u a l  A m e n d m e n t s *  Q 4 - 2 0 2 1  Q 2 / 3  2 0 2 1  Q 4 - 2 0 2 1  
D i v i s i o n  S t u d y  Q 1 - 2 0 2 0  Q 2 - 2 0 2 1  Q 4 - 2 0 2 1  
H w y  2  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  S t u d y  I n  P r o g r e s s  Q 3 - 2 0 2 0  Q 4 - 2 0 2 1  

1 9 5  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  S t u d y   I n  
P r o g r e s s  Q 3 - 2 0 2 1  Q 4 - 2 0 2 1  

T h i s  i t e m s  b e l o w  a r e  f o r  d i s c u s s i o n  p u r p o s e s ,  t h e  s t a f f  a r e  s e e k i n g  
i n p u t  o n  p r i o r i t i e s  f r o m  t h e  P l a n  C o m m i s s i o n  f o r  t h e  g o a l  o f  p r e p a r i n g  
a  d r a f t  P l a n  C o m m i s s i o n  a n d  C i t y  C o u n c i l  w o r k  p r o g r a m  f o r  2 0 2 0 - 2 0 2 1  
a n d  p r e s e n t a t i o n  f o r  d i s c u s s i o n  a t  t h e  D e c e m b e r  5 t h  j o i n t  m e e t i n g .  T h e  
O p t i o n s  a r e :  

1 .  R e p l a c e  i t e m s  s c h e d u l e d  f o r  2 0 2 0  c o m p l e t i o n  ( n o t  i n c l u d i n g  
l e g i s l a t i v e l y *  r e q u i r e d  o r  g r a n t  f u n d e d + )   

2 .  A d d  t o  t h e  i t e m s  s c h e d u l e d  f o r  2 0 2 1  c o m p l e t i o n  
3 .  H o l d  i t e m s  w i t h  r e c o m m e n d e d  o r d e r  o f  p r i o r i t y  a s  t h e r e  a r e  

a d d i t i o n a l  s t a f f i n g  o r  f i n a n c i a l  r e s o u r c e s  a v a i l a b l e ,  s u c h  a s  
e a r l y  c o m p l e t i o n  o f  a  p r o j e c t .  

D i s c u s s i o n  i t e m s  l i s t e d  ( n o  p r i o r i t y ) :



2 0 2 0 - 2 0 2 1  W o r k  P l a n  D r a f t    1 0 / 9 / 1 9  P l a n  C o m m i s s i o n  R e t r e a t  3  

• R e - i n s t a t e  A n n u a l  Z o n i n g  C o d e  A m e n d m e n t  P r o c e s s
• S i g n  C o d e  M o d i f i c a t i o n s
• A c c e s s o r y  D w e l l i n g  U n i t  A m e n d m e n t
• C o r n e r  L o t  S p l i t
• D u p l e x  o n  C o r n e r  L o t s
• D u p l e x e s ,  T r i p l e x  a n d  C o u r t y a r d  A p a r t m e n t s
• S u b - a r e a  p l a n n i n g
• C C 3  O v e r l a y  E x p a n s i o n
• P l a n n e d  A c t i o n s
• C e n t r a l  C i t y  L i n e  O v e r l a y  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  ( P a r k i n g  &  Z o n i n g )
• M a n u f a c t u r e d  H o m e  U p d a t e  ( T i n y  H o m e s  2 0 1 9  L e g i s l a t i o n )
• C o n s o l i d a t e  z o n i n g  c a t e g o r i e s  a n d  a r e a - w i d e  z o n i n g
• T r a n s i t i o n  L o t  S i z e s
• C e l l  T o w e r  U p d a t e  –  5 G
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