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Tacoma Planning Commission 

 

 

 
MEETING: Regular Meeting 
 
TIME: Wednesday, February 1, 2012, 4:00 p.m.  
 
PLACE: Room 16, Tacoma Municipal Building North 

733 Market Street, Tacoma, WA 98402 
 
A. CALL TO ORDER 
 
B. QUORUM CALL 
 
C. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – Regular Meeting of December 21, 2011 

Regular Meeting of January 4, 2012 
 
D. GENERAL BUSINESS 
 
(4:05 p.m.) 1. Medical Cannabis Moratorium 

Description: Review the status of the moratorium, major issues, and the potential 
approach to code amendments. 

Actions Requested: Discussion; Direction 

Support Information: See “Agenda Item GB-1” 

Staff Contact: Brian Boudet, 573-2389, bboudet@cityoftacoma.org  
 
(4:45 p.m.) 2. 2012 Annual Amendment: #2012-02 Housing Element  

Description: Review the staff analysis report and the proposed amendments to the 
Housing Element. 

Actions Requested: Discussion; Approval and Authorization for Public Distribution 

Support Information: See “Agenda Item GB-2” 

Staff Contact: Jeff Boers, 591-5592, jboers@cityoftacoma.org  
 

mailto:bboudet@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:jboers@cityoftacoma.org
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(5:15 p.m.) 3. 2012 Annual Amendment: #2012-07 Technical Amendments  
Description: Review various amendments to the Land Use Regulatory Code and 

Comprehensive Plan to address inconsistencies, correct minor errors, 
and provide additional clarity. 

Actions Requested: Discussion; Approval and Authorization for Public Distribution 

Support Information: See “Agenda Item GB-3” 

Staff Contact: Brian Boudet, 573-2389, bboudet@cityoftacoma.org  
 

(5:50 p.m.) 4. 2012 Annual Amendment Package  
Description: Complete the review of the staff analysis for the 2012 Annual 

Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory 
Code. 

Actions Requested: Approve/Authorize for Public Distribution; Set a Public Hearing Date 

Support Information: See “Agenda Item GB-4” 

Staff Contact: Lihuang Wung, 591-5682, lwung@cityoftacoma.org  
 
E. COMMUNICATION ITEMS 

1. MLK Subarea Plan & EIS Scoping Meeting, Thursday, February 9, 2012, 5:00-7:00 p.m., 
Evergreen State College Tacoma Campus, 1210 6th Avenue – “Agenda Item C-1” 

2. Planning Commission Pending Agendas (subject to change): 
February 15 – Medical Cannabis Moratorium 
 Shoreline Master Program 
 Critical Areas Preservation Ordinance Update 
 Permit Activity Report 

March 7 –  Medical Cannabis Moratorium 
 Urban Forestry Code  
 Public Hearing on 2012 Annual Amendment 

 
F. COMMENTS BY LONG-RANGE PLANNING DIVISION 
 
G. COMMENTS BY PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
H. ADJOURNMENT 
 

mailto:bboudet@cityoftacoma.org
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MEETING: Regular Meeting 
 
TIME: Wednesday, December 21, 2011, 4:00 p.m. 
 
PLACE: Room 16, Tacoma Municipal Building North 

733 Market Street, Tacoma, WA  98402 
 
Members 
Present: 

Jeremy Doty (Chair; arrived at 4:40 p.m.), Donald Erickson (Vice-Chair),  
Chris Beale, Tina Lee, Matthew Nutsch, Erle Thompson  

  
Members 
Excused: 

Sean Gaffney, Ian Morrison, Scot Winship  

  
Staff 
Present: 

Stephen Atkinson, Brian Boudet, Karla Kluge, Ian Munce, Jana Magoon,  
Lihuang Wung (CED); Josh Diekmann (Public Works) 

  
 
Vice-Chair Erickson called the meeting to order at 4:05 p.m. 
 
 

GENERAL BUSINESS 
 
1. Critical Areas Preservation Code Update 
 
Karla Kluge, Building and Land Use, provided a status report on the update of the Critical Areas 
Preservation Code.  She explained that the proposed revisions were needed to clarify the 
existing code language, streamline the process for code application, and provide new sections 
addressing four major issues concerning voluntary restoration, small development projects, 
wetland buffer refinement and additional mitigation options.  She also mentioned how staff 
solicited comments and feedback through benchmarking analysis, meetings with the Focus 
Group, and meetings with staff from other City departments and other jurisdictions.    
 
Ms. Kluge reviewed the public comments received during and following the Planning 
Commission’s public hearing on September 21, 2011; staff responses to the comments; as well 
as the modifications to the Critical Areas Preservation Code that staff has instigated in response 
to the public comment.  She also responded to Commissioners’ questions and suggestions 
relating to such issues as buffer reduction, programmatic permits, and whether the footnote of 



Table 8 Wetlands of Local Significance pertaining to “recommendation from Critical Areas Task 
Force June 2004” was still applicable. 
 
In conclusion, Ms. Kluge indicated that staff will take into account the feedback from the 
Commission and prepare a recommendation package that includes a letter of recommendation, 
the Commission’s findings and recommendations report, the proposed code amendment, and 
appropriate background information.  The package will be presented at a future meeting for the 
Commission’s approval and subsequently forwarded to the City Council for consideration. 
 
 
2. Master Program for Shoreline Development 
 
Stephen Atkinson, Long Range Planning, reported that the Shoreline Master Program Update 
was approved by the City Council on November 29, 2011, and that Tacoma is one of the only 
larger cities that have developed a Council approved Shoreline Master Program.  He 
commended the Planning Commission for all the hard work that went into accomplishing this 
task.  He also provided the Commission with a summary of the public testimony received by the 
Council and the modifications and changes in language that were made by the Council as a 
result of the public testimony; he also responded to questions from Commissioners regarding 
changes that were made to the specific amendments in the Code.   
 
In terms of the next steps, Mr. Atkinson highlighted some additional tasks and updates that will 
be undertaken in 2012, including development of recommendations for a public access fee in 
lieu program; development of a preferred public access alternative with preliminary design and 
engineering for the shoreline along Schuster Parkway; a review of the Shoreline Trails Plan, 
Ruston Way Plan and Thea Foss Plan; as well as the Port of Tacoma’s initiative to develop a 
Port Public Access Plan that would apply to Port projects and tenants.  Mr. Atkinson stated that 
staff will continue to keep the Commission updated of the progress of these projects.  
 
(Chair Doty arrived and presided over the meeting from this point forward.) 
 
 
3. 2012 Annual Amendment #2012-2 Housing Element 
 
Ian Munce, Long Range Planning, provided an overview of the proposed amendments to the 
Housing Element, which included three components, i.e., (a) incorporating the eight policy 
principles concerning Affordable Housing, as directed by the City Council per Resolution No. 
38264, adopted on May 17, 2011; (b) ensuring consistency with the Countywide Planning 
Policies for Pierce County pursuant to the Growth Management Act; and (c) updating housing 
needs and assessment information based on the 2010 census data. 
 
Mr. Munce further explained the three components, focusing on the eight policy principles that 
were part of the recommendations of the Affordable Housing Policy Advisory Group to the City 
Council.  He indicated that staff’s approach to incorporating the eight principles would be to 
replace the intent statement of "Housing Affordability" section in the Housing Element with a 
new intent statement that speaks to the nature and intent of the eight policy principles. 
 
Discussion ensued.  The Commission requested for additional information regarding the 
definition of “affordable housing.”  Mr. Munce indicated that staff will return at a later meeting 
with the actual changes to the Housing Element for the Commission’s consideration for 
approval.  The Commission concurred. 
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4. Large Scale Retail Moratorium 
 
Brian Boudet, Long Range Planning, reviewed the public comments received during and 
following the Planning Commission public hearing on September 7, 2011, concerning the 
proposed amendments to the zoning code provisions relative to large scale retail uses.  He 
facilitated the Commission’s discussion of potential alternatives in response to issues brought 
up in the public testimony, including the applicability of the conditional use permit requirement to 
the reuse of existing buildings. 
 
The Commissioners discussed the appropriate threshold for the level of alteration of an existing 
building that should trigger the conditional use permit review.  This included how the threshold 
relates to projects that may represent an expansion of a retail use or space within an existing 
building but not involve any actual additions to the building, which was an issue raised at the 
hearing.  After a lively debate, the consensus was to recommend an expansion threshold of 
50% of the existing size of the use, along with the threshold of 10% for actual building 
additions.  In this manner, uses could expand within an existing building unless that expansion 
exceeded one of those thresholds.   
 
The Commission also suggested that the expanded notification distance of 1,000 feet should 
apply both to the pre-application community meeting and the public hearing, that a reduced 
amount of parking be included as a suggested method for improving the design of parking 
areas, and that low-impact development techniques be included as an example of how to better 
ensure consistency with the desired community character and reduce impacts.  The 
Commission concurred with the other minor changes recommended by staff in response to the 
public comment. 
 
Mr. Boudet indicated that staff will incorporate the Commissioners’ suggestions into the draft 
Findings and Recommendations Report for the Commission’s consideration for approval at the 
next meeting. 
 
 

COMMUNICATION ITEMS 
 
None. 
 
 

COMMENTS BY LONG-RANGE PLANNING DIVISION 
 
Mr. Lihuang Wung reported that the Planning Commission has completed the year of 2011 
without missing any of the 24 scheduled meetings.  The Commissioners have been working 
diligently on such important projects as the 2011 Annual Amendment, the Historic Preservation 
Plan, the 2012 Annual Amendment, the Shoreline Master Program Update, the Billboard 
Regulations, the Billboard Moratorium, the Medical Cannabis Moratorium, the Large Scale 
Retail Moratorium, the Critical Areas Preservation Ordinance Update, and the Downtown 
Parking Requirements.  Mr. Wung expressed staff’s appreciation to the Commissioners for their 
invaluable input, feedback and advice throughout the year.  
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COMMENTS BY PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
Commissioner Lee invited all in attendance to a retirement party for Pierce Transit’s Marketing 
Manager and former Commissioner Scott Morris scheduled for December 30, 2011 at Pierce 
Transit’s Training Center.   
 
Chair Doty commended City staff for all the hard work, knowledge and professionalism that they 
displayed throughout the year that was a great aid in helping the Planning Commission 
complete the projects that were given to them.  
 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting adjourned at 6:25 p.m. 
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MEETING: Regular Meeting 
 
TIME: Wednesday, January 4, 2012, 4:00 p.m. 
 
PLACE: Room 16, Tacoma Municipal Building North 

733 Market Street, Tacoma, WA  98402 
 
Members 
Present: 

Jeremy Doty (Chair), Donald Erickson (Vice-Chair), Sean Gaffney, Tina Lee, 
Ian Morrison, Matthew Nutsch, Scott Winship 

  

Members 
Excused: 

Chris Beale, Erle Thompson 

  

Staff 
Present: 

Brian Boudet, Shanta Frantz, Liz Kaster, Jana Magoon, Diane Wiatr,  
Lihuang Wung (CED); Jennifer Kammerzell (Public Works); Brian Boyd (Intern); 
Jeff Boers (Consultant) 

  
 
Chair Doty called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m.  The minutes of the regular meeting and 
public hearing on December 7, 2011 were reviewed.  Vice-Chair Erickson suggested that the 
important reference to “exemption [of parking requirements] for pre-existing buildings in mixed-
use centers” was missing and should be added back to the paragraph of “Parking Requirements 
for Eating and Drinking”, under the discussion item of “2012 Annual Amendment: #2012-7 
Technical Amendments and Refinements”.  The minutes were approved with the proposed 
amendments as shown below: 
 

2.  2012 Annual Amendment: #2012-7 Technical Amendments and Refinements  
Parking Requirements for Eating and Drinking – Ms. Magoon stated that the proposed amendment 
would reduce the parking requirements for eating and drinking establishments from 10 stalls to 4 stalls, per 
1,000 square feet of gross floor area.  The intent is to correct an inadvertent error when the Code was 
amended in 2002, in that the calculation basis for said parking requirement was changed from “patron 
serving area” to “gross floor area”, but the numeric value for the stalls was not changed accordingly, hence 
the dramatic increase in the parking quantity requirements.  Discussion ensued and included such issues as 
whether said parking requirements are applicable to the downtown area and the mixed-use centers, whether 
pre-existing businesses should be exempt from said requirements, and that neighborhood and business 
districts that are potentially affected by the proposed amendment would need to be notified.  In addition, the 
Commission expressed interest in considering an expansion of the current exemption for pre-existing 
buildings in the Mixed-Use Centers, which was adopted in 1996 and has been very successful in those 
areas.  The Commission concurred with the proposed amendment. 

 



GENERAL BUSINESS 
 
1. 2012 Annual Amendment: #2012-03 Transportation Element 
 
Diane Wiatr, Long Range Planning, recognized members of the Bike and Pedestrian Action 
Committee in the audience and made special note of the work that they have accomplished in 
aiding staff in the development of the proposed amendments to the Mobility Master Plan section 
of the Transportation Element. 
 
Ms. Wiatr stated that the proposed changes to the Transportation Element included (a) update 
to Bicycle Priority List; (b) change in the priority of the Pedestrian List and the Intersection List; 
and (c) changes to the Unfunded Projects List.  She provided an overview of the progress that 
has been made since the City Council approved the Mobility Master Plan and explained the 
funding that has been used in getting the work done.  She highlighted the progress that has 
been made on each of the “6Es”, i.e., Engineering, Education, Encouragement, Enforcement, 
Evaluation, and Equity. 
 
Liz Kaster, Long Range Planning, presented the proposed changes to the Bicycle, Pedestrian 
and Intersection priority lists.  She reviewed the criteria for the prioritization of those projects.  
She sampled the next 10 bicycle projects and illustrated their cumulative effects on Tacoma’s 
Bicycle Network.  She also described the partnerships and collaboration between the City and 
various stakeholders, interested entities, and special programs and events, in moving forward 
and making Tacoma a safe and accessible city for bicyclists and pedestrians.    
 
Jennifer Kammerzell, Public Works, presented the proposed changes to the Unfunded Projects 
List.  She explained the rationale used in developing the priority list for street projects, how input 
from neighborhood councils and interested groups is used, funding mechanism used, and the 
time period that the projects cover.   
 
Discussion ensued.  Staff responded to a number of comments, questions and inquires raised 
by the Commissioners, such as: 

• What incentives are in place to aid in the development of a plan to promote the use of 
bicycles as an alternative mode of transportation? 

• What are the funding strategies for the improvement projects?  
• The Commissioners also commended staff for doing an amazing job on developing a 

plan that promotes alternatives to using cars.   
• Tacoma can learn from Seattle’s experience in providing zoning bonuses to encourage 

private development of bicycle- and pedestrian-friendly environment, facilities and 
accommodations. 

• The development opportunities as indicated in the South Downtown Subarea Plan and 
EIS that is currently underway could be used as a mechanism to fund some of these 
Mobility Master Plan projects. 

• The McKinley Hill to Downtown Tacoma project (#14 on the Unfunded Project List) 
should include sidewalks on both sides, if not already planned, in order to accommodate 
walking along the McKinley Park and toward such attractions as the Tacoma Dome and 
the LeMay Museum.   

 
By a unanimous vote, the Commission approved, and authorized for public review, the staff 
report and the proposed amendments to the Transportation Element, as presented.  
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2. Large Scale Retail Moratorium  
 
Brian Boudet, Long Range Planning, presented the draft recommendation package for the 
Commission’s review and approval.  The package included a letter of recommendation, the 
Commission’s Findings and Recommendations report, the proposed amendments to the Land 
Use Regulatory Code, and a map depicting areas affected by the proposed code amendments.  
Mr. Boudet reviewed the proposed code amendments and highlighted some of the provisions 
intended to address such issues as public notification and input, public signs, design and 
development standards, parking, potential expansion of existing businesses, and vision and 
goals of the mixed-use centers and neighborhoods. 
 
Vice-Chair Erickson pointed out that the second paragraph of the draft letter of recommendation 
stated that the City Council directed the Planning Commission to focus its review of large scale 
retail businesses on utilizing size limits for such developments.  He suggested that the word 
“directed” does not accurately reflect what the Planning Commission’s true role is – that of 
giving recommendations as an independent advisory body.  After some discussion, the 
Commission suggested that the word be changed to “requested.”  A motion was made and 
seconded to approve the draft recommendation package, as amended, and forward it to the City 
Council for consideration.  The motion passed unanimously, with Commissioner Winship 
recusing and Commissioners Beale and Thompson absent. 
 
 

COMMUNICATION ITEMS 
 
Chair Doty acknowledged receipt of the following announcements: 
 
1. Community Meeting: “MLK Subarea Plan & EIS”, Thursday, January 5, 2012, 5:00-7:00 p.m.  

Evergreen State College Tacoma, Campus, Lyceum Room (1210 Sixth Avenue) 
 
 

COMMENTS BY LONG-RANGE PLANNING DIVISION 
 
Mr. Boudet reviewed the purpose of the Community Meeting on January 5 regarding the MLK 
Subarea Plan & EIS.  He also provided an overview of the project, including the goal, the 
process and schedule, the public involvement and stakeholders, and the issues and challenges.  
He said that the Planning Commission will be heavily involved with this project. 
 
 

COMMENTS BY PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
The Commissioners expressed great interest in the MLK Subarea Plan & EIS project, and 
provided some comments concerning the coordination of the project with the South Downtown 
Subarea Plan & EIS, the uniqueness of the MLK Mixed-Use Center, the involvement of 
MultiCare and St. Joseph Hospital, the importance of aesthetics and urban design, and the 
importance of having the right planning tool to help stakeholders visualize the outcomes. 
 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting adjourned at 4:55 p.m. 
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Agenda Item
GB-1 

 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: William D. Osborne, AICP,  

Planning Consultant for Long-Range Planning Division 
 
SUBJECT: Medical Cannabis Moratorium 
 
DATE: January 25, 2012 
 
 
At the next meeting on February 1, 2012, the Planning Commission will continue the discussion 
of issues concerning the Medical Cannabis Moratorium. The Commission will review information 
pertaining to legislative background and major issues (Attachment A), results of research on 
benchmarking jurisdictions (Attachment B), and project schedule (Attachment C).   
 
Staff intends to seek the Commission’s feedback and direction on major issues and concerns, 
the Commission’s responsibility and scope of work, and the coordination of efforts between the 
Commission and the Medical Cannabis Task Force.   
 
Background information about the moratorium can be viewed at www.cityoftacoma.org/planning 
(under HOT TOPICS, click on “Medical Cannabis Moratorium”).  In short, the moratorium was 
enacted by the City Council on August 2, 2011, per Ordinance No. 28010, effective for 6 
months, through January 29, 2012.  The Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on 
September 7, 2011, and recommended to the City Council that the moratorium was needed and 
should be extended to 12 months.  The Council conducted a public hearing on September 27 
and adopted Ordinance No. 28021 on October 4, 2011 to retain the moratorium and extend it to 
12 months, to expire on August 1, 2012.  In response to the moratorium, the Commission is 
requested to develop and recommend appropriate revisions to the land use code by May 2012. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact Lucas Shadduck at (253) 594-7975 or 
lshadduc@cityoftacoma.org, or myself at (206) 550-9453 or osborneplanning@gmail.com. 
 
 
Attachments (3) 
 
c: Peter Huffman, Assistant Director 
 
 

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/planning
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The City of Tacoma recognizes that any cannabis use is illegal in view of Federal law.  However, 
consistent with the Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) and the Medical Use of 
Marijuana Act (renamed Medical Cannabis Act), under a 12‐month moratorium, the City of Tacoma is 
considering how to regulate the land use impacts of medical marijuana dispensaries, collective gardens, 
and person‐to‐person arrangements as an exercise of the police powers to protect the public health, 
safety and general welfare of all Tacomans.   

‘Self‐Growing’ or One‐to‐One (Qualifying Patients/Designated Providers) in Residential Areas  

The growing of medical cannabis by and for qualified patients and their designated (individual) providers 
would not generally be included in the scope of land use regulations unless these parties were also 
members of a collective garden (see below).  Aside from the exercise of code enforcement regarding 
noxious impacts, the impacts of residential growing, preparation and use on neighboring uses could be 
addressed proactively through requiring permitting for tenant/home improvements associated with 
growing medical cannabis (plumbing, electrical, lighting and ventilation systems as well as visual 
screening), if necessary.  Home occupation permitting (or prohibition), loitering, residential 
neighborhood traffic control and on‐street parking impacts and taxation could also be considered where 
these impacts are associated with the residence of a qualified medical cannabis patient or designated 
provider.  Several California jurisdictions have placed space limits on residential growing in regulations – 
typically less than 50 square feet for either indoor or outdoor growing. 

Dispensaries & Collective Gardens  

Commercially‐operated dispensaries are not generally understood as being legal following the 
Governor’s partial veto of E2SSB 5073. Of the western states that have medical marijuana laws, 
Colorado is the only state that has explicitly established a commercial regulation framework. Other 
states that do allow dispensaries do so within a non‐profit framework.  

The formation of collective gardens, as defined in § 403, E2SSB 5073 allow for a maximum of ten (10) 
qualified patients to share the responsibility for acquiring and supplying the resources required to 
produce and process cannabis for medical use such as, for example, a location for a collective garden; 
equipment, supplies, and labor necessary to plant, grow, and harvest cannabis; cannabis plants, seeds, 
and cuttings; and equipment, supplies, and labor necessary for proper construction, plumbing, wiring, 
and ventilation of a garden of cannabis plants.  The number of cannabis plants is limited to ten (10) 
plants per person to a maximum of 45 plants for the entire Collective Garden, which seems to suggest 
that a maximum of four (4) qualified patients would be able to grow/acquire the maximum number of 
plants when participating in a collective garden. It is unclear is how many collective gardens a qualifying 
patient can join. 
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In terms of regulating land use intensity of medical cannabis uses, several aspects should be considered.  
Regulating the number of medical cannabis uses allowed on a single parcel, the number of such uses 
allowed throughout the city, the size of each facility, and the separation of medical cannabis uses from 
other such uses and sensitive community uses have been approaches used elsewhere.  

Similar to other cities throughout the country, some Washington jurisdictions have limited the number 
of medical cannabis facilities on one legal parcel to one. Some California cities have adopted a limit on 
the total number of medical cannabis facilities allowed within their jurisdictions; these cities include 
Berkeley (3), Los Angeles (70) and Oakland (4).  At the site level, estimates of operating space needed to 
cultivate, process and distribute cannabis vary.  No jurisdictions in Washington have yet put forward 
space limitations.  Cities in Arizona, Colorado and California have placed site/facility area limits in their 
land use regulations, ranging from 2,000 square feet for dispensary functions in Phoenix to 30,000 
square feet in Berkeley for locations containing all functions of one collective.  Thus far, only Seattle, 
Shoreline, Issaquah, Gig Harbor and Castle Rock have established separation distances between 
collective gardens and sensitive, youth‐oriented land uses, such as schools, daycare facilities, community 
centers, residential treatment facilities and parks. 

 

OPTIONS 

NO ACTION 

Prior to the adoption of the August 2011 moratorium on medical cannabis facilities, approximately 35 
dispensaries were operating in areas in and near downtown, and along commercial arterial streets 
throughout the city.  More than half of those known operations closed following the moratorium.  
Taking no action essentially prohibits all existing dispensaries within Tacoma, even if claimed or 
registered as a collective garden.  State law would still provide an affirmative defense for collective 
gardens consisting of a residential grow network of participating qualified patients or designated 
providers, as well as for one‐on‐one qualified patient‐to‐designated provider relations.  The negative 
impacts of medical cannabis land uses might be addressed through law enforcement action, or perhaps 
licensing. 

NON‐PROFIT COLLECTIVE GARDENS WITH ALL FUNCTIONS IN SINGLE INDUSTRIAL ZONE LOCATION  

In this option, all functions of collective gardens, from production (growing), processing (preparation for 
medical use, including but not limited to infusing tinctures and baked goods), to dispensing (not for 
retail) could be limited to single parcels and permitted only in the more isolated industrial areas of the 
City, such as the port or in the Nalley Valley.  This would be similar to the Berkeley, California approach. 
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General concerns about safety and security impacts on residents and publicly‐accessible places and 
spaces in neighborhoods throughout Tacoma (including Downtown) would be significantly reduced, and 
a separation buffer would not necessarily be meaningful.  On the other hand, the accessibility to medical 
cannabis throughout the city could be severely limited for qualifying patients with limited transportation 
options or physical conditions limiting mobility.  Existing dispensary locations outside of chosen 
industrial areas would be permanently closed. The use of mobile dispensaries (or patient shuttles) might 
arise in response to consolidating production, processing and dispensing to single locations in industrial 
areas.  Also, the safety and security concerns would shift almost entirely to the qualified patient 
members of the collective gardens, given the limited number of ‘eyes on the street’ in industrial areas.    

Considering land use compatibility, as well as City policies regarding protection of designated 
Manufacturing/Industrial Centers from non‐industrial uses might be necessary in proceeding with 
discussion of the merits and demerits of this option. 

 

NON‐PROFIT COLLECTIVE GARDENS WITH MASTER PERMIT TRACKING FOR ALL SEPARATELY‐PERMITTED FUNCTIONS 

This option, similar in approach to jurisdictions in Arizona and California, including Sacramento, would 
have each of the functions of a non‐profit collective garden separated by use intensity and impact.  The 
production, cultivation or growing of cannabis for medical use could be restricted to one or more 
industrial zoning districts.  The processing, preparation and packaging of cannabis for medical use could 
be restricted to one or more industrial or even commercial zoning districts.  The provision of medical 
cannabis to qualifying patients could be restricted to one or more commercial districts.   

Each collective garden could be required to submit separate and completed land use permit applications 
for production location(s), processing location(s) and provision location(s), as well as any other required 
permits.  Development regulations could be differentiated for each function by zoning district, to include 
suitable separation buffer distances from sensitive uses such as daycares, schools, parks, playgrounds, 
churches, juvenile detention facilities, and drug and alcohol detoxification facilities.  

Separation from other medical cannabis facilities could also be included.  The benchmark sensitive uses 
are schools and uses particularly for children under 18 years of age.  The federal guidance has been a 
1,000 foot minimum separation between medical cannabis uses and schools for children, though many 
states have adopted lesser distances with language supporting local determination of appropriate 
regulation.  Most jurisdictions enacting interim or permanent medical cannabis use siting regulations 
use 1,000 feet, with very few jurisdictions explicitly reducing separation to as low as 300 feet.  Several 
jurisdictions reserve the greatest separation distance to apply to other medical cannabis uses – from 
1,000 feet to one mile (Phoenix, Arizona). 
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In light of the options described above and examples from other jurisdictions, amendment of the 
following regulations may be needed: 

• TMC Title 5 Health and Sanitation; 

• TMC Subtitle 6A  Tax and License; 

• TMC Title 8  Public Safety and Morals; and 

• TMC Title 13 Land Use Regulatory Code. 

 



Medical Cannabis Regulations – Benchmarking Jurisdictions 
January 25, 2012 

 

Washington 
Cities  Permitted Zoning 

Separation Distance 

Limits on 
Number 

and/or Size 
Schools & Youth‐
Oriented Uses 

Public or Institutional 
Uses or Spaces 

Churches/Religiou
s/Non‐Profit 

Other Private Uses  
(Residential) 

Other  
Medical 
Marijuana 
Land Uses 

Seattle  Not specified  (1,000 ft. cited in 
preamble for schools) 

           
  

Castle Rock*  C‐2 Business 
Highway;  
1 per parcel 

300 ft.  300 ft. incl. libraries  300 ft. incl. 
residential 

treatment facilities 

100 ft. from outdoor 
grow plot to home next 

door 

300 ft. 
  

Gig Harbor*  ED Employment 
District 

500 ft.  500 ft.  500 ft.  500 ft.  500 ft. 
  

Issaquah  Any Commercial 
zone 

1,000 ft. public schools 
500 ft. pre‐schools/ 

daycares 

1,000 ft. Community 
Center 

500 ft. park 

      1,000 ft. 
  

Shoreline*  NB, O, CB, NCBD, 
MUZ, and I zones;  

1 per parcel 

1,000 ft.           1,000 ft. 
  

No Action  Arlington, Bellingham, Bremerton, Edgewood, Edmonds, Federal Way, Fife, Fircrest, Kent, Kirkland, Lacey, Lakewood, Maple Valley, Normandy Park, 
North Bend, Olympia, Port Orchard, Poulsbo, Puyallup, Redmond, Snohomish, Tukwila, University Place, Woodland 

* Moratoria interim zoning  
 

Other Cities  Zoning 

Separation Distance 
Limits on 
Number 

and/or Size 
Schools & Youth‐
Oriented Uses 

Public or Institutional 
Uses or Spaces 

Churches/Religi
ous/Non‐Profit 

Other Private Uses  
(Residential) 

Other  
Medical 
Marijuana  
Land Uses 

Peoria, AZ  Commercial & 
Industrial Zones 

1,000 ft.         1,000 ft. 
treatment ctrs 

1,000 ft. bars, adult use 
500 ft. from resid zone 

2,460 ft.

Phoenix, AZ  Commercial & 
Industrial 

1,320 ft.  1,320 ft.  500 ft.  250 or 1,000 ft. resid  5,280 ft.  2,000 s.f. 
dispnsry 

Berkeley, CA  6 locations in M 
District 

600 ft.           600 ft.  3 in City 
30,000 s.f. 

Sacramento, CA  Commercial & 
Industrial 

600 ft.     600 ft. churches, 
treatment ctrs 

300 ft. resid 
600 ft. theater, tobac 

1,000 ft.  8,000 s.f. 
150 s.f. 
display 

Santa Barbara, CA  C‐2, C‐M  500 ft.  500 ft., park            500 ft.
Boulder, CO  Analogous uses  500 ft.           500 ft., none 

in Industrial 
3,000 s.f. 

Denver, CO                    1,000 ft. 1,000 ft.
 



 



Medical Cannabis Moratorium 
 

PROPOSED 12‐MONTH WORK PLAN 
(Revised January 24, 2012) 

 
Color Code: 

Light Orange  City Council actions 

Light Blue  Public Safety Committee actions 

White  Planning Commission/Staff actions 

Light Tan  Medical Cannabis Task Force actions 

 
2011 

Date  Event 

August 2, 2011  City Council adopted emergency, 6‐month moratorium (Ordinance No. 28010). 

August 11 
City Council’s Public Safety, Human Services, and Education Committee 
(“Public Safety Committee”) discussed the establishment of the Medical 
Cannabis Task Force. 

September 7 
Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on the need for and duration 
of the moratorium, and recommended the moratorium be extended to 12 
months. 

October 4 
After conducting a public hearing, City Council adopted Ordinance No. 28021, 
extending the emergency moratorium to 12 months expiring August 1, 2012. 

October 12  
Medical Cannabis Task Force, est. on August 23, 2011 by Council Resolution 
No. 38318, convened their 1st meeting. 

October 13 
Public Safety Committee extended the Medical Cannabis Task Force’s term to 
May 1, 2012. 

November 9  
Medical Cannabis Task Force conducted the 2nd meeting, reviewed issues, and 
established four subcommittees. 

December 14  
Medical Cannabis Task Force conducted the 3rd meeting, received 
subcommittee reports, and reviewed 2012 timeline. 

 

2012 

Date  Event 

January – July 2012 
Staff review of and coordination with other City efforts on regulating, licensing, 
and taxing medical cannabis. 

January 11  
Medical Cannabis Task Force review of subcommittee reports and work 
assignments for 2012. 

February 1 
Planning Commission review of (1) benchmarking report of other jurisdictions’ 
approaches, and (2) proposed regulatory approach and possible land use code 
options. 

1 
 



2 
 

February 8 
Medical Cannabis Task Force review and comment on benchmarking and 
options to the Planning Commission and the Public Safety Committee. 

February 15  Planning Commission review of preliminary draft code amendments. 

March 7  Planning Commission review of preliminary draft code amendments. 

March 8 (optional)  Public Safety Committee review of preliminary draft code amendments. 

March 14 
Medical Cannabis Task Force review and comment on preliminary draft code 
amendments.  

March 21 
Planning Commission authorizes draft land use code amendments for public 
review and sets a public hearing date. 

March 22 (optional)  Public Safety Committee review of draft land use code amendments. 

March 26  Distribution of public notice for Planning Commission public hearing. 

March 30  Submittal of the Notice of Intent for Adoption to the State 

April 11  Medical Cannabis Task Force review of draft land use code amendments. 

April 12  Public Safety Committee review of draft land use code amendments. 

April 18  Planning Commission public hearing on draft land use code amendments. 

April 20  Deadline for written comments to Planning Commission. 

April 26 (optional)  Public Safety Committee review of draft land use code amendments. 

May 1  Medical Cannabis Task Force sunsets. 

May 2 
Planning Commission review of hearing testimony, staff responses, and 
possible revisions to draft land use code amendments; possible preliminary 
recommendation to Council.   

May 10 (optional)  Public Safety Committee review of preliminary recommendation. 

May 16  Planning Commission recommendation to City Council. 

May 24  Public Safety Committee review of Planning Commission recommendation. 

June 5  City Council sets hearing date on Planning Commission recommendation. 

June 12   City Council study session to review Planning Commission recommendation. 

June 14 (optional)  Public Safety Committee review of Planning Commission recommendation. 

June 19 
City Council conducts public hearing on Land Use Regulatory Code 
amendments as recommended with findings by the Planning Commission. 

June 26 (optional)  City Council study session to discuss hearing testimony and possible revisions. 

June 28  Public Safety Committee recommendation on the proposed code amendments. 

July 10  City Council – first reading of ordinance(s) to adopt code amendments. 

July 17  City Council – final reading and adoption of amendments. 

July 27  Submit the adopted amendments to State. 

July 30  Effective date of amendments. 

August 1, 2012  Moratorium expires. 
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TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Jeff Boers, Project Manager, Long-Range Planning Division 
 
SUBJECT: Annual Amendment Application #2012-02 Housing Element 
 
DATE: January 25, 2012 
 
 
At the meeting on December 21, 2011, staff provided the Planning Commission with an 
overview of the proposed amendments to the Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan.  
The Commission raised a question as to what would constitute affordable housing, when 
considering such amendments.  Attached for your information is a “white paper” concerning 
Definition of Affordable Housing. 
 
Also attached for your review at the next meeting on February 1, 2012 is a draft staff report 
concerning the proposed amendments to the Housing Element, with “Exhibit A” showing the 
amendments in tracked changes.  Staff intends to seek the Commission’s authorization of the 
staff report for distribution for public review (along with other proposed amendments included in 
the 2012 Annual Amendment Package).  The public review will occur in February-March 2012, 
prior to the public hearing, which is tentatively scheduled for March 7, 2012. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact me at (253) 591-5592 or jboers@cityoftacoma.org. 
 
 
Attachments (2) 
 
c: Peter Huffman, Assistant Director 
 
 

mailto:jboers@cityoftacoma.org
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Definition of Affordable Housing 
 

For Planning Commission’s Review on February 1, 2012 
Prepared by Jeff Boers, Project Manager, Long-Range Planning Division 

 
 
At the Planning Commission’s meeting on Wednesday, December 21, 2011, staff provided an 
overview of proposed amendments to the Housing Element.  A primary focus of these 
amendments is to incorporate into the Housing Element eight affordable housing policy 
principles and acknowledgments that will inform future amendments to affordable housing 
policies and development regulations. The Commission raised a question as to what would 
constitute affordable housing, when considering such amendments. 
 
The current Housing Element states at page H-7 that housing is considered affordable when the 
cost of housing plus utilities equals no more than 30% of household income.  This is generally 
consistent with how the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) defines 
"affordable" -- as housing that costs no more than 30 percent of a household's monthly income.  
This typically means that rent and utilities in an apartment, or the monthly mortgage payment 
and housing expenses for a homeowner, should be less than 30 percent of a household's monthly 
income to be considered affordable.   
 
According to HUD, families paying more than 30 percent of their income for housing are 
considered cost burdened and may have difficulty affording necessities such as food, clothing, 
transportation and medical care.   
 
The Affordable Housing Policy Advisory Group (AHPAG) December 2010 report states that 
Tacoma does not have enough housing affordable1 to many of its residents.  According to 
AHPAG, this problem, in broad terms, arises from a mismatch between the cost of housing and 
the incomes of its residents.  Large portions of Tacoma’s population do not have enough income 
to afford the housing available in Tacoma’s private market at a cost of no more than 30% or even 
50% or more of their income.  To illustrate certain aspects of the problem, AHPAG provides the 
following data: 
 

• In 2009, Fair Market Rent (FMR)2 for a one bedroom apartment in Tacoma is about 
$776 a month.  The FMR for a two bedroom apartment is $926 a month.  To afford 
the FMR for the two bedroom apartment a household would need an annual income 

                                                 
1  “Housing is considered to be affordable when the cost of housing plus utilities equals no more than 30% of 
household [gross] income.” Consolidated Plan at page 58. 
2  HUD conducts surveys every year to calculate Tacoma’s Fair Market Rent.  It seeks to identify the amount needed 
to pay the “gross rent {shelter rent plus utilities) of privately owned, decent, and safe rental housing or a modest 
(non-luxury) nature with suitable amenities.”  Furthermore, it seeks to identify this amount for the 40th percentile of 
the rental market (lower 40%).  See 74 Fed. Reg. 50551 (September 30, 2009). 
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of about $37,040, or the full time equivalent of $17.81/hour.  Yet, the average 
Tacoma renter income is only $12.35/hour.3  The state’s minimum wage is 
$8.55/hour.   
 

• As of the 2000 census, 73% of Tacoma’s very low income households and 77% of its 
extremely low income households are paying more than 30% of their gross income 
for housing and utilities; 22% of its very low income households and 61% of its 
extremely low-income households are paying more 50% of an already low income. 
 

• It is estimated that between 4,440 and 5,550 persons experienced homelessness in 
Tacoma during 2009; members of families homeless with minor children constituted 
more than 80% of this total.  
 

• Tacoma presently needs approximately an additional 14,096 affordable housing units 
for its present population of low-income households who are paying unaffordable 
amounts for housing.  To accommodate the additional households Tacoma expects 
between now and 2030, Tacoma will require an additional 8,174 affordable units.  
This assessment of need already recognizes the approximately 4,106 subsidized 
apartment units serving low-income households in Tacoma, as well as the 2,666 
tenant-based housing vouchers serving them.4  Households in these units or with 
these vouchers have affordable housing.  The data noted above refer to those 
additional low-income households who do not. 

 

                                                 
3   Out of Reach 2009 for Tacoma, WA (National Low Income Housing Coalition 2010) at 
http://www.nlihc.org/oor/oor2009/ 
4   Consolidated Plan for Housing and Community Development 2010 – 2015 (Tacoma-Lakewood HOME 
Consortium) at 78, Appendix Table A-1 



2012 Annual Amendment Application No. 2012-02 
Housing Element 

 
STAFF REPORT 

 
 
Application #: 2012-02 

Applicant: Community and Economic Development Department 

Contact: Jeff Boers 

Type of Amendment: Comprehensive Plan Text Amendments 

Current Land Use Intensity: N/A 

Current Area Zoning: N/A 

Size of Area: N/A 

Location: Citywide 

Neighborhood Council area: Citywide 

Proposed Amendment: 

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

 
 
General Description of the Proposed Amendment: 
The proposed amendment includes the following three major components:  

(1) Affordable Housing Policy Principles 
Incorporating the eight policy principles concerning Affordable Housing, as directed by the City 
Council per Resolution No. 38264, adopted on May 17, 2011.  

(2) Countywide Planning Policies 
Ensuring consistency with the Countywide Planning Policies for Pierce County pursuant to the 
Growth Management Act. 

(3) Housing Needs Assessment 
Updating housing needs assessment information based on the 2010 census and other recent data. 

 
Additional Information: 

(1) Affordable Housing Policy Principles 

The Affordable Housing Policy Principles adopted by Resolution No. 38264 are part of the 
recommendations of the Affordable Housing Policy Advisory Group (AHPAG) to the City Council.  
Created and appointed by the City Council on April 27, 2010, the AHPAG is comprised of members 
with varied interests and perspectives, including affordable housing advocates, market rate developers 
and design professionals. 
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The AHPAG submitted its ‘final’ report to the City Council’s Neighborhood and Housing Committee 
on December 3, 2010.  The report provides a Statement of the Problem, which summarizes the 
AHPAG's perspective on the affordable housing challenges facing Tacoma currently and over the 
next twenty years.  The report reviews data measuring the scope and nature of the City’s present 
unmet need for affordable places for its residents to live.  In general, the AHPAG's analysis of the 
data shows that the City has a very serious shortage of affordable housing and also projects the 
significant increased future need the City faces for additional affordable housing.   
 
Council Resolution No. 38264 requests the Planning Commission to incorporate the following eight 
policy principles into the Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan:   
 

• Affordable housing is vital to important civic interests 
• Affordable housing is attractive, innovative and well managed 
• The city needs to enlist the engine of private development 
• Affordable housing developments spur other investments 
• The city should welcome affordable housing developments 
• Every city neighborhood needs affordable housing developments 
• Affordable housing as innovative design 
• Affordable housing as a high city priority amid competing interests 

 
(2) Countywide Planning Policy Amendments 

In 2009, the Pierce County Regional Council recommended approval of amendments to the 
Countywide Planning Policies (CWPPs) for Pierce County relating to affordable housing.  On August 
17, 2011, the Planning Commission approved of the Assessment Report for Annual Amendment 
#2012-2 Housing Element, with the understanding and presumption that said amendments to CWPPs 
would be completed by the end of 2011 or soon thereafter and that the Housing Element would need 
to be revised accordingly to ensure consistency with the amended CWPPs specifically relating to 
affordable housing. 
 
As of January 2012, amendments to the CWPPs have been adopted by Tacoma City Council pursuant 
to Resolution No. 38367 on November 29, 2011, but have yet to be ratified by a sufficient number of 
jurisdictions within Pierce County to become effective at the local, county and regional levels.  Staff 
anticipates that ratification will occur sometime in early 2012, possibly in time for incorporation in 
the Housing Element within the 2012 Annual Amendment cycle.   
 

(3) Housing Needs Assessment Amendments 

Recommended technical amendments would update the Trends in Population and Housing Stock 
subsections based on 2010 U.S. Census data and other recent data sets from American Community 
Surveys. The Land Capacity subsection is not proposed to be amended in 2012. There is recognition, 
however, that the current housing unit capacity analysis, which is based on the 2002 Pierce County 
Buildable Lands Report, will need to be updated in the future.  Although more recent data is available 
from the 2007 Pierce County Buildable Lands Report, this data has not been verified or accepted by 
the City as being an accurate representation of capacity.  Staff recommends that a thorough analysis 
of housing unit capacity be conducted as part of the mandatory periodic review of the Comprehensive 
Plan that must be completed by June 30, 2015. The Housing Element, and perhaps other Plan 
elements, would be amended to reflect this analysis. 
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Public Outreach:   
Throughout 2009, the Neighborhoods and Housing Committee worked to create an affordable housing 
policy for recommendation to the City Council.  Prior to recommending its final draft, the Committee 
recommended that Council pursue additional public feedback. On April 27, 2010, Council created and 
appointed the AHPAG, which held a series of public meetings during 2010, and after consideration of 
public input, issued its “final” report and presented its findings to the Neighborhood and Housing 
Committee on December 3, 2010.    
 
As to the CWPP amendments, they are the end result of an extensive public involvement process 
conducted on a regional (Pierce County) level.  This process was initiated by the Pierce County Regional 
Council (PCRC) in 2006 and included a series of public workshops and open public meetings during 
2007, 2008 and 2009.  CWPP amendments recommended for approval by the PCRC in 2009 were 
reviewed at public hearings by the Pierce County Planning Commission in 2009 and the Pierce County 
Council in 2010 before adoption. The Tacoma City Council, at an open public meeting on November 29, 
2011, adopted Resolution No. 38367, thereby ratifying and approving CWPP affordable housing policy 
amendments.   
 
Applicable Provisions of the Growth Management Act (and other state laws): 
Under the GMA, the City must include in its housing element provisions for the current and projected 
housing needs of all economic segments of the community while ensuring the vitality and character of 
established residential neighborhoods.  A housing needs assessment is one of the tools used to provide a 
foundation for demonstrating how the mandate will be achieved.  The proposed housing needs assessment 
amendments reflect the latest available data and are intended to provide a current foundation for the 
Housing Element’s affordable housing policies.   
 
The GMA also requires that local plans be consistent with countywide planning policies.  These policies 
are contained in the Countywide Planning Policies for Pierce County (CWPP).   If the CWPP affordable 
housing policy amendments are ratified and become effective in early 2012, this may lead to the inclusion 
of additional Housing Element amendments in the 2012 update cycle to ensure consistency with the 
recently amended CWPP affordable housing policies. 
 
Applicable Provisions of the Comprehensive Plan: 
The current Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan contains a policy section pertaining to Housing 
Affordability.  The section includes four policies that address, respectively, affordable housing supply, 
home ownership, public-private partnership, and special needs housing.  The intent of these policies is “to 
increase the amount of housing that is affordable, especially for lower income families and special needs 
households, while maintaining the character of existing residential areas.” 
 
The eight policy principles recommended by the AHPAG and adopted by Council Resolution No. 38264 
are consistent with, at a minimum, the above provisions of the Comprehensive Plan and would be 
appropriate for incorporation into the very section of the Housing Element.   
 
Amendment Criteria: 
Applications for amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code are subject to 
review based on the adoption and amendment procedures and the review criteria contained in 
TMC 13.02.045.G. Proposed amendments are required to be consistent with or achieve consistency with 
the Comprehensive Plan and meet at least one of the eleven review criteria to be considered by the 
Planning Commission. The following section provides a review of each of these criteria with respect to 
the proposal. Each of the criteria is provided, followed by staff analysis of the criterion as it relates to 
this proposal.   
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1. There exists an obvious technical error in the pertinent Comprehensive Plan or regulatory code 

provisions. 
 

Staff Analysis:  The housing needs assessment information contained in the adopted Housing 
Element, which was last updated in 2007, is based on 2000 US Census date and other information 
that is no longer current.  Proposed revisions to the housing needs assessment will provide a more 
current perspective on population trends and housing stock, based on 2010 US Census data and 
various American Community Survey data sets for 2009 and 2010.  These technical amendments will 
eliminate technical errors resulting from aging data source material. 

 
2. Circumstances related to the proposed amendment have significantly changed, or a lack of 

change in circumstances has occurred since the area or issue was last considered by the 
Planning Commission. 

 
Staff Analysis:  The proposed amendments relating to the AHPAG recommendations will affirm the 
Council’s previous direction per Resolution No. 38264, i.e., to incorporate AHPAG’s affordable 
housing policy principles into planning policy documents. 

 
3. The needs of the City have changed, which support an amendment. 
 

Staff Analysis:  The AHPAG report entitled Policy Recommendations to the City Council, dated 
December 3, 2010, concludes that the City of Tacoma has an affordable housing crisis.  The report 
identifies that this crisis will only worsen as the City's population grows and ages over the next two 
decades unless Tacoma takes immediate action to ensure an adequate supply of affordable housing 
for its existing and anticipated residents at all income levels.  The Affordable Housing Policy 
Principles developed by the AHPAG and adopted by the City Council pursuant to Resolution No. 
38264 provide general direction for how the community should respond to projected changes in the 
supply of, and demand for, affordable housing in the future.  Incorporation of these policy principles 
in the Housing Element in 2012 will provide a basis for developing more explicit affordable housing 
policy amendments in subsequent plan update cycles.  These subsequently adopted policies will 
support planning tools and programs intended to address the affordable housing crisis described by 
the AHPAG and confirmed by Council. 
 

4. The amendment is compatible with existing or planned land uses and the surrounding 
development pattern. 

 
Staff Analysis:  N/A 

 
5. Growth and development, as envisioned in the Plan, is occurring faster, slower, or is failing to 

materialize. 
 

Staff Analysis:  N/A 
 
6. The capacity to provide adequate services is diminished or increased. 
 

Staff Analysis:  N/A 
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7. Plan objectives are not being met as specified, and/or the assumptions upon which the plan is 
based are found to be invalid. 

 
Staff Analysis:  N/A 
 

8. Transportation and and/or other capital improvements are not being made as expected. 
 

Staff Analysis:  N/A 
 
9. For proposed amendments to land use intensity or zoning classification, substantial similarities 

of conditions and characteristics can be demonstrated on abutting properties that warrant a 
change in land use intensity or zoning classification. 

 
Staff Analysis:  N/A. 

 
10. A question of consistency exists between the Comprehensive Plan and its elements and RCW 

36.70A, the County-wide Planning Policies for Pierce County, Multi-County Planning Policies, 
or development regulations. 

 
Staff Analysis:  There do not appear to be issues of consistency that will need to be addressed at this 
time.  However, once the CWPP amendments relating to affordable housing are ratified by a 
sufficient number of jurisdictions in Pierce County for them to take effect in Tacoma, the City will 
need to consider adopting additional amendments to the Housing Element to ensure consistency.   
This may occur as part of the 2013 Plan Update cycle or these amendments may be included in the 
2012 cycle if ratification occurs early enough in 2012 for these to be considered.  

 
Economic Impact Assessment: 
The proposed amendments are technical in nature and/or of such a general nature that they will have no 
direct economic impact. 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
Staff recommends that the proposed amendments be forwarded for public review and comment. 
 
Exhibit: 
A. Proposed Amendments to the Housing Element  
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Exhibit A 
 

Housing Element 
 

DRAFT HOUSING ELEMENT AMENDMENTS 
February 1, 2012 

 
 

Note – These amendments show all of the changes to the existing housing needs assessment text and 
goals and policies text.  The sections included are only those portions of the Housing Element that are 
associated with these amendments.  Proposed new text is underlined and text that is proposed to be 
deleted is shown in strikethrough.  
 
Using the tracked changes feature to show numerous proposed changes to the housing needs data tables 
would result in illegible tables.  Therefore, to facilitate readability, all tables from the existing (2007) 
housing needs section have been removed and replaced with new equivalent tables that use current data – 
consistent with the proposed text changes.  
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Housing 
Element 

 
Index: 

 
 

Section I –  
Introduction 
 
 
 
Section II –  
Housing Needs 
 
Trends in Population 
Housing Stock 
Land Capacity 
 
 
 
Section III –  
Goal and Policies 
 
Goal 

To maintain and support vibrant and 
stable residential neighborhoods while 
promoting a variety of housing 
opportunities to meet the needs of all 
members of the community. 

 
Policies 
 
Neighborhood Quality (NQ) 
H-NQ-1 Neighborhood Investment 
H-NQ-2 Neighborhood Infill Housing 
H-NQ-2A Vacant/Underutilized Sites 
H-NQ-2B Accessory Dwelling Units 
H-NQ-2C Small Lot Development 
H-NQ-2D Mixed-Use Centers 
H-NQ-3 Historic/Cultural Amenities 
H-NQ-4 Residential Zoning Protection 
H-NQ-5 Neighborhood Design Concepts 
 
Housing Preservation (HP) 
H-HP-1 Existing Housing Stock 
H-HP-2 Substandard Housing 
H-HP-3 Housing Conditions Survey 
H-HP-4 Housing Improvement Legislation 
H-HP-5 Energy Conservation Assistance 
 

Housing Choice (HC) 
H-HC-1 Innovative Development Techniques 
H-HC-2 Jobs-Housing Balance 
H-HC-3 Manufactured Housing 
H-HC-4 Adaptive Reuse for Housing 
H-HC-5 Low Impact Development 
H-HC-6 “Green” Housing Construction  
H-HC-7 Land Use Incentives 
H-HC-8 Other Construction Factors 
 
Housing Affordability (HA) 
H-HA-1 Affordable Housing Supply 
H-HA-2 Home Ownership 
H-HA-3 Public-Private Partnership 
H-HA-4 Special Needs Housing and Support 

Services 
 
Housing Fairness (HF) 
H-HF -1 Housing Discrimination 
H-HF -2 Areawide Fair Share and Housing 

Dispersal 
H-HF-2A Sex Offenders 
H-HF-2B Housing and Service Facilities for 

High Risk Populations 
H-HF-3 Relocation Assistance and 

Replacement 
H-HF-4 Housing Accessibility 
 
 
 
Section IV –  
Recommended Actions to 
Implement Housing Policies 
 
Legislative/Regulatory 
Financial 
Administrative 
Planning 
 
 
 
Section V –  
Glossary of Term
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Section I –  
Introduction 

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

“A community in which our citizens feel 
safe, our neighborhoods’ infrastructure 
reflects our civic pride, our environment 
and natural resources are protected and 
Tacomans have access to affordable 
housing.” 

 
As part of this overall goal, housing provides 
community identity along with neighborhood 
pride.  The housing element of the 
Comprehensive Plan consists of the overall 
housing goal, guiding policy principles and 
supporting policies as well as specific measures 
to implement the policies.  The housing element 
is a comprehensive policy network intended to 
guide the City’s decision-making process on 
housing issues, in coordination with the land use 
element and other applicable plans and 
regulations.   The housing element also provides 
direction for supporting documents such as the 
federal Department of Housing and Urban 
Development’s (HUD) Consolidated Plan for 
Housing and Community Development that 
programs use of funds for housing and 
community development activities. 
 
The City’s Housing Element is a mandated 
element of the 1990 State Growth Management 
Act (GMA) that requires the community to 
prepare a housing element that makes adequate 
provisions for both current and projected 
housing needs.  Specifically, the State GMA 
housing goal is to: 
 

Encourage the availability of affordable 
housing to all economic segments of the 
population of this state, promote a 
variety of residential densities and 
housing types, and encourage 
preservation of existing housing stock. 
 

The City will make every effort to accomplish 
this GMA goal along with housing objectives 
included in Vision 2020 for the Central Puget 

Sound region and the Countywide Planning 
Policies for Pierce County.  These efforts will 
include (1) protecting the livability of existing 
residential neighborhoods; (2) increasing the 
supply of housing for all segments of the 
community; and (3) directing future population 
growth to designated areas such as mixed-use 
centers and along major transportation corridors. 
 
Furthermore, the City is committed to 
addressing the numerous factors that affect 
housing affordability including the removal of 
barriers and the provision of incentives.  The 
overall goal is to increase the supply and choice 
of housing opportunities for both renters and 
home buyers, regardless of income.  
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Section II –  
Housing Needs 

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

projected housing needs that identifies the 
number of housing units necessary to 
manage projected growth; 

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

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

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

 
Local housing needs and affordability may often 
come down to how fast the population is growing 
relative to the existing and future supply of 
residential units.  This supply will be based on 
both residential density and usable land.  The 
following provides a brief demographic and 
housing profile that discusses trends in 
population, housing stock (e.g. number, type, 
age) and land capacity to assist in assessing the 
capability of Tacoma to accommodate future 
growth and development.    

Trends in Population 

Population Growth 
Tacoma’s population grew very slowly between 
1950 and 1980. Between 1970 and 1980, for 
example, the population grew by just 3%. This 
was followed by more intense growth between 
1980 and 1990 (11%) and the addition of 
another 10% between 1990 and 2000.  

Population growth slowed considerably between 
2000 and 2010 to less than 3% resulting in a 
total population of close to 200,000. Future 
population growth rate for Tacoma is likely to 
remain slower than Pierce County’s rate 
because of limited available land.  
 
Much of Tacoma’s population growth over the 
past 20 years has occurred in areas located 
near the city limits, including Northeast Tacoma, 
the West End, and South Tacoma. Slow growth 
or even population losses occurred in older, 
inner-city neighborhoods.  New residential 
development is expected to be concentrated in 
mixed use centers in neighborhood business 
districts and along transportation corridors. 
Future population growth, in part, will also 
depend on the impact of planned redevelopment 
activities.  
 

Population 1990 to 2010 
 1990 2000 2010 20 Year 

Change

Tacoma 176,664 193,556 198,397 12% 

Pierce 
County 586,203 700,820 795,225 36% 

Wash. 
State 4,866,692 5,894,121 6,724,540 38% 

Source: US Census 
 

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

Population by Race and Ethnicity, 2010 

Race Tacoma Pierce 
County 

Wash. 
State 

White alone 65% 74% 77% 

Black or African 
American alone 11% 7% 4% 

American Indian or 
Alaska Native alone 2% 1% 2% 

Asian/Pacific 
Islander alone 8% 6% 7% 

Other race alone 6% 5% 5% 

Two or more races 8% 7% 5% 
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Ethnicity    

Hispanic (any race)  11% 9% 11% 

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

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

Households by Type for 2009 

Household Type Tacoma Pierce 
County

Wash. 
State 

Family households 
(families) 59% 

68% 65% 

 With own 
children under 
18 years 27% 

32% 30% 

 Married-couple 
family 41% 

52% 50% 

With own 
children under 
18 years 17% 

22% 21% 

Male householder 
(no wife present) 
family 6% 

5% 4% 

With own 
children under 
18 years 3% 

3% 2% 

 Female 
householder (no 
wife present) family 12% 

12% 10% 

 With own 
children under 
18 years 7% 

7% 6% 

Non-family households 41% 32% 36% 

Source: US Census American Community Survey (2009) 

Avg. Household Size 2.45 2.60 2.53 

Source: US Census (2010) 

As one might suspect, the smaller household 
size generally translates to fewer families and 
more single person households.  In Tacoma, 
there was a decline in the percentage of family 
households from 62% in 1990 to 5960% in 
20092000. That decline was matched by an 
increase in the percentage of single person 
households and other non-family households to 
41%.  
 
The smaller average household size and 
increase in single person households may infer 
a demand for smaller housing units, perhaps 
units affordable on a single income and, for 
elderly singles, units with services and amenities 
nearby. 
 
Types of families with children in Tacoma have 
changed over the years. In 1970, 82% of 
families with children were parented by married 
couples. This declined in each successive 
census to 6162% in 20092000. Single parent 
families with children increased correspondingly 
from 18% in 1970 to 4538% in 20092000, and 
68% of those families were headed by women. 
Since the poverty rate for female parents (alone) 
with children is substantially higher than the 
general population rate, this translates into an 
increased demand for affordable housing and for 
access to support services, including recreation 
and child care. 

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

Household Income Range 2009 

Income Range Tacoma Pierce 
County 

Wash. 
State 

Under $15,000 16% 11% 11% 

$15,000 to $24,999 11% 9% 9% 

$25,000 to $34,999 11% 10% 10% 

$35,000 to $49,999 16% 15% 14% 

$50,000 to $74,999 19% 20% 20% 

$75,000 to 99,000 12% 15% 14% 

$100,000 to $149,999 11% 14% 14% 

$150,000 to $199,999 3% 4% 5% 

$200,000 or more 2% 3% 4% 

Source: US Census American Community Survey (2009) 
 

Housing Stock 

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

Total Housing Units and Type 

 2000 2010 2000 / 
2010 

Unit Type # % # % % 

Single Family 
(Total) 53,619 66% 54,365 64% 1% 

Detached S/F 51,728 64% 52,675 62% 2% 

Attached S/F 1,891 2% 1,690 2% (11%) 

Multifamily 
(Total) 27,044 33% 30,865 36% 14% 

2-4 units 6,415 8% 7,493 9% 17% 

5-9 units 4,205 5% 6,383 7% 52% 

10-19 units 5,444 7% 5,723 7% 5% 

20+ units 10,980 14% 11,266 13% 3% 

Mobile Homes / 
Other 374 1% 376 <1% <1/% 

Total  HU 81,037  85,606  6% 

Source: US Census. 

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

Housing Type by Location, 2009/2010 
Type of Unit Tacoma Pierce 

County 
Wash. 
State 

Single family 64% 70% 67% 

MF (2 to 9 units) 16% 12% 11% 

MF (10 plus units) 20% 12% 15% 

Mobile Homes/Other <1% 7% 8% 

Source for Tacoma and Pierce County: US Census 
American Community Survey (2010) 

Source for Washington State: US Census  American 
Community Survey (2005-2009) 

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

 



 Housing Element – City of Tacoma Comprehensive Plan  

Exhibit A -- Proposed Amendments to Housing Element  2012-02-01 PC Draft H-7 

Age of Housing, 2009/2010 

 Tacoma Pierce 
County

Wash. 
State 

Year Built # % % % 

Before 1940 22,567 26% 9% 12% 

1940 to 1959 14,837 17% 11% 14% 

1960 to 1979 23,368 27% 28% 29% 

1980 to 1999 16,270 19% 31% 33% 

2000 to 2010 9,564 11% 21% 13% 

Total units 85,606    

Source for Tacoma and Pierce County: US Census 
American Community Survey (2010) 

Source for Washington State: US Census  American 
Community Survey (2005-2009) 

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

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

Occupied Housing Units, 2010 
 Tacoma Pierce 

County
Wash. 
State 

Tenure # % % % 

Renter-
occupied 36,225  46% 37% 36% 

Owner-
occupied 42,316  54% 63% 64% 

Total 
occupied 
units 

78,541    

Source: US Census (2010) 
 
 
As a rule, single family houses (detached or 
attached units) are more likely to be owner-
occupied, and multifamily are more likely to be 
renter-occupied. However, it is not uncommon 
for an owner to occupy one of the units in 
multifamily housing, particularly smaller 
buildings such as duplexes or 4-plexes (9% 
were owner-occupied in 2000). There was a 
substantial single family rental market in 
Tacoma in 2000 – 22% of single family units 
were renter-occupied at that time. That was a 
little higher than in the County (18% of single 
family units were renter-occupied) and the State 
(17% were renter-occupied). 
 

Tacoma Housing Tenure, 1980 – 2010 
 Renter-

Occupied 
Owner-

Occupied 
Total 

Occupied

Year # % # %  

1980 26,192 41% 37,213 59% 63,405 

1990 33,080 47% 36,859 53% 69,939 

2000 34,476 45% 41,676 55% 76,152 

2010 36,225 46% 42,316 54% 78,541 

Source: US Census (2010) 

 

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

 
Housing Values and Costs, 2009/2010 

Type of Cost Tacoma Pierce 
County 

Wash. 
State 

Median Value 
Owner Occupied $235,200 $252,000 $277,600

Median Monthly 
Owner Costs    

 Mortgage $1,626 $1,775 $1,704

 No Mortgage $491 $506 $461

Median Gross 
Rent $856 $964 $853

Source for Tacoma and Pierce County: US Census 
American Community Survey (2010) 

Source for Washington State: US Census  American 
Community Survey (2005-2009) 

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

 

 

Housing Affordability 
Housing is considered affordable when the cost 
of housing plus utilities equals no more than 
30% of household income. Escalating housing 
and utilities costs have forced many households 
to pay considerably more for housing than is 
affordable or even feasible. While housing costs 
are increasing, income is not increasing at the 
same rate. The following cost comparison was 
prepared by HUD using relies on data from the 
US 2000 cCensus and the latest available 
American Community Survey for median income 
(2005-2009) and median housing measures 
(2010). All costs are adjusted to 1999 dollars.  
 
Median Measures for Income and Housing 

 Tacoma Median 
Income 

Median Housing 
Measures 

Year Household Family Gross 
Rent 

Owner’s 
Value 

1980 $33,380 $42,781 $445 $89,770

1990 $34,036 $41,923 $526 $83,746

2000 $37,879 $45,567 $562 $119,290

2009/ 
2010 

$46,645 $57,458 $856 $230,400

Change
1980-
2010 

40% 34% 92% 157%

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

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

 Number of Bedrooms 

 Zero One Two Three Four 

Fair 
Market 
Rent 
(FMR) 

$699 $816 $1,018 $1,483 $1,770

Income 
Needed 
to Afford 
FMR 

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

Percent 
of AMI 
Needed 
to Afford 
FMR  

39% 46% 58% 84% 94%

Hourly 
Wage 
Needed 

 
$13.44 

 
$15.69 

 
$19.58 28.52 $32.10

Hours 
Needed 
($8.67/hr)

 
62 

 
72 

 
90 132 148

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

 

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

In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner would have 
needed to work 90 hours per week, 52 weeks 
per year. Or, a household would have needed to 
include 2.3 minimum wage earner(s) working 40 
hours per week year-round in order to make the 
two-bedroom FMR affordable.  

In Tacoma/Pierce County, the estimated mean 
(average) wage for a renter in 2011 ($12.29 per 
hour), the rent affordable at this wage would 
have been $639. In order to afford the FMR for a 
two-bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter 
would have needed to work 64 hours per week, 
52 weeks per year. Or, working 40 hours per 
week year-round, a household would have 
needed to include 1.6 worker(s) earning the 
mean renter wage in order to make the two-
bedroom FMR affordable.  

Using the estimated median income for renters 
in Tacoma/Pierce County ($37,370 in 2011), a 
household at this level could not afford the FMR 
on a two-bedroom unit ($1,018) without 
spending more than 30% of their monthly wage.  
In other words, they could afford up to $934 to 
rent this two-bedroom apartment. More than half 
of the renters in Tacoma (53%) would not be 
able to afford this unit. 
 
Monthly Supplemental Security Income (SSI) 
payments for an individual were $674 in 2011. If 
SSI represented an individual's sole source of 
income, $202 in monthly rent would have been 
affordable, while the FMR for a one-bedroom 
was $816. 

Land Capacity 

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

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

Table 10 – City of Tacoma 
Housing Unit Capacity 

Zoning 
Districts 

Zoning 
Density 

Adjusted 
Net Acres 

Assumed 
Density 

Unit 
Capacity 

Plus 1 
Dwelling Unit 

per Vacant 
(net) Lot 

Housing 
Capacity 

R1 R1 284.20 5.81 1,651 116 1,767 

R2 R2 2,131.70 8.71 18,567 862 19,429 

R3 R3 56.94 14.52 827 18 845 

R4 R4 18.05 72.60 1,310 28 1,338 
R4L,  

R4-PRD, 
R5-PRD 

R4L 36.73 29.04 1,067 8 1,075 

R5 R5 7.37 188.76 1,391 14 1,405 

RCX-N RCX-N 16.14 48.00 775 3 778 

RCX-U RCX-U 44.30 52.00 2,304 5 2,309 

DR DR 29.99 137.00 4,109 60 4,169 
CCX, 

NCX-ST CCX 11.45 31.00 355 0 355 

DMU DMU 1.82 104.00 189 12 201 

NCX NCX 10.67 27.00 288 11 299 

UCX UCX 47.29 34.00 1,608 1 1,609 

DCC DCC 4.86 154.00 748 14 762 

S S 10.29 29.04 299 1 300 

R4-VSD R4-VSD 0.46 43.56 20 0 20 

WR WR 18.01 157.00 2,828 18 2,846 

     Total Housing 
Capacity 39,507 

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

The overall housing goal addresses residential 
growth, development, improvement and 
opportunity and is based on citizens' needs, 
community values and interests.  In accordance 
with the community’s desire for quality housing, 
it is the housing goal of the City to: 
 

To maintain and support vibrant and 
stable residential neighborhoods 
while promoting a variety of housing 
opportunities to meet the needs of all 
residents. 

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

Neighborhood Quality (NQ) 

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

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

H-NQ-2A Vacant/Underutilized Sites 
Encourage infill housing on vacant or 
underutilized parcels having adequate 
services. 
 
H-NQ-2B Accessory Dwelling Units 
Allow detached or attached ADUs 
subordinate in size to the single-family home 
subject to development, design and owner 
occupancy provisions. 
 
H-NQ-2C Small Lot Development 
Allow small detached single-family homes 
on small lots.  Consider reduction in the 
minimum lot size to implement this policy.  
 
H-NQ-2D Mixed-Use Centers 
Ensure that adequate buffer and building 
design standards minimize the impacts of 
more intensive mixed-use center 
development on adjacent residential 
neighborhoods.  

 
H-NQ-3  Historic/Cultural Amenities 
Identify, protect and enhance cultural, 
architectural, historic and scenic resources 
within residential areas.  Support the 
rehabilitation of architecturally or historically 
significant homes as well as other landmark 
residential and mixed-use buildings while 
maintaining public safety and historic character. 
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H-NQ-4  Residential Zoning Code 
Protection 

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

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

Housing Preservation (HP) 

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

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

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

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

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

Housing Choice (HC) 

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

Policies 
H-HC-1  Innovative Development 

Techniques 
Promote innovative development techniques to 
better utilize land, promote design flexibility, 
preserve open space and natural features and 
conserve energy resources.  Ensure new 
housing is compatible with the overall density, 
intensity and character of the area. 
 
H-HC-2  Jobs-Housing Balance 
Promote construction of housing units in the 
downtown, Tacoma Mall and other mixed-use 
centers to enable people to live near 
employment, shopping and other services. 
 
H-HC-3  Manufactured Housing 
Allow new manufactured homes on individual 
lots in all residential zones if the housing meets 
the building code and other residential 
development standards. 
 

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

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

Housing Affordability (HA) 

Intent 
The policy intent is to increase the amount of 
housing that is affordable, especially for lower 
income families and special needs households. 
while maintaining the character of existing 
residential areas.  The generally accepted 
definition of affordability is for a household to 
pay no more than 30 percent of its annual gross 
income on housing.  Families that pay more than 
30 percent of their income for housing are 
considered cost burdened and may have 
difficulty affording necessities such as food, 
clothing, transportation and medical care. The 
challenge for Tacoma is that there is a mismatch 
between the cost of housing in the City and the 
incomes of Tacoma’s populations. Large 
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portions of Tacoma’s population do not have 
sufficient income to afford the housing available 
in Tacoma’s private market at a cost of no more 
than 30 percent, or even 50 percent or more, of 
their income.  Due to an aging population and 
other factors, this mismatch is likely to increase 
in the future, resulting in a significant increase in 
the need for additional affordable housing.    
This challenge has become increasingly difficult 
with higher home prices and contract rents, 
which are often beyond the budget of many 
households. In the past Tacoma has been a 
reasonably priced community in comparison to 
Seattle and King County and has enjoyed a 
sufficient vacancy rate so that many households 
could find affordable units.  
The City, through its policies and programs, is 
desirous supportive of increasingmaintaining an 
adequate the supply of housing that is affordable 
to its citizens.  While tThe City recognizes the 
ongoing need by government and nonprofit 
corporations to provide housing and community 
support services, especially for households who 
pay more than 30% of their income for housing, 
it also recognizes the need to enlist the engine 
of private market rate developments to include a 
measure of affordable units.  
As a general rule, the need for affordable 
housing extends along a housing continuum that 
extends from basic emergency shelter for the 
homeless to temporary transitional housing to 
permanent rental housing and for some 
households to home ownership.  Each segment 
of this continuum requires ongoing financial 
support for both public agencies and individuals.  
In addition, there are individuals and families 
with special needs (e.g. disabled, frail elderly, 
large families, female heads-of-household) that 
often require additional assistance. 
 
It is the intent of the City to: (1) recognize the 
housing needs of, and provide housing 
programs for, low income and special needs 
households and (2) promote housing 
opportunities and the reduction of isolation of 
these groups by improving housing and 
community services delivery. 
 
It is the intent of the City to apply the following 
principles and acknowledgments to the 
formulation of policies and support of programs 
that will increase the amount of affordable 
housing available to the community. 
 
 

Principles and Acknowledgements 

1. Affordable Housing is Vital to Important 
Civic Interests 
 
The City’s welfare requires an adequate supply 
of well built and well managed affordable 
housing serving the full range of incomes 
appearing among its residents.  An adequate 
supply of this housing is vital to the following 
important civic needs or values: 

• The City’s prosperity, economic 
development and growth of employment 
opportunities; 

•  The appropriate management of the City’s 
projected population growth and 
transportation needs; 

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

•  The survival of green spaces throughout the 
City and Pierce County;  

•  The success of the City’s schools;  

•  The effectiveness of the City’s emergency 
services;  

•  The City’s ability to continue its 
accommodation of a population that is 
increasingly diverse by income, race, 
ethnicity, ability, disability and age; 

•  The City’s ability to accommodate a 
population that, in the aggregate, is getting 
older; and 

•  The City’s values of social justice. 

 
2. Affordable Housing is Attractive, 
Innovative and Well Managed 
 
Affordable housing developments by nonprofit 
developers, public and private, in the City, 
region and nation have been among the most 
attractively designed, most environmentally 
innovative and best managed in the market 
place.   
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3. The City Needs to Enlist the Engine of 
Private Development 
 
Nonprofit developments of affordable housing 
will never likely be adequate to meet the City’s 
need.  The City also needs a companion 
strategy to enlist the engine of private market 
rate developments to include a measure of 
affordable units.  These strategies also provide 
the added benefit of economic and demographic 
integration. 
 
4. Affordable Housing Developments Spur 
Other Investments 
 
Affordable housing developments have spurred 
the revitalization of neighborhoods, encouraging 
both public and private investment, helping the 
City attain its desired density, and furthering a 
neighborhood’s economic development.  
 
5. The City Should Welcome Affordable 
Housing Developments 
 
Affordable housing is an asset to be encouraged 
and not a detriment to be tolerated and 
controlled. 
 
6. Every City Neighborhood Needs 
Affordable Housing Developments 
 
The City should promote the development of 
affordable housing in every City neighborhood. 
 
7. Affordable Housing as Innovative Design 
 
In seeking the appropriate balance, the City 
should not have to compromise important 
neighborhood design standards in order to 
promote affordable housing.  Instead proper 
design should allow affordable housing to show 
the way for all developments serving all incomes 
toward a greener, more sustainable urban future 
that accommodates the appropriate density that 
the City’s planning documents anticipate to be 
necessary for the City’s projected population 
allocations. 
 
8. Affordable Housing as a High City Priority 
amid Competing Interests 
 
In a complex community like Tacoma, interests 
and policies often clash.  Good governance is 
the effort to balance them appropriately.  In 
doing so, the City should give a very high priority 

to the promotion of affordable housing 
development. 
 
 

Policies 

H-HA-1  Affordable Housing Supply 
Support both public and private sector 
development and preservation of affordable 
housing (e.g. Section 8, LIHTC) especially for 
lower income and special need households. 
 
H-HA-2  Home Ownership 
Facilitate home ownership (both single-family 
homes and condominiums) for all segments of 
the community, including lower income 
households. 
 
H-HA-3 Public-Private Partnership 
Work in partnership with for-profit and non-profit 
housing developers to facilitate the provision of 
new permanent affordable rental and owner 
housing. 
 
H-HA-4  Special Needs Housing/ 

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

Housing Fairness (HF) 

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



 Housing Element – City of Tacoma Comprehensive Plan  

Exhibit A -- Proposed Amendments to Housing Element  2012-02-01 PC Draft H-16 

Policies 

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

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

H-HF-2A Sex Offenders 

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

H-HF-2B Housing and Service 
Facilities for High Risk 
Populations 

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

1. Promote safe, healthy and livable 
residential neighborhoods by avoiding a 
concentration of service facilities and 
housing for high risk populations in any 
neighborhood; 

2. Improve cooperation and 
communication between housing 
providers and affected neighborhoods 
through the use of tools such as Good 
Neighborhood Agreements (GNAs); 

3. Give funding priority to housing 
providers that contribute to the 
deconcentration of service facilities and 
housing for high risk populations; 

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

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

 
H-HF-3  Relocation Assistance and 

Replacement 
Discourage the displacement of persons through 
government actions such as eminent domain or 
code enforcement unless fair and equitable 
relocation assistance is provided to the 
occupants or replacement housing is available. 
 
H-HF-4 Housing Accessibility 
Support barrier-free access for all housing 
consistent with the Americans for Disabilities Act 
(ADA).  Consider additional actions to increase 
access such as implementation of visitability and 
universal design features. 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

Staff Note:  There are no changes 
proposed to the subsequent sections, 
i.e., Section IV -- Recommended 
Actions to Implement Housing 
Policies and Section V -- Glossary of 
Terms. 
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Agenda Item
GB-3 

 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Brian Boudet, Long-Range Planning Division 
 
SUBJECT: Annual Amendment Application #2012-07 Minor Amendments and Refinements 
 
DATE: January 25, 2012 
 
 
At the meeting on December 7, 2011, staff provided the Planning Commission with an overview 
of the proposed minor amendments and refinements for this year’s Annual Amendment.  At the 
meeting on February 1 staff intends to seek the Commission’s authorization of the staff report 
and draft Code and Plan amendments, which have been modified based on Commission 
direction and further staff analysis, for distribution for public review (along with other proposed 
amendments included in the 2012 Annual Amendment Package). 
 
Attached for your discussion at the next meeting is a draft staff report concerning the proposed 
amendments, with “Exhibit A” showing the draft Code amendments and “Exhibit B” showing the 
draft Plan changes. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact me at (253) 573-2389 or bboudet@cityoftacoma.org. 
 
 
Attachments 
 
c: Peter Huffman, Assistant Director 
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2012 Annual Amendment Application No. 2012-07 
Minor Amendments and Refinements 

 
STAFF REPORT 

 
 
Application #: 2012-07 

Applicant: City of Tacoma, Community & Economic Development Dept. 

Contact: Brian Boudet, Long-Range Planning Division 

Type of Amendment: Regulatory Code Text Changes 
Comprehensive Plan Map and Text Changes 

Current Land Use Intensity: Various 

Current Area Zoning: Various 

Size of Area: Not Applicable 

Location: City-wide 

Neighborhood Council area: City-wide 

Proposed Amendment: 
Various amendments to the Land Use Regulatory Code and 
Comprehensive Plan to address inconsistencies, correct minor 
errors, and provide additional clarity. 

 
 
General Description of the Proposed Amendment: 
The proposed amendments involve general text corrections to the Regulatory Code and removal of one 
outdated map and its associated policies from the Comprehensive Plan.  These minor amendments are 
intended to address inconsistencies, correct minor errors, and improve provisions that, through 
administration and application of the Zoning Code and Comprehensive Plan, are found to be unclear or 
not fully meeting their intent. 
 
A general summary of the proposed amendments is as follows: 
 

Changes to Chapter 13.04 Platting and Subdivisions, including: 

• Adding sections specifying the procedures for the vacation and alteration of subdivisions, along 
with appropriate definitions. 

Changes to Chapter 13.05 Land Use Permit Procedures, including: 

• Clarification and improvement of the code relating to the Reasonable Accommodation request 
and approval process. 

• Modifying the process and qualification criteria for Development Regulation Agreements. 

Changes to Chapter 13.06 Zoning, including: 

Section 13.06.100 – Residential Zoning and Development Standards 

• The replacement of the term ‘garage doors’ with the term ‘vehicular doors’ for consistency. 
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Section 13.06.150 – Accessory Dwelling Units 

• Removal of a reference to a Concomitant Zoning Agreement (CZA) in the Requirements section 
as this is no longer a requisite of approval for an Accessory Dwelling Unit permit (was replaced 
with notice on title). 

Section 13.06.300 – Mixed-Use Center Districts Zoning and Development Standards 

• Revise the use table to permit a drive-through with any use under the “HMX” District subject to 
the development standards found in 13.06.510, Table 2 (Development Standards – Driveways).  
This change also involves an additional restriction in 13.06.510 to clarify that drive through 
driveways shall not directly connect to pedestrian streets. 

Sections 13.06.520/521/522 – Sign Regulations 

• The special section related to “marquee signs” has been deleted.  Signs on marquees are either on 
the face of a marquee (and can be considered canopy/awning signs) or hanging from under a 
marquee (and can be considered under-canopy signs).  There were different requirements for 
marquees that didn’t apply to canopy or awning signs, even though the definitions treated them 
equivalently and even though there is no clear distinction among the three in the building code.  
The new typology divides the signs into two categories: signs directly on or part of a rain-
protection feature, and signs hanging beneath such features.  Section “H” would remain as 
reserved for an eventual addition to the chapter (possibly for future discussions on digital sign 
standards). 

• Blade signs are not set forth in the “regulations by type of sign” section of the TMC but are 
mentioned and given a signage allowance in the district sign tables.  The proposal is to add them 
to section “I” of the regulations for each type of sign, and treat them similarly to under-canopy 
signs.  This gets the performance standards for blade signs out of the tables and into the 
regulations for the specific type of sign, consistent with other types of signs. 

• Regulations for signs on canopies and awnings (like those painted on the face of an awning) were 
commingled with regulations for signs under canopies and awnings, when the sign tables and 
definitions treat them differently.  The regulations for under-canopy signs have been grouped 
together, and removed from the regulations for signs on canopies.  

• Language for what kinds of signs are available to which kinds and sizes of conditional uses in 
residential districts have been clarified by reorganizing text and adding punctuation. 

• The tables have been modified to add under-canopy signs as equivalent to blade signs, and 
reference the appropriate section of 13.06.521 rather than stating the size limitations, etc. in the 
table. 

• The term “flood lighting” has been deleted throughout the sign tables since it is equivalent to 
indirect lighting, is not defined, and is not used elsewhere in the sign code. 

• Animated signs are prohibited where flashing signs are prohibited, and mechanized signs are 
allowed where rotating signs are allowed. 

Section 13.06.510 – Parking Regulations 

• Reducing the required parking for eating and drinking establishments from 10 stalls per 1,000 
square feet of building floor area to 8 parking stalls per 1,000 square feet of building floor area. 

  

Annual Amendment Application #2012-07 Page 2 of 6 
Staff Report 



Section 13.06.630 – Nonconforming parcels/uses/structures 

• Expanding the allowance for total replacement of a structure should it be completely destroyed 
(100 percent).  The current code allows for replacement if the damage is no more than 75 percent 
of the current replacement cost. 

• Clarifying that it is the applicant/property owner’s responsibility to demonstrate/establish 
nonconforming status and the information required to be submitted to verify nonconforming 
status. 

Section 13.06.640 – Conditional Uses 

• Allowing all pre-existing conditional uses which were not previously granted a conditional use 
permit (those that pre-dated the requirement to have a conditional use permit) to be treated as if a 
conditional use has been granted. 

Section 13.06.700 – Definitions 

• Providing that massage therapy is similar to other medical offices and that bank branches are 
considered a retail use instead of an office use. 

• The definition of “canopy” sign now includes a “marquee” or similar feature provision. 

• The definition of “animated” sign has been revised to refer to electronic animation, like a video 
screen. 

• “Awning” sign has been revised to refer to a “canopy” sign. 

• “Sign, Blade” has been revised to remove the pedestrian-oriented portion of the definition, since 
that terminology is not used anywhere else. However, a height limitation is added to affirm the 
pedestrian orientation. 

• “Changing Message Center” sign has been revised to remove the content-based language and to 
add a screen in addition to a lamp bank 

• The definition for “Hospital” has been revised for consistency with state law. 

Changes to Chapter 13.07 – Landmarks and Historic Special Review Districts, including: 

• Adding Section 13.07.100 – Criteria for the Relocation of a City Landmark, which was included 
in the Commission’s 2011 recommendations to the Council as part of the Historic Preservation 
Plan project but inadvertently left out of the final ordinance. 

 
 
Project Background: 
These amendments are being brought forward as part of staff’s efforts to improve the clarity and 
effectiveness of the Zoning Code and Comprehensive Plan by addressing inconsistencies, incorporating 
legislative revisions, correcting minor errors, and improving confusing or ineffective standards.  The 
proposed amendments include issues that have been identified by staff as well as issues identified by the 
public and BLUS customers. 
 
Additional Information: 
While many of the code changes associated with this application are relatively minor, addressing things 
like code organization, terminology, and internal consistency, a few of the proposed changes are worth 
highlighting. 
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Platting 
The proposed changes to the platting section are relatively minor and involve the inclusion of language 
specific to alterations, vacations and replats, which are addressed in state law but are not specifically 
addressed in Tacoma’s Code.  This will increase consistency with state regulations while ensuring 
regularity with current permit review and development processes. 
 
Conditional Use Permits 
The proposed amendments to the Conditional Use Permit section would allow all pre-existing conditional 
uses which were not previously granted a conditional use permit (those that predate the requirement to 
have a conditional use permit) to be treated as if a conditional use permit had been granted.  This would 
align with amendments made previously which allowed all pre-existing parks, recreation, open space and 
school uses to be regarded as having been granted a conditional use permit.  This clarifies that such uses 
are not to be considered nonconforming and that future changes that exceed the thresholds for a major 
modification, as outlined in TMC 13.05.080, would require a new conditional use permit. 
 
Parking Requirements 
The proposed amendments would also change the parking requirements for eating and drinking 
establishments.  The required stalls (8 per 1,000 square feet of floor area) would still be higher than the 
parking requirement for eating and drinking establishments in other similar jurisdictions since the City’s 
active residential parking permit program is not currently active.  The City is exploring the program and 
may begin implementation as early as next year in conjunction with further citywide parking requirement 
revisions.  However, to address some of the issues encountered by change of uses within existing 
structures, the proposed amendment would eliminate parking requirements for all structures in existence 
prior to May 18, 1953 though any existing parking could not be eliminated. 
 
Reasonable Accommodations 
Reasonable Accommodations are required by the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988 and by the 
Washington Law Against Discrimination (Chapter 49.60 RCW) and allow persons with verifiable 
handicaps to be excused from otherwise applicable requirements of the Land Use Code.  Requests for 
Reasonable Accommodation are currently, and will continue to be, reviewed on a case-by-case basis 
however, there is need to clarify the existing process.  The existing code provisions do not provide a 
clear purpose or administrative requirements or specifically require findings for reasonable 
accommodations.  Under the direction of the Land Use Administrator and the City’s legal 
department, additional language would be incorporated summarizing the purpose of the code and 
providing organization of the regulations in six main categories: purpose, application, application 
fee, review authority and procedure, findings and decision, and reasonable conditions. 
 
Drive-Throughs 
The proposal would allow drive-throughs in the “HMX” Hospital Medical Mixed-Use District while 
addressing their allowed location and design through enhanced development standards.  Considering 
that drive-throughs have been incorporated along with other types of uses (such as pharmacies, 
banks, dry cleaners), it may not be necessary to completely prohibit drive-throughs within the 
“HMX” District and may be more appropriate to allow them subject to restrictions designed to 
ensure they do not significantly detract from the desired character of the Mixed-Use Centers. 
 
Nonconforming Parcels/Uses/Structures 
The current code alludes to the idea that the applicant should demonstrate proof of 
nonconforming rights but does not specify any procedure or criteria for review.  The proposed 
changes would clearly identify that the property owner/applicant must demonstrate/establish 

Annual Amendment Application #2012-07 Page 4 of 6 
Staff Report 



nonconforming status and would establish submittal requirements and review criteria. As a note: 
many of these processes currently take place unofficially or informally and this would essentially 
formalize the process already in place, providing additional transparency for customers and ease 
of administration by staff. 
 
In addition, this year’s code amendments will provide that nonconforming uses and structures be allowed 
to be restored if completely damaged by fire, earthquake, or other natural calamity (the current limitation 
is based on the extent of such damage being less than 75 percent of the current replacement cost).  
Consideration of adjusting the percentage to 100 percent is recommended which would be in-line with 
most jurisdictions, consistent with recent changes recommended under the Shoreline Master Program 
Update, would afford more flexibility to the property owner, and is more easily administered. 
 
 
Applicable Provisions of the Growth Management Act: 
The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires that development regulations shall be consistent with and 
implement the Comprehensive Plan.  Development regulations include, but are not limited to, zoning 
controls, critical area ordinances, shoreline master programs, official controls, planned unit development 
ordinances, subdivision ordinances, and binding site plan ordinances.  The proposed amendments are 
designed to improve consistency and compatibility within the development regulations and between the 
Comprehensive Plan, zoning classifications and development regulations. 
 
 
Amendment Criteria: 
Applications for amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code are subject to 
review based on the adoption and amendment procedures and the review criteria contained in 
TMC 13.02.045.G. Proposed amendments are required to be consistent with or achieve consistency with 
the Comprehensive Plan and meet at least one of the ten review criteria to be considered by the Planning 
Commission. The following section provides a review of each of these criteria with respect to the 
proposal. Each of the criteria is provided, followed by staff analysis of the criterion as it relates to this 
proposal. 
 
1. There exists an obvious technical error in the pertinent Comprehensive Plan or regulatory code 

provisions. 
 

Staff Analysis:  The general purpose of this application is to address technical errors that have been 
identified through administration and application of the code.  The proposed amendments are 
intended to address inconsistencies, correct minor errors, and improve provisions that are found to be 
unclear or not fully meeting their intent. 

 
2. Circumstances related to the proposed amendment have significantly changed, or a lack of 

change in circumstances has occurred since the area or issue was last considered by the 
Planning Commission. 

 
Staff Analysis:  Not applicable 

 
3. The needs of the City have changed, which support an amendment. 
 

Staff Analysis:  Not applicable. 
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4. The amendment is compatible with existing or planned land uses and the surrounding 
development pattern. 

 
Staff Analysis:  Not applicable. 

 
5. Growth and development, as envisioned in the Plan, is occurring faster, slower, or is failing to 

materialize. 
 

Staff Analysis:  Not applicable. 
 
6. The capacity to provide adequate services is diminished or increased. 
 

Staff Analysis:  Not applicable. 
 
7. Plan objectives are not being met as specified, and/or the assumptions upon which the plan is 

based are found to be invalid. 
 

Staff Analysis:  The proposed amendments will improve consistency within the Land Use Reguatory 
Code and between the Comprehensive Plan and Code. 

 
8. Transportation and and/or other capital improvements are not being made as expected. 
 

Staff Analysis:  Not applicable. 
 
9. For proposed amendments to land use intensity or zoning classification, substantial similarities 

of conditions and characteristics can be demonstrated on abutting properties that warrant a 
change in land use intensity or zoning classification. 

 
Staff Analysis:  Not applicable. 

 
10. A question of consistency exists between the Comprehensive Plan and its elements and RCW 

36.70A, the County-wide Planning Policies for Pierce County, Multi-County Planning Policies, 
or development regulations. 

 
Staff Analysis:  Not applicable. 

 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
Staff recommends forwarding the draft Land Use Regulatory Code clarifications and refinements for 
public review and comment. 
 
 
Exhibits: 
A. Draft Land Use Regulatory Code Amendments 
B. Draft Comprehensive Plan Amendments 
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2012 Annual Amendment Application No. 2012-07 

Minor Amendments and Refinements 
 

DRAFT LAND USE REGULATORY CODE CHANGES 
February 1, 2012 

 
 

Chapter 13.04 –  Platting and Subdivisions 

13.04.040 – Definitions 

13.04.070 – Alteration (new section) 

13.04.075 – Vacation (new section) 

13.04.105 – Replat or redivision of platted lots (new section) 

Chapter 13.05 – Land Use Permit Procedures 

13.05.030 – Land Use Administrator − Creation and purpose − Appointment − Authority. 

13.05.095 – Development Regulation Agreements 

Chapter 13.06 - Zoning 

13.06.100 – Residential Development 

13.06.145 – Small-Lot Single-Family Residential Development 

13.06.150 – Accessory Dwelling Units 

13.06.200 – Commercial Districts 

13.06.300 – Mixed-Use Center Distrcits 

13.06.510 – Off-Street Parking and Storage Areas 

13.06.521 – General Sign Regulations 

13.06.522 – District Sign Regulations 

13.06.630 – Nonconforming Parcels/Uses/Structures 

13.06.640 – Conditional Use Permit 

13.06.700 – Definitions and Illustrations 

Chapter 13.07 – Landmarks and Historic Special Review Districts 

13.07.100 – Criteria for the Relocation of a City Landmark 
 
 

Note:  These amendments show all of the changes to existing Land Use regulations.  The sections 
included are only those portions of the code that are associated with these amendments.  New text is 
underlined and text that has been deleted is shown as strikethrough. 

  

Exhibit A
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Chapter 13.04 

PLATTING AND SUBDIVISIONS 

Sections: 
13.04.010 Title. 
13.04.020 Intent and authority. 
13.04.030 Policy. 
13.04.040 Definitions. 
13.04.050 Jurisdiction. 
13.04.055 Platting on shorelines. 
13.04.060 Exclusions. 
13.04.070 Alteration. 
13.04.075 Vacation. 
13.04.085 Boundary line adjustment. 
13.04.088 Binding site plan approval. 
13.04.090 Short subdivisions and short plats. 
13.04.095 Appeals. 
13.04.100 Plat procedures. 
13.04.105 Replat or redivision of platted lots. 
13.04.110 General requirements and minimum standards. 
13.04.120 Conformity to the Comprehensive Plan and the Major Street Plan. 
13.04.130 Relation to adjoining street system. 
13.04.140 Access. 
13.04.150 Conformity to topography. 
13.04.160 Street widths. 
13.04.165 Streetlights. 
13.04.170 Roadways. 
13.04.180 Street design. 
13.04.190 Dead-end streets. 
13.04.200 Alleys. 
13.04.210 Easements. 
13.04.220 Blocks. 
13.04.230 Lots. 
13.04.240 Plats within Planned Residential Development Districts (PRD Districts). 
13.04.250 Duplication of names. 
13.04.260 Public open space. 
13.04.270 Checking by the City Engineer − Charges. 
13.04.280 Development of illegally divided land − Innocent purchaser for value. 
13.04.290 Development of illegally divided land − Public interest determination. 
13.04.300 Model home. 
13.04.305 Temporary rental or sales offices, contractors’ offices, and signs. 
13.04.310 Subdivisions. 
31.04.315 Repealed. 

 
* * * 
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13.04.040 Definitions. 
For the purpose of these regulations, certain words used herein are defined as follows: 

A. “Alley” shall mean a public or private accessway which provides a means of vehicular access to 
abutting property. 

B. “All weather surface” shall mean asphaltic concrete pavement conforming to the requirements of the 
“City of Tacoma Department of Public Works General Specifications for Street and Sewer Construction 
(Requirements for Private Permits − January 1963),” or as hereafter amended, with a standard thickness 
of three inches unless otherwise specified by the City Engineer, or portland cement concrete pavement 
conforming to the requirements of the “City of Tacoma Department of Public Works General 
Specifications for Street and Sewer Construction (Requirements for Private Permits − January 1963),” or 
as hereinafter amended, with a standard thickness of six inches unless otherwise specified by the City 
Engineer. 

C. “Alteration” shall mean a change to a finalized binding site plan, plat, short plat, or portion thereof, 
that results in a modification to its exterior boundaries or the location and/or size of rights-of-way, utility 
easements, open space, park or other similar community amenities created as part of the binding site plan, 
plat, or short plat.  An alteration does not include boundary line adjustments, replats or an allowable 
increase in short plat lots. 

DC. “Binding site plan” shall mean a drawing to scale showing a plan for the development of a specific 
parcel of land, which drawing has been approved as applicable by the Building Official or designee and 
which, as a minimum: 

1. Shows the areas and locations of all streets, public ways, lot lines, utilities, street improvements and 
open spaces, and, also, shall either show site development, driveways, parking layout, landscaping, 
lighting, signs, building perimeters and elevations, or shall carry a condition of general site plan approval 
that no development or building permit will be granted therefor until additional development plans are 
submitted to and approved by the body approving the general binding site plan; 

2. Is filed of record in the Pierce County Auditor’s office and is legally enforceable. 

ED. “Building line” shall mean a line on a plat indicating the limit beyond which buildings or structures 
may not be erected. 

FE. “Collector arterial” shall mean a highway whose function is to collect and distribute traffic from 
major arterial streets to access streets, or directly to traffic destinations; to serve traffic within a 
neighborhood; and to serve neighborhood traffic generators such as a small group of stores, an elementary 
school, church, clubhouse,  small hospital, and small apartment area. 

GF. “Comprehensive Plan” shall mean the official statement of the Tacoma City Council which sets forth 
its major policies concerning desirable future physical development. 

HG. “Curb line” shall mean the line defining the limits of a roadway. 

IH. “Dead-end street” or “cul-de-sac” shall mean a residential access street with only one outlet. 

JI. “Freeway” shall mean a highway the function of which is to permit unimpeded traffic flow through 
urban areas and between their major elements or most important traffic generators such as the central 
business district, major shopping areas, major university, civic center, or a major sports stadium or 
pavilion. 

KJ. “Official map” shall mean the map on which the planned locations, particularly of streets, are 
indicated with detail and exactness so as to furnish the basis for property acquisition or building 
restriction. 
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LK. “Plat” shall mean the map, drawing or chart on which the subdivider’s plan of subdivision is 
presented and which the subdivider submits for approval and intends to record in final form. 

ML. “Primary arterial” shall mean a highway the function of which is to expedite movement of through 
traffic to a major traffic generator such as the central business district, a major shopping area, a 
commercial service district, a small college or university or a military installation; or to expedite 
movement of through traffic from community to community, to collect and distribute traffic from 
freeways to minor arterial streets, or  directly to traffic destinations. 

NM. “Residential access street” shall mean a highway the primary function of which is to provide access 
to residential property. 

O. “Replat” or “Redivision” shall mean an action resulting in the division of a lot located within a 
previously recorded binding site plan, plat, or short plat. 

PN. “Roadway” shall mean the portion or portions of a public or private street or way, or permanent 
access easement, improved with an all-weather surface, available for vehicular traffic or the portion or 
portions of a public or private street or way, or permanent access easement, improved with an all-weather 
surface, available for vehicular traffic between curbs where curbs are laid. 

Q.O. “Secondary arterial” shall mean a highway the function of which is to collect and distribute traffic 
from a major arterial highway to minor streets or directly to traffic destinations; to serve traffic from 
neighborhood to neighborhood within a community center, athletic field, neighborhood shopping area, 
major park, golf course, important grouping of churches, multiple residence area, concentration of offices 
or clinics, major private recreation facility, or large hospital. 

RP. “Short plat” shall mean the map or representation of a short subdivision. 

SQ. “Short subdivision” shall mean the division of land into a maximum of four or fewer total lots, tracts, 
parcels, sites or subdivisions for the purpose of sale or lease. 

TR. “Street width” shall mean the shortest distance between the lines which delineate the right-of-way of 
a street. 

US. “Subdivision” shall mean the division of a lot, tract or parcel of land into five or more lots or other 
divisions of land for the purpose, whether immediate or future, of transfer of ownership, lease or building 
development, including all changes in street or lot lines, and shall include all resubdivision of land.  The 
division of contiguous parcels of land resulting in a five or more total lots, tracts, parcels, or sites, and 
which are served by a shared public and/or private street or way, and/or permanent access easement shall 
be deemed a subdivision. 

VT. “Transit street” shall mean a street on which regularly scheduled bus service operates at frequencies 
of 15 minutes or less during peak travel periods. Transit streets are designated by the Director of Public 
Works in consultation with Pierce Transit and include streets designated in Section 11.05.492 of the 
Tacoma Municipal Code.   

W. “Vacation” shall mean an action to extinguish the effect and force of a finalized binding site plan, plat, 
or short plat or portion thereof, such that the property reverts to its pre-subdivision parent parcel 
configuration. 

* * * 

13.04.070  Alteration. 

The alteration of any binding site plan, plat, short plat, or portion thereof, is subject to the procedures set 
forth in RCW 58.17 and applicable sections of the Tacoma Municipal Code, including Chapter 13.05 
Land Use Permit Procedures. 
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13.04.075  Vacation 
The vacation of any binding site plan, plat, short plat, or portion thereof, is subject to the procedures set 
forth in RCW 58.17 and applicable sections of the Tacoma Municipal Code, including Chapter 13.05 
Land Use Permit Procedures. 
 

* * * 

13.04.105  Replat or redivision of platted lots. 

The division of a lot located within a recorded binding site plan, plat or short plat shall be processed as a 
new application in accordance with this chapter and other applicable sections of the Tacoma Municipal 
Code.  Minor adjustments to existing lot lines within a recorded subdivision may be allowed in 
accordance with the procedures set forth in TMC 13.04.085 provided no new lots are created. 

* * * 
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Chapter 13.05 

LAND USE PERMIT PROCEDURES 

* * * 

13.05.030 Land Use Administrator − Creation and purpose − Appointment − Authority. 
F. Reasonable Accommodation.  Any person claiming to have a handicap, or someone acting on his or her 
behalf, who wishes to be excused from an otherwise applicable requirement of this Land Use Code under 
the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988, 42 USC § 3604(f)(3)(b), or the Washington Law Against 
Discrimination, Chapter 49.60 RCW, must provide the Land Use Administrator with verifiable 
documentation of handicap eligibility and need for accommodation.  The Administrator shall act promptly 
on the request for accommodation.  If handicap eligibility and need for accommodation are demonstrated, 
the Administrator shall approve an accommodation, which may include granting an exception to the 
provisions of this Code.  The City shall not charge any fee for responding to such a request. 

1. Purpose.  This section provides a procedure for a request for reasonable accommodation made by any 
person with a disability, their representative or any entity, when the application of a land use regulation 
acts as a barrier to fair housing opportunities and must provide the Land Use Administrator with 
verifiable documentation of handicap eligibility and need for accommodation. 

2. Application.  Requests for reasonable accommodation shall be submitted in the form of a letter to the 
Building and Land Use Services Division of the Community and Economic Development Department and 
shall include the following: 

a. The applicant’s name, address, and telephone number; 

b. Address of the property for which the request is being made; 

c. The current actual use of the property; 

d. The basis for the claim that the individual is considered disabled under the fair housing laws: 
identification and description of the disability which is the basis for the request for accommodation, 
including current, written medical certification and description of disability and its effects on the person’s 
medical, physical or mental limitations; 

e. The zoning code provision, regulation or policy from which reasonable accommodation is being 
requested, including all applicable material necessary to reach a decision regarding the need for the 
accommodation, such as drawings, pictures, plans, correspondence or any other background information 
relevant to the request; 

f. The type of accommodation being sought and why the reasonable accommodation is necessary to make 
the specific property accessible to the individual; 

g. Other supportive information deemed necessary by the department to facilitate proper consideration of 
the request, consistent with the Acts; and 

3. No application fee shall apply to a request for reasonable accommodation (unless the request is being 
made concurrently with an application for some other Land Use discretionary application, in which case 
the applicant shall pay only the required application fee for that other discretionary approval). 

4. Review Authority and Review Procedure. 

a. Review Authority.  Requests for reasonable accommodation shall be reviewed by the Land Use 
Administrator, or his/her designee. 
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b. Other Review Authority.  Requests for reasonable accommodation submitted for concurrent review 
with another Land Use discretionary application shall be reviewed by the authority reviewing the 
discretionary land use application; further, a reasonable accommodation cannot waive a requirement for a 
Conditional Use Permit when otherwise required or result in approval of uses when otherwise prohibited 
by the City’s land use and zoning regulations. 

c. Review Procedure.  The Land Use Administrator, or his/her designee, shall either grant, grant with 
conditions, or deny a request for reasonable accommodation in accordance with 13.05.030.F.5 (Findings 
and Decision). 

d. The Land Use Administrator may require a Concomitant Zoning Agreement (CZA) be recorded with 
the Pierce County Auditor to ensure conditions of approval are met.  The City will be responsible for 
creating the CZA and will provide it to the applicant.  The CZA must be recorded prior to issuance of 
Certificate of Occupancy or Certificate of Completion for the associated building permit; 

e. A notice of the Land Use Administrator’s decision will be mailed to all property owners/taxpayers 
located within 100 feet of the site where the accommodation is requested. 

5. Findings and Decision.  The written decision to grant or deny a request for reasonable accommodation 
will be consistent with the Acts and shall be based on consideration of the following factors, with or 
without conditions: 

a. The requested accommodation is necessary to make specific housing available to a disabled person; 

b. The housing will be used by a disabled person; 

c. The requested accommodation would not require a fundamental alteration in the nature of a city 
program or law, including land use and zoning; and 

d. The requested accommodation would not impose an undue financial or administrative burden on the 
City; 

6. Reasonable Conditions.  In granting a request for reasonable accommodation, the reviewing authority 
may further impose conditions of approval that are deemed reasonable and necessary to ensure that the 
reasonable accommodation would comply with the findings required under 13.05.030.F.5 above, such as 
removal of the improvements, where removal would not constitute an unreasonable financial burden and 
when the need for which the accommodation was granted no longer exists.  

 
* * * 

13.05.095 Development Regulation Agreements. 
 

* * * 
 
B. Applicability. Development Regulation Agreements shall only be allowed for one of the following 
project types: 
 
1. Proposed projects located within the International Financial Services Area (IFSA), as defined in the 
City’s Amended Ordinance No. 27825, with a building footprint of at least 15,000 square feet and a 
proposed height of at least 75 feet; 
 
2. Proposed projects located within the “Working Definition of Downtown,” Downtown Regional Growth 
Center as set forth in Figure 1 in the Downtown Element Growth Strategy and Developent Concept 
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Element of the City Comprehensive Plan, provided that the real property involved is subject to a 
significant measure of public ownership or control, and provided that the project includes a building 
footprint of at least 15,000 square feet and a proposed height of at least 75 feet; 
 

* * * 
 
D. Review criteria. The City Manager, and such designee or designees as may be appointed for the 
purpose, shall negotiate 
acceptable terms and conditions of the proposed Development Regulation Agreement based on the 
following criteria: 
 
1. The Development Regulation Agreement conforms to the existing Comprehensive Plan. Except for 
projects on a public facility site of at least five acres in size, conformance must be demonstrated by the 
project, as described in the Development Regulation Agreement, scoring 800 points out of a possible 
1000 points, according to the following scoring system (based on the Downtown Element of the City 
Comprehensive Plan): 
 
a. Balanced healthy economy. In any project where more than 60 30 percent of the floorspace is Class A 
office space office, commercial, or retail, one point shall be awarded for every 200 square feet of gross 
floorspace (excluding parking) up to a maximum of 290 points. 
 
b. Achieving vitality downtown. Up to 40 points shall be awarded for each of the following categories: (i) 
CPTED design (“Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design”), (ii) sunlight access to priority 
public use areas, (iii) view maximization, (iv) connectivity, (v) quality materials and design, (vi) 
remarkable features, (vii) access to open space, and (viii) street edge activation and building ground 
orientation. 
 
c. Sustainability. Up to 50 points shall be awarded for each of the following categories: (i) complete 
streets, (ii) transit connections, and (iii) energy conservation design to a L.E.E.D. (Leadership in Energy 
and Environmental Design) certification to a platinum level or certified under another well-recognized 
rating system to a level equivalent to certification to a platinum level. 
 
d. Quality Urban Design. Up to 60 points shall be awarded for each of the following categories: (i) walk 
ability, (ii) public environment, (iii) neighborly outlook, and (iv) support for public art. 
 

* * * 
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Chapter 13.06 

ZONING 

* * * 

13.06.100   Residential Districts. 

D. Lot size and building envelope standards. 

  R-1 R-2 R-
2SRD 

HMR-
SRD 

R-3 R-4-L R-4 R-5 

* * * 

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

Minimum Front Setback 25 20 20 20 20 20 15 10 

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

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

Pipestem lots shall provide the required front setback along one of the property lines that abut or are nearest to 
the accessway/lot extension.  The accessway/lot extension shall not be included when measuring the setback.  
The front yard setback will determine the orientation of the other required setbacks. 

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

E. Design Standards − Level 1.  The following design standards shall be met for all new single-family 
dwellings on new lots that are up to 10% smaller than the applicable minimum lot size and/or width 
requirements in Section 13.06.100.D, and on all pre-existing lots that are smaller than the current, 
applicable minimum lot size and/or width requirements in Section 13.06.100.D: 

1. Clear building entries.  Dwellings shall provide a clearly defined building entrance that faces the street 
and provide weather protection that is at least 4 feet deep along the width of the building entry.  A porch 
may serve to comply with this provision. 

2. Garages: 

a. The garage shall be located in the rear with rear access if suitable access is available, such as abutting 
right-of-way that is or can be practicably developed. 

b. Where vehicular access is not available from an alley or side street, garages or carports shall be setback 
at least 5 feet behind the front facade of the house or the front of a covered porch (where the porch is at 
least 48 square feet and contains no dimension less than 6 feet).  In addition, garage doors vehicular doors 
and carports (measurement based on width of canopy) shall not occupy more than 50% of the width of the 
front façade. 

* * * 

13.06.150 Accessory dwelling units. 
* * * 

C. Requirements.  The creation of an ADU shall be subject to the following requirements, which shall not 
be subject to variance. 

1. Number.  One ADU shall be allowed per residential lot as a subordinate use in conjunction with any 
new or existing single-family detached dwelling in the City of Tacoma.  The lot must meet the standard 
minimum lot size requirement for a single-family detached dwelling in the applicable zoning district (for 
example, in the R-2 zoning district a single-family lot must be at least 5,000 square feet to be eligible to 
have an ADU). 

2. Occupancy.  The maximum number of occupants in an ADU shall be 4 persons.  Maximum occupancy 
may be further limited by the Minimum Building and Structures Code in Title 2. 

3. Location.  The ADU shall be permitted as a second dwelling unit added to or created within the main 
building or, when allowed, permitted as a detached unit preferably located in the rear yard and/or adjacent 
to alleys.  A detached ADU shall not be located in front of the main building or in the side yard setback 
area. 

4. Composition.  The ADU shall include facilities for cooking, living, sanitation, and sleeping. 

5. Size.  The ADU, excluding any garage area and other non-living areas, such as workshops or 
greenhouses, shall not exceed 40 percent of the total square footage of the main building and the ADU 
combined, after modification or construction.  In addition, the maximum square footage of a detached 
ADU shall not exceed 10% of the square footage of the lot.  An ADU shall not contain less than 
300 square feet or more than 1,000 square feet. 

6. Height.  The maximum height limit for detached ADUs shall be the same as for other detached 
accessory structures (see Section 13.06.100.D); provided that two-story structures, where a detached 
ADU is located on the second floor, may be allowed up to 25 feet in height with the approval of a 
conditional use permit. 
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7. Setbacks.  Detached ADUs shall be setback a minimum of 5 feet from the side and rear property lines, 
except when the detached ADU abuts an alley where no setback along the alley shall be required. 

8. Ownership.  The property owner (i.e., title holder or contract purchaser) must maintain his or her 
occupancy in the main building or the ADU.  Owners shall sign an affidavit which attests to their 
occupancy and attests that, at no time, shall they receive rent for the owner-occupied unit.  Falsely 
attesting owner-residency shall be a misdemeanor subject to a fine not to exceed $5,000, including all 
statutory costs, assessments, and fees.  In addition, ADUs shall not be subdivided or otherwise segregated 
in ownership from the main building. 

9. Design − Attached ADUs.  An attached ADU shall be designed to maintain the architectural design, 
style, appearance, and character of the main building as a single-family residence.  If an attached ADU 
extends beyond the current footprint or existing height of the main building, such an addition must be 
consistent with the existing facade, roof pitch, siding, and windows.  Only one entrance for the main 
building is permitted to be located in the front facade of the dwelling.  If a separate outside entrance is 
necessary for an attached ADU, it must be located either off the rear or side of the main building.  Such 
entrance must not be visible from the same view of the building which encompasses the main entrance to 
the building and must provide a measure of visual privacy.  For units with a separate exterior entrance, a 
pedestrian walkway, which shall be at least 4 feet wide and composed of materials that are distinct from 
any adjacent vehicle driving or parking surfaces, shall be provided between the ADU and the nearest 
public sidewalk, or where no sidewalk exists, the nearest public street right-of-way. 

10. Design − Detached ADUs.  A detached ADU shall be designed to match the architectural design, 
style, appearance, and character of the main building by utilizing complimentary colors and finish 
materials, window styles, and a roof design similar to the main building.  The entrance door to a detached 
ADU shall not face the same property line as the entrance door to the main building except when the 
entrance door to the ADU is located behind the rear wall of the main building.  A pedestrian walkway, 
which shall be at least 4 feet wide and composed of materials that are distinct from any adjacent vehicle 
driving or parking surfaces, shall be provided between the detached ADU and the nearest public sidewalk, 
or where no sidewalk exists, the nearest public street right-of-way. 

11. Parking.  One off-street parking space shall be required for the ADU, in addition to the off-street 
parking required for the main building, pursuant to Section 13.06.510.  Such parking shall be located in 
the rear portion of the lot and shall not be accessed from the front if suitable access to the rear is available, 
such as an abutting right-of-way that is or can practicably be developed.  If access is not practicably 
available to the rear yard, subject to determination by the City Engineer, then vehicular access to the front 
may be developed subject to the limitations in Section 13.06.510.A.6. 

12. Home occupations.  Home occupations shall be allowed, subject to existing regulations, in either the 
ADU or the main building, but not both. 

13. Concomitant Agreement.  Upon issuance of an ADU permit by the City, a property owner must record 
with the Pierce County Auditor a concomitant agreement.  Specific procedures are identified in 
subsection B.5. 

1413. Legalization of Nonconforming ADUs.  Nonconforming ADUs existing prior to the enactment of 
these requirements may be found to be legal if the property owner applied for an ADU permit prior to 
December 31, 1995, and brings the unit up to Minimum Housing Code standards.  After January 1, 1996, 
owners of illegal ADUs shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and, upon conviction thereof, subject to a fine 
not to exceed $1,000, including all statutory costs, assessments, and fees, plus $75 per day after notice of 
the violation has been made.  All owners of illegal ADUs shall also be required to either  legalize the unit 
or remove it. 

* * * 
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13.06.200 Commercial Districts. 
* * * 

C. Land use requirements. 

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

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

3. Use table abbreviations. 

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

4. District use table. 

Uses T C-1 C-21 HM PD
B 

Additional Regulations2, 3 (also see footnotes at bottom of table) 

* * * 
Commercial parking facility P P P P P  
Commercial recreation and 
entertainment 

N N P N N P  

Communication facility N N P N P  
* * * 
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13.06.300 Mixed-Use Center Districts. 
* * * 

D. Land use requirements. 

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

2. Use table abbreviations. 

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

3. District use table. 

Uses NCX CCX UCX UCX-
TD 

RCX1 CIX HM
X 

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

* * * 

Drive-through 
with any use 

P P P P N P N P N N See Section 13.06.510 Table 2 for 
additional driveway and drive-through 
standards and restrictions. 

* * * 

School, public or 
private 

P P P P P P P NP NCU Not subject to RCX residential 
requirement.1 

* * * 
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* * * 
 

Footnotes: 
1. The floor area of any development in RCX must be at least 75 percent residential, unless otherwise noted. 
2. For uses that are restricted from locating at street-level along designated pedestrian or core pedestrian streets, the following limited exception 

is provided.  Entrances, lobbies, management offices, and similar common facilities that provide access to and service a restricted use that is 
located above and/or behind street-level uses shall be allowed, as long as they occupy no more than 50-percent or 75 feet, whichever is less, 
of the site’s street-level frontage on the designated pedestrian or core pedestrian street.  See Section 13.06.300.C. for the list of designated 
pedestrian and core pedestrian streets. 

3. For historic structures and sites, certain uses that are otherwise prohibited may be allowed, subject to the approval of a conditional use 
permit.  See Section 13.06.640.F for additional details, limitations and requirements. 

4. Commercial shipping containers shall not be an allowed type of accessory building in any mixed-use zoning district.  Such storage 
containers may be allowed as a temporary use, subject to the limitations and standards in Section 13.06.635. 

5. Additional restrictions on the location of parking in mixed-use zoning districts are contained in the parking regulations – see Section 
13.06.510.A.1 Table 2. 
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13.06.510 Off-street parking and storage areas. 
A.  Purpose.  To ensure the safe and adequate flow of traffic in public right-of-way, it is deemed in the 
interest of the public health, safety, and general welfare that off-street parking areas be required as a 
necessary part of the development and use of land, and to ensure that required parking areas are designed 
to perform in a safe and efficient manner. Additionally, to minimize impacts to adjacent uses from areas 
used for storage of vehicles and other materials, specific design and development standards for such areas 
are provided in  Subsection D. 

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

Applicability.  Buildings, structures, or uses hereafter established, built, enlarged, increased in capacity, or 
changed in principal use in all districts shall provide the following off-street parking areas: 

1. Off-street parking spaces - quantity.  The quantity of off-street parking shall be provided in accordance 
with the standards of the tables below. 

a. Fractions.  Fractions resulting from required parking calculations will be rounded up or down to the 
nearest whole number. 

b. Multiple uses.  Where an establishment on a lot contains multiple types of uses, the required parking 
spaces shall be equal to the total spaces determined by computing each use type separately, except where 
specifically stated otherwise herein. 

c. Use not listed.  In the case of a use not specifically mentioned in this section, the requirements for off-
street parking facilities shall be determined by the City Traffic Engineer.  Such determination shall be 
based upon the requirements for the use specified in this section that is most nearly comparable to the 
unspecified use and traffic engineering principles and studies. 

d. Historic buildings and sites.  Structures and sites that are individually listed on the Tacoma Register of 
Historic Places shall be exempt from all parking quantity requirements.  This provision does not apply to 
Historic Special Review District overlay zones. 

e. No parking is required for any structure in existence prior to the adoption of the Tacoma Municipal 
Code on May 18, 1953.  Existing parking shall not be eliminated or reduced below the parking 
requirements.  New development shall provide parking as required. 

 

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

Use Unit Required parking 
spaces (minimum) 

* * * 
Retail 10 (View-Sensitive) 
Retail commercial establishments, except as 
otherwise herein, less than 15,000 square feet of 
floor area 

1,000 square feet of floor 
area. 

2.50 
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TABLE 1 − Required Off-Street Parking Spaces 9, 14 

Shopping Center 1,000 square feet of floor 
area. 

4.00 

Retail commercial establishments, except as 
otherwise herein 

1,000 square feet of floor 
area. 

4.00 

Eating and drinking establishments 11 (View-Sensitive) 1,000 square feet of floor 
area. 

10.008.00 

* * * 
 
 
 

TABLE 2 − Parking in Mixed-Use Center Districts 

* * * 

Development Standards − Drive-throughs in Mixed-Use Centers.  The following standards apply to 
drive-throughs located in Mixed-use Centers. See section 13.06.300.D for permitted zones. 

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

 
* * * 

 
13.06.521 General sign regulations. 

* * * 
H. (reserved). Marquee signs.   
.Special regulations governing marquees are as follows: 

1. Signs may be placed on, attached to, or constructed in a marquee.  Such signs shall, for the purpose of 
determining projection, clearance, height, and material, be considered a part of and shall meet the 
requirements for a marquee as specified in the applicable Building Code. 

I. Under-marquee signs.  Special regulations governing under-marquee signs are as follows: 
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1. Signs may be located under a marquee if a vertical clearance of eight feet is maintained between the 
sign and the grade below. 
2. Under-marquee signs shall be limited to a maximum vertical height of 12 inches and a maximum sign 
area of seven square feet.Under-Canopy and Blade Signs 
1. Under-Canopy Signs shall be considered “blade signs” for the purposes of sign area calculation.  
2. A sign below a fixed rain protection feature, such as a canopy or awningAn under-canopy sign, may 
project the full width of such feature.  Such a sign must clear the sidewalk by a minimum of eight feet, 
shall not exceed seveneight square feet in area unless otherwise allowed in the district, and be placed at a 
right angle to the sidewalk. 
3. A blade sign may project a maximum of 3 ½ feet from the building face. 
4. Both blade and under-canopy signs are limited to a maximum sign thickness of 12 inches.  
5. Both blade and under-canopy signs must meet all minimum clearance requirements for projecting 
signs. 
J. Canopy and awning signs.  Special regulations governing canopy and awning signs are as follows: 

1. Signs are permitted along the faces and edges of canopies and awnings; provided, they are printed, 
marked, stamped, or otherwise impressed upon the awning in a professional manner. 
2. A sign below a fixed rain protection feature, such as a canopy or awning, may project the full width of 
such feature.  Such a sign must clear the sidewalk by a minimum of eight feet, not exceed seven square 
feet in area, and be placed at a right angle to the sidewalk.   
23. Signs designed as an integral part of a canopy or awning and located along the face or edge may be 
illuminated.  Sign area calculation shall include all illuminated areas, except that area providing 
illumination to the sidewalk below. 
34. Signs located on canopies and awnings shall designate only the name of the business and/or the place 
and kind of business.  A decorative design and/or the emblem or initials of the business occupying the 
premises may be placed flat on the main portions of the canopy or awning. 
45. Awnings and canopies may extend over public property, but no portion of any awning or canopy shall 
extend nearer than two feet to the face of the nearest curb line, measured horizontally.  Awnings shall 
project a minimum of three feet and not more than seven feet, when over public property, from the face of 
the supporting building.  Canopies shall not extend more than 11 feet, when over public property, from 
the face of the supporting building. 
56. Awnings and canopies shall maintain a minimum clearance of eight feet and shall not extend above 15 
feet in overall height from grade to top of awning or canopy.  Awnings and canopies shall not rise above 
the wall, roofline, or parapet to which it is attached. 

67. Awnings and canopies which have support systems attached to public property, right-of-way or 
sidewalk will require a Street Occupancy Permit. 

* * * 
13.06.522 District sign regulations. 
A. R-1 Sign regulations.  One non-illuminated sign, not exceeding 12 square feet in area shall be allowed 
pertaining to the lease, rental, or sale of a building or premises on which it is located.  One non-
illuminated nameplate, not exceeding one and one-half square feet in area, placed flat against the 
building, shall be allowed for each adult family home, staffed residential home, group home, residential 
care facility, and family day care home.  One ground sign shall be allowed, with a maximum area of 
30 square feet identifying a subdivision.  A subdivision identification sign shall be approved by the Land 
Use Administrator.  A 32-square-foot temporary sign advertising a subdivision during construction shall 
be allowed adjacent to each street abutting the site, in conformance with Chapter 13.04. 
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Parks, recreation and open space uses on sites that are under one acre in size or which have less than 100 
feet of street frontage are allowed the following non-illuminated signs:  

• One ground sign with a maximum area of 30 feet;  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

* * * 

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

[See next page for table.] 
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Section 13.06.522.J DCC, DMU WR DR 
* * * 

Signs Attached to 
Buildings 

   

Maximum number Each business allowed 2 signs per frontage, but no more than 3 signs total for 
the business, no maximum number for public facility over 5 acres. 

Same as DCC. Same as DCC. 

Maximum area per sign Non-residential, 150 square feet per sign. 
Public facility over 5 acres, 300 square feet. 
Residential, 20 square feet. 

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

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

Minimum sign area  First floor, 30 square feet. 
Second floor, 25 square feet. 

Same as DCC. Same as DCC. 

Wall Provisions of Section 13.06.521.E shall apply. 
Shall not exceed 35 feet above grade level, except for 1 corporate logo sign 
of 150 square feet allowed per building above 35 feet. 
Public facility over 5 acres not limited to 35 feet above grade. 

Same as DCC. Same as WR, 
except no 
corporate logo 
allowed. 

Awning, canopy, 
marquee, under marquee 

Provisions of Sections 13.06.521.H, I, and J shall apply. Same as DCC. Same as DCC.  

Projecting Provisions of Section 13.06.521.F shall apply with one per building allowed 
if no freestanding sign exists on the same frontage, shall not extend above 
35 feet.  Public facility over 5 acres not limited to 35 feet above grade. 

Same as DCC. Same as DCC. 

Blade, Under-Canopy Provisions of Section 13.521.I shall apply. 1 per business, shall not exceed 8 
square feet per side, shall be illuminated only by indirect lighting, maximum 
projection of 3-1/2 feet, maximum wide thickness of 12 inches, and shall 
maintain a minimum clearance of 8 feet above the sidewalk.  Area increase 
of 25% when using symbolic shape, rather than rectangle or square. 

Same as DCC. Same as DCC. 

Rooftop signs Prohibited. Prohibited. Prohibited. 
Billboards Prohibited. Prohibited. Prohibited. 

* * * 
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Section 13.06.522.J DCC, DMU WR DR 
Sign Features    
Lighting Indirect, flood lighting, internal illumination, neon, and bare bulb allowed. Same as DCC. Bare bulb 

illumination 
prohibited. 

Rotating, 
animatedmechanized 

Allowed. Same as DCC. Prohibited. 

Flashing, Animated Prohibited. Prohibited. Prohibited. 
Changing message center Allowed. Same as DCC. Same as DCC. 

* * * 
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Section 13.06.522.K C-2, CIX, CCX, UCX, UCX-TD, M-1, M-2, PMI C-1 
* * * 

Signs Attached to Buildings   
Maximum number 3 per business, 25 percent allocation allowed on building wall(s) without a 

public entrance.  (Note:  50 percent is allowed provided only 2 signs are 
installed at the business.)  No maximum number for public facility over 5 
acres. 

Same as C-2. 

Maximum area per sign 200 square feet.  400 square feet for public facility over 5 acres.  100 square feet. 
Minimum sign area Each business allowed 30 square feet regardless of frontage. Same as C-2. 
Wall Provisions of Section 13.06.521.E shall apply. Same as C-2. 
Awning, canopy, marquee, 
under-marquee 

Provisions of Section 13.06.521.H, I, and J shall apply. Same as C-2. 

Projecting Provisions of Section 13.06.521.F shall apply, maximum projection 6-1/2 feet.
Single business, in lieu of freestanding sign. 
Multi-business, not allowed. 

Same as C-2. 

Blade, under-canopy Provisions of Section 13.521.I shall apply. 1 per business, maximum 8 square 
feet per side, illuminated only by indirect lighting, maximum projection of 
3-1/2 feet, maximum wide thickness of 12 inches, and shall maintain a 
minimum clearance of 8 feet above the sidewalk.  Area increase of 25% when 
using symbolic shape, rather than rectangle or square. 

Same as C-2. 

Roof signs Prohibited. Prohibited. 
Billboards Allowed only in C-2, M-1, M-2, and PMI.  Provisions of Section 13.06.521.M 

shall apply. 
Prohibited. 

* * * 
Sign Features   
Lighting Indirect, flood lighting, internal illumination, neon and bare bulb allowed. Bare bulb illumination prohibited. 
Rotating, 
animatedmechanized 

Allowed. Prohibited. 

Flashing, animated. Not to exceed 15 percent of sign face, nor visible within 400 feet of residential 
zone.Prohibited. 

Prohibited. 

Changing message center Allowed. Same as C-2. 
* * * 
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13.06.522.L T, NCX, URX, Non-Residential Districts with VSD HM, HMX 
* * * 

Signs Attached to 
Buildings 

  

Maximum number 2 per primary frontage (1 may be ground sign), 1 per perpendicular 
frontage(s), 1 per alley frontage with a public entrance. 

One per elevation. 

Maximum area per sign Shall not exceed size allocation on primary frontage, 50 square feet on 
perpendicular frontage(s), 25 square feet on alley frontage, 10 square feet on 
upper story or basement uses. 

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

Minimum sign area 30 square feet, except for upper story or basement uses.  
Wall  Provisions of Section 13.06.521.E shall apply. Same as T. 
Awning, canopy Provisions of Section 13.06.521.J shall apply. Same as T. 
MarqueeBlade, under-
Canopy marquee 

Provisions of Section 13.06.521.H and I shall apply. Indirect illumination 
only. 

Same as T. 

Projecting 40 square feet with frontage of at least 25 feet and not allowed on alleys, 
provisions of Section 13.06.521.F shall apply. 

Provisions of Section 13.06.521.G shall 
apply. 

Roof signs Prohibited. Same as T. 
Billboards Prohibited. Same as T. 

* * * 
Sign Features   
Lighting Indirect, flood lighting, or internal illumination allowed.  No bare bulb 

illumination allowed.  All external lighting to be directed away from 
adjacent properties to minimize effects of light and glare upon adjacent uses. 

Same as T. 

Rotating, 
animatedmechanized 

Prohibited. Same as T. 

Flashing, animated Prohibited. Same as T. 
Changing message 
center 

Allowed. Same as T. 

* * * 
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Section 13.06.522.M PDB RCX 

* * * 
Signs Attached to 
Buildings 

  

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

2 per primary frontage (1 may be a 
ground sign), 1 per perpendicular 
frontage(s), 1 per alley frontage with a 
public entrance. 

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

30 square feet maximum on 
perpendicular frontage(s), but not to 
exceed size area allocation, 10 square 
feet on alley frontage, upper story and 
basement uses. 

Minimum sign area Single business, 30 square feet each business regardless of frontage. 
Multi-business, 20 square feet each business regardless of frontage. 

20 square feet each business regardless of 
frontage. 

Wall Provisions of Section 13.06.521.E shall apply. Same as PDB. 
Awning, canopy, 
marquee, under-
marqueecanopy 

Provisions of Section 13.06.521.H, I,  and J shall apply . Same as PDB. 

Roof signs Prohibited. Prohibited. 
Billboards Prohibited. Prohibited. 

* * * 
Sign Features   
Lighting Indirect, flood lighting, or internal illumination allowed.  No bare bulb or 

neon illumination allowed.  All external lighting shall be directed away from 
adjacent properties to minimize effects of light and glare upon adjacent uses. 

Same as PDB. 

Rotating, 
animatedmechanized 

Prohibited. Same as PDB. 

Flashing Prohibited. Same as PDB. 
Changing message 
center 

Allowed. Prohibited. 

* * * 
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13.06.630 Nonconforming parcels/uses/structures. 
A. Scope and purpose.  Within the zones established by this title there exist parcels, uses, and structures 
which were lawful when established, but whose establishment would be prohibited under the 
requirements of this title.  The intent of this section is to allow the beneficial development of such 
nonconforming parcel, to allow the continuation of such nonconforming uses, to allow the continued use 
of such nonconforming structures, and to allow maintenance and repair of nonconforming structures.  It is 
also the intent of this section, under certain circumstances and controls, to allow the enlargement, 
intensification, or other modification of nonconforming uses and structures, consistent with the objectives 
of maintaining the economic viability of such uses and structures, and protecting the rights of other 
property owners to use and enjoy their properties.  However, relief for nonconforming uses shall be 
narrowly construed, recognizing that nonconforming uses are disfavored by state law. 

Parcels, uses, and/or structures shall be considered legally nonconforming if such parcel, uses, and/or 
structure were legally created prior to May 18, 1953, or if such legally created parcel, use, and/or 
structure became nonconforming by reason of subsequent changes in this chapter. 

Pre-existing uses or structures located within a wetland, stream or their associated buffers that were 
lawfully permitted prior to adoption of the Tacoma Municipal Code (TMC) Chapter 13.11, Critical Areas 
Preservation Ordinance (CAPO), but were not in compliance with the CAPO, shall be subject to the 
applicable provisions of this section and TMC Sections 13.11.140 and 13.11.160. 

B. Nonconforming parcels.  Except as otherwise required by law, a legal nonconforming parcel, which 
does not conform to the minimum lot area, minimum lot width, and/or minimum lot depth requirements 
of this title, nevertheless, may be developed subject to all other development standards, use restrictions, 
and other applicable requirements established by this title. 

Parcel modifications, such as boundary line adjustments, property combinations, segregations, and short 
and long plats shall be allowed, without need for a variance, to modify existing parcels that are 
nonconforming to minimum lot size requirements, such as minimum area, width or frontage, and 
minimum dimensional requirements, such as setbacks, yard area, and lot coverage, as long as such actions 
would make the nonconforming parcel(s) more conforming to the existing requirements and would not 
create any new or make greater any existing nonconformities. 

C. Nonconforming use. 

1. Continuation of nonconforming use.  Except as otherwise required by law, a legal nonconforming use, 
within a building or on unimproved land, may continue unchanged.  In the event that a building, which 
contains a nonconforming use, is damaged by fire, earthquake, or other natural calamity, such use may be 
resumed at the time the building is repairedrestored; provided that , the extent of such damage to the 
building is less than 75 percent of the current replacement cost, as set forth in Section 2.02.300restoration 
is commenced in accordance with applicable codes and regulations and that any degree of nonconformity 
is not increased.  Further, such restoration shall be undertaken only under a valid building permit for 
which a complete application was submitted within 18 months following said damage, which permit must 
be actively pursued to completion. 

The use of unimproved land which does not conform to the provisions of this chapter shall be 
discontinued one year from the adoption date of the change to this chapter that creates the nonconformity; 
provided, however, exception may be made for the nonconforming use of unimproved land abutting a lot 
occupied by a building containing a nonconforming use and which nonconforming use is continuous and 
entire in the building and over said abutting land, all being in one ownership, and such use shall have 
been legally established prior to the adoption date of the change to the chapter that creates the 
nonconformity.   

2. Allowed changes to and expansions of nonconforming use.  Changes to a nonconforming use shall be 
allowed only under the following circumstances: 
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a. A nonconforming use, or a portion of a nonconforming use, may be changed to a use that is allowed in 
the zoning district in which it is located. 

b. A nonconforming use, or a portion of a nonconforming use, may be expanded or changed to another 
nonconforming use when nonconforming rights for the subject use have been verified by the City of 
Tacoma.  The applicant must provide evidence to show that the subject use was lawfully permitted prior 
to May 18, 1953, or if such legal use became nonconforming by reason of subsequent changes in this 
chapter, prior to the date of the code change that made the use nonconforming.  An application for a 
review of nonconforming rights shall include the following: 

(1) The name, address and phone number of the applicant(s) or applicant’s representative. 

(2) The name address and phone number of the property owner, if other than the applicant. 

(3) Location of the property. This shall, at a minimum, include the property address and/or parcel number. 

(4) A general description of the proposed change of use(s) and associated activities necessary to 
accomplish the project. 

(5) A general description of the property as it now exists including its physical characteristics and 
improvements and structures. 

(6) A site development plan consisting of maps and elevation drawings, drawn to an appropriate scale to 
clearly depict all required information. 

(7) Documenting evidence to prove that the nonconforming use was allowed when established and 
maintained over time, which may include: photographs, permit documentation, zoning codes or maps, 
tax/license/utility records, insurance maps, directories, inventories or data prepared by a government 
agency. 

cb. If a determination of nonconforming rights concludes that a use is lawfully in existence then Aa 
nonconforming use may be changed to another nonconforming use or expanded if the proposed use is 
permitted outright within the lowest intensity zoning district to which the existing use has nonconforming 
rightsis currently located, based on the records of the City’s official files on determinations of 
nonconforming rights, and subject to the standards outlined below.  If a change of use is proposed and a 
prior determination of nonconforming rights has not been made, the proposed nonconforming use shall be 
allowed if it is a permitted use in the lowest intensity zoning district where the current nonconforming use 
is permitted outright, and subject to the standards outlined below.  In addition, an existing nonconforming 
use may be expanded to occupy a larger portion of its existing building, subject to the following 
standards: 

(1) The proposed change or expansion will not increase the cumulative generation of vehicle trips by 
more than 10 percent, as estimated by the Traffic Engineer using the most recent version of the Institute 
of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Handbook; nor will the change or expansion result in an 
increase in the number of parking spaces that would be required by this chapter by more than 10 percent.  
In no event shall multiple changes or expansions be approved that would, in the aggregate, exceed the 
10 percent requirement as calculated for the initial request for a change or expansion in use; 

(2) The proposed change or expansion will not result in an increase in noise such that it exceeds 
maximum noise levels identified in WAC 173-60; 

(3) The proposed change or expansion will not result in substantial additional light or glare perceptible at 
the boundary lines of the subject property; 

(4) The proposed change or expansion will not result in an increase in the outdoor storage of goods or 
materials; and 

(5) The proposed change or expansion will not result in an increase in the hours of operation. 
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 dc. Any change from one nonconforming use to another nonconforming use, as allowed herein, shall not 
be considered converting such nonconforming use to a permitted use. 

3. Abandonment or vacation of nonconforming use.  When a nonconforming use is vacated or abandoned 
for 12 consecutive months or for 18 months during any three-year period, the nonconforming use rights 
shall be deemed extinguished and the use shall, thereafter, be required to be in accordance with the 
regulations of the zoning district in which it is located. 

D. Continued occupancy of nonconforming structure.  Except as otherwise required by law and consistent 
with all other requirements of this chapter, a legal nonconforming structure may continue unchanged. 

E. Nonconforming structure and nonconforming commercial, industrial, and institutional uses.  A legal 
nonconforming structure, that is also nonconforming as to use, may only be expanded and/or modified in 
the following cases: 

1. Ordinary repairs and maintenance, including painting, repair, or replacement of wall surfacing 
materials and the repair or replacement of fixtures, wiring, and plumbing are permitted; provided, such 
repair or maintenance will not result in noise exceeding levels identified in WAC 173-60, light, or glare at 
the boundary lines of the subject property. 

2. The enlargement or modification is required for safety upon order of the City, or otherwise required by 
law to make the structure conform to any applicable provisions of law. 

3. Such enlargement and/or modification does not result in an intensification of the use as addressed by 
Section 13.06.630.C.2.b. 

4. Such enlargement and/or modification complies with the requirements of TMC Chapter 13.11. 

F. Nonconforming structure and conforming commercial, industrial, and institutional uses.  A legal 
conforming use located in a structure that is nonconforming as to setback, location, maximum height, lot 
coverage, or other development regulations may be replaced, enlarged, moved, or modified in volume, 
area, or space; provided, such replacement, enlargement, movement, or modification complies with all 
current development regulations as provided by this chapter, and with the requirements of TMC Chapter 
13.11. 

 



 

Annual Amendment Application #2012-07 Page 28 of 31 
Draft Code Amendments (2-1-12) 

G. Nonconforming structure and nonconforming residential use.  Nothing in this chapter shall prohibit the 
enlargement of a residential structure, which is nonconforming as to use and development regulations, if 
such expansion does not increase the number of dwelling units or reduce existing lot area or off-street 
parking.  Such expansion, including the construction of accessory buildings, shall be limited to 
compliance with the setback, height, and location requirements of the zoning district in which the subject 
site is located, and with the  requirements of TMC Chapter 13.11. 

H. Nonconforming residential structures and conforming residential uses. 

1. A legal nonconforming structure which is nonconforming as to setback, location, maximum height, lot 
area, lot coverage, or other development regulation may be replaced, enlarged, moved, or modified in 
volume, area, or space; provided, such replacement, enlargement, movement, or modification complies 
with the setback, height, and location requirements of the zoning district in which the subject site is 
located, and with the requirements of TMC Chapter 13.11. 

2. Certain additions to existing, nonconforming single-, two-, three-, or multi-family or townhouse 
dwellings may extend into a required front, side, or rear yard setback when the existing dwelling is 
already legally nonconforming with respect to that setback.  The nonconforming portion shall be at least 
60 percent of the total width of the respective wall of the structure prior to the addition and any other 
additions added since May 18, 1953.  Additions may extend up to the height limit of the zoning district 
and extend into the required front, side and/or rear yard setback as follows: 

a. Front and rear yard setbacks: The addition may extend five feet into the required front or rear yard 
setback or to the extent of the setback line formed by the nonconforming portion, whichever is less. 

b. Side yard setbacks: The addition may extend into the required side yard setback up to the setback line 
formed by the nonconforming wall, except in no case shall the addition be closer than 3 feet from the side 
property line.  Furthermore, the size of the addition shall be limited to an additional wall surface area 
within the required side setback area of no more than 200 square feet.  (See example on following page.)  
For purposes of this provision, “wall surface area” is defined as the length (measured parallel to the side 
property line) multiplied by the height of the vertical wall surface of any building addition within the 
required side yard setback area.  Any windows, doors or architectural features present are counted toward 
the total permissible wall surface area.  Additions below the current ground level finished floor will not be 
counted toward the maximum permissible wall surface area. 

I. Restoration of damaged or destroyed nonconforming commercial, industrial, institutional, and 
residential structures.  Restoration of a legal nonconforming building or structure which has been 
damaged by fire, earthquake, or other natural calamity is permitted; provided , thethat the restoration is 
commenced in accordance with applicable codes and regulations and that any degree of nonconformity is 
not increased.  extent of such damage is less than 75 percent of the current replacement cost, as set forth 
in Section 2.02.300.  In the event that the extent of such damage exceeds 75 percent of current 
replacement cost, the nonconforming building or structure may be restored or rebuilt only to an extent 
which complies fully with the property development and performance standards of the applicable zoning 
district, as provided by this title, and with the requirements of TMC Chapter 13.11.  In either case, sSuch 
restoration shall be undertaken only under a valid building permit for which a complete application is 
submitted within 18 months following said damage, which permit must be actively pursued to 
completion. 

J. Nonconforming signs.  Nonconforming signs shall be subject to the regulations found in 
Section 13.06.521.N.  Signs for nonconforming commercial and/or industrial uses in a residential district 
shall be limited to the signage which existed at the time it became nonconforming or, in the event the sign 
is destroyed or removed, it may be replaced by a sign not to exceed 32 square feet. 

* * * 
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13.06.640 Conditional use permit. 
A. Purpose.  In many zones there are uses that may be compatible but because of their size, operating 
characteristics, potential off-site impacts and/or other similar reasons warrant special review on a case-by-
case basis.  The purpose of the conditional use permit review process is to determine if such a use is 
appropriate at the proposed location and, if appropriate, to identify any additional conditions of approval 
necessary to mitigate potential adverse impacts and ensure compatibility between the conditional use and 
other existing and allowed uses in the same zoning district and in the vicinity of the subject property. The 
zoning district use tables identify which uses require a conditional use permit (see Sections 13.06.100, -
.200, -.300, and -.400). These uses may be authorized by the Land Use Administrator or Hearing 
Examiner in accordance with the procedures established in TMC 13.05 and the applicable criteria 
outlined below 

* * * 

I. Pre-existing parks, recreation, open space and school uses which were not required to obtain a 
Conditional Use Permit at the time they were developed, but which have subsequently become 
Conditional Uses, shall be viewed for zoning purposes in the same manner as if they had an approved 
Conditional Use Permit authorizing the extent of development as of August 1, 2011. If proposed 
modifications or expansions to such uses exceed the Major Modification thresholds of Section 13.05.080, 
or for park and recreation facilities the expansion/modification thresholds of Section 13.06.560.C.2, a 
Conditional Use Permit will be required for the new development activities proposed. 

 

* * * 

13.06.700 Definitions and illustrations. 
* * * 

Canopy (or marquee).  An ornamental roof-like structure unenclosed on one or more sides and normally 
used for pedestrian protection and convenience and/or signage. 

* * * 
Hospitals.  Medical facilities, licensed by the Department of Health Services, the Committee on 
Accreditation of Rehabilitation Facilities, the Department of Aging, or other similar organizations, for 
the provision of surgery, rehabilitation and physical care, acute psychiatric care, chemical dependency, 
and substance abuse on an out-patient basis, including ancillary nursing, training, and administrative 
facilities.  Such facilities are genereally licensed by the state under the provision of RCW 70.41. 

* * * 
Office.  Offices of firms or organizations providing medical, professional, executive, management, or 
administrative services.  This classification includes offices for a physician, dentist, or chiropractor, 
massage therapy, laboratory and acupuncture; laboratories; emergency medical care; architectural; 
computer software consulting; data management; engineering; interior design; graphic design; real 
estate; insurance; investment; banks and savings and loan associations; government offices; and law 
offices. 

* * * 
Personal services.  Provision of recurrently needed services of a personal nature.  This classification 
includes services such as barber and beauty shops, massage, tanning, seamstresses, tailors, shoe repair, 
dry cleaning agencies (excluding plants), photocopying, and self-service laundries; provision of 
instructional services or facilities such as photography, fine arts, crafts, dance or music studios, driving 
schools, diet centers, reducing salons, and fitness studios. 

* * * 



 

Annual Amendment Application #2012-07 Page 30 of 31 
Draft Code Amendments (2-1-12) 

Retail.  Establishments engaged in retail sales of goods, including, but not limited to, the retail sale of 
merchandise not specifically listed under another use classification.  This classification includes, but is 
not limited to, department stores, clothing stores, bank branches, furniture stores, pawn shop, 
pharmacies, and businesses retailing the following goods as examples:  toys, hobby materials, food and 
beverages sales (including catering), hand-crafted items, jewelry, cameras, photographic supplies, 
electronic equipment, records, sporting goods, kitchen utensils, hardware, appliances, art, antiques, art 
supplies and services, baseball cards, coins, comics, paint and wallpaper, carpeting and floor covering, 
medical supplies, office supplies, bicycles, and new automotive parts and accessories (excluding service 
and installation). 

* * * 
Sign, animated.  A sign that uses movement, by either natural or mechanicalelectronic means, to depict 
action or create a special effect or scene, as with video or a series of moving lights. 

Sign, awningcanopy (or awning).  A sign affixed to the surface of an canopy, awning, marquee, or 
similar feature and which does not extend vertically or horizontally beyond the limits of such 
awningfeature, but does not include a projecting roof. 

Sign, blade - pedestrian oriented.  A double-faced sign intended for pedestrian viewing installed no 
higher than the top of the first floor of a building and generally perpendicular to the building facade for 
which it identifies. 

Sign, changing message center.  An electronically controlled sign, message center, or readerboard where 
copy changes of a public service or commercial nature are shown on the same lamp bank (i.e., time, 
temperature, date, news, or commercial information of interest to the traveling public) or screen. 

Sign, marquee.  A sign attached to and made part of a marquee.  A marquee (or canopy) is defined as a 
permanent roof-like structure attached to and supported by the building and projecting beyond a 
building, but does not include a projecting roof. 

Sign, mechanized. A sign which uses natural or mechanical means to physically move all or part of the 
sign structure.  

Sign, readerboard.  A sign consisting of tracks to hold letters, which allows for frequent changes of copy; 
usually such copy is not electronic. 

Sign, under-marqueecanopy. Signs or other information-conveying devices that are affixed to the 
underside of a marquee canopy, awning, marquee, or similar feature and project down from the bottom 
of the marqueefeature. 
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Chapter 13.07 

LANDMARKS AND HISTORIC SPECIAL REVIEW DISTRICTS 

* * * 
 

13.07.100 Criteria for the Relocation of a City Landmark.  Repealed by Ordinance 27795. 
Relocating a historic structure usually diminishes its integrity, because the association with the original 
site is a key feature, and therefore it is not permitted in most cases. However, there may be extreme 
circumstances, in which a building is threatened in its present location and alternatives for preservation on 
site do not exist. In such a case, the following criteria should apply: 
A. The structure is threatened by further deterioration or loss in its present location. 
B. All alternatives to relocation have been reasonably considered.  
C. The original building and site condition will be accurately recorded before removing the structure form 
the existing site. 
D. Moving procedures are sufficiently planned to protect the key features of the structure. 
E. The relocation site provides an appropriate context similar to that of the original. 
F. A commitment is in place to complete the relocation and subsequent rehabilitation of the building. 
G. There is adequate protection to assure continued preservation of the building at its relocated site. 
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2012 Annual Amendment Application No. 2012-07 

Minor Amendments and Refinements 
 

DRAFT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CHANGES 
February 1, 2012 

 
 
These proposed amendments include modifications to the following Elements of the 
Comprehensive Plan: 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ELEMENT 
Habitat Zones Map and Associated Policies 

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

 
 
 
 

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

Exhibit B
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Environmental Policy 
Element 

 
* * * 

 

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

* * * 
 

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas 

Background 
In general, most of the land in Tacoma has been greatly affected by human activity.  Consequently, native 
plant cover and its dependent wildlife species have been severely reduced and restricted to rather small, 
often steep-sloped or marshy areas.  Because of steepness, unstable soil or water conditions, such areas 
are generally difficult and expensive to use for building purposes but lend themselves well to open space, 
greenbelt and wildlife preservation.  Their relatively small area and lineal configuration, however, limit the 
type and amount of vegetation and wildlife able to exist there.  Consequently, what is found in these areas 
is a complex of native and invasive species of plants and animals able to withstand exposure and 
competition with limited territorial requirements. 
 
Plant life is dominated by evergreen and broadleaf trees with an understory and ground cover of 
broadleaf shrubs, vines, herbs and grasses.  Fern, moss, fungus and lichen species are prevalent and, in 
open and marshy areas, cattails, horsetails, sedges and rushes prevail. 
 
Seeping banks along the Point Defiance shoreline support a population of chain-fern.  Ranging from 
British Columbia to South California, chain-fern is found in only a few scattered sites in Puget Sound and 
is listed as a sensitive plant species by the Washington Department of Ecology. 
 
Around Point Defiance, steep slopes are backed by a considerable extent of mature upland forest 
approximating original conditions and providing range requirements for some larger species of wildlife.  
Along the shoreline, numerous water birds are resident and large numbers of migratory birds feed and 
rest.  Offshore, large numbers of marine diving birds and several marine mammals occur in season.  A 
large concentration of octopi occurs in the Narrows between Point Defiance and Titlow Beach.  This area 
has been designated a critical biological area by the Washington State Department of Ecology. 
 
Other protected species commonly found in the area include harbor seals, California and Steller sea lions, 
killer whales and other cetaceans, hawks, owls, songbirds, flying squirrels, chipmunks and turtles.  Rare 
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or endangered species occasionally found in shoreline areas are given special protection; examples are 
the peregrine falcon, sandhill crane, bluebirds, osprey, bald eagle and the western grey squirrel.  Two 
reptile species, the sharp-tiled snake and the western pond turtle, may possibly occur, most likely in the 
Wapato Lake area.  All of these require maximum protection wherever they chance to appear. 

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

Issues 
Fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas may contain priority species and priority habitats that may 
include a seasonal range or habitat element with which a given species has a primary association.  These 
areas may include other critical ecosystems susceptible to alterations such as: 

a) slopes; 
b) landslide areas; 
c) geologically hazardous areas; 
d) shorelines, stream corridors and wetlands; 
e) natural resource areas; and 
f) these critical ecosystem's associative transitional areas or buffers. 

 
Alteration of these critical ecosystems may reduce the likelihood that the species will survive or 
reproduce.  Activities allowed in fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas must be consistent with the 
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species classification located there and any applicable State and Federal guidelines or standards, 
including Best Available Science with special consideration given to anadromous fisheries.  Standards for 
development in these areas must be in accordance with the requirement for development in the 
underlying zone or critical area classification. 

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

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

Policies 
The following policies support and strengthen the City's intent relative to fish and wildlife habitat 
conservation areas. 
 
E-FW-1 Wildlife and Natural Environment 
Support and enforce laws, regulations and programs designed to protect wildlife and natural resources.   
 
E-FW-2 Retain Vegetation 
Encourage the retention of native vegetation and the installation of landscaping designed to complement 
local wildlife and native vegetation and help mitigate the loss of wildlife habitat areas that results from 
development.   
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E-FW-3 Landscaping Stabilization 
Ensure that sufficient and appropriate native landscaping be installed to stabilize and beautify areas and 
improve habitat where extensive removal of vegetation has occurred.   
 
E-FW-4 Specimen Trees 
Encourage the identification and preservation of specimen trees of historic merit and/or outstanding size.  
 
E-FW-5 Removal of Native Vegetation 
Discourage the indiscriminate removal of native vegetation to preserve green space and protect habitats.  
 
E-FW-6 Innovative Development Techniques 
Encourage innovative development techniques such as clustering to maximize the amount of open space 
and preserve habitats.   
 
E-FW-7 Habitat Protection 
Identify, locate and protect habitats of endangered, threatened, priority or sensitive species.   
 
E-FW-8 Maintain Habitat Diversity 
Encourage the preservation of large blocks of land around critical areas to ensure maximum habitat 
diversity. 
 
E-FW-9 Strengthen Habitat Connections 
Encourage actions which protect and improve natural resources in both the upper and lower areas of the 
Puyallup River watershed and strengthen connections within and between them.   
E-FW-10 Integrate Development Projects 
Promote the integration of development projects into their surrounding environments, promoting a 
"greenbelt natural corridor” for movement and use by species.   
 
E-FW-11 Estuary Ecosystem 
Promote a functioning and sustainable ecosystem with a diversity of habitat types in the industrialized 
estuary of the Commencement Bay environment.   
 
E-FW-12 Protect in Perpetuity 
Encourage the protection of habitat improvement project sites in perpetuity.   
 
E-FW-13 Benefit Injured Resources 
Encourage actions to restore various habitat components of the Commencement Bay ecosystem that 
benefit natural resources injured by releases of hazardous substances. 
  
E-FW-14 Commencement Bay Habitat Planning 
Encourage habitat preservation and improvement actions within Commencement Bay that reflect the 
historical functions and current physical conditions of the estuary, the needs of a variety of selected 
species or groups of species, the consideration of strategically located habitats in the estuary, the 
concept of diversity on an ecosystem basis, and bay-wide planning and siting criteria.   
 
E-FW-15 Improve Altered Habitats 
Encourage the improvement of habitat along the edges of shorelines and creeks, migration corridors, and 
productive areas that have been altered by past shoreline activities.   
 
E-FW-16 Sustainable Habitat 
Encourage acquisition, preservation and restoration of remaining sustainable habitat and improvement of 
existing habitat corridors.   
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E-FW-17 Diversity of Habitat Types 
Encourage, through restoration, a diversity of sustainable habitat types and species within the 
Commencement Bay ecosystem to improve fish and wildlife resources.   
 
E-FW-18 Performance Standards 
Encourage design and performance standards that promote source control and habitat restoration efforts. 
 
E-FW-19 Integrate Improvement Actions 
Encourage the integration of habitat improvement actions with other regulatory efforts, including 
environmental remediation, source control, and site development actions, as well as long range planning 
activities.   
 
E-FW-20 Habitat Improvement Actions 
Encourage new development to provide or incorporate habitat improvement actions as appropriate.   
 
E-FW-21 Locating Habitat Improvement Actions 
Focus habitat improvement actions on sites with low possibilities of contamination.   
 
E-FW-22 Public Access 
Encourage public access provisions in all habitat improvement projects where such access will 
complement, not disrupt, the habitat improvement action.  
  
E-FW-23 Superfund Cleanups 
Encourage the integration of habitat improvement actions into source control and sediment remedial 
actions as part of federal and state Superfund cleanups.   
 
E-FW-24 Private Conservation Efforts 
Encourage community based or nonprofit local and regional trusts and private conservation efforts.   
 
E-FW-25 Cleanup Coordination 
Promote coordination among diverse cleanup and regulatory programs and agencies.   
 
E-FW-26 Strengthen Working Relationship 
Strengthen working relationships among citizens, agencies, tribes, and companies to plan and implement 
bay-wide habitat improvement efforts.   
 
E-FW-27 Habitat Zones 
Adopt a Habitat Zones map to identify locally important habitat areas in order to provide greater scrutiny 
and review of development proposals and to identify priority areas for restoration and enhancement 
programs and activities. 
 
E-FW-278 Habitats of Local Importance 
Establish regulations that will provide greater protection to areas designated as habitats of local 
importance. 
 

* * * 
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Section IV –  
Appendices   

Glossary 

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

 

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

 

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

 

* * * 
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City of Tacoma 
Community and Economic Development Department 

 

747 Market Street, Room 1036  ▌ Tacoma, Washington 98402-3793  ▌ (253) 591-5365 
http://www.cityoftacoma.org/planning 

Agenda Item
GB-4 

 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Lihuang Wung, Long-Range Planning Division 
 
SUBJECT: 2012 Annual Amendment Package 
 
DATE: January 25, 2012 
 
 
At your meeting on February 1, 2012, staff intends to seek your approval and authorization of 
the 2012 Annual Amendment Package for public distribution and setting March 7, 2012 as the 
date for a public hearing. 
 
The package includes the following three applications for amending the Comprehensive Plan 
and the Land Use Regulatory Code: 

• #2012-2 Housing Element 
• #2012-3 Transportation Element 
• #2012-7 Minor Amendments and Refinements 

 
There were seven applications included in the package during the Assessment stage that 
occurred in August 2011.  Four of them have been removed from the package and put on 
separate schedules for various reasons, as briefly described in the attached Status of 
Applications report.    
 
If you have any questions, please contact me at (253) 591-5682 or lwung@cityoftacoma.org. 
 
 
Attachment 
 
c: Peter Huffman, Assistant Director 
 
 

mailto:lwung@cityoftacoma.org


 



2012 Annual Amendment 
to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code 

 
STATUS OF APPLICATIONS 

For Planning Commission’s Review on February 1, 2012 
 

The following seven (7) applications were received by June 30, 2011, for consideration during 
the 2012 Annual Amendment process and their respective Assessment Reports were reviewed 
and approved by the Planning Commission on August 17, 2011. 

APPLICATION DESCRIPTION OF AMENDMENT STATUS 

#2012-01:  
Container Port 
Element 

Adding a Container Port Element to the 
Comprehensive Plan. This work is mandated 
by a 2009 addition to the Growth 
Management Act relating to land use and 
transportation planning for marine ports in 
Seattle and Tacoma. The element, which is 
to be developed in collaboration with the 
Port of Tacoma, is to: (1) define and protect 
the core area(s) of container port industrial 
uses; (2) identify and resolve key land use 
conflicts at the edges of the core area(s); and 
(3) ensure access to freight corridors that 
serve container port industrial uses and 
recommend necessary transportation 
improvements. 

Analysis has been put on hold 
since August 2011 to 
accommodate the timely 
completion of the City’s Shoreline 
Master Program Update and the 
Port’s 2012 Strategic Plan.  Work 
is expected to resume in late 
2012, building upon the outcomes 
of these planning efforts as well as 
additional information and policy 
directives that may be provided by 
the City Council and the Port 
Commission. 

#2012-02:  
Housing 
Element 

Revisions to the Housing Element, including 
(a) incorporation of Affordable Housing 
Policy Principles as set forth in Resolution 
No. 38264 (adopted on May 17, 2011), (b) 
ensuring consistency with the Countywide 
Planning Policies for Pierce County 
specifically relating to affordable housing 
policies, and (c) updating housing needs 
assessment information based on the 2010 
census and other recent data. 

The Analysis Report is scheduled 
for the Commission’s approval on 
February 1, 2012, upon which time 
the application is ready to proceed 
to the public review and public 
hearing process in February-
March 2012. 

#2012-03:  
Transportation 
Element 

Revisions to the Transportation Element, 
including (a) reprioritization of improvement 
projects and update of information in the 
Mobility Master Plan section, and (b) update 
to the Unfunded Transportation Projects List. 

The Analysis Report was 
approved on January 4, 2012 and 
the application is ready to proceed 
to the public review and public 
hearing process in February-
March 2012. 



APPLICATION DESCRIPTION OF AMENDMENT STATUS 

#2012-04:  
Sign Code 
Revisions 

As requested by the Planning Commission, 
this project is intended to examine specific 
issues associated with on-site signage, with a 
particular focus on on-site digital signage.  
(However, current City Council discussions 
regarding billboards and signage more 
generally may affect the scope and/or timing 
of this project). 

Analysis has been put on hold 
since December 2011 due to 
staffing change and reprioritization 
of work program.  Some of the 
issues have been incorporated 
into Application #2012-07 for 
consideration, and the remaining 
issues will be revisited at proper 
time in the future.   

#2012-05:  
Platting and 
Subdivision 
Code Revisions 

General update and clean-up of the Platting 
and Subdivision Code (Chapter 13.04), 
including consideration of (a) improved 
consistency with state requirements (plat 
vacations and alterations) and our current 
permit process; (b) potential increase in 
maximum short plat size, together with 
evaluating public notice and the associated 
bonding/improvement construction process; 
(c) evaluation and update of access and 
connectivity provisions (vehicular and 
pedestrian/bike); and (d) reevaluation of 
existing recreational space requirement/fee. 

Analysis has been put on hold 
since November 2011 due to 
staffing change and reprioritization 
of work program.  Some of the 
issues have been incorporated 
into Application #2012-07 for 
consideration, and the remaining 
issues will be revisited in the near 
future along, in part, with potential 
amendments to policies and 
regulations concerning affordable 
housing.   

#2012-06: 
Urban Forestry 
Code 

This amendment will explore code changes 
designed to help implement the policies of 
the Urban Forestry Element (adopted 2010).  
This specific effort is focused on the 
requirements contained in the Zoning Code 
(largely in 13.06.502), which is limited 
generally to on-site requirements associated 
with new development.  The project will 
include a comprehensive evaluation of 
appropriate landscaping requirements for all 
types of uses in all districts. 

Analyses were conducted, with 
input and feedback from the 
Commission, during September-
December 2011.  Issues came up; 
some of them would require further 
discussion and additional time to 
address.  Work will continue but on 
a schedule separated from the 
2012 Annual Amendment. 

 

#2012-07: 
Minor 
Amendments 
and 
Refinements 

Various minor amendments to the Land Use 
Regulatory Code and Comprehensive Plan, 
generally to address inconsistencies, correct 
minor errors, provide additional clarity, and 
improve provisions that, through 
administration and application of the Code 
and Plan, are found to be unclear or not fully 
meeting their intent. 

The Analysis Report is scheduled 
for the Commission’s approval on 
February 1, 2012, upon which time 
the application is ready to proceed 
to the public review and public 
hearing process in February-
March 2012. 
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Scoping Meeting: 
Help Us Plan the Future of the MLK District

Date:  Thursday, February 9, 2012

Time:  5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.

Location:  Evergreen State College Tacoma Campus 
 Room 105, 1210 6th Avenue

Contact:  Brian Boudet  
 bboudet@ci.tacoma.wa.us

The City of Tacoma is working with residents, businesses and property owners to prepare 
a MLK Subarea Plan to encourage development and economic revitalization in the MLK 
District. As part of that plan, the City is preparing a non-project Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) to evaluate how the subarea plan might impact environmental and 
infrastructure resources in the area, as well as how those impacts might be mitigated.

One of the first steps in preparing an EIS is to conduct a public scoping process to ask  
citizens and organizations for their concerns, comments and ideas. The City of Tacoma is 
hosting a public scoping period to gather public comments on the issues and opportunities 
that should be the focus of the EIS. The public scoping comment period will last from 
January 9, 2012 through February 10, 2012. Comments are welcome at any time during 
the comment period through mail or email. 

Attend the public scoping meeting 

Date:   Thursday, February 9, 2012

Location:   Evergreen Tacoma Campus 
  1210 6th Avenue, Room 105

Time:   Public testimony begins at 5:00 pm

noW on FEBRUARy 9!

MEETInG noW on FEBRUARy 9!



What might the future look like? 
The City of Tacoma is required to plan for 60,000 new jobs and 70,000 additional people in Tacoma by 2030*. If this 
growth occurs as projected, it could mean up to 10 million square feet of new floor space in the MLK District that will 
bring additional housing, employment opportunities, new infrastructure, open spaces, and transportation options. What 
might this look like?

*Puget Sound Regional Council Vision 2040

Conceptual illustration of the maximum build out allowed 
in the MLK Business District Core Area. Includes a mix of 
commercial and residential uses and urban density levels 
with maximum building heights up to 85 feet and minimal 
to no setbacks.

MLK Business District Core Area

St. Joseph Medical Center Area

McCarver Neighborhood Area

Tacoma General/Mary Bridge Medical Center Area

Conceptual illustration of the maximum build out allowed 
in the McCarver Neighborhood Area. Includes primarily 
residential uses and some commercial space, particularly 
along MLK Way, with urban density levels. Maximum 
building heights of 60-65 feet and minimal to no setbacks.

Conceptual illustration of the maximum build out allowed 
in the St. Josephs Medical Center Area. Includes primarily 
medical uses and some residential and other commer-
cial space. Urban density levels with maximum building 
heights of 150 feet and minimal to no setbacks.

The general illustrations above are representative of the maximum building envelope that will be allowed under the proposed plan, and not any particular project or proposal. 

Conceptual illustration of the maximum build out allowed 
in the Tacoma General/Mary Bridge Medical Center Area. 
Includes primarily medical uses and some residential 
and other commercial space. Urban density levels with 
maximum building heights of 150 feet and minimal to no 
setbacks.

Planning the Future of  
The MLK District

For more information visit the project website:  
www.cityoftacoma.org/MLKPlan 
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