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2012 PROPOSED AMENDMENTS
TO THE
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND LAND USE REGULATORY CODE

TACOMA PLANNING COMMISSION
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
APRIL 18, 2012
A. SUBJECT:
Proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code for 2012 (the
“2012 Annual Amendment”).

B. SUMMARY OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS:
The 2012 Annual Amendment has been narrowed down to three applications, as summarized
below:
Application

Description of Amendment

#2012-02:
Housing Element

Revisions to the Housing Element to (1) incorporate the Affordable
Housing Policy Principles as set forth in the City Council
Resolution No. 38264, May 17, 2011, based on the
recommendations of the Affordable Housing Policy Advisory
Group; and (2) update housing needs assessment information based
on the 2010 Census and various American Community Survey data
sets for 2009 and 2010.

#2012-03:
Transportation
Element

Revisions to the Transportation Element to (1) reprioritize
pedestrian, bicycle and intersection improvement projects, keep
information current, and address consistency among text, maps and
project lists in the Mobility Master Plan section, based on the
recommendations of the Pedestrian and Bicycle Action Committee;
and (2) update the Unfunded Projects List based on the
recommendations of the Neighborhood Councils.

#2012-07:
Minor Amendments
and Refinements

Revisions to the Environmental Policy Element and the Tacoma
Municipal Code Chapters 13.04 (Platting and Subdivisions), 13.05
(Land Use Permit Procedures), 13.06 (Zoning), and 13.07
(Landmarks and Historic Special Review Districts), to address
inconsistencies, correct minor errors, and provide additional clarity.
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Note that there are four other applications that were also submitted for consideration during the
2012 Annual Amendment process, as listed below. They are NOT moving forward to the City
Council; they are proceeding on schedules separated from the 2012 Annual Amendment process.
•

Application #2012-01: Container Port Element – Adding a Container Port Element to the
Comprehensive Plan.

•

Application #2012-04: Sign Code Revisions – Examining specific issues associated with
on-site signage, with a particular focus on on-site digital signage.

•

Application #2012-05: Platting and Subdivision Code Revisions – General update and
clean-up of the code.

•

Application #2012-06: Urban Forestry Code Revisions – Proposed new landscaping code
to replace the current code, TMC 13.06.502, along with changes to related code sections
to implement the Urban Forest Policy Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

C. FINDINGS OF FACT:
1. Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulations:
(a) The Comprehensive Plan, adopted in 1993 by Ordinance No. 25360 and amended by
ordinance once every year thereafter, is Tacoma's comprehensive plan as required by the
State Growth Management Act (GMA) and consists of several plan and program
elements. As the City's official statement concerning future growth and development, the
Comprehensive Plan sets forth goals, policies and strategies for the health, welfare and
quality of life of Tacoma’s residents.
(b) The Land Use Regulatory Code, Title 13 of the Tacoma Municipal Code (TMC), is the
key regulatory mechanism that supports the Comprehensive Plan.
2. Planning Mandates and Guidelines:
(a) The GMA requires that any amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and/or development
regulations conform to the requirements of the Act, and that all proposed amendments,
with certain limited exceptions, shall be considered concurrently so that the cumulative
effect of the various changes can be ascertained.
(b) Proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and/or development regulations must
also be consistent with the following State, regional and local planning mandates and
guidelines:
• The State Growth Management Act (GMA);
• The State Environment Policy Act (SEPA);
• VISION 2040, the Growth Management, Environmental, Economic, and
Transportation Strategy for the Central Puget Sound Region (adopted on April 24,
2008 and amended on May 28, 2009);
• Transportation 2040, the action plan for transportation in the Central Puget Sound
Region (adopted on May 20, 2010);
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•
•

•

The Countywide Planning Policies for Pierce County;
The City Council’s guiding principles for planning the future growth of the City of
Tacoma: (1) to protect neighborhoods, (2) to protect critical areas, (3) to protect port,
industrial and manufacturing uses, and (4) to increase densities in the downtown and
neighborhood business districts (per Resolution No. 37070, December 19, 2006); and
TMC 13.02 concerning the procedures and criteria for amending the Comprehensive
Plan and development regulations and for area-wide zoning reclassifications.

3. Receipt and Review of Applications (pursuant to TMC 13.02.045):
(a) Seven applications were submitted to the Planning Commission by the deadline of
June 30, 2011 for consideration as part of the 2012 Annual Amendment process.
Assessment of the applications was subsequently conducted and the respective
Assessment Reports reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission on
August 17, 2011.
(b) The Planning Commission reviewed technical analyses of the applications at its meetings
on September 7, October 5, November 2 & 16, and December 7 & 21 of 2011, and
January 4, and February 1 of 2012. A staff analysis report was prepared for each
application. The reports provided a general description of the proposed amendments and
identified applicable provisions of the GMA, the Comprehensive Plan and the Land Use
Regulatory Code. Each amendment was analyzed using the ten criteria as set forth in
TMC 13.02. An economic impact assessment of each amendment was also provided.
(c) On February 1, 2012, the Planning Commission determined that four of the seven
applications would be proceeding on schedules separated from the 2012 Annual
Amendment process.
(d) The Commission authorized the distribution of the other three applications for public
review and set March 7, 2012 as the date for a public hearing, as also summarized above.
4. Public Hearing Notification Process:
(a) The public hearing was set for March 7, 2012, and the record was kept open through
March 16, 2012 to receive written comments. Staff also scheduled an Informational
Session on February 29, 2012 for citizens to learn more about the proposed amendments
and ask questions.
(b) The notice of the Public Hearing and the Informational Session was disseminated widely
as described below:
• Mailed and/or e-mailed to Neighborhood Councils, business district associations,
civic organizations, environmental groups, development interests, adjacent
jurisdictions, the Puyallup Tribal Nation, major employers and institutions, City and
State departments, the Tacoma Library System, and other known interested
individuals or groups;
• Posted on the Long-Range Planning Division’s website at
www.cityoftacoma.org/planning;
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•
•
•
•
•

•

Posted on the public information bulletin boards on the first and second floors of the
Tacoma Municipal Building;
Published in The News Tribune on February 22, 2012;
Notified the State Department of Commerce on February 14, 2012 (pursuant to RCW
36.70A.106), and received no comments from any state agencies.
Notified Joint Base Lewis-McChord on February 15, 2012 (pursuant to RCW
36.70A.530(4)), and received no comments.
Notified the City Attorney to assure that adoption of the changes will not result in an
unconstitutional taking of property (pursuant to RCW 36.70A.370 and following the
guidelines prepared by the Washington State Attorney General pursuant to RCW
36.70A.370).
Additional e-mails distributed to representatives of Neighborhood Councils,
Neighborhood Business District Associations and various community groups,
drawing their attention to some of the details of the proposed amendments that may
be of particular interest to them.

(c) Environmental Review – Pursuant to WAC 197-11 and Tacoma's SEPA procedures, a
Preliminary Determination of Environmental Nonsignificance (DNS) was issued on
February 10, 2012 (SEPA File Number SEP2012-40000176242), based upon a review of
a completed environmental checklist. The DNS and the environmental checklist were
provided or made available to appropriate entities that had received the public hearing
notice, and a legal notice announcing the availability for review was placed in the City’s
official newspaper, the Tacoma Daily Index, on February 22, 2012. No comments were
received through the comment period ending on March 16, 2012, and the DNS became
final on March 23, 2012.
(d) Public Review Document – The complete text of the proposed amendments, the
associated staff analyses, the DNS and the environmental checklist, and relevant
background information were compiled into a Public Review Document. The document
was made available for public review at all branches of the Tacoma Public Library and at
the office of the Community and Economic Development Department. Its availability
was also announced to appropriate entities that had received the public hearing notice.
5. Public Hearing Comments and Responses:
(a) Nine people testified at the March 7, 2012 public hearing, including one person who
testified twice (on two different subjects). Four written comments were submitted by the
close of the comment deadline on March 16, 2012.
(b) Eight issues were identified from the public comments, concerning special needs
housing, the Puget Gardens trail, sidewalks on McKinley Avenue, bikeway on S.
Washington Street, prioritization of bus movements, improvement of sidewalks and
crosswalks, doggy daycare uses, and drive-throughs in the HMX Hospital Medical
Mixed-Use District.
(c) Staff prepared a Public Comments and Staff Responses Report, which summarized public
comments received, staff’s observations and responses to the issues, and where
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appropriate, recommended revisions to the 2012 Annual Amendment package. The
Commission reviewed the report on April 4, 2012, and made the following modifications
to the 2012 Annual Amendment:
• Retaining the deleted paragraphs pertaining to special needs housing in the Housing
Element;
• Adding “McKinley Avenue between Wright and E. D St.” to Table 3 – Proposed
Sidewalk Improvements, , as Short Term Project #15, in the Mobility Master Plan
section of the Transportation Element;
• Adding “S. Washington St. between S. 43rd and S. 60th” to Table 2 – Short Term
Bicycle Project Priority List, as Short Term Project #10, in the Mobility Master Plan
section of the Transportation Element;
• Allowing doggy daycare facilities with outdoor space in the CIX CommercialIndustrial Mixed-Use District (Note: while doggy daycare facilities are a permitted
use in CIX, they are not currently allowed to include any outdoor space.); and
• Limiting the proposed new allowance for drive-throughs in HMX Hospital Medical
Mixed-Use District to hospitals and associated medical uses, while prohibiting nonmedical related drive-throughs such as those at fast food restaurants (Note: Drivethroughs are currently allowed in all other “commercial” X-Districts, subject to a
number of special restrictions.).

D. CONCLUSIONS:
1. Concerning Amendment Application #2012-02 (Housing Element), the Planning
Commission concludes that:
(a) Incorporation of the eight Affordable Housing Policy Principles in the Housing Element
in 2012 will provide a basis for developing expanded affordable housing policies and
supportive regulatory changes in subsequent annual amendment cycles. The
recommended policies will support the consideration of planning tools and programs
intended to better address affordable housing issues and the policy, regulatory, and
programmatic recommendations of the Affordable Housing Policy Advisory Group.
(b) The GMA requires that the City must include in its housing element provisions for the
current and projected housing needs of all economic segments of the community while
ensuring the vitality and character of established residential neighborhoods. Keeping the
housing needs assessment information current fulfills this requirement.
2. Concerning Amendment Application #2012-03 (Transportation Element), the Planning
Commission concludes that:
(a) The proposed amendments to the Mobility Master Plan section will reprioritize
pedestrian, bicycle and intersection improvement projects, which should help clarify
which projects are of the highest importance for safety and mobility, are better positioned
for grant and funding opportunities, and can be implemented in the most efficient and
financially effective manner.
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(b) The proposed revisions to the Unfunded Project List represent the desires of the
community and exemplify the City’s intent to maintain the service level of the
transportation system citywide and meet the concurrency requirements of the Growth
Management Act.
3. Concerning Amendment Application #2012-07 (Minor Amendments and Refinements), the
Planning Commission concludes that the proposed clarifications and refinements to the Land
Use Regulatory Code and the Comprehensive Plan will improve consistency, compatibility,
clarity, and administration and application of provisions within the Code and the Plan.
4. The Planning Commission further concludes that the proposed amendments to the
Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code, as described above, are consistent with
the Growth Management Act, will benefit the City as a whole, will not adversely affect the
City’s public facilities and services, and are in the best interests of the public health, safety
and welfare of the citizens of Tacoma.

E. RECOMMENDATIONS:
The Planning Commission recommends that the City Council adopt the proposed amendments as
described above and as set forth in the document entitled Comprehensive Plan and Land Use
Regulatory Code, Proposed Amendments for 2012, Planning Commission Recommendations,
April 18, 2012.
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2012 Annual Amendment Application No. 2012-02
Housing Element
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY
APRIL 18, 2012
Application #:

2012-02

Applicant:

Community and Economic Development Department

Contact:

Jeff Boers, Planning Consultant
Lihuang Wung, Senior Planner

Type of Amendment:

Comprehensive Plan Text Amendments

Current Land Use Intensity:

N/A

Current Area Zoning:

N/A

Size of Area:

N/A

Location:

Citywide

Neighborhood Council area:

Citywide

Proposed Amendment:

Update the Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan by
incorporating eight policy principles concerning affordable
housing, as per City Council Resolution No. 38264, ensuring
consistency with the Countywide Planning Policies for Pierce
County, and updating the housing needs assessment based on
current data.

Planning Commission Recommendations:
The proposed amendments to the Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan were compiled in the
Public Review Document released for public review in February 2012. The Planning Commission
conducted a public hearing on March 7, 2012 and kept the record open through March 16, 2012 to receive
additional written comments.
Based on the public testimony received, the Planning Commission made the following modifications to
the proposed amendments to the Housing Element as contained in the Public Review Document:
•

Retaining the two deleted paragraphs pertaining to special needs housing; these paragraphs are
part of the intent statement for the policy category of “Housing Affordability” in the Housing
Element (see Exhibit A, page H-13).

The Planning Commission recommends that the City Council adopt the proposed amendments to the
Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan as shown in Exhibit A.

Exhibit:
A. Proposed Amendments to the Housing Element

Annual Amendment Application #2012-02 / Planning Commission Recommendation Summary (4-18-12)
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Exhibit A
Housing Element
DRAFT HOUSING ELEMENT AMENDMENTS
April 18, 2012

Note –
The Housing Element contains five sections:
• Section I – Introduction
• Section II – Housing Needs
• Section III – Goal and Policies
• Section IV – Recommended Actions to Implement Housing Policies
• Section V – Glossary of Terms
There are no changes proposed to Sections IV and V. The proposed amendments to
Sections I, II and III are shown on the following pages.
Proposed new text is underlined and text that is proposed to be deleted is shown in
strikethrough, except the tables in Section II. All tables have been updated in
accordance with the proposed text changes, without using the tracked changes
feature, which would adversely affect the readability of the tables.

Exhibit A – Proposed Amendments to Housing Element (Sections I, II and III)
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Sound region and the Countywide Planning
Policies for Pierce County. These efforts will
include (1) protecting the livability of existing
residential neighborhoods; (2) increasing the
supply of housing for all segments of the
community; and (3) directing future population
growth to designated areas such as mixed-use
centers and along major transportation corridors.

Section I –
Introduction
The City of Tacoma provides a variety of
housing opportunities to meet the needs of its
residents while supporting a safe, healthy and
livable community. As defined in the City of
Tacoma ’s Strategic Plan: Tacoma Tomorrow
2005-2010, such a place is:

Furthermore, the City is committed to
addressing the numerous factors that affect
housing affordability including the removal of
barriers and the provision of incentives. The
overall goal is to increase the supply and choice
of housing opportunities for both renters and
home buyers, regardless of income.

“A community in which our citizens feel
safe, our neighborhoods’ infrastructure
reflects our civic pride, our environment
and natural resources are protected and
Tacomans have access to affordable
housing.”
As part of this overall goal, housing provides
community identity along with neighborhood
pride. The housing element of the
Comprehensive Plan consists of the overall
housing goal, guiding policy principles and
supporting policies as well as specific measures
to implement the policies. The housing element
is a comprehensive policy network intended to
guide the City’s decision-making process on
housing issues, in coordination with the land use
element and other applicable plans and
regulations. The housing element also provides
direction for supporting documents such as the
federal Department of Housing and Urban
Development’s (HUD) Consolidated Plan for
Housing and Community Development that
programs use of funds for housing and
community development activities.
The City’s Housing Element is a mandated
element of the 1990 State Growth Management
Act (GMA) that requires the community to
prepare a housing element that makes adequate
provisions for both current and projected
housing needs. Specifically, the State GMA
housing goal is to:
Encourage the availability of affordable
housing to all economic segments of the
population of this state, promote a
variety of residential densities and
housing types, and encourage
preservation of existing housing stock.
The City will make every effort to accomplish
this GMA goal along with housing objectives
included in Vision 2020 for the Central Puget

Section II –
Housing Needs
The City of Tacoma, pursuant to requirements of
GMA, must include in its housing element
provisions for the current and projected housing
needs of all economic segments of the
community while ensuring the vitality and
character of established residential
neighborhoods.
This mandate includes:
•

An inventory and analysis of existing and
projected housing needs that identifies the
number of housing units necessary to
manage projected growth;

•

A statement of goals, policies, objectives
and mandatory provisions for the
preservation, improvement and development
of housing;

•

An analysis identifying sufficient land for
housing including, but not limited to,
government assisted housing, housing for
low-income families, manufactured housing,
multifamily housing, group homes and foster
care facilities;

•

An analysis making adequate provisions for
existing and projected needs of all economic
segments of the community.

Local housing needs and affordability may often
come down to how fast the population is growing

Exhibit A – Proposed Amendments to Housing Element (Sections I, II and III)
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relative to the existing and future supply of
residential units. This supply will be based on
both residential density and usable land. The
following provides a brief demographic and
housing profile that discusses trends in
population, housing stock (e.g. number, type,
age) and land capacity to assist in assessing the
capability of Tacoma to accommodate future
growth and development.

Trends in Population
Population Growth
Tacoma’s population grew very slowly between
1950 and 1980. Between 1970 and 1980, for
example, the population grew by just 3%. This
was followed by more intense growth between
1980 and 1990 (11%) and the addition of
another 10% between 1990 and 2000.
Population growth slowed considerably between
2000 and 2010 to less than 3% resulting in a
total population of close to 200,000. Future
population growth rate for Tacoma is likely to
remain slower than Pierce County’s rate
because of limited available land.
Much of Tacoma’s population growth over the
past 20 years has occurred in areas located
near the city limits, including Northeast Tacoma,
the West End, and South Tacoma. Slow growth
or even population losses occurred in older,
inner-city neighborhoods. New residential
development is expected to be concentrated in
mixed use centers in neighborhood business
districts and along transportation corridors.
Future population growth, in part, will also
depend on the impact of planned redevelopment
activities.
Table 1. Population 1990 to 2010
1990

2000

2010

20 Year
Change

Tacoma

176,664

193,556

198,397

12%

Pierce
County

586,203

700,820

795,225

36%

Wash.
4,866,692 5,894,121 6,724,540
State

38%

Race/Ethnicity
The population in Tacoma is very diverse –
substantially more so than either Pierce County
or the State of Washington. In 20102000,
African Americans comprised 11%, Asian/Pacific
Islanders 89%, and Hispanics 117% of the city.
Table 2. Population by Race and Ethnicity,
2010
Race

Tacoma

Pierce
County

Wash.
State

White alone

65%

74%

77%

Black or African
American alone

11%

7%

4%

American Indian or
Alaska Native alone

2%

1%

2%

Asian/Pacific
Islander alone

8%

6%

7%

Other race alone

6%

5%

5%

Two or more races

8%

7%

5%

11%

9%

11%

Ethnicity
Hispanic (any race)
Source: US Census (2010)
(Note: It should also be stated that the U.S. Census has
changed the way questions about race and ethnicity are
asked, giving respondents more selection options. Over time
this will provide a more reasonable measure of diversity.
However, in the short run it makes comparisons between
census years difficult.)

Household Composition
As Tacoma’s population has increased over the
past two decades, so has the total number of
households, by approximately around 109%
between 1980 and 1990 and 2000, and by
another 49% between 1990 and 2000 and 2009.
However, Tacoma’s average household size,
which decreased from 2.45 in 2000 to 2.39 for
2010,, remains is considerably smaller than that
for either the Pierce County or the State.

Source: US Census

Exhibit A – Proposed Amendments to Housing Element (Sections I, II and III)
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68%

65%

32%

30%

52%

50%

census 6162% in 20092000. Single parent
families with children increased correspondingly
from 18% in 1970 to 4538% in 20092000, and
68% of those families were headed by women.
Since the poverty rate for female parents (alone)
with children is substantially higher than the
general population rate, this translates into an
increased demand for affordable housing and for
access to support services, including recreation
and child care.

22%

21%

Household Income

Table 3. Households by Type for 2009
Household Type
Family households
(families)
With own
children under
18 years
Married-couple
family
With own
children under
18 years
Male householder
(no wife present)
family
With own
children under
18 years
Female
householder (no
husband present)
family
With own
children under
18 years
Non-family households

Pierce Wash.
Tacoma
County State
59%

27%
41%

17%
5%

4%

3%

2%

12%

10%

6%

3%

12%
7%

6%

32%

36%

7%
41%

Source: US Census American Community Survey (2009)

Avg. Household Size

2.45

2.60

2.53

Source: US Census (2010)

As one might suspect, the smaller household
size generally translates to fewer families and
more single person households. In Tacoma,
there was a decline in the percentage of family
households from 62% in 1990 to 5960% in
20092000. That decline was matched by an
increase in the percentage of single person
households and other non-family households to
41%.
The smaller average household size and
increase in single person households may infer
a demand for smaller housing units, perhaps
units affordable on a single income and, for
elderly singles, units with services and amenities
nearby.
Types of families with children in Tacoma have
changed over the years. In 1970, 82% of
families with children were parented by married
couples. This declined toin each successive

In 20091999, the median household income in
Tacoma ($46,64537,879) was 1816% below that
of Pierce County ($56,77345,204) and 17%
below the State of Washington ($56,38445,776).
Since median household income includes both
family and non-family (e.g. single persons)
householders, it is usually lower than that of
median family income. Median family income is
higher because it is frequently augmented by
more than one income.
Tacoma has a large number of lower income
persons in the city as evidenced by the 18% of
households with incomes below $15,000 a year.
This compares to only 1112% and 13% in Pierce
County and Washington State respectively.
Likewise, Tacoma had only 2816% of
households earning over $75,000 a year
compared to 3622% for the County and 3724%
statewide. In addition, census data tabulated by
the federal Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) shows that 4648.1% of
Tacoma’s 2000 households were 1999
population was considered to be of low and
moderate income (0 to 80% of area median
income (AMI)).
Table 4. Household Income Range 2009
Income Range

Tacoma

Pierce Wash.
County State

Under $15,000

16%

11%

11%

$15,000 to $24,999

11%

9%

9%

$25,000 to $34,999

11%

10%

10%

$35,000 to $49,999

16%

15%

14%

$50,000 to $74,999

19%

20%

20%

$75,000 to 99,000

12%

15%

14%

$100,000 to $149,999

11%

14%

14%

$150,000 to $199,999

3%

4%

5%

$200,000 or more

2%

3%

4%

Source: US Census American Community Survey (2009)
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Table 6. Housing Type by Location,
2009/2010

Housing Stock

Type of Unit

Tacoma

Pierce
County

Single family

64%

70%

67%

MF (2 to 9 units)

16%

12%

11%

MF (10 plus units)

20%

12%

15%

Mobile Homes/Other

<1%

7%

8%

Type of Housing Units
The total number of housing units in Tacoma
grew by 68% between 1990 and 2000 and 2010,
compared to a somewhat lower slightly higher
total population change of less than 310%. Just
about two-thirds of the housing in Tacoma in
20102000 was single family, the majority of
which 97% were detached units. Another onethird was multifamily units. The proportion of
single family and multifamily was similar in 1990
and 2000 and 2010.
While a small percentage of the total housing
units, the number of mobile homes was reduced
by over 50% between 1990 and 2000.

2000 /
2010

2010

#

%

#

%

Single Family
(Total)

53,619

66%

54,365

64%

1%

Detached S/F

51,728

64%

52,675

62%

2%

Attached S/F

1,891

2%

1,690

27,044

33%

30,865

36%

14%

2-4 units

6,415

8%

7,493

9%

17%

5-9 units

4,205

5%

6,383

7%

52%

10-19 units

5,444

7%

5,723

7%

5%

10,980

14%

11,266

13%

3%

374

1%

376

<1%

<1/%

Unit Type

Multifamily
(Total)

20+ units
Mobile Homes /
Other
Total HU

81,037

85,606

Source for Tacoma and Pierce County: US Census
American Community Survey (2010)
Source for Washington State: US Census American
Community Survey (2005-2009)

Age of Housing

Table 5. Total Housing Units and Type
2000

Wash.
State

%

2% (11%)

The age of the housing stock is an important
factor in estimating the general condition of the
residential structures and in identifying the
potential for specific areas of concern (e.g. leadbased paint). Although the City of Tacoma was
incorporated over 120100 years ago (in the late
1880s), the majority of that earlier housing has
been demolished. Nevertheless, in 20101999,
almost 3026% of the existing housing in Tacoma
was built before 1940. This compares to only
913% in both Pierce County in 2010 and 12% in
the State of Washington in 2009. A smaller
percent of housing in Tacoma has been built
since 1980 – just 3023% compared to 5239% in
the County and 4638% in the State.
Table 7. Age of Housing, 2009/2010

6%

Tacoma

Pierce
County

Wash.
State

%

%

Source: US Census.

Year Built

As shown below, Tacoma is on a par with Pierce
County and Washington State, each with about
two-thirds of housing units being single family.
Tacoma has a larger share of multifamily units
(3633%), while Pierce County and the State
have a larger share near 10% in mobile homes
and other housing.

#

%

Before 1940

22,567

26%

9%

12%

1940 to 1959

14,837

17%

11%

14%

1960 to 1979

23,368

27%

28%

29%

1980 to 1999

16,270

19%

31%

33%

2000 to 2010

9,564

11%

21%

13%

Total units

85,606

Source for Tacoma and Pierce County: US Census
American Community Survey (2010)
Source for Washington State: US Census American
Community Survey (2005-2009)
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Well-maintained, older houses and residential
neighborhoods can be highly valued. Often
centrally located, such neighborhoods can be
the target for redevelopment and improvement
as people buy and restore homes. At the same
time, gentrification can significantly raise the
value of properties in the neighborhood. On the
other hand, older properties and neighborhoods
that are not maintained, while sometimes
offering more affordable housing, can pose
health and safety issues for residents. In either
case, preservation of existing housing stock,
where possible, is one of the best strategies for
ensuring affordable housing in a community.

Table 9. Tacoma Housing Tenure, 1980 –
2010
RenterOccupied
Year

OwnerOccupied

Total
Occupied

#

%

#

%

1980

26,192

41%

37,213

59%

63,405

1990

33,080

47%

36,859

53%

69,939

2000

34,476

45%

41,676

55%

76,152

2010

36,225

46%

42,316

54%

78,541

Source: US Census (2010)

Housing Tenure Type
While the majority (5455%) of households in
Tacoma owned the unit in which they lived in
20102000, the percentage of owner-occupied
units was lower than in the County (6164%) and
the State (65%). This was consistent with the
1990 census in which 53% of households in
Tacoma owned their home as did 60% in the
County and 63% in the State. There were small
gains in owner-occupancy in all three
jurisdictions.
Table 8. Occupied Housing Units, 2010
Tacoma
Tenure

were renter-occupied at that time. That was a
little higher than in the County (18% of single
family units were renter-occupied) and the State
(17% were renter-occupied).

Pierce Wash.
County State

#

%

%

%

Renteroccupied

36,225

46%

37%

36%

Owneroccupied

42,316

54%

63%

64%

Total
occupied
units

78,541

Source: US Census (2010)

As a rule, single family houses (detached or
attached units) are more likely to be owneroccupied, and multifamily are more likely to be
renter-occupied. However, it is not uncommon
for an owner to occupy one of the units in
multifamily housing, particularly smaller
buildings such as duplexes or 4-plexes (9%
were owner-occupied in 2000). There was a
substantial single family rental market in
Tacoma in 2000 – 22% of single family units

Housing Costs
Relative to Pierce County and the State of
Washington, the 2000 census found housing
price indicators are generally lower in Tacoma.
The median value of owner-occupied units was
1527% lower in Tacoma than the State (2009)
and 718% lower than Pierce County (2010).
Median monthly owner costs for those with a
mortgage were 9%also lower in Tacoma than
Pierce County and 5% lower than the State.
However, fFor householders without a
mortgage, there was little difference in median
monthly costs were 3% lower in between
Tacoma than, the County, but 7% higher in
Tacoma than and the State.
The cost of utilities, insurance and taxes may be
comparable between jurisdictions.
Comparing 2009 survey estimates and 2010
census dataAt the time of the census, the
median gross rent was 13% lower in Tacoma
than in the County and comparable or to that of
the State, but the difference was not as great.
The median gross rent in Tacoma was 7% lower
than the County and 12% lower than in the
State.

Exhibit A – Proposed Amendments to Housing Element (Sections I, II and III)

- 16 -

H-6

Table 10. Housing Values and Costs,
2009/2010
Pierce
County

Type of Cost

Tacoma

Median Value
Owner Occupied

$235,200 $252,000

Wash.
State
$277,600

Median Monthly
Owner Costs
Mortgage
No Mortgage
Median Gross
Rent

$1,626

$1,775

$1,704

$491

$506

$461

$856

$964

$853

Source for Tacoma and Pierce County: US Census
American Community Survey (2010)
Source for Washington State: US Census American
Community Survey (2005-2009)

While being one of the more affordable locations
in Central Puget Sound, housing prices in
Tacoma are expected to increase naturally due
to limited availability of land within the City.
Remaining parcels have added costs associated
with slopes, drainage and other features not
associated with the first and easier land picks.
As noted in the preceding table, monthly owner
costs in 2009-20102000 for householders
without a mortgage were comparable in Tacoma
to the State and the County. Even though the
median owner value was lower in Tacoma,
monthly costs were about the same. That
includes insurance, taxes and utilities. Owners,
perhaps on fixed-incomes, who have paid off a
mortgage still have the cost of ongoing
maintenance to assume, which is billed at the
current price of labor and materials. Recent
high vacancy rates, lack of rent increases, and
the necessity of offering incentives for renters
pose a barrier to landlords considering
renovations, especially those beyond cosmetic
repairs.

are increasing, income is not increasing at the
same rate. The following cost comparison was
prepared by HUD using relies on data from the
US 2000 cCensus and the latest available
American Community Survey for median income
(2005-2009) and median housing measures
(2010). All costs are adjusted to 1999 dollars.
Table 11. Median Measures for Income and
Housing
Tacoma Median
Income

Median Housing
Measures

Household

Family

Gross
Rent

Owner’s
Value

1980

$33,380

$42,781

$445

$89,770

1990

$34,036

$41,923

$526

$83,746

2000

$37,879

$45,567

$562 $119,290

2009/
2010

$46,645

$57,458

$856 $230,400

40%

34%

Year

Change
19802010

92%

157%

US Census; US Census American Community Survey
(2005-2009); US Census American Community Survey
(2010); HUD

Between 19801970 and 20092000, median
household income rose by 4014% in Tacoma (in
20091999 dollars). During the same period, the
median gross rent rose 9229% and the median
owner’s value rose by 15785%. Households,
particularly those with incomes well below the
area median, could buy less housing in 2010
than in 19801970.
The following table shows the relationship
between modest housing costs (countywide Fair
Market Rents set by HUD, based on actual area
housing costs) and the income required to afford
that housing in the Tacoma/Pierce County area.

Housing Affordability
Housing is considered affordable when the cost
of housing plus utilities equals no more than
30% of household income. Escalating housing
and utilities costs have forced many households
to pay considerably more for housing than is
affordable or even feasible. While housing costs
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Table 12. Housing Costs/Income
(Tacoma/Pierce County)
Number of Bedrooms
Zero
Fair
Market
Rent
(FMR)
Income
Needed
to Afford
FMR
Percent
of AMI
Needed
to Afford
FMR
Hourly
Wage
Needed
Hours
Needed
($8.67/hr)

$699

One
$816

Two
$1,018

Three
$1,483

Four
$1,770

$27,960 $32,640 $40,720 $59,320 $66,760

39%

46%

58%

84%

94%

$13.44

$15.69

$19.58

28.52

$32.10

62

72

90

132

148

Source: National Low Income Housing Coalition (2011);
HUD; Calculations based on an Area Median Income (AMI)
of $70,800 in 2011.

The estimated average annual income of renter
households in Tacoma/Pierce County in 2003
was $33,019. At that level, a family of four could
afford the FMR on a two-bedroom unit ($736)
and still have money left over (i.e. 30% of their
monthly wage equals $825). In other words, they
could afford up to $825 to rent this two-bedroom
apartment. However, almost half of the renters
in Tacoma (44%) would not be able to afford this
unit. A person earning minimum wage in
Tacoma/Pierce County would have to work more
than two 40-hour per week jobs to pay for this
unit (a total of 81 hours needed at $7.19/hour).
In 2011 in Tacoma/Pierce County, the Fair
Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom
apartment was $1,018. In order to afford this
level of rent and utilities, without paying more
than 30% of income on housing, a household
must have earned $3,393 monthly or $40,712
annually. Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52
weeks per year, this level of income translated
into a Housing Wage of $19.58. This is more
than double what a minimum wage worker
earned in 2011 ($8.67 per hour).

In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom
apartment, a minimum wage earner would have
needed to work 90 hours per week, 52 weeks
per year. Or, a household would have needed to
include 2.3 minimum wage earner(s) working 40
hours per week year-round in order to make the
two-bedroom FMR affordable.
In Tacoma/Pierce County, the estimated mean
(average) wage for a renter in 2011 ($12.29 per
hour), the rent affordable at this wage would
have been $639. In order to afford the FMR for a
two-bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter
would have needed to work 64 hours per week,
52 weeks per year. Or, working 40 hours per
week year-round, a household would have
needed to include 1.6 worker(s) earning the
mean renter wage in order to make the twobedroom FMR affordable.
Using the estimated median income for renters
in Tacoma/Pierce County ($37,370 in 2011), a
household at this level could not afford the FMR
on a two-bedroom unit ($1,018) without
spending more than 30% of their monthly wage.
In other words, they could afford up to $934 to
rent this two-bedroom apartment. More than half
of the renters in Tacoma (53%) would not be
able to afford this unit.
Monthly Supplemental Security Income (SSI)
payments for an individual were $674 in 2011. If
SSI represented an individual's sole source of
income, $202 in monthly rent would have been
affordable, while the FMR for a one-bedroom
was $816.

Land Capacity
As previously stated, the 1990 State Growth
Management Act (GMA) requires the community
to prepare a housing element that includes an
analysis identifying sufficient land for housing
including, but not limited to, government
assisted housing, housing for low-income
families, manufactured housing, multifamily
housing, group homes and foster care facilities.
To address this requirement the City of Tacoma
participated in 2002 in the development of the
Pierce County Buildable Lands Report. This
report included a section called Residential and
Commercial Capacity Analysis. The following
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table (“Table 10”) depicts the projected housing
unit capacity for the City of Tacoma. At the time
of the analysis, approximately 40,000 new units
could be developed within Tacoma in the future
based upon the existing zoning and density
limitations. At an average household size of
2.45 (2000 Census) close to 90,000 new
residents could conceivably be accommodated
by new development within Tacoma. However,
it should be noted that the assessment was very
general and limitations of specific parcels would
need to be taken into consideration.

More recent data is available from the 2007
Pierce County Buildable Lands Report.
However, this data has not been verified by the
City as being an accurate representation of
capacity. An updated analysis of housing unit
capacity will be conducted as part of the 2015
periodic review of the Comprehensive Plan.
Amendments will be incorporated into this
section of the Housing Element and other Plan
elements, as warranted, to reflect this future
analysis.

Table 10 13 – City of Tacoma Housing Unit Capacity
Adjusted
Net Acres

Assumed
Density

Unit
Capacity

Plus 1 Dwelling
Unit per Vacant
(net) Lot

Housing
Capacity

Zoning
Districts

Zoning
Density

R1

R1

284.20

5.81

1,651

116

1,767

R2

R2

2,131.70

8.71

18,567

862

19,429

R3

R3

56.94

14.52

827

18

845

R4

R4

18.05

72.60

1,310

28

1,338

R4L,
R4-PRD,
R5-PRD

R4L

36.73

29.04

1,067

8

1,075

R5

R5

7.37

188.76

1,391

14

1,405

RCX-N

RCX-N

16.14

48.00

775

3

778

RCX-U

RCX-U

44.30

52.00

2,304

5

2,309

DR

DR

29.99

137.00

4,109

60

4,169

CCX, NCXST

CCX

11.45

31.00

355

0

355

DMU

DMU

1.82

104.00

189

12

201

NCX

NCX

10.67

27.00

288

11

299

UCX

UCX

47.29

34.00

1,608

1

1,609

DCC

DCC

4.86

154.00

748

14

762

S

S

10.29

29.04

299

1

300

R4-VSD

R4-VSD

0.46

43.56

20

0

20

WR

WR

18.01

157.00

2,828

18

2,846

Total Housing
Capacity

39,507

Source: Pierce County Buildable Lands Report, September 2002, p. 261
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Section III –
Goal and Policies

Policies

The overall housing goal addresses residential
growth, development, improvement and
opportunity and is based on citizens' needs,
community values and interests. In accordance
with the community’s desire for quality housing,
it is the housing goal of the City to:
To maintain and support vibrant and
stable residential neighborhoods
while promoting a variety of housing
opportunities to meet the needs of all
residents.

H-NQ-1
Neighborhood Investment
Provide neighborhood improvements and
investment that considers the needs of individual
neighborhoods including keeping areas crime
free and aesthetically appealing for residents.
Support the upgrading and maintenance of
public infrastructure.
H-NQ-2
Neighborhood Infill Housing
Encourage infill housing that is compatible with
abutting housing styles and with the character of
the existing residential neighborhood. Focus
housing within areas identified for residential
growth and promote privacy from nearby units
and public areas.

The following policies provide guidance and
direction to achieve the housing goal and to
support continued development and
improvement of facilities and services. The
policies provide consistency in housing
decisions while flexible and applicable to a
variety of residential situations. Policies are
categorized as: Neighborhood Quality (NQ),
Housing Preservation (HP), Housing Choice
(HC), Housing Affordability (HA) and Housing
Fairness (HF).

H-NQ-2A Vacant/Underutilized Sites
Encourage infill housing on vacant or
underutilized parcels having adequate
services.
H-NQ-2B Accessory Dwelling Units
Allow detached or attached ADUs
subordinate in size to the single-family home
subject to development, design and owner
occupancy provisions.
H-NQ-2C Small Lot Development
Allow small detached single-family homes
on small lots. Consider reduction in the
minimum lot size to implement this policy.

Neighborhood Quality (NQ)
Intent
The policy intent is to protect, preserve and
enhance both single-family and multiple-family
neighborhoods by supporting the characteristics
that make these residential areas safe, healthy
and livable as stated in the City’s Strategic Plan.
In addition, the City’s mixed-use centers should
be protected, preserved and enhanced to
promote the quality of life of their residents. It is
also generally assumed that established
neighborhoods, especially single-family
detached housing areas, will continue to
increase their demands for protection from
incompatible land uses or nuisances. Over the
years, Neighborhood Councils have worked to
address a myriad of needs ranging from the
funding of small projects using innovative grants
to funding of larger capital projects using a
combination of public and private resources.

H-NQ-2D Mixed-Use Centers
Ensure that adequate buffer and building
design standards minimize the impacts of
more intensive mixed-use center
development on adjacent residential
neighborhoods.
H-NQ-3
Historic/Cultural Amenities
Identify, protect and enhance cultural,
architectural, historic and scenic resources
within residential areas. Support the
rehabilitation of architecturally or historically
significant homes as well as other landmark
residential and mixed-use buildings while
maintaining public safety and historic character.
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H-NQ-4

Residential Zoning Code
Protection
Any changes in land use designation away from
residential zoning must be consistent with the
Generalized Land Use Element (GLUE), the
Neighborhood Element and any other applicable
policies. Also, support zoning code
enforcement to protect residential areas from
illegal land uses.
H-NQ-5

Neighborhood Design
Concepts
Develop standards to buffer the edges of
residential areas from impacts of nonresidential
uses and mixed-use center developments such
as noise and glare.

Housing Preservation (HP)
Intent
The policy intent is to preserve and enhance the
value and character of neighborhoods by
improving and extending the life of existing
housing stock. This intent shall be met by: (1)
preserving existing housing stock including
using normal preventative maintenance; (2)
promoting conservation and rehabilitation to help
prevent urban deterioration and blight; and (3)
undertaking demolition of unsound housing
when rehabilitation is not feasible. As existing
housing continues to age in older residential
areas, it is generally assumed there will be an
increased need to maintain or upgrade existing
housing.

Policies
H-HP-1
Existing Housing Stock
Promote the maintenance and improvement of
the existing housing stock as the primary tool to
meet the housing needs of the city. Continue to
support the maintenance, repair and
rehabilitation of existing housing stock using
public and private funding sources.
H-HP-2 Substandard Housing
Support a strong housing code enforcement
program to reduce substandard housing through
repair and rehabilitation. Eliminate substandard
housing that cannot be improved.

H-HP-3
Housing Conditions Survey
Periodically assess housing conditions to
identify areas needing rehabilitation and to
monitor previous rehabilitation efforts, contingent
upon funding availability.
H-HP-4

Housing Improvement
Legislation
Pursue legislative changes that provide financial
incentives and new authority for the
maintenance and rehabilitation of affordable
housing.
H-HP-5

Energy Conservation
Assistance
Provide housing improvement programs that
conserve energy resources for the benefit of the
entire community. Provide support to low
income residents (e.g. elderly).

Housing Choice (HC)
Intent
The policy intent is to promote a range of
housing types that meet the diverse needs of all
households in the city. While the general
housing preference continues to be single-family
detached homes, future residential development
must take into consideration less available land
as well as the demands of a population that
includes students, aging “baby boomers”, low
income and persons with special needs.
Specifically, the City will encourage a mixture of
housing types ranging from higher density
apartments and condominiums located in or
near major employment centers such as
downtown and within other mixed-use centers,
to single family homes in neighborhoods.
One consequence of this changing population
has been a gradual reduction in the average
household size with more people living alone.
Many “baby boomers” that are approaching
retirement are starting to reduce the size of their
housing increasing the demand for smaller
housing units that are located near transit,
parks, shopping and many other conveniences.
It is important the City begins to address this
changing demographic and provide a variety of
housing options for the community.
The City supports the provision of innovative
housing types that help reduce housing costs
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while increasing the supply of housing. This
innovation can take many forms including: “infill”
housing, cottage housing, townhouses, zero lot
line lots, “zipper” lots, accessory dwelling units
(ADUs), conversion of nonresidential structures,
Planned Residential Development (PRDs) as
well as numerous variations in site, design and
lot standards. It is also important that additional
residential structures be compatible with overall
density, intensity and character of established
residential neighborhoods. The City’s
designated mixed-use centers are a priority
location for higher intensity, innovative housing
types.
In particular, the use of ADUs is expected to
become a significant option in the housing tool
box. This type of housing is useful since it can
address a number of needs such as (1) extra
income for homeowners who wish to stay in their
home; (2) housing for “mother-in-law” family
situations; (3) added affordable housing and (4)
a less visible accommodation of density.
The City also supports housing development
that considers environmental factors such as
critical areas (e.g. steep slopes, wetlands,
gulches), minimizes the negative impacts on air,
soil and water quality and considers factors as
limited energy resources, “green” construction
and sustainability in the design of new housing.

Policies
Innovative Development
Techniques
Promote innovative development techniques to
better utilize land, promote design flexibility,
preserve open space and natural features and
conserve energy resources. Ensure new
housing is compatible with the overall density,
intensity and character of the area.

H-HC-4
Adaptive Reuse for Housing
Support the conversion of nonresidential
buildings (e.g. schools, hotels, storage buildings)
to residential uses.
H-HC-5
Low Impact Development
Promote housing development that considers
environmental factors (e.g. steep slopes,
wetlands, gulches) to minimize erosion and
reduce negative impacts on air, soil and water
quality.
H-HC-6

“Green” Housing
Construction
Promote “green” housing construction methods
that support more sustainable, affordable and
healthier home design and landscaping through
use of low toxic materials and better ventilation,
especially in mixed-use centers.
H-HC-7
Land Use Incentives
Consider land use incentives (e.g. density or
development bonuses, transfer of development
rights, height increases, and tax incentives) to
facilitate the development of housing in
designated areas, particularly within mixed-use
centers.
H-HC-8
Other Construction Factors
Promote new housing that maximizes nuisance
abatement techniques, is designed to provide
safety and security from natural and manmade
hazards, and encourages privacy from nearby
units and public areas.

H-HC-1

H-HC-2
Jobs-Housing Balance
Promote construction of housing units in the
downtown, Tacoma Mall and other mixed-use
centers to enable people to live near
employment, shopping and other services.
H-HC-3
Manufactured Housing
Allow new manufactured homes on individual
lots in all residential zones if the housing meets
the building code and other residential
development standards.

Housing Affordability (HA)
Intent
The policy intent is to increase the amount of
housing that is affordable, especially for lower
income families and special needs households.
while maintaining the character of existing
residential areas. The generally accepted
definition of affordability is for a household to
pay no more than 30 percent of its annual gross
income on housing. Families that pay more than
30 percent of their income for housing are
considered cost burdened and may have
difficulty affording necessities such as food,
clothing, transportation and medical care. The
challenge for Tacoma is that there is a mismatch
between the cost of housing in the City and the
incomes of Tacoma’s populations. Large
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portions of Tacoma’s population do not have
sufficient income to afford the housing available
in Tacoma’s private market at a cost of no more
than 30 percent, or even 50 percent or more, of
their income. Due to an aging population and
other factors, this mismatch is likely to increase
in the future, resulting in a significant increase in
the need for additional affordable housing.
This challenge has become increasingly difficult
with higher home prices and contract rents,
which are often beyond the budget of many
households. In the past Tacoma has been a
reasonably priced community in comparison to
Seattle and King County and has enjoyed a
sufficient vacancy rate so that many households
could find affordable units.

Principles and Acknowledgements
1. Affordable Housing is Vital to Important
Civic Interests
The City’s welfare requires an adequate supply
of well built and well managed affordable
housing serving the full range of incomes
appearing among its residents. An adequate
supply of this housing is vital to the following
important civic needs or values:
• The City’s prosperity, economic
development and growth of employment
opportunities;
• The appropriate management of the City’s
projected population growth and
transportation needs;

The City, through its policies and programs, is
desirous supportive of increasingmaintaining an
adequate the supply of housing that is affordable
to its citizens. While tThe City recognizes the
ongoing need by government and nonprofit
corporations to provide housing and community
support services, especially for households who
pay more than 30% of their income for housing,
it also recognizes the need to enlist the engine
of private market rate developments to include a
measure of affordable units.

• The City’s fulfillment of its legal obligations
under the Growth Management Act to make
“adequate provisions for existing and
projected [housing] needs of all economic
segments of the community” and to comply
with the related directives of the Pierce
County Countywide Planning Policies.

As a general rule, the need for affordable
housing extends along a housing continuum that
extends from basic emergency shelter for the
homeless to temporary transitional housing to
permanent rental housing and for some
households to home ownership. Each segment
of this continuum requires ongoing financial
support for both public agencies and individuals.
In addition, there are individuals and families
with special needs (e.g. disabled, frail elderly,
large families, female heads-of-household) that
often require additional assistance.

• The effectiveness of the City’s emergency
services;

It is the intent of the City to: (1) recognize the
housing needs of, and provide housing
programs for, low income and special needs
households and (2) promote housing
opportunities and the reduction of isolation of
these groups by improving housing and
community services delivery.

• The survival of green spaces throughout the
City and Pierce County;
• The success of the City’s schools;

• The City’s ability to continue its
accommodation of a population that is
increasingly diverse by income, race,
ethnicity, ability, disability and age;
• The City’s ability to accommodate a
population that, in the aggregate, is getting
older; and
• The City’s values of social justice.

2. Affordable Housing is Attractive,
Innovative and Well Managed

Further, it is the intent of the City to apply the
following principles and acknowledgments to the
formulation of policies and support of programs
that will increase the amount of affordable
housing available to the community.

Affordable housing developments by nonprofit
developers, public and private, in the City,
region and nation have been among the most
attractively designed, most environmentally
innovative and best managed in the market
place.
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3. The City Needs to Enlist the Engine of
Private Development

Policies

Nonprofit developments of affordable housing will
never likely be adequate to meet the City’s need.
The City also needs a companion strategy to
enlist the engine of private market rate
developments to include a measure of affordable
units. These strategies also provide the added
benefit of economic and demographic integration.

H-HA-1
Affordable Housing Supply
Support both public and private sector
development and preservation of affordable
housing (e.g. Section 8, LIHTC) especially for
lower income and special need households.

4. Affordable Housing Developments Spur
Other Investments

H-HA-2
Home Ownership
Facilitate home ownership (both single-family
homes and condominiums) for all segments of
the community, including lower income
households.

Affordable housing developments have spurred
the revitalization of neighborhoods, encouraging
both public and private investment, helping the
City attain its desired density, and furthering a
neighborhood’s economic development.

H-HA-3
Public-Private Partnership
Work in partnership with for-profit and non-profit
housing developers to facilitate the provision of
new permanent affordable rental and owner
housing.

5. The City Should Welcome Affordable
Housing Developments

H-HA-4

Affordable housing is an asset to be encouraged
and not a detriment to be tolerated and
controlled.
6. Every City Neighborhood Needs
Affordable Housing Developments

Special Needs Housing/
Support Services
Encourage and support emergency and
transitional housing as well as needed support
services for persons with special needs (e.g.
frailty, family size and disability).

Housing Fairness (HF)

The City should promote the development of
affordable housing in every City neighborhood.
7. Affordable Housing as Innovative Design
In seeking the appropriate balance, the City
should not have to compromise important
neighborhood design standards in order to
promote affordable housing. Instead proper
design should allow affordable housing to show
the way for all developments serving all incomes
toward a greener, more sustainable urban future
that accommodates the appropriate density that
the City’s planning documents anticipate to be
necessary for the City’s projected population
allocations.

Intent
The policy intent is to expand the number and
location of housing opportunities, both market
rate and assisted, for families and individuals
throughout the city, the county and the region.
Currently, many households are limited to only a
few locations for housing due to the higher cost
of housing in some neighborhoods as well as
discrimination based upon a number of factors.
It is important that the City be proactive in
expanding housing opportunities and also
ensure that affordable housing opportunities are
not concentrated in a few neighborhoods, but
rather dispersed throughout the city.

Policies
8. Affordable Housing as a High City
Priority amid Competing Interests
In a complex community like Tacoma, interests
and policies often clash. Good governance is
the effort to balance them appropriately. In
doing so, the City should give a very high priority
to the promotion of affordable housing
development.

H-HF-1
Housing Discrimination
Ensure the local housing market provides
adequate housing opportunities to renters or
purchasers of housing regardless of race,
religion, color, national origin or ancestry, sex,
gender identity, sexual orientation, age, marital
status, familial status or the presence of any
sensory, mental or physical disability.
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H-HF-2

Area-wide Fair Share and
Housing Dispersal
Disperse affordable housing opportunities,
especially for lower income households and
persons with special needs, throughout the city,
the county and region. Discourage the
concentration of facilities for “high risk”
populations in any one geographic area. (Note:
For the purposes of this document, “high risk”
populations shall include individuals released
and/or under supervision of adult and juvenile
correctional institutions, mental hospitals and
drug rehabilitation programs, homeless persons
and other special needs persons residing in
group homes not subject to application of the
federal Fair Housing Act).
H-HF-2A

Policy Statements
1. Promote safe, healthy and livable
residential neighborhoods by avoiding a
concentration of service facilities and
housing for high risk populations in any
neighborhood;
2. Improve cooperation and
communication between housing
providers and affected neighborhoods
through the use of tools such as Good
Neighborhood Agreements (GNAs);
3. Give funding priority to housing
providers that contribute to the
deconcentration of service facilities and
housing for high risk populations;

Sex Offenders

4. Support statewide fair share legislation
which would require the placement of
offenders, released under the
supervision of the State Department of
Corrections, in the community in which
they resided prior to incarceration.

Policy Intent Statement
Work in partnership with state agencies and
other jurisdictions, using tools such as a
communitywide plan, to achieve a well
coordinated, fair and equitable distribution of
registered adult sex offenders throughout
the city, county, region and the rest of the
state of Washington. Encourage the
placement of registered adult sex offenders
under the supervision of the Department of
Corrections in the community in which they
resided when they committed their offenses.
Explore methods to prevent the
concentration of registered adult sex
offenders residing in any one neighborhood
within the city, particularly in areas already
burdened with other high risk populations.
H-HF-2B

5. Investigate citizen complaints regarding
facilities that violate City regulations
pertaining to service facilities and
housing for high risk populations such
as emergency and transitional shelters;
6. Strongly encourage service facilities and
housing shelter providers, which serve
high risk populations, to develop sound
management practices including the
provision of professional on-site staff
and restrictions on negative behaviors.
Establish neighborhood advisory
committees to monitor the impact of a
facility on the neighborhood and to
address community concerns.

Housing and Service
Facilities for High Risk
Populations

Policy Intent Statement
To promote safe and healthy neighborhoods
in Tacoma, efforts should be made to
equitably distribute and monitor the location
of service facilities and housing for high risk
populations. Many of these existing facilities
are located in Tacoma and more specifically
in the Upper Tacoma community. In
addition, a coordinated and equitable
distribution system is needed to better
disperse housing opportunities for high risk
populations throughout Tacoma, Pierce
County and the region.

H-HF-3

Relocation Assistance and
Replacement
Discourage the displacement of persons through
government actions such as eminent domain or
code enforcement unless fair and equitable
relocation assistance is provided to the
occupants or replacement housing is available.
H-HF-4
Housing Accessibility
Support barrier-free access for all housing
consistent with the Americans for Disabilities Act
(ADA). Consider additional actions to increase
access such as implementation of visitability and
universal design features.
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2012 Annual Amendment Application No. 2012-03
Transportation Element
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY
APRIL 18, 2012
Application #:

2012-03

Applicant:

Community and Economic Development Department (CED)
Public Works Department (PW)

Contact:

Diane Wiatr (CED) / Jennifer Kammerzell (PW)

Type of Amendment:

Comprehensive Plan Text Change and Map Updates

Current Land Use Intensity:

N/A

Current Area Zoning:

N/A

Size of Area:

Citywide

Location:

Citywide

Neighborhood Council area:

All

Proposed Amendment:

Amend the Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan by
reprioritizing pedestrian, bicycle and intersection improvement
projects in the Mobility Master Plan section and updating the
Unfunded Project List.

Planning Commission Recommendations:
The proposed amendments to the Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan were compiled in
the Public Review Document released for public review in February 2012. The Planning Commission
conducted a public hearing on March 7, 2012 and kept the record open through March 16, 2012 to receive
additional written comments.
Based on the public testimony received, the Planning Commission modified the proposed amendments to
the Transportation Element as contained in the Public Review Document by adding two projects in the
Mobility Master Plan section, as described below:
1. Adding a bike lane project of “S. Washington St. between S. 43rd and S. 60th” (length: 1.20 miles;
construction cost: $230,000; maintenance cost: $29,500) to the following tables:
•

Table 2 – Short Term Bicycle Project Priority List, as Short Term Project #10 (see
Exhibit A, page T-11); and

•

Table 8 – Short Term Project Costs, in the category of “Bike Lanes” (see Exhibit A, page
T-26).

2. Adding a sidewalk project of “McKinley Ave between Wright and E. D St” (length: 0.30 miles;
construction cost: $217,000) to the following tables:
•

Table 3 – Proposed Sidewalk Improvements, as Short Term Project #15 (see Exhibit A,
page T-17); and

•

Table 8 – Short Term Project Costs, in the category of “Sidewalks” (see Exhibit A, page
T-27).
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3. Updating the length and cost figures in the following tables accordingly, to reflect the addition of
the two projects:
•

Table 2 – Short Term Bicycle Project Priority List (page T-11)

•

Table 3 – Proposed Sidewalk Improvements (page T-17)

•

Table 5 – Tiered Facility Lengths (page T-22)

•

Table 6 – Summary of Construction Costs for Recommended Projects (page T-22)

•

Table 7 – Summary of Maintenance Costs for Recommended Projects (page T-23)

•

Table 8 – Short Term Project Costs (pages T-26 & T-27)

The Planning Commission recommends that the City Council adopt the proposed amendments to the
Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan as shown in Exhibits A and B.

Exhibits:
A. Proposed Amendments to the Transportation Element – Mobility Master Plan Section
B. Proposed Amendments to the Transportation Element – Unfunded Project List
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Exhibit A
Transportation Element
DRAFT TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT AMENDMENTS
April 18, 2012

Note –
The Transportation Element contains three sections:
• Section I – General Goal and Policies
• Section II – Mobility Master Plan
• Section III – General Plan Implementation
There are no changes proposed to Section I.
The proposed amendments to Section III pertain to the Long-Term Transportation
Improvement Project List – Unfunded (or “Unfunded Project List”) and are shown
in Exhibit B.
The proposed amendments to Section II – Mobility Master Plan are shown on the
following pages. Proposed new text is underlined and text that is proposed to be
deleted is shown in strikethrough.
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Section II–
Mobility Master Plan
Policy Intent
The Mobility Master Plan Section of the
Transportation Element provides a vision,
policies and an implementation plan for how the
City of Tacoma can improve conditions for
pedestrians and bicyclists citywide over the next
fifteen years. This section was distilled from
Tacoma’s 2010 Mobility Master Plan Study. It
moves the City towards social, economic and
environmental sustainability and serves as a
cornerstone for Tacoma’s climate action
diminution strategies. A sustainable nonmotorized transportation network is vital for
Tacoma to achieve a substantial reduction in
carbon emissions, as well as to provide a
healthier environment for its residents.
The Mobility Master Plan Section envisions an
interconnected bicycle and pedestrian network
that provides safe routes to neighborhoods,
schools, transit, business districts recreational
facilities, and other destinations.

The implementation of a new set of mobility
policies will improve Tacoma residents’ health,
enhance their quality of life, help protect the
City’s natural resources and be a source of pride
to the community. It will also lead toward the
goal of achieving “Bicycle Friendly Community”
status by the League of American Bicyclists.
The Mobility Master Plan Section is consistent
with the City’s Complete Streets policy and its
associated design guidelines. The Mobility
Master Plan Design Guidelines (Appendix E of
the 2010 Mobility Master Plan Study) provide a
comprehensive set of tools for designing and
implementing pedestrian and bicycle
infrastructure. Tacoma’s streets vary
significantly in width, speed and usage and the
Design Guidelines provide a wide array of
options to make them more user-friendly.

Prioritizing Transportation
Investment
The ‘Green Transportation Hierarchy’ is a recent
movement that recognizes transportation modes
that have the least environmental impact and
greatest contribution to livability. Intended as a
prioritization strategy, the Green Transportation
Hierarchy promotes funding and development of
facilities for modes that affordably enhance
access for the majority of Tacoma residents,
rather than using level of service standards
focused on vehicle movement. The hierarchy
gives precedence to pedestrians, then to
bicyclists and public transit. Commercial
vehicles and trucks are also recognized as
having priority over passenger vehicles.

Mobility Master Plan Integration with City Policies
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This hierarchy defines pedestrians as including
individuals using assistive devices for mobility
and sensory disabilities including walkers,
wheelchairs, scooters, service animals, and
canes. Throughout the Mobility Master Plan, the
term “pedestrian” refers to a person moving from
place to place, on foot and/or with the use of an
assistive mobility device (when that person has
a disability and/or medical condition). “Walking”
or “to walk” are the terms used to describe this
movement of a pedestrian.
The City of Tacoma will use this model as a
conceptual tool for elevating pedestrians,
bicycles and public transit in the planning and
design of streets in a manner that is consistent
with the City’s Complete Streets policy and
Climate Action Plan. It gives recognition to the
most vulnerable users of the streets: pedestrians
and bicyclists of all ages and abilities.

REI Bike Basics Class at the 2010 Bike Swap

Guiding Principles
The guiding principles were established by the
Mobility Master Plan Steering Committee to
serve as a statement of values and to convey
the impact they want this Plan to have on
Tacoma’s future. The principles stand as a guide
for policy, development and implementation of
this plan – addressing the questions of what we
do, why we do it, and how we do it.
•

Accessibility - Incorporate the needs of
people with disabilities into planning,
design, construction and maintenance of
the transportation system.

•

Connectivity - Prioritize projects that
connect multi-use residential centers,
transportation hubs and activity districts
and downtown.

•

People - Prioritize movement of people
as a measure of mobility over
movement of cars.

•

Equity - Establish geographic and
modal equity across Tacoma.

•

Safety – Prioritize the safety and
comfort of pedestrians and bicyclists on
all Tacoma streets

•

Sustainability – Develop a
comprehensive pedestrian and bicycle
network as a critical step in realizing a
sustainable and livable Tacoma.

•

Multimodal - Make multiple travel
modes safe and available to all users.

2010 Zeit Bike by Eric Holdener
Tacoma Art Museum

Pierce Transit Security Officers at the 2010 Bike Swap
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Vision and Goals
The vision establishes the overarching concept
that acts as a source for future inspiration in
Tacoma’s transportation planning. And the
policies help guide the city towards fulfilling the
vision. The vision and a new set of mobility
policies support and bolster the nonmotorized
transportation policy intent of Tacoma’s
Comprehensive Plan Transportation Element.
Tacoma’s 2010 Mobility Master Plan Study is
the document with comprehensive planning,
implementation and funding strategies that
complements the policies in this section. The
chapters and appendices in the Mobility Master
Plan clarify how the policies, recommended
networks and implementation strategies were
derived and how they can be advanced.

•

Create a safer street environment that
reduces intermodal crashes involving
bicyclists, pedestrians and motor
vehicles by at least 10% from 2010
rates by 2015 and work to meet
Washington State’s Target Zero goal of
eliminating fatal and serious injuries by
2030.

•

Increase the nonmotorized mode split to
5% by 2015 and continue gains
thereafter in order to achieve the
Climate Action Plan goal of reducing
greenhouse gases emissions from
transportation sources.

•

Increase transit use by enhancing
pedestrian access and bicycle support
facilities through the development of
bikeways and walkways that serve
transit hubs.

•

Implement a benchmarking and
measurement system to gauge success
for pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure
improvements and usage.

•

Apply implementation and maintenance
strategies that expand and sustain
Tacoma’s pedestrian and bicycle
infrastructure.

•

Promote healthy lifestyles by offering
improved opportunities for active living
for people of all abilities through the
development of a robust non-motorized
network, including bikeways, sidewalks,
and linear parks.

Vision
Tacoma is a world-class walking and biking
community in which pedestrians and
bicyclists are top priorities in transportation
planning. Tacoma's transportation system is
useable and welcoming to people of all
abilities. Streets accommodate bicyclists in
large numbers, sidewalks are user-friendly,
and residents share the road safely and are
fully mobile without an automobile.

Goals
•

Achieve “Bicycle Friendly Community”
status as designated by the League of
American Bicyclists by 2015 by
developing and enhancing the five Es:
Engineering, Education, Evaluation,
Enforcement, and Encouragement.

•

Complete a safe and comfortable
bicycling system that connects all parts
of the city (north to south/east to west)
and accommodates all types of cyclists
by 2025.

•

Complete an accessible network of
pedestrian supportive infrastructure,
including sidewalks, curb ramps,
accessible pedestrian signals and
shared-use paths, in high-priority
pedestrian areas.
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Policies
Bicycling and walking are low-cost and effective
means of transportation that are non-polluting,
energy efficient, versatile, healthy and fun.
Combined with transit they add to the efficiency
of the local transportation system. The Mobility
Master Plan lays out strategies for system-wide
expansions and improvements. The Plan
specifies what needs to be done by 2025 to
achieve the City’s goals of becoming a better
and more accessible walking, bicycling and
transit friendly community and reducing
greenhouse gas emissions. Tacoma is in an
excellent position to capitalize on existing
pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly attributes, to
increase the number of residents and visitors
who travel by foot, bicycle and transit, and to
increase the transportation options for people
with disabilities. Tacoma can take advantage of
the anticipated population growth in high-density
centers, existing education programs, and highquality multimodal connections to develop a
world class system of bikeways and walkways.
The following policies support the vision, goals
and guiding principles and will serve to create a
more balanced transportation system throughout
Tacoma.
T-MMP-1
Implementation
Implement the Mobility Master Plan’s
recommendations for developing a
nonmotorized active transportation network that
reduces auto travel, increases the number of
nonmotorized users of all ages and abilities, and
improves the health of our people and local
ecology.
T-MMP-2
Livability
Prioritize infrastructure improvements that
connect residential areas to local retail,
business, and community services, so residents
can access more of the services they need close
to home by walking, biking, and using assistive
devices.
T-MMP-3
Environmental Sustainability
Encourage and improve the appeal of modes of
transportation with negligible carbon emissions,
such as walking, biking, and using assistive
devices, thereby reducing the miles traveled by
single occupancy vehicles.

T-MMP-4
Transit Integration
Coordinate with Sound Transit and Pierce
Transit to expand nonmotorized mobility through
the integration of pedestrian and bicycle facilities
with the transit and streetcar systems.
T-MMP-5
Connectivity and Access
Plan new development on a grid pattern for
good street connectivity and access for
pedestrians and bicyclists.
T-MMP-6
Maintenance
Ensure that pedestrian and bicycle facilities are
clean, safe, and accessible, and promote active
use.
T-MMP-7

Education and
Encouragement
Increase the public’s awareness and usage of
the bicycle and pedestrian network in Tacoma
through targeted education and encouragement
programs. Specific programs are detailed in
Chapter 4 of the 2010 Mobility Master Plan
Study and the 2008 ADA Transition Plan.
Example programs include Bike Month, Sunday
Parkways, and supporting campaigns.
T-MMP-8
Health and Safety
Promote active lifestyles by working with the
Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department
(TPCHD) to provide education programs and
safe and accessible routes for pedestrians and
bicyclists of all ages and abilities.
T-MMP-9
Engineering
Apply high-quality engineering and design to
bicycle and pedestrian physical infrastructure.
T-MMP-10
Enforcement
Enhance safety for all road users through
increased traffic enforcement on city streets,
walkways, and bikeways.
T-MMP-11
Evaluation
Establish benchmarking measurements and
monitor the effectiveness of the Mobility Master
Plan on an annual basis.
T-MMP-12
Funding
Pursue a dedicated source of funding to
implement the expansion and enhancement of
walkways and bikeways in Tacoma. Supplement
dedicated funds with other funding sources. A
comprehensive list of funding opportunities can
be found in the 2010 Mobility Master Plan Study.
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Definitions
Pedestrians
Throughout this document, the term “pedestrian”
refers to a person moving from place to place,
on foot and/or with the use of an assistive
mobility device (when that person has a
disability and/or medical condition). “Walking” or
“to walk” are the terms used to describe this
movement of a pedestrian.
Facility Types
Depending on their location and context, the
recommended facility types for Tacoma’s bicycle
network would include the following facilities:

streets where traffic volumes and speeds
indicate a need for modal separation, rather than
on roadways where bicyclists can comfortably
share the lane with drivers, due to lower vehicle
speeds and volumes that allow drivers to safely
pass cyclists.
Shared Lane Markings
Shared lane markings (also known as
“Sharrows”) are high-visibility pavement
markings that help position bicyclists within a
shared vehicle/bicycle travel lane. These
markings are typically used on streets where
dedicated bike lanes are desirable but are not
possible due to physical or other constraints.
Cycle Tracks
A cycle track is a hybrid type bicycle facility
combining the experience of a separated path
with the on-street infrastructure of a
conventional bike lane. Cycle tracks provide
exclusive space for bicycles that is physically
separated from pedestrians and cars. Cycle
tracks are appropriate on streets with higher
traffic volumes where greater separation is
needed, and where cross-traffic is limited.

Bicycle Boulevards
Bicycle Boulevards
are shared roadways
that use a
combination of traffic
calming measures
and other streetscape
treatments to slow
vehicle traffic while
facilitating safe and
convenient bicycle
travel. Bicycle
boulevards should
provide safe, efficient,
and pleasant travel
for bicyclists by using
engineering
techniques to reduce
vehicular traffic
speeds and to
facilitate bicycle travel
through
Tacoma’s Bike Boulevard
intersections (e.g.
Symbol
stop signs for crosstraffic or bicycle-actuated signals at arterial
streets). Appropriate treatments depend on
several factors including traffic volumes, vehicle
and bicycle circulation patterns, street
connectivity, street width, physical constraints,
and other parameters. Treatments can include
pavement markings, signage, traffic calming
(e.g. speed bumps, chicanes, curb extensions,
etc.), and traffic diversion.

Shared-Use Paths
The Revised Code of Washington defines
shared-use paths as “a facility physically
separated from motorized vehicular traffic within
the highway right of way or on an exclusive right
of way with minimal crossflow by motor vehicles.
It is designed and built primarily for use by
bicycles, but is also used by pedestrians,
joggers, skaters, wheelchair users (both
nonmotorized and motorized), equestrians, and
other nonmotorized users” (RCW 1020.03).
Shared-use paths provide additional width over
a standard sidewalk and, when constructed next
to the road, shared-use paths must have some
type of vertical (e.g., curb or barrier) or
horizontal (e.g., landscaped strip) buffer
separating the path area from adjacent vehicle
travel lanes.

Bike Lanes
Designated exclusively for bicycle travel, bike
lanes are separated from vehicle travel lanes
with striping and also include pavement stencils
and signage. Bike lanes are appropriate on
Shared Lane Marking
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Definitions (continued)
Transit
Throughout this document, the term transit
refers to all existing and proposed transit
vehicles and types provided by Pierce Transit
and Sound Transit. Existing transit service is
provided by bus, the Sounder commuter rail and
the LINK light rail. Future transit service may
also include streetcars.
Streetcars

Tacoma LINK Light Rail

Streetcars operate on rails on city roadways and
often share a travel lane with automobiles.
Streetcars were a basic mode of travel in
Tacoma from 1888 to 1938 and helped spur the
development of many of Tacoma’s commercial
districts. The streetcar network linked
neighborhoods and business districts to
downtown and other noteworthy destinations
including Pt. Defiance Park. The network also
included a cable car system that looped up and
down the steep slopes of downtown on South
11th and South 13th Streets so people could
avoid the strenuous hill climb on foot. By 1912
Tacoma had developed a comprehensive
streetcar line with 125 miles of track in the city
and additional electric rail connecting Tacoma to
Seattle. But as automobiles began to dominate
the streets, streetcars became less financially
feasible and the streetcar line closed in 1938.
Tacoma hopes to regain some of the efficiency
of its historic rail system with a new streetcar
line. Tacoma’s 1.6 mile LINK light rail opened in
2003 and connects the Tacoma Dome area to
the downtown theater district. The City is
currently planning for expansion of the LINK with
streetcars. Tacoma envisions an efficient and
sustainable streetcar network that will serve to
enhance both the non-motorized and motorized
transportation systems. As the streetcar line is
developed and designed, access for pedestrians
and bicycles will be evaluated and planned
simultaneously so users have many mode
options for arriving at the station and their
destination. Streetcars will be pivotal in creating
a more fully integrated multimodal transportation
system for Tacoma’s future.

Pierce Transit SHUTTLE

Bikes and Transit Coexist
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Implementation
The recommended pedestrian and bicycle network improvements were developed with a thorough
analysis of existing conditions utilizing a variety of methodologies, including the Pedestrian Zone
Analysis, Pedestrian Crash Analysis, Bikeway Quality Index and Cycle Zone Analysis. Detailed
descriptions of existing conditions analyses can be found in Appendix D of the 2010 Mobility Master
Study. The recommended pedestrian network improvements should be consistent with the City of
Tacoma’s 2008 ADA Transition Plan. This Plan outlines the City’s strategic priorities for curb ramp and
sidewalk improvements.
The following table lists the criteria used to evaluate potential projects for the pedestrian and bicycle
networks. These criteria, listed in the order of importance, were developed with input from public
workshops and the Steering Committee.
Table 1. Infrastructure Project Evaluation Criteria

Criterion
Enhances system
connectivity/Closure of
critical gap
Interface with other
transportation modes (e.g.,
transit)
Geographic distribution of
City coverage

Cost Effectiveness
Suitability for bicycling and/or
walking with improvements
Destinations served
Improvement that serves an
immediate safety need
Integration into the existing
local and regional
bikeway/walkway system
Projected reduction in vehicle
trips and vehicle miles
traveled

Measurement
To what degree does the project fill a missing gap in the bicycle
and/or pedestrian system? How well does the project overcome a
barrier in the current bicycle and pedestrian network?
To what degree does the project connect to transit facilities?
To what degree does the project offer potential benefits to the wider,
regional community by offering opportunities for increased
connectivity to surrounding communities, other regional
walkways/bikeways etc.?
How difficult will it be to implement the project? This criterion takes
into account constraints like topography, existing development,
presence or lack of available right-of-way, and environmental and
political issues.
Does the route have potential to be safe and/or comfortable for
bicycling after improvements have been made?
Does the project provide connectivity to key destinations, including
schools, parks, employment, commercial centers, and civic centers?
Can the project potentially improve bicycling and walking at locations
with perceived or documented safety issues? This criterion takes
into account available crash data as well as feedback from the
Steering Committee and Tacoma residents.
How many user generators does the project connect to within
reasonable walking or bicycling distance, such as schools, parks,
Downtown, colleges and universities, etc.?
To what degree will the project likely generate transportation or
recreational usage based on population, corridor aesthetics, etc.?
Does the project serve transportation needs, reducing the need for
drive-alone trips, and promoting bicycling as a viable alterative to
driving?
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After careful evaluation of all potential bicycle
projects through the lens of the criteria shown in
Table 1 and with comments from the public and
Steering Committee expertise, Short Term,
Medium Term and Long Term Project Lists were
created and are shown in Tables 8, 9 and 10
and Maps 2, 3, 4.
Short Term Bike Project Priority List
The selection of initial bicycle infrastructure
projects will be critical to the Plan’s acceptance,
implementation and eventual use by the
community. To this end, the Short Term Bike
Project Priority List (Table 2; Map 2) suggests a
recommended order of building the Short Term
Bicycle Plan (projects 1-1025). Projects 26-31
11-28 offer direction for engineering and
planning purposes. Sequential implementation
of this Short Term Bike Project Priority List will
best enable Tacoma to quickly and efficiently
realize an equitable City-wide system that
attracts experienced cyclists as well as the
interested but concerned new riders. The
creation of bike boulevards wherever practical is
favored over bike lanes on heavily traveled
arterials.
While the quality and integrity of these
recommendations are believed sound,
implementation of projects of this scope are
complex. The Short, Medium and Long Term
Bicycle and Pedestrian Project Lists may
change according to available funds, new
roadway projects, new development, evolving
best practices, changing land use patterns, and
other factors. The Short Term Bike Project
Priority List as well as the Medium and Long
Term Project Lists should be reviewed annually
to ensure they reflect current realities on the
ground.

Bike to a Better Tacoma at the Hub
May 2008

Bike Commuters from UW-Tacoma
Summer 2008

Mobility Master Plan Public Workshop at South Park
September 2009
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Table 2. Short Term Bicycle Project Priority List1
Priority

Street

From-To

Length
(miles)

Cost 1
Estimate

Facility Type

Completed and Underway Projects
6Complete

Tyler St

S 60th St - S Manitou Wy

1.46

$275,000

Bike Lane

5Construction
Phase

S Park Ave

S 40th St - E 96th St

3.66

$177,000

Bicycle Boulevard

S Park Ave - S G St

0.06

S 25th St - S 48th St

1.73

$11,000
$84,000
$312,000

Bike Lane

3Construction
Phase

S 40th St
Delin St/S G St/S 36th
St/Tacoma/S 38th St

3Construction
Phase

Fawcett Ave/S 25th St

6th Ave - Tacoma

1.51

$84,000

Bicycle Boulevard

Construction
Phase

6th Ave

S G St - Fawcett Ave

0.1

$4,000

Sharrow 2

2Construction
Phase

S G St

Division Ave - 6th St

0.39

$19,000

2Construction
Phase

Division Ave

0.07

$20,000

2Construction
Phase

N 263th/N 24th/Yakima Ave

Yakima Ave - N G St
Pearl StHighland - Division
Ave

Bicycle Boulevard
Cycle Track
Shared-Use Path

3.39

$164,000

Bicycle Boulevard

2Construction
Phase

N Highland St

N 23rd St - N 21st St

0.11

$5,000

Bicycle Boulevard

Construction
Phase

N 26th St

N Stevens St - Pearl St

0.79

$143,000

Construction
Phase

N 26th St

N Proctor - Alder

0.5

$90,000

Bike Lane
Sharrow/Bike
Lane

4Construction
Phase

S 37th St.

A St - S Hosmer St

1.55

$75,000

Bicycle Boulevard

Construction
Phase

S Alaska St

S 38th St- S 37th St

0.1

$19,000

Bike Lane

Medium Term
Construction
Phase

N 30th St

Alder St – McCarver St
S 47th – Pacific Ave S 80th / S

0.59

$110,000

Bike
Lane/Sharrow

12Construction
Phase

Historic Water Ditch
Trail- - S of 55thPhase 2

1.82

$488,000

Shared-Use Path

17.83

$1,996,000

0.62
1.76

$118,000
$332,000

Bike Lane

3.20
1.71
1.7

$603,000
$322,000
$307,000

Bike Lane

1.43

$69,000

Bicycle Boulevard

1.06

$200,000

Bike Lane

Construction
Phase

Tacoma Way – S 72nd and S
60th – S 56th Streets

Total Completed and Underway:

Bike Lane

Short Term
61 3
61
72
93
4
85
106

N Stevens St
Stevens/ Tyler St
S 47th St/S 48th St/E C St/E
46th St/E E St
Puyallup Ave2
Orchard
N 1st St/Broadway
NE Nassau Ave

N 46th St - N 37th
6th Ave - S Wright Ave
S Tacoma Wy – McKinley
Ave
Pacific Ave - City Line
S19th – N 26th
N Tacoma Ave – Prairie Line
Trail
Browns Pt Blvd – NE
Northshore Pkwy

Bike Lane

Bike Lane
Bike Lane

1

Cost estimates at 2010 dollars
Sharrow = Shared Lane Marking used in situations where bicyclists share the travel lane with motor vehicles
3
Projects have the same priority number when they are part of a continuous corridor
2
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Pipeline Road Trail

Ferry St- Pacific Ave
S Jackson Ave - S Union Ave
Ainsworth Ave – E Broadway
N Steele St - 6th Ave
N Pearl St - N Steele St
S 60th – S 43rd (S Tacoma
Way)
N 22nd St - SR 16*
SR16 - S 74th St
NorthPine – C St
S 7th – Ruston Way
E 40th St - Waller Rd and
72nd

1614

E I St/E K St/E Wright Ave
/Pipeline Rd

D St at Tacoma Dome/McKinley
Park – /Pipeline Road Trail

1.20

$58,000

Bicycle Boulevard

1714

Sheridan Ave

6th St - S 25th St
S State St/Scott Pierson Trail
- Sheridan Ave
Pacific Ave to Water Ditch
Trail
S Alaska Way – Waller Rd
Orchard St – Tacoma Mall
Blvd
A St – Portland Ave
Water Ditch Trail – S Steele
St

1.37

$66,000

Bicycle Boulevard

0.21

$40,000

Bike Lane

0.80
3.31

$214,000
$160,000

Shared-Use Path

2.14
1.90

$103,000
$92,000

Bicycle Boulevard

0.87

$165,000

Bike Lane

NE Harbor View Dr –Hoyt Rd

2.07

$391,000

Bike Lane

NE Marine View Dr – NE Harbor
View Dr

0.41

$15,000

Sharrow

117
118
139
139
139
10
1511
1511
1412
13
1614

1714
1815
1916
1916
2017
2118
2219
2219

S 11th St
S 12th St
6th Ave
Ainsworth Ave
N 11th St
S Washington
N Alder/N Cedar St
S Oakes St/S Pine St
Historic Water Ditch Trail
Schuster Parkway Trail

S 25th St
Prairie Line Trail
S 64th St
S 66th St
S 43rd St/E E St/E 40thSt
S 37th St/Sprague Ave
NE 51st St/NE Northshore
Pkwy
NE Slayden Rd

th

th

1.25
2.51
0.87
0.49
2.25

$236,000
$473,000
$165,000
$24,000
$109,000

Bike Lane

1.20
2.79
3.11
2.78
1.50

$230,000
$527,000
$587,000
$745,000
TBD

Bike Lane

2.31

$618,000

Shared-Use Path

Bike Lane
Bike Lane
Bicycle Boulevard
Bicycle Boulevard

Bike Lane
Bike Lane
Shared-Use Path
Trail

Bicycle Boulevard

Bicycle Boulevard

4

2320

N Baltimore St

N 46 – N 26 St

1.67

$81,000

Bicycle Boulevard

2421

N Pearl St/Ferry Landing

N 51 St – Ferry Station

0.50

$18,000

Sharrow

2522

S 80 /82 St

S Hosmer – McKinley Ave

2.07

$100,000

Bicycle Boulevard

2623

S Alaska St

S 56 – 96 St S

2.51

$473,000

Bike Lane

2724

S Mildred St

S 12 St – S 19 St

0.50

$94,000

Bike Lane

2825

Dock St

S Schuster Pkwy – E D St

1.62

$59,000

Sharrow

2825

N 51 St/Gallagher Dr

N Vassault St – Ruston Way

1.15

$218,000

Bike Lane

2825

Ruston Way

N 49 St – Schuster Parkway

2.37

$87,000

Sharrow

2926

S Oxford St/S 8 St/S Meyers St/S
th
15 St

N Skyline Dr – S 19 St

1.15

$56,000

Bicycle Boulevard

0.27

$73,000

Shared-Use Path

th

nd

st

th

th

th

st

th

th

th

th

th

3027

N 37 St

N Shirley St – N Orchard St

3128

E Side Foss (D Street)E D St. –
Urban Waters

Murray Morgan Bridge to E 3 St

0.42

$113,000

Shared-Use Path

129

S A St

E 96th St - E 37th St

3.78

$183,000

Bicycle Boulevard

30

Pearl St

N 11 – N 9 (Scott Pierson)

0.2

$53,000

Shared-Use Path

31

Jackson St

N 10 St - Scott Pierson Trail

0.1

$18,000

Bike Lanes

65.13

$8,595,000

rd

th

th

th

Total Short Term:
1

All improvements to a WSDOT facility must be coordinated with and approved by WSDOT Olympic Region
Development Services (Dale Severson, 360-357-2736 or SeversD@wsdot.wa.gov)
2
Cost does not include construction on the Puyallup bridge, only the bike lane
4

Sharrow = Shared Lane Marking used in situations where bicyclists share the travel lane with motor vehicles
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Demonstration Projects

Bikeway Recommendations

In addition to the proposed bicycle and
pedestrian improvements, the City should start
with a few demonstration projects to get
momentum going. These projects will also
serve to develop enthusiasm and interest from
Tacoma residents, and to draw attention to the
City’s support for nonmotorized transportation
options. Demonstration projects include:

Tacoma’s bikeway implementation projects
would primarily occur through roadway restriping, which may require lane narrowing,
parking reduction, or removal of a center turn
lane. Depending on funding or other constraints,
bike lane project implementation could occur in
multiple phases. When there is an elimination of
parking the City will work with the Commission
on Disabilities to determine how best to mitigate
the loss for people with disabilities.

•

Install wayfinding signage throughout the
City indicating to pedestrians and bicyclists
their direction of travel, location of
destinations, and the walking or riding
time/distance to those destinations.
Wayfinding signs increase users’ comfort
and accessibility of the bicycle system and
also visually cue motorists that they are
driving along a bicycle route and should use
caution.

•

Hold a Sunday Parkways event along
Schuster Parkway or other locations to
encourage community members and
families to become familiar with bicycling in
Tacoma.

•

Establish a Safe Routes to Employment
program with a focus on downtown.

•

Use arterial retrofits, also known as road
diets, to implement bike lanes on key roads.

•

Implement downtown improvements,
including a cycle track and shared lane
markings on Pacific leading from Tacoma
Art Museum to north downtown.

•

Develop bicycle boulevards on Fawcett,
Park and other identified roadways.

Maps 2-4 outline the improved bicycling
network.
It is important to note that bicycles are
permitted on all public roads in the State of
Washington, except where prohibited, such
as on interstates in urban areas like Tacoma.
As such, Tacoma’s entire street network is
effectively the community’s bicycle network,
regardless of whether or not a bikeway
stripe, stencil, or sign is present on a given
street. The designation of certain roads as
bike routes is not intended to imply that
these are the only roadways intended for
bicycle use, or that bicyclists should not be
riding on other streets. Rather, the
designation of a network of on-street
bikeways recognizes that certain roadways
are preferred bicycle routes for most users,
for reasons such as directness or access to
significant destinations, and allows Tacoma
to then focus resources on building and
maintaining this primary network.

Tacoma Bike Month Participants, May 2009

Tandem Recumbent Cyclists in front of the
University of Puget Sound
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Bike Lane: separated from vehicle travel lanes with striping, pavement stencils and signage
Shared Lane Marking: high-visibility pavement markings that position bicyclists within a shared vehicle/bicycle travel lane
Bicycle Boulevard: shared roadways with slow vehicle traffic
Cycle Track: exclusive space for bicycles that is physically separated from pedestrians and cars
Trail: separated from vehicular traffic, shared facility for bicyclists and pedestrians

This map will be updated in
accordance with the proposed
bicycle priority project list upon
approval of the City Council.
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Bike Lane: separated from vehicle travel lanes with striping, pavement stencils and signage
Shared Lane Marking: high-visibility pavement markings that position bicyclists within a shared vehicle/bicycle travel lane
Bicycle Boulevard: shared roadways with slow vehicle traffic
Cycle Track: exclusive space for bicycles that is physically separated from pedestrians and cars
Trail: separated from vehicular traffic, shared facility for bicyclists and pedestrians

This map will be updated in
accordance with the proposed
bicycle priority project list upon
approval of the City Council.
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Bike Lane: separated from vehicle travel lanes with striping, pavement stencils and signage
Shared Lane Marking: high-visibility pavement markings that position bicyclists within a shared vehicle/bicycle travel lane
Bicycle Boulevard: shared roadways with slow vehicle traffic
Cycle Track: exclusive space for bicycles that is physically separated from pedestrians and cars
Trail: separated from vehicular traffic, shared facility for bicyclists and pedestrians

This map will be updated in
accordance with the proposed
bicycle priority project list upon
approval of the City Council.
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Bike Lane: separated from vehicle travel lanes with striping, pavement stencils and signage
Shared Lane Marking: high-visibility pavement markings that position bicyclists within a shared vehicle/bicycle travel lane
Bicycle Boulevard: shared roadways with slow vehicle traffic
Cycle Track: exclusive space for bicycles that is physically separated from pedestrians and cars
Trail: separated from vehicular traffic, shared facility for bicyclists and pedestrians

This map will be updated in
accordance with the proposed
bicycle priority project list upon
approval of the City Council.
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Sidewalk Recommendations
Locations identified as high priority for sidewalk development and pedestrian intersection treatments are
areas with higher densities of pedestrian attracting land uses, particularly schools, employment centers,
parks and transit centers. Streets recommended for sidewalk improvements are shown in Pedestrian Map 5.
Table 3. Proposed Sidewalk Improvements*
Priority

Street

From-To

Length (miles)

Completed and Underway Projects
Complete
S I St
Complete
E 72nd St
Complete
S Tyler St
Complete
N Narrows Dr
Complete
E 44th St
Construction Phase S J St
Construction Phase S 60th St
Construction Phase S C St
Total Completed and Underway:

S 80th St - S 84th St
E D St - McKinley Ave
S 38th St - S 52nd St
N Narrows StDr - Bridgeview Dr
E Portland Ave - Swan Creek Park
S 80th St - S 84th St
S Adams St - South Tacoma Way
S 25th St - S Tacoma Wy

0.40
0.22
1.55
0.22
0.22
0.49
0.25
0.20
3.55

Short Term:
1
S 76th St
2
NE 51st St
3
S 66th St
4
S 64th St
5
S 66th St
6
S 84th St
7
N Vassault, E
8
S 92nd Ave
9
S L St
10
N 24th St
11
NE Harbor View Dr/NE 49th St
12
S Wapato
13
S 64th St
14
S 80th St
15
McKinley
Total Short Term:

Alaska Ave - Pacific Ave
Slayden Rd - Browns Point Blvd
S Verde St Aly - South Tacoma Wy
E J St - E N St
S Junett St - Tacoma Mall BlvdWapato
Tacoma Mall Blvd - S Alaska St
N 26th St - N 24th St
S Hosmer - S D St
South End Neighborhood Center - S 80th St
N Narrows Dr - Lenore Dr
NE 51st St - Browns Point Blvd
S 64th St - S 68th St
S Orchard St - Tyler St
S Sheridan Ave - S Tacoma Ave
E. D St – Wright St

0.89
0.35
0.236
0.42
1.060.3
0.41
0.09
0.91
0.18
0.22
0.90
0.51
1.16
1.09
0.30
8.33

S Durango St - South Tacoma Way Aly
S 56th St - S 66th St
W of N Pearl St- Highland St
Center – Hwy 16
S 19th – Hood St
N Highland St - N Orchard St
S Clement Ave - S Wapato St
N Adams St - N Union Ave
S 84th St - S 88th St
Tacoma Mall Blvd - S Alaska St

0.43
0.80
0.07
0.2
0.8
0.32
0.61
0.27
0.34
0.49

Medium Term:
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

S 58th St
S Adams St
N 21st St
Union Ave
S Pine St/S Cedar St
N 11th St
S 62nd St
N 11th St
S M St
S 56th St

Total Sidewalk Improvements Total Medium Term:

15 4.33

*The projects in this table are recommended in addition to projects recommended in the City’s ADA Transition Plan.
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This map will be updated in
accordance with the proposed
sidewalk improvement project list
upon approval of the City Council.
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Intersection Improvement Recommendations
Intersection improvements are recommended for locations that previously experienced pedestrian
crashes or that were identified by members of the public as needing improvement. Intersection
improvements include high-visibility crossings, curb extensions, ADA-compliant curb ramps, and other
treatments as outlined in the Design Guidelines (Appendix E of the 2010 Mobility Master Plan Study).
Priority locations for intersection improvements include:
Table 4. Proposed Intersection Improvements

Priority

Intersection

Completed/Underway:
Complete
N 26th St & N Proctor St
Complete
E Portland Ave & E 56th St
Construction
Phase
Construction
Phase
Planning Phase

Original Prioritization*
NCNot Classified 5
Medium

S Commerce St & S 9th St

Short

S 25th St & Pacific Ave

Short

S Mildred St & S 19th St

Long

Short-Term:
1
Tacoma Ave S & S 9th St
2
S I St & Division Ave
3
Division St & Sprague & 6th Ave
4
Tacoma Mall Blvd & S 48th St
5
S J St & S 19th St
Medium-Term:
6
E 56th & E McKinley Ave
7
A St & S 38th St
8
Tacoma Ave & N 1st St
I-5 SB ramp termini at S 74th St and Tacoma Mall
9
Blvd.
10
I-5 NB ramp termini at S 72nd St and Hosmer
I-5 NB off-ramp terminus at Portland Ave/E 28th
11
St**
12
S Puget Sound Ave & S 56th St
13
S 84th & Pacific Ave
14
S 96th St & Pacific Ave
15
S Steele St & S 96th St
16
S 38th & McKinley Ave
17
E Portland Ave & E 32nd St
18
N 11th St & N Pearl St
19
S Hosmer St & S 84th St
20
S 38th St & Pacific Ave
21
E Portland Ave & E 29th St
22
S 54th and Tacoma Mall Blvd
Long-Term:
23
N 26th & N Pearl St
24
S 56th St & Pacific Ave

Short
Short
Not ClassifiedNC
Long
Long
Medium
Medium
Medium
MediumM
MediumM
MediumM
MediumM
MediumM
MediumM
MediumM
Not ClassifiedNC
Not ClassifiedNC
Not ClassifiedNC
MediumM
MediumM
MediumM
New
Long
Long

*Original prioritization in the Mobility Master Plan. S=Short Term. M=Medium Term. L=Long Term. NC= Not Classified, projects
that were listed in the MoMaP but mistakenly left off the prioritized list. New=Projects not included in the Mobility Master Plan. This
column will not be included once the Comprehensive Plan is approved by City Council.
** Work at this location is being done under the I-5: Portland Ave to Port of Tacoma Rd – Northbound HOV Project. This project will

5

Not previously classified on lists but included in the text or maps of the Mobility Master Plan
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also include minor re-channelization at the off-ramp terminus at Portland Avenue/E 28th Street as well as rebuild the signal.
Construction is scheduled to being January 2012. Project information is available at
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Projects/PierceCountyHOV .

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
28th St

Portland Ave & E 56th St
S J St & S 19th St
S 38th St & Pacific Ave
S 84th & Pacific Ave
E 56th & E McKinley Ave
E Portland Ave & E 29th St
Tacoma Mall Blvd & S 48th St
S 56th St & Pacific Ave
S 38th & McKinley Ave
S Hosmer St & S 84th St
S Steele St & S 96th St
S 96th St & Pacific Ave
S Puget Sound Ave & S 56th St
A St & S 38th St
N 26th & N Pearl St
Tacoma Ave S & S 9th St
S Commerce St & S 9th St
S Mildred St & S 19th St
N 11th St & N Pearl St
S 25th St & Pacific Ave
E Portland Ave & E 32nd St
N 26th St & N Proctor St
S I St & Division Ave
Tacoma Ave & N 1st St
Division St & Spruce & 6th Ave
I-5 SB ramp termini at S 74th St/Tacoma Mall Blvd.
I-5 NB ramp termini at S 72nd St
I-5 NB off-ramp terminus at Portland Ave/E

Walking Audit of St. Helens with Dan Burden

Multiple transportation options downtown
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Sub-Area Plan Recommendations
There are certain areas of the city that pose the greatest challenges to pedestrian and bicycle movement
where more intensive analysis is warranted. The following areas are recommended for sub-area plans to
determine best non-motorizedactive transportation routes and access:
•
•
•
•
•

Tacoma Mall
NE Tacoma
Tacoma Community College – and its associated transit hub
Downtown – Comprehensive Transportation Vision
Tideflats (Port)

Low Impact Pedestrian Trails
The City of Tacoma has a number of low-impact trails that provide recreational opportunities for
pedestrians and in some cases serve as pedestrian routes through open space corridors. When
planning for these trails, on-street bicycle and pedestrian access to these facilities and bicycle parking
should be considered . These trails include:
•
•
•
•

Garfield Gulch
Julia’s Gulch
Bayside Trails
Puget Gulch

Implementation Costs
Tacoma has the potential to build on the existing walkway and bikeway networks and transform itself
into a community where walking and bicycling for transportation and recreation are popular activities.
This section lays out the approximate cost for completing the system. This network builds upon
previous and on-going local and regional planning efforts and reflects the extensive input offered by
City staff, the Mobility Master Plan Steering Committee, bicycle and pedestrian stakeholder groups
and Tacoma residents.
The charts below show the total projected milesage forof new facilities as well as the approximate
cost. All cost estimates include only the pedestrian and bicycle facility treatment and not any
additional costs of roadway expansion or improvement. Please note: these cost figures and
those provided in the charts below are in 2010 dollars
The time frames are as follows: short term is 1-5 years, medium term 6-10 and long term, 11-15
years.
The total implementation cost of the Tacoma Mobility Master Plan is estimated at approximately
$38.441.77 million, as shown in Table 6. Approximately 9% ($4.6 million) of the total build out is in
planning/construction phase or has been completed. Short-term recommendations account for
approximately $13.7 $14.8 million.

Bicycles parked at the 2008
“Bike to a Better Tacoma” event

2009 City Council and Planning Commission
Bike Ride on the Scott Pierson Trail
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Table 45. Tiered Facility Lengths
Facility Type

Completed/
Underway

Short Term

Medium Term

Long Term

Total

10.61

33.58
22.76

12.19
12.18

5.59
5.57

51.35
51.12

5.23

29.16
29.19

32.43
31.83

10.19
10.18

Shared Lane
MarkingsSharrows

0.1

4.90

1.38

0.00

71.78
76.43
6.28
6.38

Cycle Tracks

0

0.07
0

3.84

0.00

Sidewalks

3.3

8.30
4.33

0.00

Shared-Use Paths

1.89

Total

21.13

Bicycle Boulevards
Bike Lanes

8.30
8.33
8.40
6.78
84.42
71.96

5.66
63.80
59.22

27.56
25.92
43.33
41.67

3.91
3.84
16.60
15.96
41.61
40.25
191.54
193.98

Table 56. Summary of Construction Costs for Recommended Projects
Facility Type

Completed/
Underway

Bicycle Boulevards

$524,000

Bike Lanes

$960,000

Shared Lane Markings

$4000

Cycle Tracks

Short Term
$1,625,000
$1,101,000
$5,505,000
$5,499,000

Medium Term

Long Term

Total

$590,000

$270,000

$5,950,000
$5,840,000

$1,835,000

$179,000

$51,000

$0

$0

$20,000 $0

$1,029,000

$0

Sidewalks

$2,384,000

$5,995,000
$6,454,000

$5,995,000
$3,381,000

$0

$11,990,000
$12,219,000

Intersection Improvements

$210,000

$4,000
$210,000

$95,000
$714,000

$37,000
$84,000

$136,000
$1,218,000

Shared Use Paths*

$508,000

$400,000
$1,816,000

$1,517,000

$7,384,000
$7,055,000

$9,301,000
$10,896,000

Total

$4,590,000

$13,728,000
$15,259,000

$15,227,000
$13,122,000

$9,526,000
$9,244,000

$38,481,000
$42,215,000

$2,485,000
$13,290,000
$14,134,000
$230,000
$234,000
$1,049,000
$1,029,000

* Costs do not include projects programmed in the FY 2010-2015 Capital Facilities Program, including the Historic
Water Ditch Trail and Pipeline Road Trail.

All cost estimates include only the pedestrian and bicycle facility treatment and not any additional costs of
roadway expansion or improvement. Intersection cost estimates are based on the average cost of installing
eight new ADA ramps and four crosswalks per intersection., Aadditional work may be required at some
intersections to make them safe for cyclists and pedestrians. Table 6 7 provides an estimate of maintenance
costs for the recommended projects. Maintenance costs do not include sweeping and other repair that is part
of regular street maintenance activities. Maintenance costs are estimated annually, with the overall cost
amortized by the frequency of maintenance tasks.
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Table 67. Summary of Maintenance Costs for Recommended Projects
Facility Type

Completed/
Underway

Bicycle Boulevards

$4,700

Bike Lanes

$128,700

Shared Lane MarkingsSharrows 6

$100

Cycle Tracks

N/A

Shared Use Paths

$64,000

Total

$197,500

6

Short Term
$15,000
$10,200
$717,400
$718,200
$4,100
$2,500
$0
$284,200
$229,400
$1,023,200
$961,900

Medium Term

Long Term

$5,500

$2,500

$768,600
$754,200

$250,700

$1,100

$0

$130,000

$0

$191,600
$1,096,800
$1,082,400

$932,800
$891,300
$1,186,000
$1,144,500

Total
$23,000
$22,900
$1,736,700
$1,851,800
$5,200
$5,300
$132,500
$130,000
$1,408,600
$1,376,300
$3,306,000
$3,386,300

Sharrows = Shared Lane Markings
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Table 7. Construction Costs for Proposed Sidewalk Projects

Street

From-To

E 44th St

E Portland Ave - Swan Creek Park

0.22

$172,000

E 72nd St

E D St - McKinley Ave

0.22

$172,000

N 11th St

N Highland St - N Orchard St

0.32

$251,000

N 11th St

N Adams St - N Union Ave

0.27

$212,000

N 21st St

W of N Pearl St- Highland St

0.07

$55,000

N 24th St

N Narrows Dr - Lenore Dr

0.22

$172,000

N Narrows Dr

N Narrows St - Bridgeview Dr

0.22

$172,000

N Vassault, E

N 26th St - N 24th St

0.09

$71,000

NE 51st St

Slayden Rd - Browns Point Blvd

0.35

$274,000

NE Harbor View
Dr/NE 49th St

NE 51st St - Browns Point Blvd

0.90

$705,000

S 56th St

Tacoma Mall Blvd - S Alaska St

0.49

$384,000

S 58th St

S Durango St - South Tacoma Way Aly

0.43

$337,000

S 60th St

S Adams St - South Tacoma Way

0.25

$196,000

S 62nd St

S Clement Ave - S Wapato St

0.61

$478,000

S 64th St

S Orchard St - Tyler St

1.16

$909,000

S 64th St

E J St - E N St

0.42

$329,000

S 66th St

S Junett St - Tacoma Mall Blvd

1.06

$831,000

S 66th St

S Verde St Aly - South Tacoma Wy

0.23

$180,000

S 76th St

Alaska Ave - Pacific Ave

0.89

$698,000

S 80th St

S Sheridan Ave - S Tacoma Ave

1.09

$854,000

S 84th St

Tacoma Mall Blvd - S Alaska St

0.41

$321,000

S 92nd Ave

S Hosmer - S D St

0.91

$713,000

S Adams St

S 56th St - S 66th St

0.80

$627,000

S C St

S 25th St - S Tacoma Wy

0.20

$157,000

S I St

S 80th St - S 84th St

0.40

$314,000

S J St

S 80th St - S 84th St

0.49

$384,000

S L St

South End Neighborhood Center - S 80th St

0.18

$141,000

S M St

S 84th St - S 88th St

0.34

$266,000

S Tyler St

S 38th St - S 52nd St

1.55

$1,215,000

S Wapato

S 64th St - S 68th St

0.51

$400,000

15

$11,990,000

Total Sidewalk Improvements

Length (miles) Cost Estimate
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Table 8. Short Term Project Costs
Street

Note: Projects in red-line are being removed from
this list because they have been completed or are in
planning or construction phase. Except I Street,
which was a double-entry and is correctly listed in
the medium term.

Length
(Miles)

Construction
Cost

Maintenance
Estimate1

N Steele St - 6th Ave
McKinley Park - Pipeline
Road Trail

0.49

$24,000

$200

1.20

$58,000

$500

S 25th St - S 48th St
N Pearl St - N Steele St
N Tacoma Ave - Prairie Line
Trail

1.73
2.25

$84,000
$109,000

$800
$1,000

1.43

$69,000

$600

Pearl St - Division Ave

3.39

$164,000

$1,500

N 46th - N 26th St
N 23rd St - N 21st St
A St - S Hosmer St

1.67
0.11
1.55

$81,000
$5,000
$75,000

$800
$0
$700

S A St - Portland Ave
S Alaska Way - Waller Rd
Orchard St - Tacoma Mall
Blvd
S Hosmer - McKinley Ave
E 96th St - E 37th St
Division Ave - 6th St

1.90
3.31

$92,000
$160,000

$900
$1,500

2.14
2.07
3.78
0.39

$103,000
$100,000
$183,000
$19,000

$1,000
$900
$1,700
$200

N Skyline Dr - S 19th St
S 38th St - E 96th St
6th St - S 25th St

1.15
3.66
1.37

$56,000
$177,000
$66,000

$500
$1,600
$600

Ainsworth Ave - E Broadway
6th Ave - Delin St
N Vassault St - Ruston Way
N 30th St - SR 16*
N 46th St - N 37th
Browns Pt Blvd - NE
Northshore Pkwy

0.87
1.51
1.15
2.79
0.62

$165,000
$284,000
$218,000
$527,000
$118,000

$21,500
$37,100
$28,400
$68,700
$15,400

1.06

$200,000

$26,100

NE Harbor View Dr - Hoyt Rd

2.07

$391,000

S 19th – N 26th
Pacific Ave - City Line2
Ferry St- Pacific Ave
S Jackson Ave - S Union Ave
S State St/Scott Pierson Trail
- Sheridan Ave

1.7
1.71
1.25
2.51

$307,000
$322,000
$236,000
$473,000

$50,900
Bike Lane
$41,900
$42,000
$30,800
$61,700

0.21

$40,000

$5,200

From - To

Bicycle Boulevards
Ainsworth Ave
E I St/E Wright Ave/E
K St/Pipeline Rd
Delin St/S G St/S 36th
St/Tacoma/S 38th St
N 11th St
N 1st St/Broadway
N 26th/N 24th/Yakima
Ave
N Baltimore
N Highland St
S 37th St/S Alaska St
S 43rd St/E E St/E
40th St
S 64th St
S 66th St
S 80th/82nd St
S A St
S G St
S Oxford St/S 8th St/S
Meyers St/S 15th St
S Park Ave
Sheridan Ave
Bike Lanes
6th Ave
Fawcett Ave/S 25th St
N 51st St/Gallagher Dr
N Alder/N Cedar St
N Stevens St
NE Nassau Ave
NE 51st St/NE
Northshore Pkwy
Orchard
Puyallup Ave
S 11th St
S 12th St
S 25th St
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Length
(Miles)

Construction
Cost

Maintenance
Estimate1

Water Ditch Trail - S Steele

0.87

$165,000

$21,500

S Tacoma Wy - McKinley Ave
S 56th - 96th St S
S 12th St - S 19th St
S 60th – S 43rd (S Tacoma
Way)
SR16 - S 74th St
6th Ave - S Wright Ave
N 10th – Scott Pierson Trail
S 60th St - S Manitou Wy

3.20
2.51
0.50

$603,000
$473,000
$94,000

$78,600
$61,700
$12,200

1.20
3.11
1.76
0.1
1.46

$230,000
$587,000
$332,000
$18,000
$275,000

$29,500
$76,500
$43,200
$2,500
$35,800

S Schuster Pkwy - E D St

1.62

$59,000

$1,400

N 51st St - Ferry Station
NE Marine View Dr - NE
Harbor View Dr
N 49th St – Schuster
Parkway

0.50

$18,000

$400

0.41

$15,000

$300

2.37

$87,000

$2,000

Yakima Ave - N G St
6th St. to Division

0.07
0.03

$20,000
$10,000

$2,500
$1,250

Street
S 37th St/Sprague Ave
S 47th St/S 48th St/E
C St/E 46th St/E E St
S Alaska
S Mildred St
S Washington St
S Oakes St/SPine St
Stephens/ Tyler St
Jackson St
Tyler St

From - To

Shared Lane Markings3Sharrows 7
Dock St
N Pearl St/Ferry
Landing
NE Slayden Rd
Ruston Way
Cycle Tracks
Division Ave
I St. along Wright Park
Sidewalks
Total Short-Term Sidewalks
S 76th St
Alaska Ave - Pacific Ave

8.3
0.89

$5,995,000
$698,000

0.35

$274,000

0.6
0.42
0.3

$433,000
$329,000
$217,000

S 66th St
S 64th St
S 66th St

Slayden Rd - Browns Point
Blvd
S Verde St Aly - South
Tacoma Wy
E J St - E N St
S Junett St - Wapato

S 84th St
N Vassault, E
S 92nd Ave

Tacoma Mall Blvd - S Alaska
St
N 26th St - N 24th St
S Hosmer - S D St

0.41
0.09
0.91

$321,000
$71,000
$713,000

S L St
N 24th St

South End Neighborhood
Center - S 80th St
N Narrows Dr - Lenore Dr

0.18
0.22

$141,000
$172,000

NE Harbor View Dr/NE
49th St
S Wapato

NE 51st St - Browns Point
Blvd
S 64th St - S 68th St

0.90
0.51

$705,000
$400,000

NE 51st St

7

Sharrows = Shared Lane Markings
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Street

From - To

Length
(Miles)

Construction
Cost

S 64th St

S Orchard St - Tyler St

1.16

$909,000

S 80th St
McKinley Ave

S Sheridan Ave - S Tacoma
Ave
E D St – Wright St

1.09
0.30

$854,000
$217,000

Maintenance
Estimate1

Intersection Project Improvements
S 25th St & Pacific Ave
S Commerce St & S 9th St

$1,000
$1,000

S I St & Division Ave
Tacoma Ave S & S 9th St
Division St & Sprague & 6th Ave
Tacoma Mall Blvd & S 48th St
S J St & S 19th St

$42,000$1,000
$42,000$1,000
$42,000
$42,000
$42,000

Shared-Use Paths4
E Side Canal Foss (D
Street)
Pearl Street
Historic Water Ditch
Trail4
Historic Water Ditch
Trail4
N 37th St
Pipeline Road Trail4
Prairie Line Trail

North of 11th St BridgeMurray
Morgan Bridge – E 3rd St
N 11th – N 9th (Scott Pierson)
North

0.42

$113,000

$14,200

0.2
2.78

$53,000
$745,000

$6,800
$94,100

S of S 55th St

1.82

$488,000

$61,600

N Shirley St - N Orchard St
E 40th St - Waller Rd
Pacific Ave to Water Ditch
Trail

0.27
2.31
0.80

$73,000
$618,000
$214,000

$9,200
$78,100
$27,000

84.33
71.96

$13,738,000
$15,259,000

$1,021,450
$962,000

Total Short Term Projects
1

Maintenance costs include re-striping, signage replacement, and roadway patching depending on facility
type. Estimates do not include sweeping and other repair that is part of regular street maintenance activities.
Estimated maintenance costs are presented on an annual basis, however the overall cost has been
amortized by the frequency of maintenance tasks. For example, the need for re-striping is estimated to occur
every other year, so the total cost ($4.50 per LF) is divided in half for the annual estimate.
2
Cost does not include construction on the Puyallup bridge, only the bike lane
3
Shared Lane Markings, or Sharrows, are roadways marked with a bicycle symbol and chevrons where cars
and bicycles share the same space. The Sharrow delineates the area where the cyclist is safest riding.
4
Costs for the Historic Water Ditch Trail, N 37th St Trail and Pipeline Road Trail have been allocated into the
FY 2010-2015 CIP and are not included in cost estimate totals.
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Table 9. Medium Term Project
Street

Note: Projects in red-line are being removed from
this list because they have been completed, are in
planning or construction phase, or were moved to
Costs the short-term list.

Length
(mile)

From - To

Construction
Cost

Maintenance
Estimate1

Bicycle Boulevards
Court D/St Helens Ave
J St
J St
N 37th St
th

th

N 45 St/N Verde St/N 45 St
th

N 7 St

S G St - S 9th St
N 3rd St – S 27th St
S 37th St – S 84th St

0.64
1.87
3.05

$31,000
$91,000
$148,000

$300
$800
$1,400

N Orchard St – N Proctor St

0.78

$38,000

$300

N Baltimore St – N Stevens St

0.57

$28,000

$300

N Orchard St – N Pine St

1.48

$72,000

$700

rd

st

N Highland St

N 23 St – N 21 St

0.11

$5,000

$0

S 56th St

S Washington St – S State St

1.16

$56,000

$500

0.36

$17,000

$200

S 25 St – N Grant Ave
Puyallup Ave – McKinley ParkE 26th
St to McKinley Park

1.53

$74,000

$700

0.63

$30,000

$300

S Orchard St – S 25th St

3.44

$649,000

$84,600

th

SR 509 – Marine View Dr

2.76

$521,000

$67,900

th

E 38 St

A St – Portland Ave

1.11

$210,000

$27,400

E McKinley Ave

S 72nd St – E D St

3.17

$598,000

$78,000

th

Skyline Dr

th

N 17 /Westgate Blvd – N 11 St
th

State St
Upper Park St/E 29th St/E L St
Bike Lanes
Center St
E 11 St/Taylor Way

th

Jackson Ave

SR 16 – S 12 St

0.60

$114,000

$14,800

Marine View Rd

SR 509 – NE Slayden Rd

0.51

$97,000

$12,600

N Schuster Pkwy – S Tacoma Ave

1.50

$283,000

$36,900

McCarver St/Tacoma St
th

st

N 17 St/Westgate Blvd/N 21 St

N Narrows Dr – N Proctor St

2.23

$420,000

$54,800

st

N Alder St – Division Ave

1.66

$313,000

$40,800

th

Madison – Alder

0.59

$112,000

$14,600

th

Alder St – McCarver St

0.59

$110,000

$14,400

N Vassault St – N Baltimore St

0.61

$116,000

$15,100

0.70

$155,000

$21,000

0.49

$93,000

$12,100

0.51

$110,000

$14,000

N 21 St/N I St/S I St
N 26

N 30 St
th

N 46 St
th

NE 49 Ave
N Ferdinand St
N Highland

th

rd

NE 45 Ave – NE 33 St
th

Ruston Way – N 46 St
st

N 21 – N 11

th
th

NE Norpoint Way

Marine View Dr – NE 29 St

1.20

$58,000

$500$15,100

Puyallup Ave

Holgate – Pacific Ave

0.10

$18,000

$2,300

th

Mildred – Yakima Ave

3.80

$716,000

$93,400

th

S 35 St

S Pine St – S Sprague St

0.43

$82,000

$10,700

S 56th St

S State St – Pipeline Trail

2.90

$547,000

$71,300

S Orchard St – S Washington St

S 19 St

th

S 56 St
S Yakima Ave/Thompson Ave

th

0.96

$181,000

$23,600

th

2.28

$430,000

$56,100

St

0.30

$65,000

$7,500

1.49

$282,000

$36,700

S 27 St - S 56 St
rd

nd

Tacoma Ave

N 3 St – S 2

Yakima Ave

Wright Park - S 27th St
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Street

From - To

Length
(mile)

Construction
Cost

Maintenance
Estimate1

Shared Lane Markings2Sharrows 8
Five Mile Dr/N 51st St

N Vassault St - N 54th St

0.48

$18,000

$400

Ruston connection

N 51st St - Ferry Landing Road

0.53

$19,000

$400

S 96th St

Park - Pacific

0.37

$14,000

$300

Pacific Ave – Marine View Dr

3.84

$1,029,000

$130,000

8.3

$5,995,000

Cycle Tracks
SR 509
Sidewalks
Total Medium-Term Sidewalks
S 58th St

S Durango St - South Tacoma
Way Aly

0.43

$337,000

S Adams St

S 56th St - S 66th St

0.80

$627,000

N 21st St

W of N Pearl St- Highland St

0.07

$55,000

Union Ave

Center – Hwy 16

0.20

$144,000

S Pine St/S Cedar St

S 19th – Hood St

0.80

$627,000

N 11th St

N Highland St - N Orchard St

0.32

$251,000

S 62nd St

S Clement Ave - S Wapato St

0.61

$478,000

N 11th St

N Adams St - N Union Ave

0.27

$212,000

S M St

S 84th St - S 88th St

0.34

$266,000

S 56th St

Tacoma Mall Blvd - S Alaska St

0.49

$384,000

Intersection Improvements
A St & S 38th St

$7,00042,000

E 56th & E McKinley Ave

$7,00042,000

E Portland Ave & E 29th St

$7,00042,000

E Portland Ave & E 56th St

$7,000

I-5 SB ramp termini at S 74th St & /Tacoma Mall Blvd

$8,00042,000

I-5 NB ramp termini at S 72nd St & Hosmer

$6,00042,000

I-5 NB off-ramp terminus at Portland Ave/E 28th St

$10,00042,000

S 38th St & Pacific Ave

$7,00042,000

th

S 38 & McKinley Ave

$42,000
nd

E Portland Ave & E 32 St

$42,000

th

N 11 & N Pearl

$42,000

S 84th & Pacific Ave

$7,00042,000

S 96th St & Pacific Ave

$7,00042,000

S Hosmer St & S 84th St

$7,00042,000

S Puget Sound Ave & S 56th St

$7,00042,000

S Steele St & S 96th St

$7,00042,000

8

Sharrows = Shared Lane Markings
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Street

From - To

Length
(mile)

Tacoma Ave & N 1st St

Construction
Cost

Maintenance
Estimate1

$1,00042,000

th

S 54 & Tacoma Mall Boulevard

$42,000

Shared-Use Paths
Pipeline Trail Connection

0.97

$260,000

$32,900

Norm Dicks Trail

3.39

$908,000

$114,700

Schuster Parkway Trail

1.30

$349,000

$44,000

Total Medium-Term Projects:

64.59
56.75

$13,834,000
$12,432,000

$868,100
$1,010,200

Maintenance costs include re-striping, signage replacement, and roadway patching depending on facility type. Estimates do
not include sweeping and other repair that is part of regular street maintenance activities. Estimated maintenance costs are
presented on an annual basis, however the overall cost has been amortized by the frequency of maintenance tasks. For
example, the need for re-striping is estimated to occur every other year, so the total cost ($4.50 per LF) is divided in half for
the annual estimate.
2
Shared Lane Markings, or Sharrows, are roadways marked with a bicycle symbol and chevrons where cars and bicycles
share the same space. The Sharrow delineates the area where the cyclist is safest riding.

First Annual Tacoma Bike Swap, May 2009
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Table 10. Long Term Project Costs
Street

From - To

Length
(mile)

Construction
Cost

Maintenance
Estimate1

Bicycle Boulevards
Cheyenne St

N 46th - 6th

2.46

$119,000

$1,100

N Fife St/N 15th St/NPine St

N Yakima Ave - S 12th St

1.86

$90,000

$800

S 18th St

S Puget Sound Ave - S Pine St

0.40

$20,000

$200

S 43rd St

Park Ave – A St

0.50

$110,000

$1,100

S Puget Sound Ave

N 7th St - S 18th St

0.85

$41,000

$400

N 49th St - N 46th St
Puyallup Ave - S 72nd St
N37th St - S 19th St
Princeton - Tyler St
Dock St - E Portland Ave
S Sheridan Ave - MLK Jr Wy
Tacoma Mall Blvd - S Alaska St

0.29
3.52
2.67
1.29
0.85
0.21
0.20

$55,000
$665,000
$504,000
$243,000
$161,000
$40,000
$37,000

$7,200
$86,700
$65,700
$31,700
$21,000
$5,200
$4,900

S Walters Rd - S Jackson Ave

1.15

$130,000

$28,300

Bike Lanes
N Baltimore St
Portland Ave
Proctor St
Regents St/Center St
S 11th St
S 25th St
S 66th St/S 64th St Bridge
Uphill Bike Lanes
6th Ave
Intersection Improvements
N 26th & N Pearl St
S 56th St & Pacific Ave
S J St & S 19th St
S Mildred St & S 19th St
Tacoma Mall Blvd & S 48th St

$7,00042,000
$7,00042,000
$6,000
$7,000
$10,000

Shared-Use Paths
Cummings/Ruston Way Connection
E Side Canal Foss
Garfield/Ruston Way Connection
Hill Climb Access
Market Street Trail
NE Tacoma Trail Network
NE Trail East Wing
NE Trail Plateau
NE Trail Plateau Connection
NE Trail West Wing
North Puyallup River Levee Road Trail
Old Town/Ruston Way Connection
Point Defiance Trail (Metro Parks)
PresRidge Trail
PresRidge Trail 34th St Detour
West Slope Trail

S 11th - Waterway Park
Garfield Gulch - Ruston
Stadium Way - Schuster

Slayden Road – Norpoint Way

City Limits – 11th St
Point Ruston – Vashon Ferry
SR 7 – Jennie Reed
34th St Detour
Point Defiance - Titlow

Total Long Term Projects

0.51
1.65
0.76
0.23
0.72
6.09
8.79
0.72
1.33
0.41
0.24
2.502.1
1.15
2.26
2.31
0.64
6.03

$136,000
$443,000
$204,000
$63,000
$193,000
$1,631,000
$2,357,000
$194,000
$356,000
$111,000
$65,000
$670,000
$307,000
$605,000
$620,000
$170,000
$1,616,000

$17,100
$56,000
$25,800
$8,000
$24,400
$206,000
$297,700
$24,500
$44,900
$14,000
$8,300
$84,600
$38,800
$76,500
$78,300
$21,500
$204,100

46.30
41.02

$10,087,000
$9,047,000

$1,259,100
$1,106,800

Maintenance costs include re-striping, signage replacement, and roadway patching depending on facility type. Estimates do not include sweeping and
other repair that is part of regular street maintenance activities. Estimated maintenance costs are presented on an annual basis, however the overall cost
has been amortized by the frequency of maintenance tasks. For example, the need for re-striping is estimated to occur every other year, so the total cost
($4.50 per LF) is divided in half for the annual estimate.
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Implementation Strategies
Implementation strategies and their related
action items support the goals and policies and
projects outlined above.

1. Implementation
Implement the Mobility Master Plan’s
recommendations for developing a
nonmotorized active transportation network that
reduces auto travel, increases the number of
nonmotorized users of all ages and abilities, and
improves the health of our people and local
ecology.
Action 1.1: Connected Network
Complete the connected network shown on
Maps 2, 3, 4 and 5 of sidewalks, trails, bike
lanes, bike boulevards, shared lane markings,
and cycle tracks throughout the city that serves
pedestrians and all bicycle user groups.
Complete short term network by 2015, medium
term by 2020, and long term by 2025.
Action 1.2: Monitor Progress
Monitor the implementation progress of the
Mobility Master Plan to ensure long-term
success.
Action 1.3: Meet or Exceed Standards
Design all bicycle and pedestrian facilities to
meet or exceed the latest federal, state, and
local standards so there is universal access for
all users of the system.
Action 1.4: Partner with Transit
Work cooperatively with adjoining jurisdictions
and transit agencies to coordinate nonmotorized
planning and implementation activities.
Action 1.5: All Ages and Abilities
Increase pedestrian trips and bicycle ridership
with a system that provides facility types and
designs that are comfortable for pedestrians and
bicyclists of all ages and abilities. The
overarching goal is to create a system that will
invite the interested but concerned rider as well
as the strong, fearless rider to shift from
automobile to bicycle travel. Inexperienced
cyclists are most likely to use high quality bike
boulevards, shared use trails, and cycle tracks.
Action 1.6: Wayfinding Signage
Install wayfinding signage in proximity to bike
lanes, bike boulevards, shared-use paths and
destinations.

Action 1.7: Land Use Considerations
Prioritize the completion of proposed shared-use
paths that maximize access to key recreational
and transportation destinations in order to
encourage recreational and commute trips.
Action 1.8: End of Trip Facilities
Install bike racks, accessible parking and other
support infrastructure at destinations citywide,
including transit stations, retail area, parks,
public facilities, and other high-traffic areas.
Action 1.9: Implementation Committee
Commence a Mobility Master Plan
Implementation Committee to provide oversight
and direction for the implementation of the Plan.
Action 1.10: Bicycle and Pedestrian
Coordinator
Create a full time position in Public Works for a
bicycle and pedestrian engineering coordinatorto
assist in implementation of the Mobility Master
Plan.
Action 1.11: Network Prioritization Timeline
Implement short (1-5 years), medium (6 – 10
years) and long-term (11 – 15 years) bicycle
networks in prioritized order to build a solid
foundation of connectivity.
Action 1.12: Network Prioritization Criteria
When prioritizing projects within the medium and
long term networks or evaluating new future
projects the following guidance should be used:
1. Projects that provide the greatest
connectivity to the greatest number of
people or neighborhoods
2. Projects that provide connections to
transit
3. Projects that provide safe routes to
school
4. Projects that connect major employers or
employment areas to residential areas in
order to increase commute trips by bike
or walking
5. Projects that connect residential areas to
local retail, business and community
services so residents can access daily
goods and services by walking or biking
6. Projects that complete the trail system
and access key recreational and
transportation destinations including
adjacent communities
7. Projects that are easily implemented and
improve connectivity, expand coverage,
and maximize motor vehicle separation
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Action 1.13 Develop Partnerships
Collaborate with neighboring jurisdictions, transit
agencies and community groups to implement
the Mobility Master Plan and to encourage
active transportation.

2. Livability
Prioritize infrastructure improvements that
connect residential areas to local retail,
business, and community services, so residents
can access more of the services they need close
to home by walking, biking, and using assistive
devices.
Action 2.1: Local Retail and Services
Coordinate with local business associations,
Tacoma-Pierce County Chamber, neighborhood
groups and other active associations to
encourage and support local retail and services
for residents.
Action 2.2: 20-Minute Neighborhoods
Encourage and support the development of “20minute neighborhoods” where goods and
services can be obtained within short distances
via active transportation modes, thereby
reducing the need for automobile trips.
Action 2.3: Commercial Nodes
Identify opportunities to encourage and support
the development and re-development of
businesses and urban spaces in Tacoma into
bicycle and pedestrian accessible commercial
nodes.
Action 2.4: Residential Connections
Ensure that bicycle and pedestrian facilities
connect residential areas to urban, commercial
and employment centers.

3. Environmental Sustainability
Encourage and improve the appeal of modes of
transportation with negligible carbon emissions,
such as walking, biking, and using assistive
devices, thereby reducing the miles traveled by
single occupancy vehicles.
Action 3.1 Climate Action Plan
Support Tacoma’s Climate Action Plan by
developing a comprehensive pedestrian and
bicycle network. Assist in realizing the goal of
reducing Tacoma’s greenhouse gas emission
levels to fifteen percent below 1990 levels by
2012, 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2020,
and 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.
Action 3.2 Parking Strategies to Reduce
Driving
Support changing parking policies to discourage
single occupancy vehicle driving, while
recognizing the need to provide accessible
parking.
Action 3.3 End of Trip Facilities for Active
Commuting
Give incentives for bicycle storage, locker rooms
and shower facilities for all major office building
construction and remodeling projects in the
downtown core.
Action 3.4 Establish Vehicle Miles Traveled
Goals
Work with the City’s Commute Trip Reduction
Coordinator, Puget Sound Clean Air Agency,
Puget Sound Regional Council or other relevant
agencies to set annual per-capita vehicle-milestraveled goals that will encourage residents to
drive less.

4. Transit and Streetcar Integration
Action 2.5: Development Incentives for
Promoting Walkability
Provide height bonuses and other incentives to
developments that promote walkability and that
provide amenities such as weather protection,
seating and improved pedestrian connectivity.

Coordinate with Sound Transit and Pierce
Transit to expand nonmotorized mobility through
the integration of pedestrian and bicycle facilities
with the transit and streetcar systems.

Action 2.6 ADA Accessibility
Ensure that all new facilities are ADA-compliant
to provide access for pedestrians of all abilities.

Action 4.1: Connections and Transfers
Increase the number of multimodal trips that
include traveling as a pedestrian or bicyclist for
at least one trip segment by improving and
simplifying connections and transfers.
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Action 4.2: Incorporating Bikeways into
Transit Projects
Consider incorporating bikeways in transit
projects that include exclusive transit use of a
right-of-way, such as bus mall, bus rapid transit
or streetcar.
Action 4.3: Support Bus, Rail, and Streetcar
Network
Support a frequent and convenient bus, rail, and
streetcar network to magnify the impact of
planning for movement as by pedestrians and
bicyclists.
Action 4.4: Routes to Transit
Provide safe and accessible routes and
intersections to transit for pedestrians of all
abilities.
Action 4.5: Bicycle Facilities at Transit
Hubs
Provide safe end-of-trip facilities (bike parking,
bike lockers, etc) at all streetcar stations and
transit facilities served by four or more routes.

5. Connectivity and Access
Plan new development on a grid pattern for
good street connectivity and access for
pedestrians and bicyclists.
Action 5.1: Cul-de-Sac Connectivity
Enhance mobility in existing cul-de-sac
development with shared-use paths for through
access for pedestrians and bicyclists to adjacent
street corridors.
Action Item 5.2: Regional Connectivity
Work cooperatively with adjoining jurisdictions
on bicycle and pedestrian connections and trail
projects to ensure regional links for commuters
and recreational users in and outside of Tacoma

Action 6.2: Inspection and Maintenance
Create safe and accessible bikeways and
walkways through regular inspection and
maintenance.
Action 6.3: Bicycle and Pedestrian Routes
through Construction Zones
Identify safe, convenient, well-marked and
accessible alternative routes for bicyclists and
pedestrians through construction zones.
Action 6.4: Establish Routine
Maintenance Program
Establish a routine maintenance program that
encourages citizens to report maintenance
issues that impact bicyclist and pedestrian
safety.
Action 6.5: Ongoing Maintenance Strategy
Develop an on-going city-wide maintenance
strategy for nonmotorized transportation
facilities.

7. Education and Encouragement
Increase the public’s awareness and usage of
the bicycle and pedestrian network in Tacoma
through targeted education and encouragement
programs. Specific programs are detailed in
Chapter 4 of the 2010 Mobility Master Plan
Study and the 2008 ADA Transition Plan.
Example programs include Bike Month, Sunday
Parkways, and supporting campaigns.
Action 7.1: Safety Education
Educate the general public on bicycle and
walking safety issues and encourage
nonmotorized transportation with programs that
target pedestrians, bicyclists and motorists.
Action 7.2: Linking Trips Education
Educate the general public about linking trips
(trip-chaining) to reduce the number of trips
taken per day.

6. Maintenance
Ensure pedestrian and bicycle facilities are
clean, safe, and, accessible, and promote active
use.

Action 7.3: Promotion through City
Sponsored Events
Encourage pedestrians and bicyclists through
City-sponsored events and expanded Bike
Month activities.

Action 6.1: Prioritize Safety
Prioritize pedestrian and bicyclist safety during
construction and maintenance activities and
ensure that the City's accessibility guidelines are
followed.

Action 7.4: Safety Education for Children
Educate school children on safe pedestrian and
bicycle behavior.
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Action 7.5: Education on Laws and
Regulations
Educate the general public on bicycle and
pedestrian laws and regulations via the City’s
website and other educational programs.

Action 8.4: Barriers and Hazards
Reduce barriers and hazards to nonmotorized
users by ensuring safe and sufficient crossings
of major roadways and by providing routes that
minimize steep slopes.

Action 7.6: Education for Drivers
Educate drivers (transit drivers, delivery drivers,
etc.) on bicyclist rights and safe motoring
behavior around bicyclists. Provide appropriate
materials to pedestrians, motorists and cyclists
convicted of specified violations
Action 7.7: Safe Routes to Schools
Establish Safe Routes to School Programs in
collaboration with Tacoma schools. Apply for
Safe Routes to School grants through the
Washington State Department of Transportation.
Action 7.8: Proper and Safe Behavior
Educate bicyclists and pedestrians on proper
and safe behavior for biking and walking via the
City’s website and other education programs.
Action 7.9: Awareness of Pedestrians with
Disabilities
Improve the general public's awareness of the
transportation needs and requirements of people
with a variety of mobility and sensory disabilities
via the City’s website and other education
programs.

8. Health and Safety
Promote active lifestyles by working with the
Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department
(TPCHD) to provide educational programs and
safe and accessible routes for bicyclists and
pedestrians of all ages and abilities.
Action 8.1: Partner with TPCHD
Collaborate with the Tacoma-Pierce County
Health Department on active living and active
transportation projects that address and seek to
reduce health-related issues such as obesity.
Action 8.2: Reduce Crashes
Reduce crashes involving bicyclists,
pedestrians, and motor vehicles by at least 10
percent by 2015.
Action 8.3: Address Conflicts
Use current engineering best practices for
minimizing and mitigating conflicts between
bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles.

9. Engineering
Apply high-quality engineering and design to
bicycle and pedestrian physical infrastructure.
Action 9.1: Signal Prioritization
Install signal prioritization for nonmotorized
users in appropriate locations.
Action 9.2: Bicycle Detection at
Intersections
Install bicycle detection mechanisms at
signalized intersections.
Action 9.3: Traffic Calming
Install traffic calming facilities where appropriate
for improved nonmotorized travel.
Action 9.4: Separated Bicycle Facilities
Install separated bicycle facilities where bike
lane striping does not provide appropriate riding
conditions.
Action 9.5: Design Guidelines
Adopt and adhere to facility standards which
support the Pedestrian and Bicycle Design
Guidelines as presented in the 2010 Mobility
Master Study, 2008 ADA Transition Plan, and
Complete Streets Design Guidelines.

10. Enforcement
Enhance safety for all road users through
increased traffic enforcement on city streets,
walkways and bikeways.
Action 10.1: Traffic Law Enforcement
Enforce traffic laws consistently for all users
through collaboration with the Tacoma Police
Department.
Action 10.2: Traffic Skills Course
Collaborate with law enforcement and the court
system on the development of a traffic skills
education course aimed to reduce aggressive
and/or negligent behavior among drivers,
bicyclists and pedestrians by providing the
option of taking a traffic skills education course
in lieu of fines for traffic violations.
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Action 10.3: Obstruction Prevention
Prevent the obstruction of dedicated bikeways
and walkways.
Action 10.4: Violation Reporting
Develop and promote efficient mechanisms for
reporting behaviors and conditions that
endanger cyclists and pedestrians to law
enforcement.

11. Evaluation
Establish benchmarks measurements and
monitor the effectiveness of the Mobility Master
Plan on an annual basis.
Action 11.1: Bicycle Tracking
Track citywide trends in bicycle usage through
the use of Census data, annual user surveys,
annual bicycle counts, and PierceTrips.com.
Action 11.2: Bicycle Collision Data
Monitor bicycle collision data with the goal of
reducing bicycle-related collisions.
Action 11.3: Pedestrian/Bicycle Report Card
Produce a regular report card tracking
pedestrian and bicycle trends in Tacoma
including percent of the system that has been
completed, funds invested, identification of
ongoing problems, public feelings of safety,
status of reaching Health and Safety goals, and
educational outreach efforts.
Action 11.4: Track Implementation
Track citywide implementation of improved and
increased walkway and bikeway facilities, ADA
accessible features, and amenities with
supervision of the Implementation Committee.

Action 12.1: Prioritize Funding
Prioritize funding and construction of
nonmotorized facilities in recognition of the
livability, environmental and health benefits
these forms of mobility provide.
Action 12.2: Grant Funding
Pursue state, regional and federal grant funding
for shared-use paths and other nonmotorized
facilities.
Action 12.3: Multiple Strategies
Work with the Implementation Committee,
advocates and elected officials to identify and
pursue multiple strategies to increase funding for
green transportation.
Action 12.4: Dedicated Portion of
Transportation Budget
Dedicate a percentage of the City’s overall
transportation budget to nonmotorized
transportation projects.
Action 12.5: Simultaneous Improvements
Leverage investments made in road
improvement projects by installing improved
bicycle and pedestrian projects simultaneously
regardless of the priority previously placed upon
the bike or pedestrian facilities.
Action 12.6: New Dedicated Source of
Funding
Pursue establishment of a new dedicated source
of funding for Mobility Master Plan
improvements, such as a portion of an additional
locally determined vehicle tab tax, impact fees,
street utility tax, and levy lid lift.

Action 11.5: Collaboration
Collaborate with state, regional and federal
partners to reform system performance
measures and mobility standards in order to
reflect the movement of persons rather than
vehicles and to favor green transportation.

12. Funding
Pursue a dedicated source of funding to
implement the expansion and enhancement of
walkways and bikeways in Tacoma. Supplement
dedicated funds with other funding sources. A
comprehensive list of funding opportunities can
be found in the 2010 Mobility Master Study.

Cyclists cruising down 9th Street
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Exhibit B
Proposed Changes to the
Transportation Element – Unfunded Project List
April 18, 2012
Requested by
(Neighborhood
Council)(a)

Proposed Project

1. Browns Point Blvd – Complete sidewalks along at Northeast
least one side of Browns Point Blvd from 33rd
Street NE to intersection with Norpoint Way near
21st Ave NE with priorities between Crescent
Heights to Norpoint Way, Norpoint Way to 51st St
NE, Howard’s Corner to McMurray Rd, and 51st
St NE to the north end of Norpoint Way NE.
Northeast
2. SR509 and Slayden Road Intersection – Install
traffic control devices on all legs of the
intersection to improve access and intersection
movements.
3. Northshore Parkway from Nassau to Norpoint
Northeast
Way - Provide uphill (eastbound) passing lane,
bike lanes, sidewalks on north side, landscaping
between Nassau and Norpoint Way, and evaluate
signal at 45th Ave NE and/or 42nd Ave NE
4. McMurray Road from Marine View Drive to
Browns Point Blvd – Install streetlights and
sidewalk on at least one side
5. 45th Street NE from Nassau Ave NE to Norpoint
Way – Install pedestrian protected crosswalk
6. Jackson Ave from S 19th St to SR 16 – Install
traffic calming devices
7. N 23rd St and Shirley St – Install a roundabout or
traffic calming devices near the intersection for
pedestrians crossing to Kandle Park
8. South Tacoma Gateways – Install streetscape
improvements at all arterial entryways to the
South Tacoma Neighborhood Council area
9. S 60th from Oakes to Pine Street – Install
sidewalk
10. Washington Street from S 54th to S 58th Street –
Improve existing sidewalk and add separation
between on-street parking
11. South Tacoma Sound Transit Station – Complete
sidewalks along S 58th and S 60th to connect to
South Tacoma Way
12. S 68th St between S Mullen and S Gove St –
Install sidewalks on the north side

Northeast

Northeast
West End
West End

Proposed Change
to the
Transportation
Element
Add as a new
NAS(b) project

Add as a new NAS
project

Amend the current
NAS project
“Northshore
Parkway from
Nassau to Norpoint
Way”
Add as a new NAS
project
Add as a new NAS
project
Add as a new NAS
project
Add as a new NAS
project

South Tacoma

Add as a new NAS
project

South Tacoma

Add as a new NAS
project
Add as a new NAS
project

South Tacoma

South Tacoma

Add as a new NAS
project

South Tacoma

Add as a new NAS
project
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Requested by
(Neighborhood
Council)(a)

Proposed Project
13. S 60th at Lawrence, Montgomery, and Alder St –
Install ADA ramps at each intersection.
14. McKinley Hill to downtown Tacoma – Complete
sidewalks
15. Residential areas located just north of the
intersections of East 38th and Howe and East 38th
and K Streets – Install streetlights and pedestrian
improvements, such as crosswalks
16. E 54th St from Pacific Ave to Bell St – Street
improvements
17. Railroad Crossings at E 48th and E 52nd –
Improve roadway over railroad tracks
18. N 21st from Proctor to Pearl St – Complete
sidewalk network

19. Pedestrian overpass between Old Town Business
District and Ruston Way – Grade separated
pedestrian link over the rail lines
20. N 29th Crossing between White and Carr St –
Install pedestrian crossing/connection between
Ursich Park and Old Town Park
21. North 9th and North 11th St – Rehabilitate
cobblestone streets
22. N Steele and M St – Install historic style
streetlights
23. Sprague Ave from SR 16 to S 19th St – Install
streetscape improvements at entryway
24. 6th Avenue from Sprague to Alder St – Complete
sidewalk network and provide crosswalks
25. Union Ave between SR 16 and S 23rd St –
Complete sidewalk network and provide
crosswalk between shopping center and Senior
Center
26. S 15th, S 19th, Prospect, and Trafton St – Provide
street improvements to unimproved streets in this
area.

South Tacoma
Eastside
Eastside

Eastside
Eastside
North End

North End

Proposed Change
to the
Transportation
Element
Add as a new NAS
project
Add as a new NAS
project
Add as a new NAS
project

Add as a new NAS
project
Add as a new NAS
project
Replace the current
NAS project “N 21st
(Orchard to Huson,
Bennett; Baltimore
to Villard; Highland
alley)
Add as a new NAS
project

North End

Add as a new NAS
project

North End

Add as a new NAS
project
Add as a new NAS
project
Add as a new NAS
project
Add as a new NAS
project
Add as a new NAS
project

North End
Central
Central
Central

Central

Add as a new NAS
project

Notes:

(a) NAS = “Neighborhood Action Strategies” project category
(b) The New Tacoma and South End Neighborhood Councils had no changes to the previous
Transportation Action Strategies.
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2012 Annual Amendment Application No. 2012-07
Minor Amendments and Refinements
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY
APRIL 18, 2012
Application #:

2012-07

Applicant:

Community & Economic Development Department

Contact:

Brian Boudet, Long-Range Planning Division

Type of Amendment:

Land Use Regulatory Code Text Changes
Comprehensive Plan Map and Text Changes

Current Land Use Intensity:

Various

Current Area Zoning:

Various

Size of Area:

Not Applicable

Location:

City-wide

Neighborhood Council area:

City-wide

Proposed Amendment:

Minor amendments and refinements to the Environmental Policy
Element of the Comprehensive Plan and the Tacoma Municipal
Code Chapters 13.04 (Platting and Subdivisions), 13.05 (Land Use
Permit Procedures), 13.06 (Zoning), and 13.07 (Landmarks and
Historic Special Review Districts), to address inconsistencies,
correct minor errors, and provide additional clarity.

Planning Commission Recommendations:
The proposed minor amendments and refinements to the Comprehensive Plan and the Land Use
regulatory Code (Tacoma Municipal Code, Chapter 13) were compiled in the Public Review Document
released for public review in February 2012. The Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on
March 7, 2012 and kept the record open through March 16, 2012 to receive additional written comments.
Based on the public testimony received, the Planning Commission made the following modifications to
the proposed amendments to the Land Use regulatory Code as contained in the Public Review Document:
• Limiting the allowance for drive-throughs in the HMX Hospital Medical Mixed-Use District to
hospitals and associated medical uses, while prohibiting non-medical related drive-throughs such
as those at fast food restaurants (see Exhibit A, page 13 of 31); and
•

Allowing doggy daycare facilities with outdoor space in the CIX Commercial Industrial MixedUse District. (Note: While doggy daycare facilities are a permitted use in CIX, they are not
currently allowed to include any outdoor space.) (see Exhibit A, page 13 of 31)

The Planning Commission recommends that the City Council adopt the proposed minor amendments and
refinements to the Land Use Regulatory Code (Chapter 13 of the Tacoma Municipal Code) and the
Environmental Policy Element of the Comprehensive Plan as shown in Exhibits A and B.
Exhibits:
A. Proposed Amendments to the Land Use Regulatory Code
B. Proposed Amendments to the Environmental Policy Element
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2012 Annual Amendment Application No. 2012-07
Minor Amendments and Refinements
RECOMMENDED LAND USE REGULATORY CODE CHANGES
April 18, 2012

Chapter 13.04 – Platting and Subdivisions
13.04.040 – Definitions
13.04.070 – Alteration (new section)
13.04.075 – Vacation (new section)
13.04.105 – Replat or redivision of platted lots (new section)
Chapter 13.05 – Land Use Permit Procedures
13.05.030 – Land Use Administrator − Creation and purpose − Appointment − Authority.
13.05.095 – Development Regulation Agreements
Chapter 13.06 - Zoning
13.06.100 – Residential Development
13.06.145 – Small-Lot Single-Family Residential Development
13.06.150 – Accessory Dwelling Units
13.06.200 – Commercial Districts
13.06.300 – Mixed-Use Center Distrcits
13.06.510 – Off-Street Parking and Storage Areas
13.06.521 – General Sign Regulations
13.06.522 – District Sign Regulations
13.06.630 – Nonconforming Parcels/Uses/Structures
13.06.640 – Conditional Use Permit
13.06.700 – Definitions and Illustrations
Chapter 13.07 – Landmarks and Historic Special Review Districts
13.07.100 – Criteria for the Relocation of a City Landmark

Note: These amendments show all of the changes to existing Land Use regulations. The sections
included are only those portions of the code that are associated with these amendments. New text is
underlined and text that has been deleted is shown as strikethrough.
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Chapter 13.04
PLATTING AND SUBDIVISIONS
Sections:
13.04.010
13.04.020
13.04.030
13.04.040
13.04.050
13.04.055
13.04.060
13.04.070
13.04.075
13.04.085
13.04.088
13.04.090
13.04.095
13.04.100
13.04.105
13.04.110
13.04.120
13.04.130
13.04.140
13.04.150
13.04.160
13.04.165
13.04.170
13.04.180
13.04.190
13.04.200
13.04.210
13.04.220
13.04.230
13.04.240
13.04.250
13.04.260
13.04.270
13.04.280
13.04.290
13.04.300
13.04.305
13.04.310
31.04.315

Title.
Intent and authority.
Policy.
Definitions.
Jurisdiction.
Platting on shorelines.
Exclusions.
Alteration.
Vacation.
Boundary line adjustment.
Binding site plan approval.
Short subdivisions and short plats.
Appeals.
Plat procedures.
Replat or redivision of platted lots.
General requirements and minimum standards.
Conformity to the Comprehensive Plan and the Major Street Plan.
Relation to adjoining street system.
Access.
Conformity to topography.
Street widths.
Streetlights.
Roadways.
Street design.
Dead-end streets.
Alleys.
Easements.
Blocks.
Lots.
Plats within Planned Residential Development Districts (PRD Districts).
Duplication of names.
Public open space.
Checking by the City Engineer − Charges.
Development of illegally divided land − Innocent purchaser for value.
Development of illegally divided land − Public interest determination.
Model home.
Temporary rental or sales offices, contractors’ offices, and signs.
Subdivisions.
Repealed.

***
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13.04.040 Definitions.
For the purpose of these regulations, certain words used herein are defined as follows:
A. “Alley” shall mean a public or private accessway which provides a means of vehicular access to
abutting property.
B. “All weather surface” shall mean asphaltic concrete pavement conforming to the requirements of the
“City of Tacoma Department of Public Works General Specifications for Street and Sewer Construction
(Requirements for Private Permits − January 1963),” or as hereafter amended, with a standard thickness
of three inches unless otherwise specified by the City Engineer, or portland cement concrete pavement
conforming to the requirements of the “City of Tacoma Department of Public Works General
Specifications for Street and Sewer Construction (Requirements for Private Permits − January 1963),” or
as hereinafter amended, with a standard thickness of six inches unless otherwise specified by the City
Engineer.
C. “Alteration” shall mean a change to a finalized binding site plan, plat, short plat, or portion thereof,
that results in a modification to its exterior boundaries or the location and/or size of rights-of-way, utility
easements, open space, park or other similar community amenities created as part of the binding site plan,
plat, or short plat. An alteration does not include boundary line adjustments, replats or an allowable
increase in short plat lots.
DC. “Binding site plan” shall mean a drawing to scale showing a plan for the development of a specific
parcel of land, which drawing has been approved as applicable by the Building Official or designee and
which, as a minimum:
1. Shows the areas and locations of all streets, public ways, lot lines, utilities, street improvements and
open spaces, and, also, shall either show site development, driveways, parking layout, landscaping,
lighting, signs, building perimeters and elevations, or shall carry a condition of general site plan approval
that no development or building permit will be granted therefor until additional development plans are
submitted to and approved by the body approving the general binding site plan;
2. Is filed of record in the Pierce County Auditor’s office and is legally enforceable.
ED. “Building line” shall mean a line on a plat indicating the limit beyond which buildings or structures
may not be erected.
FE. “Collector arterial” shall mean a highway whose function is to collect and distribute traffic from
major arterial streets to access streets, or directly to traffic destinations; to serve traffic within a
neighborhood; and to serve neighborhood traffic generators such as a small group of stores, an elementary
school, church, clubhouse,
small hospital, and small apartment area.
GF. “Comprehensive Plan” shall mean the official statement of the Tacoma City Council which sets forth
its major policies concerning desirable future physical development.
HG. “Curb line” shall mean the line defining the limits of a roadway.
IH. “Dead-end street” or “cul-de-sac” shall mean a residential access street with only one outlet.
JI. “Freeway” shall mean a highway the function of which is to permit unimpeded traffic flow through
urban areas and between their major elements or most important traffic generators such as the central
business district, major shopping areas, major university, civic center, or a major sports stadium or
pavilion.
KJ. “Official map” shall mean the map on which the planned locations, particularly of streets, are
indicated with detail and exactness so as to furnish the basis for property acquisition or building
restriction.

Annual Amendment Application #2012-07
Recommended Code Amendments (4-18-12)

- 71 -

Page 3 of 31

LK. “Plat” shall mean the map, drawing or chart on which the subdivider’s plan of subdivision is
presented and which the subdivider submits for approval and intends to record in final form.
ML. “Primary arterial” shall mean a highway the function of which is to expedite movement of through
traffic to a major traffic generator such as the central business district, a major shopping area, a
commercial service district, a small college or university or a military installation; or to expedite
movement of through traffic from community to community, to collect and distribute traffic from
freeways to minor arterial streets, or
directly to traffic destinations.
NM. “Residential access street” shall mean a highway the primary function of which is to provide access
to residential property.
O. “Replat” or “Redivision” shall mean an action resulting in the division of a lot located within a
previously recorded binding site plan, plat, or short plat.
PN. “Roadway” shall mean the portion or portions of a public or private street or way, or permanent
access easement, improved with an all-weather surface, available for vehicular traffic or the portion or
portions of a public or private street or way, or permanent access easement, improved with an all-weather
surface, available for vehicular traffic between curbs where curbs are laid.
Q.O. “Secondary arterial” shall mean a highway the function of which is to collect and distribute traffic
from a major arterial highway to minor streets or directly to traffic destinations; to serve traffic from
neighborhood to neighborhood within a community center, athletic field, neighborhood shopping area,
major park, golf course, important grouping of churches, multiple residence area, concentration of offices
or clinics, major private recreation facility, or large hospital.
RP. “Short plat” shall mean the map or representation of a short subdivision.
SQ. “Short subdivision” shall mean the division of land into a maximum of four or fewer total lots, tracts,
parcels, sites or subdivisions for the purpose of sale or lease.
TR. “Street width” shall mean the shortest distance between the lines which delineate the right-of-way of
a street.
US. “Subdivision” shall mean the division of a lot, tract or parcel of land into five or more lots or other
divisions of land for the purpose, whether immediate or future, of transfer of ownership, lease or building
development, including all changes in street or lot lines, and shall include all resubdivision of land. The
division of contiguous parcels of land resulting in a five or more total lots, tracts, parcels, or sites, and
which are served by a shared public and/or private street or way, and/or permanent access easement shall
be deemed a subdivision.
VT. “Transit street” shall mean a street on which regularly scheduled bus service operates at frequencies
of 15 minutes or less during peak travel periods. Transit streets are designated by the Director of Public
Works in consultation with Pierce Transit and include streets designated in Section 11.05.492 of the
Tacoma Municipal Code.
W. “Vacation” shall mean an action to extinguish the effect and force of a finalized binding site plan, plat,
or short plat or portion thereof, such that the property reverts to its pre-subdivision parent parcel
configuration.
***
13.04.070 Alteration.
The alteration of any binding site plan, plat, short plat, or portion thereof, is subject to the procedures set
forth in RCW 58.17 and applicable sections of the Tacoma Municipal Code, including Chapter 13.05
Land Use Permit Procedures.
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13.04.075 Vacation
The vacation of any binding site plan, plat, short plat, or portion thereof, is subject to the procedures set
forth in RCW 58.17 and applicable sections of the Tacoma Municipal Code, including Chapter 13.05
Land Use Permit Procedures.
***
13.04.105 Replat or redivision of platted lots.
The division of a lot located within a recorded binding site plan, plat or short plat shall be processed as a
new application in accordance with this chapter and other applicable sections of the Tacoma Municipal
Code. Minor adjustments to existing lot lines within a recorded subdivision may be allowed in
accordance with the procedures set forth in TMC 13.04.085 provided no new lots are created.
***
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Chapter 13.05
LAND USE PERMIT PROCEDURES
***
13.05.030 Land Use Administrator − Creation and purpose − Appointment − Authority.
***
F. Reasonable Accommodation. Any person claiming to have a handicap, or someone acting on his or her
behalf, who wishes to be excused from an otherwise applicable requirement of this Land Use Code under
the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988, 42 USC § 3604(f)(3)(b), or the Washington Law Against
Discrimination, Chapter 49.60 RCW, must provide the Land Use Administrator with verifiable
documentation of handicap eligibility and need for accommodation. The Administrator shall act promptly
on the request for accommodation. If handicap eligibility and need for accommodation are demonstrated,
the Administrator shall approve an accommodation, which may include granting an exception to the
provisions of this Code. The City shall not charge any fee for responding to such a request.
1. Purpose. This section provides a procedure for a request for reasonable accommodation made by any
person with a disability, their representative or any entity, when the application of a land use regulation
acts as a barrier to fair housing opportunities and must provide the Land Use Administrator with
verifiable documentation of handicap eligibility and need for accommodation.
2. Application. Requests for reasonable accommodation shall be submitted in the form of a letter to the
Building and Land Use Services Division of the Community and Economic Development Department and
shall include the following:
a. The applicant’s name, address, and telephone number;
b. Address of the property for which the request is being made;
c. The current actual use of the property;
d. The basis for the claim that the individual is considered disabled under the fair housing laws:
identification and description of the disability which is the basis for the request for accommodation,
including current, written medical certification and description of disability and its effects on the person’s
medical, physical or mental limitations;
e. The zoning code provision, regulation or policy from which reasonable accommodation is being
requested, including all applicable material necessary to reach a decision regarding the need for the
accommodation, such as drawings, pictures, plans, correspondence or any other background information
relevant to the request;
f. The type of accommodation being sought and why the reasonable accommodation is necessary to make
the specific property accessible to the individual;
g. Other supportive information deemed necessary by the department to facilitate proper consideration of
the request, consistent with the Acts; and
3. No application fee shall apply to a request for reasonable accommodation (unless the request is being
made concurrently with an application for some other Land Use discretionary application, in which case
the applicant shall pay only the required application fee for that other discretionary approval).
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4. Review Authority and Review Procedure.
a. Review Authority. Requests for reasonable accommodation shall be reviewed by the Land Use
Administrator, or his/her designee.
b. Other Review Authority. Requests for reasonable accommodation submitted for concurrent review
with another Land Use discretionary application shall be reviewed by the authority reviewing the
discretionary land use application; further, a reasonable accommodation cannot waive a requirement for a
Conditional Use Permit when otherwise required or result in approval of uses when otherwise prohibited
by the City’s land use and zoning regulations.
c. Review Procedure. The Land Use Administrator, or his/her designee, shall either grant, grant with
conditions, or deny a request for reasonable accommodation in accordance with 13.05.030.F.5 (Findings
and Decision).
d. The Land Use Administrator may require a Concomitant Zoning Agreement (CZA) be recorded with
the Pierce County Auditor to ensure conditions of approval are met. The City will be responsible for
creating the CZA and will provide it to the applicant. The CZA must be recorded prior to issuance of
Certificate of Occupancy or Certificate of Completion for the associated building permit;
e. A notice of the Land Use Administrator’s decision will be mailed to all property owners/taxpayers
located within 100 feet of the site where the accommodation is requested.
5. Findings and Decision. The written decision to grant or deny a request for reasonable accommodation
will be consistent with the Acts and shall be based on consideration of the following factors, with or
without conditions:
a. The requested accommodation is necessary to make specific housing available to a disabled person;
b. The housing will be used by a disabled person;
c. The requested accommodation would not require a fundamental alteration in the nature of a city
program or law, including land use and zoning; and
d. The requested accommodation would not impose an undue financial or administrative burden on the
City;
6. Reasonable Conditions. In granting a request for reasonable accommodation, the reviewing authority
may further impose conditions of approval that are deemed reasonable and necessary to ensure that the
reasonable accommodation would comply with the findings required under 13.05.030.F.5 above, such as
removal of the improvements, where removal would not constitute an unreasonable financial burden and
when the need for which the accommodation was granted no longer exists.
***
13.05.095 Development Regulation Agreements.
***
B. Applicability. Development Regulation Agreements shall only be allowed for one of the following
project types:
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1. Proposed projects located within the International Financial Services Area (IFSA), as defined in the
City’s Amended Ordinance No. 27825, with a building footprint of at least 15,000 square feet and a
proposed height of at least 75 feet;
2. Proposed projects located within the “Working Definition of Downtown,” Downtown Regional Growth
Center as set forth in Figure 1 in the Downtown Element Growth Strategy and Developent Concept
Element of the City Comprehensive Plan, provided that the real property involved is subject to a
significant measure of public ownership or control, and provided that the project includes a building
footprint of at least 15,000 square feet and a proposed height of at least 75 feet;
***
D. Review criteria. The City Manager, and such designee or designees as may be appointed for the
purpose, shall negotiate
acceptable terms and conditions of the proposed Development Regulation Agreement based on the
following criteria:
1. The Development Regulation Agreement conforms to the existing Comprehensive Plan. Except for
projects on a public facility site of at least five acres in size, conformance must be demonstrated by the
project, as described in the Development Regulation Agreement, scoring 800 points out of a possible
1000 points, according to the following scoring system (based on the Downtown Element of the City
Comprehensive Plan):
a. Balanced healthy economy. In any project where more than 60 30 percent of the floorspace is Class A
office space office, commercial, or retail, one point shall be awarded for every 200 square feet of gross
floorspace (excluding parking) up to a maximum of 290 points.
b. Achieving vitality downtown. Up to 40 points shall be awarded for each of the following categories: (i)
CPTED design (“Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design”), (ii) sunlight access to priority
public use areas, (iii) view maximization, (iv) connectivity, (v) quality materials and design, (vi)
remarkable features, (vii) access to open space, and (viii) street edge activation and building ground
orientation.
c. Sustainability. Up to 50 points shall be awarded for each of the following categories: (i) complete
streets, (ii) transit connections, and (iii) energy conservation design to a L.E.E.D. (Leadership in Energy
and Environmental Design) certification to a platinum level or certified under another well-recognized
rating system to a level equivalent to certification to a platinum level.
d. Quality Urban Design. Up to 60 points shall be awarded for each of the following categories: (i) walk
ability, (ii) public environment, (iii) neighborly outlook, and (iv) support for public art.
***
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Pipestem lots shall provide the required front setback along one of the property lines that abut or are nearest to
the accessway/lot extension. The accessway/lot extension shall not be included when measuring the setback.
The front yard setback will determine the orientation of the other required setbacks.
***

Garage doorsVehicular doors that face the front property line, where such property line abuts a public street or
private road, shall be setback a minimum of 20 feet from the front property line or private road easement.

For townhouse dwellings, the minimum front yard setback shall apply only along the front property line of the
development, and not to property lines internal to the development. For additional townhouse development
requirements, see Section 13.06.100.G.

25

Certain conditional uses may require different minimum setbacks. See Section 13.06.640.
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These residential setback requirements are designed to provide yard areas that help to minimize impacts
between neighboring uses, allow space for recreational activities, allow access to light and air, serve as filtration
areas for storm water run-off, provide a level of privacy and comfort, provide emergency and utility access
around and into buildings, provide public view corridors, create a pleasing, rhythmic streetscape, promote
consistency with existing development patterns, and promote the desired character of residential neighborhoods.
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Minimum Front Setback

Setbacks (in feet)

R-1

D. Lot size and building envelope standards.

13.06.100 Residential Districts.

***

ZONING

Chapter 13.06

13.06.145

Small-lot single-family residential development.
***

E. Design Standards − Level 1. The following design standards shall be met for all new single-family
dwellings on new lots that are up to 10% smaller than the applicable minimum lot size and/or width
requirements in Section 13.06.100.D, and on all pre-existing lots that are smaller than the current,
applicable minimum lot size and/or width requirements in Section 13.06.100.D:
1. Clear building entries. Dwellings shall provide a clearly defined building entrance that faces the street
and provide weather protection that is at least 4 feet deep along the width of the building entry. A porch
may serve to comply with this provision.
2. Garages:
a. The garage shall be located in the rear with rear access if suitable access is available, such as abutting
right-of-way that is or can be practicably developed.
b. Where vehicular access is not available from an alley or side street, garages or carports shall be setback
at least 5 feet behind the front facade of the house or the front of a covered porch (where the porch is at
least 48 square feet and contains no dimension less than 6 feet). In addition, garage doors vehicular doors
and carports (measurement based on width of canopy) shall not occupy more than 50% of the width of the
front façade.
***
13.06.150 Accessory dwelling units.
***
C. Requirements. The creation of an ADU shall be subject to the following requirements, which shall not
be subject to variance.
1. Number. One ADU shall be allowed per residential lot as a subordinate use in conjunction with any
new or existing single-family detached dwelling in the City of Tacoma. The lot must meet the standard
minimum lot size requirement for a single-family detached dwelling in the applicable zoning district (for
example, in the R-2 zoning district a single-family lot must be at least 5,000 square feet to be eligible to
have an ADU).
2. Occupancy. The maximum number of occupants in an ADU shall be 4 persons. Maximum occupancy
may be further limited by the Minimum Building and Structures Code in Title 2.
3. Location. The ADU shall be permitted as a second dwelling unit added to or created within the main
building or, when allowed, permitted as a detached unit preferably located in the rear yard and/or adjacent
to alleys. A detached ADU shall not be located in front of the main building or in the side yard setback
area.
4. Composition. The ADU shall include facilities for cooking, living, sanitation, and sleeping.
5. Size. The ADU, excluding any garage area and other non-living areas, such as workshops or
greenhouses, shall not exceed 40 percent of the total square footage of the main building and the ADU
combined, after modification or construction. In addition, the maximum square footage of a detached
ADU shall not exceed 10% of the square footage of the lot. An ADU shall not contain less than
300 square feet or more than 1,000 square feet.
6. Height. The maximum height limit for detached ADUs shall be the same as for other detached
accessory structures (see Section 13.06.100.D); provided that two-story structures, where a detached
ADU is located on the second floor, may be allowed up to 25 feet in height with the approval of a
conditional use permit.
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7. Setbacks. Detached ADUs shall be setback a minimum of 5 feet from the side and rear property lines,
except when the detached ADU abuts an alley where no setback along the alley shall be required.
8. Ownership. The property owner (i.e., title holder or contract purchaser) must maintain his or her
occupancy in the main building or the ADU. Owners shall sign an affidavit which attests to their
occupancy and attests that, at no time, shall they receive rent for the owner-occupied unit. Falsely
attesting owner-residency shall be a misdemeanor subject to a fine not to exceed $5,000, including all
statutory costs, assessments, and fees. In addition, ADUs shall not be subdivided or otherwise segregated
in ownership from the main building.
9. Design − Attached ADUs. An attached ADU shall be designed to maintain the architectural design,
style, appearance, and character of the main building as a single-family residence. If an attached ADU
extends beyond the current footprint or existing height of the main building, such an addition must be
consistent with the existing facade, roof pitch, siding, and windows. Only one entrance for the main
building is permitted to be located in the front facade of the dwelling. If a separate outside entrance is
necessary for an attached ADU, it must be located either off the rear or side of the main building. Such
entrance must not be visible from the same view of the building which encompasses the main entrance to
the building and must provide a measure of visual privacy. For units with a separate exterior entrance, a
pedestrian walkway, which shall be at least 4 feet wide and composed of materials that are distinct from
any adjacent vehicle driving or parking surfaces, shall be provided between the ADU and the nearest
public sidewalk, or where no sidewalk exists, the nearest public street right-of-way.
10. Design − Detached ADUs. A detached ADU shall be designed to match the architectural design,
style, appearance, and character of the main building by utilizing complimentary colors and finish
materials, window styles, and a roof design similar to the main building. The entrance door to a detached
ADU shall not face the same property line as the entrance door to the main building except when the
entrance door to the ADU is located behind the rear wall of the main building. A pedestrian walkway,
which shall be at least 4 feet wide and composed of materials that are distinct from any adjacent vehicle
driving or parking surfaces, shall be provided between the detached ADU and the nearest public sidewalk,
or where no sidewalk exists, the nearest public street right-of-way.
11. Parking. One off-street parking space shall be required for the ADU, in addition to the off-street
parking required for the main building, pursuant to Section 13.06.510. Such parking shall be located in
the rear portion of the lot and shall not be accessed from the front if suitable access to the rear is available,
such as an abutting right-of-way that is or can practicably be developed. If access is not practicably
available to the rear yard, subject to determination by the City Engineer, then vehicular access to the front
may be developed subject to the limitations in Section 13.06.510.A.6.
12. Home occupations. Home occupations shall be allowed, subject to existing regulations, in either the
ADU or the main building, but not both.
13. Concomitant Agreement. Upon issuance of an ADU permit by the City, a property owner must record
with the Pierce County Auditor a concomitant agreement. Specific procedures are identified in
subsection B.5.
1413. Legalization of Nonconforming ADUs. Nonconforming ADUs existing prior to the enactment of
these requirements may be found to be legal if the property owner applied for an ADU permit prior to
December 31, 1995, and brings the unit up to Minimum Housing Code standards. After January 1, 1996,
owners of illegal ADUs shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and, upon conviction thereof, subject to a fine
not to exceed $1,000, including all statutory costs, assessments, and fees, plus $75 per day after notice of
the violation has been made. All owners of illegal ADUs shall also be required to either legalize the unit
or remove it.
***
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Additional Regulations2, 3 (also see footnotes at bottom of table)

Permitted use in this district.
Conditional use in this district. Requires conditional use permit, consistent with the criteria and procedures of Section 13.06.640.
Temporary Uses allowed in this district subject to specified provisions and consistent with the criteria and procedures of Section 13.06.635.
Prohibited use in this district.

4. District use table.

P =
CU =
TU =
N =

3. Use table abbreviations.

2. Use requirements. The following use table designates all permitted, limited, and prohibited uses in the districts listed. Use classifications not
listed in this section or provided for in Section 13.06.500 are prohibited, unless permitted via Section 13.05.030.E. Certain street level use
restrictions may apply; see Section 13.06.200.C.4 below.

1. Applicability. The following tables compose the land use regulations for all districts of Section 13.06.200. All portions of Section 13.06.200
and applicable portions of Section 13.06.500 apply to all new development of any land use variety, including additions and remodels, in all
districts in Section 13.06.200, unless explicit exceptions or modifications are noted. The requirements of Section 13.06.200.A through
Section 13.06.200.C are not eligible for variance. When portions of this section are in conflict with other portions of Chapter 13.06, the more
restrictive shall apply.

C. Land use requirements.

13.06.200 Commercial Districts.
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Mixed-Use Center Districts.
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P

P

Animal sales and
service

Drive-through
with any use

P

P

CCX
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NCX

Uses

3. District use table.

P

P

UCX

P

P

UCXTD

N

N

RCX1

P

***

P

***

CIX

NP*

N

HM
X

N

N

URX

N

N

NRX

P = Permitted use in this district.
CU = Conditional use in this district. Requires conditional use permit, consistent with the criteria
and procedures of Section 13.06.640.
TU = Temporary use consistent with Section 13.06.635.
N = Prohibited use in this district.

2. Use table abbreviations.
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See Section 13.06.510 Table 2 for
additional driveway and drive-through
standards and restrictions.
* In the HMX District, drive-throughs
are only allowed for hospitals and
associated medical uses.

Except in the CIX District, mMust be
conducted entirely within an enclosed
structure. See Table 13.06.200.D for
setback requirements specific to
animal sales and service. Must be set
back 20 feet from any adjacent
residential district or use.

Additional Regulations3, 4, 5 (also see
footnotes at bottom of table)

1. Use requirements. The following use table designates all permitted, limited, and prohibited uses in the districts listed. Use classifications not
listed in this section or provided for in Section 13.06.500 are prohibited, unless permitted via Section 13.05.030.E.

D. Land use requirements.

13.06.300
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Not subject to RCX residential
requirement.1
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Footnotes:
1. The floor area of any development in RCX must be at least 75 percent residential, unless otherwise noted.
2. For uses that are restricted from locating at street-level along designated pedestrian or core pedestrian streets, the following limited exception
is provided. Entrances, lobbies, management offices, and similar common facilities that provide access to and service a restricted use that is
located above and/or behind street-level uses shall be allowed, as long as they occupy no more than 50-percent or 75 feet, whichever is less,
of the site’s street-level frontage on the designated pedestrian or core pedestrian street. See Section 13.06.300.C. for the list of designated
pedestrian and core pedestrian streets.
3. For historic structures and sites, certain uses that are otherwise prohibited may be allowed, subject to the approval of a conditional use
permit. See Section 13.06.640.F for additional details, limitations and requirements.
4. Commercial shipping containers shall not be an allowed type of accessory building in any mixed-use zoning district. Such storage
containers may be allowed as a temporary use, subject to the limitations and standards in Section 13.06.635.
5. Additional restrictions on the location of parking in mixed-use zoning districts are contained in the parking regulations – see Section
13.06.510.A.1 Table 2.
***

School, public or
private

***

13.06.510 Off-street parking and storage areas.
A. Purpose. To ensure the safe and adequate flow of traffic in public right-of-way, it is deemed in the
interest of the public health, safety, and general welfare that off-street parking areas be required as a
necessary part of the development and use of land, and to ensure that required parking areas are designed
to perform in a safe and efficient manner. Additionally, to minimize impacts to adjacent uses from areas
used for storage of vehicles and other materials, specific design and development standards for such areas
are provided in Subsection D.
Minimum parking requirements are particularly important in order to ensure resident, visitor, customer,
and employee parking within reasonable distance to the uses served, reduce congestion on adjacent streets;
and to minimize, to the extent possible, spillover parking into adjacent residential areas. The requirements
herein set forth are also established to discourage under-used parking facilities and to minimize the amount
of land dedicated to parking, consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, that encourages economic
development, transit use, carpooling, energy conservation, and air quality improvement by providing for:
only the minimum number of stalls necessary, compact stalls, shared parking between uses, transportation
demand management, and incentives for reducing the size of parking areas.
Applicability. Buildings, structures, or uses hereafter established, built, enlarged, increased in capacity, or
changed in principal use in all districts shall provide the following off-street parking areas:
1. Off-street parking spaces - quantity. The quantity of off-street parking shall be provided in accordance
with the standards of the tables below.
a. Fractions. Fractions resulting from required parking calculations will be rounded up or down to the
nearest whole number.
b. Multiple uses. Where an establishment on a lot contains multiple types of uses, the required parking
spaces shall be equal to the total spaces determined by computing each use type separately, except where
specifically stated otherwise herein.
c. Use not listed. In the case of a use not specifically mentioned in this section, the requirements for offstreet parking facilities shall be determined by the City Traffic Engineer. Such determination shall be
based upon the requirements for the use specified in this section that is most nearly comparable to the
unspecified use and traffic engineering principles and studies.
d. Historic buildings and sites. Structures and sites that are individually listed on the Tacoma Register of
Historic Places shall be exempt from all parking quantity requirements. This provision does not apply to
Historic Special Review District overlay zones.
e. No parking is required for any structure in existence prior to the adoption of the Tacoma Municipal
Code on May 18, 1953. Existing parking shall not be eliminated or reduced below the parking
requirements. New development shall provide parking as required.

TABLE 1 − Required Off-Street Parking Spaces 9, 14
Use

Unit

Required parking
spaces (minimum)

***
Retail

10 (View-Sensitive)

Retail commercial establishments, except as
otherwise herein, less than 15,000 square feet of
floor area
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1,000 square feet of floor
area.
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TABLE 1 − Required Off-Street Parking Spaces 9, 14
Shopping Center

1,000 square feet of floor
area.

4.00

Retail commercial establishments, except as
otherwise herein

1,000 square feet of floor
area.

4.00

Eating and drinking establishments 11 (View-Sensitive)

1,000 square feet of floor
area.

10.00 6.00

***

TABLE 2 − Parking in Mixed-Use Center Districts
***
Development Standards − Drive-throughs in Mixed-Use Centers. The following standards apply to
drive-throughs located in Mixed-use Centers. See section 13.06.300.D for permitted zones.
1. Driveways that directly connect to any drive-through shall not be allowed along a designated
pedestrian street or designated core pedestrian street.
1.2. Drive-through driveways and stacking lanes must be located at least 150 feet from any bus stop or
transit center, as measured along the curb line between the driveway and the bus stop or transit center
2.3. All vehicle use areas associated with a drive-through shall be located at the side or rear of the
building
3.4. Drive-through windows shall not face a designated pedestrian street and stacking areas shall not lie
between a building and a designated pedestrian street
4.5. Drive-through stacking lane(s) and service window(s) shall be designed and screened from the view
of adjacent properties with landscaping and/or structures
5.6. Pedestrian paths that cross a drive-through aisle shall use a raised platform and be marked with
symbols, signage and/or special painting.
6.7. Within Mixed Use Centers, drive-throughs shall be limited to 1 stacking lane maximum unless the
portion with multiple lanes is fully screened from public view.
7.8. Drive-through uses that are not located within a building are prohibited from locating within 100 feet
of a light rail station or streetcar station
8.9. Driveways are also subject to the standards contained in Section 13.06.510
***
13.06.521

General sign regulations.
***

H. (reserved). Marquee signs.
Special regulations governing marquees are as follows:
1. Signs may be placed on, attached to, or constructed in a marquee. Such signs shall, for the purpose of
determining projection, clearance, height, and material, be considered a part of and shall meet the
requirements for a marquee as specified in the applicable Building Code.
I. Under-marquee signs. Special regulations governing under-marquee signs are as follows:
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1. Signs may be located under a marquee if a vertical clearance of eight feet is maintained between the
sign and the grade below.
2. Under-marquee signs shall be limited to a maximum vertical height of 12 inches and a maximum sign
area of seven square feet.Under-Canopy and Blade Signs
1. Under-Canopy Signs shall be considered “blade signs” for the purposes of sign area calculation.
2. A sign below a fixed rain protection feature, such as a canopy or awningAn under-canopy sign, may
project the full width of such feature. Such a sign must clear the sidewalk by a minimum of eight feet,
shall not exceed seveneight square feet in area unless otherwise allowed in the district, and be placed at a
right angle to the sidewalk.
3. A blade sign may project a maximum of 3 ½ feet from the building face.
4. Both blade and under-canopy signs are limited to a maximum sign thickness of 12 inches.
5. Both blade and under-canopy signs must meet all minimum clearance requirements for projecting
signs.
J. Canopy and awning signs. Special regulations governing canopy and awning signs are as follows:
1. Signs are permitted along the faces and edges of canopies and awnings; provided, they are printed,
marked, stamped, or otherwise impressed upon the awning in a professional manner.
2. A sign below a fixed rain protection feature, such as a canopy or awning, may project the full width of
such feature. Such a sign must clear the sidewalk by a minimum of eight feet, not exceed seven square
feet in area, and be placed at a right angle to the sidewalk.
23. Signs designed as an integral part of a canopy or awning and located along the face or edge may be
illuminated. Sign area calculation shall include all illuminated areas, except that area providing
illumination to the sidewalk below.
34. Signs located on canopies and awnings shall designate only the name of the business and/or the place
and kind of business. A decorative design and/or the emblem or initials of the business occupying the
premises may be placed flat on the main portions of the canopy or awning.
45. Awnings and canopies may extend over public property, but no portion of any awning or canopy shall
extend nearer than two feet to the face of the nearest curb line, measured horizontally. Awnings shall
project a minimum of three feet and not more than seven feet, when over public property, from the face of
the supporting building. Canopies shall not extend more than 11 feet, when over public property, from
the face of the supporting building.
56. Awnings and canopies shall maintain a minimum clearance of eight feet and shall not extend above 15
feet in overall height from grade to top of awning or canopy. Awnings and canopies shall not rise above
the wall, roofline, or parapet to which it is attached.
67. Awnings and canopies which have support systems attached to public property, right-of-way or
sidewalk will require a Street Occupancy Permit.
***
13.06.522
District sign regulations.
A. R-1 Sign regulations. One non-illuminated sign, not exceeding 12 square feet in area shall be allowed
pertaining to the lease, rental, or sale of a building or premises on which it is located. One nonilluminated nameplate, not exceeding one and one-half square feet in area, placed flat against the
building, shall be allowed for each adult family home, staffed residential home, group home, residential
care facility, and family day care home. One ground sign shall be allowed, with a maximum area of
30 square feet identifying a subdivision. A subdivision identification sign shall be approved by the Land
Use Administrator. A 32-square-foot temporary sign advertising a subdivision during construction shall
be allowed adjacent to each street abutting the site, in conformance with Chapter 13.04.
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Parks, recreation and open space uses on sites that are under one acre in size or which have less than 100
feet of street frontage are allowed the following non-illuminated signs:
•

One ground sign with a maximum area of 30 feet;

•

Interpretive or directional signs not more than 7 feet in height and 20 feet in sign area.

Parks, recreation and open space uses on sites over one acre in area that have a minimum of 100 feet of
street frontage shall be allowed the following:
•

One freestanding sign, not exceeding 40 square feet in area per face and not greater than 8 feet in
height (or, up to 15 feet in height in association with conditional parks and recreation uses);

•

One building face sign, of the same maximum dimension. Building face signs shall not extend
above or beyond the edge of any wall or other surface to which they are attached, nor shall they
extend more than 12 inches beyond the surface to which they are attached.

•

One additional ground sign with a maximum area of 30 square feet shall be allowed on each
additional street frontage.

•

Interpretive or directional signs, not to exceed 7 feet in height and 30 square feet in sign area.

•

All signs shall meet the lighting, materials and location requirements applicable to signs for
conditional uses in residential districts, as contained in this section.
***

I. Sign regulations for conditional uses in residential districts and specified uses in all districts.
1. Application. The following regulations apply to conditional uses as designated. These regulations also
apply to the uses noted as permitted uses in any district when the provisions below provide the greater
sign allowance, in whole or in part.
2. For conditional uses in residential districts limited to public park facilities, public and private schools,
and religious assembly facilities, which are on sites that are over one acre in area and have a minimum of
100 feet of street frontage, : one freestanding sign, not exceeding 40 square feet in area per face and not
greater than 15 feet in height, and one building face sign, of the same maximum dimension, shall be
allowed for each conditional use. One additional ground sign with a maximum area of 30 square feet
shall be allowed on each additional street frontage. Building face signs shall not extend above or beyond
the edge of any wall or other surface to which they are attached, nor shall they extend more than
12 inches beyond the surface to which they are attached.
3. For public and private schools, public park facilities, and churches which are on sites less than one acre
or sites with less than 100 feet of frontage, as well as for all other conditional uses in residential districts,
other than public and private schools, public park facilities, and churches, and all conditional uses in
residential districts, on sites less than one acre or sites with less than 100 feet of frontage,: one
freestanding sign, not exceeding 30 square feet in area for all faces and not greater than six feet in height,
and one building face sign, of the same maximum dimensions for each conditional use; provided, the total
area for the freestanding and building face signs may not exceed 30 square feet. Building face signs shall
not extend above or beyond the edge of any wall or other surface to which they are attached, nor shall
they extend more than 12 inches beyond the surface to which they are attached.
4. Lighting. Indirect illumination, floodlighting, or internal illumination shall be the only allowable
means of illumination of signs. All external lighting shall be directed away from adjacent properties to
minimize the effects of light and glare upon adjacent uses. No bare bulb or neon illumination of signs
shall be allowed. No flashing or animated signs shall be allowed. No electric wire or cable serving an
electric or illuminated sign shall be laid on the surface of the ground.
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5. All signs shall be of permanent materials (no cardboard, cloth, paper, etc.). No flags, banners, or other
devices shall be displayed for the purpose of attracting attention to a development or site. No temporary
or portable signs shall be allowed. The display of the national flag, state flag, and flags of other political
subdivisions shall not be restricted.
6. No sign shall be placed in a location which obstructs sight distance for an adjacent driveway or street
right-of-way. No signs for a development shall be placed in any public right-of-way. No sign shall be
erected which imitates or resembles any official traffic sign, signal, or device. Incidental public service
signs less than four square feet in area which contain no advertising, but are intended for the convenience
of the public and provide such messages as “entrance,” “exit,” “emergency entrance,” “no parking,” or
other incidental service messages, shall be allowed.
7. Freestanding For conditional uses in residential districts, freestanding signs larger than 30 square feet
for all faces or taller than six feet shall be located a minimum of 50 feet from a lot occupied by a singlefamily residence. Freestanding signs for conditional uses may be constructed to the front property line.
8. In addition to the signage otherwise permitted, one sponsor identification logo sign may be included on
a freestanding or wall sign for a conditional use. The sponsor identification logo shall not be internally
illuminated and shall be limited to a maximum of one square foot per sign face.
[See next page for table.]
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***

Provisions of Section 13.06.521.F shall apply with one per building allowed
if no freestanding sign exists on the same frontage, shall not extend above
35 feet. Public facility over 5 acres not limited to 35 feet above grade.
Provisions of Section 13.521.I shall apply. 1 per business, shall not exceed 8
square feet per side, shall be illuminated only by indirect lighting, maximum
projection of 3-1/2 feet, maximum wide thickness of 12 inches, and shall
maintain a minimum clearance of 8 feet above the sidewalk. Area increase
of 25% when using symbolic shape, rather than rectangle or square.
Prohibited.
Prohibited.
***

First floor, 30 square feet.
Second floor, 25 square feet.
Provisions of Section 13.06.521.E shall apply.
Shall not exceed 35 feet above grade level, except for 1 corporate logo sign
of 150 square feet allowed per building above 35 feet.
Public facility over 5 acres not limited to 35 feet above grade.
Provisions of Sections 13.06.521.H, I, and J shall apply.

Each business allowed 2 signs per frontage, but no more than 3 signs total for
the business, no maximum number for public facility over 5 acres.
Non-residential, 150 square feet per sign.
Public facility over 5 acres, 300 square feet.
Residential, 20 square feet.

DCC, DMU
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Rooftop signs
Billboards

Blade, Under-Canopy

Awning, canopy,
marquee, under marquee
Projecting

Wall

Minimum sign area

Maximum area per sign

Signs Attached to
Buildings
Maximum number
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Prohibited.
Prohibited.

Same as DCC.

Same as DCC.

Prohibited.
Prohibited.

Same as DCC.

Same as DCC.
Same as DCC.

Same as DCC.

Same as DCC.

Same as WR,
except no
corporate logo
allowed.

Non-residential,
100 square feet
per sign.
Residential, 20
square feet.
Same as DCC.

Non-residential, 200
square feet per sign.
Residential, 20
square feet.
Same as DCC.

Same as DCC.

DR

Same as DCC.

WR
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Prohibited.
Same as DCC.

Prohibited.
Allowed.
***

Same as DCC.

Same as DCC.

Indirect, flood lighting, internal illumination, neon, and bare bulb allowed.

Allowed.

WR

DCC, DMU
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Rotating,
animatedmechanized
Flashing, Animated
Changing message center
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Sign Features
Lighting
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Prohibited.
Same as DCC.

Bare bulb
illumination
prohibited.
Prohibited.

DR
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Changing message center

Sign Features
Lighting
Rotating,
animatedmechanized
Flashing, animated.

Roof signs
Billboards

Blade, under-canopy

Maximum area per sign
Minimum sign area
Wall
Awning, canopy, marquee,
under-marquee
Projecting

Signs Attached to Buildings
Maximum number
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Bare bulb illumination prohibited.
Prohibited.

Prohibited.
Prohibited.

Same as C-2.

Same as C-2.

100 square feet.
Same as C-2.
Same as C-2.
Same as C-2.

Same as C-2.

C-1

Not to exceed 15 percent of sign face, nor visible within 400 feet of residential Prohibited.
zone.Prohibited.
Allowed.
Same as C-2.
***

Indirect, flood lighting, internal illumination, neon and bare bulb allowed.
Allowed.

Provisions of Section 13.06.521.F shall apply, maximum projection 6-1/2 feet.
Single business, in lieu of freestanding sign.
Multi-business, not allowed.
Provisions of Section 13.521.I shall apply. 1 per business, maximum 8 square
feet per side, illuminated only by indirect lighting, maximum projection of
3-1/2 feet, maximum wide thickness of 12 inches, and shall maintain a
minimum clearance of 8 feet above the sidewalk. Area increase of 25% when
using symbolic shape, rather than rectangle or square.
Prohibited.
Allowed only in C-2, M-1, M-2, and PMI. Provisions of Section 13.06.521.M
shall apply.
***

3 per business, 25 percent allocation allowed on building wall(s) without a
public entrance. (Note: 50 percent is allowed provided only 2 signs are
installed at the business.) No maximum number for public facility over 5
acres.
200 square feet. 400 square feet for public facility over 5 acres.
Each business allowed 30 square feet regardless of frontage.
Provisions of Section 13.06.521.E shall apply.
Provisions of Section 13.06.521.H, I, and J shall apply.

C-2, CIX, CCX, UCX, UCX-TD, M-1, M-2, PMI
***
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Same as T.
Same as T.

Prohibited.
Allowed.
***

Same as T.

Same as T.
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Provisions of Section 13.06.521.G shall
apply.
Same as T.
Same as T.

Same as T.
Same as T.
Same as T.

Identification signs at 75 square feet.
Directional signs at 25 square feet.

One per elevation.

HM, HMX

Indirect, flood lighting, or internal illumination allowed. No bare bulb
illumination allowed. All external lighting to be directed away from
adjacent properties to minimize effects of light and glare upon adjacent uses.
Prohibited.

2 per primary frontage (1 may be ground sign), 1 per perpendicular
frontage(s), 1 per alley frontage with a public entrance.
Shall not exceed size allocation on primary frontage, 50 square feet on
perpendicular frontage(s), 25 square feet on alley frontage, 10 square feet on
upper story or basement uses.
30 square feet, except for upper story or basement uses.
Provisions of Section 13.06.521.E shall apply.
Provisions of Section 13.06.521.J shall apply.
Provisions of Section 13.06.521.H and I shall apply. Indirect illumination
only.
40 square feet with frontage of at least 25 feet and not allowed on alleys,
provisions of Section 13.06.521.F shall apply.
Prohibited.
Prohibited.
***

T, NCX, URX, Non-Residential Districts with VSD
***
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Rotating,
animatedmechanized
Flashing, animated
Changing message
center

Sign Features
Lighting

Roof signs
Billboards

Minimum sign area
Wall
Awning, canopy
MarqueeBlade, underCanopy marquee
Projecting

Maximum area per sign

Signs Attached to
Buildings
Maximum number

13.06.522.L
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Same as PDB.
Prohibited.

Prohibited.
Allowed.

Same as PDB.

Same as PDB.

***

Prohibited.
Prohibited.
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2 per primary frontage (1 may be a
ground sign), 1 per perpendicular
frontage(s), 1 per alley frontage with a
public entrance.
30 square feet maximum on
perpendicular frontage(s), but not to
exceed size area allocation, 10 square
feet on alley frontage, upper story and
basement uses.
20 square feet each business regardless of
frontage.
Same as PDB.
Same as PDB.

RCX

Indirect, flood lighting, or internal illumination allowed. No bare bulb or
neon illumination allowed. All external lighting shall be directed away from
adjacent properties to minimize effects of light and glare upon adjacent uses.
Prohibited.

Prohibited.
Prohibited.
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Rotating,
animatedmechanized
Flashing
Changing message
center

Sign Features
Lighting

Wall
Awning, canopy,
marquee, undermarqueecanopy
Roof signs
Billboards

Single business, 30 square feet each business regardless of frontage.
Multi-business, 20 square feet each business regardless of frontage.
Provisions of Section 13.06.521.E shall apply.
Provisions of Section 13.06.521.H, I, and J shall apply .

Minimum sign area

***

Single business, 75 square feet per elevation, total 150 square feet for all
signs.
Multi-business, 20 square feet.

Single business, 1 per elevation, 2 total.
Multi-business, 1 per business.

PDB

Maximum area per sign

Signs Attached to
Buildings
Maximum number

Section 13.06.522.M

13.06.630 Nonconforming parcels/uses/structures.
A. Scope and purpose. Within the zones established by this title there exist parcels, uses, and structures
which were lawful when established, but whose establishment would be prohibited under the
requirements of this title. The intent of this section is to allow the beneficial development of such
nonconforming parcel, to allow the continuation of such nonconforming uses, to allow the continued use
of such nonconforming structures, and to allow maintenance and repair of nonconforming structures. It is
also the intent of this section, under certain circumstances and controls, to allow the enlargement,
intensification, or other modification of nonconforming uses and structures, consistent with the objectives
of maintaining the economic viability of such uses and structures, and protecting the rights of other
property owners to use and enjoy their properties. However, relief for nonconforming uses shall be
narrowly construed, recognizing that nonconforming uses are disfavored by state law.
Parcels, uses, and/or structures shall be considered legally nonconforming if such parcel, uses, and/or
structure were legally created prior to May 18, 1953, or if such legally created parcel, use, and/or
structure became nonconforming by reason of subsequent changes in this chapter.
Pre-existing uses or structures located within a wetland, stream or their associated buffers that were
lawfully permitted prior to adoption of the Tacoma Municipal Code (TMC) Chapter 13.11, Critical Areas
Preservation Ordinance (CAPO), but were not in compliance with the CAPO, shall be subject to the
applicable provisions of this section and TMC Sections 13.11.140 and 13.11.160.
B. Nonconforming parcels. Except as otherwise required by law, a legal nonconforming parcel, which
does not conform to the minimum lot area, minimum lot width, and/or minimum lot depth requirements
of this title, nevertheless, may be developed subject to all other development standards, use restrictions,
and other applicable requirements established by this title.
Parcel modifications, such as boundary line adjustments, property combinations, segregations, and short
and long plats shall be allowed, without need for a variance, to modify existing parcels that are
nonconforming to minimum lot size requirements, such as minimum area, width or frontage, and
minimum dimensional requirements, such as setbacks, yard area, and lot coverage, as long as such actions
would make the nonconforming parcel(s) more conforming to the existing requirements and would not
create any new or make greater any existing nonconformities.
C. Nonconforming use.
1. Continuation of nonconforming use. Except as otherwise required by law, a legal nonconforming use,
within a building or on unimproved land, may continue unchanged. In the event that a building, which
contains a nonconforming use, is damaged by fire, earthquake, or other natural calamity, such use may be
resumed at the time the building is repairedrestored; provided that , the extent of such damage to the
building is less than 75 percent of the current replacement cost, as set forth in Section 2.02.300restoration
is commenced in accordance with applicable codes and regulations and that any degree of nonconformity
is not increased. Further, such restoration shall be undertaken only under a valid building permit for
which a complete application was submitted within 18 months following said damage, which permit must
be actively pursued to completion.
The use of unimproved land which does not conform to the provisions of this chapter shall be
discontinued one year from the adoption date of the change to this chapter that creates the nonconformity;
provided, however, exception may be made for the nonconforming use of unimproved land abutting a lot
occupied by a building containing a nonconforming use and which nonconforming use is continuous and
entire in the building and over said abutting land, all being in one ownership, and such use shall have
been legally established prior to the adoption date of the change to the chapter that creates the
nonconformity.
2. Allowed changes to and expansions of nonconforming use. Changes to a nonconforming use shall be
allowed only under the following circumstances:
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a. A nonconforming use, or a portion of a nonconforming use, may be changed to a use that is allowed in
the zoning district in which it is located.
b. A nonconforming use, or a portion of a nonconforming use, may be expanded or changed to another
nonconforming use when nonconforming rights for the subject use have been verified by the City of
Tacoma. The applicant must provide evidence to show that the subject use was lawfully permitted prior
to May 18, 1953, or if such legal use became nonconforming by reason of subsequent changes in this
chapter, prior to the date of the code change that made the use nonconforming. An application for a
review of nonconforming rights shall include the following:
(1) The name, address and phone number of the applicant(s) or applicant’s representative.
(2) The name address and phone number of the property owner, if other than the applicant.
(3) Location of the property. This shall, at a minimum, include the property address and/or parcel number.
(4) A general description of the proposed change of use(s) and associated activities necessary to
accomplish the project.
(5) A general description of the property as it now exists including its physical characteristics and
improvements and structures.
(6) A site development plan consisting of maps and elevation drawings, drawn to an appropriate scale to
clearly depict all required information.
(7) Documenting evidence to prove that the nonconforming use was allowed when established and
maintained over time, which may include: photographs, permit documentation, zoning codes or maps,
tax/license/utility records, insurance maps, directories, inventories or data prepared by a government
agency.
cb. If a determination of nonconforming rights concludes that a use is lawfully in existence then Aa
nonconforming use may be changed to another nonconforming use or expanded if the proposed use is
permitted outright within the lowest intensity zoning district to which the existing use has nonconforming
rightsis currently located, based on the records of the City’s official files on determinations of
nonconforming rights, and subject to the standards outlined below. If a change of use is proposed and a
prior determination of nonconforming rights has not been made, the proposed nonconforming use shall be
allowed if it is a permitted use in the lowest intensity zoning district where the current nonconforming use
is permitted outright, and subject to the standards outlined below. In addition, an existing nonconforming
use may be expanded to occupy a larger portion of its existing building, subject to the following
standards:
(1) The proposed change or expansion will not increase the cumulative generation of vehicle trips by
more than 10 percent, as estimated by the City Traffic Engineer using the most recent version of the
Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Handbook; nor will the change or expansion result
in an increase in the number of parking spaces that would be required by this chapter by more than
10 percent. In no event shall multiple changes or expansions be approved that would, in the aggregate,
exceed the 10 percent requirement as calculated for the initial request for a change or expansion in use;
(2) The proposed change or expansion will not result in an increase in noise such that it exceeds
maximum noise levels identified in WAC 173-60;
(3) The proposed change or expansion will not result in substantial additional light or glare perceptible at
the boundary lines of the subject property;
(4) The proposed change or expansion will not result in an increase in the outdoor storage of goods or
materials; and
(5) The proposed change or expansion will not result in an increase in the hours of operation.
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dc. Any change from one nonconforming use to another nonconforming use, as allowed herein, shall not
be considered converting such nonconforming use to a permitted use.
3. Abandonment or vacation of nonconforming use. When a nonconforming use is vacated or abandoned
for 12 consecutive months or for 18 months during any three-year period, the nonconforming use rights
shall be deemed extinguished and the use shall, thereafter, be required to be in accordance with the
regulations of the zoning district in which it is located.
D. Continued occupancy of nonconforming structure. Except as otherwise required by law and consistent
with all other requirements of this chapter, a legal nonconforming structure may continue unchanged.
E. Nonconforming structure and nonconforming commercial, industrial, and institutional uses. A legal
nonconforming structure, that is also nonconforming as to use, may only be expanded and/or modified in
the following cases:
1. Ordinary repairs and maintenance, including painting, repair, or replacement of wall surfacing
materials and the repair or replacement of fixtures, wiring, and plumbing are permitted; provided, such
repair or maintenance will not result in noise exceeding levels identified in WAC 173-60, light, or glare at
the boundary lines of the subject property.
2. The enlargement or modification is required for safety upon order of the City, or otherwise required by
law to make the structure conform to any applicable provisions of law.
3. Such enlargement and/or modification does not result in an intensification of the use as addressed by
Section 13.06.630.C.2.b.
4. Such enlargement and/or modification complies with the requirements of TMC Chapter 13.11.
F. Nonconforming structure and conforming commercial, industrial, and institutional uses. A legal
conforming use located in a structure that is nonconforming as to setback, location, maximum height, lot
coverage, or other development regulations may be replaced, enlarged, moved, or modified in volume,
area, or space; provided, such replacement, enlargement, movement, or modification complies with all
current development regulations as provided by this chapter, and with the requirements of TMC Chapter
13.11.
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G. Nonconforming structure and nonconforming residential use. Nothing in this chapter shall prohibit the
enlargement of a residential structure, which is nonconforming as to use and development regulations, if
such expansion does not increase the number of dwelling units or reduce existing lot area or off-street
parking. Such expansion, including the construction of accessory buildings, shall be limited to
compliance with the setback, height, and location requirements of the zoning district in which the subject
site is located, and with the requirements of TMC Chapter 13.11.
H. Nonconforming residential structures and conforming residential uses.
1. A legal nonconforming structure which is nonconforming as to setback, location, maximum height, lot
area, lot coverage, or other development regulation may be replaced, enlarged, moved, or modified in
volume, area, or space; provided, such replacement, enlargement, movement, or modification complies
with the setback, height, and location requirements of the zoning district in which the subject site is
located, and with the requirements of TMC Chapter 13.11.
2. Certain additions to existing, nonconforming single-, two-, three-, or multi-family or townhouse
dwellings may extend into a required front, side, or rear yard setback when the existing dwelling is
already legally nonconforming with respect to that setback. The nonconforming portion shall be at least
60 percent of the total width of the respective wall of the structure prior to the addition and any other
additions added since May 18, 1953. Additions may extend up to the height limit of the zoning district
and extend into the required front, side and/or rear yard setback as follows:
a. Front and rear yard setbacks: The addition may extend five feet into the required front or rear yard
setback or to the extent of the setback line formed by the nonconforming portion, whichever is less.
b. Side yard setbacks: The addition may extend into the required side yard setback up to the setback line
formed by the nonconforming wall, except in no case shall the addition be closer than 3 feet from the side
property line. Furthermore, the size of the addition shall be limited to an additional wall surface area
within the required side setback area of no more than 200 square feet. (See example on following page.)
For purposes of this provision, “wall surface area” is defined as the length (measured parallel to the side
property line) multiplied by the height of the vertical wall surface of any building addition within the
required side yard setback area. Any windows, doors or architectural features present are counted toward
the total permissible wall surface area. Additions below the current ground level finished floor will not be
counted toward the maximum permissible wall surface area.
I. Restoration of damaged or destroyed nonconforming commercial, industrial, institutional, and
residential structures. Restoration of a legal nonconforming building or structure which has been
damaged by fire, earthquake, or other natural calamity is permitted; provided , thethat the restoration is
commenced in accordance with applicable codes and regulations and that any degree of nonconformity is
not increased. extent of such damage is less than 75 percent of the current replacement cost, as set forth
in Section 2.02.300. In the event that the extent of such damage exceeds 75 percent of current
replacement cost, the nonconforming building or structure may be restored or rebuilt only to an extent
which complies fully with the property development and performance standards of the applicable zoning
district, as provided by this title, and with the requirements of TMC Chapter 13.11. In either case, sSuch
restoration shall be undertaken only under a valid building permit for which a complete application is
submitted within 18 months following said damage, which permit must be actively pursued to
completion.
J. Nonconforming signs. Nonconforming signs shall be subject to the regulations found in
Section 13.06.521.N. Signs for nonconforming commercial and/or industrial uses in a residential district
shall be limited to the signage which existed at the time it became nonconforming or, in the event the sign
is destroyed or removed, it may be replaced by a sign not to exceed 32 square feet.
***
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13.06.640
Conditional use permit.
A. Purpose. In many zones there are uses that may be compatible but because of their size, operating
characteristics, potential off-site impacts and/or other similar reasons warrant special review on a case-bycase basis. The purpose of the conditional use permit review process is to determine if such a use is
appropriate at the proposed location and, if appropriate, to identify any additional conditions of approval
necessary to mitigate potential adverse impacts and ensure compatibility between the conditional use and
other existing and allowed uses in the same zoning district and in the vicinity of the subject property. The
zoning district use tables identify which uses require a conditional use permit (see Sections 13.06.100, .200, -.300, and -.400). These uses may be authorized by the Land Use Administrator or Hearing
Examiner in accordance with the procedures established in TMC 13.05 and the applicable criteria
outlined below
***
I. Pre-existing parks, recreation, open space and school uses which were not required to obtain a
Conditional Use Permit at the time they were developed, but which have subsequently become
Conditional Uses, shall be viewed for zoning purposes in the same manner as if they had an approved
Conditional Use Permit authorizing the extent of development as of August 1, 2011. If proposed
modifications or expansions to such uses exceed the Major Modification thresholds of Section 13.05.080,
or for park and recreation facilities the expansion/modification thresholds of Section 13.06.560.C.2, a
Conditional Use Permit will be required for the new development activities proposed.
***
13.06.700

Definitions and illustrations.

***
Canopy (or marquee). An ornamental roof-like structure unenclosed on one or more sides and normally
used for pedestrian protection and convenience and/or signage.
***
Hospitals. Medical facilities, licensed by the Department of Health Services, the Committee on
Accreditation of Rehabilitation Facilities, the Department of Aging, or other similar organizations, for
the provision of surgery, rehabilitation and physical care, acute psychiatric care, chemical dependency,
and substance abuse on an out-patient basis, including ancillary nursing, training, and administrative
facilities. Such facilities are generally licensed by the state under the provision of RCW 70.41.
***
Office. Offices of firms or organizations providing medical, professional, executive, management, or
administrative services. This classification includes offices for a physician, dentist, or chiropractor,
massage therapy, laboratory and acupuncture; laboratories; emergency medical care; architectural;
computer software consulting; data management; engineering; interior design; graphic design; real
estate; insurance; investment; banks and savings and loan associations; government offices; and law
offices.
***
Personal services. Provision of recurrently needed services of a personal nature. This classification
includes services such as barber and beauty shops, massage, tanning, seamstresses, tailors, shoe repair,
dry cleaning agencies (excluding plants), photocopying, and self-service laundries; provision of
instructional services or facilities such as photography, fine arts, crafts, dance or music studios, driving
schools, diet centers, reducing salons, and fitness studios.
***
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Retail. Establishments engaged in retail sales of goods, including, but not limited to, the retail sale of
merchandise not specifically listed under another use classification. This classification includes, but is
not limited to, department stores, clothing stores, bank branches, furniture stores, pawn shop,
pharmacies, and businesses retailing the following goods as examples: toys, hobby materials, food and
beverages sales (including catering), hand-crafted items, jewelry, cameras, photographic supplies,
electronic equipment, records, sporting goods, kitchen utensils, hardware, appliances, art, antiques, art
supplies and services, baseball cards, coins, comics, paint and wallpaper, carpeting and floor covering,
medical supplies, office supplies, bicycles, and new automotive parts and accessories (excluding service
and installation).
***
Sign, animated. A sign that uses movement, by either natural or mechanicalelectronic means, to depict
action or create a special effect or scene, as with video or a series of moving lights.
Sign, awningcanopy (or awning). A sign affixed to the surface of an canopy, awning, marquee, or
similar feature and which does not extend vertically or horizontally beyond the limits of such
awningfeature, but does not include a projecting roof.
Sign, blade - pedestrian oriented. A double-faced sign intended for pedestrian viewing installed no
higher than the top of the first floor of a building and generally perpendicular to the building facade for
which it identifies.
Sign, changing message center. An electronically controlled sign, message center, or readerboard where
copy changes of a public service or commercial nature are shown on the same lamp bank (i.e., time,
temperature, date, news, or commercial information of interest to the traveling public) or screen.
Sign, marquee. A sign attached to and made part of a marquee. A marquee (or canopy) is defined as a
permanent roof-like structure attached to and supported by the building and projecting beyond a
building, but does not include a projecting roof.
Sign, mechanized. A sign which uses natural or mechanical means to physically move all or part of the
sign structure.
Sign, readerboard. A sign consisting of tracks to hold letters, which allows for frequent changes of copy;
usually such copy is not electronic.
Sign, under-marqueecanopy. Signs or other information-conveying devices that are affixed to the
underside of a marquee canopy, awning, marquee, or similar feature and project down from the bottom
of the marqueefeature.
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Chapter 13.07
LANDMARKS AND HISTORIC SPECIAL REVIEW DISTRICTS

***
13.07.100 Criteria for the Relocation of a City Landmark. Repealed by Ordinance 27795.
Relocating a historic structure usually diminishes its integrity, because the association with the original
site is a key feature, and therefore it is not permitted in most cases. However, there may be extreme
circumstances, in which a building is threatened in its present location and alternatives for preservation on
site do not exist. In such a case, the following criteria should apply:
A. The structure is threatened by further deterioration or loss in its present location.
B. All alternatives to relocation have been reasonably considered.
C. The original building and site condition will be accurately recorded before removing the structure form
the existing site.
D. Moving procedures are sufficiently planned to protect the key features of the structure.
E. The relocation site provides an appropriate context similar to that of the original.
F. A commitment is in place to complete the relocation and subsequent rehabilitation of the building.
G. There is adequate protection to assure continued preservation of the building at its relocated site.

Annual Amendment Application #2012-07
Recommended Code Amendments (4-18-12)
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Exhibit B
2012 Annual Amendment Application No. 2012-07
Minor Amendments and Refinements
DRAFT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CHANGES
April 18, 2012

These proposed amendments include modifications to the following Elements of the
Comprehensive Plan:
ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ELEMENT
Habitat Zones Map and Associated Policies

Note: The Habitat Zones map and associated policies are being removed as they are
outdated and were effectively replaced with the adoption of the new Habitat Corridors maps
and policies in the Open Space Habitat and Recreation Element and subsequent changes to
the Critical Areas Preservation regulations (TMC Chapter 13.11).

*Note – These amendments show all of the changes to the existing Comprehensive Plan. The sections included are
only those portions of the plan that are associated with these amendments. New text is underlined and text that is
deleted is shown in strikethrough.

Annual Amendment Application #2012-07
Draft Plan Amendments (4-18-12)
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Environmental Policy
Element
***

Section III –
Critical Areas
The City has designated certain lands as
environmentally sensitive or critical areas. These
areas include aquifer recharge areas, fish and
wildlife habitat conservation areas, flood hazard
areas, geologically hazardous areas, natural
resource areas, stream corridors, and wetlands.
Because of the growing pressures and the
increased understanding of the value of critical
areas, the City has drafted standards to manage
development for their protection and
preservation. Critical areas warrant protection
because they maintain and protect surface and
ground water quality, provide erosion and storm
water control, and serve as an essential habitat
for fish and wildlife.

***

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
Conservation Areas
Background
In general, most of the land in Tacoma has been
greatly affected by human activity.
Consequently, native plant cover and its
dependent wildlife species have been severely
reduced and restricted to rather small, often
steep-sloped or marshy areas. Because of
steepness, unstable soil or water conditions,
such areas are generally difficult and expensive
to use for building purposes but lend themselves
well to open space, greenbelt and wildlife
preservation. Their relatively small area and
lineal configuration, however, limit the type and
amount of vegetation and wildlife able to exist
there. Consequently, what is found in these
areas is a complex of native and invasive
species of plants and animals able to withstand
exposure and competition with limited territorial
requirements.

Annual Amendment Application #2012-07
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Plant life is dominated by evergreen and
broadleaf trees with an understory and ground
cover of broadleaf shrubs, vines, herbs and
grasses. Fern, moss, fungus and lichen species
are prevalent and, in open and marshy areas,
cattails, horsetails, sedges and rushes prevail.
Seeping banks along the Point Defiance
shoreline support a population of chain-fern.
Ranging from British Columbia to South
California, chain-fern is found in only a few
scattered sites in Puget Sound and is listed as a
sensitive plant species by the Washington
Department of Ecology.
Around Point Defiance, steep slopes are backed
by a considerable extent of mature upland forest
approximating original conditions and providing
range requirements for some larger species of
wildlife. Along the shoreline, numerous water
birds are resident and large numbers of
migratory birds feed and rest. Offshore, large
numbers of marine diving birds and several
marine mammals occur in season. A large
concentration of octopi occurs in the Narrows
between Point Defiance and Titlow Beach. This
area has been designated a critical biological
area by the Washington State Department of
Ecology.
Other protected species commonly found in the
area include harbor seals, California and Steller
sea lions, killer whales and other cetaceans,
hawks, owls, songbirds, flying squirrels,
chipmunks and turtles. Rare or endangered
species occasionally found in shoreline areas
are given special protection; examples are the
peregrine falcon, sandhill crane, bluebirds,
osprey, bald eagle and the western grey squirrel.
Two reptile species, the sharp-tiled snake and
the western pond turtle, may possibly occur,
most likely in the Wapato Lake area. All of these
require maximum protection wherever they
chance to appear.

Intent
Land development projects will mean a loss of
some natural habitats, which would result in the
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elimination of wildlife in those habitats.
Expanded development will invariably involve
such construction modifications as clearing,
grading and landscaping. Increased human
activity will result in a loss or destruction of the
existing natural vegetation and the reduction or
elimination of resident fauna.
It is intended that removal of existing and native
vegetation in fish and wildlife habitat
conservation areas be carefully considered.
Such practice destroys the benefits that green
spaces provide and threatens the habitats of
local wildlife. However, it is possible to
accommodate development needs and, yet,
retain important vegetation. Where significant
wooded areas occur, the application of
innovative development techniques that cluster
dwellings and maximize the acreage of
undisturbed areas is an appropriate alternative
for conventional grid subdivisions. Such projects
can be designed to provide a green space buffer
or vegetated habitat that will provide important
functions for wildlife. Where existing vegetation
is removed, extensive landscaping should be
installed in appropriate locations.
While the City should be considerate of general
flora and fauna values, it must also recognize
the significance of specific specimen trees.
Protection of these trees, particularly those of
historic merit or outstanding size, is intended.
It is recognized that the City's existing wildlife
habitats are valuable for propagating and
sheltering wildlife populations and for
sustainable biodiversity, education, recreation
and aesthetics. Wildlife habitats will
undoubtedly be impacted by development;
however, mitigation will be required.
Habitat improvement is encouraged to
intentionally improve the overall processes,
functions and values of critical habitats, including
wetland, stream and aquatic habitats. Such
actions may or may not be in conjunction with a
specific development proposal, and include, but
not be limited to, restoration, creation,
enhancement, preservation, acquisition,
maintenance and monitoring. Habitat
improvement includes actions to acquire and
preserve key natural areas that remain; and to
improve existing environmental conditions, such
as providing new or better habitat, better water
quality or other supporting factors, or increasing
the number or diversity of species.

Annual Amendment Application #2012-07
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It is important that the City and developers work
with State and Federal agencies and land
owners to identify, locate and protect habitats of
endangered or threatened species.
Development practices such as clustering,
retention of native vegetation and protection of
wetlands, ponds, streams and other water
features are encouraged to protect habitats. It is
also important to include habitats in lands
designated for open space purposes to protect
wildlife.

Issues
Fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas may
contain priority species and priority habitats that
may include a seasonal range or habitat element
with which a given species has a primary
association. These areas may include other
critical ecosystems susceptible to alterations
such as:
a) slopes;
b) landslide areas;
c) geologically hazardous areas;
d) shorelines, stream corridors and wetlands;
e) natural resource areas; and
f) these critical ecosystem's associative
transitional areas or buffers.
Alteration of these critical ecosystems may
reduce the likelihood that the species will survive
or reproduce. Activities allowed in fish and
wildlife habitat conservation areas must be
consistent with the species classification located
there and any applicable State and Federal
guidelines or standards, including Best Available
Science with special consideration given to
anadromous fisheries. Standards for
development in these areas must be in
accordance with the requirement for
development in the underlying zone or critical
area classification.

Habitat Zone
Habitat Zones are areas locally designated and
mapped that depict high quality, relatively
undisturbed natural open spaces that provide
valuable functions and values beyond the
individual natural habitats that may be contained
within the zone. It is intended that the mapped
Habitat Zone will include areas of biological
diversity that are an important community
resource.
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Identification of the habitat zone will assist land
owners, City officials and citizens in determining
priority areas for protection, enhancement and
restoration. Initially, the Habitat Zone will
include areas that are designated as Wetlands
and/or Streams of Local Significance. Other
areas as they are identified, designated and
mapped will be added, including Habitats of
Local Importance which are areas that include a
seasonal range or habitat element with which a
given species has a primary association, and
which, if altered, may reduce the likelihood that
the species will remain and reproduce over the
long-term. These might include areas of high
relative density or species richness, breeding
habitat, winter range and movement corridors.
These might also include habitats that are of
limited availability or high vulnerability to
alternations, such as cliffs, talus, and wetlands.
An assessment of the biological diversity and
habitat value is needed to designate these
areas. The Habitat Zone may also include other
areas where habitat protection is desired,
including corridors upon completion of a
biological diversity assessment.
It is intended that development proposals within
the designated Habitat Zone will be subject to
greater scrutiny to ensure valuable habitats are
protected. Enhancement and restoration
activities should be prioritized and directed to
areas within the designated Habitat Zone.

Applicable Law
The Endangered Species Act of 1972 addresses
the protection of rare, endangered and
threatened plant and animal species. Title 77
RCW revises and reorganizes the game code of
the State of Washington to clarify and improve
the administration of the state's game laws. Title
75 RCW addresses food fish and shellfish
management in the State of Washington.
Chapter 13.08 of the Official Code of the City of
Tacoma addresses the maintenance,
preservation and conservation of open space
lands within the city.
The Growth Management Act declares that cities
shall develop comprehensive plans that address
"critical areas" management for preservation and
protection. Engrossed Substitute House Bill
1933 that became effective on July 27,
2003, clarifies the relationship between the
Growth Management Act and the Shoreline
Management Act as it pertains to critical areas
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and it states that "the legislature intends that
critical areas within the jurisdiction of the
shoreline management act shall be governed by
the shoreline management act and that critical
areas outside the jurisdiction of the shoreline
management act shall be governed by the
growth management act." Fish and wildlife
habitat conservation areas are one of several
critical areas designated by the City.

Policies
The following policies support and strengthen
the City's intent relative to fish and wildlife
habitat conservation areas.
E-FW-1
Wildlife and Natural Environment
Support and enforce laws, regulations and
programs designed to protect wildlife and natural
resources.
E-FW-2
Retain Vegetation
Encourage the retention of native vegetation and
the installation of landscaping designed to
complement local wildlife and native vegetation
and help mitigate the loss of wildlife habitat areas
that results from development.
E-FW-3
Landscaping Stabilization
Ensure that sufficient and appropriate native
landscaping be installed to stabilize and beautify
areas and improve habitat where extensive
removal of vegetation has occurred.
E-FW-4
Specimen Trees
Encourage the identification and preservation of
specimen trees of historic merit and/or
outstanding size.
E-FW-5
Removal of Native Vegetation
Discourage the indiscriminate removal of native
vegetation to preserve green space and protect
habitats.
E-FW-6

Innovative Development
Techniques
Encourage innovative development techniques
such as clustering to maximize the amount of
open space and preserve habitats.
E-FW-7
Habitat Protection
Identify, locate and protect habitats of
endangered, threatened, priority or sensitive
species.
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E-FW-8
Maintain Habitat Diversity
Encourage the preservation of large blocks of
land around critical areas to ensure maximum
habitat diversity.
E-FW-9
Strengthen Habitat Connections
Encourage actions which protect and improve
natural resources in both the upper and lower
areas of the Puyallup River watershed and
strengthen connections within and between them.
E-FW-10 Integrate Development Projects
Promote the integration of development projects
into their surrounding environments, promoting a
"greenbelt natural corridor” for movement and
use by species.
E-FW-11 Estuary Ecosystem
Promote a functioning and sustainable ecosystem
with a diversity of habitat types in the
industrialized estuary of the Commencement Bay
environment.
E-FW-12 Protect in Perpetuity
Encourage the protection of habitat improvement
project sites in perpetuity.
E-FW-13 Benefit Injured Resources
Encourage actions to restore various habitat
components of the Commencement Bay
ecosystem that benefit natural resources injured
by releases of hazardous substances.
E-FW-14

Commencement Bay Habitat
Planning
Encourage habitat preservation and improvement
actions within Commencement Bay that reflect
the historical functions and current physical
conditions of the estuary, the needs of a variety of
selected species or groups of species, the
consideration of strategically located habitats in
the estuary, the concept of diversity on an
ecosystem basis, and bay-wide planning and
siting criteria.
E-FW-15 Improve Altered Habitats
Encourage the improvement of habitat along the
edges of shorelines and creeks, migration
corridors, and productive areas that have been
altered by past shoreline activities.
E-FW-16 Sustainable Habitat
Encourage acquisition, preservation and
restoration of remaining sustainable habitat and
improvement of existing habitat corridors.
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E-FW-17 Diversity of Habitat Types
Encourage, through restoration, a diversity of
sustainable habitat types and species within the
Commencement Bay ecosystem to improve fish
and wildlife resources.
E-FW-18 Performance Standards
Encourage design and performance standards
that promote source control and habitat
restoration efforts.
E-FW-19 Integrate Improvement Actions
Encourage the integration of habitat improvement
actions with other regulatory efforts, including
environmental remediation, source control, and
site development actions, as well as long range
planning activities.
E-FW-20 Habitat Improvement Actions
Encourage new development to provide or
incorporate habitat improvement actions as
appropriate.
E-FW-21

Locating Habitat Improvement
Actions
Focus habitat improvement actions on sites with
low possibilities of contamination.
E-FW-22 Public Access
Encourage public access provisions in all habitat
improvement projects where such access will
complement, not disrupt, the habitat improvement
action.
E-FW-23 Superfund Cleanups
Encourage the integration of habitat improvement
actions into source control and sediment remedial
actions as part of federal and state Superfund
cleanups.
E-FW-24 Private Conservation Efforts
Encourage community based or nonprofit local
and regional trusts and private conservation
efforts.
E-FW-25 Cleanup Coordination
Promote coordination among diverse cleanup and
regulatory programs and agencies.
E-FW-26 Strengthen Working Relationship
Strengthen working relationships among citizens,
agencies, tribes, and companies to plan and
implement bay-wide habitat improvement efforts.
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E-FW-27 Habitat Zones
Adopt a Habitat Zones map to identify locally
important habitat areas in order to provide greater
scrutiny and review of development proposals
and to identify priority areas for restoration and
enhancement programs and activities.
E-FW-278 Habitats of Local Importance
Establish regulations that will provide greater
protection to areas designated as habitats of local
importance.

***

Section IV –
Appendices
Glossary
***
Habitat - The specific area or type of
environment in which a particular type of animal
lives.
Habitat conservation areas - Areas designated
as fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas.

Habitats of local importance - Those areas
that include a seasonal range or habitat element
with which a given species has a primary
association, and which, if altered may reduce
the likelihood that the species will maintain and
reproduce over the long-term. These might
include areas of high relative density or species
richness, breeding habitat, winter range, and
movement corridors. These might also include
habitats that are of limited availability or high
vulnerability to alternations such as cliffs, talus,
and wetlands.

Habitat Zones - Areas designated and mapped
that depict high quality, relatively undisturbed
natural open spaces that provide valuable
functions and values beyond the individual
natural habitats contained within.

Annual Amendment Application #2012-07
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2012 Annual Amendment
to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code

Public Comments and Staff Responses Report
March 28, 2012
The Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on March 7, 2012, and kept the record open until
March 16, 2012, to receive public comment concerning the Proposed Amendments to the
Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code for 2012 (“2012 Annual Amendment”).
Nine citizens testified at the public hearing (see Attachment A), and four written comments were
received (see Attachments B‐1 to B‐4). Summarized below are the major issues and concerns reflected
in the public comment and the corresponding staff responses.
Note that the 2012 Annual Amendment contains three applications, i.e., #2012‐02 Housing Element,
#2012‐03 Transportation Element, and #2012‐07 Minor Amendments and Refinements. The complete
text of the proposed amendments and all relevant background information are compiled in the “Public
Review Document”, which is posted at www.cityoftacoma.org/planning (and click on “2012 Annual
Amendment”).

#2012‐02 – Housing Element
1. The deleted paragraphs pertaining to special needs housing should be retained.
Staff Response:
Staff concurs with this comment and that special needs housing is an important part of the City’s housing
continuum. These paragraphs are part of the intent statement for the policy category of “Housing
Affordability” in the Housing Element (see Public Review Document, p. 27). These important policies are
not reflected elsewhere in the element and thus should be retained here.

#2012‐03 – Transportation Element
2. The trail system in the Puget Gardens area should be incorporated in the Transportation Element
and all trail maps in the City’s documents.
Staff Response:
Metro Parks Tacoma is currently working on a planning exercise to create a management plan and to
determine if there is public support for a boardwalk in the lower part of the Puget Gulch referred to as
Puget Gardens. Metro Parks is the owner of this property and will be working with the residents of
Tacoma as well as their Nature and Environment Advisory Council in upcoming months to determine how
to move forward with this area. This area of Puget Gulch is a wetland and would require a wetland
development permit to be developed. City of Tacoma staff are involved in the planning effort with Metro
Parks and have determined it is premature to incorporate this detail on the City’s comprehensive plan
maps until after the completion of Metro Parks’ planning process and their final determination about
Puget Gardens.
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3. Sidewalk improvements from McKinley Avenue to downtown should be given priority and added
to the Mobility Master Plan, in order to provide safe walking environment, fulfill the Complete
Streets policy, and accommodate the added pedestrian traffic and overflow parking during the
Tacoma Dome (and the future LeMay Museum) events.
Staff Response:
Upon completing a site visit, staff concurs with said comments and suggestion. Pedestrians clearly utilize
the grassy areas adjacent to the curb where sidewalks are missing as evidenced by “goat trails” and this
corridor is the link between the McKinley neighborhood and downtown. The Bicycle and Pedestrian
Action Committee also discussed this matter at its meeting on March 19, 2012 and agreed it should be
included in the Mobility Master Plan section of the Transportation Element. Staff recommends adding
“McKinley Avenue between Wright and E. D St.” (Length = 0.31 miles) to Table 3 – Proposed Sidewalk
Improvements, as Short Term Project #15 (see Public Review Document, p. 55).
4. Include S. Washington Street from S. 43rd to S. 60th as a bikeway to provide an extension from the
bike lanes on South Tacoma Way and a connection to the South Tacoma Sounder Station.
Staff Response:
Upon completing a site visit, staff concurs with said comments and suggestion. The Bicycle and
Pedestrian Action Committee had determined at a meeting on November 21, 2011 that bikeways
improvements on S. Washington were necessary for access to the new South Tacoma Sounder Commuter
Rail Station and as an alternative to South Tacoma Way which parallels S. Washington and is too heavily
trafficked for comfortable bicycle use. Staff recommends adding “S. Washington St. between S. 43rd and
S. 60th” (Length = 1.50 miles, Cost Estimate = $282,000, and Facility Type = Bike Lane) to Table 2 – Short
Term Bicycle Project Priority List, as Short Term Project #10, in the Mobility Master Plan section of the
Transportation Element (see Public Review Document, p. 49).

5. Prioritize bus movement on transit corridors and around Transit Centers, consistent with the
Complete Street Guidelines, to insure the safety of bicyclists, bus riders and users of all modes of
transportation.
Staff Response:
The City agrees that a primary objective of a transit corridor is to provide for transit mobility, and
believes that transit level of service and multimodal connectivity should be evaluated whenever changes
are made to these corridors. The Mobility Master Plan section of the Transportation Element specifically
calls for prioritizing transportation investment based on the “Green Transportation Hierarchy” which
places pedestrians, bicyclists and public transit on top priorities. Also, safety of pedestrians and bicyclists
is one of the guiding principles (others being accessibility, connectivity, people, equity, sustainability and
multimodal) for implementing the Mobility Master Plan (see Public Review Document, p. 40 & 41).

6. Complete the city‐wide sidewalk network with striped crosswalks at key intersections,
maintaining stop bars and installing mid‐block crossings where appropriate, particularly along
arterials and streets served by transit.
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Staff Response:
Pedestrian safety is important to the City, and will continue to be addressed systematically through the
City’s curb ramp program, and with each roadway improvement project. Crosswalk markings will be
considered along with other pedestrian improvement strategies during the design phase of each of these
processes. The City will also continue seeking funding opportunities for maintenance of existing
crosswalk markings.

#2012‐07 – Minor Amendments and Refinements:
7. Allowing drive‐throughs in the HMX – Hospital Medical Mixed‐Use District is contrary to the
Complete Streets principles, the anti‐idling ordinance within the City’s Climate Action Plan, and
other efforts in the City.
Staff Response:
Drive‐throughs are currently allowed in all other “commercial” X‐Districts, subject to a number of special
restrictions (such as preventing their location along the front of buildings, near bus or streetcar stops,
near pedestrian streets, etc.). The initial proposal was to make this allowance consistent in the HMX
District, subject to the same limitations. This inconsistency was raised when the Allenmore Hospital
came forward to re‐open their pharmacy, which has a drive‐through window. It is important to note that
this proposal was not intended to encourage drive‐through restaurants, which is what many commonly
think of when the term “drive‐through” is used. As noted below, if the Commission elects to retain this
change, it may be appropriate to provide further restrictions.
While the Climate Action Plan does call for the City to consider an “anti‐idling ordinance,” the City does
not currently have one and anti‐idling ordinances do not generally focus on drive‐throughs. The
Complete Streets Guidelines do not call for any restriction of drive‐throughs, although they do encourage
limiting driveways, particularly along main streets, avenues, and transit corridors. As noted above, the
code includes numerous restrictions related to this policy intent. However, the testimony raises good
questions and it may be that more discussion is necessary to determine if drive‐throughs should be
further restricted and/or prohibited in this and other X‐Districts.
Staff proposes the following options for the Commission to consider:
a) Limit the proposed allowance for drive‐throughs in HMX to hospitals and associated medical
uses, while prohibiting non‐medical related drive‐throughs such as fast food restaurants.
b) Withdraw the proposed amendment (i.e., no expansion of allowance for drive‐throughs to HMX),
and as appropriate, consider initiating a policy discussion in the future about whether drive‐
throughs should be further restricted, particularly in X‐Districts.

8. Requesting that doggy daycare facilities with outdoor space be allowed in the CIX – Commercial‐
Industrial Mixed‐Use District.
Staff Response:
Staff has been in contact with Ms. Woolworth and discussed her request. While doggie daycare facilities
are a permitted use in the CIX District, they are not currently allowed to include any outdoor space, which
is common for these types of facilities. The CIX District allows a wide variety of uses, up to and including
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numerous types of industrial uses. Additionally, this district, which only exists along South Washington
Street in the 56th & South Tacoma Way Mixed‐Use Center, is characterized by a mix of heavy commercial
and light industrial uses and is adjacent to a heavy industrial area. Of all of the mixed‐use districts, CIX is
the most intense, both in existing and planned character. Considering this, allowing outdoor space for
doggie daycare facilities in this district is probably very reasonable. However, it is acknowledged that the
particular code change requested by Ms. Woolworth was not included in the original package of code
amendments for this year’s Annual Amendment. However, if the Commission is comfortable with adding
this relatively minor code change, staff’s opinion is that the requested change would be generally
consistent with the intent of the CIX District and would allow Ms. Woolworth to establish her business in
a very appropriate location.

Attachments
A. Summary of Oral Testimony (received at the Public Hearing on March 7, 2012)
B. Written Comments (received through March 16, 2012):
1.

Michael Mirra, Affordable Housing Policy Advisory Group, February 29, 2012
(Mr. Mirra also submitted a copy of the AHPAG Policy Recommendations to the City Council, dated
December 3, 2010. Due to its size, the report is not attached to this staff report, but is posted online – go
to www.cityoftacoma.org/planning, and click on “2012 Annual Amendment #2012‐2: Housing Element”,
then “AHPAG Policy Recommendations to the City Council (12‐3‐10)”.)

2.

Matthew Nutsch, Planning Commissioner, March 9, 2012

3.

Ken Peachey, Bicycle and Pedestrian Action Committee, March 14, 2012

4.

Chelsea Levy, Pierce Transit, March 16, 2012
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Attachment
A

Summary of Oral Testimony
Planning Commission Public Hearing – Wednesday, March 7, 2012, 5:00 pm
1. Bliss Moore (Sustainable Tacoma Commission; Sierra Club) – Concerned about the proposed
revision to the Land Use Regulatory Code to permit drive-throughs in the “HMX” District. One of the
strategies in the City’s Climate Action Plan to reduce greenhouse gases and fuel use is to consider
adopting an anti-idling ordinance. Drive-throughs enable idling, and should not be allowed.
2. Jori Adkins (Dome District) – Allowing drive-throughs for any use in the hospital district, except for
emergency vehicles, is going in the wrong direction in any urban situation, and is against the
principles of developing Complete Streets and pedestrian-friendly environment. It is also contrary to
the proposed Dome District Plan which proposes prohibiting drive-throughs. Say no to the
inconsistency and consider taking it out of the code in the next annual amendment cycle.
3. Kristina Walker (Downtown On the Go) – Supported the proposed amendments to the
Transportation Element. Completing projects as laid out in the award-winning Mobility Master Plan
will help promote active transportation, achieve a healthy community, and improve our economy.
4. Sherri Woolworth (citizen) – Would like to establish a doggy daycare and boarding facility at 4802 S.
Washington, which is currently in CIX where indoor doggy daycares are allowed but not outdoor
kennel runs.
5. Scott Hansen (Puget Creek Restoration Society) – The trail system in the Puget Gardens area,
which is the lower park area of the Puget Gulch, is not incorporated in the Transportation Element.
The trail system provides connection between Ruston Way and the Proctor District, serves habitat
and educational functions, and is used by a considerable number of people, and should be
incorporated in all trail maps in the City’s documents.
6. Michael Mirra (Affordable Housing Policy Advisory Group or AHPAG) – Supported and appreciated
the proposed incorporation of the eight Affordable Housing Policy Principles and Acknowledgments
recommended by AHPAG into the Housing Element, which fulfills the City Council’s direction.
Concerned about the deletion of the language pertaining to special needs housing, which is an
important part of the City’s housing continuum; the paragraphs should be retained. (Mr. Mirra also
submitted a letter, dated February 29, 2012, and a copy of the AHPAG Policy Recommendations to
the City Council, dated December 3, 2010.)
7. Janet Higbee (Bicycle and Pedestrian Action Committee or BAPC) – Agreed with Kristina Walker’s
comments. Strongly hoped that the City could retain the capable staff for the smoothest
implementation of the Mobility Master Plan. Replying (as a bicycle commuter) on the roads to be on
the optimal condition.
8. Ken Peachey (as the Chair of BPAC) – Proud of being part of the process enabling the Mobility
Master Plan (“MoMaP”) to be a dynamic document. The MoMap in its own language calls out the
need for periodic updates to reflect the changing conditions and incorporate the latest information.
The proposed reprioritization of projects provides a sense of what we’ve accomplished and where
we’re going, and reflects the next logical steps the City should implement to achieve an active
transportation system that is an important part of the quality of life for the City of Tacoma. Also, the
guidance BAPC has received from City staff and the extensive community outreach facilitated by the
City staff during the MoMaP amendment process are incomparable.
9. Kris Symer (BPAC) – Regarding the proposed reprioritization of the Mobility Master Plan projects,
this is an opportunity to celebrate. Remember when Tacoma didn’t have bike boulevards and
adequate infrastructure. Kudos to dedicated City staff for working diligently with BPAC on every
change that is being proposed.
10. Ken Peachey (as a resident) – Concerned about the drive-throughs; the Planning Commission
should consider the anti-idling issue.
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Attachment
B-1

CITY OF TACOMA
AFFORDABLE HOUSING POLICY ADVISORY GROUP
February 29, 2012
By hand
Bye-mail: planning@cityoftacoma.org
Planning Commission
747 Market Street, Room 1036
Tacoma, WA 98402
Re

Comments on proposed amendments to the City's Comprehensive
Plan

Dear Planning Commissioners:
We write to comment on the proposed amendments to the City of Tacoma's
Comprehensive Plan that the Planning Commission will consider on March 7, 2012. We
hope our comments are helpful to you.
We offer these comments as co-chairs of the City'S Affordable Housing Policy
Advisory Group. The City Council convened this group on April 27, 20 I 0 by Resolution
38071. That resolution asked the group to propose policies that would promote the
preservation or development of affordable housing in the City. The group submitted its
recommendations to the City Council on December 3, 2010. See Policy Recommendations to the City Council (December 3, 2010). On May 17,2011, by Resolution 38263,
the Council reconvened the group so it can remain available as a source of further advice
and assistance while the City considers the group's recommendations.
Among its recommendations, the group proposed principles and acknowledgements to govern City policy. See Policy Recommendations, section 3.1. By Resolution
38264, on May 17,2011, the City Council directed the Planning Commission to
incorporate these into the City's Comprehensive Plan.
We have two comments to offer on the draft Comprehensive Plan.
First, we fully support the draft's inclusion of the principles and acknowledgements. See DRAFT Housing Affordability - Intent, page H-I3. This appears to fulfill
the Council's direction. We think those principles and acknowledgements will provide
useful direction to the City. They will also help to illuminate the meaning of other
sections of the Comprehensive Plan.
Second, we are concerned to note, however, that in that same section the draft
would remove the following language pertaining to special needs housing:

c/o 902 Sout h L Street, Taco ma, W A 98405, (253) 207-4429
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As a general rule, the need for affordable housing extends along a
housing continuum that extends from basic emergency shelter for
the homeless to temporary transitional housing to permanent rental
housing and for some households to home ownership. Each segment
of this continuum requires ongoing financial support for both public
agencies and individuals. In addition, there are individuals and
families with special needs (e.g. disabled, frail elderly, large
families, female heads-of-household) that often require additional
assistance.
It is the intent of the City to: (I) recognize the housing needs of, and
provide housing programs for, low income and special needs
households and (2) promote housing opportunities and the reduction
of isolation of these groups by improving housing and community
services delivery.
See Draft, page H-13.

We recommend that the draft retain this language. It makes important
observations about the City's need for special needs housing and the full range of the
housing continuum. No other part of the draft has comparable language. Also, there is
nothing in the group's recommendations that would support these deletions. While the
group's recommendations did not focus on special needs housing, it did acknowledge that
people who need such housing suffer fully from the City's lack of affordable places to
live:
Tacoma's need for more affordable housing appears in distinct ways
for discrete groups of the city's low-income population who have
special needs. Like other low-income portions of the population,
households within these groups require affordable places to live that
are not available on the private market. They face other challenges
as well. Two in particular are pertinent to this report. First, they
need other kinds of assistance and supportive services located within
an easily accessible distance from where they live to be successful
even if housing is affordable. Second, their history of need or
institutionalization makes it harder for them to find private landlords
willing to rent to them.
See Policy Recommendations, section 2.5. The present language of the Comprehensive
Plan makes this same observation. It is an important one that requires its place in City
policy.

2
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We hope these comments are helpful to the Commission. Ifwe can be of further
assistance, please let us know. In particular, we look forward to the Commission's
review of the group's other recommendations that may also require Commission review.

Cordially,

City of Tacoma Affordable Housing Policy Advisory Group

t\.

}\~
-\i>,..

Gary Pedersen
Co-Chair

Cc:

Michael Min·a
Co-Chair

City Councilmember Lauren Walker
T.C. Broadnax, City Manager
Ian Munce, City of Tacoma

3
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Attachment
B-2
From: Matt Nutsch [mailto:mnutsch@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, March 09, 2012 3:16 PM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: Re: McKinley Avenue sidewalk
Lihuang,
Thank you for your e-mail and your work on this project. I believe that this particular issue should be
added to the Mobility Master Plan. The follow is text that I wrote to explain the requested addition:
"New construction and a lack of parking near the Tacoma Dome and LeMay Car Museum have created a
situation where stretches of Mckinley Ave (and adjacent side streets) near South Downtown become
used as overflow parking. This situation is particularly prevalent during large Tacoma Dome events.
Unfortunately the pedestrian infrastructure is not sufficiently developed to accomodate the added
pedestrian traffic this scenario creates. Large stretches of Mckinley Ave (specifically across the street
from Mckinley Park) do not have sidewalk infrastructure. This results in out of town visitors traversing a
muddy path after stepping out of their vehicles. Additionally, the sidewalk infrastructure which does exist
does not include handicap access in many spots.
In order to enhance Tacoma's image with out of town visitors (an important source of revenue and
economic prosperity), as well as to follow the Complete Streets policy, construction of sidewalk
improvements from Mckinley Avenue to downtown should be given priority and added to the Mobility
Master Plan."
Thank you,
Matt Nutsch
Planning Commissioner
253-961-2914
mnutsch@hotmail.com
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Attachment
B-3
From: Ken Peachey [mailto:ken.peachey@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 14, 2012 8:29 PM
To: lwung@cityoftacoma.org
Cc: Wiatr, Diane
Subject: BPAC omission from Comprehensive Plan Amendment

Lihuang Wung
Community and Economic Development
747 Market Street
Tacoma, Wa 98402
Mr. Wung,
Apologies for the lateness of this request, but it has come to my attention that the Tacoma
Bicycle and Pedestrian Action Committee (BPAC) omitted an important corridor in our
amendment proposal. Indeed, BPAC discussed and resolved to include S. Washington St from S.
43rd to S. 60th as a bikeway because of the high speeds and volumes on S. Tacoma Way, which
make it less than bike friendly. Furthermore, the wide roadway on this section of S. Washington
Street does, in BPAC's view, make it far preferable in accommodating bikes. Finally,
development of bike lanes on S. Washington will extend those recently installed on S. Tacoma
Way from Pine St to S. 43rd St, creating a wonderful access route to and from the future South
Tacoma Sounder Station.
Thank you for your consideration,
Ken Peachey, Chair
Tacoma Bicycle and Pedestrian Action Committee
253-389-8765
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Attachment
B-4

March 16, 2012
Tacoma City Council
747 Market St., Rm. 1200
Tacoma, WA 98402
Mayor Strickland and Members of the Council,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 2012 Annual Amendments. We appreciate the
thoughtful work City staff, the Planning Commission and the Council have put into this year’s
amendments and offer the following thoughts on how these amendments may impact operations at
Pierce Transit.
We are pleased to see the City is investing in transportation infrastructure that promotes walking,
biking and transit in addition to single occupancy vehicles and that the City is moving forward with
implementation of the Mobility Master Plan and Complete Street Guidelines. However, we are
concerned about efforts to insure user safety where these modes intersect, particularly for buses and
bicycles. Pierce Transit urges the Council to prioritize bus movement on transit corridors and
around Transit Centers, consistent with the Complete Street Guidelines. Bus priority at these
locations is a matter of safety for bicyclists and bus riders and a matter of cost for Pierce Transit, as
delays impact our quality and cost of service.
Additionally, we encourage the City to continue to complete the city-wide sidewalk network with
striped crosswalks at key intersections, maintaining stop bars and installing mid-block crossings
where appropriate, particularly along arterials and streets served by transit. These features improve
safety and pedestrian access to bus stops and other facilities.
Last, acknowledging that this is not part of the 2012 Annual Amendments, we commend you for
removing parking minimums for new development and restricting surface parking lots in downtown
Tacoma. Parking is currently a dominant land use in downtown. The more opportunities the City
creates to transition parking lots and garages to active commercial and residential uses, the denser
downtown will become and consequently, the more efficient and effective Pierce Transit’s service in
downtown will be. We were disappointed to learn the Council refrained from instituting parking
maximums in downtown. While we understand the desire to be “open for business and new
development”, potentially permitting unfettered development of new parking when such a large
unused supply exists conflicts with the City’s policies to minimize the amount of land dedicated to
parking (LU-MUP-1) and reduce dependency on single occupancy vehicles (Downtown Element).
Pierce Transit and the Tacoma City Council have a common vision for mobility in the City of
Tacoma and we at Pierce Transit look forward to continuing our work together to achieve this
vision.
Sincerely,
Chelsea Levy
Urban Planner, Pierce Transit
3701 96th St SW Lakewood WA 98499-4431 PO Box 99070 Lakewood WA 98496-0070 253.581.8080 FAX 253.581.8075 piercetransit.org
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