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2015 Annual Amendment
Mixed-use Centers Review
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY
October 7, 2015
Application No.:

2015-02

Proposed Amendment:

Mixed-Use Centers Review

Applicant:

Planning and Development Services

Location & Size of Area:

Citywide in 13 designated mixed-use centers.

Current Land Use & Zoning:

Various

Neighborhood Council Area:

Various

Planning Commission Recommendations:
This is a study only. The report reviews the performance of the City of Tacoma’s existing mixed-use
centers (MUC) and is a supporting document to the recommended Comprehensive Plan (Exhibit A).
Based on the findings of the Mixed-use Centers Study the Commission recommends that:
• The City seek ways to improve the alignment of department work programs and development
tools to facilitate the desired development activity in the Mixed-use Centers;
• To compound the benefits of City programs, regulations, and investments, the City should
continue to focus on a few centers at a time and remain committed to existing focus areas
(Downtown, including Stadium and Hilltop, Lincoln, and South Tacoma Way).
• The City should retain the flexibility to respond to unique circumstances and opportunities as they
arise.
• In addition to improving the coordination of existing City resources and programs, the
Commission strongly recommends that the City Council consider studying the efficacy of the
following tools and resources to advance the goals for the City’s centers:
o A transportation impact fee to help fund completion of the multimodal system;
o Design guidelines and a design review program for Mixed-use Centers and public projects;
o Sub-area or neighborhood planning for each center to coordinate land use, transportation and
utility infrastructure investments.
Finally, the Commission recommends that the City Council consider amendments to the Land Use
Regulatory Code as part of the future Planning Commission work program to begin implementing the
Mixed-use Center report recommendations concerning the height bonus program, defining core
commercial areas, and evaluating the multifamily tax exemption.

Exhibit:
B. Mixed-use Centers Study Report

2015 Annual Amendment – Mixed-Use Centers Review
Planning Commission Recommendation Summary (10-7-15)
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150

by the numbers
· As much as 20 acres of commercial
zoned land to allow 200,000 sf
community building area
· 3,000 residences within a 1/2 mile
· 12,000 residences within 5 miles
· Approximately 7,000 to 10,000
vehicles/day traffic on “Main Street.”
· Within single-family areas, at least
12 dwelling units per acre to support
transit.
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OVERVIEW
HISTORY OF TACOMA’S MIXED USE CENTERS
The mixed-use center districts (MUC) are at the heart of the Comprehensive Plan’s growth and
development strategy. They are intended to accommodate a significant share of Tacoma’s future
population and employment growth and be areas that provide a range of housing choices,
employment opportunities, transit-oriented development, pedestrian and bicycle facilities and
a mix of shops, services, and public spaces. Fostering and sustaining mixed-use centers is
critical to achieving the City’s long-term goals and vision for its future. The MUC provisions in the
comprehensive plan include the following objectives:
·· Strengthen and direct growth with a concentrated mix of diverse uses (work, housing, and
amenities) and development towards centers.
·· Create a range of safe, convenient, and affordable housing opportunities and choices.
·· Create walkable and transit-supportive neighborhoods.
·· Protect and enhance neighborhood character and identity.
·· Foster efficient provisions of services and utility.
·· Reduce dependence on cars and enhance transportation connectivity.
·· Support neighborhood business development.
The City’s MUC program has a 20 year history. In 1993 the City, in partnership with Pierce Transit
designated the original set of MUC’s based on existing commercial areas and transit routes. The
MUCs were to contain a variety of higher intensity residential and commercial development with
supporting transit and services. From 1994 to 1997 the City adopted new zoning districts to
implement the MUC designations and in conducted 2006-2007 a review of the MUCs performance
with respect to revitalization objectives. Outcomes from this analysis included that addition of the
34th and Pacific (Lower Pacific), McKinley, and Narrows MUCs, boundary changes to multiple
centers and policies for increased heights and densities and reduced parking requirements.
From 2007 to 2009 The City initiated the review of MUC district zoning requirements which led to
higher maximum height limits and elimination of parking requirements within core areas. The Point
Ruston MUC was added in 2014.
In 2014, this study was initiated to identify strategies that the City can take to stimulate private
investment within centers and invest public resources effectively. Reccommended strategies
include:
·· Focus resources on encouraging development in one or two centers at a time to achieve
highly visible and near-term improvements,
·· Address special redevelopment opportunities as they emerge in various centers in order to
obtain maximum public benefit from public actions, and
·· Realign existing City programs to more effectively focus City resources toward the centers.
·· As part of its efforts to encourage development in MUC’s, the City has developed a set of
incentives that include:
··
··
··
··

Multifamily Tax Exemption
Use and height Allowances
Non-motorized and transit amenities
Design standards

··
··
··
··

Complete Streets
Reduced Parking Requirements
Minimum densities
Bonus Palette

The X-District Bonus palette provides a mechanism to achieve greater density and growth by
allowing additional building height, above and beyond the standard maximum height limits. In order
to achieve these increased height limits, projects are required to provided one or more public benefit
bonus features from the height bonus palette. The specific purpose of the MUCs can be found in
the Tacoma Municipal Code section 13.06.300.
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IT IS NOW TIME TO REEVALUATE
It has been 22 years since the MUCs were first designated and 10 years since zoning
regulations were crafted, but there has been relatively little growth and many of the
MUCs. Moreover, there has been significant advancements in compact development
and sustainability strategies in the region. Tacoma has an opportunity to learn from these
practices and reevaluate its MUC redevelopment strategies.
Starting in the summer of 2014, the City staff/consultant team (team) initiated the following
steps to evaluate the current status of identified MUCs (also denoted “centers”) and
formulate a strategy to enhance development opportunities and pursue the comprehensive
plan objectives.
1. Review the current comprehensive MUC goals and policies and identify the
most useful parameters by which to evaluate the MUCs with respect to the
goals and policies. This list of parameters is displayed on page 4.
2. Visit the centers, meet with local leaders and business persons. City staff led
consultant team members on a two day field trip and discussed current and past
issues related to each. The consultants also reviewed the literature regarding center
development and identified examples to use in discussing how some centers develop
and thrive.
3. Review the current MUC typology and establish threshold criteria for desired
performance relative to each parameter identified in step 1. The City has
categorized MUC’s outside the city center as either “neighborhood” or “community”
centers. The team determined that this typology still has merit but recommended that
the name “community” be changed to “crossroads” to avoid the connotation that the
previous name conveys - a description of each type is presented starting on page
6. For each type, the team identified levels of performance that are desirable under
normal conditions. These benchmarks, presented on page 5, should not necessarily
be considered hard and fast targets as successful MUCs can have significant
variability in the configuration, demographic profile, size, mix of uses and market area.
4. Prepare profiles for each MUC presenting basic demographic, land use and
economic data and evaluating the centers relative to the criteria established
in steps 1 and 3. The quantitative and mapped information was provided by the
City. The results of this step are the Profiles section which is intended to serve as a
useful compendium of information in considering future City actions in each center as
well as provide the basis for the analysis and recommendations in later sections.
5. Conduct further comparative analysis across the spectrum of MUCs. This
was done to identify city-wide patterns and compare the performance of each center
relative to the others.
6. Conduct a feasibility analysis of different development types to identify which
types of development may be expected in each MUC. This step also identified
thresholds of residential rents and square foot land costs that will support different
building types and parking measures.
7. Recommend a city-wide MUC redevelopment strategy, based on the analysis
of steps 5 and 6. This strategy includes three elements:
·· Focus on one or two centers for maximum impact over the short term and
demonstrate the benefits of the MUC program.
·· Pursue near term opportunities in each center so that resources are used for
maximum efficiency.
·· Align City programs and engage partners to place greater priority on MUCs.
·· The team periodically briefed the Planning Commission and the City Council to
relate the project’s status and take direction regarding future steps.
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EVALUATION PARAMETERS
EVALUATION PARAMETERS TO MEASURE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MUC PRINCIPLES - SUMMARY
PARAMETER OR METRIC USED TO CHARACTERIZE
PROTOTYPES AND EVALUATE MUCS

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN PRINCIPLES

·· Residential Units within a ½ mile and 5 minute drive

·· Shopping and services near home and work

·· SF of commercial, institutional and industrial land

·· Employment opportunities within centers

·· Spectrum of local commercial services

·· Transit access to services and facilities

·· Encourage a variety of housing types for different needs

·· Spectrum of housing types

·· Accommodate a mix of incomes

·· Median household income of population within a ½ mile
and 5 minute drive

QUALITY OF LIFE AND
ACTIVE LIVING

TRANSPORTATION
CHOICES

MIX OF USES

·· Land Area

HOUSING CHOICES

·· Mix of uses and density near transit and services

·· Total daytime employment

·· Support home ownership

·· Median household spending within a ½ mile and 5 minute
drive
·· Create comfortable and safe walking districts

·· Pedestrian orientation (walkability)

·· Provide functional bicycle access and facilities

·· Traffic volumes (ADT)

·· Increase transit ridership

·· Proximity to bicycle trail and route access

·· Increase transp. demand management strategies

·· Type and frequency of transit access

·· Reduce dependence on cars

·· Existence of transportation demand management plan.

·· Provide usable public spaces

·· Availability of parks, and recreation facilities

·· Create comfortable and accessible public spaces

·· Existence of a plaza or other central open space

·· Strengthen neighborhood identity
·· Create pedestrian-oriented streets

·· Existence of a special amenity or identifiable character or
activity (e.g.: historic buildings, attractive setting.

·· Increase vegetation and greenery

·· Urban design and environmental setting

·· Ensure effective buffers and scale transitions

THRIVING ECONOMY

·· Increase investment in centers
·· Replace priority for incentives in centers

·· Population, households, income and spending data and
within 5 min and 10 min walk

·· Retain major employers

·· Business area and population

·· Improve business climate

·· Total Businesses in MUC and type.

·· Support small business

·· Employment , ½ mile and 5 minute drive

·· Provide opportunities to live near work

·· Employment density in MUC, ½ mile radius, and 5 minute
drive)

·· Support home ownership
·· Achieve development feasibility

·· Spending capture for MUC, ½ mile radius, and 5 minute
drive)
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PHYSICAL OBJECTIVES FOR TACOMA’S NEIGHBORHOOD AND CROSSROADS MIXED-USE URBAN CENTER TYPES RELATIVE TO
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN PRINCIPLES

QUALITY OF
LIFE

TRANSPORTATION
CHOICES

HOUSING
CHOICES

MIX OF USES

NEIGHBORHOOD CENTER

CROSSROADS CENTER

Sufficient commercial and community services to support
residents. (Grocery store and drug store are the basics).
Approx 1,000 – 1,500 du w/in ½ mi to will be about 1/3 to ½
the amount necessary to support minimum basic retail. If this
number can be achieved, parking can be reduced and more
efficient development is feasible.

Uses and services beyond “big-box” and auto oriented retail
such as local and individual retail, offices, entertainment
activities and institutional uses such as a community college.
If pleasant pedestrian connections are provided, approx
1,000 du within ¼ to ½ mi of the will help support more local
services within the center and add pedestrian activity

A range of single family and multi-family residences. Some
affordable units. ADU’s and multi-family types are important.
These types also support transportation and economic
objectives. Higher intensity residential buildings support
pedestrian activity and greater security.

A range of single family and multi-family residences. Some
affordable units. ADU’s and multi-family types are important.
These types also support transportation and economic
objectives. It is important that MF development provide open
space and good ped. connections.

12 du/acre will support higher frequency transit. Early to mid
20C SF housing will provide about 8 du/acre so some MF
housing in ½ mi. radius is needed to support enhanced transit.

12 du/acre will support higher frequency transit. Since
most suburban SF neighborhoods provide about 4 du/ac.
substantial numbers of MF units are needed. (1,000-1200
MF du. would bring density to about 12 du/ac within ¼ mi.).

Good sidewalks are critical to encourage walking ½ mi and bike
facilities will also help reduce auto dependence.
Arterial traffic in range of 7,000 to 10,000 ADT desirable

Arterial traffic in range of 15-25,000 ADT desirable
Should have a neighborhood park, community center or other
rec. facility. A school that also provides for community uses is
good.
Should have a bikeways to other parts of the city.
As much as 20 acres zoned to allow commercial. 200,000
square feet of building area to capture 2/3 of potential demand
within 5 min drive time radius. Arterial capacity to support this
draw.

THRIVING ECONOMY

Pedestrian connections are essential but often lacking,
particularly between large parcels. Bike facilities can help
reduce auto dependence.

3,000 households with ½ mile radius and 12,000 households
within 5 minute drive time radius.
Convenience development anchored by grocery, drug, food and
other services.

Recreational, cultural and environmental amenities are
absolutely critical to achieving residential goals. A center
should have some way of providing these – a movie theater,
community park, rec. center, YMCA , etc
As much as 40 acres zoned to allow commercial. 375,000
square feet of building area to capture 50% of potential
demand within 10 min drive time radius.
3,000 households with ½ mile radius and 64,000 households
within 10 minute drive time radius.
Arterial capacity to support this draw.

Offers retail service jobs to support local resident needs.

Convenience and comparison development anchored
by grocery and drug, plus general merchandise, food,
entertainment and other services.

Available development or redevelopment sites to accommodate
feasible construction types and market segments

Offers retail service jobs to support local resident needs, plus
higher wage non retail/service jobs.
Available development or redevelopment sites to
accommodate feasible construction types and market
segments
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TYPES OF CENTERS

Tacoma has defined 18 MUC throughout the city limits. The MUCs are classified into four
types depending upon the size, scale and character of development, mix of uses, and the
potential for increases in employment and resident population. Only Neighborhood Centers
and Crossroad Centers (formally called Community Centers) are considered in this report.
A description of these are listed below. The six MUCs that have not been included in the
analysis are:
·· Tacoma Mall Urban Center has been designated as a regional growth area in Vision
2040 and undergoing a separate study.
·· Point Ruston Community Center was designated an MUC in 2013 master planned
proposal and development is ongoing.
·· Downtown Central Business District, Stadium Neighborhood Center, and Hilltop
Neighborhood Center have seen new investments in mixed-use development and
affordable housing over the past decade.
The remaining centers evaluated in this study are spread geographically throughout the
city. Many are commercial nodes within established neighborhoods while others are
situated around shopping centers developed during the mid-20th century and have an
auto-oriented, suburban character. These two intrinsically different sets of characteristics
have led the City to consider two different classifications or types of MUCs: “neighborhood
centers” and ‘crossroad centers”. The term “community centers” was previously used, but
it is recommended that this type be renamed “crossroads centers” because “community”
could have a number of meanings and some neighborhood centers are the center of a
larger community as well.
Distinguishing between the two types is useful because each type has different physical
and economic characteristics and because strategies to enhance the two types of centers
are often different. The map and graphics on the following three pages describes the
location and characteristics of each type.

LINCOLN, AN EXAMPLE OF A NEIGHBORHOOD CENTER

Figure 1. Lower Portland, an example of a Crossroads Center

-- 716 --

Page 06

Final – October 1, 2015

Page 07

N PEARL ST

Tacoma Mixed Use Centers

Westgate

Narrows

M
AR
I

Proctor

NE

VI
E

W

D

R

6th Avenue
I705 HWY S

James Center
Tacoma Central

SR509 HWY S

Lower
Portland
Avenue
McKinley
Lincoln
Lower
Pacific

I5

SR16 HWY W

PACIFIC AV

South
Tacoma
Way

Upper
Pacific

Upper
Portland

Figure 2. Mixed-Use Centers in
study area
NEIGHBORHOOD CENTERS

Miles
0

0.5

1

CROSSROAD CENTERS

2

OPEN SPACE
CITY BOUNDARY

-- 717 --

Final – October 1, 2015

Tacoma Mixed Use Centers

NEigHBOrHOOd cENTEr
Neighborhood Centers are generally associated with a neighborhood-serving business
district and are part of the City’s historic fabric. They have a concentrated mix of smaller
scale development that primarily serves the daily needs of residents and the immediate
surrounding area. Commercial developments in these areas were built around streetcars
and were designed with walking and window shopping in mind. These areas tend to
have grid block patterns, with buildings that are built up to the sidewalk. Surface parking
is typically accessed from side streets or alleys at the rear or side of buildings. On-street
parking is also present in all Neighborhood Centers. These include:
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By THE NumBErS
· As much as 20 acres of
commercial zoned land to allow
200,000 sf community building
area
· 3,000 residences within a 1/2
mile
· 12,000 residences within 5 miles

· 6th Avenue

· McKinley

· Narrows

· South Tacoma Way

· Proctor

· Lincoln

· Approximately 7,000 to 10,000
vehicles/day traffic on “Main
Street.”
· Within single-family areas, at
least 12 dwelling units per acre
to support transit.

Figure 3. Neighborhood Center Diagram

Typical pHySical OBJEcTiVES
Safe, comfortable sidewalks
and crosswalks
Pedestrian oriented storefronts
and streetscape amenities

T
T

Mix of single-family and
multifamily residences

*

Neighborhood park, school,
playground, etc.

T

Good transit service
Community facility (ideally)
or special employment or
institutional activity

*

neighborhood Center - tyPiCAL PhysiCAL obJeCtiVes
Safe, comfortable sidewalks and crosswalks
Pedestrian oriented
storefronts and
streetscape amenities
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multi-family residences

T

*

Scale: 1” =150’facility (ideally)
Community
0
or special employment or
institutional activity

Grocery store/drugstore
anchor
Mix of retail and commercial
uses

Neighborhood park,
school, playground, etc.

· Small block size
(approx. 200 x 400)

Good transit service

· Accessory weddling units on
single family lots can be a
plus.

Neighborhood centers
are generally oriented
along a “Main Street.”

150

by the numbers
· As much as 20 acres of commercial
zoned land to allow 200,000 sf
community building area
· 3,000 residences within a 1/2 mile
· 12,000 residences within 5 miles
· Approximately 7,000 to 10,000
vehicles/day traffic on “Main Street.”
· Within single-family areas, at least
12 dwelling units per acre to support
transit.
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CROSSROADS CENTERS
Most designated Crossroads Centers are established commercial shopping areas that were
built in the context of auto-oriented development. The urban form consists of large blocks
and includes more big box chain stores than the Neighborhood Centers. Commercial
developments in tend to be set back from the street and fronted by parking lots. These
areas have very little residential development occurring within their boundaries and generally
have few pedestrian amenities. The Crossroads Centers include:

· Westgate

· Upper Pacific

· Lower Portland Ave

· James Center

· Upper Portland Ave

· Tacoma Central
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BY THE NUMBERS
· Mix of multifamily and single
family within a 1/4 mile.
· 3,000 residences per 1/2 mile*
· 1,000 dwelling units withing a
1/2 mile will support local retail
services if there are pleasant
pedestrian connections.
· 40 Acres zoned commercial,
375,000 SF commercial
* Note: The 3,000 du is base on minimum
necessary to support local businesses. The
City’s target for growth management purposes
is 5,000 du.

· Lower Pacific

Figure 4. Crossroads Center Diagram

TYPICAL PHYSICAL OBJECTIVES
Crossroads of two major
arterials with regional
connections

T

Good transit connections
Recreational, cultural and
environmental amenities are
essential for attracting quality
residential development.
Good internal and street
oriented pedestrian connection

T
T

Larger employer, institution or
entertainment center
Substantial multifamily
development or institutional
activities needed to support
transit
Large-scale retail mixed with
smaller-scale retail

CROSSROADS CENTER - TYPICAL PHYSICAL OBJECTIVES
Scale: 1” =150’

Crossroads of two major
arterials with regional
connections

T

Good transit connections
Recreational, cultural
and environmental
amenities are essential
for attraciting quality
residential.
Good internal and street
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connection

0Larger employer,
150institution or

entertainment center
Substantial Multi-Family
Development or institutional
activities neded to support
transit.
Large-scale retail mixed with
smaller-scale retail
Single-family neighborhood
connected to center with
sidewalks and pedestrian
connections

BY THE NUMBERS
· Mix of multi-family and single family
within a 1/4 mile.
· 3,000 residences per 1/2 mile
· 1,000 dwelling units withing a 1/2
mile will support local retail services
if there are pleasant pedestrian
connections.
· 40 Acres zoned commercial,
375,000 SF commercial
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THRIVING ECONOMY

One of the stated objectives for MUCs is a thriving economy, which is one where there
is demand for goods and services, businesses to provide those goods, workers to
fill the jobs of those businesses, and development conditions that will support new
investment. Several variables are identified for each MUC that address the strength of
the economy within each. These variables are shown for the city as a whole in the table
on this page and discussed in general terms.
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Figure 5. City of Tacoma economic facts
Total
Land Area
Acres

39,904.0

Businesses (2014)
Total Businesses

14,602

Total Employment

100,734

MARKET SUPPORT

Employment/Capita

0.5

The market support for any district is determined by the spending potential within its
natural trade area. The natural trade area is determined by such factors as natural
features, transportation access, competitive development, and population distribution.
Natural features such as water bodies and steep hills provide barriers that limit trade
areas. Districts that have good vehicular, public transit, or bike/pedestrian access
can serve a larger trade area. Competing districts can limit the trade area of a nearby
district. Trade areas with less dense development will generally extend farther to capture
necessary support.

Employment/Acre

2.5

Avg. Employees/Business

6.9

The size of a trade area is also related to the nature of the commercial business. A
business that provides primarily convenience goods and services will serve a smaller
trade area than one that provides comparison goods. A consumer will travel farther to
purchase a good that is more expensive or purchased less frequently.
A neighborhood scale shopping center is typically anchored by a grocery store or
drug store and can be characterized as primarily convenience related. A regional scale
shopping center is anchored by three or more general merchandise stores and can
be characterized as primarily comparison related. A crossroads shopping center falls
somewhere between the two.
Four trade area designations are relevant for each MUC:

Housing (2008-2012)
Housing Units

85,487

Housing Units/Acre

2.1

>2 Units/Household

35.1%

Owner-Occupied
Median Value

52.9%
$230,562

Renter-Occupied
Median Rent
Avg. Rent/SF/month

·· The households and employees within one-half mile of the MUC can walk to local
businesses.
·· The households within a 5 minute drive time will drive to local businesses for
convenience purchases.
·· The population within a larger 10 minute drive may patronize local businesses for
comparison goods shopping or destination businesses.
Trade areas with more households and higher household income levels can support
higher levels of spending and more commercial development.
The market support variables shown for each mixed use center profile were derived
from US Census data as compiled and reported by ESRI.
As explained earlier, transportation access is a major determinant of the size of a trade
area. The average daily traffic on the major arterial in each MUC is shown in the profiles.
·· Major arterials with two lanes of traffic and total traffic volumes of less than 10,000
average daily trips aren’t likely to serve community (i.e.: crossroads type) scale
trade areas.
·· Major arterials with four lanes of traffic and total traffic volumes of 20,000 average
daily trips are more likely to serve community (i.e.: crossroads type) scale trade
areas.

NA

Population

202,416

Households

80,561

Median Income

Figure 6. List of market support
characteristics
Housing (2008-2012)
Housing Units
Housing Units/Acre
>2 Units/Household
Owner-Occupied
Median Value
Renter-Occupied
Median Rent
Avg. Rent/SF/month
Population Characteristics (2014)
Population
Households
Population/Households
Median Income

-- 720 --

$775

Population Characteristics (2014)

Population/Households

·· The households and employees within the MUC are highly likely to support the
local businesses.

47.1%

2.51
$47,217
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BUSINESSES AND JOBS
Businesses and jobs provide the economic support for local households. On average the
City of Tacoma has .5 jobs per capita and 2.5 employees per acre. Employment centers
will have higher ratios within the immediate surrounding district. Mixed use centers with
high employment density contribute to a balance of jobs and households, and reduce the
extent of commute travel.
The mix of jobs by sector is closely related to average wages, household income and
spending levels.
Retail and Services are two of the larger sectors, but have the lowest average wages.
Many of the jobs in the MUC’s are retail and service jobs supported by the spending of
local households. The share of non-retail/service jobs in an MUC is an indication of the
presence of some higher wage sectors. An employment center is likely to accommodate
larger employers in these other sectors.

Figure 8. Distribution of jobs and
average wage by sector in Pierce County
(2013)
% of Total

Average
Wage

Resources and
Construction

6.5%

51,314

Manufacturing

6.3%

60,284

Wholesale
Transportation
Utilities

9.1%

54,792

Information

1.1%

55,197

Retail

11.9%

29,972

Financial
Insurance Real
Estate

4.5%

54,353

Services

38.7%

36,996

Government

20.5%

53,480

Education

1.4%

38,560

100.0%

$44,541

Total

CENTER

TOTAL BUSINESSES

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT

EMPLOYMENT/CAPITA

EMPLOYMENT/ACRE

SIXTH AVENUE

132

350

0.3

4.2

NARROWS

29

74

0.1

1.2

PROCTOR

111

318

3.7

7.1

MCKINLEY

15

32

0.0

0.6

SOUTH TACOMA WAY

122

1,353

8.6

14.4

LINCOLN

104

628

1.1

6.1

WESTGATE

70

303

0.8

3.4

LOWER PORTLAND AVE.

70

238

0.8

2.3

UPPER PORTLAND AVE.

69

471

0.9

6.1

LOWER PACIFIC AVE.

71

490

1.1

5.9

UPPER PACIFIC AVE.

69

471

0.9

6.1

JAMES CENTER

94

780

0.5

3.13

TACOMA CENTRAL

235

2,535

3.4

12.8
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INVESTMENT AND DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS
Private investment in real estate development will occur when such development provides
an adequate return. Returns are higher when the cost of development is relatively low and/
or prevailing rents or prices are high.
Unless a site has extraordinary development conditions, construction costs for a given
construction type will not vary significantly from location to location. The significant variable
cost component is the price of land. Land price isn’t independent of the prevailing rents as
land price is determined as the residual of the value of the rental income stream less the
other development costs. Areas that are more desirable and likely to support higher rents
will command higher values. The land values shown in the MUC profiles are derived from
Pierce County Assessor. Actual market values are higher in most cases, but the relationship
between MUC’s is relevant. It’s important to note that low land price can also be a deterrent
to certain types of development. When land is inexpensive, there is no incentive to pursue
higher density development with construction cost premiums.
Prevailing rents can be summarized for both apartment and commercial space. Apartment
rental rate data from the Dupre and Scott Apartment Vacancy Survey is shown for North
Tacoma, Fircrest/University Place, Mid Tacoma, and South Tacoma. Commercial rents vary
by location as well as accessibility and visibility.

CENTER

AVG. RENT /SF/MONTH

MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD
INCOME

AVERAGE LAND VALUE

SIXTH AVENUE

$1.06

$48,461

$20-$26

NARROWS

$0.99

$46,270

$14-$19

PROCTOR

$1.06

$70,269

$17-$19

MCKINLEY

$0.97

$42,937

$9-$12

SOUTH TACOMA WAY

$0.97

$26,081

$0.97

LINCOLN

$0.97

$39,994

$9-$14

WESTGATE

$1.06

$48,916

$11-$23

LOWER PORTLAND AVE.

$0.97

$43,028

$11-$25

UPPER PORTLAND AVE.

$0.97

$44.912

$17-$19

LOWER PACIFIC AVE.

$0.97

$44,359

$9-$13

UPPER PACIFIC AVE.

$0.97

$44.912

$9-$19

JAMES CENTER

$0.99

$31,968

$11

TACOMA CENTRAL

$1.05

$27,769

$13-$17
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MIX OF USES

The aim of MUCs is to provide more convenience and choice for residents and employees
by emphasizing a mix of uses. There is no perfect combination of commercial, open space,
educational facilities, other institutional, multi-family, single family, transportation and utilities, and
industrial uses. Based on existing assets and challenges, each center varies in the amount of
land dedicated to various activities. Example uses for each category are listed below:

Figure 9. Mix of Uses for each Neighborhood Center

COMMERCIAL / SERVICES
··
··
··
··

Retail
Office
Gas stations
Banks

6TH AVENUE

0%

OPEN SPACE

··
··
··
··

13%
1%

5%

INDUSTRIAL

0%

0%

INDUSTRIAL

0%

VACANT

1%

·· Schools
EDUCATION
OTHER INSTITUTIONAL
·· Associated open space

7%

LINCOLN

COMMERCIAL

36%
COMMERCIAL

OPEN SPACE

25%
OPEN SPACE
0%

EDUCATION

MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

19%
MULTI-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL

2%

MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

41%
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

4%SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

TRANSPORTATION

15%TRANSPORTATION

3%

TRANSPORTATION
INDUSTRIAL

0%

INDUSTRIAL

VACANT

0%

VACANT

13%
17%
42%

EDUCATION
OTHER INSTITUTIONAL

Places of worship
Fire station
Library
Hospital

11%
3%

3%
6%
18%
0%

INDUSTRIAL

0%

VACANT

1%

Figure 10. Mix of Uses for each Crossroad Center

Condo
Duplexes
Mobile homes
Group quarters

WESTGATE

LOWER PORTLAND
51%
COMMERCIAL

COMMERCIAL
OPEN SPACE

0%

EDUCATION
OTHER INSTITUTIONAL

SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

INDUSTRIAL
VACANT

·· Transit center
·· Parking
·· Utility right of way

EDUCATION

0%

0%

OTHER INSTITUTIONAL

3%

OTHER INSTITUTIONAL

18% INSTITUTIONAL
OTHER

24%
MULTI-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL

3%

MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

8%
MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

1%

12%

TRANSPORTATION

2%

INDUSTRIAL

1%

0%
4%

0%

EDUCATION

0%

VACANT

0%

VACANT

JAMES CENTER

15%

4%

20%
MULTI-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL

OPEN SPACE

TRANSPORTATION

0%

INDUSTRIAL

3%

VACANT

41%
4%
13%
9%

OTHER INSTITUTIONAL
MULTI-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL
16%

1%

SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

TRANSPORTATION

0%

TRANSPORTATION

0%

INDUSTRIAL

0%

INDUSTRIAL

VACANT

0%

VACANT
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23%
0%
2%
19%
14%

36%
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
3%

TACOMA CENTRAL

0%

8%

EDUCATION

28%
EDUCATION

EDUCATION
OTHER INSTITUTIONAL

23%
SINGLE-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL

OPEN SPACE

COMMERCIAL
35%

OPEN SPACE

MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

EDUCATION

INDUSTRIAL
28%

VACANT

1%

0%

TRANSPORTATION

48%
COMMERCIAL

OPEN SPACE

OPEN SPACE

54%
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

COMMERCIAL

·· Manufacturing SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
·· Warehousing
TRANSPORTATION
INDUSTRIAL
·· Auto repair services

33%
COMMERCIAL

COMMERCIAL

0%

UPPER PACIFIC

OTHER INSTITUTIONAL

LOWER PACIFIC

0%

TRANSPORTATION

TRANSPORTATION AND UTILITIES

9%

UPPER PORTLAND

OPEN SPACE

MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

INDUSTRIAL USES

0%

2%

MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
··
··
··
··

0%

VACANT

12% OTHER INSTITUTIONAL

OTHER INSTITUTIONAL
··
··
··
··

INDUSTRIAL

SOUTH TACOMA WAY

0%

OPEN SPACE

2%

TRANSPORTATION

TRANSPORTATION

17%

COMMERCIAL

4%

10%

MCKINLEY

EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES

1%

SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

3%

VACANT

8%

24%

34%

1%

28%

EDUCATION

OTHER INSTITUTIONAL

MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

TRANSPORTATION

0%

OPEN SPACE

10%

EDUCATION

OTHER INSTITUTIONAL
22%

MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

28%

COMMERCIAL
17%

11%

OPEN SPACE

EDUCATION

Parks & Trails
Open Space
Recreation Land
Cemetary

PROCTOR

25%
COMMERCIAL

COMMERCIAL

OTHER INSTITUTIONAL

OPEN SPACE

NARROWS

6%
2%
1%
0%
23%

13%
3%
0%
26%
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Figure 11. City-wide land uses
COMMERCIAL
OPEN SPACE
EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES
OTHER INSTITUTIONAL
MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

Miles
0

0.5

1

TRANSPORTATION/UTILITIES

2

INDUSTRIAL
VACANT
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QUALITY OF LIFE

In physical planning terms, a community with a high “quality of life” features a healthy, safe and
attractive environment that provides a high level of social connectedness and access to educational,
cultural, recreational, spiritual, commercial, health, employment, and other facilities, services and
amenities necessary for a full and rewarding life. For the purpose of this study, “quality of life” is
evaluated primarily in terms of access to open space and public and institutional facilities. Adequacy of
commercial services, employment opportunities and transportation are considered elsewhere.
Conveniently located and well managed open space is particularly important for residents’ (and
especially children’s) health and sociability, so it is given special attention. The quality of the MUC’s
pedestrian connections are also very important. Because of this, the City has designated “Primary
Pedestrian streets” in each MUC, and defined them in Tacoma’s Comprehensive Plan (Tacoma
Zoning Code 13.06.300). Pedestrian streets are the primary commercial streets within MUCs, and are
intended to provide access to businesses within a safe and comfortable pedestrian environment.
Unfortunately, the location of Tacoma’s public parks do not align with many MUCs so that many
centers do not feature a near-by open space. In some cases this might be remedied by acquiring
park space in or near a center. In other cases, use of school grounds or safe, comfortable pedestrian
and bicycle connections to near-by park may be the most effective way to provide needed open
space.
+ = Meets MUC Criteria

NEIGHBORHOOD CENTERS

CENTER NAME

- = Difficult to meet Criteria

QUALITY OF LIFE

COMMENTS

6th Avenue

0

Significant lack of parks & open space, with no significant public or cultural facilities, other than Jason
Lee middle school

Narrows

+

If made accessible to public, elementary school grounds could provide active open space. The Tacoma
Musical Playhouse is a regional attraction and the Scott Pearson Trail provides access to the Kitsap
Peninsula.

Proctor

+

Many public facilities and neighborhood oriented businesses but virtually no open spaces. Bicycle
connections to Puget Creek could provide better access to natural areas.

McKinley

+

Attractive streets (some with views), a public library, an elementary school, and a small park make the
area a pleasant place to live. The Tacoma Christian Center has a gym and a number of community
facilities, and is the community’s anchor.

South Tacoma
Way

+

Substantial public facilities and amenities for people in the area. Better connections to the Star Center
would add to its benefits.

Lincoln

+

The center is well served by a high school, park and a number of local commercial services. Crime, or
at least vandalism, is reported to be a problem.

CENTER NAME

CROSSROADS CENTERS

0 = Potential to meet Criteria

QUALITY OF LIFE

COMMENTS

Westgate

0

No parks, open spaces, or public amenities and few pleasant pedestrian environments.

Lower Portland
Ave

-

With few amenities and an isolated location, it will be difficult to build an attractive community unless the
Tribe commits to an ambitious effort.

Upper Portland

-

Virtually no public facilities or amenities. Providing such attractions would be a necessary first step
towards achieving a multi-dimensional center.

Lower Pacific

-

Virtually no nearby public facilities or amenities. Small open spaces for employees and residents and
better connections to Lincoln Park may help improve liveability.

Upper Pacific

0

Charlotte’s Blueberry Park is a unique attraction but the area lacks active open space for sports and
other recreational activities. Safe pedestrian/bicycle connections such as a “greenway” to Wapato Park
would be a plus.

James Center

0

TCC’s campus includes ample open space but access is challenging for local residents. Better
pedestrian connections within the center and bicycle connections to China Lake Park would benefit
students and the community.

Tacoma Central

+

With Snake Lake and Franklin Parks on the center’s perimeter, the area is well served with open space.
The shopping centers include some local services.
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Figure 12. City-wide quality of
life
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TRANSPORTATION CHOICES

The City is working to reduce dependence of cars by creating walkable and transit-supportive
neighborhoods. By definition, every MUC is supported by direct public transit. The primary
transit source in Tacoma in the Pierce Transit bus system, and at least one bus line runs through
each MUC to provide transit options to residents, employees, customers, and visitors access.
Bus lines are the regionally connected by Sound Transit’s LINK Light Rail, Sounder commuter
rail, and express bus.
Tacoma is also working towards developing a connected network of bikeways and trails
citywide so residents will be able to travel more comfortably by bicycle and foot. This includes
new cycle infrastructure and ADA accessible sidewalks on both sides of streets leading into all
MUCs. The Mobility Master Plan has identified specific measures to enhance connectively and
implementation efforts are underway.
+ = Meets MUC Criteria

NEIGHBORHOOD CENTERS

CENTER NAME

- = Difficult to meet Criteria

TRANSPORTATION
EVAL. CRITERIA

COMMENTS

6th Avenue

+

Bus routes 1 & 11 provide quick access into downtown and points west, but no existing bicycle
infrastructure.

Narrows

+

The center enjoys relatively good bus service with a regional P&R. Pedestrian conditions are good
except for a lack of crosswalks across 6th Ave. Better pedestrian streetscapes on 6th Ave would
expand the center in terms of uses and identity.

Proctor

+

Good transit and pedestrian circulation and there are some key bike facilities.

McKinley

0

There are bus routes north to Downtown and to the east and west. The Tacoma Dome Transit Station
is a 20 minute walk. Pedestrian conditions are good within the center.

South Tacoma
Way

+

Relatively good bus service, plus the Sounder commuter rail station and adequate ped-bike
connections provide excellent transportation choices. Better connections between the center and the
Star Center and residences to the north would be a significant improvement.

Lincoln

+

There is excellent bus service to downtown and other centers. A bike lane along S “G” St. and planned
bike facilities will provide excellent bicycle access as well. Pedestrian conditions are generally good.

TRANSPORTATION
EVAL. CRITERIA

COMMENTS

CENTER NAME

CROSSROADS CENTERS

0 = Potential to meet Criteria

Westgate

-

Circulation is perhaps the center’s greatest challenge. There is only one bus (which mostly skirts the
center), poor to fair pedestrian conditions and no convenient bike facilities. Large superblocks impede
all transportation modes.

Lower Portland
Ave

-

The center is isolated by steep slopes but features bus access to downtown. Pedestrian and bicycle
conditions are generally poor.

Upper Portland

0

The center enjoys good bus and automobile access but does not feature the pedestrian connections or
bicycle access to allow it to function as an integrated whole. Streetscapes are uninviting.

Lower Pacific

0

There is excellent transit service but pedestrian conditions are poor and the topography limits bicycling.

Upper Pacific

0

There are three bus routes with connections to downtown and other centers but the large blocks and
poor to average streetscapes limit pedestrian activity.

James Center

0

There is excellent vehicle and transit access, with a transit station. However pedestrian conditions are
not so favorable. TCC’s layout separates it from its surroundings when better pedestrian connections
would serve it and the community.

Tacoma Central

0

The center is served by three bus lines, but the pedestrian connections within and between uses are
poor. The new Walmart development does provide good pedestrian paths through the parking lot.

-- 728 --

Final – October 1, 2015

N PEARL ST

Tacoma Mixed Use Centers

Page 19

M
AR
I

NE

VI
E

W

D

R

Y
HW

I705 HWY S

16
SR

PACIFIC AV

I5

W

SR509 HWY S

Figure 13. City-wide
transportation choices
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ZONING

The Land Use Regulatory Code is one of the several City regulations that guide the physical
development of Tacoma. Within the Land Use Regulatory Code is the Zoning Code, which
includes provisions for the appropriate locations for different land uses and development
standards such as required setbacks, the amount of parking and landscaping, and some
building design requirements.
Mixed-use center zoning districts were established to encourage greater integration of
land uses. In addition to the mixed-use zones, many MUCs contain a combination of other
zoning districts. Relevant districts are described in greater detail below:

SUMMARY OF MIXED-USE ZONING DISTRICTS
URX: URBAN RESIDENTIAL MIXED USE
DISTRICT

The URX primarily provides for medium density
residential development such as townhouses,
condos, and apartments. This district generally
abuts or serves as a transition between more
intense mixed-use center and commercial
areas. The maximum building height in this
district is 45 feet.

RCX: RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL MIXED USE
DISTRICT

The RCX is primarily residential in nature.
Commercial uses in this zone are small in scale
and serve the immediate neighborhood. These
districts provide housing on the perimeter of
more intense commercial zones and are often a
transition area to single-family neighborhoods.
These districts provide for an opportunity for
employment close to home. The maximum
building height in this district is 60 feet.

NCX: NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL MIXED
USE DISTRICT

CCX: COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL MIXED USE
DISTRICT

HMX: HOSPITAL MEDICAL MIXED-USE
DISTRICT

CIX: COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL MIXED-USE
DISTRICT

The NCX District provides areas with dayto-day convenience shopping and services
at a level that is compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood. The district is
intended to enhance, preserve, and stabilize
the neighborhood’s unique character. Retail
frontages are generally uninterrupted by
driveways and parking facilities. Pedestrian
access and street amenities are encouraged.
The standard building height in this district is 45
feet. Additional height can be achieved through
the bonus program.

The HMX is limited to areas that contain
hospitals and/or other similar large-scale
medical facilities. A dense mix of other related
or supportive facilities, such as outpatient
medical offices, care facilities, counseling and
support services, medical equipment, food
services and lodging. may also be located in
this district. The maximum building height in this
district is 150 feet.

The CCX District provides for commercial and
retail businesses serving nearby areas and
attracting people from throughout the City. This
district is envisioned as a traditional suburban
development that evolves into a denser urban
complex. Common uses include shopping
centers with a wide variety of commercial
establishments, commercial recreation, gas
stations, and business, personal and financial
services. The standard building height in this
district is 60 feet; additional height can be
achieved through the bonus program.

The CIX District contains a mix of commercial
uses and limited industrial uses such as light
manufacturing, assembly, distribution, and
storage of goods. Raw materials processing
and bulk handling are not permitted. Buildings
in this district may be larger in scale. The
maximum building height in this district is 75
feet.

SUMMARY OF OTHER RELEVANT ZONING DISTRICTS
R2: SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING DISTRICT

The R-2 District is the most common residential
zoning district in the City. This district is similar
to the R-1 District, however its density is
slightly higher than the R-1 District. It permits
all uses allowed in the R-1 and may also allow
for lodging uses limited to one guest room. It
generally abuts more intense residential and
commercial districts. The minimum standard lot
size in the R-2 District is 5,000 sq. feet; small
lots may be 4,500 sq. ft. The minimum front
setback is 20 feet and the maximum building
height in the R-2 district is 35 feet.

R3: TWO FAMILY DWELLING DISTRICT

The R-3 District is intended for one-, two-,
and three-family dwellings. Some lodging and
boarding homes are also appropriate. The R-3
District is characterized by low residential traffic
volumes and generally abuts more intense
residential and commercial districts. The
setback requirements are the same as the R-2

District. The maximum building height in this
district is 35 feet.

intensity uses. The maximum building height in
this district is 60 feet.

R4-L: LOW DENSITY MULTIPLE FAMILY
DWELLING DISTRICT:

R5: MULTIPLE FAMILY DWELLING DISTRICT

The R-4-L District is intended for low-density
multiple-family housing, retirement homes,
and group living facilities. The R-4L district is
very similar to the R-4 District, but has more
restrictive site development standards which
are intended to minimize adverse impacts of
permitted and conditional uses on adjoining
land. The minimum front setback requirement
is 20 feet for the R-4-L District. The maximum
building height in this district is 35 feet.

R4: MULTIPLE FAMILY DWELLING DISTRICT

The R-4 District is intended for medium-density
multiple-family housing. Other appropriate uses
may include day care centers, and certain types
of special needs housing. The R-4 District is
located generally along major transportation
corridors and between higher and lower
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The R-5 District is intended for high-density
multiple-family housing and also permits
residential hotels, retirement homes, and
limited mixed-use buildings. The district is
generally located in the center of the City
in close proximity to employment centers,
conveniences, services, major transportation
corridors, and public transportation facilities.
Minor retail businesses such as drug stores,
personal services such as beauty salons, and
minor eating and drinking establishments are
also permitted in the R-5 District. The maximum
building height in this district is 150 feet.
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Figure 14. City-wide zoning
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Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus
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Figure 15. 6th Ave & Pine St economic facts
MUC

1/2 Mile

83.2

953.6

5-Min.
Drive

Land Area
Acres
Businesses (2014)

6TH AVENUE
The 6th Avenue MUC serves as both the focus of the
surrounding neighborhood as well as a destination
entertainment district for the entire city. Key anchor
uses include several popular restaurants such as
Masa, Astada, and Engine House 9, as well as several
fast food restaurants. It also hosts a popular farmers
market. The District’s central location and 17,500
vehicles per day provide commercial exposure.
The District includes more housing units than
many other MUC’s and over one-third of those are
multifamily. Median home values and average rents are
higher than the values for the City as a whole.

Total Businesses

132

859

3,170

Total Employment

350

3,468

30,224

Employment/Capita

0.3

0.3

0.8

Employment/Acre

4.2

3.6
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Median Rent

$822

$834

$725

Avg. Rent/SF/month
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Population/Households
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Population Characteristics (2014)
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Figure 16. 6th
Avenue mix of uses
map
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QUALITY OF LIFE

JASON LEE
MIDDLE
SCHOOL

ENGINE HOUSE #9
FARMER’S MARKET
CITY CENTRAL CHURCH

Figure 17. 6th Avenue
quality of life map

EPWORTH METHODIST CHURCH

CORE PRIMARY
PEDESTRIAN STREET
HISTORIC STRUCTURES
INSTITUTIONAL
ATTRACTIONS

Jason Lee Middle School serves as a
landmark. Newer fast food restaurants and
auto oriented development are located on
the eastern edge of the district.

COMMERCIAL
RECREATION
EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES
OTHER INSTITUTIONAL

0

0.05

0.1

6th Avenue is emerging as an
entertainment district and one of
Tacoma’s most eclectic neighborhoods.
Pedestrian-friendly storefronts with historic
character line 6th Ave. These are generally
one-to two-story buildings with a variety of
coffee shops, shopping, clubs, and a
limited amount of housing. Public art and
banners reinforce the Business District
character and 6th Ave occasionally closes
to vehicle traffic for festivals and events.
There are no parks or substantial open
spaces in the vicinity.
Commercial uses generally have shallow
parcel depth with housing immediately
abutting. Recent townhouses and multifamily investments have been made in the
center.

Miles
0.2

TRANSPORTATION CHOICES
Alleys help to separate vehicle access from
pedestrians along 6th Ave. Wide sidewalks
and street trees further enhance pedestrian
comfort.

14
U

11
U

51
U

Figure 18. 6th Avenue
transportation choices
map

1
U

28
U

BUS ROUTES
EXISTING BIKE FACILITY

Bus routes #1 and #11 provide direct
service to Downtown. Route #1 travels
west to James Center and south through
Upper Pacific and Lower Pacific MUCs.
Route #11 goes through the Proctor MUC
before reaching Point Defiance.
Bicycle infrastructure is limited. There
are no existing facilities in the area and a
general lack of racks in the commercial
area. Routes are proposed perpendicular
to 6th Ave. Parallel proposed routes are
two to three blocks away from the main
business center.
There is potential for Link Light Rail or HCT
in the area in the future.

PROPOSED BIKE FACILITY
TRAIL
PROPOSED TRAIL
1/2 MILE WALK RADIUS

0

0.125

Figure 19. Placemaking signage

0.25

Miles
0.5

Figure 20. Newly mixed-use development
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Figure 21. Historic one-story development
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OPPORTUNITIES

R2-SRD

1. Explore opportunities for bicycle
facilities on, or parallel to, 6th Ave to
connect directly to the business district.

HMR-SRD

2. Extend historic character by
encouraging pedestrian-oriented
development along the south eastern
edge quadrant.
R3

Figure 22. 6th Ave &
Pine St opportunities
map
ZONING

URX

3. Retain historic character of 6th Ave.

RCX
C2
NCX

C2

URX: URBAN
RESIDENTIAL MIXEDUSE

URX
R4

RCX: RESIDENTIAL
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT
NCX: NEIGHBORHOOD
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT

R3

DEVELOPABLE LAND

Retail demand in the center will continue to grow
as it builds upon its popularity as an employment
destination, and as an attractive north end
neighborhood. Growth in the areas within walking
distance and within 5 minute drive time will support
expanded opportunities such as groceries. Demand
for multifamily development will increase as well, with
likely new residents being younger and tolerant of
the night time activity.
The parcels available for development are generally
properties with existing improvements. There are
opportunities to assemble several sites at each end
of the district, as well as infill sites in the center.
The mixed use office–retail mixed use structure just
outside the center at Alder street is an example of
multistory mixed use. The center could probably
support the rents necessary for additional mixed use
development with residential at the present time.
With increases in prevailing rents, and depreciation
of existing improvements, redevelopment of
additional sites will become feasible over time.

Figure 23. 6th Avenue summary evaluation
Principle
Mix of uses

MARKET OUTLOOK

Housing
Choices

0.1

Transportation
Choices

0.05

Summary
evaluation

+
+
+

There are a variety of single and multiple family
housing choices.

Bus routes 1 & 11 provide quick access into
downtown and points west, but no existing
bicycle infrastructure.

0
+

There is a good existing employment base
with established anchors, good trade area
demographics, and positive rent and value
levels to support new investment.

+ Meets criteria
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Comments / steps to improve performance
With roughly equal distribution of land uses
devoted to commercial, multifamily and
single family residential, the center achieves
this goal. 5,195 du w/in ½ mi meets density
requirements, but another 250 du within center
would be better.

There is a significant lack of parks & open
space, and there are no significant public or
cultural facilities except Jason Lee middle
school

Quality
of life

0

6. Encourage small scale multifamily
redevelopment in adjacent R3 zoning.
Ensure high quality, strict design review.

Miles
0.2

Thriving
economy

POTENTIALLY
DEVELOPABLE LANDS
(LAND VALUE GREATER
THAN IMPROVEMENTS)
VACANT LAND

5. A HCT corridor study for 6th Ave would
help identify potential LINK Light Rail or
other HCT connections.

R2-SRD

R2

4. Provide additional multi-family housing
in center that acts as a transition into
adjacent single-family homes. Small
scale infill development is most likely
and can be positive if design guidelines
are administered.

0 Potentially meets criteria

- Difficult to meet criteria
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Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus
DS, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS
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Figure 24. Narrows economic facts
MUC

1/2 Mile

64.0

825.6

5-Min.
Drive

Land Area
Acres
Businesses (2014)

NARROWS
The Narrows MUC is a small commercial district whose
major anchor is the Tacoma Musical Playhouse. The
Playhouse offers many performances over the course
of the year, but there are few supporting businesses
in the area. Several of the other businesses are fast
food or auto-oriented. The district is still adapting
to traffic changes related to access to the Tacoma
Narrows Bridge. There are almost 400 housing units
in the center with two-thirds of them being multifamily.
Many of the units are in the Skyview development on
the north side of 6th Avenue. The median home price
and rent are well below the averages for the City as a
whole. However, the median household income is only
slightly below the average.
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Housing Units
Housing Units/Acre

6.2

4.5

>2 Units/Household

67.7%

65.4%

Owner-Occupied
Median Value
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35.0%
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$271,594

Renter-Occupied
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Median Rent
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Avg. Rent/SF/month

$0.99
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Households

400

3,349

14,013

Population/Households
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2.17
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Population Characteristics (2014)
Population

Median Income

The Narrows is a relatively small and somewhat
isolated center. Its primary role will likely be local.
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Figure 25. Narrows
mix of uses map
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QUALITY OF LIFE
Narrows consists of generally low-intensity,
auto-oriented commercial uses along
6th Ave, surrounded by single-family
housing and a cluster of garden-style
apartments on the western edge. There
are a number of community amenities,
such as a library, charter school, War
Memorial Park with connecting trail,
Tacoma Musical Playhouse, and waterfront
views. Despite these amenities uses are
disconnected and the center lacks any
defining characteristics.
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Figure 26. Narrows
quality of life map
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Figure 27. Narrows
transportation options
map
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Figure 28. Views of the Narrows waterway

Located at intersection of N Skyline Dr
and 6th Ave, Sound Transit Park-and-Ride
accommodates approximately 200 vehicles
and includes bike lockers. It primarily
serves Express bus #595 from Gig Harbor
to Seattle. Bus route #1 also traverses
this center, with connection to James
Center, downtown, and eventually south
through Upper Pacific and Lower Pacific
Crossroad Centers. Route #16 approaches
the boundary at S Mildred St, connecting
to Proctor Neighborhood Center and the
Tacoma Dome Station.
The Scott Pierson Trail and the school
provide pedestrian destinations. Short
blocks generally create a comfortable
walking condition although autooriented businesses and discontinuous
sidewalks and lack of crosswalks are
problems.

Miles
0.5

Figure 29. Recent investments at Geiger
Elementary School
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Figure 30. Auto-oriented on 6th Ave
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OPPORTUNITIES
R2

R1
R1

Figure 31. Narrows
opportunities map

2. Consider upzones in neighborhoods
within walking distance to support
lower density multifamily infill
development.

R5
R4

ZONING
RCX

URX: URBAN
RESIDENTIAL MIXEDUSE

3. Building additional crosswalks and
complete all sidewalks along 6th Ave.

URX

RCX: RESIDENTIAL
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT

NCX

NCX: NEIGHBORHOOD
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT

C2

R4: MULTI FAMILY
DWELLING

RCX

R5: MULTI FAMILY
DWELLING
COMMERCIAL

T

DEVELOPABLE LAND

R2

POTENTIALLY
DEVELOPABLE LANDS
(LAND VALUE GREATER
THAN IMPROVEMENTS)

Miles
0.2

The center does not have a strong existing business
concentration, as the current businesses provide
few of the retail goods and services that support
a vibrant neighborhood. It’s not clear whether the
center can look to either commercial development
or residential development to lead a renewal in
the area. The theater could act as a catalyst, but
has not sustained related businesses in the past.
The most likely future is one in which multifamily
residential development occurs first in response to
growth pressures city-wide, and an improving local
economy. Single purpose, multifamily construction
may be the initial development which could bring
some attention to the area, and support additional
small scale retail. Ultimately the area would benefit
from neighborhood scale uses such as a grocery or
drug store.
There are some vacant and underutilized sites in
the area including former service station sites that
could be assembled for larger developments. With
increases in prevailing rents, and depreciation of
existing improvements, redevelopment of these
sites will become feasible over time. With further
increases, the area could support true mixed use
buildings.

5. To support commercial investment
expand MUC boundary and encourage
higher-density, multi-family residential
development.

Figure 32. Narrows summary evaluation
Principle
Mix of uses

MARKET OUTLOOK

Housing
Choices

0.1

Transportation
Choices

0.05

Quality of
life

0

4. Complete sidewalks on both sides
of residential streets leading into the
center.

6. Consider reducing the core pedestrian
street classification to allow more
stand alone multifamily residential
development on 6th Ave.

R1

Thriving
economy

VACANT LAND

1. Consider partnering with Pierce Transit
to study redevelopment options or
feasibility of the park and ride site.

Summary
evaluation

0
0

There are a few opportunities for small scale
multifamily residential development directly
in the center, but there are larger potentially
redevelopable sites to the east.

+

The center enjoys relatively good bus service
with a regional P&R. Pedestrian conditions are
good except for a lack of crosswalks across
6th Ave. Better pedestrian streetscapes on 6th
Ave would expand the center in terms of uses
and identity

+

The elementary school grounds could provide
active open space if it were accessible to the
public. The Tacoma Musical Playhouse is a
regional attraction and the Scott Pearson Trail
provides access to the Kitsap Peninsula.

0

There is a limited existing employment base
with few anchor businesses, moderate trade
area demographics, and adequate rent
and value levels to support intensive new
investment.

+ Meets criteria
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Comments / steps to improve performance
Though small in itself, the Narrows is adjacent
to a large shopping complex with a variety of
commercial services. And, there over 3,700
residences within ½ mile, so an expanded
center or “corridor” would achieve the
objective.

0 Potentially meets criteria

- Difficult to meet criteria
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Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus
DS, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS
User Community
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Figure 33. Proctor economic facts
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PROCTOR
The Proctor commercial district serves the surrounding
residential area and the larger North End of Tacoma
with its many shops, restaurants and entertainment.
Major anchor businesses in Proctor include two
grocery stores, a movie theater, and a bowling alley.
While there are a limited number of housing units in
the MUC itself, the surrounding neighborhood has the
highest median income, highest home values, and
highest rents of any of the MUCs outside of Downtown
Tacoma. The Proctor Station development will offer
higher density residential units with extensive amenities
and underground parking. The attractive community
character and strong demographics should justify the
higher rents necessary to support the higher cost of
such buildings.
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Housing (2008-2012)
Housing Units
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Median Value
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Renter-Occupied
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Median Rent
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Population Characteristics (2014)
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Figure 34. Proctor
mix of uses map
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QUALITY OF LIFE
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Figure 35. Proctor
qualify of life map
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Proctor is what one thinks of as a
“classic” neighborhood scale MUC with
excellent local services and amenities,
pleasant pedestrian streetscapes, and
attractive buildings including notable
public structures such as the Washington
Elementary School building (currently
being remodeled) and the Wheelock
Branch Library. The new Proctor Station
development adds significant strength to
the retail market and is in keeping with the
vision for the center. Although there are no
significant public open spaces within the
center, Puget Creek Natural Area lies about
.3 miles to the north, with a trail extending
to connections down to the Ruston Way
waterfront. Also, a pleasant 3/4-mile walk
down the N Union Ave boulevard will take
one to the University of Puget Sound
Campus (UPS) with its attractive grounds
and cultural attractions.

Miles
0.1

0.05

TRANSPORTATION CHOICES
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Figure 36. Proctor
transportation options
map

51
U

BUS ROUTES

Generally, pedestrian circulation is quite
good, although there are some missing
sidewalks, such as on N Monroe St and N
Tyler St. The neighborhood is served with
five bus routes, #11, 13, 14, 16 and 51
with a headway range between 20 and 40
minutes. These routes provide connections
to Downtown, James Center Tacoma
Central Tacoma Dome, Tacoma Mall and
Westgate.
Compared with other MUCs, Proctor is
relatively well served with existing and
planned bike routes, and the local streets
are less heavily trafficked.

14
U

EXISTING BIKE FACILITY
PROPOSED BIKE FACILITY
TRAIL
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Figure 37. New mixed-use development
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0.5

Figure 38. One-story historic character
buildings
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Figure 39. Recently completed sidewalk at
Safeway site
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OPPORTUNITIES
1. Redeveloping the bank sites on both
the north and south side of the N
26th Street would provide a stronger
entrance from the adjacent single-family
homes and consistent streetscape.

5
R2
RCX

2. Converting the existing single-family
homes into businesses or new mixeduse buildings would add vibrancy.

3

Figure 40. Proctor
opportunities map
ZONING

R2

RCX: RESIDENTIAL
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT
NCX: NEIGHBORHOOD
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT

1

3. There may be future opportunities to
develop the Post Office and adjacent
sites.

URX

NCX

4. Implement the proposed bicycle
facilities to enhance connections to
UPS and Union Avenue.

2

5. Consider wayfinding and improved
pedestrian connections to Puget Creek
Natural Area.

UCX: URBAN CENTER
MIXED-USE DISTRICT
DEVELOPABLE LAND
POTENTIALLY
DEVELOPABLE LANDS
(LAND VALUE GREATER
THAN IMPROVEMENTS)

Miles
0.1

Figure 41. Proctor summary evaluation
Principle
Mix of uses

Proctor will continue to be one of the most desirable
neighborhoods in the City. There will be demand
for additional multifamily residential development
and commercial development to serve growth in
the surrounding trade area. There is no vacant land
other than accessory parking lots. Any new growth
would occur as redevelopment of the two half blocks
of existing single family homes, redevelopment of
older existing commercial buildings, or increased
utilization of accessory parking properties. The cost
of acquiring property for redevelopment requires
that the new development achieve higher densities
and high rents. Completion of the Proctor Station
project will provide evidence of the strength of the
market for higher density mixed-use development.
As market rents increase, additional properties will
become feasible for redevelopment.

Housing
Choices

MARKET OUTLOOK

Transportation
Choices

0.05

Quality of
life

0.025

Thriving
economy

VACANT LAND

4
0

Summary
evaluation

+
0

There are few multifamily units but the new
Proctor Station development will add __ du.
Development sites in the center are limited so
if more multifamily residences are desired, they
may need to be developed in the surrounding
neighborhood.
Good transit and pedestrian circulation and
there are some key bike facilities.

+
+

The center is well endowed with public facilities
and neighborhood oriented businesses but
there are virtually no open spaces. Bicycle
connections to Puget Creek would at least
provide better access to natural areas.

+

There is a good existing employment base
with established anchors, excellent trade area
demographics, and positive rent and value
levels to support new investment.

+ Meets criteria
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Comments / steps to improve performance
Although there are currently few dwelling units
in the center itself, there are approximately
3,000 residences within ½ mile and the
new Proctor Station development will add
multifamily units.

0 Potentially meets criteria

- Difficult to meet criteria
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Figure 42. McKinley economic facts
MUC

1/2 Mile

57.6

940.8

5-Min.
Drive

Land Area
Acres
Businesses (2014)

McKINLEY
The McKinley MUC is a small commercial district on a
lightly traveled arterial. There are only 15 businesses
with 32 employees. Its major anchors are the Top
of Tacoma Bar and Café and the Tacoma Christian
Church. The bar and the church draw from a wide
area within the city, but there are few businesses to
support the local neighborhood. The overall amount of
commercial space is small and there is vacant space.
There are almost 400 housing units in the center with
one-half of them being multifamily. The median home
price and rent are well below the averages for the City
as a whole. Similarly, the median household income is
below the average.
Although centrally located, with close proximity to
the Sounder Station and Dome District, McKinley is
located on a hill, and is separated from the rest of the
city by I-5 and SR-7. This makes the area relatively
isolated will limited access or visibility.
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Figure 43. McKinley
mix of uses map
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QUALITY OF LIFE

MCKINLEY PARK

McKinley has a historic character with
predominately one-story commercial
buildings along McKinley Ave that
transitions well into the single-family
neighborhood. Below E Division Ln, there
are a number of well maintained of singlefamily homes with large trees that provide
the residential streets a sense of enclosure.

CALVARY TEMPLE CHURCH

TACOMA CHRISTIAN CENTER

With a gymnasium, worship center, and
numerous facility options, the Tacoma
Christian Center is the neighborhood
“heart.” The only open space in the center
is Ray C. Roberts Park, which has a small
marker, benches, and landscaping. On
the north boundary, McKinley Park takes
advantage of significant topography
changes. The center also has parks to
the east. This was recently renovated,
providing residents playgrounds, views to
downtown, walking trails, and a dog run.

IGLESIA LA ROCA
MOTTET BRANCH LIBRARY
RAY C ROBERTS MEMORIAL PARK

Figure 44. McKinley
quality of life map
CORE PRIMARY
PEDESTRIAN STREET
HISTORIC STRUCTURES
INSTITUTIONAL
ATTRACTIONS
COMMERCIAL

MCKINLEY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

RECREATION
EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES

FIRE STATION #11

OTHER INSTITUTIONAL
STEEP SLOPES

0

0.05

0.1

Miles
0.2

n

Some of the streets, sloping
west and north, feature views of
Commencement Bay.

TRANSPORTATION CHOICES
102
U
0
U

592
U

42
U

Figure 45. McKinley
transportation options
map

A bike lane is proposed for McKinley Ave.
A parallel bike boulevard is also proposed
for E K St, providing a safe and aesthetic
alternative route for all levels of cyclists.

54
U

BUS ROUTES
EXISTING BIKE FACILITY
TRAIL
PROPOSED TRAIL
0

0.125

0.25

Figure 46. One-story buildings define this
district

Walking conditions are generally
comfortable. The compact street grid in
the neighborhood promotes walkability.
Planting strip and parallel parking Along
McKinley Ave buffer pedestrians from
vehicle traffic.
Although access to I-5 is somewhat
circuities, from a regional perspective,
McKinley is centrally located and highly
accessible.

PROPOSED BIKE FACILITY

1/2 MILE WALK RADIUS

Bus route #42 services the length of
McKinley Ave, connecting downtown to the
north and the 72nd St Transit Center to the
south. In addition, McKinley MUC is about
a 20-minute walk to regional transit service
at the Tacoma Dome Station.

Miles
0.5

Figure 47. Single family homes along
McKinley Ave
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Figure 48. Tacoma Christian Center is the
neighborhood “heart”
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OPPORTUNITIES

R3

R4L

1. Ensure wayfinding and enhancements
to east-west streets that invite bicyclists
to McKinley Ave.

URX

2. Discourage curb cuts and driveways
along McKinley Ave.
3. Adequately define crosswalks and
upgrade to current ADA standards.

NCX

Figure 49. McKinley
opportunities map

4. The police substation has
redevelopment potential. Though
currently split zoned, it could be an

ZONING
R2

URX: URBAN
RESIDENTIAL MIXEDUSE

attractive location for an artist livework space.

R2-SRD

RCX: RESIDENTIAL
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT

URX

NCX: NEIGHBORHOOD
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT
DEVELOPABLE LAND

RCX

Miles
0.2

MARKET OUTLOOK
The strongest asset within the MUC is the existing
housing stock. With a base of affordable single
family homes, the area can be attractive to firsttime home buyers looking for something affordable.
Such units have more value for renovation than as
redevelopment opportunities.
Because of its pleasant residential environment,
McKinley may see an increase in its desirability and
property values. As this occurs, there could be an
impetus for some small scale redevelopment or
renovation along McKinley Ave. As the area attracts
new investment by homeowners, there will be
additional demand for small scale retail. That may be
followed by single use multifamily development.

Figure 50. McKinley summary evaluation
Principle
Mix of
uses

0.1

Housing
Choices

0.05

Transportation
Choices

0

Quality of life

VACANT LAND

Summary
evaluation

0
0

There is a mix of multifamily and single family
residences and a few small sites where
multifamily units might be developed.

0

There are bus routes north to Downtown and
to the east and west. The Tacoma Dome
Transit Station is a 20 minute walk. Pedestrian
conditions are good within the center.

+

Attractive streets (some with views), a public
library, an elementary school, and a small
park make the area a pleasant place to live.
The Tacoma Christian Center has a gym and
a number of community facilities, and is the
community’s anchor.

-

There is a limited existing employment base
with few anchors, moderate trade area
demographics, and insufficient rent and value
levels to support intensive new investment.

+ Meets criteria

-- 748 --

Comments / steps to improve performance
While there is a relatively wide range of public
and private land uses, the center is likely
to small and isolated to be able to attract
neighborhood oriented anchor businesses.

Thriving
economy

POTENTIALLY
DEVELOPABLE LANDS
(LAND VALUE GREATER
THAN IMPROVEMENTS)

0 Potentially meets criteria

- Difficult to meet criteria
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Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus
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Figure 51. South Tacoma Way economic facts
MUC

1/2 Mile

96.0

1,100.8

5-Min.
Drive

Land Area
Acres
Businesses (2014)
Total Businesses
Total Employment

SOUTH TACOMA WAY

Employment/Capita

The 56th and South Tacoma Way MUC is the
commercial core of the southern Pacific Highway
Corridor. While there are traditional auto-oriented
uses such as auto dealers to the north of the MUC,
the core is a traditional business district with one and
two story buildings fronting on the street. The existing
commercial businesses serve other businesses and
households throughout the Tacoma area. There are
122 businesses with almost 1,400 employees, higher
than all but the Tacoma Central MUC. The major
anchor businesses are a Grocery Outlet, several
restaurants, and miscellaneous service businesses.
The area to the west of the MUC is a major industrial
area. There are only 90 housing units in the MUC, with
most of those being multifamily units. The median
home price and rent are well below the averages for
the City as a whole. Similarly, the median household
income is well below the average as well.

0.7
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Population/Households
Median Income
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Commercial Square Footage
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Office
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Assessed Value/SF
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Figure 52. South
Tacoma Way mix of
uses
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QUALITY OF LIFE
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Figure 53. South
Tacoma Way quality of
life map

OAK WOOD
CEMETERY

l

Low-density housing and the
Manufacturing/Industrial Center surround
the MUC which causes the area to feel
isolated, although new investments by
STAR Center, southwest of the district,
should bring new vibrancy.

POST LIBRARY/
OFFICE FIRE STATION

CORE PRIMARY
PEDESTRIAN STREET
FARMER’S
MARKET

INSTITUTIONAL
ATTRACTIONS
COMMERCIAL
RECREATION
EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES
SOUTH END
RECREATION AREA

OTHER INSTITUTIONAL
TRANSIT/UTILITIES
STEEP SLOPES

0

0.05

0.1

Active industrial uses and auto repair
uses along the eastern edge of the MUC
contribute to the unique identity and quirky
character. Pedestrian activity is centered
along South Tacoma Way. Between S
52nd and 56th Streets there are a variety of
historic storefronts and a traffic median and
angled parking distinguish the streetscape.
The South Park recreation Center provides
large open space within the center. Other
community amenities line S 56th St,
including post office, library, and weekly
farmer’s market.

SOUNDER COMMUTER RAIL

Miles
0.2

TRANSPORTATION CHOICES
S 56th St is a major east-west arterial
connecting to I-5. Bus route #53 connects
James Center and Tacoma Central
Crossroads Centers. downtown, Lincoln
Neighborhood Center and Lower Pacific
Crossroad Center. Route #300 services
South Tacoma Way, connecting Tacoma
Mall to McChord Air Force Base.

52
U

3
U

300
U

56
U

Figure 54. South
Tacoma Way
transportation options

53
U

BUS ROUTES
EXISTING BIKE FACILITY
PROPOSED BIKE FACILITY
TRAIL
PROPOSED TRAIL

In addition to bus transit, the Sounder
Commuter Rail stops between S 56th
and 58th Streets. 220 parking spaces are
available at the station.
Once the Mobility Plan is implemented,
the area will be well served by bicycle
infrastructure and trail system. Generally,
the walking conditions are good. There
are sidewalks on both sides of streets,
although industrial parking and curb cuts
create gaps in the street edge.

RAILROAD LINE
COMMUTER RAIL
1/2 MILE WALK RADIUS

0

0.125

0.25

Figure 55. Streetscape along STW

Miles
0.5

Figure 56. Unique art in the public realm
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Figure 57. Historic industrial buildings
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OPPORTUNITIES

M1
RCX

1. Support Sounder Rail Stop and
adjacent redevelopment opportunities
as an employment and residential
magnet.

UCX

R4L

2. Build on the funky industrial character
of the MUC by retaining light
manufacturing activities.

R3

Figure 58. South
Tacoma Way
opportunities map

M2
CIX

ZONING

NCX

RCX: RESIDENTIAL
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT

R2-SRD

4. Add street trees.

NCX: NEIGHBORHOOD
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT

R3

RCX

CIX: COMMERCIAL
INDUSTRIAL MIXED-USE
DISTRICT

5. Improve connections to South End
recreation area and to multi-family
residents north of cemetery.

M1

DEVELOPABLE LAND

R2-SRD

POTENTIALLY
DEVELOPABLE LANDS
(LAND VALUE GREATER
THAN IMPROVEMENTS)

6. Promote building reuse and live/work
residences.

R2
Miles
0.2

M1

MARKET OUTLOOK
The MUC is well located to serve the South Tacoma
market area, at the intersection of two well-travelled
arterials. Retail demand in the center will continue
to grow with growth in the trade area, and will
support for a wider range of neighborhood serving
businesses. The area should also be increasingly
attractive for residential development. A Sounder Rail
Station will be located south of the center, and the
STAR Center is a major recreation complex located
southwest of the center. The existing building stock
offers the potential for affordable housing in the
upper floors of existing buildings. Such space could
also serve as incubator space for new businesses
or studio space for artists. As the area becomes
established as a desirable place to live, new
apartment buildings may be supportable on vacant
or underutilized properties.
This Center has a lot of commercial services but
few residential units and limited redevelopment
opportunities. The overriding focus should be on
encouraging residential development.

Figure 59. 56th and South Tacoma Way summary evaluation
Principle

Summary
evaluation

Mix of uses

0.1

0

Housing
Choices

0.05

C2

Transportation
Choices

0

M1

Quality
of life

R3

0
+

There is very little housing in the center. The
opportunities are building reuse and special
housing such as live/work.
Relatively good bus service, plus the Sounder
commuter rail station and adequate ped-bike
connections provide excellent transportation
choices. Better connections between the
center and the Star Center and residences to
the north would be a significant improvement.

+
0

There is a good existing employment base
with diverse businesses, moderate trade area
demographics, and adequate rent and value
levels to support intensive new investment.

+ Meets criteria
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Comments / steps to improve performance
Commercial land uses dominate. An industrial
belt to the west and a cemetery to the north
limit the ability to develop additional housing.
There are approximately 3,200 du within ½ mile
but many are separated by the cemetery.

The center features substantial public facilities
and amenities for people in the area. Better
connections to the Star Center would add to
its benefits.

Thriving
economy

VACANT LAND

3. Implement the planned bicycle
facilities along S Washington St and
S 56th St. Take special consideration
of the connection to the South End
Recreation Area.

0 Potentially meets criteria

- Difficult to meet criteria
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Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus
DS, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS
User Community
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Figure 60. Lincoln economic facts
MUC

1/2 Mile

102.4

838.4

5-Min.
Drive

Land Area
Acres
Businesses (2014)

LINCOLN
The Lincoln MUC has a diverse mix of ethnic
businesses, drawing patrons from outside the center.
It also serves as a retail and service center for the
surrounding neighborhood. The center boasts over
100 businesses with over 600 employees. Anchor
businesses include ethnic markets and small shops.
The adjacent Lincoln High School generates some
demand for retail and service businesses in the
center. There are over 300 housing units with twothirds of them being single family residences. The
median home price and rent are well below the
averages for the City as a whole. Similarly, the
median household income is also well below the
City’s average.
Lincoln High School and park occupy over one-half
of the land area. The Center is located very near to
Tacoma’s geographic center and well served by busy
arterials.

Total Businesses

104

476

3,159

Total Employment

628

2,243

23,943

Employment/Capita

1.1

0.3

0.6

Employment/Acre

6.1

2.7

Avg. Employees/Business

6.0

4.7

7.6

312

3,166

17,453

Housing (2008-2012)
Housing Units
Housing Units/Acre

3.0

3.8

>2 Units/Household

33.7%

20.0%

Owner-Occupied
Median Value

S

ST

N
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I5 HW
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47.3%

39.4%

41.3%

Median Rent

$641

$753

$808

Avg. Rent/SF/month

$0.97
588

7,385

43,374

Households

249

2,888

16,306

Population/Households

2.36

2.56

2.66

$39,994

$45,447

$42,659

Median Income

Traffic Volume on Primary Arterial
S 38th St

18,000

Commercial Square Footage

S 34TH ST
S 34TH STREET ALY

S 34TH ST

S G ST

S WRIGHT AVENUE ALY

Office

49,020

Total

299,564

Assessed Value/SF

$9 - $14

Y
REET AL
S 34TH ST
S 35TH ST

S 34TH STREET ALY
S 35TH ST

Y
REET AL
S 35TH ST

Figure 61. Lincoln
mix of uses map
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S D ST

S L ST
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OTHER
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OTHER
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SINGLE-FAMILYRESIDENTIAL
RESIDENTIAL

18%
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INDUSTRIAL
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VACANT
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S 39TH STREET ALY
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0.2

13%
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OPEN SPACE
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S 36TH ST

0

250,544

Average Land Value

ALY
S C ST

S WR
S WRIGHT AVE

58.7%
$185,722

Population

AVE

ENUE
IGHT AV

60.6%
$187,302

Population Characteristics (2014)

ALY

S WRIGHT

I 5 RAMP N

S M STREET ALY

AVENUE

52.7%
$183,854

Renter-Occupied

Retail
S 32ND ST

23.7%

S 40TH ST
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QUALITY OF LIFE
This well-established neighborhood center
has a large collection of international
businesses and restaurants, particularly
Vietnamese. Most commercial buildings
are one- to two-stories and built to the S
38th and S G Streets’ sidewalks. Hong
Kong Supermarket reinvested in the center
when they took over the Lincoln Bowling
site at the intersection of S Yakima Ave and
S 39th St.

LINCOLN PARK

LINCOLN HIGH SCHOOL

Figure 62. Lincoln
quality of life map
POST OFFICE

CORE PRIMARY
PEDESTRIAN STREET
HISTORIC STRUCTURES
INSTITUTIONAL
ATTRACTIONS

RESTORATION CHRISTIAN MINISTRIES

COMMERCIAL
RECREATION

ALLIANCE CHURCH

EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES
OTHER INSTITUTIONAL
STEEP SLOPES

0

0.05

0.1

Surrounding single-family homes are
showing signs of wear and have not been
well maintained over the past decade.
Vandalism and other minor crime has been
noted as an issue.

Miles
0.2

TRANSPORTATION CHOICES
This center is located close to downtown
and serviced by bus routes #45, #48, #53,
and #54. This excellent transit service
provides connections to downtown and
other MUC’s, including 6th & Pine, Upper
Pacific, Lower Pacific, James Center, and
Lower Portland.

3
U
0
102 U
U
595
U
592
594
U
U

45
U

102
574 U
U

1
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U
53
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Figure 63. Lincoln
transportation options
map

U

EXISTING BIKE FACILITY
PROPOSED BIKE FACILITY
TRAIL
PROPOSED TRAIL
0

0.125

0.25

Miles
0.5

Figure 64. Single-family homes can be seen
throughout the center

Walking conditions are generally good
except for the occasional Red Maple tree
uprooting the sidewalk. Along S 38th St,
sidewalks are relatively wide, protected
from vehicles with parallel parking, and
many buildings have awnings. Diagonal
parking along S Yakima Ave helps to
narrow the wide right-of-way.
A new bike lane along S G St provides a
protected north-south connection through
the center. A similar facility is planned for S
Thompson Ave. A planned Bike Boulevard
along S 37th St will provide a safe facility
that parallels the main commercial street
and direct connections to Lincoln High
School and Park.

54

BUS ROUTES

1/2 MILE WALK RADIUS

The historic Lincoln High School and park
also contributes to the character of the
MUC. The school was recently renovated
and remains a significant neighborhood
landmark.

Figure 65. A variety of Asian restaurants
and shops line S 38th St
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Figure 66. Lincoln High School was recently
renovated
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R4L

R3

R2-SRD

RCX

1. Encourage mixed-use development
of opportunity sites along S G St,
specifically the area adjacent to Lincoln
High School property.

URX

2. Hardscape removal projects could
address planting areas that have been
paved.
Figure 67. Lincoln
opportunities map

R3

RCX

R3

R2-SRD

3. Implement bicycle facilities identified in
the Mobility Plan.

R2-SRD
HMX

ZONING

4. Examine a street-diet or other strategies
to add street trees.

URX: URBAN
RESIDENTIAL MIXEDUSE
RCX: RESIDENTIAL
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT

5. Address public health and safety
issues.

R4

NCX: NEIGHBORHOOD
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT

NCX

R3

C1

C2

DEVELOPABLE LAND

T

CCX

RCX

POTENTIALLY
DEVELOPABLE LANDS
(LAND VALUE GREATER
THAN IMPROVEMENTS)

URX

MARKET OUTLOOK
Retail and service demand within the center will
increase with growth in the surrounding trade area
and interest in the unique mix of ethnic businesses.
The proximity of the high school provides an
opportunity for additional demand by students and
staff if the businesses and school can establish a
compatible relationship. The strongest residential
opportunity within the MUC is for upgrading the
existing single family housing stock. With a base
of lower priced single family homes, the area can
be attractive to first-time home buyers looking for
something affordable. Such units have more value
for renovation than as redevelopment opportunities.
That may be followed by single use multifamily
development on vacant or redevelopment sites
as values and rents increase over time. Programs
that provide greater collaboration among business
owners would be helpful in this area. Upzoning
some of the R3 areas outside of the center might
also trigger some redevelopment.

T

8. Strengthen connections within the
business and residential community to
address maintenance, safety, security,
and identity objectives.
Figure 68. Lincoln summary evaluation
Principle
Mix of uses

Miles
0.2

Housing
Choices

0.1

Transportation
Choices

0.05

R2-SRD

Quality
of life

0

6. Improve sidewalks as necessary
throughout the neighborhood around
the center.
7. A facade improvement program may
benefit the neighborhood.

R2

Thriving
economy

VACANT LAND

R3

Summary
evaluation

0
0

The value of the housing stock is on the low
side and there are few substantial multifamily
developments. Housing enhancement
strategies might be an effective approach
toward upgrading the center’s performance in
general.

+

There is excellent bus service to downtown
and other centers. A bike lane along S “G” St.
and planned bike facilities will provide excellent
bicycle access as well. Pedestrian conditions
are generally good.

+

The center is well served by a high school, park
and a number of local commercial services.
Crime, or at least vandalism, is reported to be
a problem.

0

There is a good existing employment base
with unique anchors, moderate trade area
demographics, and adequate rent and value
levels to support intensive new investment.

+ Meets criteria
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Comments / steps to improve performance
The center is dominated by Lincoln High
School and Park, but the remaining areas
feature a relatively balanced mix of single family,
multifamily and commercial uses. The area is
surrounded by residential neighborhoods and
there is about 3,200 du within ½ mile.

0 Potentially meets criteria

- Difficult to meet criteria
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Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, Earthstar
Geographics, CNES/Airbus
DS, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS
User Community
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Figure 69. Westgate economic facts
MUC

1/2 Mile

89.6

1,011.2

5-Min.
Drive

Land Area
Acres
Businesses (2014)

WESTGATE

N 30TH ST

70
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2,561

Total Employment

303

3,684

11,331

Employment/Capita

0.8

0.4

0.3

Employment/Acre

3.4

3.6

Avg. Employees/Business

4.3

6.9

4.4

221

4,524

17,086

Housing (2008-2012)
Housing Units
Housing Units/Acre

2.5

4.5

>2 Units/Household

30.8%

54.1%

Owner-Occupied
Median Value

60.1%

42.6%

58.2%

$276,700

$274,743

Renter-Occupied

39.9%

57.4%

41.8%

Median Rent

$700

$679

$770

Avg. Rent/SF/month

$1.06
377

8,899

36,780

Households

232

4,348

16,353

Population/Households

1.63

2.05

2.25

$48,916

$42,329

$53,426

Population Characteristics (2014)
Population

Median Income

Traffic Volume on Primary Arterial
N Pearl St

23,000

Commercial Square Footage

N 30TH ST

Retail

208,734

Office

248,949

Total

457,683

Assessed Value/SF

$11 - $23

N PEARL ST

N BRISTOL ST

N VASSAULT ST

N 28TH ST

N SHIRLEY ST

N 26TH ST

0.1

Miles
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N WINNIFRED ST

N HIGHLAND ST

N HIGHLAND STREET ALY

PRIVATE DR
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Figure 70. Westgate
mis of uses map
COMMERCIAL
COMMERCIAL
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Average Land Value
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The Westgate MUC consists of three parts: the
Westgate North and South shopping centers and
the residential and public land on the west side of
Pearl Street. The two shopping centers are traditional
neighborhood centers, anchored by grocery stores and
serving a trade area within a one to three mile radius.
Safeway anchors Westgate North while Albertsons
anchored Westgate South until its recent closure.
Other businesses are a hardware store, drugstore,
fast food restaurants and miscellaneous retail and
service businesses. Residential development is
largely multifamily in two and three story garden style
apartment buildings to the northwest and southwest
of the center. The area between is owned by the City
of Tacoma and includes park land and a substation.
Median home values are well above the average for the
city as a whole while rents are lower. Median income is
slightly above that for the city.

Total Businesses

51%

RECREATION
OPEN SPACE

0%

EDUCATIONAL EDUCATION
FACILITIES

0%

OTHER
INSTITUTIONAL
OTHER
INSTITUTIONAL

0%

MULTIFAMILY
MULTI-FAMILYRESIDENTIAL
RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE-FAMILY
SINGLE-FAMILYRESIDENTIAL
RESIDENTIAL

24%
1%

TRANSPORTATION/UTILITIES
TRANSPORTATION
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INDUSTRIAL
INDUSTRIAL
VACANT
VACANT

12%
0%
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Average Daily Trips
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QUALITY OF LIFE
This is primarily an auto-oriented district,
with strip malls set back from the street
by large parking lots. Albertsons anchored
the Westgate South shopping center
but recently closed, now lacking a large
commercial tenant.

TPU POWER
STATION

VACATED
ALBERTSONS

Figure 71. Westgate
quality of life map
CORE PRIMARY
PEDESTRIAN STREET

Along N Pearl Street, a narrow median
ends half way between N 26th St and
Westgate Blvd. The trees are diseased and
will need to be replaced.
There are a few garden-style apartment
complexes within the district but currently a
desirable area to live.

OFFICE
PARK

INSTITUTIONAL
ATTRACTIONS
COMMERCIAL
EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES

The adjacent street grid is interrupted,
forming large blocks with little connectivity.
This may be due, in part, to the large rightof-way needed for the power lines.

WESTGATE BAPTIST CHURCH

OTHER INSTITUTIONAL
TRANSIT/UTILITIES
STEEP SLOPES

0

0.05

0.1

Miles
0.2

TRANSPORTATION CHOICES
Route #10 is the only bus to serve this
district, with a stop to along the northern
edge. This bus has a headway of 30
minutes and connects Point Defiance ferry
terminal to James Center.
Proposed bicycle routes will greatly
enhance transportation options yet there
is a lack of existing facilities, including bike
racks.
Besides N Pearl street, the existing
sidewalks are in poor condition. The large
block sizes hinder walkability and there is
no mid-block crossing between Wesgate
Blvd and N 26th St.

10
U

Figure 72. Westgate
transportation options
map
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16
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0

Figure 73. TPU Power station

0.125

0.25
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Figure 74. Multifamily “garden” apartments
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Figure 75. Medical and professional offices
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OPPORTUNITIES

R1

1. Require new development to front N
Pearl St and reduce the appearance of
parking.

R2

2. Encourage mixed-use redevelopment
of the Albertsons site and reintegrating
the street grid to improve connectivity.

RCX
R4L

3. Explore redevelopment opportunities for
the vacant wooded property just south
of substation. The creation of a park or
plaza space within the center could be
a defining feature.

RCX

Figure 76. Westgate
opportunities map
ZONING

CCX

RCX: RESIDENTIAL
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT

R1

CCX: COMMUNITY
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT

4. Extend median along the length of
Pearl. Consider adding landscape
plantings and street trees as buffers
between sidewalks and curbs.

R2

R2: ONE FAMILY
DWELLING
R3: TWO FAMILY
DWELLING
POTENTIALLY
DEVELOPABLE LANDS
(LAND VALUE GREATER
THAN IMPROVEMENTS)

R3

MARKET OUTLOOK
Retail demand in the center will continue to grow
with growth in the surrounding trade area, although
the vacated Albertsons store may not attract another
anchor grocery. The lack of an anchor in Westgate
South creates an opportunity for redevelopment for
a broader mix of uses. A vacant anchor provides an
incentive for a property owner to consider alternative
uses. Further, a vacant anchor eliminates parking
restrictions that might otherwise hamper increases
in density on the property. Redevelopment for
residential or mixed use might be feasible if the land
basis is reasonable. The other opportunity for new
development might be the city-owned property to
the west of Pearl. This land could be suitable for two
and three story residential development with some
supporting retail development.
The southern center (Albertson’s) could provide a
redevelopment opportunity for a mixed use/ lifestyle
center. A planned action EIS could help kick-start
such a development.
The City might encourage redevelopment in the
area by engaging property and business owners to
explore redevelopment opportunities and a more
up-to-date vision for the commercial area. Once that
is emphasized, the City could pursue implementation
tools such as a planned action EIS or other
measures discussed in the Implementation section.

R4L

Figure 77. Westgate summary evaluation
Principle
Mix of uses

Miles
0.2

Housing
Choices

0.1

Summary
evaluation

+
+

Nearly all the residences in the center are
multifamily but the center is surrounded by a
substantial single family neighborhood.

0

There are no parks, open spaces, or public
amenities and few pleasant pedestrian
environments.

0

There is a good existing employment base with
established retail anchors, moderate trade area
demographics, and adequate rent and value
levels to support intensive new investment.

+ Meets criteria
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Comments / steps to improve performance
Two neighborhood shopping centers provide
excellent commercial services and 24% of
the center is occupied by multifamily housing.
There are only 221 units in the center but about
4,500 within ½ mile.

Circulation is perhaps the center’s greatest
challenge. There is only one bus (which mostly
skirts the center), poor to fair pedestrian
conditions and no convenient bike facilities.
Large superblocks impede all transportation
modes.

Transportation
Choices

R2
0.05

Quality
of life

0

6. Consider reducing the core pedestrian
street to focus ground floor commercial
development at intersection and allow
stand alone multifamily infill throughout
the rest of the center.

R2

R2

Thriving
economy

VACANT LAND

5. Improve transit frequency and routes.

R3

DEVELOPABLE LAND

0 Potentially meets criteria

- Difficult to meet criteria
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Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus
DS, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS
User Community
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Figure 78. Lower Portland Ave economic facts
MUC
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Median Rent
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Figure 79. Lower
Portland Ave mix of
uses map
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Total Employment
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The Lower Portland MUC is located south of I-5 at
the Portland Avenue interchange. Portland Avenue
is a high traffic volume arterial, and the entire center
has higher visibility and access from I-5. The existing
businesses on Portland Avenue generally serve the
local neighborhood and do not take advantage of the
freeway location. The major businesses are small autooriented retailers, churches and community service
providers. The center is adjacent to the Puyallup Tribe’s
Emerald Queen Casino and other tribal enterprises.
Much of the eastern portion of the center is vacant in
anticipation of future development by the Tribe. The
portion of the center to the south and west features
120 mostly single family homes. The median home
value is 30% less than the median for the city as a
whole. The median household income is 10% below
the median for the city.
I5R

Total Businesses

54%

TRANSPORTATION/UTILITIES
TRANSPORTATION

2%

INDUSTRIAL
INDUSTRIAL

1%

Miles
0.13

VACANT
VACANT
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Average Daily Trips
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QUALITY OF LIFE
A significant portion of the Lower Portland
Ave District is tribal owned and vacant. This
Center is highly impacted by traffic and has
few amenities or other facilities.
CHURCH OF CHRIST

PUYALLUP TRIBE OF INDIANS

TACOMA ADVENTIST
COMMUNITY SERVICES

The street median improves E Portland
Ave’s aesthetics. Despite these efforts,
the streetscape remains an uninviting
pedestrian experience. Billboards and
arterial sized poles line the street and there
is often no vegetated buffer between the
sidewalk and vehicle traffic.

Figure 80. Lower
Portland Ave quality of
life map
CORE PRIMARY
PEDESTRIAN STREET
INSTITUTIONAL
ATTRACTIONS

ST PETER & PAUL CATHOLIC CHURCH

COMMERCIAL
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TRANSPORTATION CHOICES
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400
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The district is surrounded by steep slopes,
making east-west vehicle connectivity
difficult. The only bus to service the area is
Route #41, connecting downtown to the
Upper Portland Ave MUC.
595
U

Crosswalks along E Portland Ave have
been improved to meet ADA requirements.
There are no existing and few proposed
bicycle facilities. However, I-5 orientation

povides good commercial exposure.

41
U

There may be opportunities for more
freeway oriented development, to build on
the incubator, or to partner with tribe.

Figure 81. Lower
Portland Ave
transportation options
map
BUS ROUTES
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TRAIL
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Figure 82. Vacant properties awaiting future
development by Tribe

Miles
0.5

Figure 83. us stop facility
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Figure 84. Existing sidewalk facility
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OPPORTUNITIES

C2
M1

R4L

1. Support retail redevelopment along
E Portland Ave and capitalize on
proximity/visibility from I-5.

RCX

2. Keep existing single-family homes and
integrate additional mixed-use housing
throughout the district.

R3

Figure 85. Lower
Portland Ave
opportunities maps

CCX

3. Utilize the ravine as public open space.
R2

4. Allow temporary gardens and other
temporary uses on vacant sites.

ZONING
URX: URBAN
RESIDENTIAL MIXEDUSE

5. Organize a business district.

URX

RCX: RESIDENTIAL
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT

6. Propose area planning jointly with the
tribe.

CCX: COMMUNITY
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT

7. Recommend completing the Puyallup
Avenue complete street and to extend
the improvements along Portland to
connect through the MUC.

R2

R2: ONE FAMILY
DWELLING

RCX

R2

DEVELOPABLE LAND

MARKET OUTLOOK
Future development of the center will be largely
driven by plans by the Tribe. New development will
likely take better advantage of the center’s freeway
access and visibility. Larger scale retail should be
supportable along Portland Avenue. With a base
of lower priced single family homes, the area can
be attractive to first-time home buyers looking for
something affordable. Such units have more value
for renovation than as redevelopment opportunities.
That may be followed by single use multifamily
development on vacant or redevelopment sites as
values and rents increase over time.
There are no realistic opportunities here except to
wait for the tribe to do something. Maybe the only
opportunity is work with the Puyallup Tribe to
initiate redevelopment.

Figure 86. Lower Portland Ave. summary evaluation
Principle
Mix of
uses

0.1

Housing
Choices

0.05

Transportation
Choices

0

Quality of
life

VACANT LAND

8. Consider reducing the core pedestrian
street to focus more on the core of the
district and to allow more multi family
infill.

Miles
0.2 R2-SRD

Thriving
economy

POTENTIALLY
DEVELOPABLE LANDS
(LAND VALUE GREATER
THAN IMPROVEMENTS)

Summary
evaluation

0

There are very few multifamily dwellings in the
center or nearby. The Puyallup Tribe owns a lot
of land and could build substantial multifamily
residences.

0

+ Meets criteria
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Comments / steps to improve performance
With few housing units within the center or
nearby, providing support for commercial
uses will depend on substantial multifamily
development by the Tribe.

The center is isolated by steep slopes but
features bus access to downtown. Pedestrian
and bicycle conditions are generally poor.

With few amenities and an isolated location, it
will be difficult to build an attractive community
unless the Tribe commits to an ambitious effort.
There is a limited existing employment base but
strong attraction with tribal activities, moderate
trade area demographics, and adequate rent
and value levels to support intensive new
investment.
0 Potentially meets criteria

- Difficult to meet criteria
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Figure 87. Upper Portland Ave economic facts
MUC
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UPPER PORTLAND
AVE.

Total Businesses

69

363

1,957

Total Employment

471

1,448

6,792

Employment/Capita
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0.2

0.2

Employment/Acre

6.1

1.6

Avg. Employees/Business

6.8

4.0

3.5

275

2,703

14,963

Housing (2008-2012)
Housing Units

The MUC features two shopping centers on the west
side of 72nd. The 72nd Street square is anchored by
Goodwill, and Tahoma Vista Center is anchored by
K-Mart. Other major uses are the Covenant Celebration
Church, several retirement homes, an office building
occupied by the State Department of Social and
Health Services, and a new convenience retail center
with service businesses. The southeast quadrant of the
intersection is outside the city limits, but provides an
additional retail center. The MUC serves the southeast
Tacoma area as well as portions of unincorporated
Pierce County. There are 275 housing units, most
of which are single family residences. Median home
values are well below the values for the city as a whole.
The median income is lower than for the city as a
whole as well.

Housing Units/Acre

3.6
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>2 Units/Household
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30.6%

Owner-Occupied

78.8%

62.0%

64.5%
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Median Rent
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547
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42,260

Households
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14,384

Population/Households

2.35

3.10

2.94

$44,912

$43,740

$48,516

Median Value

Avg. Rent/SF/month
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Population Characteristics (2014)
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Median Income
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E Portland Ave
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Figure 88. Upper
Portland Ave mix of
uses map
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QUALITY OF LIFE
PEOPLES RETIREMENT COMMUNITY

COVENANT
CELEBRATION CHURCH
CLEARVIEW MANOR
DEPT OF
SOCIAL &
HEALTH
SERVICES
72ND STREET SQUARE

HEARTWOOD NURSING HOME

PIERCE CO
PARK & RIDE

Figure 89. Upper
Portland Ave quality of
life map

Pierce County

CORE PRIMARY
PEDESTRIAN STREET
TAHOMA VISTA
SHOPPING CENTER

INSTITUTIONAL
ATTRACTIONS
COMMERCIAL
EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES
OTHER INSTITUTIONAL
TRANSIT/UTILITIES
STEEP SLOPES

0

0.025

Miles
0.1

0.05

Lying at the crossroads of two major
arterials at the southern city boundary,
72nd and Portland center is predominantly
auto oriented. Its character is dominated
by two big box shopping centers and
a regional church, all surrounded by
expansive parking lots. Pedestrian
movement is discouraged by low quality
streetscapes and virtually no pedestrian
connections within or between the large
block developments. There are no public
open spaces, amenities or community
oriented facilities. The sidewalks and
crosswalks at E 72 Street and E Portland
Avenue have been improved recently. The
most attractive and pedestrian oriented
development lies to the south-east of
the E 72nd and E Portland Avenue
intersection. This much smaller shopping
center features good internal pedestrian
connections and landscaping and might be
a model for redevelopment of the rest of
the center if better street frontages are also
provided.

TRANSPORTATION CHOICES

41
U
56
U

42
U
202
U

409
U

Figure 90. Upper
Portland Ave
transportation options
map

The center has excellent automobile
access, as evidenced by the
preponderance of auto oriented uses and
parking lots. There is also relatively good
transit service. Five bus routes connect the
center to Downtown, Lakewood, Tacoma
Dome and Tacoma Mall with 30 to 60
minute headways. Bicycle facilities are
planned along E 64th Street and Portland
Avenue. There is a park and ride facility on
E 72nd just west of E Portland Avenue.
Pedestrian conditions are poor. The
streetscapes are uninviting and there
are virtually no internal or mid-block
connections. The shopping centers are cut
off from adjacent residential areas.

BUS ROUTES
EXISTING BIKE FACILITY
PROPOSED BIKE FACILITY
TRAIL
PROPOSED TRAIL
PARK-AND-RIDE
1/2 MILE WALK RADIUS

0

0.125

0.25

Figure 91. Auto-oriented shopping center
with some vacant space

Miles
0.5

Figure 92. Shopping center with good
pedestrian connections.
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Figure 93. Existing transit facility
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OPPORTUNITIES
URX

1. Focus on the vacant and redevelopable
sites located throughout the center.
Existing shopping centers may
accommodate infill development on
their parking lots. Consider annexing
adjacent Pierce County properties that
are ripe for development and including
them in the suite of Mixed-Use Center
incentives.

R3
R2

URX

Figure 94.
Upper Portland Ave
opportunities map

2. Work with Covenant Celebration
Church to explore redevelopment
potential over their parking lots.

CCX

ZONING
URX: URBAN
RESIDENTIAL MIXEDUSE
CCX: COMMUNITY
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT

3. Improve pedestrian connections
within and between large properties.
Connections could be implemented
through redevelopment or minor
remodeling.

C1
R4L

R3: TWO FAMILY
DWELLING
DEVELOPABLE LAND
POTENTIALLY
DEVELOPABLE LANDS
(LAND VALUE GREATER
THAN IMPROVEMENTS)
VACANT LAND

0

0.025

0.05

4. Improve streetscapes, and add
mid-block crossings and street tree
planting buffer along sidewalk. Due to
limited ROW, it may be necessary to
accomplish this with redevelopment.

Miles
0.1

5. Need to complete street grid and
evaluation street vacation policy, to limit
vacations and maintain pedestrian and
bike connectivity.

MARKET OUTLOOK

The lack of public parks and other facilities suggests that
the local residential community may need civic investment.
Adding a park, community center, or other public facility
may be another way to add activity to this center and
provide a substantial development incentive.

Housing
Choices

Mix of uses

Principle

Quality
of life
Thriving
economy

While physical conditions may hinder pedestrian oriented
development, its location and market strength, as well
as availability of redevelopable land make it worthy of
City attention. It may make sense to consider annexation
of appropriate parcels so that the MUCs’ development
incentives apply. Street improvements will be expensive
relative to their benefit unless they are coordinated with
substantial private investment. Therefore, the City should
contact property owners with large and redevelopable
properties to explore opportunities to coordinate public
actions with private development.

Figure 95. 72nd and Portland summary evaluation

Transportation
Choices

Retail demand in the center will continue to rise with growth
in the trade area, and will support additional residential
density in the area. Demand for housing will grow as well
with potential for a wider range of housing types, densities
and rents. In the immediate future, multifamily residential will
likely be 2 and 3-story buildings with surface parking. The
church’s parking area offers the only vacant land in the area.
Unless this sites are made available, new development will
have to occur on existing commercial and residential sites.
If the K-Mart were to close, this property would be prime for
redevelopment. Other peripheral properties around Goodwill
could also be suitable for redevelopment over time.

Summary
evaluation

+
+
0

While most housing in the center is
multifamily, there is a substantial single family
neighborhood around the perimeter.
The center enjoys good bus and automobile
access but does not feature the pedestrian
connections or bicycle access to allow it to
function as an integrated whole. Streetscapes
are uninviting.

-

There are virtually no public facilities or
amenities. Providing such attractions would
be a necessary first step towards achieving a
multi-dimensional center.

-

There is a limited existing employment base
and viable anchors, moderate trade area
demographics, and insufficient rent and value
levels to support intensive new investment.

+ Meets criteria
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Comments / steps to improve performance
The center features a generally balanced mix
of uses if one considers the larger area within
½ mile. The Department of Social and Health
Services and the nursing home provide some
non-retail employment.

0 Potentially meets criteria

- Difficult to meet criteria
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Figure 96. Lower Pacific economic facts
MUC
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Land Area
Acres
Businesses (2014)

LOWER PACIFIC
The Lower Pacific center is a retail and service center
serving the surrounding residential areas and a wider
trade area. The center features a balanced mix of
commercial, residential, and institutional uses,
including a Haggen’s grocery store, hospital, medical
offices, medical related county offices, and autooriented retail. There are almost 200 housing units,
70% of which are single family. Median home prices
and rents are well below the averages for the city as a
whole. The median household income is lower than the
average for the city as well.
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Population Characteristics (2014)
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Pacific Ave. provides quick access to the downtown
and a sufficiently high traffic volume to support
regional retail business.

Median Income
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Figure 97.
Lower Pacific mix of
uses map
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Average Daily Trips
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QUALITY OF LIFE
This district is situated on a plateau with
views of Downtown and the Tacoma
Industrial Center on the northern portion.
It is characterized by several major
institutions and auto-oriented commercial
surrounded by single-family residential.
Large block sizes and disruption in the
street grid at S 36th St
SOUND
+ PUGET
HOSPITAL

Vacant land and the Tacoma substation
appear as open space but there are no
designated parks. Proposed walking trails
and public access to the nearby ravine will

CITY OF TACOMA
SUBSTATION

+

MEDICAL
PLAZA
PC HEALTH DEPT &
MEDICAL EXAMINER

Figure 98.
Lower Pacific quality
of life map

+

add a recreational amenity currently
lacking.

MEDICAL
PLAZA

Except for a grocery and drug store there
are few neighborhood commercial services
or public facilities. Lincoln High School and
Park are about a quarter-mile to the west.

CORE PRIMARY
PEDESTRIAN STREET
INSTITUTIONAL
ATTRACTIONS

+ COMFORT
DENTAL

COMMERCIAL
OTHER INSTITUTIONAL
TRANSIT/UTILITIES
STEEP SLOPES

0

0.05

0.1

Miles
0.2

TRANSPORTATION CHOICES
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2

Bus routes #1, #53, and #54 serve this
District with connections for Downtown
and Tacoma Mall, linking 6th & Pine,
Lincoln, Upper Pacific, James Center, and
Lower Portland MUCs.

592
U

42
U

Sidewalks and pedestrian facilities are
present but numerous parking lots line the
street front and do not promote walkability
Pacific Ave.

48
U

54
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Figure 99.
Lower Pacific
transportation options
map
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PROPOSED BIKE FACILITY
TRAIL
PROPOSED TRAIL
1/2 MILE WALK RADIUS
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0.125

0.25

Topography makes cycling difficult and
there are no facilities servicing the district,
although one east-west route is proposed
along E 37th St.

Miles
0.5
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OPPORTUNITIES
R3

R4L

R4
C2

1. The vacant properties pose some
opportunities.

RCX
R4L

Figure 100.
Lower Pacific
opportunities map

2. The new County building should be
center facing and provide at least some
modest pedestrian connectivity.

R4L
URX

ZONING

R2-SRD

URX: URBAN
RESIDENTIAL MIXEDUSE

3. Streetscapes and pedestrian
connections should be improved.

RCX: RESIDENTIAL
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT

RCX
R2-SRD
HMX

CCX: COMMUNITY
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT

R3
CCX

HMX: HOSPITALMEDICAL MIXED-USE
R4L: LOW DENSITY
MULTI FAMILY
DWELLING

NCX

R2: ONE FAMILY
DWELLING -

C2

DEVELOPABLE LAND

RCX

MARKET OUTLOOK
The strongest future influence in the area will be the
planned development of a new county building with
over 1,000 employees. If this building is designed to
complement the existing development in the area, it
can have a strong stimulative effect on the remainder
of the center. Further, growth in the surrounding
area will provide demand for additional retail
development. The re-opening of the Albertsons
as a Haggen provides an improved retail anchor
for the area. One strongest residential opportunity
within the mixed use center is for upgrading the
existing single family housing stock. With a base
of lower priced single family homes, the area can
be attractive to first-time home buyers looking for
something affordable. Such units have more value
for renovation than as redevelopment opportunities.
That may be followed by single use multifamily
development on vacant sites on the east side of
Pacific as values and rents increase over time.

Figure 101.
Principle
Mix of
uses

0.1

Housing
Choices

0.05

Miles
0.2

Transportation
Choices

0

R2

R2-SRD

Quality of
life

URX

Thriving
economy

POTENTIALLY
DEVELOPABLE LANDS
(LAND VALUE GREATER
THAN IMPROVEMENTS)
VACANT LAND

R3

34th and Pacific summary evaluation

Summary
evaluation

+
+

The center and the area around it provide
a range of single and multifamily options.
Additional multifamily development in the
center would provide housing close to the
medical facilities and to downtown.

0

There is excellent transit service but pedestrian
conditions are poor and the topography limits
bicycling.

-

There are virtually no nearby public facilities or
amenities. Small open spaces for employees
as well as residents might be a positive first
step. Better connections to Lincoln Park might
also help.

0

There is a growing employment base,
moderate trade area demographics, and
adequate rent and value levels to support
intensive new investment.

+ Meets criteria
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Comments / steps to improve performance
The center accommodates a wide range of
uses with substantial local retail. Medical and
public health facilities give Upper Pacific a
strong employment orientation.

0 Potentially meets criteria

- Difficult to meet criteria
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Figure 102.

Upper Pacific economic Facts
MUC
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UPPER PACIFIC
The 72nd and Pacific center serves a large trade
area in south Tacoma. With high traffic volumes on
both major arterials, and an established anchor in
Fred Meyer, the center offers a strong commercial
component. Other retail uses include a drugstore,
fast food restaurants, bank, bowling alley, motel, and
other auto oriented businesses. There are 275 housing
units in the MUC, with most of those in single family
detached structures. The median home value and
household income is lower than for the city as a whole.
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Figure 103.
Upper Pacific mix of
uses map
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PRIVATE DR

TACOMA AVE S

TACOMA AVE S

S 78TH ST

E 70TH ST

S 72ND ST

S WINNETKA ST

S PARK AVENUE ALY

S 74TH ST

S G ST

YAKIMA AVENUE ALY

0

S G STREET ALY

S 70TH ST

S G ST

S PARK AVE

S 73RD ST

E 68TH ST

E 68TH ST

S BELL STREET ALY

S PARK AVENUE ALY

E LINDEN ST
S 68TH ST

S G ST

YAKIMA AVENUE ALY

YAKIMA AVE

Retail
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VACANT
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Average Daily Trips
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QUALITY OF LIFE
Development is generally auto-oriented,
with parking dominating the streetscape
character. The McDonald’s was recently
built to the corner and adhered to the
design guidelines.

+

Single-family residences abut the
commercial area with little transition or
design consideration. The commercial
center is characterized by large block
sizes, blocking both north-south and eastwest connections and acting as a barrier
for pedestrians.

PACIFIC GENERAL
MEDICAL CLINIC
CHARLOTTE’S
BLUEBERRY PARK

Figure 104.
Upper Pacific quality
of life map
CORE PRIMARY
PEDESTRIAN STREET
COMMERCIAL

There is no library, school, or other public
facility in this center.

RECREATION
OTHER INSTITUTIONAL
STEEP SLOPES

To the west, Charlotte’s Blueberry Farm
is owned by Metro Parks Tacoma and
the blueberry bushes are maintained by
volunteers. More than 10 of the park’s
acres are wetlands and cannot be
disturbed.

0

0.05

0.1

Miles
0.2

TRANSPORTATION CHOICES
Bus Route #1 and #202 service the
District. #1 provides direct connections
Lower Pacific, Lincoln, Downtown, 6th
Ave & Pine St, and James Center MUCs.
Route #202 travels from Upper Portland
Ave MUC, and then west to 74th St S and
Puget Sound Ave.

202
U
45
U

1
U

There are sidewalks on most streets but
many lack curb and gutters and do not
meet ADA requirements. Walkability is
further hindered by large block sizes,
limited crosswalks, and a no buffer
between the sidewalk and vehicle traffic.
There are two existing north-south bicycle
routes within a half-mile and more planned.

Figure 105.
Upper Pacific
transportation options
map
BUS ROUTES
EXISTING BIKE FACILITY
PROPOSED BIKE FACILITY
TRAIL
PROPOSED TRAIL
1/2 MILE WALK RADIUS

Figure 106. Recent McDonalds
development adhered to design guidelines

Figure 107. Existing sidewalk facilities lack
traffic buffer
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Figure 108. Auto-oriented shopping center
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OPPORTUNITIES
1. Aggregate and/or develop the
numerous small vacant and under
utilized parcels.

URX

2. Increase pedestrian connectivity
with new paths through large blocks
and important streetscapes on the
residential street grid.

C1
CCX

Figure 109.
Upper Pacific
opportunities map

3. Add street trees on major arterials.
4. Better connections to Blueberry Farm

R2

ZONING

5. Add street tree planting buffer along
sidewalk.

URX: URBAN
RESIDENTIAL MIXEDUSE
RCX: RESIDENTIAL
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT
CCX: COMMUNITY
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT

RCX

DEVELOPABLE LAND

Miles
0.2

R4L

MARKET OUTLOOK
The MUC is well located to serve the South Tacoma
market area, at the intersection of two well-travelled
arterials. Retail demand in the center will continue
to grow as the trade area grows, with support
from additional residential density in the area.
The vacant land in the center provides a strong
opportunity for new multifamily development. In
the immediate future, multifamily residential will
likely be two and three story buildings with surface
parking. As prevailing rents in the area increase,
higher density product with some structured parking
may be supportable. There are also underutilized
properties north of 72nd that could be assembled
for larger developments. With increases in prevailing
rents, and depreciation of existing improvements,
redevelopment of these sites will become feasible
over time. With further increases, the area might
support true mixed use buildings.

C1

Figure 110.
Principle
Mix of
uses

0.1

Housing
Choices

0.05

Transportation
Choices

R2
0

Quality of
life

VACANT LAND

Thriving
economy

POTENTIALLY
DEVELOPABLE LANDS
(LAND VALUE GREATER
THAN IMPROVEMENTS)

72th and Pacific summary evaluation

Summary
evaluation

0
0

There is a mix of single and multifamily
residences in close proximity. Additional
muiltifamily residences would add housing
choices as well as increased market for local
retail businesses.

0

There are three bus routes with connections
to downtown and other centers but the large
blocks and poor to average streetscapes limit
pedestrian activity.

0

Charlotte’s Blueberry Park is a unique
attraction but the area lacks active open space
for sports and other recreational activities.
Safe pedestrian/bicycle connections such as a
“greenway” to Wapato Park would be a plus.

0

There is a good existing employment base with
a strong retail anchor, moderate trade area
demographics, and adequate rent and value
levels to support intensive new investment.

+ Meets criteria
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Comments / steps to improve performance
The center is dominated by regional retail
businesses but only about 2,700 dwellings
within ½ mile. A small medical clinic adds
some non-retail employment.

0 Potentially meets criteria

- Difficult to meet criteria
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S 8TH ST

S VASSAULT ST

S WHITMAN ST

S HAWTHORNE ST

S ROCH ESTER ST

S OXFORD ST

S HOWARD ST

S 10TH ST

S MACARTHUR ST

S MILDRED ST

S PEARL ST

S 12TH ST

S VISSCH ER ST

0

GARDEN CIR

ALAMEDA AVE

JAMES CENTER

64TH AVE W

65TH AVE W

MILDRED ST W

70TH AVE W

ROCHESTER AVE

S 19TH ST

22ND ST W

0.05

0.1

Miles
0.2
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Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus
DS, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS
User Community
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Figure 111.

James Center economic facts

5-Min.
Drive

MUC

1/2 Mile

249.6

1,241.6

Total Businesses

94

1,042

3,193

Total Employment

780

5,619

16,715
0.5

Land Area
Acres
Businesses (2014)

JAMES CENTER

Employment/Capita

James Center is the largest MUC in terms of land area
outside Downtown Tacoma. It features a diverse mix of
commercial, institutional, and residential uses. Tacoma
Community College (TCC) occupies the east side of
the center and offers a large base of staff and students
to support the adjacent commercial development.
Several retail centers occupy the west side of the
center with Fred Meyer as the major anchor as well as
several smaller retailers and professional services.
Located at the intersection of two high traffic arterials,
the retail businesses serve a large trade area in north
and central Tacoma. The center includes over 1,000
housing units in developments such as Spanish Hills
and Lakeside Landing. The median housing value is
approximately $100,000 higher than the City average
but the median income is lower. The apartments are
attractive garden style apartments with affordable
rents.

0.5

0.7

Employment/Acre

3.13

4.53

Avg. Employees/Business

8.30

5.39

5.23

1,096

4,173

17,299

Housing (2008-2012)
Housing Units
Housing Units/Acre

4.4

3.4

>2 Units/Household

80.3%

59.5%

Owner-Occupied
Median Value

S VASSAULT ST

S WHITMAN ST

PRIVATE DR

S HAWTHORNE ST

S ROCHESTER ST

S HOWARD ST

S OXFORD ST

PR

E
AT
IV

D

15.8%

35.7%

49.5%

$325,000

$252,157

$266,540

Renter-Occupied

84.2%

64.3%

50.5%

Median Rent

$689

$741

$774

Avg. Rent/SF/month

$0.99

Population Characteristics (2014)
Population

1,691

8,231

36,696

Households

1,015

4,069

16,521

1.67

2.02

2.22

$31,968

$41,170

$49,607

Population/Households
Median Income

Traffic Volume on Primary Arterial
S 19th St

22,000

Commercial Square Footage
Retail

S 10TH ST

R

246,413

Office

80,583

Total

326,996

Average Land Value
Assessed Value/SF

$11

S MACARTHUR ST

S MILDRED ST

S PEARL ST

S 12TH ST

Figure 112.
James Center mix of
uses map
COMMERCIAL
COMMERCIAL

S VISSCHER ST

COLU

MBIA AV
E

28%

OTHER
INSTITUTIONAL
OTHER
INSTITUTIONAL

4%

MULTIFAMILY
MULTI-FAMILYRESIDENTIAL
RESIDENTIAL

ALAMEDA AVE

64TH AVE W

Miles
0.2

65TH AVE W

0.1

MILDRED ST W

70TH AVE W

ROCHESTER AVE

0.05

19TH ST W

15%

EDUCATIONAL EDUCATION
FACILITIES

SINGLE-FAMILY
SINGLE-FAMILYRESIDENTIAL
RESIDENTIAL

0

35%

RECREATION
OPEN SPACE

S 19TH ST

45.7%

16%
1%

TRANSPORTATION/UTILITIES
TRANSPORTATION

0%

INDUSTRIAL
INDUSTRIAL

0%

VACANT
VACANT

0%
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QUALITY OF LIFE

SPANISH HILLS APTS

n
LAKESIDE LANDING APTS

TACOMA COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Figure 113.
James Center quality
of life map

JAMES CENTER
SHOPPING CENTER

CORE PRIMARY
PEDESTRIAN STREET
INSTITUTIONAL
ATTRACTIONS

PIERCE CO
PARK & RIDE

COMMERCIAL
EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES
TRANSIT/UTILITIES
STEEP SLOPES

0

0.05

0.1

Miles
0.2

While the James Center features
an exemplary mix of uses set within
appropriate settings, the various residential,
commercial and institutional activities
are disconnected by heavily trafficked
arterials, large parking lots, and building
configurations are internally oriented.
The Tacoma Community College (TCC)
campus is surrounded by large parking
lots separating it from the rest of the
community and diminishing its visibility.
S Mildred and S 19th Streets are nicely
landscaped along some frontages, but
generally do not give the sense that the
Center is a special place, commensurate
with its importance. On the other hand, the
campus and the garden style residential
complexes feature quite attractive interior
settings. The large, park-like open space
on the east side of the TCC campus
is potentially an important community
resource, however it is separated from the
majority of the residential population.

TRANSPORTATION CHOICES

100
U

1
U

The James Center enjoys excellent access
private vehicle and transit access. SR 16
is easily access and S 19th St connects
directly to downtown. The Center has a
Transit Center and Park-&-Ride, serving
bus Routes 1, 2, 10, 16, 28, 52, 53, 100,
and 595.

16
U

28
U

10
U

595
U

Figure 114.
James Center
transportation options
map

2
U

BUS ROUTES
EXISTING BIKE FACILITY

52
U

PROPOSED BIKE FACILITY
TRAIL
53
U

PROPOSED TRAIL
PARK-AND-RIDE
1/2 MILE WALK RADIUS

0

0.125

0.25

Figure 115. Landscape character around
Tacoma Community College

Pedestrian connectivity is not as well
established. While there are sidewalks
along the arterials, the large block pattern,
lack of crosswalks and pedestrian ramps,
numerous driveways and lack of street
landscaping discourage pedestrian
traffic. Additionally, there is generally poor
pedestrian connectivity within and between
the large properties.
Bicycle facilities have recently been added
to S Mildred St and others are planned.
TCC’s student and employee population
might benefit from better bicycle access.

Miles
0.5

Figure 116. Existing transit facility.
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Figure 117. Existing sidewalk facility
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OPPORTUNITIES
1. Enhance entrances to TCC campus
and the shopping center to build on
mid-block crossing across S Mildred
Street to encourage students and
faculty to use local commercial services
and provide an attractive entrance to
the campus.

R2
R4L
R4L
T

Figure 118.
James Center
opportunities map

2. Redevelop the James Shopping Center
to provide additional local services.
Improve the S Mildred Street frontage.

RCX

ZONING
RCX: RESIDENTIAL
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT

3. Appropriately redevelop TCC parking
lots. For example, consider housing
over structured parking and a
Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) program to be able to reduce
parking.

CCX

CCX: COMMUNITY
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT
R4L: LOW DENSITY
MULTI FAMILY
DWELLING

R3

4. Enhance the campus’s street presence
and identity.

DEVELOPABLE LAND
POTENTIALLY
DEVELOPABLE LANDS
(LAND VALUE GREATER
THAN IMPROVEMENTS)

5. Improve streetscape S 19th St.
0

0.05

0.1

Miles
0.2

6. Consider bicycle improvements
to upgrade access to the center,
especially TCC.

VACANT LAND

MARKET OUTLOOK

Figure 119.

A first step might be to develop a City/TCC business district
or perhaps like the University District Partnership in Seattle.

James Center summary evaluation
Comments / steps to improve performance

+

TCC is the James Center’s focus but there are
also over 1,000 dwelling units and nearly 1/3
million square feet of commercial space.

Mix of
uses

Summary
evaluation

0

There is excellent vehicle and transit access,
with a transit station. However pedestrian
conditions are not so favorable. TCC’s layout
separates it from its surroundings when better
pedestrian connections would serve it and the
community.

0

TCC’s campus includes ample open space
but it is not particularly accessible to local
residents. Better pedestrian connections
within the center and bicycle connections to
China Lake Park would benefit students and
the community.

+

There is a strong existing employment base
and strong retail and educational anchors,
good trade area demographics, and
adequate rent and value levels to support new
investment.

Transportation
Choices

Housing
Choices

0

Most of the dwellings within the center are very
attractive garden style multifamily residences,
but there are single family neighborhoods in the
vicinity.

Quality of life

The key to enhancing market conditions sufficiently to spur
redevelopment will be upgrading the center’s connectivity,
appearance and identity. Improving pedestrian connections
between the campus and commercial services to the
west and streetscape improvements along S 19th Street
(Opportunities 1 and 4 above) merit near term consideration.
Better connections across S Mildred Street should be
tied to private investments in the James Shopping Center
(Opportunity 2). The City, TCC management and perhaps
Pierce Transit should engage in a cooperative study of
redevelopment of TCC’s parking lots – perhaps with
improved transit facilities in a TOD project. (Opportunity 3)

Principle

Thriving
economy

Retail demand in the center will continue to increase
with growth in the area and improved linkages with TCC.
Demand for housing will grow as well with potential for a
wider range of housing types, densities and rents. In the
immediate future, multifamily residential will likely be two and
three story buildings with surface parking. As prevailing rents
in the area increase, higher density buildings types with
structured parking may be supportable. The only vacant
land in the MUC are on the TCC campus. Perhaps some
of those sites could be made available for development.
Otherwise, new commercial and residential development
would have to occur on existing commercial and residential
sites.

+ Meets criteria
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0 Potentially meets criteria

- Difficult to meet criteria
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S MELROSE ST
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Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus
DS, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS
User Community
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Figure 120.

Tacoma Central economic facts
MUC

1/2 Mile

198.4

1,049.6

5-Min.
Drive

Land Area
Acres
Businesses (2014)
Total Businesses
Total Employment

TACOMA CENTRAL

235

616

4,208

2,535

5,068

34,039
0.7

Employment/Capita

Tacoma Central is a major commercial and
employment center in the City. Anchored by Allenmore
Hospital, Walmart, Target, and Bellarmine High
School, the center has over 2,500 jobs. Other notable
uses include professional offices, churches, and
miscellaneous smaller retailers. There are over 400
housing units, 96% of which are rentals. Average
residential rents are somewhat higher than those for
the city as a whole.
The center’s central location and access to SR16 are
important assets. The high traffic volume on S Union
Ave and S 19th St provide plenty of exposure.

3.4

0.8

Employment/Acre

12.8

4.8

Avg. Employees/Business

10.8

8.2

8.1

425

2,631

20,472

Housing (2008-2012)
Housing Units
Housing Units/Acre

2.1

2.5

>2 Units/Household

90.4%

31.5%

Owner-Occupied
Median Value

40.1%

4.0%

47.5%

46.3%

$183,333

$200,765

$223,817

Renter-Occupied

96.0%

52.5%

53.7%

Median Rent

$816

$850

$808

Avg. Rent/SF/month

$1.05

($1.34 since 2008)

Population Characteristics (2014)
Population

740

6,076

46,997

Households

524

2,605

19,493

Population/Households

1.41

2.33

2.41

$27,769

$40,334

$41,940

Median Income

Traffic Volume on Primary Arterial
S Union St

22,000

Average Daily Trips

Commercial Square Footage

S ADAMS ST

S 21ST ST

S 17TH ST

S 17TH STREET ALY
S 18TH ST

S PINE ST

S 15TH STREET ALY

1,307,416

Average Land Value
Assessed Value/SF

S ANDERSON ST

S ALDER ST

S LAWRENCE ST

S PUGET SOUND AVE

WEST UNION AVE

WEST UNION AVE

S WASHINGTON ST

S WASHINGTON STREET ALY

S 15TH ST

582,706

Total

S MELROSE STREET ALY

PRIVATE RD

724,710

Office

S MELROSE ST

$13 - $17

S 18TH STREET ALY

S 19TH ST

Figure 121.
Tacoma Central mix of
uses map
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OTHER
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OTHER
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QUALITY OF LIFE
Primarily an institutional and employment
center, the development layout is quite
different than the surrounding single-family
neighborhoods. The large block size is
broken by curvy roads with sidewalks on
both sides of the street.

FRANKLIN PARK

LIFE CHRISTIAN
ACADEMY
GLORIA DEI
LUTHERAN CHURCH

+
Figure 122.
Tacoma Central quality
of life map

MEDICAL
+ CENTER

ALLENMORE
HOSPITAL

With Franklin Park to the north and Snake
Lake Park to the west, the center is wellserved with open space. There are also
ample commercial services.

SNAKE LAKE PARK
ALLENMORE
GOLF COURSE

CORE PRIMARY
PEDESTRIAN STREET
INSTITUTIONAL
ATTRACTIONS

BELLARMINE
HIGH SCHOOL

COMMERCIAL

UNION AVENUE
+ MEDICAL
BUILDING

RECREATION

DESTINY CITY CHURCH

EDUCATIONAL
FACILITIES
OTHER INSTITUTIONAL
STEEP SLOPES

0

0.05

0.1

Miles
0.2

TRANSPORTATION CHOICES
The District is serviced by three buses.
Route #2 connects Downtown to James
Center MUC and Route #57 connects to
Tacoma Mall. Route 51 travels north to 6th
Ave & Pine St and Proctor MUC.

28
U

There are no bicycle facilities and the only
planned routes are adjacent to the District
boundaries.
2
U

The potential HCT route would be down
6th, touching the boundary of Narrows,
going south down Pearl and then following
19th back to the City, thus connecting the
6th Avenue, Narrows, James Center and
Tacoma Central MUC.

57
U

Figure 123.
Tacoma Central
transportation options
map

51
U
595 U
102
U

BUS ROUTES
EXISTING BIKE FACILITY
52
U

PROPOSED BIKE
FACILITY

0
U
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0
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OPPORTUNITIES
T

1. Redevelop surface parking lot in front of
Walmart?
R2

CCX

Figure 124.
Tacoma Central
opportunities map

T

ZONING

C1

T

T

RCX: RESIDENTIAL
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT
CCX: COMMUNITY
COMMERCIAL MIXEDUSE DISTRICT

2. Implement bicycle facilities plan.

RCX

CCX

3. Work with Life Christian Academy to
explore parking lto redevelopment
opportunities.
HMX

R4L

HMX: HOSPITALMEDICAL MIXED-USE

R2

R4L: LOW DENSITY
MULTI FAMILY
DWELLING

R2
RCX

CCX

R4

DEVELOPABLE LAND

Miles
0.2

MARKET OUTLOOK
The MUC is a strong destination in central
Tacoma, at the intersection of two welltravelled arterials, and with strong retail and
institutional tenants. Retail demand will grow
with growth in the surrounding trade area. The
area is attractive to additional large retailers or
smaller scale shops and service businesses.
Demand for housing will grow as well with
potential for a wider range of housing types,
densities and rents. In the immediate future,
multifamily residential will likely be two and
three story buildings with surface parking. As
prevailing rents in the area increase, higher
density product with structured parking may be
supportable. The only vacant properties in the
MUC are parking lots for the major businesses
and institutions. Perhaps some of those sites
could be made available for development.
Otherwise, new commercial and residential
development would have to occur on existing
commercial and residential sites. With
increases in prevailing rents, and depreciation
of existing improvements, such development
will become feasible over time.

M2

Figure 125.

Tacoma Central summary evaluation

Summary
Principle evaluation
Mix of uses

0.1

Housing
Choices

0.05

Transportation
Choices

0

Quality of
life

VACANT LAND

Thriving
economy

POTENTIALLY
DEVELOPABLE LANDS
(LAND VALUE
GREATER THAN
IMPROVEMENTS)

+ Meets criteria

-- 784 --

Comments / steps to improve
performance

0

With ¾ million SF of retail space and another ½
million SF of office space (including Allenmore
hospital) and two schools, the center features a
strong commercial/institutional orientation. But
there are only about 2,631 residences within
½ mile.

-

Housing choices are limited. Opportunities
for residential development are limited to
redevelopment sites where housing might
be located over parking for commercial or
institutional uses.

0

The center is served by three bus lines, but the
pedestrian connections within and between
uses are poor. The new Walmart development
does provide good pedestrian paths through
the parking lot.

+

With Snake Lake and Franklin Parks on the
center’s perimeter, the area is well served with
open space. The shopping centers include
some local services.

0

There is a good existing employment base with
strong retail and institutional anchors, moderate
trade area demographics, and adequate rent
and value levels to support intensive new
investment.
0 Potentially meets criteria

- Difficult to meet criteria
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ANALYSIS
This section examines the study’s three central questions:
·· How well are the MUCs performing in terms of meeting the comprehensive plan’s objectives?
·· What are the salient economic factors influencing development in the MUCs?
·· Which of the MUCs have the most potential to meet the comprehensive plan’s objectives?
Whereas the Profiles section examined each MUC individually, this section considers all the centers as a group in order to compare their
conditions and frame a comprehensive, city-wide redevelopment strategy. The following lists a few general observations from the profiles
summary, presents a summary of market and feasibility analyses relevant to MUC redevelopment and then evaluates the MUCs in terms of
near and long term redevelopment potential that suggests the comprehensive strategy proposed in the next section.

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS FROM PROFILES
The table below summarizes the evaluations from the profiles. Although (+,0,-) summary evaluation is somewhat subjective, it is useful to
gauge the relative performance to the individual MUCs and makes some generalities apparent. For example, transportation choices and
quality of life tend to be higher in the established neighborhood centers closer to the city center than in the crossroads centers. The two
types are relatively even in the mix of uses, housing choices and economic performance.

SUMMARY OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CRITERIA EVALUATION
C.P. CRITERIA

CROSSROADS CENTERS

NEIGHBORHOOD CENTERS

CENTER NAME

Mix of
Uses

Housing
Choices

Transportation
Choices

Quality of
Life/Active Living

Thriving Economy

6TH AVENUE

+

+

+

0

+

NARROWS

0

0

+

+

0

PROCTOR

+

0

+

+

+

MCKINLEY

0

0

0

+

-

SOUTH TACOMA WAY

0

0

+

+

0

LINCOLN

0

0

+

+

0

Mix of
Uses

Housing
Choices

Transportation
Choices

Quality of
Life/Active Living

Thriving Economy

WESTGATE

+

+

-

0

0

LOWER PORTLAND AVE

-

0

-

-

0

UPPER PORTLAND AVE

+

+

0

-

-

LOWER PACIFIC

+

+

0

-

0

UPPER PACIFIC

0

0

0

0

0

JAMES CENTER

+

0

0

0

+

TACOMA CENTRAL

0

-

0

+

0

-- 785 --

Final – October 1, 2015

Tacoma Mixed Use Centers

Page 76

SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES
The real estate market conditions within each MUC can be used to classify potential development opportunities
according to the type, strength and likelihood of near term development for more dense land use by type. The
opportunities are defined as follows.
Established: a market with past and continuing economic growth, and demonstrated projects showing the
potential to achieve sufficient rents to support new development at urban densities.
Emerging: a market that is experiencing development activity, but not yet at the rent levels necessary to
support new development at urban densities. It also includes markets with new projects that will provide a
catalyst for the development.
Limited: a market with that is not experiencing any growth pressure and low rents.
Development opportunities are summarized by land use and center n the following table.

Figure 126.

Market Opportunities for Mixed use Centers

MULTIFAMILY

RETAIL

OFFICE

SIXTH AVENUE

Emerging

Established

Limited

NARROWS

Emerging

Emerging

Limited

PROCTOR

Established

Established

Limited

MCKINLEY

Limited

Limited

Limited

SOUTH TACOMA WAY

Emerging

Emerging

Limited

LINCOLN

Emerging

Established

Limited

WESTGATE

Emerging

Established

Limited

LOWER PORTLAND

Limited

Emerging

Limited

UPPER PORTLAND

Emerging

Emerging

Limited

LOWER PACIFIC AVE

Emerging

Emerging

Emerging

UPPER PACIFIC AVE

Emerging

Established

Limited

JAMES CENTER

Emerging

Established

Established

TACOMA CENTRAL

Emerging

Established

Established

The classifications are generally unchanged from the designations in the market analysis for the 2008 analysis
of mixed use centers.
·· The market response to the soon-to-be-completed Proctor Station mixed use project supports the
designation of Established for multifamily.
·· The amount of existing multifamily development in the areas around James Center, Westgate, 38th and G,
and Narrows, while still at moderate rent levels suggest the designation of Emerging.
·· The strong restaurant and entertainment activity in 6th and Pine supports the designation of Established
for retail.
·· The proposed county office building at 34th and G should support a designation of emerging for all uses.
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TRIGGER FOR CHANGES IN INCENTIVE OPTIONS
As development conditions change, the need for certain incentives to assure feasibility will
change as well. Two relevant measures are apartment rents and land price.
The spectrum of prevailing apartment rents can be broken into five intervals:
·· Below $1.00 per square foot per month, rents aren’t high enough to support any type
of new construction.
·· Between $1.00 and $1.25 per square foot per month, rents are high enough to
support garden apartments with surface parking and few project amenities.
·· Between $1.25 and $1.75 per square foot per month, rents are high enough to
support garden apartments with some under- building parking and various project
amenities.
·· Between $1.75 and $2.00 per square foot per month, rents are high enough to
support mixed use buildings with structured parking and various project amenities, in
conjunction with incentives such as property tax exemption.
Over $2.00 per square foot per month, rents are high enough to support mixed use
projects with structured parking, without the need for tax incentives.

BUILDING TYPES SUPPORTED BY APARTMENT RENTS
MONTHLY APARTMENT RENTS
$1.25/SF/Month

$1.75/SF/Month

$2.00/SF/Month

TYPES

$1.00/SF/Month

APPLICABLE CENTERS

Garden Apts w/ Surface Parking
and Few Amenities

Garden Apts w/ Some
Underground Parking & Amenities

Residential or Mixed Use Building
w/ Structured Parking (requires tax
incentives)
Proctor

Narrows

Westgate

McKinley

Lincoln

STW

Lower Pacific

Lower Portland

6th Ave.

Upper Portland
Upper Pacific
James Center
Tacoma Central
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As a center achieves rents at progressively higher levels (in constant dollar terms), the opportunities and necessary
incentives shift as well.
The spectrum of land price (or property acquisition cost for improved properties) can be broken into several intervals
as well.
·· Below $50 per square foot, the cost of land for surface parking is lower than the cost of under-building
parking. There is no incentive to increase density by placing any of the parking under the building.
·· Between $50 and $70 per square foot, it’s supportable to increase density by providing some structured
parking above ground.
·· Above $70 per square foot, it’s supportable to increase density by providing all parking in an underground
structure.
As land values increase over time (in constant dollar terms), the opportunities and likely type of development will shift
as well.
It would be prudent for the City to review economic conditions on a regular basis, say every five years, to determine
whether an individual center has changed its position along either spectrum. The palette of incentives that may be
available could be adjusted accordingly.

MOST COST EFFECTIVE PARKING SOLUTION AS A FUNCTION OF LAND PRICE
LAND PRICE
$50/SF

$70/SF

TYPE OF PARKING

$0/SF

Surface Parking

Some Above Ground Structured
Parking

Narrows

6th

McKinley

Lincoln

STW

Proctor

CENTERS

Westgate
Lower Portland
Upper Portland
Lower Pacific
Upper Pacific
James Center
Tacoma Central
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FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS OF APPLICABLE DEVELOPMENT TYPES
PURPOSE OF ANALYSIS
Meeting the objectives for the Mixed Use Centers will require significant investment by private property
owners and developers. Such investment can only be attracted if there is adequate entrepreneurial
return on that investment. Opportunity sites have been identified within the centers as representative of
different development conditions. These sites have been subjected to a feasibility analysis to determine
whether development is feasible in the near-term, and what conditions are necessary for feasibility.
This section summarizes the results of the feasibility analysis for different development concepts
presented in the full report by Property Counselors at Appendix A.

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS
SUMMARY OF OPPORTUNITY SITES

Four opportunity sites were evaluated to reflect a range of residential density, existing site condition and building reuse potential.
6th and Cedar is intended to be
representative of a 5 over 1 mixed
use building on a redevelopment
site. The site includes four single
family dwellings in commercial use.
The new building would provide 50
residential units and 9,000 square
feet of retail with 58 underground
parking spaces.

72nd and Pacific is intended to
be representative of horizontal
mixed use with a single story
retail building next to a residential
building with three floors of
apartments over parking. The
new building would provide
50 residential units and 4,800
square feet of retail with 90
parking spaces.
A development like that
envisioned at 6th & Cedar

38th and G is intended to be
representative of a 5 over 1 mixed
use building on a vacant site. The
new building would provide 55
residential units and 7,700 square
feet of retail with 53 underground
parking spaces.

A development like that
envisioned at 38th & G

Proctor 45’ Height is intended to
reflect the market conditions in
Proctor and a mixed use building
allowed under the current code
without bonus floors. The
new building would provide 80
residential units and 14,000
square feet of retail with 115
parking spaces.

A development with the same
characteristics as envisioned
at 72nd & Pacific

South Tacoma Way is intended to
be representative of the renovation
and reuse of existing buildings
in established commercial
districts. Most of the multistory
buildings along South Tacoma
Way are narrow and are limited
to a small number of residential
units. The renovated building
considered here would provide
four residential uses and 2,250
square feet of retail space with no
on-site parking.

An older building with
residential units in the upper
story as envisioned at 56th and
South Tacoma Way.

Proctor 65’ Height is intended to
reflect the market conditions in
Proctor and a mixed use building
allowed under the current code
including two bonus floors. The
new building would provide 133
residential units and 14,000
square feet of retail with 168
parking spaces.
A 3-over-1 development like
that envisioned at Proctor
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SUMMARY OF FINANCIAL ANALYSIS METHOD

Several development scenarios are identified for each concept and subjected to a financial feasibility analysis. The
proforma feasibility analysis compares the cost of development to completed value to determine the entrepreneurial
profit. Entrepreneurial profit is considered the compensation to a developer for incurring the risk of undertaking and
completing a project. Entrepreneurial profit for any development plan is compared to a target rate to identify whether
that option is feasible. Entrepreneurial return of 15% or more of the development cost is within the typical range for
feasible development.
Each case for each site can be evaluated according to two measures:
·· Does the entrepreneurial return exceed 15% of development cost? If so, that case is considered feasible, and
could attract private investment.
·· If a case isn’t feasible given the base assumptions, what conditions would be necessary for feasibility and
are they achievable? The necessary conditions can reflect a combination of higher rents, lower construction
costs, lower land costs, and available development incentives.

SUMMARY OF FINANCIAL RESULTS

The results can be summarized with the two measures shown for three cases for each site in the following table.
The cases include a base case, as well as cases with the multifamily property tax exemption, both eight year (with
no dedicated affordable housing) and 12 year (with 20% of units as affordable at 80% of median income levels for
the county). The cases that represent acceptable rates of return are highlighted in the following table.
Figure 127.

Summary of Financial Analysis Results
Base

MFTE 8-year

MFTE 12-year

6th and Cedar
Return as Percent of Investment

8.49%

14.18%

8.22%

Necessary Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)

$23.58

$22.69

$22.42

Assumed Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)

$21.60

$21.60

$21.60

12.18%

18.45%

11.88%

38th and G
Return as Percent of Investment
Necessary Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)

$23.00

$22.11

$21.88

Assumed Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)

$21.60

$21.60

$21.60

Return as Percent of Investment

4.10%

10.08%

12.18%

Necessary Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)

$17.26

$16.63

$16.33

Assumed Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)

$15.60

$15.60

$15.60

72nd & Pacific

So. Tacoma Wy.
20.71%

24.09%

25.27%

Necessary Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)

Return as Percent of Investment

$17.25

$16.62

$16.40

Assumed Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)

$15.60

$15.60

$15.60

Return as Percent of Investment

9.55%

14.64%

10.82%

Necessary Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)

$27.08

$26.10

$25.03

Assumed Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)

$25.82

$25.82

$25.82

Return as Percent of Investment

13.73%

19.41%

15.88%

Necessary Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)

$26 .26

$25.29

$25.65

Assumed Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)

$25.82

$25.82

$25.82

Proctor 45’

Proctor 65’
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For the 6th and Cedar site, the development would almost achieve the 15% target rate of return under the
eight year tax exemption case. The reduced operating costs under that case improve the operating income
and rate of return. With the 12 year exemption, the operating costs are further reduced, but the foregone
rental revenue from the affordable units more than offsets that benefit.
For the 38th and G site, the development would perform somewhat better than the 6th and Cedar concept
because the cost of acquiring a vacant site is less than the cost of redevelopment parcels. The eight year tax
exemption case is feasible.
For the 72nd and Pacific site, the development would not achieve the 15% target rate of return under any of
the three cases. The reduced operating costs under the eight year case improve the operating income and rate
of return. With the 12 year exemption, the operating costs are further reduced, and the rental revenue from the
affordable units is not reduced because assumed market rents do not exceed affordable rents. The necessary
rents to achieve the target return are within 5% of the assumed levels under the 12 year exemption case, a gap
that could realistically close with improved market conditions.
For the South Tacoma site, all three cases are feasible, and generate very high returns. These cases are all
somewhat speculative as renovation costs could greatly exceed assumed levels if major building upgrades are
required. The building currently has residential uses on the second floor, so there would not be a change of
use. However, the existing units have to be vacant for a period of at least a year if the project is to be eligible
for the tax exemption program.
For the Proctor cases, the strong market conditions indicated by asking rents at Proctor Station improve the
performance of both the 45’ and 65’ scenarios. Neither scenario achieves a 15% return for the base case, but
the 45’ case achieves approximately that rate with the use of the eight year tax exemption, and the 65’ case
achieves that rate with the twelve year exemption.

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS
1.

Based on the results of the analysis, it’s likely that 5 over 1 mixed use buildings could be feasible in the
MUC’s with higher prevailing rents. While the necessary rent for feasibility is somewhat higher than the
assumed market rent for the base case in Sixth and Pine and Lincoln, it’s possible that this gap would
narrow over time.

2.

The use of the tax exemption program will enhance the feasibility of the 5 over 1 development concepts
in Sixth and Pine and Lincoln. The reduced operating costs under the eight year exemption provides for
a greater rate of return. Under the 12 year program, the foregone income for the affordable units would
offset the value of the lower operating costs in all MUC’s except Proctor. Use of the 8 year exemption will
likely be necessary to provide incentives for this type of development in all but the Proctor MUC.

3.

With the strong market conditions in Proctor, a 5 over 1 mixed use building (65’ case) is feasible under the
twelve year tax exemption. The value of the exemption offsets the foregone income from the affordable
units. Those same market conditions support the 3 over 1 (45’ case) development scenario with the use
of the eight year exemption.

4.

The additional cost of site acquisition under a redevelopment scenario (versus a vacant site) provides an
additional challenge, and makes the tax exemption incentive important in fully built-out areas.

5.

The development of horizontal mixed use should be feasible in most of the MUC’s. The lower cost of
surface or under building parking and three floor apartments result in a necessary rent level that that is
achievable in most MUC’s, and is actually affordable at the 80% of median level. Availability of the tax
exemption program provides a valuable incentive for such a concept.

6.

There are opportunities to redevelop existing buildings in some MUC’s, but the opportunities will depend
largely on the characteristics and conditions of individual buildings.

7.

There are a variety of public improvements that have been identified and which will enhance the
desirability of the MUC’s and the feasibility of development:
··
··
··
··

Pedestrian improvements.
Expanded bike lanes and trails.
Streetscape improvements at select locations.
Community open space and park improvements.
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Feasibility Analysis of Development Concepts Applicability to Other MUC’s
6th and Cedar

38th and G

72nd & Pacific

So. Tacoma Wy.

Proctor

Proctor

Mixed-Use
Redevelopment Site

Mixed-Use
Vacant Site

Horizontal
Mixed-Use

Building Reuse

Mixed Use 45’

Mixed Use 65’

6th Ave.
Narrows
Proctor
McKinley
South Tacoma Way
Lincoln
Westgate
Lower Portland
Upper Portland
Lower Pacific
Upper Pacific
James Center
Tacoma Central

SUMMARY OF MUC PERFORMANCE AND DEVELOPMENT
The chart below translates the results of the economic analysis and the general observations presented earlier into a
general evaluation of MUC performance relative to various development thresholds. While this is a somewhat subjective
evaluation, it does appear that some MUCs are achieving the comprehensive plan’s objectives. For example, Proctor and
6th & Pine both are lively, well-connected commercial hubs with a variety of residential opportunities in an attractive setting.
CHALLENGING

LONG TERM POTENTIAL

NEAR TERM PROMISE

ACHIEVES GOALS

CHALLENGING

LONG TERM POTENTIAL

NEAR TERM PROMISE

ACHIEVES GOALS

NEIGHbORHOOd CENTERS

6th Avenue
Narrows
Proctor
McKinley
South Tacoma Way
Lincoln

Westgate

CROSSROAdS CENTERS

Lower Portland Ave
Upper Portland Ave
Lower Pacific
Upper Pacific
James Center
Tacoma Central
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There are at least 4 MUCs that do not currently possess the full suite of desired characteristics
but which could within 5 years or so, achieve the comprehensive plan’s criteria. South Tacoma
Way, Lincoln, Lower Pacific, and James Center all fit this category as they have many of the
necessary physical attributes and emerging or established real estate markets.
A third set of MUCs have the potential to meet comprehensive plan criteria, but to do so
will require substantial redevelopment of already developed sites and will take some time for
sufficient market demand to emerge. Except for the Narrows MUC, all of the centers in this
category are crossroads centers with a suburban character and land use pattern with poor
pedestrian connections and few local amenities. However, these centers do have the capacity
to become high performance MUCs when large site redevelopment occurs. Examples of this
type of redevelopment include commercial centers in Greenwood (Seattle), University Village,
and Factoria. In each case, redevelopment was triggered when the older buildings had reached
their life expectancy and the residential market became sufficient to spur new projects.
The Narrows MUC features a pleasant setting and good transportation access but is small and
without many redevelopable properties. However, if one considers the commercial resources
and development opportunities directly to the east and south-east, the Narrows could function
as a viable MUC if it is integrated with these adjacent assets.
Two centers face especially difficult challenges in becoming true mixed use centers. McKinley,
although an attractive residential neighborhood does not have the developable land or retail
market to attract much commercial development. Lower Portland Avenue current lacks the
mix of uses and urban qualities that would make it a center. Also, the Tribe owns many of the
properties so little can be done until it decides to redevelop.
The fact that individual MUCs are in different stages of development and have different market
opportunities and physical characteristics suggests a city-wide MUC redevelopment strategy
that considers the timing of evolving market opportunities, priorities for public resource
allocation, and collaboration with community and developer partners. Such a strategy is
proposed in the next section.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
RECOMMENDED IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY
There are three approaches that the City can take to stimulate development and achieve the
Comprehensive Plan Mixed Use Center (MUC) policy objectives:
·· Focus resources on encouraging development in one or two centers at a time to achieve highly
visible and near-term improvements.
·· Address special redevelopment opportunities as they emerge in various centers in order to
obtain maximum public benefit from public actions.
·· Realign existing City programs to more effectively focus City resources toward the mixed use
centers.
Fortunately these three approaches are not mutually exclusive, so the implementation strategy
recommended by this plan weaves together these three sets of actions. The narrative below
summarizes recommended actions for each approach with the assumption that all three could be
pursued without necessarily requiring extensive new resources or reducing their effectiveness.
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STRATEGIES
1. FOCUS ON ONE OR TWO CENTERS FOR MAXIMUM EFFECT
This approach places the most City attention and resources on those centers where the real estate market is
emerging and where public efforts would have the most benefit. Its primary advantage is that given the right
conditions and effective public actions, this strategy will produce the most visible and measurable benefits in
the shortest period. The City Council has already decided to focus attention on Lincoln and South Tacoma Way
MUC’s. Both of these centers do have an emerging market and substantial development opportunities.

LINCOLN MIXED USE CENTER
With its central location, park and school, variety of small businesses, Asian business identity and
redevelopment sites, Lincoln would benefit from a variety of activities including
1. Initiate a BID or LID to upgrade streetscapes. S. 38th St. and S. G St. are both lined with businesses
over about a ¼ mile length, making them well configured as core primary pedestrian oriented streets.
More attractive landscaping, paving and street fixtures, perhaps partially funded through a BID or LID,
would greatly enhance pedestrian conditions. Similar improvements in other business districts, when
combined with other business improvement activities, have led to about a 6 to 12% increase in retail
sales.
2. Revive business promotion program. There was once a successful merchants’ organization in the
district but it has become less active over the years. Reviving an improvement association would be an
important activity and necessary to obtain the benefits from physical improvements.
3. Initiate residential neighborhood center program. The center is surrounded by compact, small
scale affordable housing that is potentially a great asset. However, many of the residences need repair. A
neighborhood improvement program focusing on self-help maintenance, security and services would help
stabilize the area and enhance the center’s desirability for new development.
4. Explore EB-5 funding. The federal government created the EB-5 program in 1990 to encourage
more foreign investment in the United States. Foreign nationals that invest a minimum of $1 million (or
$500,000 in targeted employment areas) in a job creating commercial enterprise can be eligible to receive
a United States green card. Foreign nationals may also choose to invest through a third party Regional
Center to manage their investment and job creation requirements. The American Life Tacoma Regional
Center includes Downtown Tacoma, the corridor along Tacoma Way, and an area south of I-5 extending
to the eastern city limits. The regional center could be expanded to include the Lincoln neighborhood if
it (or a subset of its census block groups) qualifies as a targeted employment area with employment rate
150% or more of the national average, currently 8.1% based on a national rate of 5.4%.
5. Extend center east along S 38th St. Lincoln is separated from the 34th and Pacific MUC by less than
¼ mile and the two centers are complementary in terms of land use and configuration. While Lincoln has
a large park and school and pedestrian oriented businesses, 34th and Pacific has a strong employment
base and direct access into downtown. Connecting the two MUC’s along S 38th St. might provide some
advantages in terms of identity and mix of uses. There are some potentially redevelopable sites on S 38th
St between the two MUC’s that with the proper zoning and protections to neighboring residences could
provide for additional multiple family housing.
6. Work with Lincoln High School to encourage better stewardship of the public realm, patronage
of local businesses and youth employment opportunities. Some business owners feel that Lincoln
High School’s proximity is a disadvantage because of vandalism and other problems. It seems that a high
school is potentially a local asset, so measures to improve relationships between the business community
and the school and its students should be explored.
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SOUTH TACOMA WAY MIXED USE CENTER
The South Tacoma Way MUC features many advantages including a wide variety of retail, commercial and
industrial uses, proximity to a Sounder Commuter Rail station, good bus service, a “main street” character, and
proximity to the STAR recreation center. However, there are few residences within walking distance and the
area to the west of the center is dominated by rail oriented industrial uses which are important for employment
but limit opportunities for mixed-use development. A large cemetery north east of the center separates
businesses from residents in that direction. Recommended measures enhance this center include:
1. Install street trees on S Tacoma Way. Even though a median has been installed along this section of
S Tacoma Way, street trees would greatly enhance the district’s pedestrian qualities and provide a better
setting for residences developed over commercial uses.
2. Improve connections to STAR Center. Although the STAR Center is less than ¼ mile away (as the
crow flies), the pedestrian and bicycle routes to it from S Tacoma Way are circuitous and not pleasant or
visible so that the STAR Center is not identifiable as a community asset. Better connections would greatly
enhance the MUC’s desirability for development.
3. Improve connections to multifamily area north of cemetery. There are a number of higher density
multifamily complexes just north of S 48th St. which are potentially within walking distance of the MUC’s
businesses. A short trail through the cemetery’s northwest corner crossing the Water Ditch Trail would
increase access for a large number of residents.
4. Initiate a business improvement program. The MUC already has a wide variety of businesses that
serve both a local and regional clientele. Better organization for marketing and business development
could help leverage the opportunities presented by proximity to the transit station, STAR Center and
employment base, as well as the district’s edgy but attractive physical character.
While the City Council has already determined the priority two centers for the next few years, it will be important
to consider the criteria by which to select the next centers to receive special attention. Individual Council
members have articulated a number of diverse criteria for selecting priority centers, including:
·· According to Council districts so that each district receives its “fair share” of resources. This would ensure
that the resources are spread around the city in an equitable manner.
·· According to which center needs it the most assistance. This criterion also focuses on equity, but more in
terms of those centers with the most social, economic and environmental constraints.
·· Allocating resources to those centers that have not received much attention in the past. This is a third
way to consider equity.
·· According to where the resources would have the most direct and immediate impact towards achieving
the type of development envisioned for the neighborhood centers. This criterion is the most strategic in
the sense is that leverages public resources for maximum benefit.
One other criterion might be to allocate resources to those centers that propose to initiate MUC improvement
activities on their own but that need public resources to assist their efforts. For example, the City might provide
a fund or program that assists local communities in self-help or business development programs. Or the City
might offer to construct public infrastructure improvements to support major private development, provided that
the public benefit is clear. The City’s LID process and some City programs already work in a similar manner,
but under this approach, the individual centers might compete for funds or staff resources by proposing
projects partially funded or implemented from other sources. This “The City helps those who help themselves”
approach would favor MUC’s that already are organized and have access to local resources so some way to
“level the playing field” would be necessary.
All of the above criteria listed above have merit and no one criterion is recommended. It is suggested that the
City Council consider the criteria in a balanced approach when deciding which centers should receive high
priority.
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2. ADDRESS SPECIAL OPPORTUNITIES AND NEEDS
While the first approach does achieve benefits in the short term, its intrinsic disadvantage is that it does not
respond to the needs or opportunities in other MUC’s. The second leg of the recommended three part strategy
counterbalances that shortcoming by directing some of the City’s resources toward special situations in various
centers where special needs or opportunities arise. The analysis in the previous section identified conditions in
most of the centers where City initiated measures, in conjunction with local community and developer based
actions, could make substantial gains toward Comprehensive Plan objectives. These actions are summarized
in the table on the following pages, which lists special needs and opportunities in each MUC and then identifies
possible actions to address those conditions.

REDEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES FOR INDIVIDUAL MIXED USE CENTERS (NEIGHBORHOOD CENTERS)
Note: High priority near-term recommendations are in bold text.

NARROWS

$$$, $$, $ = High medium and low public CIP investments

***, **, *, = High medium and low City staff requirements

CENTER ASSESSMENT

PRIORITY ACTIONS

The center is really
too small to act
as a true MUC
but is adjacent
to a much larger
commercial area with
development potential
and is the terminus of
a larger corridor.

1. Plan area to the east Narrows center and think in more comprehensive terms
of the area between the Narrows and James centers and the larger 6th Street
corridor anchored on one side by the Narrows and on the other side by the 6th and
Pine district. The 6th St corridor could form a kind of linear community linked with short
headway transit service such as a modified BRT. The area east of Mildred Street includes
much more redevelopable land and the City could encourage more community based mixed
use redevelopment. Considering a more comprehensive complex of activities in both the
Narrows and the James Centers might provide some substantial opportunities.**
2. Initiate an LID for streetscape improvements along 6th Avenue. Given the $$$

6TH AVENUE

3. Work with Pierce Transit to provide enhanced transit service for a “linear
community”. Sixth Ave. might be a logical place for a bus rapid transit (BRT) route that
would provide high frequency transit and “bind” the corridor into a highly accessible
community. **
Emerging as a
highly successful
entertainment
district with a
viable surrounding
neighborhood.
Few large scale
redevelopment
opportunities.

1. Undertake an LID for Streetscape improvements $$
2. Implement the planned bicycle improvements along either N Alder or N Pine in order to
connect this area to established bike routes. This would add access for those wishing to use
the entertainment businesses. $
3. Undertake a parking management program to provide for businesses while
protecting access for residents. **
4. Retain the district’s historic character. *
5. Explore opportunities to add mixed-use or multifamily development, especially on the east
side of the center. *

PROCTOR

6. Protect the stable single family nature of the residential areas surrounding the
center. Consider adjusting the R-3 zone to the west of the center. While additional multifamily development would add business market, the stable neighborhood is even more of an
asset. *
An already successful
pedestrian oriented
MUC with few needs.

1. Implement minor street improvements to enhance access and safety. $
2. Consider redevelopment options for the Post Office site if they move. *
3. Implement the proposed bicycle routes to Union Blvd. and UPS $$
4. Improve wayfinding and pedestrian/bicycle connections to Puget Creek Natural Area. The
center has no real open space. Providing better access to the natural area and to the Ruston
Way waterfront would help alleviate this deficit. $$
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PRIORITY ACTIONS

A very pleasant
neighborhood
center with little
market potential and
few development
opportunities.

1. Undertake a general housing fix-up program. $**

A relatively strong
commercial area
with wide variety
of businesses. It
is separated from
residential areas to
the west and north by
industrial areas and a
cemetery

1. Install street trees in the business area and along key pedestrian routes such
as to the Sounder station. Even though the center has benefitted from recent street
improvements, Street trees would do much to enhance the pedestrian environment, tie the
business district together and enhance links to near-by attractions. LID funding would be the
funding mechanism, perhaps augmented with an urban forestry grant. $$

2. Implement minor street improvements for safety and accessibility. $

2. Improve connections to the Star Center Bicycle connections are planned and pedestrian
improvements are also recommended. $$
3. Improve connections between MF neighborhood near S 48th St and the business
district. This would require adding a path at the NW corner of the cemetery. $

LINCOLN

4. Initiate a business promotion and organization program. The program could explore
use of upper stories of existing buildings. **
Possesses a good
mix of uses with a
high school and park.
Commercial area
features an Asian
character. Central
location and transit
service are pluses.

1. Initiate a BID or LID to upgrade streetscapes and improve public realm
management. Vandalism has been a problem and although there have been street
improvements, a general fix-up of problem areas would be helpful. **
2. Revive the business promotion and organization program. The old program has
diminished and collaborative business district revitalization program is important. ***
3. Initiate a housing/residential neighborhood improvement program to improve the
housing stock and stabilize residential conditions. $$
4. Explore options to secure EB-5 funds. *
5. Extend the center designation to the east along S 38th St. to connect with the 34th
and Pacific MUC. There are some opportunities for redevelopment in the R3 zone and a
more continuous and attractive corridor between the two centers would benefit both of them.
**
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REDEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES FOR INDIVIDUAL MIXED USE CENTERS (CROSSROADS CENTERS)
Note: High priority near-term recommendations are in bold text.
$$$, $$, $ = High medium and low public CIP investments

WESTGATE

CENTER ASSESSMENT
Excellent commercial
services and about
4,500 DU w/in ½ mi
but circulation, transit
and amenities are
poor.

***, **, *, = High medium and low City staff requirements

PRIORITY ACTIONS
1. Explore the reuse of the vacant land south of the substation. *
2. Work with former Albertson’s site owner to encourage appropriate development. **
3. Require that new development includes good pedestrian and vehicular circulation
within and between parcels. Upgrade the pedestrian qualities of the commercial
properties. *

UPPER PORTLAND AVE

4. Extend the median on N Pearl St. to the north. $$
A suburban
“Crossroads” type
of center with a
weak anchor, low
employment base
and few public
amenities. This
area requires some
positive feature or
quality to ¬attract
interest.

1. Develop a park or plaza when a major property redevelops. The area has no
public realm amenities. Dedicating funds for a park to be constructed as part of a major
redevelopment would be an incentive and a means of providing a much needed focus. The
park or plaza might be on a part of the property with mixed use development around the
perimeter that would benefit both the property owner and the community. $$$
2. Work with the Covenant Celebration Church to explore development on their site. **
3. Consider annexing near-by lots to be able to encourage appropriate development. The
center is at the very edge of the city and many of the development opportunities lie in the
county. ***
4. Require that new development includes good pedestrian and vehicular circulation
within and between parcels. This will upgrade the pedestrian qualities of the commercial
properties. *
5. Improve streetscapes in the area. This will likely happen with redevelopment so the key is
to establish good street development standards for private development. *$

UPPER PACIFIC

LOWER PACIFIC

6. Anticipate future redevelopment opportunities. Remain aware of potential redevelopment
opportunities to take maximum advantage for potential public benefit as in the joint-use park
(1) above. *
A broad mix of uses
featuring a very
strong employment
base. Excellent
access and transit
but no amenities.

1. Improve pedestrian connections and streetscapes along streets and between large
parcels. *$

A strong employment
base and moderate
trade area.
Charlotte’s Blueberry
Farm is a regional
attraction.

1. Improve pedestrian connections along streets and between large parcels. Construct
a mid-block crosswalk across pacific between 72nd and 76th Sts. & connect to Charlotte’s
Blueberry farm. *$$$

2. Explore redevelopment options with property owners, especially east of Pacific. *
3. Ensure that the County develops a project that faces outward toward the streets
and that includes a publicly accessible open space amenity. ***

2. Explore development opportunities with property owners, especially the smaller lots at the
south of the center. *
3. Add street trees on major arterials. Because of limited ROW, some may need to be on
private property. *$$
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JAMES CENTER

CENTER ASSESSMENT
Dominated by TCC
but includes over
1,000 DU and 13M
SF commercial
space. Campus
open space and
excellent transit.

Page 90

PRIORITY ACTIONS
1. Improve connections between Campus and adjacent uses. Build on mid-block
crosswalk across S Mildred St. **
2. Work with TCC to gradually orient campus to surroundings. Encourage residential or
MU buildings over existing parking. ***
3. Construct S 12th St. bike facilities. $$
4. Initiate LID to improve 19th St streetscape. $$

TACOMA CENTRAL

Very strong
commercial base
but a relatively low
amount of housing.
Good amenities
and transit but poor
bicycle connections.

1.

Work with Life Christian Academy to explore parking lot redevelopment opportunities. *

2.

Implement planned bicycle facilities, especially to snake Lake and Franklin parks. $$

LOWER PORTLAND
AVE

5. Work with property owners to redevelop James Center Shopping Center. **

Includes many vacant
Tribe owned parcels.
Low residential
density and business
activity.

1. Do not take any action until the Tribe decides that it would like to initiate substantial
development.
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3. FOCUS CITY PROGRAMS AND INVESTMENTS
There are several programmatic, administrative and policy actions that the City could take that would enhance MUC development. These
range from giving MUCs higher priority for resources and building partnerships with applicable organizations to business incentives and
revising regulatory programs. Below is a listing of suggestions that arose, often from individuals and organizations active within the MUCs,
during this study.

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
CI-1

Allocate funds for the design of roadway projects.
Public Works has a hard time competing for grants because they do not have plans for the proposed projects. The department
needs money for design so that these proposals can compete.

CI-2

Employ “Paint Tacoma Beautiful” to accomplish fix-up projects in centers.
The city might approach Associated Ministries to prioritize buildings the mixed use centers that also meet the AM criteria.

CI-3

Prioritize pedestrian improvements to mixed use centers.
Pedestrian facility money is currently tied to proximity to facilities such as schools. The City might add criteria giving access to
schools and other facilities in mixed use centers top priority.

CI-4

Include non-motorized transportation elements in grant applications for arterials.
State and other grants are usually oriented toward arterials. As part of a complete street focus, pedestrian and bicycle facilities
should be emphasized in grant proposals.

CI-5

Determine use of surplus properties.
There are several surplus public properties within or near the MUCs. The City should determine the public need or use for these
sites, especially the need for open space in underserved MUCs. If they are not needed for public facilities, the City should
engage the communities to identify potential redevelopment opportunities and investigate the feasibility of their redevelopment.
The reuse analysis should determine which surplus properties are more important than other and what the intent is for the
sites. Some properties might be targeted for special uses such as small craft production businesses, artist live/work studios, or
affordable housing.

CI-6

Improve unimproved rights of way.
In some centers, particularly Upper Pacific and Upper Portland Ave, unimproved rights of way inhibit a walkable environment
that supports a better cohesion of the center within the neighborhood. The City should develop a stronger policy on street
vacations and should prioritize improvements of unimproved rights of way that are within a half mile of a mixed-use center.

PARKS, RECREATION AND TRAILS
PR-1

Undertake a planning study to identify most efficient way to provide park, recreation and public gathering places
within centers.
Several of the MUC’s are deficient in parks, open space, recreation opportunities and trails. This deficiency inhibits new
residential development and lowers the livability of the centers. The City, in conjunction with Metro Parks, should undertake a
study to determine the best way to reduce open space deficits in the centers

PR-2

Target funds to take advantage of park, recreation and trail improvement opportunities as they arise.
An opportunity fund available for acquiring park sites when they become available would put the City and Metro Parks in a
position to take advantage of such opportunities. Currently, the Open Space Fund has been used for this type of contingency,
but the fund is derived from a fee on street vacations and is not being replenished. The City should we explore other ways of
funding.
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Continue to fund bicycle facilities in order to increase access to parks and open spaces.
While the bicycle links currently identified in the Comprehensive Plan Transportation Element Mobility Master Plan are important
for circulation at the city-wide scale, there are also some more local connections that would increase the livability and healthy
living aspects of several MUCs. Other cities such as Seattle and Portland are improving local streets to make them safer
and more attractive for pedestrians and bicyclists. Such “greenways” usually involve more modest improvements such as
signage, traffic calming, and “sharrows” but can encourage non-motorized circulation and increase access to local services and
amenities. For example, a “greenway” ped-bike connection between Lincoln Park and people in the 34th and Pacific center
would provide access to a much needed amenity for that center. This study encourages enhancing both city-wide and more
local pedestrian and bicycle facilities.

PR-4

Work with Tacoma Public Schools to better utilize school grounds and facilities during non-school times.
In some MUCs, the local school grounds are the only available public open space for active uses. Because public open space
is at such a premium, encouraging wider use of these facilities seems like a good idea. Summer and after school recreation
programs might be opportunities, and joint management efforts between the School District and Metro Parks Tacoma might be
useful. In some other cities, the school gym and other facilities are shared with the City’s recreation programs and the Cities
parks departments share in the facilities’ costs.

BUSINESS DISTRICT IMPROVEMENTS AND ORGANIZING
BI-1

Increase business organization and improvement efforts in mixed use centers.
Some of people interviewed in the centers noted that organizational measures and collaborative programs have helped
business in the past but are not currently as active in the districts. There are a number of different approaches to establishing
collaborative efforts including formalized Business Improvement Areas (BIAs) such as the Downtown Tacoma Business
Improvement Area. A first step might be to identify possible types of organizational efforts, discuss the pros and cons of each
with a group of business interests from several MUCs and then select a preferred approach for applicable MUC’s.

BI-2

Encourage collaboration with large institutions.
Large institutions such as Tacoma Community College and Allenmore Hospital are significant activities in their MUCs and
coordination with them could help all parties. For example, local businesses could provide additional services for faculty and
students in the James Center if there were better pedestrian connections and communication.

BI-3

Work with religious institutions and other major land owners to explore redevelopment opportunities.
Religious organizations are often major landowners in the centers and working with them specifically to identify infill development
opportunities, shared parking, could be a big boon to the districts and the land owners. For example, some churches might
develop housing for parishioners on or near the site. Often, such uses have large parking lots over which and residences could
be developed with minimal loss of parking. For example, the Covenant Celebration Church in the 72nd and Pacific MUC is
centered on an expansive parking lot. Such schemes would make much better use of property that is only active over a small
period of time. A first step might be to assign a City staff person to reach out to these institutions.

BI-4

Establish Good Neighbor Fund providing low interest loans for building façade improvements and tenant
improvements.
Low interest loans for façade and grounds improvements and interior tenant improvements can be an incentive for fixing-up
properties. Other cities have successfully used CDBG funds as a revolving resource to fund the loans.

BI-5

Orient local improvement district (LID) funds to mixed use centers.
The schedule for City contribution for LID’s could be oriented toward MUC’s. As a target, 50% contribution is an appropriate
LID City contribution ratio.

BI-6

Allocate more city matching funds toward MUC’s that on the basis of competitive proposals from the local
communities.
Another strategy for administering the City’s LID funds would be to call for proposals from local communities and allocate
funds to those communities that make the best proposals in terms of project objectives, impact, and resources pledged by
local business and property owners. This approach would use the funds as an incentive for local business districts to organize
themselves and formulating project proposals. The City might fund a staff member to assist the communities in developing
responsive and realistic proposals.

BI-7

Provide parking management assistance.
This could involve establishing residential parking zones (RPZ’s), conducting on-street use studies and revising parking limits and
metering, encouraging collaborative parking development.
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HOUSING
HO-1

Encourage housing developers to consider the 12 year tax abatement for affordable units.
One way to accomplish this is to limit the tax abatement in some centers to more directly promote affordable housing where the
market can support it

HO-2

Foster non-profit public corporations to develop affordable housing.
Public corporations (sometimes called non-profit development authorities) dedicated to developing and managing affordable
housing have been successful in other cities. In some cases these corporations have been nimble in acquiring sites, assembling
grants and managing properties. The City might consider what could be done to evolve a similar cadre of “non-profits’ in
Tacoma.

HO-3

Initiate a housing levy.
A funded affordable housing program can be a powerful redevelopment tool to stimulate new housing development and activity
within the centers, especially when the program is implemented with non-profit public community development corporations and
a housing authority that would use the funds to develop and manage the housing.

REGULATORY AND ADMINISTRATIVE TOOLS
RA-1

Tailor the height bonus palette to the Neighborhood Center and Crossroads Center typologies.
Could consider revisions to the palette to be more responsive to the needs of individual centers. For example, in the 72nd and
Portland MUC, incentives could focus on contributions to the Open Space Fund for area improvements, whereas other centers
might place greater emphasis on affordability.

RA-2

Adjust parking requirements for new development.
Providing parking is an expensive aspect of new development and can reduce a business area’s pedestrian accessibility and
appearance. The City could examine its parking requirements and establish minimum and maximum parking standards based
on documented usage. King County Metro has developed a tool for determining optimum parking requirements that might
serve as a model for Tacoma. Alternatively, the City could provide funds for parking studies in industrial MUCs that organize to
make use of the results.

RA-3

Evaluate and define the core commercial area within each Center in which ground floor commercial uses should be
required.
While requiring a specific use in certain areas can be a useful implementation measure, if the requirement is not supported by
the real estate market, it will be discourage, if not prevent, new development. Such requirements, including minimum density
and ground floor commercial use requirements should be evaluated for their feasibility. Part of this study should be to further
examine the urban design qualities that contribute to successful MUCs, especially crossroad centers. The appendices to this
document includes a brief discussion of urban design considerations that could be applied to MUCs.

RA-4

Amend the pedestrian standards for multi-family development projects within centers to ensure safe, convenient
access, and attractive pedestrian orientation.
Direct access to public streets, especially designated pedestrian streets, as well as safe convenient internal access is critical to
successful development and the overall neighborhood walkability. Additionally, new development projects should be designed
to better integrate into their surrounding neighborhoods.

RA-5

Establish a design review process with guidelines in the mixed-use centers.
Design guidelines are a proven tool for improving the design character of mixed-use centers and for integrating impacts of new
development. A design review process for MUCs that provides community members the opportunity to express their views on
specific projects would help address local community concerns regarding new buildings, as well as encourage better quality
development. An incentive program could be built into the design review process as well.

RA-6

Consider a Salishan oriented neighborhood center on Portland Avenue.
There is considerable developable land on Portland Avenue that is within walking distance of Salishan THA housing. Investing in
this area would follow City policy.

RA-7

Update surface parking design requirements to promote walkability.
Give particular attention to the Crossroads Centers which are historically based on a more suburban shopping center model
with large surface parking lots. Evaluate frontage requirements, landscaping, internal and external circulation and building site
location to promote disaggregated parking areas, greater land use efficiency, and more walkable internal layout.
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LEGISLATIVE AGENDA
LA-1

Develop an Impact Fee for Transportation improvements.
Impact fees are a common way to partially fund public improvements to address impacts caused by new development. An
impact fee could be used to provide improvements in centers and still be structured so that the centers are competitive with
other jurisdictions in terms of development opportunities.

LA-2

Propose amendments to the County-level Centers criteria for prioritization funding.
Most of the MUCs do not fit PSRC’s current County-level Centers Criteria, which are very strict and not workable for the Tacoma
context. This means that the MUCs are not eligible for some countywide transportation funds. If the criteria were modified to
accept at least some of Tacoma’s MUC’s, funding for transportation improvements might be easier. Currently, the Centers of
Local Importance (COLI) are very broadly defined and the Countywide Center criteria would not support the inclusion of any
MUCs. The County-level Centers Criteria should be amended to allow more MUCs to be so designated. The City might lobby
for amending the criteria to be more inclusive for MUCs.
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TACOMA MIXED USE CENTERS
FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
PREPARED BY PROPERTY COUNSELORS
October 1, 2015

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY
PURPOSE OF ANALYSIS AND ORGANIZATION OF REPORT
Meeting the objectives for the Mixed Use Centers will require significant investment by
private property owners and developers. Such investment can only be attracted if there is
adequate entrepreneurial return on that investment. Opportunity sites have been identified
within the centers as representative of different development conditions. These sites have
been subjected to a feasibility analysis to determine whether development is feasible in
the near-term, and what conditions are necessary for feasibility. This report documents
the results of the feasibility analysis for representative sites. It is organized in five
sections: Introduction and Summary, Development Concepts, Method and Assumptions,
Results, and Findings and Conclusions.

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS
Summary of Opportunity Sites
Four opportunity sites were evaluated to reflect a range of residential density, existing
site condition and building reuse potential.
6th and Cedar is intended to be representative of a 5 over 1 mixed use building on a
redevelopment site. The site includes four single family dwellings in commercial use.
The new building would provide 50 residential units and 9,000 square feet of retail
with 58 underground parking spaces.
38th and G is intended to be representative of a 5 over 1 mixed use building on a
vacant site. The new building would provide 55 residential units and 7,700 square
feet of retail with 53 underground parking spaces.
72nd and Pacific is intended to be representative of horizontal mixed use with a
single story retail building next to a residential building with three floors of
apartments over parking. The new building would provide 50 residential units and
4,800 square feet of retail with 90 parking spaces.
South Tacoma Way is intended to be representative of the renovation and reuse of
existing buildings in established commercial districts. Most of the multistory
TACOMA MIXED USE CENTER REVIEW
PROPERTY COUNSELORS
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buildings along South Tacoma Way are narrow and are limited to a small number of
residential units. The renovated building considered here would provide four
residential uses and 2,250 square feet of retail space with no on-site parking.
Proctor 45’ Height is intended to reflect the market conditions in Proctor and a
mixed use building allowed under the current code without bonus floors. The new
building would provide 80 residential units and 14,000 square feet of retail with 115
parking spaces.
Proctor 65’ Height is intended to reflect the market conditions in Proctor and a
mixed use building allowed under the current code including two bonus floors. The
new building would provide 133 residential units and 14,000 square feet of retail with
168 parking spaces.
Summary of Financial Analysis Method
Several development scenarios are identified for each concept and subjected to a financial
feasibility analysis. The proforma feasibility analysis compares the cost of development
to completed value to determine the entrepreneurial profit. Entrepreneurial profit is
considered the compensation to a developer for incurring the risk of undertaking and
completing a project. Entrepreneurial profit for any development plan is compared to a
target rate to identify whether that option is feasible. Entrepreneurial return of 15% or
more of the development cost is within the typical range for feasible development.
Each case for each site can be evaluated according to two measures:
Does the entrepreneurial return exceed 15% of development cost? If so, that case
is considered feasible, and could attract private investment.
If a case isn’t feasible given the base assumptions, what conditions would be
necessary for feasibility and are they achievable? The necessary conditions can
reflect a combination of higher rents, lower construction costs, lower land costs, and
available development incentives.
Summary of Financial Results
The results can be summarized with the two measures shown for three cases for each site
in the following table. The cases include a base case, as well as cases with the
multifamily property tax exemption, both eight year (with no dedicated affordable
housing) and 12 year (with 20% of units as affordable at 80% of median income levels
for the county). The cases that represent acceptable rates of return are highlighted in the
following table.
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Summary of Financial Analysis Results
Base

MFTE 8 year

MFTE 12 year

6th and Cedar
Return as Percent of Investment
Necessary Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)
Assumed Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)

8.49%
$23.58
$21.60

14.18%
$22.69
$21.60

8.22%
$22.42
$21.60

12.18%
$23.00
$21.60

18.45%
$22.11
$21.60

11.88%
$21.88
$21.60

4.10%
$17.26
$15.60

10.08%
$16.63
$15.60

12.18%
$16.33
$15.60

20.71%
$17.25
$15.60

24.09%
$16.62
$15.60

25.27%
$16.40
$15.60

9.55%
$27.08
$25.82

14.64%
$26.10
$25.82

10.82%
$25.03
$25.82

13.73%
$26.26
$25.82

19.41%
$25.29
$25.82

15.88%
$25.65
$25.82

38th and G
Return as Percent of Investment
Necessary Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)
Assumed Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)

72nd & Pacific
Return as Percent of Investment
Necessary Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)
Assumed Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)

So. Tacoma Wy.
Return as Percent of Investment
Necessary Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)
Assumed Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)

Proctor 45'
Return as Percent of Investment
Necessary Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)
Assumed Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)

Proctor 65'
Return as Percent of Investment
Necessary Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)
Assumed Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)

For the 6th and Cedar site, the development would almost achieve the 15% target rate of
return under the eight year tax exemption case. The reduced operating costs under that
case improve the operating income and rate of return. With the 12 year exemption, the
operating costs are further reduced, but the foregone rental revenue from the affordable
units more than offsets that benefit.

TACOMA MIXED USE CENTER REVIEW
PROPERTY COUNSELORS

FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
PAGE 3

-- 809 --

For the 38th and G site, the development would perform somewhat better than the 6th and
Cedar concept because the cost of acquiring a vacant site is less than the cost of
redevelopment parcels. The eight year tax exemption case is feasible.
For the 72nd and Pacific site, the development would not achieve the 15% target rate of
return under any of the three cases. The reduced operating costs under the eight year case
improve the operating income and rate of return. With the 12 year exemption, the
operating costs are further reduced, and the rental revenue from the affordable units is not
reduced because assumed market rents do not exceed affordable rents. The necessary
rents to achieve the target return are within 5% of the assumed levels under the 12 year
exemption case, a gap that could realistically close with improved market conditions.
For the South Tacoma site, all three cases are feasible, and generate very high returns.
These cases are all somewhat speculative as renovation costs could greatly exceed
assumed levels if major building upgrades are required. The building currently has
residential uses on the second floor, so there would not be a change of use. However, the
existing units have to be vacant for a period of at least a year if the project is to be
eligible for the tax exemption program.
For the Proctor cases, the strong market conditions indicated by asking rents at Proctor
Station improve the performance of both the 45’ and 65’ scenarios. Neither scenario
achieves a 15% return for the base case, but the 45’ case achieves approximately that rate
with the use of the eight year tax exemption, and the 65’ case achieves that rate with the
twelve year exemption.
Summary of Conclusions
1. Based on the results of the analysis, it’s likely that 5 over 1 mixed use buildings could
be feasible in the MUC’s with higher prevailing rents. While the necessary rent for
feasibility is somewhat higher than the assumed market rent for the base case in Sixth
and Pine and Lincoln, it’s possible that this gap would narrow over time.
2. The use of the tax exemption program will enhance the feasibility of the 5 over 1
development concepts in Sixth and Pine and Lincoln. The reduced operating costs
under the eight year exemption provides for a greater rate of return. Under the 12
year program, the foregone income for the affordable units would offset the value of
the lower operating costs in all MUC’s except Proctor. Use of the 8 year exemption
will likely be necessary to provide incentives for this type of development in all but
the Proctor MUC.
3. With the strong market conditions in Proctor, a 5 over 1 mixed use building (65’ case)
is feasible under the twelve year tax exemption. The value of the exemption offsets
the foregone income from the affordable units. Those same market conditions
support the 3 over 1 (45’ case) development scenario with the use of the eight year
exemption.
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4. The additional cost of site acquisition under a redevelopment scenario (versus a
vacant site) provides an additional challenge, and makes the tax exemption incentive
important in fully built-out areas.
5. The development of horizontal mixed use should be feasible in most of the MUC’s.
The lower cost of surface or under building parking and three floor apartments result
in a necessary rent level that that is achievable in most MUC’s, and is actually
affordable at the 80% of median level. Availability of the tax exemption program
provides a valuable incentive for such a concept.
6. There are opportunities to redevelop existing buildings in some MUC’s, but the
opportunities will depend largely on the characteristics and conditions of individual
buildings.
7. There are a variety of public improvements that have been identified and which will
enhance the desirability of the MUC’s and the feasibility of development:
• Pedestrian improvements.
• Expanded bike lanes and trails.
• Streetscape improvements at select locations.
• Community open space and park improvements.
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DEVELOPMENT CONCEPTS
Four sites and development concepts are considered in this analysis as summarized in the
following table. While they are based on specific sites, they are intended to be
representative of opportunities on other sites in the mixed use centers.

Table 1.
Characteristics of Development Concepts
6th and Cedar

38th and G

Mixed Use
Mixed Use Vacant
Redevelopment Site
Site

Site Area (SF)
Floors
Gross Building Area (SF)
Residential
Commercial
Subtotal
Residential Units
Parking Spaces
Surface
Under Building
Underground
Subtotal

72nd & Pacific So. Tacoma Wy.
Horizontal Mixed
Use

Building Reuse

Proctor

Proctor

Mixed Use 45'
Height

Mixed Use 65'
Height

18,000
6

15,400
6

35,550
4

3,000
2

34,250
4

34,250
6

52,500
9,000
61,500
50

63,000
7,700
70,700
55

56,700
4,800
61,500
51

2,250
2,250
4,500
4

75,327
13,838
89,165
80

125,327
13,838
139,165
133

58
58

53
53

52
38

-

90

-

115
115

168
168

6th and Cedar is intended to be representative of a 5 over 1 mixed use building on a
redevelopment site. The site includes four single family dwellings in commercial use.
The existing buildings have some contributory value, and thus result in a site acquisition
cost that exceeds that of a vacant site. The new building would provide 50 residential
uses and 9,000 square feet of retail with 58 underground parking spaces. The
development would rely on some on-street parking to meet the overall need.
38th and G is intended to be representative of a 5 over 1 mixed use building on a vacant
site. The corner parcel has a food truck, but is essentially a vacant site. The new building
would provide 55 residential uses and 7,700 square feet of retail with 53 underground
parking spaces. The development would rely on some on-street parking to meet the
overall need.
72nd and Pacific is intended to be representative of horizontal mixed use with a single
story retail building next to a residential building with three floors of apartments over
parking. The new building would provide 50 residential uses and 4,800 square feet of
retail with 90 parking spaces. The development would maximize the amount of
residential development that is possible without providing underground structured
parking.
South Tacoma Way is intended to be representative of the renovation and reuse of
existing buildings in established commercial districts. Many of the multistory buildings
along South Tacoma Way appear to offer opportunities for reuse of the second story for
residential uses. However, a change of use on the second floor to residential would likely
trigger requirements for seismic and life safety upgrades. Several buildings have existing
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residential uses, but the buildings are narrow and are limited to only one to three
residential units. Four units is the minimum requirement for eligibility for the multifamily
tax exemption program. The renovated building considered here would provide four
residential uses and 2,250 square feet of retail space with no on-site parking spaces.
Proctor 45’ Height is intended to reflect the market conditions in Proctor and a mixed
use building allowed under the current code without bonus floors. This scenario is
comparable to the physical characteristics of the Proctor Station project without the top
two floors and associated parking.
Proctor 65’ Height is intended to reflect the market conditions in Proctor and a mixed
use building allowed under the current code including two bonus floors. This scenario is
comparable to the physical characteristics of the Proctor Station project as well as the
likely market performance.

METHOD AND ASSUMPTIONS
The feasibility analysis provides a proforma projection of development performance to
determine whether a project provides an adequate return to justify the capital investment.
The proforma feasibility analysis compares the cost of development to completed value
to determine the entrepreneurial profit. Entrepreneurial profit is considered the
compensation to a developer for incurring the risk of undertaking and completing a
project. Entrepreneurial profit for any development plan is compared to a target rate to
identify whether that option is feasible. A 15% rate for return as a percentage of
development cost is considered a typical rate falling within a range of 10% to 20%. Such
a rate provides adequate incentive for a developer to assume the risk associated with
development.
The value of the completed development is estimated as the capitalized value of the
operating income in a stabilized year for a rental project. The capitalized value is
calculated by dividing the operating income in a stabilized year by a capitalization rate
that reflects investor expectations for projects with a comparable level of risk. The
stabilized year is three or more years in the future, after construction and lease-up.
Developer cost is calculated as the sum of land acquisition, building construction, and
soft costs. Development costs are expressed in today’s dollars, as if the development
proceeds immediately.
The feasibility analysis is intended to evaluate the feasibility of a base case, and if the
project isn’t currently feasible, what are the necessary conditions for it to be feasible.
While the necessary conditions can reflect a combination of higher rents, lower
construction costs, and lower land costs, for this analysis we estimated the necessary
apartment rental rate for a 15% entrepreneurial return, assuming all other conditions
remain unchanged.
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POSSIBLE INCENTIVES
Application of the Multifamily Tax Exemption is evaluated in additional cases to reflect
the impact of such incentives. The program is available within the MUC’s for projects
resulting in four or more units. Any qualifying project is exempt from taxes on the value
of property improvements. If 20% or more of the units are affordable, the value of
improvements can be exempt from property taxes for 12 years. For market rent projects,
improvements can be exempt for 8 years. The estimated present value of this exemption
is equivalent to reduced operating costs of $.60 to $.85 per square foot per year for the 8
year case depending on the residential investment, and $.81 to $1.10 per year for the 12
year case. Affordable rents are defined by state statute as affordable to households
making 80% or less of the median household income for the area. The median income for
Pierce County is identified by the federal department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) as $71,000. This average affordable rent for one and two bedroom units for
households with incomes less than 80% of median is approximately $1.30 to $1.60 per
square foot per month, above the assumed market rents of $1.30 used in the analysis for
garden style apartments.
The cases also implicitly reflect the floor bonuses available in mixed use centers. While
the cases are generally defined to maximize total building area subject to constraints such
as structured parking, the cases incorporate features that would qualify for the bonus. In
the case of the two 5 over 1 concepts, the provision of all the parking in a structure meets
the requirement for two extra floors.

CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Construction cost estimates are based on unit costs that are reflective of similar new
projects. The cost of renovation is more difficult to estimate as it depends on the
condition of the existing building, and the scope of the new uses. If the building involves
a change of use, it may be necessary to upgrade the building to current seismic and life
safety standards. Further, it may be necessary to reconfigure existing floorplates. In
general, the viability of renovation and reuse is related to the floor plate suitability,
replacement of utilities and services, and reuse of exterior cladding (windows, balconies,
and changes to appearance). Davis Langdon is an affiliate of AECOM and provides
construction cost, contract, and project management. They conducted a study Cost
Model; Residential Units that was published in Building Magazine in September 2011
that explored the cost drivers in conversion of buildings to residential use. The study
concludes that: “In high quality residential schemes with new high quality facades and
fairly extensive remodeling of structure, the savings [new build versus conversion
residential scheme] are likely to be limited to a maximum of 10% of the overall costs.
This compares to affordable schemes where the structural and façade elements are likely
to form a major part of overall costs, meaning potential savings could be far greater and
could reach up to 20% or 30%.” For purposes of this analysis, the cost of new build
residential is assumed at $100 per gross square foot for garden apartments, and the cost of
renovation is assumed at $65 (60% to 70% of new build).
Assumed construction costs can be summarized as:
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Construction Cost
Apartments Garden (/sq. ft.)
Apartments Mixed Use (/sq. ft.)
Apartments Proctor/sq. ft.)
Townhouse/Cottage
Office (/sq. ft.)
Retail (/sq. ft.)
Surface Parking (/sq.ft.)
Under Building Parking (/sp.)
Underground Parking (/sp)

$100.00
$140.00
$154.00
$125.00
$180.00
$110.00
$5,000
$17,500
$24,500

The assumed construction cost for apartments in Proctor is higher because the higher
rents there will create expectations for higher quality and amenities. The construction
cost premium is assumed at 10% in comparison to the rent premium of 20%.

LAND PRICE ASSUMPTIONS
A property price is assumed for each of the development sites in order to make an initial
determination of feasibility. The value of a redevelopment parcel determined by its value
in its current use. A site with a $240,000 single family home on a 6,000 square foot lot
would have a land price of $40 per square foot. A typical commercial property on a
primary arterial would have a value of $25. A garden apartment site would have a value
of $10 per square foot. There are two existing buildings for sale on South Tacoma Way
for $300,000 for a 4,500 square foot building, and $440,000 for a 3,250 square foot
building. The lower value of $67 per square foot of building is used in this analysis.
Land Cost ($/sq. ft.)
Redevelopment Proctor
Redevelopment Commercial
Redevelopment Vacant
Multifamily

$80.00
$40.00
$25.00
$10.00

The higher land price in Proctor is equivalent to recent property sales in that area.

APARTMENT RENT ASSUMPTIONS
Assumed apartment rents are derived from a review of current market rents. Rents are
assumed at three different levels:
Rent (/sq. ft./yr.)
Apartment Garden
Apartment Mixed Use Proctor
Apartment Mixed Use
Affordable Apartment

$15.60
$25.82
$21.60
$15.60

The assumed market rent for garden apartments of $15.60 peer square foot per year
($1.30 per square foot per month) is equivalent to the current average rent for apartments
in Pierce County built since 2008 of $1.22 per square foot per month plus escalation to
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stabilized occupancy of 3% per year. The assumed market rents for the mixed use
buildings in Proctor are assumed at the published asking rates for Proctor Station. The
assumed market rent for other mixed use buildings are somewhat lower. The affordable
apartment rent is calculated from the median household income for the county.

OTHER ASSUMPTIONS
The other primary assumptions in the analysis are summarized in the following table.

Table 2.
Other Financial Assumptions
Operating Expense (/sq. ft./yr)
Apartment Garden
Apartment Mixed Use
Apartment Mixed Use Proctor
Garden Apt w/ 12 yr. Tax Exemption
Garden Apt w/ 8 yr. Tax Exemption
MU Apt w/12 yr Tax Exemption
MU Apt w/8 yr Tax Exemption
Office
Retail
Parking Rent
Apartments Secure (/sp./mo.)
Apartments Secure Proctor (/sp./mo.)
Apartments Open (/sp./mo.)
Office (/sp./mo.)
Hotel (/sp./mo. Effective)
Land Cost ($/sq. ft.)
Redevelopment Proctor
Redevelopment Commercial
Redevelopment Vacant
Multifamily
Soft Costs
Apartments (% of constr.)
Office (% of constr.)
Retail (% of constr.)
Hotel (% of constr.)
Capitalization Rates
Apartments
Office
Retail

$6.25
$8.40
$9.24
$5.44
$5.65
$7.30
$7.55
$1.00
$1.00
$75.00
$85.00
$20.00
$75.00
$0.00
$80.00
$40.00
$25.00
$10.00
28.0%
31.0%
31.0%
31.0%
5.0%
6.5%
6.5%

Operating expenses reflect gross leases (landlord pays expenses) for residential uses, and
office and retail leases are net (tenant pays expenses). The operating expenses for the
Proctor mixed use apartments are higher because of expectations for higher quality and
amenities. The expense cost premium is assumed at 10% in comparison to the rent
premium of 20%.
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RESULTS
The results of the analysis are summarized for each site in the following tables.

6TH AND CEDAR
The 5 over 1 mixed use building is evaluated for the base case and the two tax exemption
cases.

Table 3
Feasibility Analysis of Development Concepts
6th and Cedar: Mixed Use Redevelopment Site
Base
Description
Site Area (SF)
Gross Building Area (SF)
Residential
Commercial
Residential Units
Parking Spaces

MFTE 8 year

MFTE 12 year

18,000

18,000

18,000

52,500
9,000
50
58

52,500
9,000
50
58

52,500
9,000
50
58

Estimated Capital Inve stment
Land Acquisition
Construction
Soft Costs
Total

$720,000
9,851,000
2,768,660
$13,339,660

$720,000
9,851,000
2,768,660
$13,339,660

$720,000
9,851,000
2,768,660
$13,339,660

Financial Performance
Annual Operating Income
Capitalized Value

$764,955
$14,472,485

$802,886
$15,231,110

$763,170
$14,436,785

Entrepreneurial Return
Return as Percent of Investment
Necessary Condition for 10% Return
Necessary Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)
Assumed Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)

$1,132,825
8.49%

$23.58
$21.60

$1,891,450
14.18%

$22.69
$21.60

$1,097,125
8.22%

$22.42
$21.60

Considering the Return as % of Investment line, only the Eight Year Exemption case
achieves close to the target return of 15%. The reduced operating costs under that case
improve the operating income and rate of return. With the 12 year exemption, the
operating costs are further reduced, but the foregone rental revenue from the affordable
units more than offsets that benefit.
The necessary condition line for the residential uses compares assumed residential rents
to the rents that would be necessary to achieve a 15% return with all other assumptions
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held constant. As shown, the necessary rent for the eight year exemption is close enough
to the assumed rent that it’s reasonable to expect that the necessary rent could be
achieved by the end of the lease-up period.
Based on these results it’s likely that a 5 over 1 mixed use building would be feasible at
this site with the use of the eight year tax exemption.

38TH AND G
The 5 over 1 mixed use building is evaluated for the base case and the two tax exemption
cases.

Table 4
Feasibility Analysis of Development Concepts
38th and G: Mixed Use Vacant Site
Base
Description
Site Area (SF)
Gross Building Area (SF)
Residential
Commercial
Residential Units
Parking Spaces

MFTE 8 year

MFTE 12 year

15,400

15,400

15,400

63,000
7,700
55
53

63,000
7,700
55
53

63,000
7,700
55
53

Estimated Capital Inve stment
Land Acquisition
Construction
Soft Costs
Total

$385,000
11,042,500
3,095,750
$14,523,250

$385,000
11,042,500
3,095,750
$14,523,250

$385,000
11,042,500
3,095,750
$14,523,250

Financial Performance
Annual Operating Income
Capitalized Value

$849,956
$16,291,905

$895,474
$17,202,255

$847,814
$16,249,065

Entrepreneurial Return
Return as Percent of Investment
Necessary Condition for 10% Return
Necessary Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)
Assumed Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)

$1,768,655
12.18%

$23.00
$21.60

$2,679,005
18.45%

$22.11
$21.60

$1,725,815
11.88%

$21.88
$21.60

Considering the Return as % of Investment line, the eight year exemption case achieves
the target return of 15%. The indicated return from the development is higher than the 6th
and Cedar case because the cost of acquiring a vacant site is less than the cost of
redevelopment parcels. The retail component provides sufficient return to offset the
lower than 15% return for the residential use in the eight year case.
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The necessary condition line for the residential uses compares assumed residential rents
to the rents that would be necessary to achieve a 15% return with all other assumptions
held constant. As shown, the necessary rent in all case is close to the assumed rent. It’s
reasonable to expect that the necessary rent could be achieved with modest improvements
in market conditions.
Based on these results it’s likely that a 5 over 1 mixed use building would be feasible at
this site with use of the eight year tax exemption.

72ND AND PACIFIC
The horizontal mixed use are evaluated for the base case and the two tax exemption
cases.

Table 5
Feasibility Analysis of Development Concepts
72nd and Pacific: Horizontal Mixed Use
Base
Description
Site Area (SF)
Gross Building Area (SF)
Residential
Commercial
Residential Units
Parking Spaces
Estimated Capital Inve stment
Land Acquisition
Construction
Soft Costs
Total
Financial Performance
Annual Operating Income
Capitalized Value
Entrepreneurial Return
Return as Percent of Investment
Necessary Condition for 10% Return
Necessary Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)
Assumed Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)

MFTE 8 year

MFTE 12 year

35,550

35,550

35,550

56,700
4,800
51
90

56,700
4,800
51
90

56,700
4,800
51
90

$355,500
7,300,750
2,013,280
$9,669,530

$355,500
7,300,750
2,013,280
$9,669,530

$355,500
7,300,750
2,013,280
$9,669,530

$525,351
$10,066,161

$554,268
$10,644,501

$564,389
$10,846,920

$396,631
4.10%

$17.26
$15.60

$974,971
10.08%

$16.63
$15.60

$1,177,390
12.18%

$16.33
$15.60

Considering the Return as % of Investment line, none of the cases achieve the 15%
target. The eight year exemption case performs better than the base case because of the
reduced operating costs. With the 12 year exemption, the operating costs are further
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reduced, and there is no foregone rental revenue as the market rate is less than the
affordable rate.
The necessary condition line for the residential uses compares assumed residential rents
to the rents that would be necessary to achieve a 15% return with all other assumptions
held constant. As shown, the necessary rent for the 12 year case is within 5% of assumed
rents. It’s reasonable to expect that the necessary rent could be achieved soon with
reasonable improvements in market conditions.
This development concept benefits from the relatively low cost of providing over half of
the parking in a surface configuration. If all the parking were under the building or a
plaza deck, the additional cost would drive the rate of return below the target value.

SOUTH TACOMA WAY
The building reuse concept is evaluated for the base case and the two tax exemption
cases.
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Table 6
Feasibility Analysis of Development Concepts
South Tacoma Way: Building Reuse
Base
Description
Site Area (SF)
Gross Building Area (SF)
Residential
Commercial
Residential Units
Parking Spaces

MFTE 8 year

MFTE 12 year

3,000

3,000

3,000

2,250
2,250
2
-

2,250
2,250
4
-

2,250
2,250
4
-

Estimated Capital Inve stment
Land Acquisition
Construction
Soft Costs
Total

$300,000
292,500
86,288
$678,787

$300,000
292,500
86,288
$678,787

$300,000
292,500
86,288
$678,787

Financial Performance
Annual Operating Income
Capitalized Value

$48,340
$819,341

$49,488
$842,291

$49,889
$850,323

Entrepreneurial Return
Return as Percent of Investment

$140,554
20.71%

$163,504
24.09%

$171,536
25.27%

Necessary Condition for 10% Return
Necessary Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)
Assumed Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)

$17.25
$15.60

$16.62
$15.60

$16.40
$15.60

Considering the Return as % of Investment line, all three cases achieve the 15% target
return. However this result should be viewed with the following caveats.
•

The estimated development costs are based on general relationships rather than
specific requirements and building conditions. In particular, it is assumed that
there is no change of use and therefore no requirement to bring the building up to
current life safety and seismic standards.

•

There are a limited number of two story buildings in this MUC, and most of those
are narrow and have a small footprint. The scale of any redevelopment project
may not be great enough to attract interest.

•

Use of the tax exemption program may be limited by the requirement that the
resulting development have four or more units, and units in the existing building
must be vacant for at least a year.
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Given these caveats, it’s logical to conclude that there is an opportunity to redevelop
existing buildings in this MUC, but it will depend largely on the characteristics and
conditions of individual buildings.

PROCTOR 45’ HEIGHT
The building reuse concept is evaluated for the base case and the two tax exemption cases
as summarized in Table 7.
Considering the Return as % of Investment line, both the Eight Year and Twelve Year
Exemption case achieve close to the target return of 15%. The reduced operating costs
under the eight year case improve the operating income and rate of return. With the 12
year exemption, the operating costs are further reduced, and the value of that benefit
offsets the foregone rental revenue from the affordable units.
Based on these results it’s likely that a 3 over 1 mixed use building would be feasible at
this site with the use of a tax exemption.

TACOMA MIXED USE CENTER REVIEW
PROPERTY COUNSELORS

FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
PAGE 16

-- 822 --

Table 7
Feasibility Analysis of Development Concepts
Proctor: 45’
Base
Description
Site Area (SF)
Gross Building Area (SF)
Residential
Commercial
Residential Units
Parking Spaces

MFTE 8 year

MFTE 12 year

34,250

34,250

34,250

75,327
13,838
80
115

75,327
13,838
80
115

75,327
13,838
80
115

Estimated Capital Inve stment
Land Acquisition
Construction
Soft Costs
Total

$2,740,000
16,111,288
4,534,601
$23,385,889

$2,740,000
16,111,288
4,534,601
$23,385,889

$2,740,000
15,900,372
4,475,545
$23,115,917

Financial Performance
Annual Operating Income
Capitalized Value

$1,347,108
$25,619,466

$1,406,654
$26,810,386

$1,394,681
$26,570,922

Entrepreneurial Return
Return as Percent of Investment
Necessary Condition for 15% Return
Necessary Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)
Assumed Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)

$2,233,577
9.55%

$27.08
$25.82

$3,424,497
14.64%

$26.10
$25.82

$3,455,005
14.95%

$26.80
$25.82

PROCTOR 65’ HEIGHT
The building reuse concept is evaluated for the base case and the two tax exemption cases
as summarized in Table 8.
Considering the Return as % of Investment line, both the Eight Year and Twelve Year
Exemption case achieve returns greater than the target return of 15%. The reduced
operating costs under the eight year case improve the operating income and rate of return.
With the 12 year exemption, the operating costs are further reduced, and the value of that
benefit offsets the foregone rental revenue from the affordable units.
Based on these results it’s likely that a 5 over 1 mixed use building would be feasible at
this site even if the tax exemption were restricted to the 12 year case with 20% of the
units provided at affordable rent levels.
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Table 8
Feasibility Analysis of Development Concepts
Proctor: 65’

Base
Description
Site Area (SF)
Gross Building Area (SF)
Residential
Commercial
Residential Units
Parking Spaces

MFTE 8 year

MFTE 12 year

34,250

34,250

34,250

125,327
13,838
133
168

125,327
13,838
133
168

125,327
13,838
133
168

Estimated Capital Inve stment
Land Acquisition
Construction
Soft Costs
Total

$2,740,000
25,109,788
7,054,181
$34,903,969

$2,740,000
25,109,788
7,054,181
$34,903,969

$2,740,000
24,758,934
6,955,942
$34,454,876

Financial Performance
Annual Operating Income
Capitalized Value

$2,050,951
$39,696,316

$2,150,022
$41,677,736

$2,065,848
$39,924,651

Entrepreneurial Return
Return as Percent of Investment
Necessary Condition for 15% Return
Necessary Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)
Assumed Apartment Rent (/SF/Yr)

$4,792,347
13.73%

$6,773,767
19.41%

$26.26
$25.82

$25.29
$25.82

$5,469,775
15.88%

$25.65
$25.82

APPLICABILITY TO OTHER MIXED USE CENTERS
The concepts evaluated in this analysis are intended to be representative of opportunities
in other mixed use centers. In particular, they are intended to reflect market opportunities
and site conditions. The concepts can be extrapolated to other centers as summarized in
the following table.
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Table 7.
Feasibility Analysis of Development Concepts
Applicability to Other MUC’s
6th and Cedar

38th and G

Mixed Use

Mixed Use Vacant

72nd & Pacific So. Tacoma Wy.
Horizontal Mixed

Building Reuse

Proctor

Proctor

Mixed Use 45'

Mixed Use 65'

Sixth Avenue and Pine
Narrows
Proctor
McKinley
56th and South Tacoma Way
Lincoln
Westgate
Lower Portland
72nd and Portland
34th and Pacific
72nd and Pacific
James Center
Tacoma Central

CONCLUSIONS
1. Based on the results of the analysis, it’s likely that 5 over 1 mixed use buildings
would be feasible in the MUC’s with higher prevailing rents. While the necessary
rent for feasibility is somewhat higher than the assumed market rent for the base
case in Sixth and Pine and Lincoln, it’s possible that this gap would narrow over
time
2. The use of the tax exemption program will enhance the feasibility of the 5 over 1
development concepts in Sixth and Pine and Lincoln. The reduced operating
costs under the 8 year exemption provides for a greater rate of return. Under the
12 year program, the foregone income for the affordable units would offset the
value of the lower operating costs. Use of the 8 year exemption will likely be
necessary to provide incentives for this type of development in all but the most
popular mixed use centers.
3. With the strong market conditions in Proctor, a 5 over 1 mixed use building (65’
case) is feasible under the 12 year tax exemption. The value of the exemption
offsets the foregone income from the affordable units. Those same market
conditions support the 3 over 1 (45’ case) development scenario with the use of
the eight year exemption.
4. The additional cost of site acquisition under a redevelopment scenario (versus a
vacant site) provides an additional challenge, and makes the tax exemption
incentive more important in fully built-out areas.
5. The development of horizontal mixed use should be feasible in most of the
MUC’s. The lower cost of surface or under building parking and three floor
apartments result in a necessary rent level that that is achievable in most MUC’s,
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and is actually affordable at the 80% of median level. Availability of the tax
exemption program provides a valuable incentive for such a concept.
6. There are opportunities to redevelop existing buildings in some MUC’s, but the
opportunities will depend largely on the characteristics and conditions of
individual buildings.
7. There are a variety of public improvements that have been identified and which
will enhance the desirability of the area and the feasibility of development:
• Pedestrian improvements.
• Expanded bike lanes and trails.
• Streetscape improvements at select locations.
• Community open space and park improvements.
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