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City of Tacoma
Planning Commission
AGENDA
MEETING:

Regular Meeting

TIME:

Wednesday, May 6, 2015, 4:00 p.m.

LOCATION: Room 16, Tacoma Municipal Building North
733 Market Street, Tacoma, WA 98402
A. Call to Order and Quorum Call
B. Approval of Agenda
C. Approval of Minutes – Regular Meeting of April 15, 2015
D. Discussion Items
1. 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update
Review subjects associated with the Comprehensive Plan Update, focusing on the Housing
Element.
(See “Agenda Item D-1”; Stephen Atkinson, 591-5531, satkinson@cityoftacoma.org)

2. Affordable Housing Planning Work Program – Phase 3
Review preliminary staff recommendations for code changes introducing residential
infill/affordable building and affordable housing incentives/upzones options.
(See “Agenda Item D-2”; Elliott Barnett, 591-5389, elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org)

3. Tacoma Link Light Rail Expansion
Consider forwarding a letter of comments/recommendations to the City Council.
(See “Agenda Item D-3”; Lihuang Wung, 591-5682, lwung@cityoftacoma.org)

E. Communication Items & Other Business
(1) Planning Commission Positions Available – Applications are being accepted to fill the
“Architecture, Historic Preservation and/or Urban Design” position which is currently vacant with
an unexpired term through June 30, 2016, and the Council Districts 2, 3 and 5 positions that will
be available on July 1 for a 3-year term through June 30, 2018. Applications are due to the City
Clerk’s Office by June 5, 2015. To apply, please visit www.cityoftacoma.org > “Government” >
“Committees, Boards and Commissions”.
(2) Infrastructure, Planning and Sustainability Committee meeting, May 13, 2015, 4:30 p.m., Room
16; agenda includes: Sustainable Tacoma Commission Interviews.
(3) Planning Commission Meeting, May 20, 2015, 4:00 p.m., Room 16; agenda includes Live-Work
and Work-Live Regulations; and 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update.

F. Adjournment

The City of Tacoma does not discriminate on the basis of disability in any of its programs, activities, or services. To request this information in an alternative format
or to request a reasonable accommodation, please contact the Planning and Development Services Department at (253) 591-5056 (voice) or (253) 591-5820 (TTY).
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Planning Commission
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Scott Winship, Vice-Chair
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Stephen Wamback
(vacant)

MINUTES (Draft)
TIME:

Wednesday, April 15, 2015, 4:00 p.m.

PLACE:

Room 16, Tacoma Municipal Building North
733 Market Street, Tacoma, WA 98402

PRESENT:

Chris Beale (Chair), Scott Winship (Vice-Chair), Donald Erickson, Meredith Neal,
Erle Thompson, Stephen Wamback

ABSENT:

Benjamin Fields, Anna Petersen

A. CALL TO ORDER
Chair Beale called the meeting to order at 4:03 p.m.
B. QUORUM CALL
A quorum was declared.
C. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
The minutes of the regular meeting on April 1, 2015 were approved as submitted.
D. DISCUSSION ITEMS
1. Mixed-Use Centers Review (Annual Amendment #2015-02)
John Owen, Makers Architecture and Urban Design, presented a summary of the key policy issues
emerging from the Mixed-Use Centers (MUCs) review. He provided a brief review of past discussions and
background information. Mr. Owen discussed how the Mixed-Use Centers were broken into two
categories: Neighborhood Centers and Crossroads Centers. The purpose of the categories was to
recognize that all centers are viable, though varying in redevelopment strategies and assets.
Greg Easton, Property Counselors, noted that the two centers differed economically by varying in the
number and types of jobs and serving different sized trade areas. He emphasized that both types of
centers would serve pedestrian traffic, but auto traffic from the larger trade area was necessary in the
survival of either type of MUC.
Mr. Owen discussed how the MUCs were evaluated using the principles from the Tacoma
Comprehensive Plan to develop parameters or metrics. The analysis summary was discussed with a
chart displaying how each MUC is performing relative to achieving the goals set out in the parameters.
Mr. Owen highlighted MUCs with long and near term potential that would benefit most from City
intervention.
The three comprehensive strategies making up the overall strategy were reviewed:
1. Focusing on one or two centers for maximum effect. This would entail picking centers where
th
public effort would have the most benefit. Lincoln and 56 & South Tacoma Way had already
been selected for this strategy. The individual strategies and recommendations for achieving the
objectives based on the Comprehensive Plan were discussed. Five criteria for setting future
priorities were reviewed, having been created in discussion with members of City Council.
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2. Addressing special opportunities as they emerge. This would involve recognizing opportunities
th
that make an effective use of resources and addressing special needs. 34 and Pacific was used
as example where development opportunities like the new County building could be leveraged.
James Center was used as an example of a MUC where better pedestrian connections are
needed. Narrows was noted as being a small MUC with where linkages in the larger west
nd
Tacoma area could be considered. 72 and Portland was noted as needing improvements in
quality of life. Mr. Owen noted that MUCs like Lower Portland Avenue and McKinley may not be
ready for new development.
3. Realigning City programs for maximum effect. This would involve tweaking existing programs to
support MUC goals and programmatic efforts to address equity. Capital improvements could
include allocating funds for design so that Public Works could compete for grants. Several MUCs
could benefit from new parks or better connections to existing facilities. There were also
realignment recommendations for business district improvement and organizing, housing, and
Local Improvement Districts (LIDs).
Commissioners had the following comments and questions:
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

•

•

Commissioner Erickson asked if there were opportunities to tweak the boundaries to make the
MUCs more viable. Greg Easton responded that tweaking the boundaries could create more
development opportunities as many of the Centers have little vacant land.
Commissioner Wamback noted that the criteria for determining where effort would be focused
included selecting MUCs according to Council District. He suggested that they should also
recognize the boundaries of neighborhood councils which do not match the boundaries of City
Council districts. This would be particularly important on the east side.
Commissioner Wamback suggested they could put something in the report on how they preserve
character and charm in a neighborhood center as the area evolves.
Vice-Chair Winship commented on the human capital aspect of the different neighborhoods and
suggested that neighborhood sentiment should be considered.
Commissioner Thompson commented that growth management, especially housing targets, was
not addressed and should be incorporated.
Commissioner Neal suggested looking into a community center in a vacant area of Westgate.
nd
Chair Beale, noting the recommendation for park space in 72 & Portland, asked for more
information on how Metro Parks Tacoma prioritizes level of service distance from other parks or
MUCs and how they set LOS standards.
Chair Beale, noting the importance of internal connections in Crossroads Centers, asked if they
had looked at development standards and if there were any recommendations to improve infill
development to have better interaction with street frontages and walking connections. Mr. Owen
responded that it was a good suggestion and would be investigated.
Chair Beale noted that McKinley and Lower Portland could be candidates for deletion and asked
what the next steps would be. Stephen Atkinson, Planning and Development Services,
recommended allowing Lower Portland to remain with the possibility of evaluating an alternative
center along Portland Ave. at Salishan. With McKinley he suggested a different configuration for
the MUC moving away from a long, shallow development corridor towards a neighborhood
oriented center.
Commissioner Erickson commented he would like to see design guidelines addressed and
suggested that they explore if there were areas that warranted that kind of consideration. Mr.
Atkinson responded that they have design policy and code in the Generalized Land Use Element,
but not necessarily design guidelines. He added that they would seek to clarify it.

2. 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update
Stephen Atkinson, Planning and Development Services, continued a discussion of the 2015
Comprehensive Plan update. He discussed the Draft Urban Form Element and the key building blocks in
terms of location, distribution, relation, and differentiation. The building blocks included: centers, corridors,
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employment areas, transit station areas, open space system, signature trails, and historic neighborhood
pattern areas. Chair Beale commented that streets are buried in several other building blocks and
deserve a building block of their own.
The Mixed-Use Centers Review was discussed in relation to the Draft Urban Form Element and land use
designation update. Mr. Atkinson noted that the existing nomenclature within the Comprehensive Plan
and the Generalized Land Use element creates confusion on whether areas like Downtown should be
called “centers” or “regional growth centers”. He recommended cleaning up the categories by choosing
one of the names. On the issue of policy differentiation between Community, Crossroads, and
Neighborhood Centers Mr. Atkinson recommended a more structured approach focusing on policies
specific to each center. He discussed recognizing Convenience Nodes, Employment Areas, and
Signature Trails. A map showing Neighborhood pattern areas was discussed, Mr. Atkinson noting how
the character areas could be identified and used to articulate policies.
The draft outline and policy framework for the revised Economic Development Element was reviewed.
The draft outline included the following policy areas: expanding employment, business retention,
expansion, and attraction, employment centers, and key industries. Discussion ensued on some of the
trends that could affect Tacoma.

3. Plan and Code Cleanup (Annual Amendment #2015-10)
Elliott Fitzgerald, Planning Services Division, facilitated a discussion to continue a review of the proposed
minor amendments to the Land Use Regulatory Code and the Comprehensive Plan, as part of the 2015
Annual Amendment process. He reviewed that at a previous meeting on February 18, 2015, staff had
presented a full list of proposed amendments for the Commission’s review. Mr. Fitzgerald noted that they
were seeking additional feedback on three code amendments:
•

Allowing height variances for structures that are not accessory buildings, as well as those that are
outside of the View-Sensitive Overlay District. Mr. Fitzgerald reviewed how exceptions to height
limitations were currently permitted through variances, general exceptions, and conditional uses.
He noted that three of the seven types of variances could be amended to accommodate the
cleanup item. Mr. Fitzgerald commented that staff was recommending aligning different criteria
throughout the code and, based on hardship criteria, allowing height variances where appropriate.

They were no major objections from the Commission. There was a comment that it would be
important that the amendment did not conflict with ongoing discussion of the billboards issue.
•

Allowing reasonably-sized apartment signs in Residential Districts. Mr. Fitzgerald reviewed the
current code that allowed signs only for real estate and home occupation. He then discussed the
sign standards for University Place, Brown’s Point, Puyallup, and St. Paul, Minnesota. The
recommendation of staff was to allow signs of up to 6 square feet for residential developments of
4 or more dwelling units.

There was concurrence from the Commission on the recommendation of 6 square feet, with some
support for allowing larger signs for developments with a greater number of units up to a capped size.
•

Having a clear “sunset clause” for discontinued Conditional Use Permits. Mr. Fitzgerald noted that
it is currently unclear if properties vacant for a certain amount of time would need to get a new
Conditional Use Permit to reestablish a conditional use. He reviewed the number of years allowed
by other jurisdictions before a new permit is required, with the typical range between 2 and 5
years.

There was concurrence from the Commission for three years as the standard. There was some
support for allowance of a limited number of extensions and a request for additional information on
how extensions are used in other jurisdictions.
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4. Tacoma Link Light Rail Expansion
Lihuang Wung, Planning Services Division, continued a discussion of issues relating to the Tacoma Link
Light Rail Expansion project. He reviewed that at the previous meeting, following a briefing from Sound
Transit on the status of the project, the Commission raised some concerns including: whether the need
for the Stadium Way & S. 4th station is justified, given the extremely low ridership projection; the need to
ensure effective accessibility to the Stadium Way & S. 4th station, if built, given the challenging hilly
topography in the vicinity; the need for an additional station on MLK between S. 11th and S. 19th to
provide better coverage of the ¼-mile walk sheds; and the need to properly address bicycling mobility and
safety around any curbside station. Chair Beale added that he had also made a request for information on
the cost of relocating the Theater District Station.
Mr. Wung reviewed the background material provided in the meeting packet including the Commission
Letter of Comments; Council Resolutions 38837 and 39004; and the Hilltop and North Downtown
Subarea Plans. The potential comments and recommendations that could be included in a letter to the
City Council were discussed. Brian Boudet, Planning Services Division Manager, commented that many
of the City Council actions had been part of streamlining the process to ensure that the City and Sound
Transit would be able to get the necessary funding. Kurtis Kingsolver, Public Works Director, briefed the
Commission on how the alignments and stations were chosen. He noted that the Federal Transit
Administration grant process did not accommodate multiple options or alternatives for station locations.
Commissioners had the following comments and questions:
•
•
•
•

th

There was support from some of the Commissioners for removing the Stadium and 4 station and
using the money for infrastructure at other points. It was noted that the station would cost around
$200,000 depending on the amenities included.
th
Chair Beale suggested keeping the Stadium and 4 station, not relocating the Theater District
th
th
Station, and moving the 11 and 19 Stations along MLK closer together. It was noted that the
th
11 Street Station was near the County City building where people go to report for jury duty.
Commissioner Wamback, noting the later addition of the Commerce Street station on the current
system, suggested the letter could include a message about long term possibilities instead of
recommending a new station.
Commissioner Wamback suggested that anything written should be consistent with the earlier
letter which he felt was in support of the alignment.

Chair Beale requested a letter capturing the options discussed and leaving the final decision to the City
Council. Mr. Boudet commented that they would draft a letter based on the current discussion and return
th
to review and finalize at the May 6 meeting.

E. COMMUNICATION ITEMS & OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Boudet updated the Commission on the Comprehensive Plan Update Community Workshops held in
Council Districts – the next two would be on April 16 at the Stadium High School and April 23 at the
Snake Lake Nature Center. He commented that the three workshops so far had included a good
discussion with similar themes on connectivity and where each neighborhood’s heart is.
Mr. Boudet reported that the American Planning Association’s (APA) national conference would be held in
Seattle April 18-22 and that there would be a mobile workshop on “Tacoma, Past and Future” planned for
Monday, April 20.

F. ADJOURNMENT:
At 6:37 p.m., the meeting of the Planning Commission was concluded.

Agenda Item
D-1

City of Tacoma
Planning and Development Services
To:

Planning Commission

From:

Stephen Atkinson, Planning Services Division

Subject:

2015 Comprehensive Plan Update – Housing Element

Meeting Date:

May 6, 2015

Memo Date:

April 29, 2015

At the next meeting on May 6, 2015, staff will present the following in support of the 2015
Comprehensive Plan update:
•
•
•

Relevant highlights from the recent community workshops and outreach to non-English
speaking populations;
Background on the existing conditions and housing needs that inform the update of the
Housing Element;
A draft of the proposed Housing Element.

The intent of the proposed Housing Element is to:
•
•
•
•
•

Ensure adequate access to a range of housing types for a socially‐ and economically‐
diverse population.
Expand the number and location of housing opportunities, both market rate and
assisted, for families and individuals throughout the city.
Concentrate new housing in and around centers and corridors near transit and services
to reduce the housing/transportation cost burden.
Support fair, equitable, healthy, resource efficient and physically‐accessible housing
Increase the amount of housing that is affordable, especially for lower income families
and special needs households. Promote a supply of permanently‐affordable housing for
Tacoma’s most vulnerable residents.

In addition, the policies would result in the following shifts in orientation:
Proposed Policies

Diverse and expanding units

Existing Policies

Proposed policies to strive to meet housing targets,
maintain sufficient capacity for new units, and
expand the number of units and diversify the
housing stock in all neighborhoods.

Does not directly establish policies on housing
targets, housing capacity or expanding and
diversifying housing stock. There are some policies
that result in expansion or diversification of housing
choice, but they tend to be directed at specific
circumstances or types, or conditioned by other
considerations. The intent statements are not
always carried through to policy.
Access
The proposed policies recognize that affordability is The Housing Fairness section supports fair housing
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also a barrier to housing access and would direct
the City to evaluate and monitor the potential for
involuntary displacement and to consider corrective
actions to address involuntary displacement as a
result of plans, investments and private
development. The proposed policies would place
less emphasis on the dispersal of high risk
populations while maintaining that policy.

policies, but also has a predominant focus on the
dispersal of high risk populations, including sex
offenders. Currently, the policies do not directly
recognize the potential for displacement as a result
of plans, investments and private development in
areas prioritized for higher density growth and the
policies only discourage displacement as a result of
direct government action (eminent domain, code
enforcement).
Location
Proposed policies encourage new housing
Current policies have mixed messages. Promotes
throughout the City, but focuses higher-density
housing dispersal as well as more concentrated
housing in and around centers, and transit
housing in designated centers, but more protective
supportive densities along designated corridors that of single family residential areas.
connect centers. Encourages new housing growth
where it will be well served by transportation, jobs,
open spaces, and high quality schools.
Affordability
Proposed policies recognize the role of other
Currently, no policies directly relate to
factors, beyond wages and household income, that homelessness, even though it is addressed in an
affects affordability and household prosperity
intent statement. Tends to rely on more traditional
(transportation costs, utilities, proximity to jobs and
affordability measures. Suggests incentives and
amenities), encourages income diversity in and
inclusionary zoning requirements, but also does not
around designated centers and corridors, a variety
include a policy on whether income diversity in
of affordable housing types, policies on
neighborhoods is a priority.
homelessness and expanding the supply of
affordable housing opportunities.
Quality, Efficiency, Safety
These policies would more directly support the
Currently, policies promoting the quality, efficiency
design of new housing to promote active living,
and safety of new housing units are dispersed in
opportunities, resource efficient housing, as well as multiple sections, including housing choice. Also
housing that is integrated into the environment and
includes policies supporting “buffering” residential
promotes walkability and social interaction.
areas from impacts of nonresidential uses and
mixed use center developments. Tends to treat
higher density housing as something to mitigate
and a possible detriment to the neighborhood.

The draft Housing Element and Housing Snapshot is attached for the Commission’s review. If
you have any questions, please contact me at (253) 591-5531or satkinson@cityoftacoma.org.
Attachments (2)

c:

Peter Huffman, Director

six

HOUSING

HOUSING GOALS
GOAL H–1 HOUSING DIVERSITY. Tacomans have access to high‐
quality housing that accommodates their needs, preferences, and
financial capabilities in terms of different types, tenures, density, sizes,
costs, and locations.
GOAL H–2 EQUITABLE ACCESS TO HOUSING. Tacoma ensures
equitable access to housing, making a special effort to remove disparities
in housing access for people of color, low‐income households, diverse
household types, older adults, and households that include people with
disabilities.
GOAL H–3 HEALTHY CONNECTED CITY. Tacomans live in safe,
healthy housing that provides convenient access to jobs and to goods
and services that meet daily needs. This housing is connected to the
rest of the city and region by safe convenient, affordable multimodal
transportation.
GOAL H–4 AFFORDABLE HOUSING. Tacoma has an adequate
supply of affordable housing units to meet the needs of residents
vulnerable to increasing housing costs.
GOAL H–5 HIGH-PERFORMANCE HOUSING. Tacoma residents
have access to resource efficient and high performance housing that
is well integrated with its surroundings, for people of all abilities and
income levels.

2

SIX

HOUSING

Book I: Goals + Policies
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

Vision + Planning Principles
Community Invovlement
Urban Form
Design + Development
Environment
Housing
Economy
Transportation
Public Facilities + Services
Container Port
Administration + Implementation

Book II: Programmatic
Elements and Subarea
Plans

WHAT IS THIS CHAPTER ABOUT?
The goals and policies in this chapter convey the City’s intent to:
• Ensure adequate access to a range of housing types for a socially‐
and economically‐diverse population.
• Support fair, equitable, healthy, resource efficient and physically‐
accessible housing.
• Concentrate new housing in and around centers and corridors near
transit and services to reduce the housing/transportation cost
burden.
• Increase the amount of housing that is affordable, especially for
lower income families and special needs households. Promote
a supply of permanently‐affordable housing for Tacoma’s most
vulnerable residents.
• Expand the number and location of housing opportunities, both
market rate and assisted, for families and individuals throughout the
city.
While a place to live is a basic human need, not all Tacomans have safe and
healthy housing. Ensuring a fair and equitable housing market is essential
to providing the opportunities and security people need to live healthy
and successful lives. Economic, social and physical barriers limit many
Tacomans’ access to adequate housing. Income, physical disabilities,
immigration status, limited English proficiency, and discrimination based
on race and sexual orientation can also limit choices.
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GOALS + POLICIES
DIVERSE + EXPANDING HOUSING SUPPLY

Goal 4 of the Washington State Growth Management Act requires that
cities promote a variety of residential densities and housing types and
to ensure that cities provide sufficient capacity to accommodate 20‐
year housing growth forecasts. The City of Tacoma is planning for a
longer horizon, consistent with Puget Sound Regional Council’s VISION
2040, which designated the City of Tacoma as a Metropolitan City with
a significant share of regional population and employment growth.
DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS

HIGHEST LEVEL
OF EDUCATION

INCOME

25 – 34

Some College

< $50,000

Yes

Male

35 – 34

College Graduate

$50 – 75,000

No

Female

45 – 54

Post Graduate

$75 – 100,000

AGE

55+

SCHOOL-AGE
CHILDREN IN HOUSE

GENDER

$100,000+

PERCENTAGES ARE EXAMPLES. Consequa tusdae volorpor ad que corum quam facias sequi
doloreh enisimi, quae labo. Peri que exceat. Aboress itecatem. Ut laborem volest facea autas
si od milicta temodit optia sincto inctotate pre nis et aute re nat.Isimillecus aperest porerna
tioribus imil evelesci apit doluptas expersp elest, tempos ventiusdae si doloribus as poribus
aut autento riaesedi ventur, solutentis alia pe voles et lit, consed esed que senit.
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Examples of Different
Housing Types

Detached ADU

Small lot homes in
Kirkland, WA

DraftTemplate | April 30, 2015

VISION 2040 allocates 127,000 new residents to Tacoma by 2040. These
allocations are significantly higher than current forecasts and represent a
shift in current trends.
Current housing trends have favored continued suburban sprawl in
unincorporated areas. According to the 2002 Pierce County Buildable
Lands Report, Pierce County was projected to grow by 259,604 people
between 1997 and 2017. Of this projected growth, 55% of the total County
growth was designated to occur in cities and 45% in unincorporated areas.
To the contrary, 55% of the County’s growth since 1997 has occurred
in unincorporated Pierce County. Only 7% of the County’s growth has
occurred in Tacoma.
Tacoma’s current housing mix is also predominantly single family—65% of
Tacoma’s housing units are detached single family structures, representing
88% of Tacoma’s residential land. The majority of housing structures
are either single family detached or high density multifamily structures.
Accommodating planned growth will require predominantly multifamily
construction over the next several decades and expanding the range of
housing choices will be essential to meeting the evolving demographics of
our region.
The policies below set expectations for housing supply and growth. They
identify specific types of housing needed to serve a variety of households,
including multi-generational, small and large households with children,
older adults and households that include people with disabilities who may
need independent living services, assisted living and skilled nursing care
facilities.

Craftsman-Style Duplex on
a Corner lot, Bend, OR

Goal H–1 HOUSING DIVERSITY. Tacomans have access to high‐
quality affordable housing that accommodates their needs, preferences,
and financial capabilities in terms of different types, tenures, density,
sizes, costs, and locations.
Policy H–1.1 Maintain sufficient residential development capacity to
accommodate Tacoma’s housing targets.

Greenwood Avenue
Cottages in Shoreline, WA
6
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Policy H–1.3 Encourage new and innovative housing types that meet the
evolving needs of Tacoma households and expand housing choices in all
neighborhoods. These housing types include single family dwelling units;
multi-dwelling units; small units; accessory dwelling units; pre-fabricated
homes such as manufactured, modular; co-housing and clustered housing.
Policy H–1.4 Promote the maintenance and improvement of the existing
housing stock and encourage the adaptation of the existing housing stock
to accommodate the changing variety of household types.
Policy H–1.5 Apply zoning in and around centers that allows for and
supports a diversity of housing types.
Policy H–1.6 Allow and support a robust and diverse supply of affordable,
accessible housing to meet the needs of older adults and people with
disabilities, especially in centers and other places which are in close
proximity to services and transit.
Policy H–1.7 Consider land use incentives (e.g. density or development
bonuses, lot size reductions, transfer of development rights, height or
bulk bonuses , fee waivers, accelerated permitting, parking requirement
reductions, and tax incentives) in appropriate locations to facilitate the
development of new housing units.

HOUSING ACCESS
Housing supply and household income are not the only factors determining
access to housing. Discrimination in the housing market, gentrification,
and the changing nature of households over time also influence access
to desired housing. The following policies address discriminatory barriers
to fair and equitable access to housing and the impact of gentrification
and displacement, particularly for under‐served and under‐represented
populations.

TO BE ADDED: Break
down of Tacoma's current
housing mix, with
comparison to national
trends. Tacoma lags
regionally in its provision
of single-family attached
dwellings. Tacoma would
have to add
approximately 1200 new
townhouses to be
consistent with regional
trends.
Tacoma city,
Washington
Occupied housing
units 78,681
UNITS IN STRUCTURE
1, detached 64.1%
1, attached 2.7%
2 apartments 3.0%
3 or 4 apartments 4.8%

Goal H–2 EQUITABLE ACCESS TO HOUSING. Tacoma ensures
equitable access to housing, making a special effort to remove disparities
in housing access for people of color, low‐income households, diverse
household types, older adults, and households that include people with
disabilities.

5 to 9 apartments 6.0%
10 or more
apartments 19.0%
Mobile home or other
type of housing 0.3%
7
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Policy H–2.1 Foster inclusive communities, overcome disparities in access
to community assets, and enhance housing choice for people in protected
classes throughout the city by coordinating plans and investments with fair
housing policies.
Policy H–2.2 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.
Policy H–2.3 Coordinate plans and investments with programs that
prevent avoidable, involuntary evictions and foreclosures.
Policy H–2.4 Evaluate plans and investments, and other legislative land
use decisions to identify potential disparate impacts on housing choice and
access for protected classes.
Policy H–2.5 Evaluate plans and investments for the potential to cause
displacement in areas with concentrations of communities of color, low- 
and moderate-income households, and renters.
Policy H–2.6 When plans and investments are anticipated to create
neighborhood change, pursue corrective actions to address involuntary
displacement of under-served and under-represented people. Use public
investments, incentives, and programs, and coordinate with nonprofit
housing organizations, to mitigate the impacts of market pressures that
cause involuntary displacement.
Policy H–2.7 Encourage a range of housing options and supportive
environments to enable older adults to remain in their communities as
their needs change.

HOUSING LOCATION
Housing that is located in a walkable neighborhood near active
transportation, employment centers, open spaces, high‐quality schools and
various services and amenities enhances the general quality of life for its
residents. Neighborhoods in Tacoma offer varying levels of opportunity (see
Figure X-X), with housing in moderate and high opportunity neighborhoods
tending to be expensive compared to more affordable housing in areas that
offer fewer opportunities.
8
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PSRC OPPORTUNITY MAPS

Tur simporatia explam aut quam quis dolorro iurio dollore sanditatur, siment, conseri bustrum il et des
explibus ent, omnia simos et omnihitem nobissita consecumet inctia doluptate abo. Ut plabo. In eosto
consedis num et hil ipsum rehenihitas ea corehent volut aut omnimus, voluptatem ipiti untem ulpari di
bero cone et fugiae quiduci ratam, quibus, quam ium auta que nist, quodi bea consedit enihicil invendisci
de quis remquia volo occuptis sum simeturendis cus nihicab id et quuntur.
Udita vendaepudite quaerume ero conse pro deremporia demolupti nonesequias se landucia nobitibusam
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ut dit asperepuda si resequas a nam expedio rrovid quas ipsam idebist quatibus venim in et verios inctem.
Source

The following policies support efforts to provide equitable access to
locational opportunities in Tacoma.
Goal H–3 HEALTHY CONNECTED CITY. Tacomans live in safe,
healthy housing that provides convenient access to jobs and to goods
and services that meet daily needs. This housing is connected to the
rest of the city and region by safe convenient, affordable multimodal
transportation.
9
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Policy H–3.1 Meet the housing needs of under‐served and under‐
represented populations living in high poverty areas by coordinating
plans and investments with housing programs.
Policy H–3.2 Locate higher density housing, including units that are
affordable and accessible, in and around designated centers to take
advantage of the access to transportation, jobs, open spaces, schools, and
various services and amenities.
Policy H–3.3 Promote transit supportive densities along designated
corridors that connect centers, including duplex, triplex, cottage housing,
and townhouses.
Policy H–3.4 Strive to accommodate 80% of the City’s housing
targets within and around designated centers.

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.

Policy H–3.6 New affordable housing in high opportunity areas. Locate
new affordable housing in areas that are opportunity rich in terms of
access to active transportation, jobs, open spaces, high-quality schools,
and supportive services and amenities.
Policy H–3.7 Provide incentives (e.g. density or development bonuses, lot
size reductions, transfer of development rights, height or bulk bonuses ,
fee waivers, accelerated permitting, parking requirement reductions, and
tax incentives) to promote the development of higher density multifamily
housing in designated centers.
Policy H–3.8 Discourage the concentration of facilities for “high risk”
populations in any one geographic area.

HOUSING AFFORDABILITY
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
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cost burdened and may have difficulty affording necessities such as food,
clothing, transportation and medical care. Large 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.
While home values, median rents, and median home payments are
typically more affordable in Tacoma in comparison to the Region, 43% of all
Tacoma households are considered cost‐burdened and a disproportionate
share of Black/African American households experienced a severe cost
burden. Renters are more likely to be cost‐burdened than homeowners.
The City, through its policies and programs, is supportive of increasing
the supply of housing that is affordable to its citizens.  While the 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. Reducing
household cost-burdens requires a multi-pronged strategy: 1) expanding
and diversifying the housing supply, 2) expanding household prosperity
through the location of new housing units in opportunity rich areas and
promoting resource efficient housing, 3) direct investments in subsidized
and permanently affordable housing, and 4) economic development
strategies improving employability, job growth and connecting people to
living wage jobs in close proximity to their residence.
The following policies support the City’s goal to provide an adequate
supply and diversity of affordable housing choices.
Goal H–4 AFFORDABLE HOUSING. Tacoma has an adequate
supply of affordable housing units to meet the needs of residents
vulnerable to increasing housing costs.
Policy H–4.1 Preserve and produce affordable housing to meet the
needs that are not met by the private market by coordinating plans and
investments with housing providers and organizations.
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HOUSING PRINCIPLES + 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 + 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.

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
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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.
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Policy H–4.2 Ensure that at least 25% of the 2040 housing targets are
affordable to households at 80% AMI.

Policy H–4.5 Encourage income diversity in and around centers and
corridors by allowing a mix of housing types and tenures.

Tacoma 2040
Housing

TO BE ADDED:
Discussion of
regional affordable
housing efforts and
current distribution
of subsidized
housing.
Also look at Center
for Neighborhood
Technology
methodology for
considering
transportation costs
as part of
affordability indices.

Policy H–4.6 Facilitate and support regional cooperation in addressing
housing needs in the Tacoma metropolitan area and greater Puget Sound,
especially for the homeless, low‐ and moderate‐income households, and
historically under‐served and under‐represented communities.
Policy H–4.7 Promote a range of affordable housing strategies that extend
from basic emergency shelter for the homeless to temporary transitional
housing to permanent rental housing and to home ownership.
Policy H–4.8 Prevent homelessness and reduce the time spent
being homeless by ensuring that a continuum of safe and affordable
housing opportunities and related supportive services are allowed and
appropriately accommodated, including but not limited to transitional
housing, emergency shelters, and temporary shelters.
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HEALTH, SAFETY + EFFICIENCY
TO BE ADDED:
Discuss the City’s
rehab loan programs
and other efforts to
improve efficiency
https://www.
cityoftacoma.
org/government/
city_departments/
community_and_
economic_development/
housing_division/
Also utilities and Health
Dept have programs
to that support new
efficient utilities
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Having a place to live does not guarantee health and safety. A critical
connection exists between the quality of the housing unit and the health
of its occupants. A safe housing unit is largely free of hazardous materials,
such as lead and radon. It is also free of mold, is not in a state of disrepair,
and offers emergency safety features, such as carbon monoxide monitors,
smoke alarms, and emergency exits. Access to open spaces, opportunities
for social interactions, green features, and adaptability also influence
the health of a community. The following policies focus on building and
maintaining Tacoma’s housing stock in ways that foster community health.
Goal H–5 HIGH-PERFORMANCE HOUSING. Tacoma residents
have access to resource efficient and high performance housing that
is well integrated with its surroundings, for people of all abilities and
income levels.
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Policy H–5.1 Encourage development and maintenance of housing,
especially multi-dwelling housing, that protects the health and safety of
residents and encourages healthy lifestyles and active living.
Policy H–5.2 Encourage housing that is protected from noise, pests,
hazardous environmental conditions and materials.
Policy H–5.3 Encourage housing that provides features supportive of
healthy and active living, such as high indoor air quality, useable open
areas, recreation areas, community gardens, and crime-preventative
design.
Policy H–5.4 Encourage energy efficiency, green building practices,
materials, and design to produce healthy, efficient, durable, and
adaptable homes.
Policy H–5.5 Encourage active transportation in residential areas
through the development of pathways, sidewalks, and high-quality
onsite amenities such as secure bicycle parking.
Policy H–5.6 Encourage site designs and relationship to adjacent
developments that reduces or prevents social isolation, especially for
groups that often experience it, including older adults, people with
disabilities, communities of color, and immigrant communities.
Policy H–5.7 Support a strong housing code enforcement program to
reduce substandard housing through repair and rehabilitation.
Policy H–5.8 Promote the maintenance, repair, and rehabilitation of the
City’s existing housing stock. Pursue financial incentives and funding for
housing improvement programs, especially for low-income households.
Policy H–5.9 Promote innovative development techniques to better
utilize land, promote design flexibility, preserve open space and natural
features and conserve energy resources.

HEADING
Aliam autem re, omnimodiae cum, omnis as aceperi il ipsae maios pa
autem anto mintet officab oritiisinus entem et quia qui aut faccuptat
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Full Page Graphic
- Map of areas
designated for
housing growth

Figure 1. Odi unt vercimi nvercia turiae non et et abori se il idipici millam alit vidita voluptat velit des ex et
auta pa quiatusam. Unt. Core et lautat expliqui denihitia dolorrum et volloribust, od quas maion peditas imodipsae
quis enditatem conet, omnim in elis aut occulle nderate con cum volore vollori nonecta corpos sequamus.
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TABLE 1.
Capacity figures. Odi unt vercimi nvercia turiae non et et abori se il idipici millam alit vidita
voluptat velit des ex et auta pa quiatusam. Unt. Core et lautat expliqui denihitia dolorrum et volloribust, od quas
maion peditas imodipsae quis enditatem conet, omnim in elis aut occulle nderate con cum volore vollori nonecta
corpos sequamus.
HEADING

HEADING

HEADING

HEADING

HEADING

HEADING

Row Label

40%

34%

84%

64%

50%

Row Label

53%

19%

61%

32%

18%

Row Label

62%

73%

72%

29%

61%

Row Label

49%

36%

85%

66%

35%
Source

omnit que pelicil ictempedis ipissi optaspid esequam. Volore entecate
reneceatem volorerum eatur autem quia coribus. Inveles enienis et
quo quiatis volum aspiendae dia apernatquas magnatur acerum rerum
res dolor aut occatat iaturehendit exerfer feruptatem la que voluptis
molutatur, omnit ratem dollat dia volecus.
Itatur alictiunt es dolorrovid et providucimo blam nisti dolenim agnimi,
tem seresci arum quo essundi nus nonsendae di alit quias inctio que vel
ium audiandant, quas ipidit quid mo quibusda quae aliquod et fugitiume
perovit aut voluptae volorum quaturio offic totati venit, con conseribus:
• Rio volorio que ipsa duci qui blabo. Et ipsandictem ius as quis imus
as et occatur.
• Igendia nisque volupta niamus excere acepel iunt quibuscimil
magnima ximinus exceped quiam adit miliquunt fuga. Ut quo
maximi, sus ipissit rerum ipsus rem fugias modicit, consedit
plantiberae doluptatum quaerum quiaepel ipsam.
• Es nossit elis cori qui nonsed moloreptatem dolupta conem si dolesti
con re pe optis nis qui tem am que essitin cuptur.
As rerum explatint millor molorate non ex est, nihit dolor alicide mperfer
itiscia sit, omnis explaborum et ped et que eat hil magni re providiatios aut
volupis nos deliquissit aut laborem labore quid quassequi nobis di tempere
pa necab invellendae ipidebis aspiciis volestibus sum de doluptaquo beatia
eatemque nis eum commodi qui di sum utecatem qui cupitiat volest
voluptam, con reped que lat.
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SUBHEADING: FIRST LEVEL
Genditiassi dolorem debist, ut harunt optati sinctus cientur mo et ventem
quam quodis ellendae sunt offic te pe nam everatqui cum rempore, si
utem. Lignim fugia consent, et eum id mosti blaut rem re ma voloreptati
derio in ni ut hil excestiatur, sequi denias dolutati ommos reperch itaqui
optate volupicatur aritiaerit auta plitem es reprae porempo riorem
im quiduciis nonserum libusciissin entis ad explabo. Ut odio ium quas
demperioris experunt rehenienimin eosaepra quossim volo quo ma elit
etur aut rerfers perovit apis suntium doluptae porature.

Subheading: Second Level
Ignisi to qui qui is quo magni blam aut arit evellent omniet apelluptur
santemquas que dolo et auda vendi ute comnias dolupta ecaeped moditis
nonetur adit qui ducim eos aligenimus erfernatem. Olupta sandi a velit
evendeles moluptatem ipsam que nihillabo. Nequide doloriore dolupta
nia solorestrum dolorruptat magnation nonsed magnihit il eosant landant.
Volorro blaceptas eum estenis senissimi, simusam quam, et et imil il et
im quas seque a verchiliquae nos inctatem a dempos velestia dolorum
autatum quunt. Essintis aut et ium quiatestrum re quibus aspisciet ut fugia
voles doluptia que ipsa con re eos est, verchici berrundiones aborro con
conectaquia doloren iminum qui volum net ant.

SUBHEADING: FIRST LEVEL
Rem quia intibus, qui dolorere solo core ium fuga. Nequas et omni vollique
non rem et imusandae vel in corepra nullatque core perspiene volesti
onsequi cum ditatur ressequis esseque qui debis alique volorru ntendae.
Ut voloreptam venditiore enimi, sitemo vendand aeculpa ruptur, quatest,
id quae. Imperspicil id excerum faciis res essimaximus maximo conse culpa
culluptatis di voluptate omnis aliaspis estibeat.
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APPENDIX B: HOUSING SNAPSHOT
Table A-1a: Number of Households (CHAS Table 6 – NA 10)
Household Type
Total Households
Small Family Households
Large Family Households
Household contains at least one
person 62-74 years of age
Household contains at least one
person age 75 or older
Households with one or more
children 6 years old or younger

0-30%
HAMFI
11,270
3,695
685

>30-50%
HAMFI
9,255
3,105
700

>50-80%
HAMFI
13,420
4,710
1,380

>80-100%
HAMFI
8,685
3,405
560

>100%
HAMFI
36,795
18,610
2,215

1,580

1,695

1,960

1,215

5,575

12,025

1,400

1,585

1,870

1,025

2,345

8,225

2,255

1,885

2,500

1,235

3,910

11,785

Total
79,425
33,525
5,540

Source: 2007-2011 CHAS Table 6 (IDIS NA-10)

2007-2011 ACS estimated a total of 79,425 households. Over half (54%) of households in Tacoma had
incomes below HUD Adjusted Area Median Family Income (HAMFI).
• 26% of households had incomes at or below 50% of HAMFI
• 14% of households had incomes at or below 30% of HAMFI
Table A-1b: Household Type as Percent of Total Households by Income Range
Household Type
Total Households
Small Family Households
Large Family Households
Household contains at least one
person 62-74 years of age
Household contains at least one
person age 75 or older
Households with one or more
children 6 years old or younger

0-30%
HAMFI
11,270
33%
6%

>30-50%
HAMFI
9,255
34%
8%

>50-80%
HAMFI
13,420
35%
10%

>80-100%
HAMFI
8,685
39%
6%

>100%
HAMFI
36,795
51%
6%

14%

18%

15%

14%

15%

15%

12%

17%

14%

12%

6%

10%

20%

20%

19%

14%

11%

15%

Total
79,425
42%
7%

Source: 2007-2011 CHAS Table 6 (IDIS NA-10)

Tables A-1a and 1b show characteristics of households within an income range. The percentages do not
add to 100% in rows or columns; that is, not all households are described in the table. For most
household types there is little notable variation in percent of the total households within the income
range (Table A-1b) when compared to total households.
Half (51%) of households with incomes at or above 100% of HAMFI were small family households
compared to lower income households – 33% of households with incomes at 30% of HAMFI and below
were small family households. A greater share of lower income households had young children (6 years
and younger) than higher income households.
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Housing Needs Summary Tables for Several Types of Housing Problems (NA 10)

Table A-2: Households with one of Listed Needs (1) (CHAS Table 7 – NA 10)
Housing Problem
Substandard Housing: Lack
complete plumbing or
kitchen facilities
Severely Overcrowded:
>1.51 people p/room (with
complete kitchen/plumbing)
Overcrowded: 1.01-1.5
people p/room (and none of
the above problems)
Housing cost burden >50% of
income (and none of the
above problems)
Housing cost burden >30% of
income (and none of the
above problems)
Zero/negative Income (and
none of the above problems)

0-30%
AMI

Renter
>5080%
AMI

>3050%
AMI

>80100%
AMI

Total

0-30%
AMI

Owner
>5080%
AMI

>3050%
AMI

>80100%
AMI

Total

335

365

160

125

985

10

25

30

35

100

135

270

140

40

585

0

40

35

10

85

210

205

185

70

670

10

65

245

65

385

5,700

2,205

820

50

8,775

1,430

1,680

1,900

650

5,660

865

2,270

3,170

775

7,080

215

495

1,640

1,720

4,070

605

0

0

0

605

265

0

0

0

265

Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS

Table A-2 shows housing problems in order of severity, beginning with lack of complete kitchen or
plumbing facilities. Households in the first row were excluded from subsequent rows meaning
households may have had multiple problems – only the most severe is reflected in Table A-2.
In order of severity of need or condition:
• 985 renter households and 100 owners were living in substandard housing, defined as lacking
complete plumbing or kitchen facilities.
• Another 585 renters and 85 owners were living in severely overcrowded conditions, defined as
more than 1.5 persons per room.
• The most prevalent housing need (or condition) for both renters and owner households was
cost in relation to income. The 2007-2011 CHAS estimates showed that at least 8,775 renter
households and 5,660 owner households were paying more than 50% of income for housing
costs. At least an additional 7,080 renter households and 4,070 owner households were paying
between 30% and 50% of income for housing.
• Housing needs fell disproportionately to the poorest households, particularly renter households.
Table A-3 shows housing conditions by tenure for Tacoma households (at all levels of income). Over half
(52%) of all renter households in Tacoma had at least one housing problem, according to the CHAS data,
as did 38% of all owner households. Note that selected conditions include cost-burden and
overcrowding, so “condition” is not primarily a matter of housing quality. As shown in Table A-2 housing
problems were more frequently a matter of housing costs in relation to income.
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Table A-3: Conditions (CHAS Table 37 – MA 20)
Condition of Units*
With one selected condition
With two selected conditions
With three selected conditions
With four selected conditions
No selected conditions
Total

Owner-Occupied
Number
%
15,577
37%
480
1%
39
<1%
0
0%
26,567
62%
42,663 100%

Renter-Occupied
Number
%
17,381
47%
1,370
4%
206
1%
0
0%
17,810
48%
36,767 100%

*Note that “condition” includes housing problems, the majority of which are
cost-burden and to a lesser extent over-crowding.
Source: 2007-2011 CHAS

Table A-4 (CHAS Table 8) summarizes severe housing problems – that is, lack of complete plumbing
and/or kitchen facilities, severe cost burden (paying more than 50% of income for housing) and severe
overcrowding (more than 1.5 persons per room). As was demonstrated in previous tables, by far the
most prevalent severe problem was housing cost in relation to income – households paying over 50% of
income for housing costs.
Table A-4: Households with One or more Severe Housing Problems*(2) (CHAS Table 8 – NA 10)
Housing Problem
Having 1 or more of four
housing problems
Having none of four
housing problems
Household has negative
income, but none of the
other housing problems

0-30%
AMI

Renter
>5080%
AMI

>3050%
AMI

>80100%
AMI

Total

0-30%
AMI

Owner
>5080%
AMI

>3050%
AMI

>80100%
AMI

Total

6,375

3,045

1,305

285

11,010

1,455

1,805

2,210

760

6,230

2,125

3,080

6,105

3,910

15,220

445

1,325

3,805

3,730

9,305

605

0

0

0

605

265

0

0

0

265

*Lacks kitchen or complete plumbing, severe overcrowding, severe cost burden
Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS

The following figures combine data from Tables A-3 and A-4 (CHAS tables 7 and 8) and show problems
for renters and owner by income range to 100% of AMI. Each column is the total of the estimated
number of renters or owners in each income range for the Tacoma-Lakewood Consortium.
According to CHAS data, there were 26,835 renters and 15,800 owner households with incomes below
100% of AMI in Tacoma. It is clear from the figures that:
• Many more renter than owner households had incomes below 100% of AMI, particularly at
lower income ranges.
• The majority of both renter and owner households with incomes at or below 30% of AMI had
one or more severe housing problems – 70% of renters and 67% of owners. By far the greatest
need or condition was cost in relation to income.
• The majority of both renter and owner households with incomes between 30% and 50% of AMI
had housing problems, although fewer severe problems – 50% of renters and 58% of owners
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with incomes between 30% and 50% of AMI had severe housing problems. Again, the most
prevalent contributing factor was cost in relation to income.
Looking across all income categories (up to 100% of AMI), 41% of all renter households and 39%
of all owner households had one or more severe housing problems.

•

Figure A-1: Renter Households by Income Range by Degree of Housing Problems
10000
8000
6000
4000
2000
0

0%-30%

30%-50%

Severe problem

50%-80% 80%-100%

Problem

None

Figure A-2: Owner Households by Income Range by Degree of Housing Problems
10000
8000
6000
4000
2000
0

0%-30%

30%-50% 50%-80% 80%-100%

Severe problem

Problem

None

CHAS tables 9 and 10 reflect cost-burdens for low-moderate income households (below 80% of AMI).
• Overall, 16,455 renters and 7,709 owner households in the low-mod income range (below 80%
of AMI) were burdened by costs in excess of 30% of household income and over half of renters
with cost burdens (9,455 households) and two-thirds of owners with cost burdens (5,145
households) had housing costs in excess of half (50%) of household income.
• It is difficult to draw conclusions by type of households because of lack of CHAS totals by
household type and tenure to use as a reference.
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Table A-5: Cost Burden >30% (3) (CHAS Table 9 – NA 10)
Household
Type
Small related
Large related
Elderly
Other
Total need

0-30%
AMI
2,660
515
1,160
2,835
7,170

Renter
>30-50%
>50-80%
AMI
AMI
1,905
1,530
305
335
1,190
700
1,730
1,590
5,130
4,155

Total
6,095
1,155
3,050
6,155
16,455

0-30%
AMI
494
115
745
310
1,664

Owner
>30-50%
AMI
710
335
795
450
2,290

>50-80%
AMI
1,615
645
800
695
3,755

0-30%
AMI
490
105
595
250
1,440

Owner
>30-50%
AMI
620
285
480
375
1,760

>50-80%
AMI
765
265
480
435
1,945

Total
2,819
1,095
2,340
1,455
7,709

Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS

Table A-6: Cost Burden >50% (4) (CHAS Table 10 – NA 10)
Household
Type
Small related
Large related
Elderly
Other
Total need

0-30%
AMI
2,325
410
920
2,510
6,165

Renter
>30-50%
AMI
765
115
520
995
2,395

>50-80%
AMI
350
0
250
295
895

Total
3,440
525
1,690
3,800
9,455

Total
1,875
655
1,555
1,060
5,145

Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS

•

•

There were over four times more low-mod cost-burdened renter households than ownerhouseholds, at both the 30% cost-burden level and 50% (severe burden). This is consistent with
the greater number of lower-income renter households in Tacoma.
5,390 elderly low-mod households were burdened by costs in excess of 30% of their income
(3,050 renters and 2,340 owners). About an equal number of elderly low-mod renter and owner
households were severely burdened by costs – 1,690 renters and 1,555 elderly owner
households had costs greater than 50% of income.

Table A-7: Crowding* (5) (CHAS Table 11 – NA 10)
Household Type
Single family
households
Multiple, unrelated
family households
Other, non-family
households
Total need

0-30%
AMI

>3050%
AMI

Renter
>5080%
AMI

>80100%
AMI

Total

0-30%
AMI

>3050%
AMI

Owner
>5080%
AMI

>80100%
AMI

Total

255

325

290

110

980

0

35

255

65

355

60

75

10

0

145

10

70

25

15

120

60
375

75
475

25
325

0
110

160
1,285

0
10

0
105

0
280

0
80

0
475

*More than one person per room
Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS

A total of 1,760 lower-income (to 100% of AMI) households were living in overcrowded conditions, both
renters and owners – the largest portion was single family households, rather than multiple family or
non-related households.
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Disproportionately Greater Need: Housing Problems (NA-15)

Table A-8: Disproportionately Greater Need 0%-30% of AMI (CHAS Table 13 – NA 15)
Race/Ethnicity
Jurisdiction as a whole
White
Black / African American
Asian
American Indian, Alaska Native
Pacific Islander
Hispanic

One or more of four
housing problems*

None of four housing
problems

10,420
6,075
1,970
655
144
50
915

2,025
1,400
255
240
19
0
50

No/negative income,
but none of housing
problems
850
500
185
90
0
0
50

Note: Given the small numbers and associated sampling error, small populations were not considered. In the case of Table A-8, this
included American Indian/Alaska Native and Pacific Islander-headed households.
*The four housing problems are: 1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person
per room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%
Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS

Disproportionate needs are defined as a need greater than 10% of that found for the jurisdiction as a
whole. For the jurisdiction as a whole, 78% of households with incomes between 0% and 30% of AMI
experienced housing needs (Table A-8).
• A disproportionate percentage of Hispanic-headed households (90%) had housing needs.
Table A-9: Disproportionately Greater Need 30%-50% of AMI (CHAS Table 14 – NA 15)
Race/Ethnicity
Jurisdiction as a whole
White
Black / African American
Asian
American Indian, Alaska Native
Pacific Islander
Hispanic

One or more of four
housing problems*
7,510
4,875
1,050
450
50
100
685

None of four housing
problems
1,960
1,365
235
215
50
0
85

No/negative income,
but none of housing
problems

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Note: Given the small numbers and associated sampling error, small populations were not considered. In the case of Table A-9, this
included American Indian/Alaska Native and Pacific Islander-headed households.
*The four housing problems are: 1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person
per room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%
Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS

For the jurisdiction as a whole, 79% of households with incomes between 30% and 50% of AMI
experienced housing needs (Table A-9). There were no racial or ethnic households with disproportionate
needs in this income range.
For the jurisdiction as a whole, 55% of households with incomes between 50% and 80% of AMI
experienced housing needs (Table A-10). A disproportionate share of the following experienced
problems:
• 71% of Asian-headed households
• 66% of Hispanic-headed households
6

Table A-10: Disproportionately Greater Need 50%-80% of AMI (CHAS Table 15 – NA 15)
Race/Ethnicity
Jurisdiction as a whole
White
Black / African American
Asian
American Indian, Alaska Native
Pacific Islander
Hispanic

One or more of four
housing problems*
8,285
5,410
930
785
70
30
865

None of four housing
problems

No/negative income,
but none of housing
problems

6,720
5,030
510
320
180
15
440

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Note: Given the small numbers and associated sampling error, small populations were not considered. In the case of Table A-10, this
included American Indian/Alaska Native and Pacific Islander-headed households.
*The four housing problems are: 1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person
per room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%
Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS

Table A-11: Disproportionately Greater Need 80%-100% AMI (CHAS Table 16 – NA 15)
Race/Ethnicity
Jurisdiction as a whole
White
Black / African American
Asian
American Indian, Alaska Native
Pacific Islander
Hispanic

One or more of four
housing problems*
3,155
2,280
340
200
44
40
155

None of four housing
problems

No/negative income,
but none of housing
problems

5,190
3,925
440
325
55
15
225

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Note: Given the small numbers and associated sampling error, small populations were not considered. In the case of Table A-11 this
included American Indian/Alaska Native and Pacific Islander-headed households.
*The four housing problems are: 1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person
per room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%
Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS

For the jurisdiction as a whole, 38% of households with incomes between 80% and 100% of AMI
experienced housing needs (Table A-11). There were no racial or ethnic households with
disproportionate needs in this income range.
Disproportionately Greater Need: Severe Housing Problems (NA-20)

For the jurisdiction as a whole, 68% of households with incomes between 0% and 30% of AMI
experienced severe housing needs (Table A-12). There were no racial or ethnic households with
disproportionate needs in this income range.
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Table A-12: Severe Housing Problems 0%-30% AMI (CHAS Table 17 – NA 20)
Race/Ethnicity
Jurisdiction as a whole
White
Black / African American
Asian
American Indian, Alaska Native
Pacific Islander
Hispanic

One or more of four
housing problems*
8,985
5,210
1,855
495
124
25
760

None of four housing
problems
3,460
2,265
370
400
40
25
195

No/negative income,
but none of housing
problems
850
500
185
90
0
0
50

Note: Given the small numbers and associated sampling error, small populations were not considered. In the case of Table A-12, this
included American Indian/Alaska Native and Pacific Islander-headed households.
*The four severe housing problems are: 1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5
persons per room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 50%
Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS

Table A-13: Severe Housing Problems 30%-50% AMI (CHAS Table 18 – NA 20)
Race/Ethnicity
Jurisdiction as a whole
White
Black / African American
Asian
American Indian, Alaska Native
Pacific Islander
Hispanic

One or more of four
housing problems*
3,880
2,345
550
225
29
100
435

None of four housing
problems

No/negative income,
but none of housing
problems

5,585
3,895
730
440
70
0
335

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Note: Given the small numbers and associated sampling error, small populations were not considered. In the case of Table A-13, this
included American Indian/Alaska Native and Pacific Islander-headed households.
*The four severe housing problems are: 1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5
persons per room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 50%
Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS

For the jurisdiction as a whole, 41% of households with incomes between 30% and 50% of AMI
experienced severe housing needs (Table A-13).
• 56% of Hispanic-headed households experienced need – a disproportionate percentage
Table A-14: Severe Housing Problems 50%-80% AMI (CHAS Table 19 – NA 20)
Race/Ethnicity
Jurisdiction as a whole
White
Black / African American
Asian
American Indian, Alaska Native
Pacific Islander
Hispanic

One or more of four
housing problems*
2,890
1,770
440
284
20
30
310

None of four housing
problems
12,120
8,675
995
820
230
20
990

No/negative income,
but none of housing
problems
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Note: Given the small numbers and associated sampling error, small populations were not considered. In the case of Table A-14, this
included American Indian/Alaska Native and Pacific Islander-headed households.
*The four severe housing problems are: 1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5
persons per room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 50%
Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS
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For the jurisdiction as a whole, 18% of households with incomes between 50% and 80% of AMI
experienced severe housing needs (Table A-14).
• 31% of Black/African American-headed households experienced need – a disproportionate
percentage
Table A-15: Severe Housing Problems 80%-100% AMI (CHAS Table 20 – NA 20)
One or more of four
housing problems*

Race/Ethnicity
Jurisdiction as a whole
White
Black / African American
Asian
American Indian, Alaska Native
Pacific Islander
Hispanic

None of four housing
problems

720
555
50
45
4
0
65

7,625
5,645
730
475
95
55
320

No/negative income,
but none of housing
problems

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Note: Given the small numbers and associated sampling error, small populations were not considered. In the case of Table A-15, this
included American Indian/Alaska Native and Pacific Islander-headed households.
*The four severe housing problems are: 1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5
persons per room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 50%
Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS

For the jurisdiction as a whole, 8% of households with incomes between 80% and 100% of AMI
experienced severe housing needs (Table A-15). There were no racial or ethnic households with
disproportionate needs in this income range.
Disproportionately Greater Need: Housing Cost Burdens

Table A-16: Housing Cost Burdens (CHAS Table 21 – NA 25)
Householder Race/Ethnicity

<=30%

30%-50%

>50%

Jurisdiction as a whole
White
Black / African American
Asian
American Indian, Alaska Native
Pacific Islander
Hispanic

44,645
33,825
3,745
2,690
580
275
2,210

18,185
12,745
1,740
1,450
190
75
1,345

15,465
9,550
2,775
930
170
105
1,225

No/negative income
(not computed)
850
500
185
90
0
0
50

Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS

Table A-16 (CHAS table 21) summarizes cost burden by race and ethnicity of the householder. This
includes all households in Tacoma, not just those with incomes below 100% of AMI. For the jurisdiction
as a whole, 43% of households experienced cost burdens at 30% or more of household income. Racial or
ethnic minority-headed households were not disproportionately cost-burdened compared to the
jurisdiction as a whole at the 30% and greater level. However, there was a disproportionate share of
Black/African American-headed households experiencing a severe cost burden (50% or more of income)
compared to the jurisdiction as a whole – 34% of Black/African American-headed households compared
to 20% for the jurisdiction as a whole.
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Table A-17: Compares Housing Size and Structure Characteristics Regionally
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Table A-18: Compares Percent of Cost Burdened Households Regionally
Cost Burdened Households - Percent of Occupied Units
Owner-Occupied
Renter-Occupied
2000
2010
2013
2000
2010
2013
30
46
42
42.7
52.6
53.4
27.4
41
37.4
39.5
46.3
47
27.1
41.5
38.7
38.5
46.5
47.9

Tacoma
Seattle
King County
Pierce
County

28.2

43.6

40.9

38.6

51.2

52.7

Median Household Income
King
71,811
Kitsap
62,413
Pierce
59,204
Snohomish
68,381
Tacoma
50,503
Seattle
65,277
Median Cost of Housing
Rent
Owner
King
$1,131
$1,912
Kitsap
$1,035
$1,489
Pierce
$997
$1,559
Snohomish
$1,102
$1,773
Tacoma
$925
$1,495
Seattle
$1,091
$1,958

Total
$1,449
$1,260
$1,272
$1,458
$1,149
$1,326

Household Size
King
Kitsap
Pierce
Snohomish
Tacoma
Seattle

1
31.2
25.5
26
24.9
32.9
41.6

2
33.2
37.7
34.1
33.8
32.1
33.3

3
15.2
15.5
16.4
17.3
14.8
12.3

4+
20.3
21.3
23.4
23.9
20.1
12.7
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Table A-21: Average Wage By Sector (2008 data from PSRC)
Const/Res

County
King

$

58,316

Kitsap

$

45,287

Pierce

$

47,376

Snohomish

$

46,887

Region

$ 53,710

Const/Res

Tacoma

$50,475

FIRE

Manufacturing

$
74,509
$
39,751
$
62,179
$
67,426
$
70,997

FIRE

$

71,213

$

40,356

$

54,217

$

72,352

$ 69,458

Manufacturing

$85,668

$52,198

Retail

Services
$
58,132
$
30,325
$
33,501
$
34,281
$
51,031

WTU

Total

$
35,008
$
26,070
$
27,715
$
27,527
$
31,927

$
62,694
$
41,883
$
49,294
$
51,627
$
59,421

$
58,703
$
32,251
$
39,260
$
47,063
$
53,304

Retail

Services

WTU

Total

$27,239

$39,164

$56,340

$44,253

PSRC Subsidized Housing Database Summary Table By Jurisdiction (2011-2013)

County

PSRC
Jurisdiction

Number of
Projects

Total Units

Total Units
Affordable
to HH
Earning
Between
81%-100%
AMI

Total Units
Affordable to
HH Earning
Less than 30%
AMI

Total Units
Affordable to
HH Earning
Between
31%-50% AMI

Total Units
Affordable to
HH Earning
Between
51%-80% AMI

0

104

0

0

Pierce

Scattered site

8

104

Pierce

Bonney Lake

2

147

0

49

0

0

Pierce

Buckley

5

59

20

39

0

1

Pierce

Eatonville

3

30

7

0

0

0

Pierce

Edgewood

3

12

0

21

0

0

Pierce

Fife

4

664

20

446

4

0

Pierce

Fircrest

1

8

0

8

0

0

Pierce

Gig Harbor

4

97

47

32

5

0

Pierce

Lakewood

21

1145

28

705

298

1

Pierce

Milton

2

31

12

17

2

0

Pierce

Orting

4

23

23

0

0

0

Pierce

Puyallup

18

1231

118

481

369

0

Pierce

Sumner

11

149

46

27

34

0

Pierce

Tacoma

251

9098

1985

3656

1010

0

Pierce

Unincorporated
Pierce

182

2382

248

1414

475

0

Pierce

University
Place

15

1083

65

432

154

0
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Citywide development capacity and allocations
Capacity
All Tacoma
Centers
Outside Centers
Downtown Regional Growth Center
North Downtown
South Downtown
Martin Luther King
Tacoma Mall Regional Growth Center
Tideflats Manufacturing/Industrial
Center
South Tacoma
Manufacturing/Industrial Center
Total for 13 Mixed Use Centers
2.32
25%
2

Capacity minus
25% market factor

pop.

empl.

pop.

empl.

266,419

285,136

199,814

213,852

127,547
52,666
57,789
17,092
49,862

91,011
41,008
34,706
15,297
44,760

95,660
39,499
43,342
12,819
37,396

0

57,762

0

Percent of
total
allocation

2030 allocation

2040 allocation

68,258
30,756
26,029
11,473
33,570

pop.
100%
83%
17%
60%
26%
26%
9%
6%

empl.
100%
99%
1%
70%
30%
30%
9%
8%

pop.
78,600
65,380
13,220
47,160
20,080
20,080
7,000
5,000

empl.
64,200
63,348
852
44,940
19,470
19,470
6,000
5,000

pop.
127,000
105,639
21,361
76,200
32,445
32,445
11,310
8,079

empl.
97,000
95,713
1,287
67,900
29,417
29,417
9,065
7,555

43,321

0%

8%

0

5,000

0

7,555

0
22,303
0
16,727
0%
8%
0
89,009
69,300
66,757
51,975
17%
5% 13,220
average household size
market factor capacity reduction
maximum improvement-to-land-value ratio for redevelopable parcel

5,000
3,408

0
21,361

7,555
5,149
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Agenda Item
D-2

City of Tacoma
Planning and Development Services
To:

Planning Commission

From:

Elliott Barnett, Planning Services Division

Subject:

Affordable Housing Planning Work Program (Phase 3)

Meeting Date: May 6, 2015
Memo Date:

May 1, 2015

At the May 6th meeting, the Planning Commission will consider staff’s preliminary
recommendations regarding the full package of proposals contained in the Affordable Housing
Planning Work Program, Phase 3. This discussion fits within a multi-year, interdepartmental
effort to evaluate a broad range of recommendations made by the Affordable Housing Policy
Advisory Group (AHPAG), through their 2010 report to the City Council. In 2012, the Council
referred the planning-related items to the Planning Commission for analysis.
This year the Commission is considering the third and final phase of these planning
recommendations, which fit generally into two categories: 1. Residential infill/affordable building
proposals which seek to promote affordability by allowing a broader range of housing types and
higher densities, and by promoting housing development generally. 2. Proposals to incentivize
the inclusion of affordable housing in developments through offering height, density or other
bonuses, and to require the inclusion of affordable units in association with residential upzones.
Throughout this process it has been clear that these proposals promote housing affordability,
mix and choice, and at the same time sustainability, smart growth, economic development,
transportation choices, livability, active living and urban design goals. They provide an
opportunity to consider the character of Tacoma’s neighborhoods, in the context of long-term
growth, demographic and economic trends. While recognizing affordability as central to this
project, staff have sought a conceptual framework that captures these interconnected issues,
and have informally begun to use the term “Great Urban Neighborhoods”. These are big topics
that relate to several ongoing dialogues, and suggest the need for future policy discussions.
At previous meetings, the Commission discussed background, policy considerations,
benchmarking, and preliminary considerations for potential changes. See the October 1, 2014
and March 4, 2015 Planning Commission packets, as well as AHPAG’s 2010 report and other
resources, available at: www.cityoftacoma.org/planning, Current Initiatives.
At this meeting, staff will seek the Commission’s guidance on the full package of
recommendations, pursuant to developing draft code language. Attached please find a report
summarizing staff’s preliminary recommendations, a table summarizing proposed changes, four
map exhibits and RCW 36.70A.540. Over the coming months staff will concurrently be
consulting with the AHPAG and will communicate their feedback to the Commission.
If you have any questions, please contact me at 591-5389 or elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org.
c:

Peter Huffman, Director

Attachment (7)
747 Market Street, Room 345 ❚ Tacoma, WA 98402 ❚ (253) 591-5030 ❚ FAX (253) 591-5433 ❚ www.cityoftacoma.org

Affordable Housing Planning Work Program (Phase 3)
Preliminary Staff Recommendations – May 6, 2015
Summary
Based on the AHPAG’s planning proposals, staff have developed the following package of
recommended code changes in order to provide additional residential infill/affordable building
options, and to establish affordable housing incentives and upzone requirements in Tacoma:
1. Additional lot size flexibility options for context-responsive infill (all Residential
Districts).
a. Lot size averaging
b. Critical Areas density bonus tool updates
c. Review Small Lot setbacks and design standards
2. Special Review Districts refinements (R2-SRD and HMR-SRD): Proposed changes
intended to promote a predominately single-family detached development pattern,
with additional provisions for smaller lot sizes and some mix of housing types.
a. Reduce minimum detached Single-family Lot size to 3,500 sf
b. Update Conditional criteria for 2 and 3-family development
c. Review NRX District lot standards for consistency
d. Initiate study of the potential to apply SRD zoning to additional areas
3. Pilot Residential Infill Program approach to allow innovative housing types with
heightened review, and subsequent code refinement.
a. Detached Accessory Dwelling Units (DADU’s) in R-2, R2-SRD and HMR-SRD
b. Two-family development as a Conditional Use on corner lots in R-2 Districts
c. Multi-family development in R-3 Districts
d. Cottage housing developments
4. Planned Residential Districts (PRDs) code updates to make PRDs an effective tool for
innovative site development, with optional density bonuses for affordability and
sustainability features.
5. Affordable Housing Incentives & Upzone Requirements: Offer density bonuses and
permit fee reductions in exchange for voluntary inclusion of affordable housing.
a. Create Affordable Housing Incentives Code
b. Downtown Tacoma Floor Area Ratio bonus
c. Planned Residential Districts density bonus
d. Residential upzones (privately initiated) – inclusion of affordable units required
6. City process enhancements: Pursue changes to City housing development review
process intended to reduce delay and cost.
a. Fee Reductions a bonus feature of proposed Affordable Housing Incentives Code
b. Pursue opportunities for pre-reviewed house plan library
2015-08 Affordable Housing Planning Work Program (Phase 3)
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Project Approach
 Consultation with the AHPAG
 Outreach to neighborhood interests
 Benchmarking
 Tacoma code analysis
 Vet recommendations through Planning
Commission and Council
 Coordinate with 2015 Annual Amendments
FOR BACKGROUND AND BENCHMARKING: See
10/01/14 and 03/04/15 Planning Commission packets
(www.cityoftacoma.org/planning, select Affordable
Housing)
Key findings
 Broad range of policy support for infill and
The AHPAG’s report laid
affordable housing approaches:
out the proposals under
o Housing affordability, mix and choice,
consideration.
sustainability, economic
development, smart growth, livability,
active living and health
o Consistent with planning profession best
practices
o Many communities moving in this direction
o Many of the proposals are consistent with
Tacoma’s older (pre-zoning) neighborhood
patterns
 Increased density proposals often elicits community
concerns including:
o Perceptions of potential negative impacts on
property values
o Changes to neighborhood character
o Recognizing existing examples, and
development of good new examples, are key to
increasing community acceptance
Many communities are
 Tacoma’s Comprehensive Plan:
considering similar
o Ensure consistency with the proposals of the ongoing 2015
proposals, often under
Comprehensive Plan update, particularly Land Use
different frameworks.
Intensities
o Ultimately, rezones are another option to increase housing
options in a given location

2015-08 Affordable Housing Planning Work Program (Phase 3)
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“Missing Middle Housing”:
o High density housing types are already permitted in higher density Residential,
Mixed-use, Downtown and Commercial zones
o Outside Centers, most of the City is zoned for Single-Family Detached Housing
o Tacoma as a range of Residential Zoning Districts – from R-1 (single-family
minimum lot size 7,500 sf) to R-5 (high-density multi-family)
o However most of Tacoma’s Residential zoning is R-1 or R-2
o Conclusion: there is currently limited space for medium density housing types



Integrating new infill options:
o New infill options and density can be added in context-sensitive ways to existing
neighborhoods
o For larger sites, where infill development can be more removed from existing
houses, more innovative approaches can be used
o Different review processes (by right, Conditional Use Permits, Pilot Program) can
provide the appropriate level of
oversight for each housing
type/zoning district
Context-Responsive Infill Design:
o The City of Portland, Oregon
provides an exceptional source of
guidance regarding infill design
strategies in their 2008 Infill
Design Toolkit (linked to the
project webpage at
www.cityoftacoma.org/planning).
o Portland’s key components of
context-responsive infill design
have been adapted and
incorporated into the proposed
Residential Infill Pilot Program,
described below.
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RECOMMENDATIONS:
1. Additional lot size flexibility options for context sensitive infill (all Residential Districts)
SEE MAPS 2, 3 and 4 which show patterns of existing small lots
a. Lot size averaging proposals
i. Current code: Lots must meet minimum size for the zoning district
ii. Proposed: Lot Size Averaging – Infill: The average lot size of the block
frontage can substitute for the zoning district minimum lot size.
iii. Proposed: Lot Size Averaging – Short Plats and Plats: Allow smaller lots
(to a minimum of 3000 sf) within short plats and plats when the overall
average lot size meets the minimum requirement of the zoning district.
Example: 12,100 sf existing parcel with house
located in the middle. Under the proposal the
parcel could be short platted.
Parcel 1 = 8,250 sf.
Parcel 2 = 3,850 sf and 35 feet width,
Small Lot Design Standards apply.
-Though Parcel 2 is less than 4,500 sf, the
short plat averages more than 5,000 sf per lot.

1

2

b. Critical Areas density bonus tool updates
i. Current code: This CAPO option allows
some of the density that would have
been allowed on a site but for
protection of critical areas and required
buffers, to be transferred to the portion
of the site outside the buffers.
However, the tool does not provide
flexibility on lot sizes (without a
separate PRD process) and has only
been used once in Tacoma.
ii. Proposed: Update the CAPO Density
Bonus tool to provide lot size and
configuration flexibility.
c. Review Small Lot setbacks and design standards
i. No changes to the existing Small Lot
standards are proposed.
Northpark PRD north of Wapato Lake (2002):
ii. Public input may indicate issues for
Includes clustered small lots and additional
further standards.
density through CAPO Bonus Tool.

2015-08 Affordable Housing Planning Work Program (Phase 3)
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2. Special Review Districts refinements (R2-SRD and HMR-SRD): Proposed changes are
intended to promote a predominately single-family detached development pattern,
along with some mix of smaller lot sizes and housing types.
SEE MAPS 2, 3 and 4 which show patterns of existing small lots
a. Reduce minimum detached Single-family Lot size in SRD Districts
i. Current code: Minimum Lot size in R2-SRD and HMR-SRD is 5,000 sf or
4,500 sf with Small Lot Design Standards.
ii. Proposed: Reduce the minimum lot size to 3,500 sf, with Small Lot
Standards. This reflects existing smaller lots patterns within SRD Districts.
b. Update Conditional criteria for 2 and 3-family development
i. Current code: The Conditional Use Permit criteria require that “special
circumstances exist” making it difficult to develop or continue the use of
the site for single-family.
ii. Proposed: Revise the CUP criteria to make it less discouraging of 2 or 3family development, with context-sensitive design.
c. Review Neighborhood Residential Mixed-Use (NRX) District standards for
consistency
d. Initiate study of the potential to apply SRD zoning to additional areas
i. Map 2 shows that some areas have existing patterns of smaller lots
ii. Potential zoning changes may follow along after the 2015 Comprehensive
Plan amendments are complete. These characteristics could be
considered through that process.

R2-SRD and HMR-SRD areas are
characterized by a mix of lot sizes and
housing types which would not be
permitted under current zoning.
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3. Pilot Residential Infill Program approach to allow the following innovative housing
types with heightened review, and subsequent code refinement.
a. Pilot Program Overview
i. Available for:
1. Detached Accessory Dwelling Units (DADU’s) in R-2, R2-SRD or
HMR-SRD Districts
2. Two-family Dwellings in R-2
3. Multi-family Dwellings in R-3 Districts, or
4. Cottage Housing in any Residential District
ii. Special administrative review process:
1. Form a Committee including PDS Director, Long Range Planning
Manager, Planning Commission Chair or appointed member,
Residential Plans Examiner, and one Tacoma citizen appointed by
the Planning Commission Chair.
iii. All Pilot Program proposals must demonstrate a proposal that:
1. Responds to Basic Neighborhood Patterns:
a. Street frontage characteristics
b. Rhythm of development along the street
c. Building orientation
d. Front setback patterns
e. Landscaping and trees
f. Backyard patterns and topography
g. Architectural features
2. Pedestrian-friendly design
3. Integrates parking without allowing it to dominate the site
4. Minimizes scale contrasts
5. Limits privacy impacts
6. Creates usable outdoor (or yard) spaces
7. Except for DADU’s, must provide one or more sustainability
feature (Built Green or equivalent, GreenRoads, or Low Impact
Development features)
iv. Meets requirements of the Pilot Program and other applicable code
v. Pilot Program sunset
1. No default time limit proposed
2. The Pilot Program will be reassessed as directed by the City
Council or PDS Director, after projects have been completed in
three or more of the permitted categories, or after three or more
of any single category has been completed.
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b. Pilot Program - Detached Accessory
Dwelling Units (DADU’s) in R-2, R2SRD and HMR-SRD
i. Meet current code
requirements for DADU’s
(updated in 2014)
ii. DADU may not be taller than
main house

c. Pilot Program - Two-family development on corner lots in R-2 Districts
i. Current code: 2-family
dwellings (duplexes or
townhouses) currently
prohibited in R-2
ii. Proposed: Allow 2-family
development on corner lots
as a Conditional Use. Corner
lots provide an opportunity
for attached houses to
respect established
neighborhood patterns, by
providing the appearance of
distinct houses.
1. Minimum parcel size: 5,000 sf
2. Units oriented onto different frontages
3. Must provide standard Rear Yard Setback on one side
4. Parking for both from rear of site when feasible
5. Compatible scale and bulk with neighborhood patterns
d. Pilot Program - Multi-family in R-3 Districts
i. Current code: Multi-family
not permitted below R-4L or
R-4
ii. Proposed: Develop CUP
criteria for multi-family
developments that fit the
scale and character of R-3
Districts.
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e. Pilot Program - Cottage housing developments (proposed new land use):
i. Site size threshold: 10,000 sf
ii. Review Process: Conditional Use
iii. Number of units: 4 to 24, maximum of 12 per cluster
iv. Density: 1.5 times the permitted underlying density (to a maximum of
one unit per 1600 sf of lot area)
v. Unit size:
1. Cottages (detached single-family dwelling) – 1,200 sf
2. Carriages (unit located above garage) – 800 sf
3. Two/Three-Dwelling Buildings – 1,000 sf each
vi. Attached units: Allowed in R2-SRD and above
vii. Maximum height: 18 feet, up to 25 feet with 6:12 sloped roof
viii. Floor area: Maximum 800 sf main floor area
ix. Parking: 1 space per unit
x. Setbacks: same as underlying zone for exterior setbacks
xi. Separation between units: 8 feet
xii. Open Space: 400 sf common, 300 sf private per unit
xiii. Design Standards: Attached covered porches, transparency, street-facing
pedestrian features, attractive exterior appearance
xiv. Connectivity: All units connect to the public sidewalk
xv. Landscaping: Screening parking areas, street trees
xvi. Community Buildings: Incidental in use and size to cottages, owned in
common by residents
xvii. ADUs: Not permitted
xviii. Must provide one or more sustainability feature
1. Built Green or equivalent
2. GreenRoads
3. Low Impact Development features

Danielsen Grove, Kirkland WA
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4. Planned Residential Districts (PRDs) code updates to make PRDs an effective tool for
innovative site development, with optional density bonuses tied to affordability and
sustainability features. The following is an overview of pertinent current and proposed
PRD standards:
a. Minimum site area:
i. Current Code: Minimum site size ranges from 2 to 10 acres
ii. Proposed: 1 acre minimum site size for all PRDs
b. Circulation:
i. Current Code: Show connections within area and to public thoroughfares.
ii. Proposed:
1. Enhanced emphasis on pedestrian environment and connectivity
(e.g., denser circulation pattern, connections to key destinations)
2. Maintain and connect with city street network and bicycle routes
3. Provide bicycle route improvements
c. Allowed land uses:
i. Current code: Allows townhouses in all PRDs, recreation facilities and day
care centers in all PRDs. Allows multi-family in R-3-PRDs.
ii. No changes proposed
d. Common open space:
i. Current code: One-third of gross site area
ii. Proposed: 15 percent of gross site area
e. Design guidance:
i. Current code: Meet the Comprehensive Plan intent
ii. Proposed: In addition to meeting the Plan intent, PRDs must demonstrate
a site and building proposal that:
1. Demonstrates urban design excellence in addressing Basic
Neighborhood Patterns:
a. Street frontage characteristics
b. Rhythm of development along the street
c. Building orientation
d. Front setback patterns
e. Landscaping and trees
f. Backyard patterns and topography
g. Architectural features
2. Provides a pedestrian-friendly design
3. Integrates parking without allowing it to dominate the site
4. Minimizes scale contrasts and limits privacy impacts at PRD edges
iii. Proposed: PRD’s must provide one or more sustainability feature
1. Built Green or equivalent
2. GreenRoads
3. Low Impact Development features
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f. Density:
i. Current code: Density consistent with underlying zoning
ii. Proposed:
1. 1.25 times underlying density for all approved PRD’s
2. Optional bonuses available up to 2.0 times underlying zoning
density
3. Density bonus options:
a. Inclusion of Affordable Housing units: Developer can add
up to 0.5 times the underlying permitted density in
exchange for the following:
i. 10% of total units affordable at 80% AMI
ii. 5% of total units affordable at 50% AMI
b. Incorporating a second sustainability feature in addition to
the one required (0.25 times additional density)

Example of a Tacoma PRD incorporating mixed
housing types.
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5. Affordable Housing Incentives & Upzone Requirements: Offer density and permit fee
reduction bonuses in exchange for voluntary inclusion of affordable housing, and
require inclusion of affordable units with private residential upzones.
a. Create Affordable Housing Incentives Code:
i. Follow provisions of RCW 36.70A.540 Affordable housing incentive
Programs – Low-income housing units. The RCW and WAC set out
requirements for establishing the program.
ii. Set renter and owner income level targets:
Maximum 50% Area Median Income (AMI) for renters, 80% AMI for
owners
iii. Maximum rent per unit:
No more than 30% of annual income
iv. Maximum purchase price per unit:
No more than 45% of back-end ratio (Principal, Interest, Taxes,
and Insurance (PITI) + household expenses/income) of the home
buyer
v. Affordable Units must be/have:
1. Comparable in size, number of bedrooms
2. Distributed around the development
3. Substantially the same functionality
4. Substantially the same amenities
vi. Committed to continuing affordability:
1. Must be maintained at affordable level for 50 years
2. Measures to enforce affordability/income standards: covenants,
violators would have to remedy or pay fee in-lieu
vii. Fee in lieu/buyout option:
Applicants may choose to pay fee in lieu of continuing
affordability. The fee in lieu would be the difference between the
market and affordable rates, plus a 15% administrative fee.
viii. Minimum of units threshold:
Developments with 20 units or more
ix. How many of the units must be affordable to qualify for bonuses?
1. 10% of total units affordable at 80% Area Median Income, or
2. 5% of units affordable at 50% of Area Median Income
-Example: Take a site that can be developed with 100 units
through underlying zoning. The total increases to 125 with
approval of the PRD. Up to 175 units may be constructed if
18 of them are affordable at 80% AMI, or 9 at 50% AMI.
b. Affordable Housing Incentives & Bonuses – where available:
i. Downtown
1. Current code: Floor Area Ratio bonus above the “By Right”
thresholds is available for inclusion of additional Design Standards
(each worth 0.5 bonus FAR to a maximum of 2.0):
a. Enhanced pedestrian elements
b. Exterior public space
2015-08 Affordable Housing Planning Work Program (Phase 3)
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c. Public art
d. Green roofs
e. Including a Public Benefit Use
f. Historic Renovation
The Maximum FAR is available with Transfer of Development
Rights (TDR).
2. Proposed: Add Affordable Housing into the list of features that
provide an 0.5 FAR bonus.
Downtown Tacoma Floor Area Ratio table:

ii. Planned Residential Districts
1. Current code: No density bonuses available.
2. Proposed: Provision of affordable housing within a PRD provides a
bonus of up to 0.5 times the underlying density.
iii. For approval of private residential upzone requests
1. Proposed:
a. Private applications for residential upzones required to
include affordable units
b. City initiated residential upzones: Add a rezone criterion
committing the City to analyze housing affordability in the
vicinity, assess potential affordability impacts from the

Center For Housing Policy, Inclusionary Upzoning: Tying
Growth to Affordability, Robert Hickey, July 2014
2015-08 Affordable Housing Planning Work Program (Phase 3)
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upzone, and take action as appropriate to promote
affordability.
6. City process enhancements: Pursue changes to City housing development review
process intended to reduce the delay and cost.
a. Fee Reductions a bonus feature of proposed Affordable Housing Incentives Code
b. Pursue opportunities for pre-reviewed house plan library
i. Through implementation of the proposed Pilot Program, Tacoma could
assemble useful examples, experience and information that could form
the basis of a pre-approved plans library.

Portland, Oregon conducted a design competition
resulting in code changes and a library of preapproved house plans.
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Infill/Affordable Building Tools (05/06/15)
Staff’s preliminary recommendations in red
R-1

R-2

R-2SRD

HMR-SRD

R-3

R-4L

R-4

R-5

ADU’s – Attached

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

ADU’s – Detached
(DADU’s)

N

N
P*
(ADU Permit
w/ notice)

N
P*
(ADU Permit
w/ notice)

N
P*
(ADU Permit
w/ notice)

P
ADU Permit

P
ADU Permit

P
ADU Permit

P
ADU Permit

Single-Family –
Standard Lots
Single-Family –
Small Lots (w/
Design Standards)

Two-family
dwellings
Three-family
dwellings
Multi-family
dwellings
Cottage Housing
Planned Residential
Districts (PRDs)
P = Permitted

P – 7,500
6,750

P – 5,000
4,500

4,500
3,500

4,500
3,500

3,000
2,500

3,000
2,500

2,500

2,500

Lot size flexibility:
 Lot Size Averaging - Infill: Infill lot can be the average of lot size on the street or block
 Lot Size Averaging - Plats: Allow smaller lots in plats if overall plat area meets standard density requirements
 Incentivize protection for critical areas: Update Critical Areas (CAPO) density bonus tool
N
N
CU - 6,000
CU - 6,000
P - 6,000
P - 4,250
P - 3,750
P - 3,500
CU*
(updates to
(updates to
5,000
CUP criteria) CUP criteria)
N
N
CU - 9,000
CU - 9,000
P – 9,000
P - 5,500
P - 5,000
P - 4,500
(updates to
(updates to
7,500
CUP criteria) CUP criteria)
N
N
N
N
N
P - 6,000 (add P - 6,000
P - 6,000
CU*
1,500 ft per
unit over 4)
CU* - Increased density (50% above base zoning) with design standards (small buildings, common open space, shared parking)
Update PRD Code (for new PRDs): Lower site size threshold and common open space requirement; add sustainability and
pedestrian requirements; add incentives/bonuses (up to 100% density increase for affordability, sustainability features).
N = Not Permitted
CU = Conditional
* = Pilot Residential Infill Program (special administrative design review)

Affordable Housing Incentives & Bonuses/Residential Upzones: The proposal would create incentives to include affordable units within
Downtown and PRDs, and require private applicants to include affordable units with private Residential Upzones.
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Affordable Housing Policy Analysis - Small Lot Study Areas
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Affordable Housing Policy Analysis - North Slope
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Affordable Housing Policy Analysis - U.P.S. East
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Attachment D

Agenda Item
D-3

City of Tacoma
Planning and Development Services
To:

Planning Commission

From:

Lihuang Wung, Planning Services Division

Subject:

Tacoma Link Light Rail Expansion

Meeting Date:

May 6, 2015

Memo Date:

April 29, 2015

At the next meeting on May 6, 2015, the Planning Commission will consider forwarding a letter
of comments/recommendations to the City Council concerning the Tacoma Link Light Rail
Expansion Project.
The Commission received a briefing from Sound Transit at the meeting on April 1st and
discussed the matter further at the subsequent meeting on April 15th. Attached for the
Commission’s consideration is a draft letter reflecting the Commission’s comments and
concerns raised at both meetings.
One of the concerns of the Commission is proper bicycle accommodation near light rail stations.
Please be advised that the Bicycle and Pedestrian Technical Advisory Group (BPTAG) had
provided a letter on January 8, 2015 to the Transportation Commission and the City Council
expressing concerns about pedestrian safety and access, cyclist safety, and station placement.
Sound Transit has been working with BPTAG and City staff to address these issues. A copy of
the BPTAG’s letter is also attached.
If you have any questions, please contact me at (253) 591-5682 or lwung@cityoftacoma.org.
Attachments (2)
c:

Peter Huffman, Director
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City of Tacoma

Planning Commission
May 6, 2015

Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council,
On behalf of the Planning Commission, I am forwarding our comments regarding the current phase of the
Tacoma Link Light Rail Expansion Project.
Back in 2013-2014, when Sound Transit was soliciting the City Council’s recommendation on the
selection of alignments for the Link Expansion, the Planning Commission submitted a letter to the City
Council (dated January 15, 2014), suggesting that the selected alignments should offer the best
opportunity to maximize economic development, stimulate urban revitalization, incentivize transit-oriented
development, be consistent with the Hilltop Subarea Plan, and ensure that access and accessibility near
station areas are properly addressed.
Recently, the Commission received a briefing from Sound Transit staff on April 1, 2015 on the project
status and schedule, funding situation, public engagement strategies, and draft results of the
st
environmental evaluation. The Commissioners had intense and passionate discussions at the April 1
th
th
meeting and subsequently on April 15 and May 6 on many issues such as ridership projections, station
locations, station area access and accessibility, bicycle accommodation, and cost of station relocation.
Following on and adhering to the same principles reflected in our previous recommendations, we would
like to offer the following comments and recommendations for your consideration:
th

1. The projected ridership (daily boardings in 2035) of 100 at the Stadium and 4 Street station is
extremely low as compared to the other 5 proposed stations along the selected alignment along
Stadium Way, Division Avenue and Martin Luther King Jr. Way. While we recognize the physical
limitations associated with this station location, the ridership projections still appear surprisingly
low considering the dense residential area surrounding the station, which is expected to see
significant additional residential growth over the next 20 years. We acknowledge that the City
Council made a recommendation to Sound Transit (Resolution No. 39004, September 9, 2014),
th
suggesting Stadium and 4 Street be studied as a station location. But, we also understand that
the recommendation was made before the ridership projection became available. Based on this
very low ridership projection, we are concerned if the need for this station is justified at this time
or whether the ridership should be reevaluated to better account for the potential riders from the
adjacent dense residential areas.
th

2. If the Stadium and 4 Street station were to be built, we strongly suggest that Sound Transit and
the City of Tacoma develop more specific strategies and funding plans to effectively address the
th
challenging steep slope along the 4 Street corridor, better accommodate riders’ walking to and
from the station, and increase the potential ridership at this stop. If the station is not constructed
at this time, we recommend that the system be designed so that a stop could later be added if it
becomes needed.
3. Judging from Sound Transit’s mapping information of the ¼-mile walksheds around the proposed
station areas, we have concerns about whether the proposed stations along MLK Jr. Way will
adequately service all of the residents, employers and community amenities that should be
connected along this corridor. The Hilltop Subarea Plan (Fig. 5-23, page 93) calls for a station
th
th
located in proximity to S. 15 & MLK Jr. Way, which would help service the S. 15 Street corridor
(a primary east-west connection between the neighborhood and downtown) and two significant
community amenities, the People’s Community Center/Pool and the Hilltop Police Substation.
th
Such a station would more appropriately cover the long gap between the two stations at S. 11
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th

and S. 18 , and together, make the Link Light Rail a better system serving the Hilltop community
and connecting the neighborhood to other destinations around the Greater Downtown. We
th
expect that the expenses needed to study the addition of the MLK Jr Way and S. 15 station
th
could be covered by the cost saving from removing the Stadium and 4 station from the system.
4. We are concerned if it would be cost effective to relocate the existing Theatre District station to
the Old City Hall area.
5. We are concerned about issues relating to bicycle accommodation near station areas, especially
for curbside stations. We acknowledge that the Bicycle and Pedestrian Technical Advisory Group
(BPTAG) had provided a letter on January 8, 2015 to the Transportation Commission and the City
Council expressing concerns about pedestrian safety and access, cyclist safety, and station
placement. We look forward to successful resolutions to these issues brought by Sound Transit
in close collaboration with BPTAG and City staff.
6. We also acknowledge BPTAG’s general notion of preferring median stations over curbside
stations, primarily from the perspective of bicycle accommodation. We respect that notion. We
also understand that both curbside and median platforms have their own merits and constraints.
We might add that, from an urban design perspective, median stations would make the light rail
system more visible and prevalent, adding a more significant ingredient to the urban fabric in the
mixed-use centers. This would be particularly appropriate for the stations located in the core of
the Stadium and Hilltop Mixed-Use Centers, where the Comprehensive Plan places particular
emphasis on the need to slow traffic, promote pedestrian activity, and create a “sense of place.”
According to Sound Transit’s environmental decision process and timeline, the City Council is scheduled
to make a recommendation to the Sound Transit Board in May-June 2015 for its consideration in the
selection of “the project to be built” in July 2015. To assist you in formulating your recommendation, we
respectfully submit the above comments and recommendations for your timely consideration.
Sincerely,

Chris Beale
Chair

